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1 - INTRODUCTION

1.1 - Approach to Mitigation

The Alaska Power Authority's (APA) goal for Susitna Hydr oelec t ric

Project fisheries mdtigation is to maintain the productivity of

natural reproducing populations (Acres American 1983). This is

consistent vith the mitigation goals of the U. S. Fish and Wildlife

Service (USFWS) and the Alaska Department of Fish and Game (ADF&G)

(APA 1982, ADF&G 1982a , USFWS 1981) . The APA plans to either maintain

existing habitat or provide replacement habitat of sufficient quantity

and quality to maintain this productivity . Where it is not feasible

to achieve this goal, APA viII compensate for the impact vith

propagation facilities.

Mitigation measures proposed for the Susitna Hydroelectric Project are

grouped into tvo broad approaches:

Modificationa to design, construction , or operation of the

project

Resource canagement strategies

The firs t approach is proj ect specific and emphasizes the avoidance,

minimization, rectification, or reduction of adverse impacts according

to the Fish and Wildlife Mitigation Policy established by the APA

(1982) and coordinating agencies (ADF&G 1982a, USFWS 1981). Thes ,

measures involve adjusting or adding project features during design

and planning so that mitigation becomes a built-in component of

project actiona .

If impacts cannot be mitigated by the first approach, reduction or

compensation measures vill be implem",nted. This type of mitigation

viII involve management of the resource rather than adjustments to the

project, and viII require concurrence of resource management boardd or

agencies vith jurisdiction over resources vithin the project area•

1
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1.2 - Scope

Monitoring and maintenance of IIlitigation features to reduc

over time are recognized as integral parts of the mitigatioI

The monitoring program will be developed during detailed e,

design and construction planning and be applied to fishery

and their habitat. ;; ' , . ....LL.....L. ) 'f,k.."
coZ'" "'"-- . J-: <.

• ~-t. yY' 1 V I
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This report presents alternattva-proj ~ flow regimes as the priaary __ ~

Ilitigative alternative for-chinook uvenile and artial IIliti ation for t¥-,,; ;.J.''''~
~ua sp.uning. Additional chua salmon spawning mitigation follows one ~J
of the following etrategies: (1) structural modification to presently _~ .

utilized side sloughs to maintsin selli-natural ' spawning and r- ' v\- J

-~~

Mitigation planning for the Susitna Hydroelectric Project has

81IIphasized both approaches. The sequence of options from avoidance

through co-pensat!on has been spplied to each impact issue. If full

aitigation can be achieved at a high priority option. lowel

_y not be considered . In the resulting Ilitigation plana . lSe.

avoid. Ilinillize. or rectify potential impacts are treated in

detail. Specifications for facility siting and design.

Ilitigation facilities. construction procedures. and sched

project actions to Ilitigate adverse effects on the b

presented.

This report s~ec:1f1cal'J' "'~.'e. pl ans to "tilare impacts on chum L
~ salmon spawning habitat in the Talkeetna to Devil Canyon reach of the

/' Susitna River (lSiddle Susitna River).. The plans are presented for

p;;:. v selected sloughs; however. they are applicable to other sloughs in "d;;
""," -

;
" '-') middle Susitna River. where physical impacts are expected to be

(j .'p~ '

&{ (~.J silllilar. The sloughs selected for detailed snalysis in this report

/' are the sloughs most heavily utilized by SPI!!!!!1PI salmon during the

1981-1984 study period. The Ilitigation plans for other species/life

stages (e.g. chinook rearing). other project areas (e.g. impoundment).

and the applicability of proposed mitigation plans to other phases of

the project (e.g. Watana filling) are subjects of upeolling reports.

'"
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(2) artificial propagation with stream-s1 de egg boxes to compensate

for losses. As stated in the License Application (Acres American

1983), full mitigation can be achieved with either strategy. Final

decisions on the strategy to be implemented will be made through

discussions with resource managers .

1.3 - Selection of Evaluation Species

All three mitigation policies (APA, ADF&G and USFWS) imply that

project impacts on the habitats of certain sensitive fish species will

be of greater concern than changes in distribution and abundance of

less sensitive species. Sensitivity can be related to high human use

value as well as susceptibility to change because of project impacts.

Statewide policies and management approaches of resource agencies

suggest that concern for fish and wildlife species with commercial.

subsistence, and other consumptive uses is greater than for species

without such value. These species are often numerous, and utilize a

wide range of habitats, as well as having high human use value. Such

characteristics often result in these species being selected for

careful evaluation when their habitats are subj ected to alternative

uses. By avoiding or minimizing alterations to habitats utilized by

these evaluation species. the impacts to other less sensitive species

that utilize similar habitats can also be avoided or reduced .

The evaluation species were selected after initial baseline studies

and impact assessments had identified the dominant speices and

potential impacts on available habitats throughout the year.

Mitigations were then developed that will reduce impscts on habitat

psrameters that are expected to control populations.

Species with high regional visibility and commercial, sport.

subsistence, or aesthetic value were given priority. Within this

category. species sensitive to project effects were highly

rated. Since the evaluation species play s dominant role in the

ecosystem, they may serve ss indicator sp~s. By maintaining

3




































































































































































































































































































































































































































































