






233The're is no implication in the referenced paragraph that the moose count
figures are "mean ingful. 1I They are included simply as a matter of recorded
fact. If any conclusion can be drawn from these statistics, it would appear
to be that the upper Susitna River and the low drainage areas of the major
tributaries provide important moose wintering habitat. The statement
IIcooperation from the Corps has been very poor ll is a misstatement of
facts. The Corps has cooperated and worked very closely with ADF&G.

2~ 4Imp~cts resulting from the transmission lines, including secondary effects
resulting from road access, are thoroughly discussed in other paragraphs
in this section of the report. We note with interest that some reviewers
regard transmission lines as a threat to wildfowl because of the possibility
of collision while others believe that wildfowl tend to avoid transmission
1i ne corridors .

235 The visitation estimate was provided by a private consultant who closely
coordinated his work with the Bureau of Outdoor Recreation and the Alaska
Division of Parks. Benefits attributable to recreation constitute approxi-

. mately 0.2 of 1 percent of the annual project benefits. The Corps has not
predicted that the estimated 77,000 people who will visit the project
annually will also visit Talkeetna, which would be separated from the
Devil Canyon site by over 110 miles of roads. There is no planned direct
project road access between Gold Creek and Talkeetna.

236Asrequired by the 1958 Wildlife Coordination Act, the Corps has requested
from the u.s. Fish and Wildlife Service an evaluation of project impacts
upon fish and wildlife resources, including moose. Upon the conclusions of
their study, a determination will be made through the cooperative efforts
of wildlife agencies to determine mitigation measures necessary for the
unavoidable destruction of moose habitat.

237 The Corps I description is accurate as written. There are many criteria
established for wilderness classification of an area. The description was
put in the EIS to inform the reader of the wilderness quality of the area.
The fact that a portion of this area will be extensively modified, including
complete inundation of some 84 miles of river, is clearly stated and exten­
sively described in the EIS.

238 As stated in response to a previous question, the lands affected by the
project are presently classified as native village deficiency lands, and
the Corps is aware of conservationists I 0-2 legislation now pending before
Congress.

239 The Corps is not considering placing the transmission line on the west side
of the highway and railroad between Gold Creek and Cantwell. The quoted
sentence is factual as written. The schematic figure indicating the
location of the transmission line corridor has been clarified.
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24U The Susitna Fault, although close to the project, does not have the
probability of creating as violent an earthquake at the reservoir sites
as does the more distant Denali Fault. For this reason, an 8.5 Richter
Maximum Credible Earthquake (~1CE) 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.

241Again the statement concerning the possibility of th~ occurrence of ice­
fog conditions below Devil Canyon Dam during 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.

242 TheEIS 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 large 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
lip" 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 lipsJl 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.
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246 Alternatives related to gas, oil, and coal are sufficiently discussed in
the EIS to explain the justification of their rejection as alternatives to
hydropower.

24? Comment noted.

248 The sentence from which the phase is quoted refers to all tidal flow hydro­
electric eroposa1s. Tidal power is seldom if ever proposed in areas where
it is not l'suitable. 1I Cook Inlet may be one of the best areas for such
development; nevertheless, the lI ex treme costs and environmental effects ll

are'the basis for not recommending it for tidal flow hydroelectric develop­
ment.
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255 Stimulation of s,:j.gnificant heavy industrial development is not expected to
result from theSusitna Project for the following reasons:

1. The projected energy load growth upon which the marketability as­
sumptions are b~sed, 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. In 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 environmental 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
ElCX 1110

SALMON, IDAHO S34G7

W, ... E1LACKAOAR. M.D.

71116"31!133

aoyo te. SIMMONS M.D.

, 7116"31133

October 16, 1975

Alaska District Corps of 'EnginE:lers

Anchorage, Alaska

Re: Draft environmental impact statement on
the Upper Susitna Basin - Hydroelectric
power development '

. Dear Sir:

I have reviewed carefully your 95 page statement and am
alarmed that you dismi.ss the adverse changes in Devil's Car:won 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 on~ been paddled a few times but it is
paddleable and it is destined to become 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 to 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 capacity of the Susitna
by stating that fish do not now traverse Devil's Call1on. 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 CQuld easily be alter~d with
short twmels to permit this passage or some sort ofladder operation
so actually the loss t" fisheries of Devil's Canyon is thoroughly aa
great as that loss would be at Rampart over a five hundred ye~r period.
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Alaska District Corps of Engineers
October 16. 1975

.Page Two

While lOU have listed many proposals t01'" the Susitna
allot them include a dam in Devils Canyon. Certain.ly' some alter­
native thought should be given towards having only the upstream
dams buL.lt allowing tuture gen~rations to make the decision in.

.Devils Canyon. .

Please enter this statement in the hearing record and
.have it show that there is· strong opposition to the Devil t S Ca~on

dam and that this loss will be irretrievable. .

WIB:kc

Si~;7ly sUbmit~d~ . /' .../.
/c:d~/~ a Itf/.t-,. 4- d&:.1

w. L. B~ackadar. M.D.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS BY
W. L. BLACKADAR, M.D.

257Comments contained, in Dr. Blackadar's letter of 16 October 1975
are noted. Drawings and notations made by Dr. Blackadar on
1 October 1972 (not an inclosure with Dr,· Blackadar1s 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 River drainage above Rampart appears to be somewhat
exaggerated.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS BY
ERIC BOH4ER

258 The growing populati ons of the Anchorage and Fai rbanksareas will
generate an increased demand for energy. Hydroelectric power is
considered to be the most desirable method of supplying projected
energy needs at this time. .

259The alternatives are listed and discussed in Section 6.0 of the EIS.

260 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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October 19, 1975

~26 Skarl.nd Hall'

u. ot A., Colleg., Ak.
99701

Box 7002 1

Anchor~ge~ Ak.,99510

~.r Sirs,

Wo've been di~courar..d by P-8t propofta1~ m~d. by the Corp., particularly

the RIJmpart Dam l'Iropoul. W.'re llKI:re encouraged by the Zudtn. 'Dam prnjttct, which
~ . '., .

demon8trat..mor~ thorouCh r88~arch .nd mol'. attention to environment.i impacts th••

the preceding studiea. Rowever, Wit (.'0 fin4 .ome " ..knellll•• in thll study, Ilnd we
.: .

find we can't liecept the proposal tor a number of ref;8onll.

This tft.t1t'1on'1 coneid~r,. o~ly the Dev:i.1 c.nyon/Wahn.. d.m. propoftal. Th'!lIe

two d;u:!!!!! will have' Bome llifJ'iticant imp.cb,' which "e found were inadequaitely

con::dd~r~dt or not conddered a.t all, in '1uur study.

•loat imporbnt -I'. thft pol'ldble imY'actlsonthe N.l<1hin. cpribou herd. Thill

ill th-. moet import.nt h~rd 1n AJa.ka in tttrm. of annual 8port-hunt~r hprvPlIts

it c!4'lM:':"V"1'I Im1ch conL1id~riPtion. Colonel Df-b...lius ml!'ntione.' during his pr4uledbtion

.t th.. Fllirh~n'~!1 h"IJ,,1nC on thlt l>r-ft. }:rn that th" hertl con.itltently croJ'la~1'I

th'" rivl!'J" 1ft J\I]Y, and th .. t tJlfI m"Jor imp.ct eft th~ d,lml'l (1ft th", hl'rd would be _"

the herd b l1J~ely. In middl~ May, tb., h"rd cal'l'.''' -long the f10uth b.nkll or .
'... ~~,

the Sudtn. Riw.!', bel.dde thl'! propo~ed ~/Abn. rfttlervoir. Th,,'herd norl!lplly

cro~$,a to tho8umm~r e!'ound~ north of the river in '.t@ tlQY .nd .prly Junfl.
. '.. .

Mier~tion time. fluctUDt" more wi1e1y th~n your r~port inrlic8tea. (Mo~t of thi.
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information comes 'troman Al••ka Department of Fiah and C.m~ report entitted,
t

tlNelc.. 'lilt. Caribou ;Reporttl , b;r Gregory N. ,Boc, publi!h~d in Apr~l 1973 by the

Departmltnt)

It ia likoly:that thlt herd would frequently eros. the roaftrvoir b,roro the
, , L

ice h out. C.ribou are ~xcf!ll.nt .wimmer.~nd low morbli ty woul~ 'be ,.,Y.p8cted .;
, .

1 •WVf1t "heft brt- Htnnber. of',V&ry young CdWlii crolla ttl ice-free, turbulent t-iver.
~.

HowevAr, hoofed _nimale can't cope with !~lla throuchice: thoy arv notable to

climb lout again. At L..koLouin, biologiJlh h,ve oburved ca,ribou bruking ~hrough

thin ie", and 1I11'th" anim»l.. subsequently drowned.

"
~e worider about theat~bility of the ice on Wat.naRoaervoir with ~xpect.d water

level fluctu-tion. of' 125 feet.~ Ice devoloping on fluctuatin~ wit~r. ~urf.c~~

'could bo ltxpect"d ~o be p~rticularly 'unabblo, We would exp"o;:t uubble ice Oft I

the reaervoir3 to:hwve serious effects on calf number;~ .

The propo8ecl' 'CC~fta. rOll.d i. likltly to dr•.w II, numb.r of hunters, ,ftnowm.chiMr.
~ , .

Tho a:roa pr"l'l~ntly act. all • recharee arU for wildlife: • number ot different

game popubtion.i enjoy .tabUity of, number. and security in the dam aru, due mo~tl;r .

to difficult .ccnlS_ It thlt d.m. are built, '''0 "trongly r~eommond beping thlt~~cce..

road cloaed to the Flblic, and ~e'r.comme~d Rot pl.nni~g camp~ite. and recre.tiOR

are.s:~round th" re.ervoir••

W. looked·at the Al••ka Power Commi••ion report Oft which your en.rc~ demand
. .

curve h bu"d. WIt quo"tionit" accuracy, drt.ce it predicts future "ner~ need pllrtl;r

Oft incre;,Mo eMrgy u... · atemming trom t~e oil pipfllino ir:tp.ot: all :impact We don.' t
r~

expect to continue. Energy Beed. m.y wol1 be much 10$. th_.'the en~rg7 n.ed2 you

hne projected.

Thlt Corp.' Public Brochure l!lta.t"J<1," A p~rticlll,..rly iinp~.rhnt considerllHon

ot,clrrtdn hydropowltr proj~cts i~ the potential to providtt far more pow~r th~n d,emandf!d

.t the tiJr' op~ratif'n begins_ Ple1\::iful pow~r at relatively 10'" cO.\lb c~n .timulaie

. gro~th' and developmf!nt .. "(pr-. 11).



w~ dn.ft ~~~t tn ~•• l"nr~•••d in~".tri.li~~tion i. the fit.t.--we r8~1 th.t thi.

1. - very r-...1' deng.." ,from thia hydroe1.C'tri~ pI·oj.at. rr:t.mll,·ily !l'll"'tt\tllt rUflOl'l,

we wouJd r-thltr IJ•• ~ ',for th. immed~ate future, utili7.llti('lft of n.. tuN'l gila from the

JlOwer.

w. don't "'.nt .net'Q' produet~n above that :nec..nry tor the iml'lediat,.. future,

ai.cft exeeft. energy could .timulet., 10t only inauatrializlltio", but w.~t.ful ea~rgy

use--. bed h-bit for the public to develop. We red that it i. poor planaiag to

decid~ to build ~ d.mbefore knowing wh.r~ the ga_ pipeliae will go• .i'

We quution Colone1IMbdiu.' .t.tement,made at the Fairblln1<lI hur1nc, thet

the lire' .xp.eta~e1 of th~ dam would be 500 yeara. Thiu ~eftmG ~mprob..blet ai:nce

we laow of :no dllm with .. projected lifetil!"e of over 100 ,...ra. Hoover dam wa.

also predicted to hllve .. low dltatiOJl rat., IIRd U beCM lIilting up before con.tructioa

"'lO.e completed. ~\'hat would 1;ho b.neflt/coat ':"al,.~ia look like i r tho projected

, lifetime Weft 100 yeara or le.~t rather than 500 year..? We feel thi. would b•• more

r".li.tic elJtimat••

,Th. Suwitbll i. one of the mo~t importe.t river. in the .tat. in term. of ita

b••ut,. and in tft~a ot the .bUDd~De~ of wildlife in'ita drain-g. area. We plac.

a v.ry high value ~n a. undamm-d Bu.it•• River, aot only for ,the abov~ r ••Dona,

but for it. value as a wildernesa.' It e.ergy i5 re.lly n.c.~a.ry, ~~ ~pprov. of

~. t ••l that the Cu~itn. River i. the wrong
I

S1hcer.iy,

"/1~ &w~
,Mary Evans .

262 wilfTife ma&f./.Jlt major" U••of A.

~/d.- flJ /,{.~
n.n Hutton."
~ildlif~ m.nagement major, U. or A.

\~o-<.,- ;:f ''1-
Bob Fox

Tvce in~truqtor



RESPONSE TO COMMENTS BY
MARY EVANS, DAN HUTTUNEN, AND BOB FOX

~()~ Comments are noted.

In reference to comments on the Nelchina caribou herd.:- -The information
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
Game1s Alaska1s 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. II 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
partQf 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 life 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 IOO,years and is a fixed standard
for all Federal hydropower project evaluation.
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~~ve seen a lot of changes here.
8. ,. - "'.

SEA· AmMOTiVE. INC.

'. .J '
'~. Chauman, Ladies & Gentlemen:

. , '.

MY"~ is ward I. Gay. ~ operate ~~ve, Inc. at Lake Hood,

·~,.i1.t4xi~atum•. ~ have lived in ~f:aqe for thepa~t 40 years,. ,

~have needed the 'Devil Canyon Dam on the Upper SUsitna River for
. . . ' .

20~s~,in fact, I f~ew personnel on survey trips of this &msite

~e~, 25 years ago, befoteany gas or oil was disooveredin Alaska.

+....cU.~~ when, the Eklutna hydroelect;ric plan was fir~t proposed

':t~fo~ \'kJrld War., lI). The original ~tiJna~ ~s slightly over six

mill.1on dollars. When we finally got ~und to doing it, the oost was in

excess of 32 million dollars. The big delay wa's because ~ did not~

t.l'Jpt much power. Then gas was discovered at Kasilof. The people in
"~ .

Anch;>rage ~ted gas," so we voted a 20 year franchise to a oonpany and

built a pipeline fran Kasilof ,to Anchorage that we are still paying for,

"even though we have 'natural gas right across the inlet fran uS that there

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

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

building 2 ~r lines totranSinit it to Anchorage. It seems they can

bring the por.Yer in but not the gas. Maybe because of the franchise.

Anyway, the people have to pay for it 00 rratter how it is done so instead

of ~ing rrore mistakes,' lets build the" Devil Canyon Dam on the Susitna

and furnish pc:Mer to the whole railbelt. This will be utilizing a natural

"resource that is not ~le. '!hen the natural resources that are

~le, such as natural gas, oil and cnal can be sold to other states '

and oountries that are not as fortunate" as we are in having an abundance "

of water.
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SEA AIRMOTM:.. INC.

It has been~ that~ dam \«)U],d dest.J:oy wild gane habitat and

calving g:roundsfot: car~. I took.1I¥ first hunting part)r 'to the Fog

Lakes in the fall of 1947 and have hunted there every year' since. I
. .

have seen thousands of caribou go down the bank and 'swim the 100. yard~

of river and go up the other'side, seldc:m stopping in the small spruce

timber because they JcncM they are vulnerable to wolves and bear in the .,
timber,' and there is~ little for~ to eat there. I have never

seen a Ct::M have her calf down iIi the canyon. 'Itley like the hills al:ove.

ti.ntler where they can see and run. ' This also applies to noose.' With

the dam built, the caribou \\Ould only haw 'to swim across a 1/4 mile

lake. 'n)at is nothing for them or IIlX)se either, or a grizzly bear for

that matter. ~ has never been any, fish in the SUsitna drainage

al:ove'. the dam site. Even the~ canrx>t buck the white water in the
; . ,.~. "~:';>o ,." •

canyon. 'Ibe!;ake could be stocked with fish and~ ~ wonderful,
I

accessable recreation area that the people of the railbelt are already

in need'of. The garre animals are nearly gone in this area OCM, mainly

because we have protected.the wolves for the last 7 years. Thi.s can be
.......

changed in a fetl years. I "think the proper people have 1'lCM learned that

man Cannot all~ the other predators to increase, unlimited,' and still.
have ~ w::mderful game paradise that he desires to view.

f Sincerel' ,

. ··I·'~oR~263 ,./" _ I. Gat V ..
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26 3Corrments noted.

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS BY
WARD I. GAY

SEA AIRMOTIVE, INC.
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WETLANDS
of the UNITED STATES
THEIR EXTENT AND THEIR VALUE
TO WATERFOWL AND· OTHER WILDLIFE

By Samu.et P. Shaw and C. Gordon Fredine

Office oJ Hiller BlUlin Studi~

CIRCULAR 39
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR



THE PROBLEM OF
SAVING WETLANDS

The great natural wealth that originally made
possible the growth and development of the United
States included 0. generous endowment of shallow­
water and waterlogged lands. Theoriginal 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 wro~e in 1938:

Among the assets of mankind, wildlife receives .its true
appraTsli'fonli. in ad~i~ds.~!gt)S9.!_~!Viiization, 'w~en.
owing to the heedless destruction of earlier times, it has
beeriserfousiiifnbt'Irreparably reduced. Under -pio~eer
coiiOTtlonstherure~Ioitiie-tree:tmer;r01wildlife are imme­
diate exploitation of the usefuland drastic destruction of the
useless, and these rules tend to remain in effect long after
the original motives are gone. In the earlier stages. of'
se,ttlement no one thinks of allotting any land (or 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

Jsee, there is no time to learn, t,hat land urlits'Y,i~I,1_~heir
X natural occupants, as exemplified by a beaver meadow, a

ImuskraCmarsh, a duck lake, a deer forest, or an antelope
me8a,_~r.~ pr?~uctive entities that under certain circum-

" stances may be worth Iar more than anything man can put
~. in their place and that once destroyed may never be re- '
I estabfish~~: - (7)1. ' -

THE NATURE OF' WETLANDS

The term "wetlands," as used in this report and
i,n the wildlife field generally, refcrs to lowlands
covered with shallow and sometimes temporary
or intermittent waters.. They are referred to by
sucb names as m~l.rshes, swamps, bogs, wet mead­
ows, potholes, sloughs, and river-overflow lands.
Shallow lakes and ponds, usually with emergent,'
vegetation as a conspicuous feature, are included
in the definition, b~t the permanent waters of
streams, reservoirs, and deep lakes are not in-

I Italic numbers In bmckrts reler to item. in the List or Relerenc,'s on
jiagr 47.

eluded. Neither are wat.er 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 o( 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. Others 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 \y"aterfowl and other wetland
wildlife no longer grow in abundance. These
aquatic plants ne,ed 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.

COOPERATIVE PLANNING
State and Federal agencies engag~d 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 ben~ficial to the Nation.

It is one-sided plannin~ for examplc, if a flood­
control agency neglects wildlifewalues 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 ~ere developed without
reglj.rd for the fact that, individually or collec­
tively, they provide essen tial 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 ~ssen­

tial habitat for all waterfowl, most species of fur
animals, and many species of farm game, forest
game, and warm-water 11sh. 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 emphitsis on present useful­
ness ·of the lands as waterfowl habitat.

A century of wetland 'exploitation has taught
many'Tessonsinthe use" and" inisu'se'of' wetlands.
The-SwampLand-Acts ofTS49;' T8-5~--aJ1(r 1860
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
pa.nsion, and highway building have greatly re­
duced the wildlife values ofsome wetlands, partic­
ularlyalong the coasts.

44
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Wetland soils have physical and chemical prop"'"
erties that are derived from the environment in
which the soils odginate. Climate, landform, and
native vegetation largely govern the nature of this
environment, hence also the nature of the soils
and their potential uses. Most wl'tlands are
underlain by organic 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.'
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 \·... ill become
more intense in the years ahead.

The wetlands inventory re\'eals' the location,
classification, and evaluation of 74,439,300 acres
of wetlands as wa terfowl ha~itat. At least 90
percent of all wetlands of importance to wa terfow!.
are included. From the standpoint of waterfowl
value, the total acreage Cbvered 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 relati":,e waterfowl 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

288
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS BY
STEPHEN KURTH

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

265 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.

2C~ Reduction of flooding and erosion could result in subclimax'growth
of vegetation in the braided channel system and would provide browse
for moose.

268 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.

271 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.

272 Comments noted.

273 Comments noted.

274 Comments noted.

275 Comments noted.

276 Comments noted.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS BY
DAN MAWHINNEY

27? The proposed Susitna project would change the areas where project
facilities such as dams, reservoirs, roads, transmi~sion lines, and
recreation areas would be built, but we would d~sign and construct these
facilities using the highest standards to lessen the adverse impacts and
to,maximize the ben~ficial impacts.

278 Al aska is and wi 11 conti nue to be a great state where peopl e 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 live here. To
some this might not necessarily mean progress, but it is the IIreal
world. II

With good planning we hope to help provide a good place to live 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 feas'ib1e and less
environmentally damaging than any other alternative which could meet
electrical 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 in~ludingparks, 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 facil iti es
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
ATIORNEY AT LAW

, SUITE: 403

310 "K" STREET

ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 1l1l1S01

(1107) 278.1322

'(1107) 278-1443

October 9, 1975

Colonel Charles Debelius
District Engineer
Alaska District
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Box 7002
Anchorage, AX 99510

Re: Written Testimony Concerning Draft
Environmental Impact Statement

Dear Colonel Debe1ius:

I am enclosing with 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 October 7, 1975, and would request that my written tes­
timonybe included in your hearing record.

I would also request that this letter of transmittal
b~ included in your hearing record, since additional facts con­
cerning the production ·of your Draft ~nvironmenta1 Impact State­
ment became evident during th~ 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 thoropgh analysis of the effects of your proposed
project. In 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 Jone~ & Jones, Consultants, was engaged to study certain
aspects of the project. I have seen their report, entitled
Uppe~ 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 fpr 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 ma'terials, 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
umentswill 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 which it
was organized and conducted.

Yours sincerely,

-~-
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TEM/bja
Enclosure

Thomas E. Meacham



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 w"ildlife 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 Wildl ife
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 ofFWS (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
conta i ned in toto in either the DEI S or f eas i bi1 ity 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 ENVIRONHENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT:
HYDROELECTRIC POWER DEVELOP~NT ON 1H~ UPPER

" SUSITNA RIVER BASINt" .ALASKA .

October 7, 1975

Gentleman:

My name is Tom Meacham. I am a resid~nt of Anchorage,
Alaska and am conservation chairman of tho 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 conce~t 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 IrnpactStatement.
Instead, this hurried consideration of the Impact Statement seems
designed to nul·lify or elimin·ate any m·eaningful criticistn from
persons or organization~which may have some doubts about your
project. This certainly is not the "atmosphere of public under­
standing, trust, mutual c~operative, and in a mannerres?onsive
to the public interest", as your regulations require.

The Draft Impact Statement itself is much too narrow,
given the scope of the pr~blem. 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 pe 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 pe termed
a feasibility report, ·in relation to other alternative power
sources and the projected needs of the rail belt area in future
years. Because the question of feasibility and of future need
will receive'only the present enviro~mentaIanalysis, that anal­
ysis must be'as complete as any required under NEP~ for any spe­
cif~c ~speQt of actual hydroelectric' plant construction. The

I
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Comments to DraftEIS
October 7, 1975'
Page two.

, • I

writers of this, Impact Statement have, wi,th rto s~atutory authority I
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 .' 283
present the details of the proposed dam construction. Questions
which they have left unanswered are the following:

, . . .
1.'

2.

:1.

What is the source 6£ any assumptions regarding I
popUlation grpwth and growth in electrical de- .
mand in the rail belt area? Are there variations ,284,'
among sources in these projections; and if so,
which projections did the Corps examine and adopt?

Has' any comp,rehensive economic, social or environ­
me~tal.analtsis been done of other alternatives ~o
the hydroelectric project, inclUding purchase of
power from Canada, coal gasification, coal'burning, 285
use of natural gas, geothermal resources, or any .
other available ,or projected source'in Alaska? If ~ I

studies have been examined regarding these factors,
what is tne source of these studies?

Will hydroelectric development in t,he rail belt
area discourage,use and development of alternative I
sources? ' Will other sources develop despite con- 286
struction o'f hydroelectric projects?

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 Corpso£ Engineers will very quickly demonstrate
that hydroelecttic power in'the rail belt region is physically feasible.
The real question of the propriety .of hydroelectric power, in the con­
text of this region's needs and in contrast with other available
sources, will never, be answered.

Because the majority, of your 'Draft Impact ,Statem~nt deals
with ~he reality of a two-dam const~uction proposal, ! have some
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Comments to Draft EIS
October 7, 1975
Page three.

287 ,

I
questions to iaise.concerning that proposal. I feel that there

..

are seVeral v.ery ser. ious in.consistencies or unwarranted -as.. sumptions
made in tha't Impact Statement, and I feel confident that satisfac-

. tory answers will be provided at the time the final impact statement
ia written. Among my ques.tions are the following:

1.

288

2.

1

3.

290 .

4.

291

5 .
•

292

Is the capacity of the Devil Canyon~Watan~
project excessive? The p~ojected 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 Commission? .

What will be the effects upon fish, wildlife and
human activities downstream from the dam sites
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Comments to Draft EIS
October 7, 1975
Page four.

during the twelve years of construction? Will
the SusH:.na Riwr be entirely impounded, ,by
Watana.Dam while Devil Canyon Dam is being
constructed?

7. What effect will the loss of low, clear flows of
.the Susitna River in wintertime have upon the
fish which migrate from the tributaries to the
main stem during wintertime to avoid freezing?

8. What effect will the increased wintertime volume,
more than eight 'times the' existing uncontrolled
winter flow, have upon fish and wildlife iri the
Lower Susitna? What effect will this increased
winter flow qave upon erosion potential?

9. Will multi-level releases of water from behind
the dams lead.to increased siltation during re­
leases~ Whenjwater and silt from the bottom por­
tions of the resevoir are released?

10. What will be the peak monthly flows antici~ated
on the river after construction? The Impact
Statement lists only average monthly flows, not
peak flows.

1293

I 294

l295

I 296

I, 29·j

11.

. 12.

14.

What measures will be taken to· control the problem
of "frazzle i-ce" 'under cold winter conditions?

What is the present con~umption of the rail belt
area, in terms of barrels of oil?

Has the total energy cost of twelve years of dam
construction been debited against the eventual
production of the project, in terms of barrels
of oil~ . .

How much oil would the total first costs of the
project bUy at today's prices?

I 298

1299

I 300

I 301
15. What will.be the actual amount of delivered power I

to :E'air.ba..nks. ' Anchorage, and o.the.r. rail.. belt points?
The Impact Statement lists only the projected· power
produc,tionat the dam site, and does not calculate

, 1
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Comments to Draft EI$
October '7, 1975
Page five.

power losses.

-What will be the effect 9f increased energy,
velocity and ,abrasion of the released water below
Devil Canyon Dam upon the LowerSusitna River,
and upon the, turbidity of the river?

What factors w~re used to calculate a benefit­
cost ratio of 1.4? Why was an artificially low
~nterestrate pf six and one-eighth per cent
used? Does the nature of this project, on' a
'glacial river with no presently known technique
for dredging resevoirs f~lled by.sediment, jus­
tify a 100-year life projection?

,Upon what factors was the 100-year project life
calculated? Does 'the Corps of Engineers have
any available data from other hydroelectric pro­
jects constructed 6n glacial rivers with stream
flows comparable to the Susitna River? '

16.

304r
7

•

. .'1 18
'

t ,

305 .
I

3
' .~:; 6' 'I" 19., ,Is "flood control" a planned benefit of the

'resevoirs, as mentioned on page 71 of your draft?
"What is the historical incidence of Susitna River

floods?

.303

301

20. Why has the proposed project been stressed for a
: "maximum credible earth~uake" with an epicenter
forty miles distant, since t~e Susitna fault is

,only 2.5 miles from the site of the dams? Upon
'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 bne of three
major white water rivers in Alaska. HpwEj;ver, you neglected to point
'out that, among White water experts, it is considered the premier
stretch of wh~te water in North Amerioa, if not in the world. Of
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I Comments to Draft EIS

October 7~ 1975
Page 'six.

the three Alaskan rivers mentioned, the Alsekand the Bremner are
inaccessible by boaters at either their origin or their termin~s.
By contrast, Devil Canyon can be reached on the Denali Highway
for departure, and its tepninus lies on !'the Parks Highway. Recre­
iltional white water boating 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 whitewater boaters in particular, are repeated references
to "a few hardy souls" with veiled implications .that anyone who '
tries to kyak any portion of Devil Canyon has a death wish. Your
impact statement fails to analyze the tremendous growth of self­
propelled sports, such as mountain~ering, hiking, backpacking,
and white water boating. Instead, it assumes without basis in
fact that the Devil Canyon ar~a 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' I

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 disc~ss 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 proposal. With increased mechanized access being one
of the prime features'of the project, it will almost certainly h~ve'

some type of impact upon a State Park proposal. What value was
added to your bene~it-cos~ ratio for the recreation opportunities
which you foresee as a r~sult of construction of the project, and
upon what factors were these values based? •

I
Simply stated, I feel that the value of Devil Canyon of

the ~usitna 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
wild river status under federal law, and any deGision by the Interior
Department not to recommend t~e river iri 1973 was based on the fabt
that a hydroelectric project was proposed, and not on any inherent
characteristic of the river itself. 'Base'd upon the con1;:ent of your"
Draft Environmental Statement, I have found no compelling reason why
Devil Canyon should not remain free and uncontrolled, a monument to
nature and' not 0 to man', or particularly to the Corps of Engineers or
our Congressional delegation.

Please include my statement in your recor~ 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 e~pect 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.

Thank you very much.

L{~
Thomas E. Meacham
1410 "H" Street
Anchorage, Alaska 99501
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS
OF

THOMAS E. MEACHAM
DATED 7 OCTOBER 1975

282 The liming 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
withNEPA 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 fnvolves keeping the
public fullY informed on the status and progress of studies and findings
of plan formulation and evaluation activities. It isa 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
tesults 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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283 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
91-190), 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
lined 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,
fo~~ats, 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
whlchwere summarized at the Public Meeting. Because the report
could not be finalized until the public views on its general
content, especially on the conclusion and recommendations to
be contained therein, it could not, of course, be published
prior to the meet"jngs set to obtain those views. It is now being

·given final revisions as a result of the meetings and of review
by higher authority.

284.The growth rate. projections for energy demand are by the Alaska.·
Power AdministNtion (APA). They reflect a 1975 revision of the
figures from the 1974 Alaska Power Survey. The major competitive
projections are those publ ished by OBERS (Office of Bus"iness .
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
estimated a.Tl varieties of growth in Alaska.

285 The alternatives mentioned have been considered as a part of the
feasibility study. Data from all available sources have been
utilized. Coal is found to be the major alternative to hydropower.

286 Hydrodevelopment mayor may not supplant development of alterna­
tive power sources. The proposed project will supply the area
power deficit only to about the mid-1990 1 s when either additional hydropower
or other alternative sources will have to be developed.
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287 Comment noted.

288 The capacity of the two-dam project is not excessive. The electrical
output is less than three times the present Railbelt need (not six times
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 Alaska 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 1ittle secondary energy associated with the
proposed plan. Such energy is not designed into a plan, but is a
result of defining the IIfirm ll energy as that which can be produced in
the worst water year (drought). Thus, in most years, there is additional
water available to produce IIsecondaryll 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.

291 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.

292 Yes, some permafrost is located beneath the Watana reservoir and may be
a1so withi n a porti on of the Devil Canyon reservoi r. 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.

2P3 The downstream effects during construction should be minimal inas~uch as
. the entire natural ri ver fl ows wi 11 be passed by di vers ion tunne1s unti 1

completion of the Watana Dam about 1986. At that time, a regulated 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
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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 will be
cycled through settling basins, etc., if such need is found.

294 The low level (less than 35 ppm) of glacial I1flour ll which we expect to
be passed downstream year-round (in lieu of highly turbid summer flows
and very clear winter flows) is similar to the natural conditions at
Kas i lof River-Tustumena Lake where fi sh 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 detailed studies, 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 little
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
itserosive 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 depo~its 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 large 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 pool--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 ~ffer storage to
anow 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 hourly streamflow below Devil Canyon. Devil Canyon, in
effect, will beserving a component of the baseload of the system and
Watana woul d be util izedtoserve peaki ng requi rements. The composite
effect of this operation would provide a nearly constant hourly hydro­
graph for the river reach below Devil Canyon.

298 Frazil ice is a short-term early winter phenomenon involving a specific
~et of meteorological conditions in association with shallow~ clear
rapidly flowing water, and the absence of ice cover. The very deep,
milky, relatively placid waters of the reservoirs are totally opposite
to the conditions favorable to frazil ice formation. Be that as jt may,
if such ice did form, the capability of selective withdrawal of deeper­
lying, warmer waters provided by the multilevel intake system would
offer a simple, immediate, built-in solution to the problem.

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

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

S() 1 The answer depends on what value is assigned to today's oil. At a price
pf $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 life will result in non-use of over 1.5 billion barrels of oil
or its energy equ iva1ent of over 11 tri 11 i on cub i c feet of natura1 gas.
It is also likely that future oil prices could increase substantially.

302The quoted 6.1 billion kilowatt-hours reflect the net annual power
delivered to the two distribution centers, Pt. Mackenzie for Anchorage
and Ester-Gold Hill 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 fIS. The interest rate
is that set by regu1 ati on 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 life. Also see response number
121.
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304 The lOa-year life 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 life 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 limited to geology of the basins, river gradients, precipitation
patterns, runoff characteristics, and topography, influence sedimentation
and must be considered to determine any valid correlation.

S() 5 Increased ki netic energy in the form of hi gh water vel ociti es due to the
large head of water behind the dam is dissipated at the dam. Most of
theli!nergy 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 ..

3U6 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.

307The 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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~~ 8 The DElS 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 life 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,1I our view is that these
are the most likely recreational uses for the lands surrounding the
reservoirs. As such, we have estimated only a limited recreational
development based on camping-hi king-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 a·ssociation 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 probabil ity that the proposed park and project would
be in any way closely associated, at least for the foreseeable future.

J(;;;j Comment noted.

JiUJComment noted.



philip n. osborn • geologic consultant
21·I2NO AVE. N.I!!:•• BELI.£VUE. WA 98004 -(206) 4"'3588

o 17 October 1975

Col. Charles A. Debelius. District Engineer
Department of the Army
Alaska District, Corps of Engineers
P •.O. Box 7002
Anchorage, Alaska 99510

SUBJECT: Draft Environmental Impact Sta.tement: Hydroelectric Power Develop­
ment, Upper Susi tna River Basin, Southcentral Railbelt Area, Alaska.

Gentlemen:

'Phe following material is submitted for inclusion in the records of the public
meeting of 7 October 1975, RE: Southcentral Railbelt Area, Hydroelectric
Power ::itudy, and as specific comment in reply to the Draft Environmental
lmpact Statement recently issued by the Corps in relation to this study.
Within my capacity as a geologic consultant I have had previous impute 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: !U Inventory and Evaluation of~ Environmental,
Aesthetic, and Recreational Resources. My comments are refltricted to the
geologi"c 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
DraftEIS and have personally communicated with Mr. Yould and Mr. Chandle~.

RespectfUlly submitted•

••0 Ni ((k~
hi1ip .~ Osborn

Geolo 0 Consultant

Ene.
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! The Draft Environmental ImpactStateme."lt for hydroelectric power develqpment

1nthe t1pperSusitna River baSin contains insufficient data within the geologic

discipline. This data is essential to a complete andadaquate evaluation'o£

the proposed project - - its merits, benefits, and costs. Specifically;

1) '1'he geologic map on page 16 is incomplete; :raults whioh transect the

S'\1sitna ~in are not shown. Major faults intersect the Susi tna Hiver down­

stream from Tsus8na Creek (Susitna Fault), at'Vee Canyon, upstream from the

confluenoe 01 the Susitna and Maclaren Rivers, and near Denali. Severa.l

smaller taults are located in the Valdez Creek area and at other areas'. .

within the site. Undoubtably, other faults exist within the study regionf'

they may be presently inferred:or unmapped due to the immenSe area and the

lack of detailed geologic surveillance.

2) Tbegeologic map shows no indication ot structural features, partiou~

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

W.25° W. and 'dipping 800 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 lithology striking east - west and dipping
o '

• approximately 50 - 60' south are not shown lKachadoorian, 1974; Osborn, 1974;

Jones and Jones, 1975).

,) There is no mention of actual movement along the major faults within the

study area and those outside but which oould have significant effect on a

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

and offsets should be mentioned; Denali Paul t ~~ - post-Pleistocene

displ~cementof 120m measured and 200m from aerial photograph interpretation;

Totchunda F$ult - - post-Wisconsan displacement of 270m (Page, 1972);

Sudtna Pault - ,- 11kmot displacement inferred from morphological expression

(Osborn, 1974)
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activity as a result of reservoir

Noting the immeqiat.e proxiIllity

4) The pos'sibil1 tyof an· Increase in seismic

impoundment and fluctuation is not mentioned.
,

of the Watana. reservoi~ to theSusitna Fault, thispossipility shoulti be , "

cons:i.det'ed. This phenomenon has been widely recognized and is well documented,

e.g., inhl'ea.se in earthquake aetivity following the impoundmentd! LnkhMead

behind Hoover Dam (Richter, 1958).

5) There is no mention of the recurrence periodicity of great earthquakes

(greater than 8.0), within Southcentral Alaska. A great earthquake may be

expected. a.pproximately once evei:y 30 years (Sykes, 1911) or 16.1 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 change in

drainage patterns whereby the Watana reservoir might invade the Upper Copper

River basin should be analyzed. ' It should be noted there is only 162 feet

of elevation gain from theWatana full pool level to Lake Louise. There is'
, .

a high probability that the Copper River system has been the outlet for the

Upper Susitna orainage at least once and possibly 'several times during the

geologic history of the UpperSusitna River (Usborn,1974).

7) 11; is absolutely imparative that the possibility of a seiche generated

by seismic activity or landslide within either reservoir be considered.

These standing waves can have devastating effects, as evi~enced at Lituyar " '
Bay (Miller, 1960), and have been responsible for several overtoppings and"

dam failures in histor1otimes.

In addition, the following geomorphological problems and questions. should

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 a.t the mouth of the Susitna

River and what are the effects on sedimentation in Turnagain Arm as a result

of lower sediment loads in the Susi tna? (The principal source area. of

, sediment in Turnagain ':Arm is the Susi trw. drainage.)

10) All existing [iediment load study samples are instantaneous; there are no

continuou~ samples. Due to the tremendouseediment load in the 30 day period

following breakup l perhaps 60- 80% of totalJwhen discharges may exceed

90,000 cfs, the existing data ~.s inadaquate to a.llow volumetric extrapolation

for' a 100 year period.

1t) Wha.t .effects, will fluctuations of the Watana. reservoir have on solifluction

mass wasting and will there be a. substantial increase in shorelin~ erosion?

12) What effects will the transmission corridor ha.ve on permafrost in the

area of traverse? How will the transmission towers be anchored to prevent

dislbcation by hea.vin~.of the disturbed surface?

These' and m,anyother questions, problems, and 1na.daque.cies suggest that the

document should be returned to the Southcentral Railbelt Task Team for

additional studies and voluminous additions to the Dra.ft Environmental

Impact statement.

?~T'
I
I
I

~'l:AA;J. fJJ~ I' &:v;:;tOsborn,
Geologic Consultant
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS BY
PHILIP N. OSBORN

311 The EIS recognizes the most important and major geologic aspects.
Jf the project area. The Corps of Engineers will study all of the
areas of geologic concern expressed in Mr. Osborn1s letter and
many more geologic conditions as the Southcentral Rai"lbelt study
continues. To this end, the Corps has already retained two con­
sultants specialized in the field of tectonics and seismi'ctty;io'f
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

31.8



~,
!

!

i, P.O. Box 171
\ Anchorage, AK 99510

Octooor 11,' 197.5

Col. Charles A. Debelius
District Engineer
Al~oka District, Corps of Engineers
P.O. Box 7002
An~hora~e,: AK 99.510

Dear Col. Debeliust

.1- am writing 1n general referenco to tho Upper Su's1tna River Project.
Althou~h lam a~ain~t thoprojoct for environmental and social impact
reasons, !' would like to focus my comments on a. speclf1.c part of t.he
study. The follolrlng comment::;, therefore, have to do with the trans­
mission corridor, called alternative "Susitna-I" in the Septembor 1975
draft of the Environmental Assessm(lnt of the Sus!tna Transr.l1::mion System,
lrhichparalJ eln the Alanka Railroad between Talkeotno. and Gold Creek.

As a ~~rt~ycar resident of Lane Creck, located near mile 241.7 of the
Alns~a Railroad, I am deeply concerned about this part. of the project.
I am not alone; thore are hundreds of people who 0 lin or }f;Jaze land .and
~rho have recreation or residence ca.bins in tho area affecteQ by "Susitna-l"
between Talkeetna and Gold Creek. Accoss rond!; wl11 ruln this a.rea,
bringing in large numbers of people and all tho attendant problemG, which
is precisely what most people who buHt in this a.roa ~lanted to getaway from.
In addition to the roads, the transmission towers, lines, and cleared areas
will be unsightly and an impairment of the wilderness onvironment.

In reading the above mentioned draft, I was surprised and distressed at
the incomplete artd misleading information which it contnined. lam refering
he~ to the rnatrlces and ~upportlng text for the Environmental Assessment·
and Environmental Impact sections" Although tho draft seems to have been
intended asa superficial study, the orrors I will note arc so glaring that
they req\.l.irl'! comment and correction before the draft i::; used as a basis
for any declo1ona.

The matrix for this sogment· of "Susitna-l" 'under t:xist1ng Developments
indicat.e several rn!l:coad stops, of uhich· J...'l.nc· i~ on(~. Lane is not even
a flag stop, and hil.:m't been for many years. The current. flag stops are mile
232, 233.5, 236, 2J8.h, 239.5. 241.7, 2111$..6, and othern north to Gold Creek.
Each of thCf';C ~b)l):::; rcpresnnt small communitics of a Gcattcrcd three to
ton cabin:; Hhich pe·ople usc for recreation or residence, moetly the latter.
The locatlons o~ thn cnbins rnn~e up to three miloz, and occais16nally
further, frota the raj lrond tracks. The tat.rlx, for ImlJllcts under Jo.:xisting
DevelopQr:lc!1tn indicatc::> no impact in this area, althouch lower down on the
pae;c thrJ Stephan Lake cnbin5 arc mentioned. Th~ text 1c equally incomplete.
Infact, the .tlmpa.cts of Preferred Corridor Susi{na-l M (pg. 38) scarcely
mentions the Talkeetna-Gold Creek. segment at all.
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The rather significant oversignt of ignoring "this large block of people
a.nd the impact the "Su::;itnn.-l ll corridor will have on them. indicates a
very superficial and nlmost irresponsible analysis. I note that the
matices can be cazily updated. In light of the imformation contained
herein, I :hope that the draft, matrices and text. will be corrected
before being submitted tc decision makers.

A w:1ldertleos lire for myself and a large number of peojPle "'11J. be destroyed
if the transmission lines arc built in this corridor. "I, would therefore
like to ccc the "SusH'1.n.-l tJ u.lternativ"J between Talkeetna and Gold Creek
abandoned. If this cannot be dorIC. t.hen at l~"Jast study it ca.refully to
minimize the impa.c't., Therefore, I certainly hope you will cons.ider helicopter
cons·truction in thlo nrea and chooce a route which wll1 avoid prlvatoly
leaned or owno<1 land.

.~.

Sinccr/Jly,
.,1.' I /1- I 1/t ,., t. '. ," ,,', ,_.' ... "/' "'~ ..

.1 ,
R. John Strasenburgh

ce., Zcnators Cravel and Stevens
Reprc~cntatlv'!' Young
Bob r.r~sc, Ale~~~ ?owcr Adciinistrat16n
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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 asa relatively broad strip of land constituting a
ucorridor.1I As stated in the Environmental As~essment for Trans­
mission Systems (APA): liTo avoid presumption of private lands, the
final route will be flexible enough to circumvent~mall blocks of
private land. 1I 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: IIWhenever 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 lIinaccessible" areas should, however, be avoided;
preserving wilderness quality entails sharing or paralleling all
rights-of-wayexc~pt trails, and from these, lines should be shielded
as much as possible. 1I Thus, preservation of the wilderness ~etting

will be a major consideration in transmission line location and
construction.
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STILLWATER CLINIC
BOX B

COLUMBUS, MONTANA

October 21, 1975

Alaska District Corp of Engineers
Anchurage, Alaska

99500

He: Upper Susitna Fasin Hydro-Electric Power' Development.

Dear Sir£;:

It comes to my attention that a power development
including a dam or several dams in the upper Susitna
and Devills Canyon is still being proposed. It is my
feeli.ng 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 proposal to
change or de~ace 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.

'314
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS BY
C. H. SWANSON. JR. M.D.

314 Comments noted.
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JOHN R. SWANSON
P. O. Bnx 922
Berkeley, California 94701
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS BY
JOHN R. SWANSON



410 Skar1andHal1
University of Alaska

Fairbanks, Alaska'99701
Oct 7, 1975

Alaska, District
Corpso! EnCineers
P.O. Box 7002
Anchorace, Alaska 99510

Dear nir:

,
I attended your hearincs held hore in Fairban~s.in October, with
great interest and conc~rn for the -future development of the proposed'
nams on the DiG Susitna River. . ' ' ,

I was somc\'llwt sur!,rised when Colonel 1)ebelius mentioned tha~ there,
micht still he a pOAsibility of' additional dam construction such
as the Rarn}1art. ','!hen the Corps tries to resurrect such sl':oletons
of this rnacnitude of -biolocical blunder, it maltes onp wonder about
some of thr reasonin~ bohind present studies.

Althou:::h I \'/ou1(1 be the first to admit that the ,Devil's Canyon arfla
,';ould be ~~ probabl~the best location for a d.am site in the State, I
'feel that 1.t is neccsEary to evaluate all of Alas~tats resources, '
anQ ~~se land usc planninG~ ~ith the best and vdsest use of resources
instead of developinc in a piece meal style. ' ,

Ifr.cl that the qUf1stion should be raised'as'to the necessity of
a dam for hydro-electric PO\'lcrla.tthis time. 'l'herc nrc presently
Many cn~rr.Y resources beinG ':,c{sted in Alaska. FlarinG of natural
[~as has been ca,rried out for over a deoado in Cook Inlet. As a
sturlent' on cnr.1!?US at the University of Alaslta. at Colleso, I '.'litness
entire floors urinecccsarily burnin~ electricity 2/{ hourn a day, and
consumption is at a maximum.

Th(! fact. that 'thf) Corp::; of Enl~ineers is planninr, this project at
this tir.1c, prior to tmO\'lledr,e of the route the eas p;Lpclino will

.take, indicO-tes an attltudo of "development for development's sake"
to pcrhapn quo t.o a \'Icll Imo\'m Alaslwn inversely. ' '

If' tnfact thpo North Slope t:o.s nipcline docn, [;0 throu::'h Alasl~a, it
would appear to' me to be extremely short s:i..C;htod at this time to
co ahead ,'r1 th construction plans, as well as cncouraljinc more waste
of Alaska f s rencwablc and non rene\'fablc resources. "

......,

Yours' ~inccrc~Yt'Jfl
rf.. ~ .I ~ , , ~~l.I..j
r~ !

Barbara ~inkley ,

,cc: Govornor Hammond
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS BY
BARBARA WINKLEY
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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 DEPJ(RTMENT OF COMMERCE
The Assistant Secretary for Science and Technology
Washington, D.C. 20230

October 4, 1976

Lieutenant Genera 1 J. W. Morris
Office of the Chief of Engineers
De?a~t=ent of the Army
Washington, D. C. 20314

Dca r G~'ncr'::ll. Harris:

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

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,

n4.~ (Q (X~
Sid~ller 0
Deputy Assistant Secretary
for Environmental Affairs

Enclosure:
•

Memo from Mr. Harry L. Rietze
Director, Alaska Region'
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U.S. DEPARTMEN. OF COMr..'ERCE
National OCDonic and Atmonphoric AdminlDtrctlon .
NationaZ Marine Fisheries Se~ice

P. O. Box 1668~ Juneau~ Ataska 99802

DATE: September 1S t 1976 FAK21/JB

Conservation

SEP 2 9 1976
EE. Offir.e of Ecology and Environm~ntal

r. ~'f··t~( (. S'd~LSEP 29 1976
THRU: ~~ F3. Associate Director for Resource Management

'(£[~ a:(f(~ ·~LH.L/~/l-- .

FROM: j I)' . Harry L. Rietze
~el Director. Alaska Region

TO:

. SUBJECT: Review of Revised DEIS #7607.37. Hydroelectric Power Development t

Upper Susitna River Basin. Southcentral RailbeltArea t

Alaska Corps of Engineers .

The revised draft environmental impact statement for Hydroelectric
Power Development. Upper Susitna River Basin. Southcentral Railbelt\
Area. Alaska, that accompanied your memorandum of July 21 t 1976 t has
been received by the National Marine Fisheries Service and we offe~.
the foll~wing comments.

Comments

4.U Environmental Impacts of the Proposed Action

Thls section made several 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 bel ieve that if the channel pattern changes froma braided
stream pattern to a single. drep 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. 2 . Reduction of
intra-gravel flows could seriously affect mortality of eggs
and alevins.

1
5.0 Environmental Effects Which Cannot Be Avoided
P-ageI67, paragraph 3

. Elevated water temperatures during the first few weeks of
development of salmon eggs can creat-e....a.bnormalities and
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increased mortal i ty. 3 Higher than nomal 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
availablc or during a period of adverse environmental conditions.
Both could affc.t survival of fry. We believe that the DEIS should
address these effects.

1 I1yuroelectric Power Development, Upper Susitna River Basin,
Soufhccntral Railbelt Area, Alaska Corps of Engineers,
Interim Feasibility Report, page 67, paragraph 5.

2 Prcauthorization Assessment of Anadromous Fish Population
of Upper Susitna River Watershed in the Vicinity of the
Proposed Devil Canyon Hydroelectric Project. Alaska Department
of Fish anti Game, 1975.

3 TI1C Low-Temperature Threshold for Pink Salmon Eggs in
Relation to a Proposed Hydroelectric Installation. Bailey, .
Jack E., and Evans, Dale R., Fishery Bulletin: Vol. 69,
No.3, 1971.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS BY
U. S. DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

NATIONAL OCEANIC AND ATMOSPHORIC 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 withdra~l 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

REGION X

1200 SIXTH AVENUE

SEATTLE, WASHINGTON 98101

REPLY TO
ATTN OF: 10FA - MiS 623

OCT 1 5 1976

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 version 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 aquatic 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 conditiorein 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
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Page Two

Iin order to ensure that the proposed mitigating measure
321 (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).

322 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 Stetnborn in
the Seattle Regional Office, (206) 442-1595.

Sincerely,

11 n '_(',-- ~,."
f0.;:"'/..£J..(.LCU. i l ~

• I

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

REGION X

319 We agree that further water quality studies, both for line 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.

320 Detailed water quality studies to determine present baseline levels
of a variety of parameters, including those listed above, will be made.
As preconstruction studies proceed, or supplements to this
statement will be prepared and coordinated as appropriate.

321 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 line 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.

322 Corrments noted.
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DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY

WASHINGTON. D.C. 2D2IJI

l~_. Septe.mber_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
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,

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

323 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 plans for pro­
visions of these services.
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United States Department of the Interior
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY

WASHINGTON, D.C.. 2f1240

PEP ER-76/692

Dear General Morris:

29 October 1976

Your letter of July 9, 1976, 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 '. proj ects .

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

\i~~ ~ ~
~ -I_ m
~ ~

"'i.. ~
'j, ~
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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'phasec 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 attentiorr 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, .t'eport
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 £ive-year study period. We understand th~t 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 mitigate or compensate for fish and
wildlife losses. It ~s 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 St~te 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
Settlement Act.

341

-----"....--r'---r_~-==_" ~____r---m.-"-.-.------



3

Essentially all project costs would be allocated to power
purposes to be repaid, with interest, from revenues from
power and energy sales. The criteria for repayment are
somewhat different than the criteria for economic eVQluation
with respect to period for analysis and interest rates. This
is reflected in the marketability analysis furnished by the
Alaska Power Administration (letter of DecemberlO, 1975).,

From the viewpoint of the Interior Department responsibilities
for transmitting and marketing power under Section 5.0£ the
1944 Flood Control Act, the project as proposed in the Dis­
trict Engineer's report appears to bea feasible undertaking.
tIowever,'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 lQrge 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 applicable and sound,
they shouldpe utiliz;ed. .

We r.ecognize that the proj ect would involve a very large in­
vestment. However, the indicated costs do not appear out of
li,ne withother power alternatives available to the State and
the Nation. The indicated costs appear quite favorable in
comparison with current experience with large coal-fired or

. nuclear power plants andsubstantially.lower than expected
costs for more exotic future alternatives.

We obtained from the District Engineer, Alaska, an indication
that:thephase 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
studi:es would not include constructing a road to theWatana
damsite,but that a pioneer road to Watanawould likely'be
included in the advanced engineering and design studies (Section
l(b) provisions>. This point concerns us since Section l(b)
specifically excludes construction and land acquisition. It
appears that this should be resolved in your final report even
thou~h the Conference Report on 5.3823 pidnot adopt the
Sect~onl(b) reconunendation.
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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 sy!Stem rates, revenue requirements, and costs to the
consumer.

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 reconunendation 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 Appendixes

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:
"Thermalconstraints necessitate larger conductors with larger
kVsystems."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 corona
which is a function of voltage level and conductor diameter.

PageH-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 Stat.ement

General Comments

324

We.suggest the statement be revised to show that the proposed
federal action is authorization and implementation of the
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
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 conunitments made in response to
the comments should somewhat mitigate potential .adverse impacts.

326

Detailed Comments

325 Isummary pc;ge, paragraph 3 (a) • The para~raph should "refer to
the capaclty and number of powerplants lnvolved.

Page 7, Section 1.03. " Descri~tion of Action. " Along with
statements about ongoing studles and studies that will be
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 preconstruct ion
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.

327

328

T~,A

,

Page43, 3.01. Since title to Native corporations or the
State of Alaska has not been issued to land at this date along
·the p.roposed. 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
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 channelize into a _
single 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 ehance that if the ttive!'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
of limiting natural ~treambank and bar erosion and deposition
downstream from the dam. These natural processes presently
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. -

329

330

331
In vie.w of these serious problems. '. the release regime.for the I'
dam will have to maintain the integrity of present aquatic
and floodplain habitat. Regulation of flow as proposed in
the draft statement may therefore not be possible.

Pages 67-70, Section 5.0. The section does not describe any I
impacts from powerplants and switchyards. The statement should 332
discuss these impacts or lack of impacts as applicable.

,Summary

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.

,r"'j,
, I

!

~PUty ~s~1stan~

Lt. General J. W. Morris
Chief of Engineers
Department of the Army
Washington, D. C. 20314

~~~
Secretary of the Interior
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325

327

RESPONSE TO 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 Regulations,
we interpret the proposed Federa'l 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 light 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 lengthy 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 land
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.

328 Comments noted.

329 As stated on page 47. paragraph 2.and page 49, paragraph 4J 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.

330 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.

331 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 unavoidablg
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,
with 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.

332 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.

333 Comments noted.
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FEDERAL POWER COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. D.C. 20426

2 Decernber'1976

Lieutenant General J. W. Morris
Chief of Engineers
Department of the Army.
Washington, D.C. 20314

Reference: DAEN-CWP-A

Dear 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 District and
Division Engineers, on the Southcentra1 Rai1be1t Area, Alaska (Hydroelectric
Power) Upper Susitna River Basin. A revised draft environmental impact
statement accompanied the reports.

The cited reports cover studies of the feasibility of providing
electric power for the Anchorage-Fairbanks Rai1be1t 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, app~oved October 22, 1976.

As proposed, the development would consist of the BIO-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 is 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 Rai1belt region.
The Alaska Power Administration has made several projections of the combined

,,./ t.
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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
committees 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 i990 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 deve~oped by the Commission staff were based on the
estimated costs, using January 1975 price levels, of coal-fired stea~

electric plants constructed in the Fairbanks and the Anchorage-Kenai areas.
A combination of REA and municipal financing was assumed. On the basis of
Commission 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 also 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 f~rther 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- 334
sideration of additional projects in the basin or deferral of construction
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 cons~deration 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,
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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
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.

351

4J '""'9"w""••",,,,,,,,,,,",,



· .JAY S. HII.MMCNO
GO'llERNOR

335

STAT,E OF' ALASKA

OFFICE OF" THE GOVERNOR

JUNBAU

November 17, 1976

Lt. General J. W. Morris
Chief of Engineers
Department of the Army
Washington, D.C. 20314

Dear It. General Morris:

Reference is made to your letter of July 9, 1976, informing me that a
copy of your proposed Southcentral Railbe1t Area, Alaska, Upper Susitna
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 concur 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
c.omments.

these



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 Forc~ and coordination will be maintained
with the State's designee.
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Thomas Taggart
Box 1195
Se;1ard, .Uaska 99664
19 December, 1976

Certified Hail

Chi~f of ~~ineerl
Un~ted 3t~tes Army Corps of 3ngineers
'.laShin?,~on, D. C. 20314

?e: DAEN-C:'1P-C: aWlS:]) DR:',n ;;;'!Ii1.Om~~';TA1 lHFACT STATStT3iIT, IfiDrlDSL3CTRIC R);'GR
o:rnLOFi';;;::?, UP?'::R SU3I~;A :l.rnH (3 UP!, AL.~S7.A.

Do ,3.1" Sir:

If :rou can at all comprehend the pure hatred ,·rhich I attempt to convey in this letter,
:,au '·rill have oe!rU11 to 8rasP the magnitude of your crimes. I hold in utter contempt ever'J
breath of :ti.r Hr.ich enters your atrophied lungs, ever'J perverse offspring HrJ.ch lull follew
in your 3hadowed corridors. I hereby dedicate the last drop of blood ~lithin me to the ne­
~atian of your will.

Beror going furt!l.er here, and ever mindful of Jrr'J O1ffi lack of eloquence, I rededicate the
fallo.i.lng eY~erpts of a poem to you and your fellow conspirators againest life.

I1ASTEHS S! ;"rAR b'J Bob D'.rlan

Co~e you masters of war,you that build the big guns
T)1) ti!~t 0uile! the dc2th·pla.'les, you that build all the bombs
',ou that :1ide behind walls, ;rou that hide behind desks
r jll:-;t ~Tant :.'0'.1 to ~mm1 that I can see through your masks

Y'.'u that n',vor done nothin l but build to destroy
You pla.y ',dth Tn'J 'ol'orld like it's your little toy•••
'{ou 'va thro~m the 1-10rst rear that can ev=r be hurled
?e~r to brinrr chlld~n int;J the Horld •••

Ho,i much flo I kno~·r to t ~, k out of turn
You mi~ht ::ray that 1 1m :T'Jung, you might sa,y I'm unlearned
~ut there's one thing I kn~i, though I'm younger than you
T<nt ,wen Jesus ~'TO'Jld nev,"r forgive ~-That you do

Let ::1(3 ask you one t1uestion, is :-our money that good
:'1111 it bu~." ~"()1l for':inme::rs, do you think that it could
I tilink ~rou-.:ill :'ind >,;hen ~rour death takes its toll
All the money :rou made 'nll never buy back ~rour soul

And I hop"! that you die and you r deathIII come soon
I t·i:l.ll follo:r your casket in the pale afternoon
And I'll Hatch ;·rhile 70ur lo:-rered ::kwn to :tour deathbed
And I'll Jta.."ld o'er :rour -rrave 'til 1'111 sure that youlre dead

Concerning the Matter at hand. I '"as infOrMed on December 6th, 1976 by }!r. Steve \<filson.
r~~nknoloTn, ~r Corps of 3n~ineers. Alaska District that comments on the above-mentioned
~ubject could still be 6~bmitted ror inclusion in the Final Environmental Inpact 3tatement.
I herewith submit 'trr3' cOm:T1fmts, some of l.rhich are in the attached letter of Ha..."'Ch 9th,
1776 to the Cb."lir::'la.'"l of the Soard of F.ngineers for livers and Haabors. I a.sk for that l,~tter
pertaining to. the Int"!rim 7ea::ribility Report to be included 1~th this one in the YSIS, since
it relates to b:'l'Jicall;r the same issues and ,nIL ,';ave me the necessity of duplication 0:'­
e:fort.
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357
358

359

1362
, 363

1364

1365

I
1367

1368

~. 369

1370

I'
1360

1361

22) 1:;,;. 2.01.h .5. par. 4, sen. 1: This is a va"ue statc"I~nt. Just ho•., many mining claims
arD up t.here "r::r:a:;.r? And in hot! large an area of acres/hectarcs?

23) Sec. ':2.01.1h5, pa.r. 4, sen. 2: It' "many" of thc3eclaims are above the proposed :-eservoir. ,
can ··'e'atel~J' a:mUr1C t!lat like',;ise "many" are ',dthin the area of the proposed reservoir? .

24) Sec. '2.02.1.1, par. 2, sen. 3: :·lith alittle help :'rom humans salmon cou ld probably be .
t':'3"",d t:,rough Devil Can:ron. thus the 3tatement "unable to ascend" should be follm·red by the
'1>:1'1;1 '''It 'i!'esent", in the F"I3.

25) 3(~c. '2.03.1. par. 1: Despite all the pipeline reb.ted :-i~llres cited here, the po?ulation
?f .\laska ~1/5 the la"ld area of the remainin,? 49 states combined) remains 3M.\LLEil. THAN the
-,opulation of an:r one of A'1,;rica'sJU largest .£!.!!:.!!! .', ...
26) 'Jec. <.03 •.2, par J, sen. 4: To say that Alaska's current graHth ra~e Can Dartl~r be at­
tribl1tc!'i to the trons-.\Jaska ?ipeline is a ver-J !nisI 'ading stater:::'nt. unles'l. fiTl=eS are
~i'/ento substantiate.it. I would [Ue~s that perhaps 90-95% o£the current rrroc~h r~te is
d.it":!ctl~· attributabJ.+o T.\PS. a,.'l-.i. Uaska Hi.ll 2ubsequently have a h.rge decEne in ,?opulation
~hon the pipeline is completed.

27) ~pe. 2.03.2, pa~. 12: This is a truly incredible statem8nt•. ~Yhynot consider reducing
c:m.,'umption'l:; one !IIeans of salvin!! the energy problem1 Our grouth has become mllJirrnant,
.:;.."]d l:I\l.;;t be treated as a malignancy.

28) :'lee. 2.03.3.2, par. 1: The spur mentioned here is in actuality the ',E!"dard HighWay, .the
r,xin raudo: the Kenai ?enin~ula. The se~entr~fer~d to is 38 miles lonG. not 27.
21) 30e. 2.03.4.2. par. 1, Sen 5: This sentence should be entirely deleted from :he g~~.

It has no relov<ll1ce, but r:r~h',r is intended to show the majesty of machines ov,;;r natnre,
··;':ich is a!: inacurate :In:l iIrtmature ;Josition. and t:r;:>ical o£ the insensitive thin~:.:'ng of the
C,)r9s of -::::[in~erswhict. is p.rcbabl~r made up of people '·rho are totally estranged from their
n~tural 0nvir~~mp.nt.

30) .3ee. 4.01, P'3. r. h: T:1e anticipated suspended sedbent levels (15-35p'Jm) at the :)roposed
O)eyil Can"'"n Jam 'nuld n0t eon::orm to ~P.'. regulations. This fa.et alone !1.3S caused the 2?A
t.o clasd.ry t.hl.s'roject as 2R-2 (SnvironCl,mtal ~servations). T:1is is a 8erio'Js considera­
tion, and should be :;reatl/ expanded upon in the FBI:;.

31) 'ee. !l.01, ;:;ar. 14: It i3;;tated that "some :.fLnter moose ranrre in the riv,"r bottomu would
~e flo~ded. I refer here to Ao~endix 2 of the IFR, page 13 or the USFu~S ~e?ort, the chart
';::ich i',dic:1te:J that J3~920 acros of preferred or critical moose babitat ',rill be lost to the
;at,1n1 ltedorvoir. ':ionl thecorps-Care to cornm;nt?

32) 3ec. 11.02, para 18 &19: Here it is concluded that fish T,rould have a dEc'icult (it' not
i'~pos"ibl(l) time of csd.blis:ling thp.:'1sel"es in either of the ,:rop'Jsed reservoirs. So what
reer..:a'tianal poto;ntial ":auld be available ~.I'i thout· fi3hing? Pi:merboating? Slri:nming?

33) 3ac. 4.03. par•. 2: this paragra;:h tells us th"t Devil Canyon has fe.r areas of big-ga.:ne
:;~bi':.:l+. 1':"e U3F:':';iS tn the chart .QUoted in item }31 above tells us that Devil Canyon has
,.760 acrt>s of tlre::'c!Ted or critica:l 11abitat for :noose.--' -:;;..:.===
34) Sec. 4.03, par. 10: ;1hy ,las this paragraph deleted from the Rensed Interim Feasi'.1i.lit:i
!1eport (RIF:l)?

3S) 'lee. L.13, par. 4: "The proposed tranSlidssion line corridor ,rould cross no existing or
p"esentlypro~o.~ed :Jcenie, ~dld. or recreation,:),l riv~rs, nor lrould it cross an;' existing or
prescntl:r pt'\jposed~.1.1demass areas••• 11 The Susitna River itself i3 proposed as a wild <\
3c"nic riYC'r, and all of the la."d in the Up':'er 3usitna :liver _in lIwou1dprobab~ qualify
f"or ~rl.lderne!lB e1a::'5i£ica.':ion. under most definitions of the term" (Sec. 4.13, par.l).

/~
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3731
374
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376

377
378
37..·... iI·~....·..
3801
381~

382

36) ::ieo. 4.07, par. 2, sen 2: It is stated that temporar'J reads "ould need to be oon­
st!'\.lcted in "other ar-e'!.s" to implement clear cutti:lg for the reservoirs. How tem;;orary
is a tempora!':)' road and hOil is it to be "removed"?

37) Sec .4.'-'7,par 3: 'a'hat is the cOMllleroial potential of the timber to be olear cut
Hithin the reseI'Voir areas and transmission corndors?

38) ::iec. 5.C, :)3.1".2: On tlIO occasions in thi.s paragraph the 3usitna !liver is referred .
to as a stre'i."I. That i.s. tantamount to referring to the Himala.'ras as "hills", and b~r

usinfr such phraseology it is apr;arentth~.t tte Corps is attempting to inplem.=nt in our
minds the i::oage of the Susitna being some.·rhat insi~ificant in the re~ional context.
~lrth~~ore. the last sente~ce in this p,ra~raph should be deleted, since it does not
ref·,1" to an ":!.dve::-s8 effect". .

39) :ec. 5.0, par. 4: "Ap[:roximately 9 miles of the existing 11·mile "lhi':.e,~ater reach
tht"OUgh Devil Da:::ron ~lOuld be lost through inundation." Does the Corns in'oend to dis-
J"!!.ss the sit;nifica.'1ce of this adv'?rse effect ',rith one brief' :Ientence? 1 refer theCorpg
here to the Jones & Jones Reo:-eat1onal "eport .,·1hich in no less than five separate instances
cites. the importance of the recreational and aesthetic value of Devil Can;,r-:mj,n !J:§ r;ri.r.t~

lt~·,e~. Cn Ta~es 6 & 210 of that report, ,Jones ,,< Jones recommend r"loving the lo'.er.
'::!:lI!l enti:-e:w out of nevil Ca.'1yon. rh':'s in fact U a -rild o!t scenic river, ma ;·/111 aurely
be d<'!S!r;n~~ted-assucFi'1:i,Y'""tl1e""1J':"'"; • Congress.

1:0) 30c. 5.0, par. 6: Th~ ~rsome" moose habitat refer:r-ed to here is in actuality 39.. 680
~~ critic.:U. or preferred habitat as per the US7&:,~'S. ,Uthough the US?aiiS did. enter
')M error on page 11 or therr report in ap,)endix 2 of the feasibillt::r report, this does
i.n no lJa-;r i:ldicate that all their figures are inaccurate. Converselj", rath"r than ques";
ti'lning thl! credibility of the U~?&:Y" the Corps whould accept the pl'"Ofessionialis!'lo~

thi'lr ',;ork,~ :!! documented~ phototrraphs.

41) :iee. 5.0, Par. 9, sen. 1: To say that the resident fish por:ulat:'on could oe adv",r;;ely
e .. e~ctt'!d is an incredible understatement. Cr'.'ss reference here to section 4.02, par. 19
-·I1:'cl1, in the. Corps (lim "o'~dr;, states that conditions ~·Til1 "generally be detrimental" .to
r'",iJent rish. Another i:lstance of the unbounded h;:r?ocrisy inherent in the Corps !",0sition
M it attempts to "sell" this proposal to the Amrydcan peQ'."1e.

42) 3f'c. 5.0, 9ar. 15, sp-ntence 5 should be deleted fl"Qll'the F3IS since it has no- relevanC;9
to this section (adverse emiro:n"ntal imp.3,cts).

h3) ~ec. 6.01, Par. 6, Could the C'OJrps def:ne ;;ha,t is me'L'1t b~' "poll tical feasibili.ty lt7

44) ':ec. 6.02.1: ~'oting that this alternati'le' action has not heen dis:ni3sed as lae~<ing
feanibility, it should be ~r~atly elabaratod upon in the ~ZI3.

h5') ;eo. 6.02.2, par.2: 7he first s~ntence here has absolutely no releva.'1ce to Alaska's
ooal r'esotiree and should 00 deleted in t;l.e F~I3.

46) Sec. 6.02.2, par. 5. nen.2 thru 4: The qlla,lity and .""tl:-,--!ty of the la.'1d Temo':l1"ar"J.y
.Ute::-ed b;r. strip ;"lining for coal w(nld not begin to approach the irrepa:-able and pema."l.nnt
daMage to be done to 39,680 acres of critic~/preter1"edmoose habitat by the hydro proposal.
The final &13 should r,;'lect that fact.-i17) ')ec. 6.02.2, par 71 This par:3.graph d2picts the inane aJ1d h:"'Pocritical position of the
C·JItJS to the extreme. The Corps :l.ttCl'lpts to offset the economic superiority of the coal
altm'tlative (Man:f 1II0ra jobs ~ greater kilo;·/att output) by:;;aying th~ the coal alternative
';ou:" not provide t'ecreati.:nal or flood control benei'i t s. Yet on pa.ge 96 of the RIFR, the
COr->:J ~tates that the significance of recreational (,; flood cO:ltrol t.o"et:hcr equal~ t.han
J/l0t'w 2t !2!!!'~~ of t:'le total project cost. lio',·/ badly the Corps ·.Ja."lts to justif':"
its presencel
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I do ha.ve additio:'lal cOl!1l1lants hm·le-.cr. To the north of the Upper 5usitna River Basin
lies Prudhoe ~ay Nith pe!'haps 10 billion or more barrels of oil, and triilions of cubic feet
".f naturJ.I ,:;as. 'ro the Hest are the Beluga and Healy coal.:'ieds (lo'::-sulphur) which are es­
ti.Mated to contain the cluivalent of 24 billion barrels of oil. To the south is Cook In1et
oll and [;(I::, probab1e e'xtensive O. C. 3. reservoirs, a.."ld the potential of harnessing Cook
In:',~t· : 30 fOot tides. At all times in Alaska the!'e are tremendous ,linds l1'ai ting. to generate
el"ctl-l.cHy, in :n1l!lll1er months ue have up to 21~ hours per day of unrestricted solar energy,
o.nd ceot:lcm.al potential such as exists in Sonoma COUl1ty, California is abul1dant here.

"e"~Jite this ;,;ealth of reso'Jrces, in your blundering incompetence and maze of bureauc::"atic
::"e':'l13.tionsyou can find no other ;':'!Y to ;,rovide OOHer for .Uaska l smini.scule population than
to con:;trllct clams on the Susitna :c.ver. Instead 0:: allo~ring North S'lO?C oil to go to Japan
a.':; l.s proposed (less oil comparrJ taxes to U. 3. Treasury), •..hy donit you ener::retically "fOrk
to 3e03 th;J.t .Uaska g'Jt just the :'l11tall t~ekle of oil ..hich she needs? It ,.ould hardl;r be
'~~,;::',cd 07 the e-1uttonous consumers of the "lo,.er 46" in their headlonG: rush into oblivion.
Convlr"ely, it ~rould ~ave billions of tax dollars by preventing the Susitna Dam ':Joondoogle.

Please re:rain from quoting to ;1lS Public Law 93-577 :;Jert<lining to eon38rvation of nonre­
TICN:lble reSO'Jrccs. I understand it perfectly, and I a1:>o understand hO~'T ludicrous the appli­
cation of the letter ot that law is to this si tuation. ',lE ARE suna.:m;nZD HZ::E El .\LASKA 3Y
.\ '~::;:UTA:::LE ·.:::;;..LT!i CF :lATU?~\L ::'::;:;CURCSS OF UNLnlInD PROHISE. ile in .Uas!"a could not use
the;e rflr;o;lrces in 2000 :rears. ALLOW US Tm: IlrSImrr?IC ANT Fp.ACTImI OF T!!iSE: lBSOURCES NEEDED
TO 31.:"':,UH CU:rnl;t3s and still maintain the integrity of our natural environment. Most
.Uas:mns~ Alaskans precisely bec"l.use of the lack of dams, freet-rg;;'s and other insidiOlUS,.
del'lcaning encroachments of you r ro ciety.

Th'3 follo~:ing slcetchy comment:> :Jertain to the revised m:rs or revised IFE, as noter'.
1) I iJe2.iC"le that the :'SIS should include metricconvFlrsions fol101·;ing all num'Jral<, "There
apDlicabl(l. The fact t.h1t this -ra-snlt done in the draft statement indicates that the Corps
ibr,lf is unrtls!Jonsive to the cha.'1v.ng values of our .:;ociety.

2) It "ould be appropriate for the ?"SIS to be expediently brought to the public's attention
via the public 1ibr3ries of the follo"ing co~~nities: All Southcentral Alaskan communities,
Juneau (the :;atc~ capitol), the public li':Jraries of the capitol cities of each state and
t:::·rltOr,oT, a:1d the District of Colu'1bia. Furthermore, there should be no dollar value placed
;r. such documents ';Jhich ',Quld in:,ibit the public's ability to obtain such. Please note TV
~O~'1~~~S in the attached letter~ertaining to the Co~s duuious methods of disseminating
-:'n·ozT'1ation on the ':raft ?roposals fa:' this p:,o,j;oc t.

3) Section 2.01.4.5, paragraph 1, page 17 states that ''l''ost of the Susitna basin above Devil
Can:'lon is considered to ~e highly favor~b1e for de-:Josits of copper or mol;rbdenum•• "
3eo. 4.08, p. 60 of the Sar.1e docllmel1t (RDZIS) states that " ..the area. has never been mapped
~eQlogicalJ.y.1I Des,ite t!,ese t;:o sta-:e'l'\ents, the Corps is apparently not soliciting comments
r"am the U. :;. ~ur':'au of :,:ines, and this fact ca3ts a pall. on the integrity of the Corps.
3ince the area has not been exten"ive1:/ checked ~'or Minerals. let us assume for the mOlllent
that vast deposits of ur~~ium, gold, plutonium, etc. exi~t there.

4) Throu~hout the RDZIS and the RIm the Corp:; ref',rs simply to moose habitat or good moose
h1bi tat. HO'Never in A.p-endix 2 ot the I?R, the US?&'ilS r:;fers to the sa.-:lo areas as preferred
or crit,ical moose h,1.bitat. The CCI"9S is again caught being l?ss than candid about i!1tportant
fact3 which are Of concern 'to all Alaskans~

5) On the Su!'11'1"l.~,r page. spc. Jb, the Corps refers to "increased turbidity dotfflstreaIlt from
':>~vil '::1lI1;ron" as an adverso env!,.ronrr..ental impact. The S~"1le phenonemon(increased turb:Ldity)
is cited on p. 63 of t.he :U~R as a I"'~a30n for not opting for the alternative of a coal fired
::lO'lrc~ n~ o:ler:::r. OOe,1 the Cons "ossio1y consider the potC'ntial da.'11<:ge to t::e Sl1si:tna (a
-a,jcr riO! :r) to be of: 1e::'s 3i.rr::i.fica.~ce than",,':i<J.:".a:e to streams around Bebga or Healy where
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- :"~.:':l.~ '),C tlvi t~!'" al~"c~"'.i:r :'3 in progress?

It is implied that Alaska'smajor power resources ex13t in
Does the COr:'s consider ?r\J~ay~d Petroleum }eo,erve

16) :;0::. , .03, par. 15, sen. u: To ~mat Congressional G=i':tee does the Co!':.:" suocit its
r.~"Y1dt~:.~~~?

6) 1:: tnn JIll'16 Fs;:~::,!'aph ::l.S cited abJVe, the Corps refers to the "p03sible l il'l.1ti.bition o£
:::;\:"l'J~'l :,"·,'e::tcnts. <,rc.<r not "probable" or "hig'lly probable" considering that ;rou ~ropose

to l·)cate the <iahna. ~se!"'loir directl:,' on tie path of the Nelchina herd? Another c~se of
t:,f'J Corps inclinatiOl: to :dve us yiciJus half-truths perhaps?

7) 3ec. 1.01, sentence 2 is a highly acc~rate appraisal of the situation, ~,d as a solution,
,;I1f, ';-T ~UC;;: CO?JSUl;PrIOli?

8) 3cc. 1.01, sen, 3 !TIentions "... at the request of local interests ... " As a concerned cit­
i:lcn, r i,ereby dmnandthat the Corps elaborate on that statern,mt in the :;-::;13.

9) Sec. 1.01 ...Tlrl.s ;te30iution mandates that the Corps ravie'" "any competiti'/e alternatives"
to the 3usitna :!:-dro ?-:-opooals, and it is apE'arent from the P.DEIS :)!ld the RI~'R tha.t the Corps
has failed to ej:tensi'lel:! review the alternatives. "

10) 3ec. 1.02., para. 1, sen. 3:
t,ile Southcentral Ra.i.lb~lt ;\rea.
¥u to be ~inor resource3?

11) Seo. 1.03, par. 3, sen. 1: In light of the recent Idaho disaster, is it :11"e to con­
:tr'1:ct an enI"thfill '13...." of thiil magnitude? If tho ~fatana Dam bursts, ;·;hat of:ect llould it
::,1"0 on theJ,,'1i1 Can::<m DJlt1? If they both go, ,1hat Hould be the effect on \;illo~; (the nell
3~aLe capitol) .and l",s<Jor villages oi' the LO\-ll~r 3usitna Riv?r?

12) <'ec. 1.03, rar 6: The fi~uros here do not correspond with those ~ben on page 92 of the
;rr:;':~. How can the Corps pub1i3h a hlunder 0: this magnitude and expect to maintain its
c:oe<.iibility?

t3) ?ig. 2,3".,.8,11,12:' The maps are in error b'J projecting the Copper Ri-Jer ni~hl,·a.:r to
,::oe,')ct at Cb. tina, ro,t!1er t'1an at Thompson PaS3 n·orth of Valdez.

II;) ,jec. 1 ~OJ, par. 1 t; Theso ficu'es 8hould be updated in the ;;''TI3 to 1977 estimates.

1~) ~~C. 1.03, par 12: The benefit to cost ratio given here (1.4) is in conflict ,dth the
QUO 'ii -:ron in tne RIFR (1.)). ',Iho are ',Ie to believe? Hm. does Senator Gravel' 5 bond pro­
lOS;ll ~fe<'t the 6<J/S:~ intol"'cst rate?

3411
34 2 1
3431

3441

3451

3461
347 1
348'
349_
8·50 ,
351 ,
352 117 ) ~ec. 1.0.3, par. 15, ::;en. 5: 1fouldIl't these aciditional studies refer-red to here be '1

~r,'l.:;te of t..:lY. mone;r if Gongre:>s should decide to shoot do~m the proposal?

.., 118) :'3ec. ,.O.~, par. 15• .,en 7:. This sentence is ',Iorded as though it is a i'orel!one conclusion
o 53 ~h!l.t Concre :!3 '·rill autlnri:z.e advvar'C,,171,;nt t·;] f:'nal pro,~O!ct design and construction. Cn;mat

doe s the C<>I":'8 base 3'~ch a pres',jmption?

35,4" 1
19) Seo. ~,~'.1, ,~r. 2, sen • .3: The adjectives us~d here (cold, swift, silt-laden, unin­
:1abited) ma:' I)e accuJ'ate, but are obviousl:l intended to project an illIage of a harsh, unrelenti.ng
river and land which p03sibl:r "dec")rves" to be t'3lTIed. :rny not describe the river as "wild
and ::c"nic", the land as ·unin.i.abited, but notuninhabitahle". "Iiby not indeed.

355 • 20) Fig. 4: 'rhis ma.p is untitled.

I
,21) 1ec. 2,01.2, par. 2 &3: Altho'l;;h the Susitna '.·ras not recol:l'nended as a 1dld <'.: scp-nio river

356 by the>~eretaI"r of Interior, it :,as inde'?d been red="nded as such by <jthor legislation
(32918 ~ HR1356u), and that f'act d:eset'\Tes mention in the ?2IS, as does the river's nickname:
1I~~ '!/r:':=t1"~L' 2! KA::~~J(I·,'(G!r.
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385

h8) 'OcC. 7.0: I1o~' ma."ly 500 year old da.'llS are tile':'e in e:-d.:J i;once at ';;'is ,:oint in .time?
11:;-; 1":un;,,: 100 ::",3.1" old da'1ls?

J.17) 3",c. 9.02, par. 5: "All in':ormal :f=011 of people att,onding the late stage public meet­
tne" indicated sur:port for the project •••• " This is' a highly unprofessional, statement by
t:l~ C~rps :md should be deleted ::'n the ?ZI3. Doe:" the Corps beEe'/e tiLt ~be PUblic is
c;ulltble enou~h to lend cr~edence to an in~ormal poll conducted '0"'/ t:,o Corps itself?

50) 3-;c. 5.0: This sccti()'~ should list the huge mudflats to be cre:3.ted b:r the ';J'atana
;-c1arvoir dro.l~d01m as an adverse environmental ef:'ec:.

I,

I 383

I,
The follm'1i.ngstat~(!nts pertain to the Interim l"eaGibility t{aport and t::e revised IFR.

P:J,;"e'23: :lIvr ',las t:'le source Alaska Re~ional Population and :T!.!)lo:ment ~J G. ',j. :'tagers
;.-.ietbd from the RIFR.?

Pa:!(') 35 thru 38: Concerning the methodlogy used by the Alaska Po~·re1" ;\cl.!l1ini::;tr8:ion ;:or
~roj~cting po~~r requirgm~nts, is it ~ise to pr~ject that ~llaska's ~ro;rlh rat~ in the next
~5-20 :,"ears "lill be similiar to the na.tional 3.V~l"a.ge ot the 1960's a.'1d earl:/ 1970's?
This can be a cold :l."ld inhospitable bnd at ~imes, ?nd ;J8ople a.re not going to :;dgr9.te here
'!S readil;! as the:r 1-Ioulj in the "10'mr48". This -,uestionable nethod 01 estL"lating ,\laska'::I
r;r'l',;th rote casts doubt on the jusU:ication for thishydroelect:i::i:c ;;roject.

Page 40: In this table the hi~her r~'1ge esti~ate given :or the decade 1990~20QO is actually
lo..;er th<m the lOI~er rSl'l,!e I Another indication that the Cor?s threlO this report toget:'l'~r

'1. 1.1 1,ittlethou;;ht. Footnote 1/on this parre indicates that the ~iJUres in the'table·..ere
arnv"d at 'OJ a hiGhl:r specula,:i've:'la:r of r'>a.soning, and indicates that the ','hole serles ot
i'i -:ures L; li ttle more tlun a fabrication.

Pa.ee L5, last para~ra;;h: ',iha is t!1e Corps of Engineers to assay that ;-1El here in Alaska
do not hllve "!'enerall:,/ acce!'ted growth goals"? \iHO A:1E YOU PEOFLE 'dRC ~.;OULD Xl'TEHPl' TO
CIIA}n1ELcUh LIVES TO APP:lC':nUTE YCUR O':JJ:i HORBID,' ?E;W~RSE A:ID R1inI}l'SlJ'I'!ID ~::r3TE,ICES?

Faee59: H:ltional 3Conomic Develo':nent Cri t"ria: "Tangible 'bene:i ts must exceed economic
cu,::t.s. 1I !. J.o not beli<=>v~ t!;'~t ~:·ht.s crit8ria ,;-1111 b~ m(-"~t. Gonsid'::r the :ollo,,:·:ing items••
A) 13:! ne,:ding ,the coal ultern'J,tive in i'avor of hydro!Jower, a vast lllTI.ount of jobs ,Jill be
lost to Has:,ans. The ']'3I3 should spell out hOlT many jobs \-1i.ll be lost because of this.
B) This is the con3t~Jction af a first-tirne-over dam system under Alas~an conditions.
Cost override~ due ~o the "arah ei'iVi'TOn',ent could nake a sha.-nbles of the DIe ratio. Look
:::.t '::,e cllrro;nt !,ricetag on the Trrots ,Uo.s;<a Pir-eline System :or an indicator...$8,000,000.000.
Up 1000% from the original csti-nates, largely due to in:lation, but likeldse largely due to
'he unpre,iictable elE'..!'lent".

It is vossible that the Jevil CanyJn Dam ~ould not meet the requ~re:nent s~ecified under
item 2 of the iBD 6ri';:"ria on this ;:lag". Item 3 of the IrED guidelines may not be met if
the ,Jotential lo,os ... " the ec::morn-r o~ the coal rel"-ted jobs is figured in, as it should be.

Pace 61, par. 2: 1:,0 i'irst half of sentence five is deleted :t"r:)m the RIFR. :,'ithout this
expl3nato~~ phrasa, the s~cQnd half of t~a sent~nce te~ds to be misleading.

~)a:.'e 62, liar. 1: ,rill o? this rara",raph was deleted from the revised lPR. Those sentences
contai.ne,d the :acts, ;-;1 thout ~l:'lich ~he remainder of the ~aragr~ph appears to be conjecture.
T~e:: sh.:uld 'oe reinstat"Jd.

Page 63, pn,r. 2: Here ue hove~ classic example of hOH the Corps of: Engineers is attempt.­
ing to nega,tively in~lu'~!1ce our thinking ccncernin"" the merits of the coal alternative.
The IFii states: n~en ~rl_th pollution control devices·' to restrict and/or renove harmful sub­
,;t·'nces. theI'P, lIouId be some de~rad.;l.tion of air q-~alit::r troll! combuotion products."
In the revised !FR, the Cor ~ deletes the tenn "combustion products" in favor of, this i
"',;ate:- vapor, carbon pa::-ticlc,s, sulfur compounds, and unburned gases ••• " ',mAT 'dE A."lE HOST
CC~',7CZ:U~ZD ~..iITH HZ:'2 15 :It. 'JU'?!T~3 AT-:':1·!PT AT ER.;\.I}[lAS:1TND, TH~ ;J1ERICAN?ZQPLE.
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=''.l:e 64", I'~l·. 3: It. is s7-;:lted here th:at the c0:31 altemati-:e "IGu1.d ::,!"Ovi::ie pouer equiv"
'll;mt ,to ar." ot.;~·:r alt.ernative. This statemr'nt is false. The coal alteC'l'latiye would in
f'~ct llroviue 110,000,000 Kilo~latt Hoell'S I-f02S fim ·:merg'J than the h-.-drol1o::er prope.,.!l.

'1 r~f"r here' ':op3.'7e 89 of the revised Ii'l'r,""~:hel'e it i53.l50 stated that the coal alt",r.,
n"r,ive ~:ould :,ave a depC'nda!libe capacit;: Qr 106,GCO ~dlo"atts HORE than ":.he hydro p:'oject.
It .tJ :Uso ::!islsadin;:, on this p3.ge to say tll3.t the coal alternatl.va meets the pro.jected
dem.md until tho", 1990's. It i::; in fact a virtual1y' unli:nited resource in comparison to
:,:~:\ka's nce1s, and cou:d keep'us ,;ing f,~r ,Iellover 1500~.

Parre 65: Con,aI"i.ng the ?igures:'Mm the !"'R. and the rev:i ~ed PR.. it isinfomative to
no'e that the ,benefit to cost ratio a.r:d net ;mnual benefits or the b;';dropover proj~ct

h:tve b~,"m revised do~m;rardb:' about 25% in the six mont:ls th'l.t elaps~d bet--:een these:
r~;octs. Bj the ti~e the cost. of coping ~lthAlaska's adverse envi~ent is added to the
co,,:ts, the i'i~res may Hell !'eflect a negative B/c ratio and no bene!i~s ;·rh8.tever.

F~e78: No ',;here here. is mentioned the loss of habitat to trm.scission cG~·::5..dol's.

7urt,n'ntlo a, iti'linane to .:>~:r that these reservoirs ;lill provide a contrib'ltion to
"a"erfo~,tla:! a "resting area.". I SUf."~ose you ;dsh to imryly that -:he l)resent ;,raterfmll
ore :101-1 surf'.!ring '.rl.thout a manmade "~resting B!'ea"! 1':tE L05S OF 39,680 :~C:C;;3 OJ? CRITICAL
0:1 P?'::?:':\':'3J ;~OC"E: H Be':',! TO T,E,3 :r::;;8IiVcns IS aR.~::omIT.

Ur-der !'ec!'cstio!l. the tem "adverse effect" refer1"ing to the Devil Can;ron ;,hj. te~,ater 'ShOLld
be revblld to read "total destruction".

?a~e 89: r:ndcr NBDbenefits for t:1e coal alternative, it should be considered that:;hi;;
;/'1uld ;)9 a p::'ivate ""'!lterp"ise endeavor ~'lhich would contribute muoh to the rel'pf,tuation of'
om' t"r3e cnl'"'r::r11le ::;:rstem. Th,e figures could be arrived at, if 0J17one car~j to ryursue
'h",t lir.e or thinkinr!. The fi.!!Ures .riven here 11:tder the Enviroml1sntal (ualit;l ~idiolines

7lI"'! iMccu~'at.(~. The:~ <tre in .rict outright lies by the Corps~f zngim,ers. Asstatsd pre­
Vi,T':"],::, tc1'3 r;ropo~ed d:r,s ~TOuld. destro:r !oTever nearly 40.006 acres of crit·'.cal or pl'e­
fer:'"l1d ;n00i3"';13.bH,Il,t. To compare the~ de'lc-:lction o+." 82 miles of a major n:ver 1i1.o;e
"~le 3',]si'::'1'1 tolhe mitior de~r~,d7ltion of 110-120 miles of le::ser riv0rs is a di3tortion
l'Thieh is injics,ti'/e or crimi:1al i1' lent by its perpetrator, the U. ':;. :,rm;t':3ng1.n.".ers.

In closing, I !1.'l] compelled·to cay that it becomes extremely- difficult to maintain re­
sc:ect for onel ~,1' governnlf'nt l/hcn againest all reason and cOllllllon senSA that goven,tIlent
attliM.pts to burden its peoFle ,rith an unneeded and un"~anted colossus such as th's h:rdro­
p.leetrie projeet.

:\:'Id ~"hen, ,15 in thiS caae, th,at government at~empts to im~luence opininn b~· putting
f.orth !l\islealiing and distorted facts. it is time tor those people to revalue,te their
priorites and redirect the course of their lives. A redress is in order, and shall be
forthcoming.

CC: District Engineer, Anchorage
Di~lsionAn.qiD.eer. ?ortla~d, Cregon
PreSidEm~~t.&Carter. ,·1.... ' j P.i",,,,,,s. c.~"G IA,

Gov7rnorJay Hammond, Juneau
-'(mator Ted S+"v~ns, rTashing+,on
~,en3.tor Eike Gr~vel. ';Iashington
Reprc'sent 1.tiveDon ','oung, :i'azhington
CH"'I~Mi'ljO) Rl)'\8-.u., flEtusc>,y~Cli.<ih ~,,~~~..~
S~~&., bl:sl6NA'tC C"",&.. ""'1:> ..... ~> US'1>~, WA'''.I\)e."I"G~
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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 ..

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

337 (2) The HIS will be brought to the public's attention in accord­
ance with official directives and guidelines, including those'of
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 util ized. 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 anEIS who has expressed
an interest to review one.

338 (3) In coordinating an EIS, the Corps provides the Department of
Interior with sufficient copies for distribution to all of the
interna1 agenci es or bureaus withi n 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
mentson 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
all other applicable physical, 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.

339 (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 II have little meaning during
the feas"ibility stage of a study prior to the completion of the
intensive studies required to determine the precise value of a known
res,ource.

340 (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 load. 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 Interim Feasi bil ity Report, the probabil ity 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 large role in this determination.

341 (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 IIpossible inhibition of movement of caribou"
is appropriate--at least until detailed studies of caribou move­
ments are completed during thepreconstruction planning phase.

342 (7) This is a rhetorical question the answer to which is beyond
the scope of this EIS. See response number 362 for further comment.

343 (8) The referenced phrase has been deleted from the FEIS. In
studies mandated by congressional resolutions, it is assumed that
the resolutions were initiated 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.



358 (23) See above response.

~59 ( ).... 24 Accordi ng to the October 1975 fi sh & Wil dl ife Servi cereport
on the Upper Susitna River Basin, the most prob~ble reason that
salmon are unable to ascend Devil Canyon is .lIahydraulic block
resulting from high water velocities for several rtver miles within
Devil Danyon. II. The only way that mancoul dassist 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. we think that the statement lIunable to ascend l1

is an accurate description of conditions for salmon in relation
to Devil Canyon.

360 (25) Comment noted.

361 (26) The growth of Anchorage and Fairbanks since 1973 has been
·1 argely due to activity associated with TAPS. The Anchorage Busi­
ness Index, tabulated below. indicates the general level of eco­
nomic activity in Anchorage since 1970.

YEAR INDEX RATE OF INCREASE

1970 100
19T1 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 Richards, Al aska Paci fi c Bank

There waS about a five-fold increase in the rate of economic growth
during the pipeline years over the underlying growth rate. of about
4 percent. Postpipeline uncertainties and out-migration of workers
resulted in a less than normal expansion in 1976.

Alaska population and economic growth in the future depends primarily
on development of the State's petroleum reserves, 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 expansi~n, but at a lesser
rate than experienced at the peak of the pipeline construction
activity.
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(27) Reduced comsumpt;on is one of the various approaches to the
country'senergy 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 uti1izationofrenewable resources will become increasingly
important in the future. Implementation of an energy consumption
reduction program is beyond the authority of this agency. Also
arr indepth analysts of this matter is beyond the scope of this
EfSand would be speculative in nature at this time. .

(2\8) The referenced paragraph has been corrected to refl ect the
true length of the Seward Highway.

(09) Contrary to the expressed opinion that the referenced sentence
is "notrelevant and should be deleted from theFEIS~1I 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
ondaryimpacts rel ated to increased accessi btl ity resulting from
the project be the subject of intensive study and evaluation during
the preconstruction study phase. Furthermore, the referenced sen­
tencediscusses all-terrain vehicles with the intention of point,..
ing out their potential adverse impact on game herds.

(30) As discussed in response number 340, the estimates of sus­
pended sediment are based on concentrations found in rivers below
glacier-fed natural lakes in Alaska. Additional hydrological studies
are required to adequately address the question of postproject sus­
p:ended sediment levels. 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
s,upplementedas appropriate to discuss any impact in detail.

031) See Response Number 339.
,
(32) Any project-related recreational development program would
involve cooperation between the appropriate Federal, State, and
local interests for sponsorship, cost sharing and maintenance of
r~creational 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 activities, camping, hiking, and boat·jng
besides hunting and fishing in the area.

(133) See Response Number 339.

C:34) Paragraph 10 of section .4.03 of the REIS is not deleted in
the Revised Interim Feasi"bi.lity 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 II roads" in question will be therninill1um necessa,ry to allow
men (to cut the plants) and vehicles (to h~ul'the cut material to a
burning or other disposal site), They will, to the greatest extent
poss i bl e, be within the impoundment area of the res'ervoirs. Where
this is possible, they will be in existence only until covered by
the reservoir and, thus, wi'l1 requ1re no remov~l. Where this is· not
possible, the roads will be temporary in the sense that they will
not be maintained once cleari'ng is accomplished. At a minimum, unflooded
sections of the roads will be rendered unusable and allowed to revege­
tate naturally. Complete "removal" of such roac\s would require regrad~

;ng, plowing and planting to promote revegeta.tion. Many areas of the
reservoir walls would not be cleared by use of roads; they are too
precipitous and hel icopter access, both for personnel and debris
removal, would be the only practi'ca.l a~proach,

(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 more nearly level surrounding
lands), the value is considered mini'mal. Amore explicit inventory
will be achieved during pre-constructi'on investigations, both from
the viewpoint of commercial value and from their value as wildlife
habitat.

(38) According to the Ameri can Heritage Dictionary, 1976 New College
Edition, the definition of a stream is Iia body of nmning water,
especially, such as a brook, rivulet, or river." Thus, the Susitna
River may correctly be termed a stream in the broao 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 1s 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 lists the inundation of the rtver as an adverse
environmental .effect of the project whjch cannot be ayo;qed with
construction of the project.

375 (40) See Comment Number 339.
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376 (41) The referenced sentence has been modified to indicate that
some adverse effects would result to resident fi~h populations,
particular1yinWatana Reservoir.

377 (42). We concur. .The parqgraph has been modi fi edto delete refer­
ences to beneficial effects.

378 (43) Yes. "Political!' feasibility is that which can reasonably be
achieved within the social (political] framework of the time anc!
place in question. It is usually nap'owerin scope than "economic"
feasibility which depends (in our social system) on the net profit­
loss parameter and is in turn narrower than "technical" feasibility
which is that which can (or could) Qe accomplished with present
technology wi thout regard to eHher economic or pol it ical restraints.
Thus! political feasibility usually represents a compromise among
the many and varied views and goalS of the public. .

379 (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 investigations proceed! supplements to this
FEISwill be prepared and coordinated as appropriate.

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

331 (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 preventton of erosion .
and pollution! especially in the fragi'le 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 stlldies which
wfl lbe conducted prior toa decision by Congress as to whether or
not to authorize project construction, the comparisOn of these two
alternatives will be moretnorough1y assessed and evaluated as to
what the trade-offs actually would be.

382 (47) Although the recreational and flood cQntrol elements of the
project constitute a minor portion of the total project costs and
benefits! these are benefits that would not be obtained with the
coal alternative.

383 (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 survive
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 TOO years
and even 500 years.

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

335 (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 letter of
19 December 1976 pertain only to the Interim feasibilitY Report.
Thus~ no response is considered appropriate frr 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 letter.
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1'hop'las T:l,~i:a:-t

it-',.:U Do:': 11;;
S~~rd, Alask~ 99664
9 Harch, 1976

Cl~~ :-::1.an .
'Eo<,:c. of '::l1::~n>~!'S for .?i,,··,rs a:ld Ha::-.Jors
K~n~"l :''uib..:.:::;
Fort ~~lvoir, V~r:~nia 22J~O

a:::: :~;: .:::rr:; ;: .::.t';:::?Il.ITl ;t~i'O:IT Oil 'l'!i:':: U:?~R. Si:SI'l'::A. !Un~t BASIn, ....1.\>;"'\

A C0P:i of t."lis stud"'! in four vol'~:1es and including the Jones i'.: Jones atlcr~ational J.e;>ort
~:.3.:; r:;)c.;':'::cd b;i :'h::l .3e~;ard ?,folic Librar:: on Frida.y, 5 Harcn, 1976, ..inch gave the people of
S0';:C-::l app:"O:d.~!lt':ll:r th::-ee (3) da;:rs to :-evie1'1 it and s\lbr.'lit coments by the de.ad:ir:.e of 10 i-Ia.rch.
4'i'lo :oepo::-r. h.d boen te~ested appro):::L-.atelJ one Month ago, ::hi.cil. ',lould have ~o:ied a fairly
~a;;,;):'.a:~le ',,':.::,e fo:" toe r--..:·olic to ravie-,1 it had it b:::cn delivered e:>""PedientJ.:r. I \lOuld like
to "'~:C) t:u.:J ClPPO!"';,;,;;:':' ty ..0 eon3'ra~ulate the Army Corps of Engincers on its excell,~nt ti:.-::ing
ir. :~';.tin~ t:~:L3 ::'Cpo:-t int.v ~:,e hnn·js Ol~ tlle people ~lho \'Iill be directly affected by the !:.:.-oposed
~rojcct. It i3 ::c,r estimation that the Corps '111estionablo methods of disseminating i..n..!'or:il.atio...
tl ~r.f) public ::Juld best be d:,f'ined as Bo:'dering On Criminality And l~ot ServinF ?ie i~;zt.icn:U

Ir:...e;:-last. i·jay I ask that s~ch future pertinent ini'ormation be given freely, cpenl7 ace. jOj"O;;s1y
t,) t:'l~ puo:.ic lior!ries of t';.ose co;.;'lu:u'ties .-Thera the proposal(s) ,-::1.11 have g:.-eat e!'iect upon·
·,ilJ p,);:n;l3.c~. r i'urt:ler:~o~'e ask that :~is 10ttc::" in its entirety be incorporated into a..'1T future
.:;t·IC:~ 0:" iM)::"C'~ statement re<;2.:'ding this project.

I ;'l.a'l' hl-d t~-r:9 to c::-:'3.:l;? re·.rie~-r the five vOlur1s3, and I ~'/:Juld at t:d.s ti::;e like to co:-::;;cnt
'Jr::':'1 th·J11I. ::: i!." 'oas~cal:;.~- in opposition to the proposed pro.ject because o~ three reasons ",.hich
I ~::"ll h~rc t3J...~.:':~te u-pon:

(1) Tc.c P:"02 set \'Iill i:-:-ev'3rsibly alter a relatively pristine area of Alas;;:a.
(i:) There is at least one nable alternative to the project \-rhich seems to have more ment.,
0) The C~~·t~S ofEngim~crs has bCl!n less thon candid and perhaps overtly deceitful in pra-

sn.ntinc its C3S~, 1·rhich leads one to believe that the project itsoll may- not. be :casible or de­
siraole fron vorio~~ standp,ints.

7:1.rstl;: I ~r:.l~ touch upon ~'Ihat I perceive as the rnajor environ.'llCntal iRpacts. On the is~uc
of ~oo~chabi~~t, I h~ro qJote ~rom thernain report, page 71: " •••itis e~t~~ted that 2000 to
,)-.:,:,' :lc:,es, nr:~t;l::· in ~'Tata.n:t Cr3c:<, c,"~l:d bl3 favorable moose habitat... 11 Th:.s state.,,\;Jnt bY' the
~o~.~ is quite ~~lid in c:~arison :nth tEe follo~~n~ ~tatcMcnt f:,om the letter ofthe~.)?&~B
p..l;;~i.:;h~d in AP:H::.iix 2" ;:a,~e 22: "...:h5~rvoirs l·;ill inundo.te rnoo:Je habitat ccn.:;isting of•••
2i,120 acres of ha.bitat -,;:-J::::: receives mod:'lra,te u~e" and 18,560 acres of habitat ,';'nich receives
hc&"rJ \lse. "'he ~od.ero.tec:r..ci h-eav:r use a:-cas arc considered preferred or critic~ "'inter ~1r..bitatoll

Ccr.:'1 the Corr;s :~':!.·/3 pos:;ible l'J~"t t~~~e facts out of tho main report byovCJ::"sight? It dOG::; not
r.'~:.i. l.i.l:eq f:'.:J~ ~;:'ll.lrc I zit. Anyone living in H:l.:;!,a :It this tir.;,e could :lot ~101,) but be 3',/.:1.;'0

~:~:.~ t:-.r.l noose -:o;:-.:l:ti.o;·, .!.,;; ',m tho 113.:10, ond by flooding 39,~80 acres of critic<:l,1 rmd./or9rc­
:v:':,-cd iIl003a h,bi ':.:It. t:1C Co:;::s :·1111 in tact be contributing to \:h:::Lt coJuld be the p!::~mClnt dc;:u;;c
0:" ,,::e .U~s!:a:'l ~oose as ..:e n'~'1 ~:no.., it. Does th'il GOl"?S care?

. T::e propoJ'!d da.-::s \d11 ha'/o an adverse effect upon caribou, ~. a."l.d tl'.e endangered
Fc::,,~-'::"ir.'J ~alc';):l, to \;it: :'he ni::::-"'t-:'on route of thC'! g::-cn.tI:v Cli."'Iir.ished (90;~) :ielchina Caribou
::'1:-'::' :....i.:':" ue :'l"',;=t,roated. CT the ?ropo3cd Wo.tana ae:Je:rvoir. On pa'jcs 206-207 of the- su?ple.r.lental.'
~f=,r•. ;:; " J'J:'.')S ~:'3c::-c1.tional 3.eport it ~: [:oavil;r e~'l:);1a3ized that the iiatana Reservoir could have
"1:";:::.'" ·:!.·J.to ".-;.,: S!!'I'~ro" i:-:;:;act on thl:; i1C:-d.( 2) the ond:J.nzarcd peregrine f.JJ.con ~:lS at least.
t(~:..C'3 ~J."·,'::lti~::. :-~~.:t·."'J t~u"~·y.: -<", tli.o .s~L;:.. :na. l-i'.:L",," 1r lla";.ley. l~:..zo 12 or tho main ~cport. 3tat.'cs that.
";::'-~·'~il~: ':lil"::i::. ~;:r;lci. ?O;:;:.·,:l:r su·:'J."·::!" ::o:-,e !'tOl'tality :~·omcollision::; ~~th to~·:~:::-.5 or 1~,1"'~3s.••• "
!.(o:; :-":""l:."lo:'.J':'J c.,::. this :J:o:hn":Clreci spe('''..,}:J :.;u:;tain? (3) Concarn'.ag tb.o S~sitna RiY~r S"il;:ton
;';:-.:l, h.;;'o:J :~::. :;'Jc':.e t:l'!l :;,j?~:'1'; l"lt,':.'3I' in .:":"J/':1ciix 2: "The potential loss to th~ecot.o-:-.- o?
.'e',;-::.c -nt::-3.l .•:'1.=':;), thr::'.l:·:: C:J:l::tl"'Jction 0: ~h::'s ,)r':'Jct couIl1be :"l0l'';-," t.ime::; ~:,aatdrt,IO .."1 th-; ­
o:::.::IT'f)"Ti.'r~~'3nict<J~ 0:1 :,,:·.~S 10 o.."l'Qll:i' Tni" e fi~ are~94 :and ...J,.~2 r..iI!IOnS:-
.t .:J.~lt..l.n ~lu "V: .,.:: t.he Corps c~ra?"- - -
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.::1,i ,p'tel~oiJad i»rtl C::l:;~.·on ( )1 l1ill ,-n:nanently ...:l:i.ninate 9/"'""''.103 of the 11 r.-.iles oi' ~::ti.to;l­
~r3~Cr ·,lh:.'ch r:::;::iSt,-s th;'loifJ. It, ~:~ould be nd~·-Jd. tnat th:!..a ;Jal"'ticular stretch oi l.;hite,,;~"ater i:i t~~t.

~l~:'':::l ~s71ir~d i·ncluJlon of t:-:e :'.illS;' t::a ?'..:.ver in 82910 and i~113564 as a :'[ild liv3r unc.ar tne
.Uas~<~ ;jativa Cl:o..i.-w 3ettla::l~nt Ac". ji!;)"dl'::lsS to 3D.:!, t'1.':'G is one oitha m03t unique stretches
0: wat·~r t..i~ich God has !Trnnted us on t:-:is e·J::-th. In no less than five (5) insta.'"';,ces' (pages 13, .'
139, 130-,L;1, 1::1'1, 2;0) t::e Jones c. Jo::es :tecr!')ational ?.eport cites the bporta:tce of the recre­
ational and aest:.etic value of Devil C~~7on in its primitive state. The river ~t3elt is dcscribea
.:1.:: "T:'9 Ho\:nt i~~~st of lca~!-a.1.,..ing" on ~age 181. On pa~es 8 !:210 the :;"Cport sUGgests naving tne
lO:I'3r dam.C:'lti!'el:.r out of Devil Can~·on to prcse~ed the high qualit;r of the a::~as "aesthetic and
rec:-eat10n31 vahe ana: Its uniq~eness-in the rogional. context... II Is the Corps caPable of list.­
enin; to 1'ts mm contra.::ted ad"isors?

There doas se. to be other valid reasons to abort this project. A1tho1lga the CoX'!:'s est1­
:".al'..oll the proj~c::-r; co:at' to be a"?:'Oxilr.a.tel;:t C1.5 billion, there are quite a fe''' ge091e iii high
places I-thO disafP,"!!i#. Among tilm:t is U.3. Senator Ted Stevens or Alaska who concludes that the
cost ~dll be at. l,jast $2.5 to ,~3.0 billions. It those latter i'igures IU'G more nearJ.:r:l.Ccurate,
'.:·hen ~;:e pr,:,j'3ot is not coono;,.icall,T feasible.

The I.3.hr-r'a.chadoorian l'e~ort (.~P? i, exhibit D-2) S::l;rS that. lIit is Prefarnble to place t!:e
.::;zns a,fa;;{ irw"Ot f:wlteci and joi::ted areas." Uev"rt.hcless, the t.......t.ana. Dam as proposed Will be onl;J

-~ niles Aast of the Susitna Fault. Has the Corps considered that the1.'e ::.re in t....a neighborhcc;,
c;: t~~eJ.:;e (i.2) Co::r::..lr.ites d.:r.mst:"eam f1'o;;1, Devil Canyon Hhich could be imperiled by a precipitQus
'5r:S::UC rald3d disaster? The- nEfl-r state capital is liltel-r.i,sa projected to be built near the banks
of ~:r.e. lo:·;er 3usi.t:'la ;0.ver.

It is concluded on p~e 49 0:' tne ~n report that coal is Ita technically feasible a:ld eco­
n-:.:-::"call.,'( "'iJ.~l," >l.lternati::a ••• 11 to the l1;rdropo',ler proposal. There are mtmy facts and fig-,;::-es
~-;a·.ch suppo::'t the i'easiiJility 0:' utiliz.in~ coal at this time for :..laska1s needs •. It isconsena­
~iveJ.:r esti:latedthat a minL=n of 9.3 oillion tons of coal exist in the cor.:bincdNenana-Beluga.
fields. Yt:\Jr rCri0l"t states tiiat this coal is of low-sulphur content .which is environmentaJ.l;r
accoptable. The repo:"t estimates that 5.63-5.85 million tons l-1ould be consumed annua.1ly' C7­
.U.113ka. ~,' d i.vicling 9.3 billion tons by the c::;ti[n~ted annual consumption ~le come up ldth enou~

Ci)31 to::;up:JJ..i ;J.aska's n9c,ds for appro:d.mltely 1600 years at the current rato of con:>u:rtption.
EVen if 95;~ of this coal '';0.:::: shipped outside o! tile ztate, there lofQuld still be enouch left to
h.<e carse£' Alaska's needs for 80 years. F'Jrthormore, the tlolO fields are relat:'vel.Yclosato·
the ="Ajo:t ~o;:-..:l:l.tion centers t'1h:i,ch t-l'o~ci need th~m., th:.ls eliminating the need for gangling. trans­
:::.ilJsion ~ns:::' e:.."tending all over the interior. 'ri'l;'lse coal fields ~.ould. crCD ,~ r.JE:IT;f l:lQre ·pe.rr.lanen't
jobs tor Ala3kans than would t:':e proposed hydropower project ~lhich could only emploY' 45.,oI'kers.
It seems that the stra.tegic location of these coal fields and their nagnitude indicate.thatcoaJ.
is indeed ,tn:e mere sensible liay of generating po,ler for .Uasl:a during the next feu decades, or .
until tgcr.noL~ical adva..1.ces allow us to utilize Solar, G3other;:tal, Hind and Tidal resources.

Concerr.ing the environ::-:ental impact of coal, it is stated on page 62 of the Milt re;:ort. thai
~p:.'ro:d.rla.tely181 300 acres of land would be st:'ip !'lined over lithe 100 year litell ot the Healy
project. H01-tever, on p3.ge 89 the re['ort contradicts itself by saying that the Healy project is.
estimated at 35 ;-,'oars....1tich, if' true. wO;.Jld rt:!d'Jce the iInpac1;ed acrea;;a by" 65%. It should be
emphasized that these 6400 acres which would be stripped are far less th~~ the 60,000 acres which
1dll be in"n:latoda..,d/or clea.:'C:.lt tor t:le proposed reservoirs and tronsr:tission corridors .F'..1r_
th'3IT.10re, ,the Healj" area is not considered as critical habitat :fora11.y lr.i.ldlite species as is
the vast maj"~t:r of acreage 'Jlh'..ch 1rill be inundated by the :1at::ma. ~eservoir. .

In Stl,-:-,~I'7r, it i.':l a?:;arent t;"13,1;. t~,e 2~aJ.::; and Beluga coali'ields s:tould be ut1l1.zed. to the
>!xten t that t;~'3yare r.-~(~::';;ct to -:ul.til.:. A2.as:Ca 'S On"l::"r;rJ requirenents. It Hould :Usa be ..rise to
eondUct th~ !n;lC'h r.eedeci rcse:lrch :'nto :'3:uess1ng 'the 30 foot tides of Cook Inlet. £or Gervi,.."lg the
needs or "f1;:::;ora.::;e and t;~e ne:'l capital.

eo •••••Dj.,striet ~;ineerJ ..illcho:"a.s:e
Divi3i:m E:'1gineer, Portland. Ore.
lir.mor3Jle Ja:! S. H.:ll':'t>ond, Juneau
iio.1.orz;.;'le !,r1.~e Gravel, ;'lashin;:;ton, J.C.
Honol.":1de 7ed Steven:., :'la:;:tin~on, D.C.
:~rJ.1:;~;Jle ::Jonald. ::. loung, ',lashir.g'ton, D.C.
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Mr. Thomas Taggart
General Delivery
Seward, Alaska 99664

Dear Mr. Taggart:

20 April 1976

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 publ ic full opportunity to review and comment on the matter.
Rather, it \'ias a result of our underestimation of the publ ic 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 copi es of the report have been di stri buted when normally, a
demand of half that would put a report on our "best se11er"list. 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
publ ic needs and desires by the possible expenditure of publ ic funds to
accomplish actions which the public will have to live with for many
year s 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 habi ta t whi ch
will be lost as estimated by the Corps and by the U. S. Fi sh and Wild1 ife
Service (USF&WS). The acreages estimated by USF&WS refl ect 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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7,040 acres as being lightly 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,
al thotJgh 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 life forms but little
chance of ill 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 mitiga tion efforts. The Jones and Jones statement ra i ses
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 little evidence that, in fact, they would. The
statement concerning migrating birds and their possible collisions with
the towers and lines 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 whith 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 salrnon,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 WQuld 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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This is a matter which cannot be adequately analyzed from a purely
logical 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 canoersand
kayakers who identify strongly with such creations of nature would
regard them as unique or lithe 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
littl~value to the general public or even to the vast majorityof
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 convehient 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 r:-esolirce as meaningless or inconsequential. The question of the
trade-off 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 public lies 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
awesomearnountin 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 little 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 whH:h 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 cnmment
on the location 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 proj ected
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 analysi s you have performed is
oversimpl ifi ed but probably refl ects an adequate genera 1 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 1ies at depths up to 3000 feet bel ow the surface.
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 cons ider the hydro plant as economically superior in thi s case.
Coal, to us, isa 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 lI pro ject life ll is 100 years for both coal and hycropower 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. I 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 cl early stated in the Draft Envi ronmenta 1 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 clear 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 sti pulation that these types of studies
be made. Fish and wildlife studies alone are estimated by the State
to require 5 years for canpletion at an estimated cost in excess of
$4 million. The Corps is in general agreement with these study
proposals intheevent the project is authorized.

For addtional information which was not included in the4-volume
Interim Feasib.il ity 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 Environmental '.
Impact Statement when it becomes available.

Sincerely yours,

1 Incl
As stated.

S/ JOSEPH W. HURST
LT Colonel. Corps of Engineers
Acting, District Engineer
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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 Feasibil ity Report on Upper Susitna River Basin, Alaska,wh1.ch
arrived just after I had sent you IT\Y 15 March letter.

I can certainly· understand your frustration in trying to review a report
which was not easily available. However, I wish to assure you that it
is th.e 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
withinwhich the Board will receive comments to 15 April 1976 ..

The comments you have already provided, and any additional comments
which youmay pravi de withi n the extended time period wi 11 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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Mr. Thomas Taggart
General Delivery
Seward, Alaska 99664

Dear Mr. Taggart~

15 MAR 1976

This is in response to your ietter of 5 March 1976, concerning the
Interim Feasibility Report on 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 s~ould 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 on 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 persons.

Your interest in this matter is appreciated.

Sincerely yours,

s/ROBERT L. BANGERT
Colonel, Corps of Engineers
Resident Member
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that the above
R:!.i.loelt communit

-rhOT"'.~3 Taggart
Gen~ral Deli~:er:f ~.

3e~Y3.rd, ~UEl.s1=a 99664
5 Harch, 1976

Depart:'l2nt of tile :lrr.tr
BO:lrd of Engi:1JEH'S .Lor 2i'!cr3 ~nd Hal';bo!'s
r~ Lngman B\.ll.lcLn:-:
Fort 3elvoi.rJ~/ir:;inia 220S0

Il3: InteriJ'll I<~33sibility iteport On The S:.:sitna River Basin, Alaska.

Dc:ar Sirs:

J.. 3 per tilG ::tttached letter I "Has assured by Colonel Robert L. Bangert
~cntioned re,:vrt :lo"Jld be m:.d~ 8.vail<J.o:8 to the people of all Southcentral
via t.he puhlicHorari·C)s of sa.id com:cunities •

As of this date t.he libraI""j' in the Com::unity of Se,;·rard (Southern terminus of the Alaska
p..:;ilroad) h2.s hot :/et rece5.v"eJ :"' c.")p:r of the report fron the Alaska District Sngir~ger. I pe
t;onally "'/rote totneAlaska DistrictE:ngineer inrr.id-Feb!",,J~r:Tcitin~ Colonel Bangert IS lette
to me, and It~lsoas:<ed tha.t they include a CO)y of tne supplemental recr::a.tional report to
the -3ei·la.rd L~1Jr~ry. so that COffil"i:.auts could be made before the Hareh 10th de::dlLTle.

In:'Ol';'13.ticn c,:·nc ..:nn:Lng 2.. proJ::ct of this ma:;nit'Jde Shotlld be o~Y;)nly sU':"fllied to the pub
"\'~;lO :iill be (;:. :~':t.l/ 3.f:·':lct2d;):r trle pro.l::lct. If the C01~PS of Engim:ers is not conscientiou
,mougn to frf;el:: 3u:~?1~r tbo.t sector of t;18 pub.U..c -:nth t.he gertL'1ent :i..n":'onnation, t~an the
Corps of lmgin'3er:; is not serll'l.ngthe national intGrest. . "-

In nhort, I cannot cC'!;'L~·;nt on your repor-i:. UeCEl';Se I h.3.llen t t S3en it, as I SlppOJe is th
case of multit.-Ja05 of otner interested parscns.

COP;! to •••• Div~3i.on :2;nginoer, Portl:md,Oregon•.•••••••• . ,.rlo encl.
, Dist:~tct Engineer, Anehoro.ge II

Sec:r-rytaI:'! of the A~;-, ·~·lash::.ngton, 'D. C. II

Hon6.::aolc J:J.',j':3. I!a:-:''i\ond, June:m II

Hono~a'ole NIce G:.....1v21, ~;Jashington, D. G. II

L{ono:-2.o1c Ted St2'mns, Td8_~:;~·~:',.::t.on, D. C., 11
Honl)::,aole Dom.ld2. '(onn?, ;:;ash:'n:~i;,on, D. (;. /I
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