












































































































































































































































































































































Problems: The portion of tax exempt financing under current IRS
Regulations may be limited to a2pproximately 60%. Unce tain
market conditions, high interest rates, inflation, and interest
during construction will make this alternative difficult to
accomplish and more expensive than would be the case with com-
plete tax exempt financing.

4. State General Obligation Bonds

Merits: The entire capital cost of construction could be tax
exempi financed.

Problems: This option seriously impacts State credit since
almost all debt service would be payable during a period of
decreasing revenues from non-renewable resources. The impacts of
uncertain market conditions, high interest rates, inflation, and
interest during construction would not be diminished with this
option.

5. Tax Exempt Revenue Bonds and State Equity Investment

Merits: Tax exempt financing could be utilized to the maximum
extent permitted under IRS regulations. Impacts of uncertain
market conditions, high interest rates, inflation, and interest
during construction could be diminished. Debt repayment could be
more flexibly structured to produce lower consumer rates during
early years of project operation. The State could realize a

return on its investment for the entire useful life of the project,
which should far exceed the retirement of debt service associated
with the revenue bond financed portion of the projects.

Problems: A significant amount of State funding would be required
which will impact the State Treasury and preclude competing uses
for the funds.

6. Utility Participation in Funding and Ownership with both
Equity and Debt Interest in the Project

Merits: The State is not involved, nor is it a participant in
the development of the project. All costs of financing and risks
are assumed by the utilities and their customers to the extent of
participation.

Problems: The project may never by developed, even if it is
proven to be feasible, due to the inability of utilities and/or
local governments to finance the capital costs of construction.

These and other alternatives will be explored and analyzed in more detail
as the development plan and cost estimates are refined. The principal
methods presented above can be combined in various scenarios and structured
to optimize the project financing to achieve lowest costs of power from the
project and minimize state participation and assumption of risk in the
project financing.
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X. PERMIT REQUIREMENTS AND CONSTRUCTION SCHEDULE

PERMITS

Permits (the term used herein to represent all governmental approving
actions) necessary for the authorization, construction and operation of the
Susitna Hydroelectric_Project are required from federal, state and local
government entities. 2/ There is some overlapping of the regulatory
requirements, which introduces a degree of complexity in the overall
permitting process. The most critical authorization is the Federal Energy
Regulatory Commission (FERC) license. The supporting data needs are voluminous
and the processing time lengthy. However, the data needed for the FERC
application generally meets all other permitting action needs. Overall,
the feasibility study currently in progress meets those data needs, and the
present schedule incorporates the anticipated regulatory lead times.

The first and most critical round of permitting will occur upon completion
of the feasibility study and a decision to proceed with the project. Under
the current schedule, this action will occur by July 1, 1982. Submitted
would be the FERC license application, the U. S. Army Corps of Engineers
permit application, a master permit application to the State of Alaska, and
an application to the Matanuska-Susitna Borough. The FERC license is the
most significant reqgulatory requirement for the development of the Susitna
Hydroelectric Project, and also incurs the most processing time -- approx-
imately 3 years. The Corps of Engineers permit is almost equally as signi-
ficant but requires only about 2 years of processing time. Approval of
these two applications (which are somewhat interactive) represent federal
authorization for the project. Simultaneously with the FERC application, a
set of applications necessary for initial project implementation will be
filed with the State of Alaska and with the Matanuska-Susitna Borough.
These applications interact with the FERC application to the degree that
they must be approved by the appropriate local government before FERC will
issue a license. These state and local applications take nine months to
one year for processing.

Near the end of the FERC processing, a second group of state and local
applications will be submitted. In the aggregate, these permits relate to
actual construction activities such as requirements for dust control,
restrictions on stream crossings, eic. Permits of this type will continue
to be required during the construction period. No problems are anticipated
with these applications as they apply to restricted areas and are relatively
simple to process and approve.

As the project nears completion, a third set of applications will be necessary.
This group deals with regulation of the operation of the completed project.

As mentioned previously, the controlling requlatory requirement is for the
FERC license. One of the major objectives of the feasibility study is to
meet the data needs for this application. Virtually no additional investi-
gation or data gathering is necessary for any other applications.
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The FERC is an independent federal commission which is administratively

part of the United States Department of Energy. It is established by the
Federal Power Act and is authorized to requlate hydroelectric power develop-
ment within the United States. The Commission's review objectives include
assurance that the project development is justified, the structures are
technically sound and economically acceptable, and that there has been
adequate consultation and coordination with other concerned regulatory or
governmental bodies. To quote from the Commission's own statements:

"The Federal Energy Regqulatory Commission, pursuant to the Federal Power
Act (FP Act) and the Department of Energy (DOE) Organization Act, is
authorized to issue licenses for terms up to 50 years for the construction
and operation of non-federal hydroelectric developments subject to its
jurisdiction, on the necessary condition:

(T)hat the project adopted...shall be such as in the judgment of
the Commission will be best adapted to a comprehensive plan for
improving or developing a waterway or waterways for the use

or benefit of interstate or foreign commence, for the improvement
and utilization of waterpower development, and for other benefi-
cial public uses, including recreational purposes...

The Commission may require such other conditions not inconsistent with the
provisions of the FP Act as may be found necessary to provide for the
various public interests to be served by the Project. Compliance with such
conditions during the license period is required."

Three categories of problems can cause delay in the FERC licensing process;
those which relate to noncompliance with regulations, those which relate to
deficiencies in the feasibility study, and those involving issues not

detected before application submittal. To date, no evidence has emerged to
suggest that there will be problems concerning noncompliance with regulations.
The feasibility study currently underway will meet the submission requirements
for the FERC license. However, subsequent to application submission, addi-
tional data w~ill be provided, especially in areas that relate to the impact
of project development upon fish and wildlife. To meet that data need,
certain fish and wildlife studies will be continued beyond the April 1982
completion date of the present feasibility study, and those results will

be integrated into the application at some point prior to final FERC approval.
By its very nature, assessment of the third type of problem, discovery of
issues during the licensing process, is extremely difficult. Clearly,
certainty on this point cannot be obtained. However, review of the plan of
study by the various federal and state requlatory agencies, including FERC,
suggests that the risk of an undetected issue surviving the feasibility

study investigations is very low.

Next to FERC, the U. S. Army Corps of Engineers (CoE) performs the most
comprehensive review of the project on the federal level. Their respon-
sibilities stem from the Rivers and Harbors Acts of 1899 and Section 404 of
the Federal Water Pollution Control Act Amendments of 1972. In brief, a
project that could affect navigable waters or wetlands must receive CoE
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approval. Their areas of emphasis overlap somewhat the FERC Jurisdiction,

and include detection of adverse impacts, consistency of the proposal with
other plans and interests, effects on navigation, fish and wildlife, water
quality and related issues, and economics. Due in large part to the overlap
between CoE data needs and the depth of investigations being performed to

meet the FERC needs, expectations are that satisfaction of the FERC require-
ments will also meet Corps of Engineers requirements. The CoE data re-
quirements formats are broadly stated to the point that only minor reformatting
of the FERC application will be necessary for CoE use.

In all likelihood, certain federal land use permits (primarily from the
BLM) will be necessary for the transmission corridors. That need awaits
explicit definition. However, no serious problems are anticipated in
obtaining these land use rights.

As many as 30 permits may be required by the State prior to commencement of
construction. To simplify the process of obtaining these permits, a
consolidated master application process is in existence. Under the master
application process, the Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation
coordinates the action between the applicant and all state agencies. The
Matanuska-Susitna Borough is included in this process.

The required state permits will be acquired in two separate steps separated
by approximately 18 months. The first block will pertain to project
approval and the second block to practices and compliance requirements
incidental to the construction process. Again, the data acquired for the
FERC application will meet the state and local permitting needs. A listing
of these permit requirements (as well as other miscellaneous permit needs)
is shown in Table X-1.

In summary, it is concluded that activities underway plus those planned for
the post FERC application period will meet both the substantive and time
needs of the permitting processes.

CONSTRUCTION SCHEDULE

For a very large scale project, a multiplicity of concerns going well

beyond those of trade coordination, weather, materials delivery, etc., must
be considered. For the Susitna Hydroelectric Project, these broader concerns
primarily are:

-- Timing project attainment to match the load growth. As is more
fully discussed in the financial section to this report, the
initial commissioning of a hydroelectric project is very capital
intensive. If the debt service on this capital investment is to
be borne by the electrical consumers, as is usually the case,
overcapacity of the project (or put another way, insufficient
sales of output) would represent an extraordinary burden upon the
initial consumers. It is therefore desirable that the capacity
of the facility when it is commissioned be roughly equivalent to
the potential market, and that additions to the facility be timed
with corresponding growth of the market. Because the Susitna
development will bring into service large increments of power
availability, coordination with the market is necessity.
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TABLE X-1
LIST OF PROJECT LICENSES, PERMITS AND CERTIFICATES

Federal

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission License - Major Hydroelectric Project
Corps of Engineers Permits

Bureau of Land Management - Land Use Permit

Notice of Airspace Obstruction

State

Coastal Management Certificate of Consistency

Water Rights Permit

Water Quality Certificate

Right-of-Way Easements (and other Land Use permits as identified)
Highway Encroachments Permit

Anadromous Fish Protection Permit

Dam Safety Permit

Fire and Safety Plans Check

Burning Permits

Water and Sewer Plan Review

Local

Talkeetna Mountain Special Use District Permit
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-- The capital investment cash flows must be managed in a prudent
manner. A long construction schedule can mean a lessened cash
flow requirement but incurs the penalty of an increased infla-
tionary growth impact and higher interest during construction.
Conversely, rapid construction intensifies capital requirements,
has potential economies stemming from decreased inflationary
impact and economics of scale of application of resources.

-- Coordinating design effort with construction. A completed
design prior to construction commencement is expensive in time
but often results in a decreased total construction cost.
Potential hazards to this approach include inflexibility of
schedule and high penalty costs in the event design changes
are necessary to meet unforeseen site conditions, and constrains
somewhat the acceleration or deacceleration of the construction
schedule. The alternative is to design and construct the
project in increments or as a continuing process. This method
has the advantages of decreased design cost cash flows and
increased responsiveness, but incurs the penalities of greater
uncertainty in the total project cost and completion.

-- The appropriate permits must be executed prior to the affected
stages of construction.

Feasibility studies to date suggest the Watana Dam should be built
first. Still unresolved are the questions of building it initially to
its full capacity or to bring the capacity on line in increments; cash
flow management; and design method.

It will take 8% years for complete construction of the Watana dam from
the start of an acS?ss road to the testing and commissioning of all the
generating units. & Principal components of the schedule include
approximately 3 years for site and local access, 1 to % years for river
diversion and most of the remaining time for foundation preparation and
embankment placement. The schedule presently being evaluated reflects
an early date of power production from the Watana dam of 1993. This is
based on availability of the Denali Trail access route to the Watana dam
site at the time of FERC license approval assumed for early 1985,

Should an access route other than the Denali Trail be selected (and

several are under consideration) a schedule delay of 1 to 2% years would
result while that access route was constructed to a level suitable for

the transport of heavy equipment. The duration of tine delay is contingent
on the precise access alternative selected and the degree to which
compensating methods and procedures could be developed. One such technique
would involve constructing an airstrip and flying the necessary equipment
and camp facilities in. This would allow paralleling the permanent

access road construction period with the initial on-site construction.

The optimum time to start construction of the Devil Canyon Dam awaits

resolution. This decision will be driven by the need to match capacity
additions to the actual market requirements.
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It will take approximately 6-1/2 years to complete the Devil Canyon Project
from the time of access to the site to the testing and commissioning of

the power units. The key elements in determining the entire project

duration are the construction of diversion tunnels, cofferdams, the excavation
and preparation of the foundation and the placement of the concrete dam.

This construction time assumes that access to the Devil Canyon site can
easily be made available over existing access developed for the Watana
project. If this is not the case, one to three years would have to be

added to the front end of the Devil Canyon schedule in order to construct

access.

Figures X-1 and X-2 depict the construction schedule presently being used
as the base case. It will be refined as the system development plans are
advanced.
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SECTION X. ENDNOTES

1/ Summarized from Subtask 10.2 Design Transmitting, Initial Version,
Preliminary Licensing Documentation, Acres American, April 1980
and Subtask 11.01, Project Overview, Second Draft, Acres American,
February 11, 1981, pages 15-1 through 15-14.

2/ Based on Figure X-1 provided by Acres American on March 20, 1981.
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XI. PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

No development of the Susitna River Basin can be accomplished without
producing important changes within the State of Alaska.

The prospects of long term economic benefits and of reducing national
dependence upon non-renewable energy sources must necessarily be weighed
against the implications of permanently altering an important ecosystem and
of introducing social change in certain Railbelt communities. From the
start of the Susitna Study the interests, concerns, and opinions of the
public have been important factors in the decision making process. Thus, a
major effort is being made to encourage public involvement and to see to it
that such involvement does in fact influence the course of the work.

The Public Participation Program is conducted by the Power Authority. The
Director of Public Participation (DPP) is a key member of the Power Authority
staff. The DPP is responsible to the Executive Director for designing and
implementing all aspects of the Public Participation Program. From time to
time, the Acres Project Team is called upon to make presentations and to
assist in responding to cuestions and concerns, but responsibility for the
program rests with the Power Authority.

The first part of this section summarizes the major changes that have been
influenced by public concerns expressed during 1980 (expanding the alter-

natives study, addition of a sociocultural study, and additional study of

alternative Susitna developments).

The last part describes the nature and objectives of the Public Participation
Program, discusses future planned activities, discusses public concerns in
1980, and summarizes the activities and concerns of those special interest
groups that were particularly active during 1980.

MAJOR CHANGES THAT HAVE OCCURRED FROM PUBLIC CONCERNS

A concern for what the public had to say in regard to energy development in
the Railbelt arca of Alaska prompted the Power Authority to make changes in
the Susitna Plan of Study in 1980. The first edition of the Plan of Study
was published in February 1980. It was distributed to over 250 persons,
including libraries, State and Federal agencies, groups and organizations,
and individuals. In September, 1980, a revised Plan of Study was published
and again widely distributed. This revised version contains a complete
description of the changes and is available through public libraries.

This section summarizes the major changes and discusses the events that
precipitated them.

Expanding the Alternatives Study

The main conclusion from the April 1980 community meetings was that there
was a need for greater emphasis on a study devoted to alternative enerqy
sources.



Many people were concerned that the scope of work as outlined in the
February 1980 Plan of Study unduly favored the Susitna project, and that
more time and more money was needed to look at alternatives. A moderate
amount of concern was also expressed about the ability of Acres to conduct
an ohjective assessment of alternatives to Susitna.

In May a report to the legislature by Arlon R. Tussing and Associates,
Inc., reemphasized the need for a expanded work in this area, and the Power
Authority subsequently requested funds for this purpose. In June, in
addition to funding the expanded scope, the legislature also decided that
an independent consulting firm should conduct the alternatives study, and
Battelle Northwest Laboratories was subsequently chosen to do this.

Addition of a Sociocultural Study

A sociocultural study was added to the revised Plan of Study as a result of
concerns expressed at the Power Authority's community meeting in Talkeetna
last spring. The concern was articulated by one speaker this way:

“When the Plan of Study speaks of social or human impacts, it consistently
labels this "socioeconomic". When it speaks of cultural impact, it does so
in terms of archaeology and historical investigation."

"1 feel that it is desirable and timely that the plan recognize the existence
of that concept which is sociocultural, in a contemporary sense."

As a result of this comment and similar comments expressed by others from
the area, the Power Authority concluded that a study should be made of the
effect that construction of Susitna might have on the life style of the
people who Tive in the immediate project vicinity.

The study will begin in 1981 and will be coordinated with Frank Orth &
Associates' work on the identification and analysis of socioeconomic
conditions.

Additional Studies of Alternative Susitna Developments

There were two events that precipitated an increased level of study on
alternative Susitna developments. One was a concern expressed by the
public at community meetings for "excess power" from Susitna. The Fair-
banks Environmental Center referred to it as "cheap blocks of power" or
"gluts of power" in their written materials. There is a perception that
excessive power would be produced from Susitna and that it would encourage
industrialization, particularly heavy industry such as aluminum smelting.

In June, 1980, ISER's report was published entitled "Electric Power Con-
sumption for the Railbelt: A Projection of Requirements." These projections
indicate that future lower load growth would be lower than what was previously
indicated by the Corps of Engineer's studies. This meant that the Corps
scheme (dams at both Devil Canyon and Watana) needed to be reassessed and a
more detailed study of alternative levels of development needed to be
considered.
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Specifically, the additional studies added were:

- additional work on investigating the tunnel alternative to
Devil Canyon dam;

- additional work exploring the possibility of smaller hydro
facilities at the Watana and Devil Canyon sites than what
the Corps recommended;

- additional work to broaden the scope of work previously
identified to consider staged development within the Susitna
basin;

- work to provide cost information and characteristics of
the most likely fossil-fueled generating resources in the
Railbelt and cost and characteristics of other hydro pro-
Jects competitive with Susitna (of the same size) and other
hydr? projects non-competitive with Susitna (of a smaller
size);

~ environmental screening of proposed thermal, hydro and tidal
generating facilities; and

- work to determine the effects of load management and conser-
vation on power needs.

THE PUBLIC PARTICIPATION PROGRAM

In the traditional sense, typical public information programs focus upon

the public's right to know what is happening when an important action may
affect the future. The Power Authority program ventures beyond this
traditional approach and seeks to establish interaction with the public,
providing a two-way communication process. Thus, emphasis is placed on
“participation" rather than simply "information." Major objectives include:

- To distribute information to the public concerning the
issues, problems, alternative choices, opportunities and
impacts regarding the plans and decisions to be made on
the Susitna Hydroelectric Project.

- To solicit information from the public about values, atti-
tudes and opinions bearing upon the plans and decisions to
be made.

- To ensure that information provided by the public is fully
and carefully considered along with technical, economic
and environmental data otherwise collected and analyzed
in the planning and decision-making process.

To achieve these abjectives, the program provides for a regular series of
publicized information "events" as well as a continuing aggressive effort
to encourage interest in the Susitna Project.




Community Meetings

Four community meetings were held in April, 1980, to provide the public an
opportunity to comment on the adequacy of the Plan of Study and to contribute
opinions and concerns for consideration by the Alaska Power Authority (See
Figure XI-1). A1l comments and questions were recorded and organized in a
manner which facilitates recovery. At least one more set of community
meetings is planned and will be conducted in three or four Railbelt locations
before a determination is made on project feasibility and before a license
application is filed with the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC).

Attendance at the first meetings, by community, was as follows:

- Fairbanks - 70
- Talkeetna - 31
- Wasilla - 42
- Anchorage - 109

In total, there were 182 comments received on the adequacy of the Plan of
Study. These are recorded in a summary report entitled "A Report on the
first series of community meetings on the feasibility studies for the
Susitna Hydroelectric Project and other power alternatives." This same
report also lists (by task) the 165 questions asked at all four meetings.

The report was distributed to the 252 people who attended meetings, public
libraries within the Railbelt area, commercial fishing groups, public-
interest groups, recreation groups, business groups, media, sportsmen's
groups, environmental groups, energy groups, mining groups, State and

Federal agencies, Acres and all Acres subcontractors, the 0ffice of the
Governor, Battelle (who was later selected to conduct the energy alterna-
tives study) and individuals upon request. In addition to the report, a
permanent record of all proceedings is available through verbatim transcripts.

Workshops

From time to time during the course of the study, workshops are conducted

to permit members of the Acres study team and the Power Authority staff to
discuss and coordinate important issues with State and Federal agencies and
special interest groups. These sessions are open to the public and announce-
ments are made in advance to encourage attendance by interested parties.

Two workshops were held in Anchorage. The first, concerning load fore-
casting, electrical energy forecasting and conservation, was attended by 25
people. The second, concerning an overview of the FERC licensing process
and specific license requirements for Susitna, was attended by two people.

At the first meeting more information was desired on conservation, load
forecasting and end-use data, but the workshop was reported to meet most
people's needs and the language was clear and understandable.

The second meeting was considered not to have furnished the two attendees
with clear information on the FERC licensing process.
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Audio tapes permanently stored in the Public Participation Office provide
a record of each workshop.

Action System

A unique aspect of the program involves a specially designed "action system."
Recognizing the importance of feedback in encouraging public interest, the
action system provides a vehicle whereby every comment or question is given
careful consideration and a personal response is provided. To minimize the
burden of letter writing, forms are widely distributed for use by the

public, although the forms are not a prerequisite for processing written
comments.

Forty-six letters were received through the Action system in 1980. Each
letter averaged three issues, so that 156 questions and comments received
responses.

Of the 46 letters, 19 contained questions or comments about the alter-
natives study, and copies were forwarded directly to Fran Ulmer in the
Office of the Governor for a response. This rendered the alternatives
study the top-priority item in 1980,

The second priority included questions and comments on the envircnmental
studies (including lite style, industrialization and local hire issues),
and the third priority included questions and comments on the public
participation program. Talkeetna by far sent the most questions and
comnents (about half of the total 156).

Newsletter

One eight-page newsletter entitled "The Susitna Hydro Studies" was produced
in November 1980.

Contents included articles on the following subjects:

- Energy decision facing Raijlbelt

- Social and economic impacts

- Susitna vicinity map and background information
- Energy needs expected to double

- Tunnel option

- Earthquake studies

- Wildlife and small mammal studies
- Hydrology studies

- Susitna fish studies

- Potential recreation sites

- Bird studies

- How to be involved

- Public comment changes study plan

Of 30,000 printed copies of the newsletter, 27,000 copies were distributed
by direct mail.




The newsletter presents objective information on the progress of the
Susitna hydroelectric studies so that readers may draw their own conclu-
sions based on accurate information.

MAILING LISTS

The Public Participation Office has compiled and currently uses three
mailing lists. The first is a list of special-interest organizations,
including members the organizations identified as needing information.
The Tist was originally obtained by telephoning known special-interest
organizations. Each organization contacted was asked to identify other
special-interest groups. Finally, a list of 46 organizations including
about 225 individuals was developed in February and March. This list is
continually being expanded as new groups are identified.

The 1ist of organizations is generally considered to be representative
of the pro, con, and neutral special-interst groups. It is divided into
categories: commercial fishing groups, sportsmen's groups (mostly
fishing, some game), general public interest groups, environmental
groups, recreation groups, energy groups, business groups, and mining
groups.

The following information was recorded for each organization after in-
terviewing as many as five people within the organization:

- anticipated level of interest in studies

- names, addresses, and phone numbers of contact people (staff,
key officers, newsletter editor and others identified as
particularly interested in the studies)

- type of membership, number and distribution (community,
state-wide, national)

- information about organization's newsletter, including
circulation, when published and deadlires for submitting
articles

- any other information that would be helpful to the Public
Participation Office in working with the organization.

Contact with these groups has been person-to-person, by telephone and by
mail. Mailings are generally notices of meetings or informaticn about
the study. Information is sent when it become available or when growing
concern or considerable interest develops in a particular aspect of the
study.

The following 1ist of special-interest groups was developed by the
Public Participation Office in February and March, 1980. Beside each
group is shown the level of interest that each group expressed in
following the progress of the Susitne studies. The DPP uses this to
determine the content and frequency of communications with the groups.
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Sportsmen's Groups (Mostly fishing interests, some game)

1.
2:

hun B W

Alaska Sports Fishing Association
Eagle River Sportsmen's Game Preservation

Society
Izaac Walton League of America

Tanana Valley Sportsmen Association

Real Alaska Coalition
Alaska Sportsmen's Council

Commercial Fishing Groups

~Noohswne —

Cook Inlet Aquacultural Association
Commercial Fisherman of Cook's Inlet

Cook Inlet Fisherman's Fund

North Pacific Fisherman's Association
Kenai Peninsula Fishermen's Cooperative
Cook Inlet Fishermen's Association

West Side Set Netters

General Public Interest Groups

SN O B W N —
T T S T

State Leaque of Women Voters

League of Women Voters - Anchorage
League of Women Voters - Fairbanks

Federation of Community Councils - Anchorage -

AkPIRG

Talkeetna Community Education Program
Wasilla Community Education Program

Environmental Groups

Q1B Lo M —

Alaska Chapter - Sierra Club

Sierra Club - Anchorage/Alaska Office
Sierra Club - Knik Chapter (Anchorage)
Sierra Club - Denali Chapter (Fairbanks)
Alaska Conservation Society - Statewide/

Fairbanks

Alaska Conservation Society - Anchorage Group-

Kenai Peninsula Conservation Society
Alaska Center for the Environment

Fairbanks Environmental Center

National Audubon Society - Alaska Regional

Office

Arctic Audubon Society - Fairbanks

Anchorage Audubon Society
Friends of the Earth
Greenpeace

Denali Citizen's Council
Trustees for Alaska

National Wildlife Federation

High
Moderately High

High
Uncertain
Moderate
High

High
High
High
High
No response yet
High
No response yet

Moderate
Moderate

Low

Low

Moderately high

High
Moderate
High
High
High

Moderate
Low

High
High

Low

None

Low

Moderate

Low

High

Moderate to high
Low




Recreation Groups

1. Mountaineering Club of Alaska - Moderate
2. Knik Kanoers and Kayakers - High
Energy Groups

1. Alaskans for Alternative Energy - High

2. Alaska Rural Electric Coop Association - High

Business Groups

1. Susitna Power Now - High

2.  Resource Development Council/Pacific - Moderately High
Legal Foundation

3. Commonwealth North - Moderate

4. Devil Canyon Corporation - High

Mining Groups

1. Alaska Miners Association Moderate

The second mailing 1ist compiled and used by the Public Participation
Program is computerized. About 7000 names are on this list, which is
continually being expanded.

This Tist will be used primarily to mail newsletters giving project updates.
It could be used for other purposes as well.

The method of compiling the mailing was is as follows:

1.

70,000 inserts were placed with the Anchorage Municipality's
utility bill in February, 1980. About ten percent were returned,
with 6500 individuals asking to be placed on the mailing list

in Anchorage.

Coupons were available in the Matanuska Electric’Association's
publication Ruralite in July, 1980 to solicit responses from
the MEA area. Coupons were also available in Golden Valley
Electric Association's issue of Ruralite for the Fairbanks area.

Coupons for interested persons to send to the Public Partici-
pation Office were included in the November, 1980 newsletter
which had a distribution of 27,000 households in the Fairbanks,
Anchorage, Valdez, Glenallen, Kenai Peninsula Railbelt locations.
Names are continually added to the list in the following ways:

- A1l persons submitting items to the Action System are
added to the mailing list.

- Organizations and individuals identified as needing infor-
mation are added to the mailing list.
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Persons who attend workshops and community meetings are
automatically added to the mailing list.

The third type of mailing Tist does not include the names of individuals.
It is rather a listing of 6000 boxholders and star route boxholders in the
communities listed below.

Talkeetna Cantwell Trapper Creek
Willow McKinley Park Healy
Usibelli Copper Center Glennallen
Gakona Sutton Valdez

Delta Junction Tonsina Chickaloon
Big Delta Sourdough Rapids
Richardson

PLANNED ACTIVITIES

A second newsletter is anticipated in June 1981. This will highlight both
the project overview report and the design development report received from
Acres in March. The environmental anc seismic information known to date
will be included.

A third workshop is scheduled for the week of March 16-19 in Fairbanks,
Talkeetna and Anchorage. These will be the first workshops held outside
Anchorage. Recreation and access to the dam sites will be discussed.

Some kind of activity (e.g. workshop, television show or newsletter) is
anticipated to discuss the seismic studies to date. This is anticipated in
May 1981.

A second and final set of community meetings is anticipated for spring,
1982 prior to a State decision on proceeding with a license application to
FERC. The timing will be coordinated with a set of meetings conducted by
Battelle on the results of their alternatives study.

Other workshops and newsletters will be scheduled as needed and appro-
priate. An environmental workshop is one of the more important to be held
when enough information is known to report on.

PUBLIC CONCERNS

Community meetings, workshops, information exchange and the action system
have produced a comprehensive profile of frequently mentioned concerns and
comments. In accordance with the objectives outlined earlier, specific and
important changes have occurred as a result of public participation.
Succeeding sections in this paragraph summarize comments made. Actual
changes to the planning process were addressed previously.

Interests Expressed at the April Community Meetings

Figure XI-1, reproduced from the report of the April meetings, notes
concerns, questions, and discussion areas. Of particular note is the heavy




emphasis on the determination of future energy needs (forecasts) and of how
such needs might be satisfied in the future (alternatives).

Public Concerns as Expressed Through the Action System

summary of Letters Received Through the Action System in 1980. - The

Action System was introduced to the public during the week of meetings in

April, 1980. Initially the system was designed to accommodate suggestions

by the public for changes and additions to the Plan of Study. A1l items )
submitted to the System are reviewed by the Alaska Power Authority and

Acres American, Inc., and receive a written response.

Most of the items submitted, however, have been questions or expressions of
opiniens. Therefore, in addition to its original purpose to accommodate
suggestions for changes and additions to the Plan of Study, the Action
system has also become a method for monitoring, recording, and responding
to questions and concerns raised by the public outside the format of the
workshops and community meetings.

The three primary areas of concern expressed through letters received in
1980 were, in order:

1. the alternatives study
2. environmental studies
3. public participation

The primary concerns in Talkeetna were environmental (including lifestyle
questions and local hire and concern for industrialization). )

Almost all concerns expressed from the Kenai Peninsula in 1980 were about
the potential impacts of Susitna development on the commercial fishing
industry.

In all other communities (Anchorage, Fairbanks, and the Matanuska Valley),
Lhe top concern expressed in 1980 was for the alternatives study.

Fairbanks also had a high number of questions and comments on environmental
issues and public participation.

Responses to Letters - Letters received through the action system averaged
three questions and/or comments. More than one resource person was usually
required for an adequate answer. Three staff members from Acres American,
Inc. were involved in writing responses and seven members of the Power
Authority. An attempt was made to make the letters friendly and not bureau-
cratic.

An attempt was also made to educate the public. For instance, in the
response to the 19 letters on the alternatives studies, enough information
was included so that the person knew what changes had been made, why, how
the two separate studies would relate, and where to go for follow-up.
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8 MAJOR CONCERNS

The lollowing areas received the most comments during

the table top discussions:

15 comments saying Plan of Study adequate.

29 commenls saying alternatives study not adequate
and why.

25 suggestions for energy sources that should be
considered in alternatives study.

17 suggestions for serious consideration of decentralized
alternatives.

17 comments describing what the socloeconomic studies
should address.

11 comments suggesting a level of effort on studies on
fish, wildlife and plants.

B comments describing about tra
studies.

B wuggestions lor getting Information (o the public

TABLE TOP DISCUSSION
SUMMARY

This chan summarizes the total number of table lop
comments received on the sdequacy of the Plan of Study,

fol "ol
comments  total
Plan of Study - 16%
Task 1: Power Studics 84 467y
Task 2: Surveys and Site Facilities none 0-
Task 3; Hydrology 7 ATy
Teask 4; Seismlc 4 1%
Task 5: Geotechnical none 0
Tuk 6: Design Development 1 W
Task 7: Enviroamental 0 17%
Task 8: Transmission 8 an,
Tak 9: Construction Costs and
Schedules none 0
Task 10: Licensing none £
Task 11: Marketing and Financing 4 %
Task 12: Public Participation 14 _B%

TOTALS 182 1007

THE 8 MOST ASKED
QUESTIONS

Wirilien questions wete asked most often In the lollowing
arcas (listed in rank order):

17 questions expressing concern for completeness of
alternatives sludy
13 questions on adequacy of energy lorecasts

11 questions on objectivity of those conducting the
alternatives study

10 questions on the decision making process and the
timing of decisions

10 questions on construction costs sad schedules
8 questions on marketing and financing of Susitna
7 questions on access roads to damsites
7 questions on local hire In feasibility studles

QUESTION AND ANSWER
SUMMARY

This chart shows how many questions were asked about
each TASK in the Plan of Study.

tof of
questions  total

wsked  questions

Plan of Study 5 1%
Task 1: Power Studies k) 487
Task 2: Surveys and Site Facilities 9 6%
Task 3: Hydrology 2 1%
Task 4: Seiuinic ? 4%
Task 5: Geotechnical . 2 1%
Task 6: Design Development 7 4%
Task 7: Environmental 9 &%
Task 8: Tranymission 3 1%
Task 9: Construction Costs and

Schedules 13 %
Task 10: Licensing 1 lessthan 1 %
Task | 1: Marketing and Financing 8 %
Task 12: Public Participation 6 4%
Miscellaneous A2 I

TOTALS 165 100%

SUMMARY RESULTS OF APRIL COMMUNITY MEETINGS
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Questions on Alternatives Study - When the Alternatives study was turned
over to the Office of the Governor in July, 1980, that made it necessary
for questions about the alternatives study to be turned over to that office
also. Unfortunately, some people using the Action system for the first
time, may have felt that the buck was being passed from the Public Parti-
cipation Office, referring them to another state office. That possibility,
however, was handled by giving specific names in the response letter to
which people could refer. This was done in almost all cases. In total, 19
letters were sent to Fran Ulmer in the Office of the Governor.

Response Time - The average response time for letters received through the
Action system was five months due to some initial problems in setting up

the system. By the end of 1980, however, the system was intact, and many
letters that were received in December, 1980, were also answered in December,
1980. Of the 46 letters received, only four remain unanswered. Now that

the system is in place, it is expected that most files will be closed in a
matter of six weeks.

SPECIAL INTEREST GROUPS

Certain special interest groups holding widely divergent views on the
Susitna Project were particularly active during 1980. Table XI-2 summarizes
this activity.
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TABLE X1-2 SPECIAL INTEREST GROUP SUMMARY

FAIRBANKS ENVIRONVENTAL ALASKA CENTER FOR
CRGANIZATION ~ SUSITNA POWER NOW CENTER THE ENVIRONMENT RAILBELT UTILITIES
OBJECTIVE Assure that Susitna Preservation of Arctic and Fducate Alaskans on Generation and dis-
becames a reality. Interior Alaska enviromment. envirommental issues. tribution of electric
Wise resource managerent. Encourage pblic to power ard energy.
participate in decision
making.
MEMBERSHIP 1000 400 500 Eight utility systams
ACTIVITIES Newsletter, brochure,  Comments on POS, bulletins, Camments on POS, monthly Review FOS, letters,
articles, displays, letters, articles, displays, pblication, articles, articles, pwlic
meetings, public brochures, public discussion sessions, appe arances
appearances appearances letters, public
appearances, study groups
REACTION TO  Generally favorable. General ly favorable. Generally favorable. (olden Valley, Anchorage
PUBLIC t more time Advance workshops prior to ACE encourages citizens ML&P ard Matanuska Elec-
PARTICIPATION for questions at public meetings and nore to participate. PRO tric Association were
PROGRAM public meetings time for answers sought. should became citizen generally canpl imentary
lesire more information on alvocate. aout the progran.
ativity amd progress. Chugach Electric
Association - minimum
participation but no
criticisn of program.
COMENTS (N - How can land be - Supports coducting detailed - Supports high funding - Chugach Electric
STUDY aquired? Susitna study and proper level for alternatives Association (largest
PROCESS - How should project independent alternatives study. utility) did not
be funded? study. - Studies are progressing coment on the study.
professional 1y. - Anchorage MA&P will
increase study
activity.
- What permits are - Concerned that proponents - Many concerns were
needed? may short-circuit expressed dout

- What obstacles are
there?

detailed studies.

forecasting methodo-
logy.
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(RGANIZATION ~ SUSITNA POWER NOW

COMVENTS ON
SUSITNA
PROJECT

- Would provide low-
cost 8

- Would reduce winter
ice fog in Fairbanks.

- kould provide renew-
dle energy.

- Would of fer emloy-
ment opportunities.

- Major recreation
facility is
possible.

- Opportunity exists
for major fish
hatchery.

- Stabilized flow could

inprove rtunity
for ag"igﬁ?w‘e
downstrean.

- Large project is less
costly than many
gnall ones.

- Second dam can be
staged to meet
danand, 0 project
will not produce more
energy than needed.

TABLE XI-2  SPECIAL INTEREST GROUP SUMMARY (Contd.)

FAIRBANKS ENVIRONVENTAL
CENTER
- Regional h projects

Icr:m]c! st less

- Inexpensive energy could

lead to waste orgyineffi-
cient use.

- Needs should be met by
choosing sources that
minimize social ad ewiron-
mental effects.

- Susitna Basin is a prolific &
accessible hunting area. A
project there could disturb
this situation.

- Cook Inlet fisheries should
not be hurt.

=~ Concern dout earthquake

F;ntentia'l. s

- Forecasts may be wong. hotes
that consumption has
decreased in Fairbanks area.

- Major project could set the
stage for centralizad
facilities.

ALASKA CENTER F(R

THE ENVIRONMENT RAILBELT UTILITIES

- Isswe is long-term and
canplex. ACE will sustain
a long-term participation of fered support of a
in the study process. Susitna Project.

- There is a lack of knowledge - Those utilities which
about implications of the have camented con-
project. Public should be tend Susitna is
educated ., needed as an econanic

- Alternative energy futures & relatively bem?
should be pramoted. alternative to petro-

- Concerned that a%esag El}ec- Tleug ge;‘mncbmpmg.
tric energy may le - Tam St r
forced usage for space Mnicipai Light ?S

- Chugach Electric Asw-
ciation has not

heating or pramote growth Power Department,
of heavy 1'rt1ustr{. noted:
- Impact on Cook Inlet - Hydroelectric enemgy

is clean.

- Less envirommental
harm than coal.

- Susitna would be
efficient electrical
energy source.

- Project could elimi-
nate dependence on
petroleum for gener-
ation & space heat.

fisheries is important.

- Centralized vs. decentra-
lized power systams are a
concern. Energy future
should reflect uique
Alaska lifestyle.
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XI1. LAND STATUS AND NATIVE INVOLVEMENT

The purpose of this section is to provide an overview of the results
obtained from through the identification of the general land ownership
status within the Upper Susitna River Basin and along the Anchorage-
Fairbanks Transmission Corridor.

SIGNIFICANT LAND POLICIES AFFECTING THE STUDY AREA

The Federal government remains the largest land owner in Alaska. However,
this domination of ownership has been eroded with the passage of the
Alaska Statehood Act in 1959 and the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act
in 1971. These Acts have placed in question the ultimate land ownership
patterns of the State with competition for the land divided among the
Federal government, the State of Alaska, and private Native regional and
village corporations.

With the enactment of the Statehood Act, the State of Alaska became en-
titled to a total of 104.5 million acres. Section 6(b) of the Act
included 102.5 million acres of general grant lands to be used at the
discretion of the State. In addition, certain federal lands were to be
held in trust for both public schools and for the University of Alaska.
Public Law 84-830, passed in 1956. provided for one million acres of
mental health grant lands.

In 1978, the State legislature passed a law designed to convert the 1.2
million acres of land held as special trusts for funding public schools,
mental health programs, and the University of Alaska into general grant
lands to be treated in the same manner as other state-held land. The
plan was to replace the land with an annual income, a percentage of the
total receipts from the management of State land, including oil royalties.
However, the University of Alaska exercised its option and turned down
this trust fund and retains management over the lands it holds title to.

The State of Alaska has granted land entitlements to the organized
Boroughs and Municipalities. As a result of this entitlement, both the
Matanuska-Susitna and North Star Boroughs have extensive land holdings.
The Municipality of Anchorage has received its entitlement, which is
considerably less than that received by the boroughs.

In response to increasing public pressure and changing laws, the State
legislature passed HB66 in 1979, charging the Department of Natural Re-
sources with the responsibility of disposing 100,000 acres of land
annually to private ownership.

This land is disposed through four methods: direct sale, homesites,
remote parcels, and agricultural rights. It is apparent from recent
discussions between the Alaska Power Authority and the State Division of
Lands that the State Division of Lands is severely encumbered by its
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requirement to annually dispose of 100,000 acres of land to the public.
Consequently, necessary regional and site considerations, e.g. proposed
Transmission Corridor, relating to the disposal of these lands are
frequently omitted from the State's land disposal selection process.

With the passage of the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act (ANCSA) in
1971, the State of Alaska was no longer the sole entity selecting federal
lands. Under the Act, private Native regional and village corporations
were entitled to select lands from the Federal government holdings and
from those lands previously selected, but not patented to the State of
Alaska. To date, neither the State nor the Native Corporations has
received its full entitlement under the Statehood Act and the Alaska
Native Claims Settlement Act.

PRESENT LAND OWNERSHIP TRENDS 1/

Anchorage-Willow Transmission Corridor

This portion of the project area contains a complex mixture of land
ownership with extensive private ownership interspersed with large
blocks of State and Borough lands. The State has reserved several areas
for public recreational use (Nancy Lake State Recreation area, Goose Bay
and Susitra Flats Game Refuge, and Chugach State Park). The only large
State land disposal within this area is the Pt. MacKenzie Agricultural
Project scheduled for disposal in spring 1981. The holdings by the
Federal government are dominated by military reserves in the Anchorage
area.

Willow-Talkeetna Transmission Corridor

This area is characterized by numerous private holdings along the Parks
Highway. Large blocks of State, Native, and Borough lands dominate the
remainder of the land in this area. Numerous State land disposals have
taken place and more are projected for this area.

Talkeetna-Fairbanks Transmission Corridor

This section represents an area of large blocks of State owned land.
Numerous private holdings are concentrated in scattered communities
located along the Parks Highway. The most notable of these are Cantwell,
llealy, Clear and Nenana. Cantwell and Nenana are both surrounded by
large blocks of Native lands. The Denali State Park and the Mt. McKinley
National Park are located in this section.

Upper Susitna River Basin

The land status in this area is relatively simple, due to the large
amount of public land managed by the Bureau of Land Management. There
are large blocks of private Native Village corporation lands along the
Susitna River. Other private holdings consist of widely scattered
remote parcels. The State has selected much of the Federal land in this
area and is expected to receive patent. Refer to Figure XII-1.
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ACQUISITION OF LANDS

Native lands conveyed to CIRI and its villages in the Susitna Hydroelectric
Project study area that will be needed by the Alaska Power Authority may be
acquired by the following:

Land Exchanges (with options)
Land Leases (with options)
Land Purchases (with options)
Easements (with options)
Condemnation

moo o>

Land Exchanges

It is the unofficial position of CIRI and its villages to prefer Land
Exchanges, which will require an extensive land identification for each
village concerned. 2/ It will require a professional land appraisal by an
impartial appraiser to determine the fair market value of the land to be
exchanged.

Mineral values, subsistance values, timber resources and other opportunity
values will have to be considered for purpose of the exchange.

The village of Chickaloon is not a party to this unofficial position nor
are Native allotments, homesites, fishing sites, mining claims and other
land inholders; they will have to be identified and treated on a case by
case basis. This procedure limits out-of-pocket costs to land identi-
fication, surveying and appraisal. The land to be exchanged by the State
(DNR) will have to be of a like nature with similar values and would have
to be surveyed and appraised by the state, and have the full approval of
the villages involved, including CIRI. A reasonable time frame will have
to be established for the Natives to select the land that the State (DNR)
is willing to exchange.

The state would have to make available a bank of land for the Natives to
select from. The Natives under ANCSA are entitled to the subsurface
estate and the state must transfer this estate with the exchange whatever
it may be (0il, gas coal, gravel etc.).

The firm selected for the survey and appraisal should be qualified to
appraise the land for timber, geology, and subsistance values. The value
must be placed at the current market value of land, minerals and timber at
the time of taking.

Land Purchases

This requires the same procedures as land exchanges but entails the addi-
tional up front cost of the land purchased, thereby adding to the initial
cost of the project. The Native Villages (excluding Chickaloon) do not
seem to favor this scenario.

The advantage to the state is that the state could do what it wants on

purchased land barring any environmental restrictions by federal and state
requlations and citizen concerns.
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Condemnations

This requires the same procedure as land exchanges and purchases but will
recuire extensive litigation costs that could impact negatively on project
timina and cost. CIRI and the five villages involved in the present lease
agreement do not seem to favor this approach. The preferences of the
village of Chickaloon, again, are not known.

Land Leases and Easements

This approach should only require a survey, and this is the only recog-
nizable up-front cost. The balance of the cost would be incurred over the
project life and would have to be negotiated.

Other Inholders

These individuals will have to be treated on a case by case basis. These
acquisition costs could be quite considerable if it is found that a large
number of inholders do in fact exist. Based on past experience no case
will be the same. The options available to acquire these lands are the
same as those available for Native lands: land purchases, leases, condem-
nations, easements, and exchanges.

CULTURAL RESOURCES LANDS

Studies are underway to locate and assess cultrual resources in the study
area. These lands should be preserved in their original state if there is
a significant find of artifacts or a proven archeological site. If the
site is essential to the project, important cultural resources would be
excavated and preserved.

The Native village or corporation would retain ownership of archeological
sites on Native lands; all other sites would be controlled by the State.

D-2 LANDS

There are no recognizable D-2 lands in the Susitna Hydroelectric Project
study area, with the exception of a scenic highway study to be conducted
over the next three years along the Parks Highway between Cantwell and a
point 136 miles south of Cantwell and along the full length of the Denali
Highway. The scenic highway study is not expected to pose any threat or
restriction to the project. 3/ The Power Authority will provide the federal
BLM and the DOT with any data it has on access roads for the scenic highway
study.

NO ACTION SCENARIO

Regardless of the status of the project it is the intention of the Native
land owners to develop their lands in the Upper Susitna Basin for mining,
recreation, subsistance, and small timber operations. %/ This would require
a road, clearing of land, and settlement for recreation development. This
development may close the area to hunting, ATV's and rock hounding, as the
bulk of this land has been acquired by CIRI and its villages.
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Another aspect of development on state land in the area has been the recent
land disposals to individuals, and large tracts for agricultural development
which requires the clearing of the land for grazing, growing crops, making
roads, subdivisions, etc. There are numerous existing mining claims in the
area with valid existing rights; these miners disturb the land considerably
in placer mining operations, and have an impact on water use for sluicing
operations.

)

It is apparent that, with or without the Susitna Hydroelectric Project,
major land use changes and land disturbances will take place.
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SECTION XII. ENDNOTES

This information is a compilation and synthesis of the following
data:

a. R & M Consultants, Access Corridor Maps, 1980.
b. Commonwealth Associates, List of Mining Claims, November 13, 1980.

c. Meetings with CIRI Homes & MNarver and CIRI Land Dept., January-
March, 1981. CIRI H & N provided land status maps.

d. Resource Library Alaska Native Foundation, January-March 1981.
Title 43 Book Public Easements under ANCSA June 1979.

e. Public Law 96-487 D-2 Bill Alaska Lands Act dated December 2,
1980 D-2 Land Status Map titled Alaska National Interest Lands
1980. Provided by the State D-2 Office.

T-. Meetings with Robert Arnold, Director of ANCSA and his CIRI staff
of ANCSA, U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land Manage-
ment - Public Law 92-203 dated December 18, 1971, Public Law
94-204 dated January 2, 1976, Public Law 96-487 dated December
2, 1980.

g. Research at the Bureau of Land Management Federal Library and
Records information office - Federal Power Act Sec. 24 June 5,
1920, Power Site Classification 443, Public Law 96-487 dated
December 2, 1980. Chapter 28 Wild and Scenic Rivers October
2, 1968.

h. Archaeological data researched by Dr. James E. Dixon, PHD
Principal Investigator Susitna Cultural Resource Study of the
University of Alaska Museum, Fairbanks for terrestrial Environ-
mental Specialists, Inc.

i. Native ownership of archeological sites data provided thru
ANCSA Projects Office, Bureau of Indian Affairs 1981.

T State Land Policy acquired thru research in Chapter 181, SLA
1978 and Article VIII, Section 1 of the State Constitution
dated July 18, 1978. Alaska Statehood Act Public Law B85-508
dated July 7, 1958.

k. Mining Laws CFR-43 June 1279 Letter of Confirmation from Fred
Wolf Acting State Director, Bureau of Land Management dated
December 31, 1980.

1. Map existing recreational use titled Susitna Basin Land Use/
Recreation Atlas State Land and Resource Planning Section
Division of R & D Alaska Department of Natural Resources in
cooperation with Soil Conservation Service U.S. Department
of Agriculture 1980.
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2/

3/

Summary of Recreational Development and Cabins and Lodges
identified for other inholders researched by Dr. Alan Jubenville
PHD, University of Alaska, Fairbanks, Principal Investigator-
Susitna Project Land Use and Recreation Studies, January -

March 1981.

Land disposals researched thru the State Department of Natural
Resources and meetings with various staff personnel at DIR.
Legal descriptions and maps provided by DNR, January 1981.

Scenic Highway Study - Public Law 96-487 Sec. 1311, 94 Statute
2481-2482 dated December 2, 1980 provided by the State D-2
Office, February 1981.

The preliminary preferences of Native landholders were provided during

a series of meetings with representatives of CIRI and its villages
held during January - March, 1981.

Letter from Birch, Horton, Bittner and Monroe to Eric P. Yould
dated February 3, 1981.

Meetings with CIRI and village representatives, January - March, 1981.

12-7




MINING CLAIMS

<em  STUDY AREA BOUNDARY

Y
Aje)

DR .\vy/ :

e .‘..: nﬁ.ﬁm\l\l\.

e




Filmed at
University of Alaska
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