


SUSITNA STATUS

Historical Background: The tremendous energy potential of the
Susltna River has been known for many years. The Bureau of
Reclamation and the Corps of Engineers, along with private In-
stitutions have conducted numerous studies of Susltna's poten-
tial. Both of the Federal agencies conducted reconnaissance
level studies 1n the late 1940's and each published their fin-
dings 1n the early 1950's. The more specific and detailed

early studies w»re performed by the Bureau of Reclamation.

In fact, 1n a 1360 feasibility report, the Bureau of Reclama-
tion outlined a plan of development 1n the Upper Susltna River
Basin consisting of four hgh-head dams with a combined firm
annual energy capability of roughly 6.3 billion kilowatt hours.
The Bureau studies were backed up by limited foundation explora-
tions for three of the four damsltes (Devil Canyon, Vee and
Denali were drilled, Watana was not drilled). However, with

the discovery of Cook Inlet natural gas, the economic attrac-
tiveness of the Suslitna project plummeted. With the formation
of the International oil cartel and the dramatic rise 1n fuel
costs during the 1970*s, Congress requested that the Corp; of
Engineers re-evaluate the Bureau of Reclamation proposal for
developing the Upper Susltna River and to report Its recommen-
dations and findings to Congress. Because of questionable
foundation conditions at the upper two damsltes (Vee and Denali),
and khe attendant environmental Impact associated with those two
projects, the Corps modified the proposed development by raising
the height of the second upstream dam, Watana, and deleting the
Vee and Denali dams. The two-dam Devil Canyon-Watana scheme of
development would provide 6.1 billion kilowatt hours firm annual
energy but at a lesser cost and environmental Impact than the
four dam scheme. The Corps evaluated a number of enery alter-
native: and concluded that coal fired generation and Susltna hydro-
electric are the most feasible long range options for the ra1l -
belt energy demand. Of the two options, the economic attractlv-
ness of the Susltna project appears to be significantly greater
than coal fired steam generation. In October 1977 dollars, the
estimated construction cost of the two dam s”eme and attendant
transmission facilities 1s $2.1 billion. The average annual
fuel rates from Susltna should be at least 30 percent less than
that of Its coal counterpart.

Project Description: The Upper Susltna River Basin Is a 5810
square mile area bordered on the North and West by the Alaskan
mountain range, and on the South by the TaHeetna Mountains.
Primary wildlife within the basin consists of moose, bear, dall
sheep, ktffibou, wolf, raptors, and resident fish. Anadromous

fish do not migrate Into the Upper Susltna. but they do spawn

in the streams and slwjghs downstream from the basin outlet.

The river 1s glacially fed and averages 7.1 million acre feet of
runoff annually. The plan of development Includes an 810 foot
high earthflll dam at the Watana site, a 635 foot high thin-arch dam
at Devil Canyon and 365 miles of transmission line. The Watana
project would Inundate 43,000 acres of land and 54 miles of natural



river, and Devil Canyon would flood 7500 acres of land and '8
miles of river. In tandum, the projects would produce a total

of 6.1 billion kilowatt hours of firm annual energy and an ave-
rage of 0.8 Ulllon kilowatt hours of annual secondary energy.

It 1s estimated that Watana could be on line by 1990 and as

demand dictates, presumably five years later, Devil Canyon would
be brought on line. Based on the preliminary design, the two pro-
jects would be capable of withstanding the effects of an 8.5
magnltud earthquake with an epicenter of 40 miles from the pro-
ject.

Present Status: The Corps of Engineers submitted their Susltna
feasibility report to Congress 1n 1976. Pending the Chief of
Engineers final report to Congress, the project was given con-
ditional authorization to proceed to Phase | Advanced Engi-
neering and Design as a federal project. (Section 160, water
Resources Development Act of 1976). Contained 1n the same
B111 1s Section 203 known as the Alaska Hydropower Development
Fund. This section provides for a joint venture 1n developing
hydropower projects 1n Alaska 1n which, for previously autho-
rized hydropower projects, the Corps of Engineers would design
and construct the project using state financing ano the state
would own and operate the project. Bradley Lake and Snettlsham
are the only authorized projects 1n the state which qualify

for development under this program. Because the Office of
Management and Budget (OMB) felt that there was Insufficient
field exploration to substantiate the project cost estimate
contained 1n the Corps 1976 feasibility report, the Chief of
Engineers did not make his final report to Conr»*e$s. Thus,
Susltna remains an unauthorized project, disqualifying 1t for
participation under Section 203. However, 1n order to provide
the necessary explorations the Corps has made $3.0 available
for a 12 mnnth foundation exploration program which should lead
to final authorization of tne project. That 12 month effort
began on January 1, 19~3.

1978 water Resources Development Act: Since Section 203, as It
presently reads, makes It difficult for the State to provide

the necessary financing for Phase | Studies, the Act will be amen-
ded under the 1978 water Resources Development Act. State and
federal personnel, along with their bond counsel and financial
and legal advisors, have agreed upon the proper language which
should be contained 1n Se tlon 203. Mso Included 1n the pending
bill will be direct authorization of the Susltna project thus
making It eligible for Section 203 participation exclusive of the
OMB desire for the $3.0 million twelve month exploration program.
The bill should reach the Senate Water Resourres Subcommittee 1n
mid April. The House version of the bill will probably not con-
tain the amending language for Section 203 nor direct authoriz-
ation for Susltna. Thus, these Items will have to be added 1n
conference committee. Considering the other national Issues, It
1s estimated that the bill will not be authorized before July,

. Thus the Phase | Studies could begin by the latter part
of the 1978 field season.
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Alaska Power Authority Action; It 1s the Intention of the Alaska
Power Authority to participate under Section 203 for the Phase |
studies. Financing for the studies would come from the salt of
municipal bonds; thus, the State would not be subjected to debt
encumbrance. Should the $25,000,000 plus Phase | studies Indicate
that the project 1s not feasible, the Federal Government would re-
pay the cost and Interest of the bonds. At the conclusion of the
Phase | studies, the State would have the option to proceed Into
construction with the Corps of Engineers or to use the services

of a private engineering firm. Many of the studies to be conducted
under Phase | would be managec by the Power Authority rather than
the Corps of Engineers.

Plan of Study; The Alaska Power Authority made $100,000 available

to the Alaska District Corps of Engineers 1n July, 1977 for the pur-
pose of developing the Phas | Study program. The Corps submitted
their first draft to the State 1n September, 1977. Based on the
State's review comments, the Corps 1s now finalizing the Susltna Plan
of Study.

Land Status; The Susltna project wovld flood roughly 50,000 acres
of land of which 24,000 acres have been classified as power with-
drawal lands. This land, along with most of the remainder needed for
the two proposed dams and reservoirs, has been claimed by the Cook
Inlet Native Corporation and four native villages. Until the iand
can be transferred to the Natives, the Bureau of Land Management
retains custody for the Federal government. Prior to entry for
Phase | studies, access permission would be necessary from either
BLM or the Native Associations depending on the owners at that time.
The Cook Inlet Region 1s presently negotiating with the four villages
to trade them out of the Susltna land. Presumably, the region would
then negotiate the Susltna land for possible excess military land on
Fort R1lc ardson. The State could then claim the Susltna land under
the terms of the Statehood Act, 1f 1t so desired.

D-2 Classification: Although the Susltna River was Included as one
"t twenty rivers that should be studied by the BLM for possible
classification as a Wild and Scenic River In 1872, Susltna was
dropped from the list during the early screening. It was suggested
In the study, however, that Susltna should be studied further. The
House Interior Subcommittee has drafted their version of the D-2
Land Classification Bill and has Included Suslitna as a river that
should be studied for possible classification as a Wild and Scenic
River. Despite this classification, provisions have been made to
allow for Phase | studies by the Corps of Engineers. Construction,
hoVrever, would not be permitted until completion of the Wild and
Scenic River study. Furthermore, as long as the land belongs to
the federal government, 1t 1s questionable whether Phase | studies
could be conducted exclusive of the Corps of Engineers.

Funding; $5.45 million has been Included «n the federal approp-
rTatTon for Irput to the Alaska Hydropower Revolving Loan Fund.
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This'ls the estimated cost of financing the first year of the
four year Phase | Study. However, since the tjtal estimated

cost 1s 1n excess of $25.0 million, 1t would be desirable that
the entire am.unt be placed 1n the Fund. As a she of good faith,
upon enactment of the 1978 Water Resources Development Act, the
State, through the sale of revenue bonds, would make available
the full study cost amount. This would be held in escrow and
cculd only be used to finance the Phase | studies to the extent
that matching funds are paid Into the Federal Fund. This show of
good faith should provide the leverage for the federal government
to put up the remainder of matching funds needed for Phase |I.

Agreement; A mutual agreement between the Alaska Power Authority
and the Corps of Engineers would be developed and signed pursuant
to passage of the 1978 Water Resources Omnibus Bill.



Alaska J&ate Mjtslatrars

Senate

Committee on Resources PouchV
State Capitol

February 1, 1980 Juneau, Alaaiu 99811

To: Resources Committee Members
From: Jens Zehbe, Staff Member

Regarding: Senate Bill 294

Senate Bill 294 relates to the Susitna Hydroelectric Project by
providing a description and purpose of -he project. It directs
the Axaska Power Authority to prepare a preliminary and annual
report about the project for the Governor and Legislature.

It amends the Alaska Power Authority Statutes by the addition of
the following:

44 _.56.300 PROJECT DESCRIPTION- To generate, transmit and dis—
tribute electric power to Homer, Seward and Fairbanks which will:
1) minimize aiea electrical costs
2) minimize adverse environmental and social impacts
3) safeguard life and property

44.56.320 PRELIMINARY REPORT- The Authority shall piapare a report
for the Gove.*nor and Legislature no later than 1/30/81. The
report will list:
1) The propot =>d phases of construction with respective
costs and complete a dates of each phase.
2) Federal and state permits required before construc—
tion can begin. Expected dates they can be obtained.
3) Any other information the Authority deems necessary
to inform the Governor and Legislature of the project®s
current status.

44.56.330 CONSTRUCTION, MAINTENANCE AND OPERATION- The Authority
shall enter into a contract for construction consistent with

the purpose of the project upon pproval of the preliminary
report.

44.56.340 ANNUAL REPORT- Commencing in 1982, the Authority shall
prepare an annual report which explains in detail:
1) Status of construction
2) Completion dates of any phase in construction
3) Cost of each construction phase
4) The dates on which federal and state permits
necessary for construction were obtained.



5) Federal and state permit requirements for continued
construction of the project and expected dates they

can be obtained.
6) Actual dates the permits described in (56) are obtained.
7) Any other information the Authority deems necessay

to inform the Governor and Legislature about the current
status of the project. This annual report shall be
submitted no later than January 30 of each year.

8 In reference to the Annual Report sections 2-7, any
deviation between the actual date and expected dates
must be explained in the report.

44 _.56.350 PROJECT FINANCING- Shall be financed by appropriations
from the general fund.

Thers is no fiscal impact. The report requirements can be
accomplished by the existing staff of the Power Authority under
present funding.
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RHQUKST
Bill/Resolution i”o. Senate Bill No, 294

Title An Act Relating to the Susltna River Hydroelectric Project: and prnviit™g
Requested bv Senator Kerttula — —
Date 1/14/80

FISCAL DETAIL
Agency Affected Alaska Power Authority, Department of Commerce & Economic Develnpmen:

Program Category Affected Economic Development

BRU, Program, or Subprogram(s) Affected Alaska Power Authority

(Note: If more than one budget component is affected, separate line-item amounts and funding for each
component in the analysis section.)

EXPENDITURES  (Thousands of Dollars)

FY 80 Fy 81 FY 82 FY 83 FY 84 FY 85

PERSONAL SERVICES -
TRAVEL - -

CONTRACTUAL —
COMMODITIES o —
EOUIPMENT

LAND A STRUCTURES _
GRANTS. CLAIMS. ETC.

TOTAL

FUNDING  (Thousands of Dollars)

GENERAL FUND
FEDERAL FUNDS

OTHER (Specify Fund Source)

rosmoNS

FULL TIME —
PART TIME — -
TEMPORARY — —

m

ANALYSIS (Sec Fiscal Note Preparation Instructions, Section IlI)

The report requirement* of SB 294 can be accomplished by the existing staff

of the Power Authority under present funding. The Susltna study program “is funded
in FY 80. The companion legislation, SB 295, would have a fiscal impact if it were
possible to obtain construction authorization at a time for earlier *‘han presently

expected.
IV. DATE January 18, 1980 PREPARED BY Terrv J. McGuire
AGENCY Alaska Power Authority
Original: Legislative Finance PHONE 277-7641
cc: Budget and Manacement

33-

Prime Sponsor (First Legislator Named)

001 (Rev. 12/79)



ELEVENTH LEGISLATURE
FISCAL NOTE.

. REQUKS1
Uill/Resolution No. Senate Bill No. 294

Title An Act Relating to the Susltna River Hydroelectric Project: and providing
Rcqucsted by Senator Kerttula MM affprftvo
Date 1/14/80

Il. FISCAL DETAIL

Agency Affected Alaska Power Authority, Department of Commerce & Economic n*vplppmant-

Program Category Affected Economic Development

BRU, Program, or Subprogram(s) Affected Alaska Power Authority
(Note: If more than one budget component is affected, separate line-ittm amounts and funding for each

component in the analysis section.)
EXPENDITURES  (Thousands of Dollars)

FY 80 FY 81 FY 82 FY 83 FY 84 FY 85

100 PERSONAL SERVICES

200 TRAVEL - -
300 CONTRACTUAL -
*100 COMMODITIES - -

500 EQUIPMENT
600 LAND A STRUCTURES

TOTAL

FUNDING  (Thousands of Dollars)

GENERAL FUND
FEDERAL FUNDS - -

OTHER (Specify Fund Source) - -

POSITIONS

FULL TIME
PARI TIME - -

JLMPQFARY o e

111 ANALYSIS (Sec Fiscal Note Preparation Instrv tions, Section III)

The report requirements of SB 294 can be accomplished by the existing staff
of the Power Authority under present funding, The Susltna study program was funded
in 1Y 80. The companion legislation, SB 295, would have a flscn Impact If It were
possible to obtain construction authorization at a time for earlier than presently
expected.

IV. DATE January 18. 1980 _..PREPARED BY Terry J. Mcciulre
AGENCY Alaska Power Authority

Onginal: legislative Finance PHONE 277-7641

cc: Budget and Management

Prime Sponsor (First Legislator Named)

JJ-001 (Rev. 12/79)
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ELEVENTH LEGISLATURE

IMIAJL NOTE.
REQUEST
Bill/Resolution No. Senate Bill No. 295 Title: An Act making special appropriations
— _to the Alaska Power Authority for conatructlon of the Susltna River hydrnpWn-.Ir
project; and providing for an effective date. Date 1/14/80
Requested by Senator Kerttula

FISCAL DETAIL
Agency Affected — Alaska Power Authority, Department of Commerce A F.rnnnmtr naualnpn”nf

Program Category Affected Economic Development
BRU, Program, or Subprogram(s) Affected Alaska Power Authority

(Note; If more than one budget component is affected, separate line-item amounts ar.d funding for each

component in the analysis section.)

EXPENDITURES (Thousands of Dollars)

FY 80 FY 81 FY 82 FY 83 FY 84 FY 85
EC o 88 Sv oo 300 300 2GLL- 200 300
200 TRAVEL )
300 CONTRACTUAL itw H 8,700 3,800 3,800 10,700
400 COMMODITIES
500 EQUIPMENT
H00 LAND A STRUCTURES
100 GRANTS. CLAIMS. ETC.
TOTAL
13,000 9,000 4,000 4,000 11,000
FUNDING  (Thousands of Dollars)
GENERAL FUND 13,000 9,000 4,000 4.000 11.000

FEDERAL FUNDS
OTHER (SpccTv Fund Source)

FULL TIMI*

POSITIONS

PART 1IMF-
11IMPQRARY

ANALYSIS (Sec Fiscal Note Preparation Instructions, Section III)

Amounts appropriated by SB 295 do not correspond exactly with anticipated

funding needs for the present program of studies underway, Conatructlon of the
Project could not begin until a Federal Energy Regulatory Commlsi lon license and
other state and federal permits are approved. However, elements of the Project
could be initiated In advance of the FERC license. These elements could Include
transmission line interconnection of Anchorage and Fairbanks, acquisition of land
in the Upper Susltna, and access road construction. Otherwise Impacts on the
Ali<ika Power Authority of SB 295 would be no greater than exlat today under the
existing study program, [llajor i-mcta after 1985, when construction coul 1 com—
mence, would be experienced by tne Power Authority. |If the Project Is feasible
for construction, state partlclp. in In financing would be a secure state Invest—
ment, however, the Project appears pable of being financed In the revenue bond
market. Thle may change, of course, depending on market conditions which prevail
at the time of revenue bond sales.

Iv. DATE 1/18/82.. PREPARED BY - Terry J. McGuire
AGENCY Alaska Power Authority

Onginal: Legislative Finance PHONE 277-7641

CC: Budget and Management

Prune Sponsor (Firs! legislator Named)

33 001 (Rev.12/79)



March 7, 1980
1:30 p.m.
Butrovich Room

SB 294- Susltna Hydoelectnc Project
Persons Testifying

Governor Egan

Lee Wareham- Susitna Power Now, Inc.

Liz Gilbert- Susitna Power Now, Inc.

Dorothy Jones- Matanuska-Susitna Borough Assembly

Chuck Smith- Matanuska-Susitna Borough Assembly

Jim Ekstedt- MEA

Thomas Stahr- Anchorage Municipal Light and Power

Joe Geldhof- Alaskr. Conservation Society and Alaska Center

for the Environment

Terry McGuire- form Energy and Power Development (Will be 1in
the audience to answer any questions, does not
necessarily want to testify)



3750

rf/S-ny

12 ﬁ?ﬁﬂ%}ﬁﬁ5> 79-In N

8 C+Srr//A  f-&td<=;#. /[/Zoal.

/3EFZt/-" SVSTTAJ* $w4 . i/H)

/j0*2T 7-£<T/£//*3Cj » J~1)( /VacU+7 S "
M4t~S & Q@ofvo
tf/tPSh S&ro - a’cusirA' Ss&cth<j

N>?¢
FiSAC /2 2SA fUCMAA
rv i
k/IECA
£ . tI*
/-11  A-07/30%/ |r> L
/>//" X.orn/c /n d /ngo 4**A A<
"TETTY)  iJiX.<tA-thi rSaruj Aoc*/ /,rv7
"I U L y$ e/ /Y
lust™ /7 **%
_/ ut_ . /)t-#S/EA {10A#*W"4Ti&*3
r CHENVARY A $ "ho (juuHi ~ T D »
Jkv.§r<VvAy sfigizjeefe OfiiCove /\Teoneer



SUSITNA HYDROELECTRIC PROJECT
S.B. 294- Senator Kertula

Bill amends A.S. 44.56 of the A---ska Power Authority be adding
Article 6 Section 4-..56 .300-350

44 _.56.300 PROJECT DESCRIPTION- Susitna Hydroelectric Project
consisting of two dams and related reservoirs, transniss on lines
and facilities and load centers as described in the June 1978
U.S. Army Corp of Engineers report.

44 _.56.310 PURPOSE OF PROJECT- To generate, transmit and distribute
electric power to Homer, Seward and Fairbanks which wills

1) minimize area electrical costs

2) minimize adverse environmental and social impacts

3) safeguard life and property

44.56.320 PRELIMINARY REPORT- The /Authority shall prepare a report
for the governor and legislature no later than 1/30/81. The
report will list:

1) The proposed phases of construction with respective
costs and completion dates of each phase.

2) Federal and state permits required before construction
can begin. Expected dates they can be obtained.

3) Any other information the Authority deems necessary
to inform the governor and legislature of the project"s current
status.

44.56.330 CONSTRUCTION, MAINTENANCE AND OPERATION- The Authority
shall enter into a contract for cons .ruction consistent with
A.S. 44.56.310 upon approval of the preliminary report.

44 _.56.340 ANNUAL REPORT- Commencing in 1982 the jthority shall
prepare an annual report which explains in detail:

1) Status of construction

2) Completion dates of any phase in construction

3) Cost of each construction phase

4) The dates on which federal and state permits
necessary for construction were obtained.

5) Federal and state permit requirements for continued
construction of the project and expected dates they can be obtained

6) Actual dates the permits described in (5) are obtained

7) Any other information the authority deems necessary
to inform the g :*rnor and legislature about the cirrent status
of the project.

A) This annual report shall be submitted no

later than January 30 of each year.

8) In reference to the Annual Report sections 2-7, any
deviation between the actual date and expected dates must be
explained in the report.

44 _.56.350 PROJECT FINANCING- Shall be financed by appropriations
from the general fund.

THIS ACT TAKES EFFECT IMMEDIATELY



Fairbanks Environmental Center

218 DRIVLWAY
FAIKIIANKS. ALASKA 99701
(9071452-5021

February 15, 19RO

TU: Honorable Committee Members
FROM: Jeff Weltzin

RE: S.B. 294,29b, & 385

Recent debatt on the energy future of Alaska's railbelt area has
mainly focussed on the proposed Devil Canyon Upper Susitna Hydro-
electric Pro.iect. Ih: proponents of this project voice it's many
advantages which when veiwed in retrospect seem to be the attributes
of all hydro developments in qeneral and not iust the Susitna Hydro

Project.

The benefit of the Susitna Hydro Project have been well publicized,
but it's many impacts on downstream fisheries, wildlife habitat, the
Alaskan Lifestyle, and the States economy have recieved little study

or Dublic exposure.

The railbelt area of Alaska 1s energy rich There are numerous pot-
ential hydro sites within it. Many coal deposits with the most
noticeable being the Healy fields and the Reluga fields just south west
of Anchorage. Geothermal, wind, natural gas, solar, tidal, and
conservation enerqv round out a most amazing variety of energy resources

available to the railbelt area.

"Cherish, Conserve, Consider, Create"



The most evident conclusion is that we have great flexibility in
choosing energy resources to be develoDed. This flexibility could
allow us to evaluate the berefits and costs and choose energy devlop-

ments that minimize social and environmental effects while still meeting

our needs for electrical energy.

Which then brings us to the Fairbanks Environmental Centers main
objection to S.B. 294,2y5 & 385. These hills make a mockery of any
rational decision-making process to cho< se the best energy sources for
the railbelt area. Instead, this proposed legislation totally usurp
the feasibility study process and reduces this whole process to the
traditional methods used for most hydro In the lower 48. It's called
"pork barrel”™ ~r sometimes’'whole hog".

c F - ceml
We at F.E C. cannot understand why these bills were Introduced at this

time when -it\f\?q'uite evident that the feaslbi.ity study process which has
Just begun, has been designed to take the shortest amount of time
possible. If the Intention of these bills is to force negligence of
this projects potential problems, then v.n would have no choice but to
oppose 1n any way possible progress of this project until all the
potential Impacts have been adequately addressed.

A review of this projects potentiali-spr:(l)\v that the Susitna river |Is the

highest produclno river contributing to the Look Inlet salmon Fisheries

“dernish, Cosene, Cosidcer, Create™



Fairbanks Environmental Center

218 driveway
FAIRBANKS. ALASKA 99701
(907)452-5021
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In the winter the Susitna *"iver runs clear allowing juvenile salmon to
leave the dewatered tributaries and rear in the main channels. Fish ana
Game has stated that the propose-’ dams would ensure year-round siltations

of the main channels producing potential dramatic adverse effects on

salmon production.

The Sus'tna basin ' (bordered by the Parks, Uenali, and Richardson high-
ways is one of the last majcr hunting area's where a hunter does not
need ,0 charter a plane to hunt. In 1979 5b00 nunters apnlied to hunt
caribou in this area. Twenty three percent of last years stacewide
moose take occv.”ed from from this same area. The proposed permanent
access fr%m both the Parks and Denali highways plus the transmission

line corridor could have large Impacts on this, the State's most heavily

hunted region.

Recently, there has been a nationwide reduction of energy qrowth rates
which also has occurred in Alaska. The need for Susitna Hydro's large
block of electrical energy still ihas to be justified. Alternative hydro

sites still have not been properly looked at.

The active Susitna fault goes right through the middle of the proposed
Susltna h,dro project. Five moderate earthquakes and many smaller ones
occurred along this fault in the last six years. Many more earthquakes

have been registered along the major Denali fault, which lies within

AO miles of the dam sites. Compounding this problem is the filling

*herish, Consene, Consider, Create”



Fairbanks Environmental Center

218 DRIVIWAY
FMRUANKS. ALASKA 99701
(907)452-5021

of reservoirs often induce earthquakes, sometimes of large magnitude. With
the proposed Susitna reservoirs lying on either side of the active fault,

the situation here could be particularly dangerous.

These potential adverse impacts plus the project's enormous price

tag mandate a much more careful look then allowed by S.B. 294 & 295.

There is no need for the Ancnorage/Fairbanks Intertie in the next ten
years. Ilhe theoretical advantages of this intertie that would occur **
before the start-up of the Susitna project are very marginal. If the
advantagus of reserve-capacity sharing and the replacement of cheaper
natural gas generation for more expensive production where very
substantial, the utilities would have prooosed this action years ago.
Clearly, the intent of S.B. 3b5 is to take a back-door approach to

-
gettina the Susltna project started before the study phase is finished.

-4«b

Communities along the corridor will not be able to hook-up to this
express transmission line because of the .5 to .75 million dollar per
substation cost, the only benefit of this prooosal would be to Fairbanks.

Fairbanks could replace 34 MWN of peak of 1-oenerated capacity with cheaper

Anchorage capacity. No studies have been done to show that Anchorage
utilities will Indeed have the excess capacity on a regular basis to
even ensure that this benefit will occur.

A much more reliable alternative to replacing Fairbanks expensive oil

generation would be to tike the prooosed money for the Intertie and

"Chehxb, ¢-anxcrve. Consular, Create"
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Fairbanks Environmental Center

218 DRIVEWAY
FAIRBANKS. ALASKA 99701
(9071452-5021
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fund GVEA’'s proposed waste heat generation plans at Alyeska pump
stations 7,8,9,&II). If all four stations were built, they would

provide 28 MW of Inflation proof capacity to Fairbanks.
\ ~-V- fi'i -1, & . /e *_ L

The auestlon of an intertie 1s oremature. In light of the proposed
extensive studies to be conducted by Ac*es American 0N this subject, it
seems truely unwise to rush the intertie before we really know what

is needed.

In conclusion, if the intent of this committee 1s to get Alaska on a
renewable energy Dath and to avoid major social and environmental problems.
We then suggest the following actions:

1. Postoone action on S.B. 294. 295. S 385 until the feasibility studies
to be conduct.ed by Acres American are finished.

)r Ve
2. Fund or help GVEA fund thier proposed waste-heat utilization project

at pump stations 7.8,9, & 10.

3. Fund and direct the A.P.A. to begin preliminary feasibility studies
of the Chakachbatna river 60 miles S.W. of Anchorage, This potential
hydro site could have a firm capacity of 300 to 4U0 MN and avoid the
major environmental problems the’ Susltna project might have.

4. Fund and direct the A.P.A. to beqgin preliminary feasibility studies

of hydro sites In the Interior region such as the Totatlanika river.

‘Cherish, Conserve, Consider, Create’



Fairbanks Environmental Center

218 drivrvay
FAIRBANKS. ALASKA 99701
(907)452-5021

. 6.

Honorable committee members, nlease do not eliminate the great flexibility
we have In developing our energy resources. The environmental com-
munity strongly support* a renewable energy futurefor Alaska. W would
SUDO/E,’*SVF your efforts wholeheartedly if ybu chooselgther hydro sites

. *. . *.l. . .

forstudyialong with the Susitna project. We have the time and tools
@& *4
to develop a model renewable power generation s/stem for Alaska. But
by reducing the decision making process to a simplistic one, where Susitna

hydro 1s the only answer to Alaska's energy needs, you will destroy

this opportunity and produce polarization of Alaska's citizenship.

cherish, CONSErve, Consider, Create"
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UT OF SESSION)
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BILL SUMNER %OMMITTEESS)
Alaska State Senator EW&?E
COMMITTEE ON COMMITTEES
OISTRICT 7-8 JOINT INTERIM COMMITTEE
ANCMORaOE ALASKA SSBAI April 22, 1980

Roy M. Huhndorf, President

Cook Inlet Region, Incorporated
Post Office Drawer 4-N
Anchorage, Alaska 99509

Dear Mr. Huhndorf:

I appreciate your sharing with me your comments on the
Susitna Hydroelectric project. I was especially pleased
to read of the cooperation you are having with the
Alaska Power Authority during its feasability studies

on Cook Inlet Region and Village lands.

The suggested amendment to Senate Bill 294 has merit
and unfortunately the bill has already passed out

of Senate Resources and 1is now pending in the Senate
Finance Committee. I have, however, taken the liberty
of forwarding your suggestion to Senator Sackett for
consideration in amending the bill in his committee.

I encourage you to again let him know of your interest
in the amendment as well.

Again, thanks for the comments. | appreciate the well-
thought 1input.

BaLL SUMNER
Senator

BS/cf



CIRI COOK INLET REGION INC.

CIHI BUILDING

March 31, 1980

Senator Bill Sumner
Alaska State Senate
Pouch V

Juneau, AK 99811

Re: Senate Bill 294
Dear Senator Sumner:

Thank you for affording me the oppo tunity to comment on
Senate Bill No. 294, "An Act relating to the Susitna River
Hydroelectric project; and providing for an effective date."
As you may te aware, Cook Inlet Region, 1Inc. and certain

Cook 1Inlet Region Village Corporations are participating 1in
the feasibility analysis for the Susitna Hydropower project
and have executed an agreement with the Alaska Power Authority
authorizing the Authority to enter upon Cook 1Inlet Region

and Village lands to perform activities necessary for the
study.

Included 1in our agreement with the Alaska Power Authority 1is
a clause requiring the Authority and 1its agents to employ
Alaska Natives enrolled in Cook Inlet Region, Inc. or the
Cook 1Inlet Village Corporations and to afford them a prefer—
ence on award of contracts, commitments or other activities
where authorized by law in accordance with the Alaska Plan

to Provide Equal Employment Opportunity in the Construction
Industry, approved by the *). S. Department of Labor on March
31, 1972. (See attachment.) I recommend that Senate Bill
No. 294 be revised to include a section providing that:

It is the policy of the State of Alaska to im—
plement meaningful training and employment oppor—
tunities for minorities, and in particular, Alaska
Natives, during the construction and operation of

the Susitna River Hydroelectric Project, as authorized
by law. Accordingly, the Alaska Power Authority

“C STREET PO DHAWEH4 N ANCMORAOE ALASKAW>09  PHONt2"4«63«  TELECOPIER 907 Iv i 6836



Senator Bill Sumer

March 31,
Page Two

1980

shall afford minorities, includ ng, 1in particular,
Alaska Natives, and Alaska Native business entities,
a preference in the award of contracts and sul:-
contracts in connection with the administration of
those activities authorized herein.

I would appreciate your continuing to keep me posted on the
status of Senate Bill No. 294. Thank you for your attention

to this matter.

Sincerely

"/ours,

COOK INLET REGION, INC.

RMH:JEB:cae
Attachment
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DR WILLIAM R WOOD FAIRBANKS INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION

EXECUTIVE VICE PRESIDENT Phone 907 452 3400 619 Eleventh Avenue Fairbanks, Alaska 99701

March 5, 1980

Senator Bill Sumner
Alaska State Senate
Pouch Vv

Anchorage, Alaska

Dear Senator Sumner:

I am William R. Wood, Mayor of Fairbanks, and Executive
Vice President of the Fairbanks Industrial Development Corpor —
ation. I am pleased to testify once more in behalf of Senate
Bill 294 relating to the Susitna River hydroelectric project.

It has been my privilege to study the bill with consider—
able care and | am in strong «?jpport of t.»e procedures outlined
therein for accomplishing a preliminary report that will give
the Legislature basic information it must have in hand regard-—
ing the proposed phases for the construction of the Susitna
River hydroelectrxc project, as well as the costs related
thereto, and the necessary Federal and State permits that must
be obtained. The bill 1is well designed to expedite the project
which 1is essential to the wellbeing of all residents of South-
Central and Interior Alaska, with secondary benefits to all the
rest of the state.

Of a thousand or more pieces of legislation that will come
to the attention of the Senate and House this session, | would
rank Senate Bill 294 among the top half dozen of vital concern
to the State of Alaska. The City Council of Fairbanks has al —
ready endorsed the project, as well as the membership of the
Fairbanks Industrial Development Corporation, a non-profit,
public service group of business and professional leaders who
employ more than 10,000 persons on a year around basis within
Alaska on non-government jobs.

Fo'bonkt . . . Interior Alatko't Service, Operation% & Supply Center



Senatore Bill Sumner - 2 March 5, 1980

We are also deeply interested in Senate Bill 385 that
would provide for the immediate construction of an intertie
system joining the Anchorage area to the Fairbanks area.
bill

This
merits your most serious consideration as well as Senate
Bill 294.
Sincerely yours,
William R. Wood
Executive Vice President, and

Mayor, City of Fairbanks

WRW/Kkb



TKf Qulib'n Heart City

OFFICE OF THE MAYOR March 5, 1980

Senator Bill Sumner
Alaska State Senate
Pouch V

Anchorage, Alaska

Dear Senator Sumner:

I am Ruth Burnett, member cf the Fairbanks City Council.
1 am pleased to testify once more 1in behalf of the Susitna
River hydroelectric project.

I have had an opportunity to study Senate Bill 294 with
some care and am 1in strong support of the objectives and
goals contained therein. I join my colleagues on the Council,
who have unanimously endorsed the Susitna project, 1in urging
all possible support for this legislation.

I am also in very strong support of Senate Bill 385 that
would provide for immediate construction of an intertie system
between the Anchorage area and the Fairbanks area.

I urge your strong support of Senate Bill 385, as well as
of Senate Bill 294.

Sincerely yours,

Ruth Burnett
Member, City Council

410 CUSHMAN <®AIHI.ANKS ALASKA 99701
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SENATE RESOURCES COMMITTEE
CHAIRMAN: BIEL SUMNER MARCH 7, 1980
JUNEAU, AK.

MR. CHAIRMAN ANP COMMITTEE MEMBERS, | AM AUSTIN WARP OF FAIRBANKS, CURRENTLY
PRESIDENT OF ALASKA ENERGY FOR AMERICA INC., AND MEMBER OF SUSITNA POWER NOW.

OYER 20 YEARS HAS PASSED SINCE MY INTEREST IN HYDRO POWER FIRST RECEIVED W
ATTENTION WITH THE RAMPART DAM PROJECT. SINCE THOSE EARLY YEARS, AND TO THIS
DAY 1 HAVE WORKED FOR A RENEWABLE ENERGY SOURCE.

I WISH 70 OPEN WITH A QUOTE, " RICH SEIFERT OF THE U.OF A. FBKS, INSTITUTE OF
WATER RESOURCES™ "SAYS IT NOI'J COSTS ABOUT $7.00 PER PEAK WATT TO GENERATE POWER
FROM SOLAR CELLS(VOLTAIC PHOTO), BUT RECENT GOVERNMENT PROJECTIONS SAY IT WILL
DROP TO .70< PER PEAK WATT BY THE MEV-19806.

Bv COMPARISON, SEIFERT SAID THE COST PER PEAK WATT FROM THE 2 BILLION SUSITNA
PROJECT WILL BE ABOUT 90< PER PEAK WATT.

BUT AS WITH THE TRANSISTOR AND PENCILLIN, SOLAR CELLS WILL ONLY BECOME FEASIBLE
IF THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT PUTS ITS WEIGHT INTO MAKING TH~SO.™ WHAT MR. SEIFERT
FAILED TO MENTION IS THE HIGH INFLATION RATE COULD RAISE THE PEAK PRICE OF SOLAR
ENERGY FROM THE 704 LEVEL TO A HIGH THAT IS ANYONES GUESS. AND THATS ASSUMING
THE GOVERNMENTS PROJECTIONS CAN BE MET.

Alaska energy for America inc., anp its member* susitna pOwer now and its
MEMBERS STRONGLY FAVOR THE CONSTRUCTION OF THE Mo.:" * \WER PROJECT AS SOON
AS PRACTICAL. SUPPORT FOR THE PROJECT DERIVES FOR THE KNOWLEDGE THAT ALASKA
IS IN A POSITION TO ANSWER 1 T6 POWER NEEDS WITHOUT EXTENSIVE USE OF FOSSIL
FUELS. THE SUSITNA PROJECT IS LOCATED SO THAT CLEAN, HYDROELECTRIC POWER CAN
BE MADE AVAILABLE TO THE TWO LARGEST USER®A IN THE STATE, NAMFLY FAIRBANKS AND
ANCHORAGE. THE ADVANTAGE IS TWO FOLD: LESS WASTE OF FOSSIL FUELS, CLEANER AIR,
THAT WILL DRAMATICALLY REDUCE WINTER ICE FOG It~AIRBANKS, AND GIVE BOTH CITIES
A CHANCE FOR CLEANER AIR.

OF SECONDARY INTEREST IN THE CONSTRUCTION OF SUSITNA POWER IS THE RESISTING
RECREATION BENIFITS. AND THOSE BEN1FA1TS WOULD BE AVAILABLE TO MANY DUE TO THE
UNIQUE LOCATION OF SUSITNA, HALF WAY BETWEEN TWO POPULATION CENTERS, AND CLOSE
TO HOME FOR MANY.



SENATE RESOURCES HEARING;
SENATOR SUMNER, CHRM.

(AUSTIN WARP)

IT MARES MORE SENSE NOW THAN EVER BEFORE IN MANS HISTORY TO HARNESS THE FREE
FLOWING ENERGY OF OUR RIVERS THROUGH THEUSE OF MOVERN CONSTRUCTION MCTHOVS.
WHEN WE ARE FACED WITH INFLATION, FACED WITH THE DWINDLING INVENTORY OF FOSSIL
FUELS, IT SEEMS ALMOST INCONCEIVEABLE TMT WE SHOULD SIT BY, PAY THE HIGH PRICES
FOR NONRENEWABLE FUELS WHEN ALL WE HAVE TO DO IS BUILD THE SUSITNA PROJECT THAT
WILL STAND FOR GENERATION AFTER GENERATION PRODUCING PROWER AT LITTLE INCREASE

IN COST FOR THE LIFE TIME OF THE DAMS.

IF SCIENCE COULD HARNESS THE ENERGY OF THE ENV1ORMELITTALISTS AND NAY SAYERS,
WE WOULD"NT HAVE TO BUILD SUSITNA.

AUSTIN G. WARD
FAIRBANKS, AK. 99701
106 CHARLES.



f{c .J e ’i(irx i€ (b 1K -

cT; 5u*"i ProjmC?7 f Mi)(xIF T*®* -lytL .
My t)Ohld /5 $!ty>/HA fl, attJ J. cr»’ «~r/T/>y
y fit m relation 7b 7/te yr*yr e J S nulun. /7yJyoc.je7K]<t

frej*<-c7" an J « renis 17 - HU&E&F-TYC, 7. /rune tine 3 /n
T/asPa Per 3Pyr5. 4ild/f ratel/ J in |7«
Jifir 3 f 'fiHitll yen* /lyymtlict "VetHan <L -/ /1 m?£*>)j r, K
/* AilcLoT'ijt . JT an Par fh< butUme <>Pft* /lyjroyrOj**T
[lfcujh 7 h*e bn Katr-boh.n5t 7/e ty*cr/unU th br
“nfty/cyvenTt ludnifcy j te«* **tiei\f on 1 7 L t j rcur
<«urs7 CP cLtri&iJy ufeTc ekr/tUf Tv hP* T)it* A*st<J™T
4ud alllit M yr*oc J abt'uT notserv-Hts pur rrwrcei
Cue™ r« 0O*H.-AI/ t)/ and It're h sar'e 7h *J orif/\yetcnTta /

/£ fI* &< tWUtlyrmL prcof tov-1cecveufaltill 1T Ib/Joifty,



d dt"tlT Kuras- vi-JaF ye®"n y'tri.'y'/i” disturb ///* k*

H*/ECS| D<TI My " you T rrs ™0y 7e g% tf

Fr<*y *J~frOs.*-itij />/ accff (Jcrfot Ta*. ven$J\es rP"fye y* /df
" .
O'P jfylcL*I(ci .
7~d"£*m K y s *< "fc'r r*edivy ]

.VFfydL A £



W froAd.*1 "0
<hcd&2. fc-"S<O-tAACQ
-Uyct™0  perusat_ pretecs~
fcaXStkdti - 9 ntU .T "

CHIr"P sAr~ ytd*ASL-

KY1TQ "wltivkjc. c'o- *14o0mQq “ratrsLwd) f X) Acu.ml Ji_efrv
£m/x /U isica”n rtn moie -LLo® Uefet’
crvsisr rwejc. Y/lpr<dl \°[ ~A" 3 dddXD c\sE
\Z1OD 10' I>t*ruv>0”~ ~EUo-eG-t mSp~ce 3¢9/, J/dr~Vioras~n
uytax”® C4 ocwn  P/ANCX4AkcN 1/\0, 1
W tuil AUWA©oofi .fin*ac”"S S-t*-® CotUL&ieP
"NPKce& VWMKSt, cm "JUA”S & N-~~t"H\
i, t"SSL dfcws OB\ -fckc JuA~fcn laJ IA M,
aML -tkA  Ctydl\a<'LAaZcit (M
JZ'wuzsL-ffty" |, i "t'Ovi  /&4\jyitctr* \X N rania- creiL-
pritfryM Ay, ciuw aL A

(s"-0Up. X\) ~ 0 f Jsy-(SFrf  {iyjj ,VcUFi~-S " A x  /A\fi

jLo\k>*(su % CIsxjV XANAfeM"uP  GLrax

Xvn  Afa<>Lc™ ulHIUp Jxcvhrdh JisftAsu)
NS AAMLIX WL cAd/vx  (P/VytcA  'txAQM-

bV vwarvxer  gluCW™ a-tvyn  ferv ] A cE er\jtd*Jt-

uyta® co-tlcMwldt a



a WOxJUV-tdAl !/ T«n>? - n

u- " cruLfo cmoz- daw ~JiI
y(A udtP ™1™ u- SU- -/ulLs”JUud TT™jI
/ha/*" _JKA. dbOol”~bU~d. 3.0"35 “® (A*-eAufld&yfTUJi*cf,
<3h CAHJ&P -"fa (a AJLCnjicZtdryiefJ? asma-

ce uj-idd-~o0”i1 [/ Ny GM . ca™yx /Qjd~ ofaa”™a

dJtz d~Lc.aP ~o<hW/u idxud ./U-a&Cryt crddJ

Jptwq Soi "X dn diudrus ayi™d 2~ xx1xJld Q~rdcé&Ua@8m<d/

dfrw.” JjZnsvr ”? s/"a"TS 0

/U tnrq IMitk tIfi 4<2~uth A

gy&VL.- 762 w un ~Av* A/rlzUcs

dY dua.yylP® /fafffa “ed/jictraccd yus"xn™ trtO&s JUxjl.
fab tfa UAJt <faP n J&LChvC & QJIULrxcddm
"Tile, yyrv o/ hWV A Jf>
covk u ~ f J<rlL -f+**g

/"Crh&ia®A  (Mr-d -yair £ftrJ™> ., JdNJilis dJhc £ W
fiwurt'’X- £+3# (J2wfrtch’ JE&E&E </

Jo J& fa JTA £ <xa- ,» +<Nn a—

y~rO-LAT&T vV 7/ - sQ-tuM- &*£EE  "&hi "fttC&vxvd™*



avJ oifl jtAtaf /10 y*vw «cn
AcQMhctMALc<IN AusMtJLMjun &u”cé
2N\ L ZiIJZALL P /<Uaz>lca.
to-z. dyu*~ *"d/.punzt ru”o , f/unrd*cT

m - c¢cJUocvy -ewo”ys/ ~EANS Ndu”tcthNa

(d-~dMfdl&idd- L TuycO,



International Union of Operating Engineers

AFFILIATED WITH AFL CIO
LOCAL 302 AND BRANCHES A, B, C AND D

Frank T. Polsak, Business Meruger Jack J. Wilson, President ROD J. Fraser, Fineness! Secretary

Brench Offices.

W enatchee, W ashington W estern Avb. and Clay br.

Seattle, Washincton 98121
Telephone: 622-6180

Yakima, W ashington
Anchorage, Alaska
Fairbanks, Alaska

Juneau,Alaska

February 29, 1980

Senator Sumner

Capitol Building Ft. 12-,
Pouch V

Juneau, Alaska 99811

RE: Susitna Power Project
SB 29F

Sir:

The International Union of Operating Engineers, Local 302
(Alaska), which presently is composed of over AO00O0 members,
has determined that the Susitna Power Project would be in
the best interests of all of the people within our State.
We would like the Legislature to not only know that we
support the project but we also wish all practical speed

In efforts to get it under construction.

Sincerely,

Roderick J. Fraser
Financial Secretary
I1.U.0.E., Local 302

RJF/Jch
cc: Susitna Power Now, Inc.



P.O. BOX 5109 TOP OF THE WORLD
NORTH POLE. ALASKA PHONE: 488-2261

99705 AT YOUR SERVICE

2450

Senate* Bill SumneA

Senate PesouAces Committee
PoucJi V

Juneau, Alaska 9981 1

Veon. Senate* SumneA;

The City Council o”Noaih Pole voted unanimously at the Ma*ch 3, 1950
Council meeting to fiully suppont tixe Susitna Project.

The City Council No*th Pole believes that the Susitna P*oject
will aid g*ejitty in alleviating the tAemendous ene*gy costs expeAienced
by the economically dep*essed Jnte*io*.

rt is my hope that this ivill *each you in time. &o* the heaAing on
Senate 8ill 294.

SinceAely

No*th Pole, Maska

CM/pe



OV D NI ToC PAUL LAXALT, NCV. QlCﬂtIEb J&Iale* Senate

WILLIAM O. HATHAWAY, MAINC JOHN C. OAMFOKTH. MO.

e N MTEONAGA-HAWAL COMMITTEE ON FINANCE
GANIU. PATRICK MOTNIHAM . H.T. Washington,d.c. 2080

MICHAEL m m , ETAPF DIRECTOR
CORDON I. OILMAN, CHIEF MINORITY OOUNEEL

March 7, 1980

Hon. Bill Sumner

Chairman

Senate Resources Committee
Alaska State Senate

Dear Mr. Chairman:

I congratalate you and your committee for your continued
interest in the economic welfare of Alaska and the future
of energy supplies in our state. I regret that 1 am not
able to join you for today"s hearing, but hope that this
letter will serve to state my position on this issue. As
you know I have long been concerned over the growing power
demands in Alaska and have sought ways 1in which to assure
adequate supplies of reasonably priced power for our future.

My support for hydroelectric power, including the Susitna
project, is well known. Because of my efforts the Susitna
project feasibility studies were undertaken by the Army
Corps of Engineers and the project was authorized for
Phase 1 work by the federal government. However, the
development of major hydroelectric projects by the federal
government has all but stopped as a result of financial
and environmental constraints in recent years. For that
reason | am pleased to see the state of Alaska moving
ahead with this important project.

Since early on 1 have felt that the state should own the
Susitna project. If the state owns the project it can set
the power rates and the benefits of Susitna can be spread
among all the citizens of Alaska. In pursuit of this goal,
as Chairman of the Senate Public Works Subcommittee, 1
authored an amendment to the 1976 Public Works Act which
combined federal support for planning and construction
with state ownership. While the Alaska Power Authority
has opted to begin design and engineering work through a
private contractor the federal option remains.

As a member of the Senate Pinance Committee 1 offered a
Committee amendment to the Windfall Profits Tax Bill
(H.R.3919) which allowed the use of tax exempt bonds for
financing of hydroelectric projects such as Susitna. This
is a very controversial provision, but 1 prevailed in the
Committee and the amendment was included in the Finance



Committee bill and the Senate version of Windfall Profits.
Unfortunately, 1in the face of strong opposition from the
Treasury Department and the House Conferees this provision
was deleted from the Conference Committee version of the
Windfall Profits Tax Bill. However, we will not be 1in a
position to finance construction on the Susitna project
before 1983 and 1 intend to raise the issue of tax exempt
financing for large scale hydroelectric projects again
before that date. I am confident that, at the appropriate
time, we can prevail and that tax exempt financing will be
available to finance the Susitna project, significantly
reducing the cost of power from the dam.

Finally, 1 would like to encourage you in your efforts to
move ahead on this project. I have said many times that
the project should be constructed in the most expeditious
manner and | have directed my efforts here in Washington
toward that goal. If state financing is the quickest way
to get the project built I am in full support of these
efforts. The Susitna dam represents the besc alternative
for the future power demands of the railbelt. Let"s move
ahead.

With best regards,

Sincerely yours,

Mike Gravel
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Dear Hr. Yould:

Attach are budget figures required for the first twelth effort
of feasibility studies as outlined in the Susitna HydroPlan of
Study. Fjgrres are presented on a qu rterly obligationyle and
as such, run higher than the expenditure schedule outlij the Plan

of Study..
This budget is based on the assumptions that:

1, Authorization for funding will be given by the State
Legislature not later than 15 february 1979.

2. Rinds will be provided to the Alaska District, of Engineers
not later than 15 Harch 1979.

Ineerely,
\y
1 Incl JAY  SOPER

as Chief, Engineering i<>



ACTIVITY CATEGORY
SURVEY
HYDROLOGY
EENV IRONMENTAL
R ecreation
PLAN FORMULATION
POWER STUDIES
FOUNDATIONS
MATEglL?IALS
DESIGN
REAL ESTATE
CCULTURAL
RIELD cawp

REPORTS, REVIEWS
PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

BIOLOGICAL
POWER MARKET STUDIES

TOTALS
8

BUDGET FOR CALENDAR YEAR

JAN-MAR
$35,000
73.000
20.000
2,000
16,000

10,000

200,000
65,000
5.000
5.000

750,000

5.000
10,000

5.000

$1,201,000

APR-OUN
$460,000
150,000
22,000
19.000
30.000

30.000

921.000
223.000
14.000
82.000

500.000

14,000
262,000

162,000

$2,689,000

1979
JUL-SEP
$490,000
196,000
2,000
2,000

13,000

EE R o

1,390,000
116,000
4.000
2.000

125,000

4,000
649,000

11,000

$3,004,000

OCT-DEC
$73,000
130,000

2,000

2,000

* ok Kk kK Kk

320.000

179.000

* ok Kk K K K

2,000

125,000

kR o

223,000

28,000

$1,084,000

%

TOTAL
$1,058,000
549,000
46.000
25.000
59.000

40.000

2.831.000
583,000
23.000
91.000

1.500.000

23,000
1,144,000

206,000

$8,178,000



2140 Sorbus Way
Anchorage, AK
March 5, 1980

Senator Bill Sumner
Chairman

Resources Committee
Pouch X

Juneau, AK

Dear Senator Sumner,

It is ny understanding the Resources Committee is reviewing two bills
relating to the Susitna Power Project. | support the Susltna Power
Project under the State of Alaska auspices and any action taken to
expedite this p.oject to ensure it's timely ompletion would be benefi-
cial to all Alaskans.

Sincerely,



CITY OF KENAI
"Gil Gapital bff Aladea”

P.0. 00X MO KfNAI. ALASKA MOM
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March 18, 1980

Honorable John Sackett
Alaska State Senate
Pouch V

Juneau, AK 99811

Dear Senator Sackett:

In regard to SB 294, the Susitna Project, please accept this letter as evidence

of strongest support. We need a future supply of power to meet major indust—

rial plant siting in this area, a need acce)p_:c(ed and endorsed by our citizens.
o - i *“t4i 0

We ask for your quickest and hopefully most favorable consideration.

Sincerely, \ A \Y
S im * \ |
Vincent O'Reilly ' -0 "
Meyor *5. 0/ "e>*77 . m" _A AV

1
VOR: jw v /SB*\—/ T t)* .jj/r/

ec: Senator Bill Sumner



BUMPER STICKER PROCLAIMS SUSITNA DAM SUPPORT

Bob Penney, Ar

"—irage cochairman of Susitna
Power Now, a new group promoting the Susitna
hydroelectric power project, getsa chuckle wtih
his group®s bumper stider. At the M
are, from kft, Fairbanks eochairman Lee

laMe

Alaska Power Author
Foresees Susitna ElectriCity By 1990

By SUSAN ANDREWS
lim n Staff Writer

Electricity could be produced
from the prnjiosed Susltna River hy-
droelectric power project by 1990,
Alaska Power Authority executive
director Eric Yould said here Fri-
day

The Army Corps of Engineer*
v»y% |w>wer couldn't be on line tieforr
IM'S hut Yould told a meeting here of
SuMtna Power Now Inc. he thinks il
is "entirely possible" that the proj-
ect could be constructed within 10
years

Susitna Power Now is a group of
Alaskans from Fairbanks to Homer
who are urging cor.strxtlon of two
proposed darns on the upper Susitna
River. The group includes mayors
and utility managers and was organ-
ired at the urging of Anchorage
Mayor George Suitvan and John
sjivncef, chiefadministrative officer
for Anchorage municipal utilities

An estimated HOboosters, includ-
ing stale legislators Sen. Jay Kerf-
tula of Pulmer and Sens Bill Sumner
und Hiat) Bradley and Reps. Hill
Miles and t hat (hatlerton of An-
chorage. attended an organizational
meeting here I-nday at the Anchor-
age Westward-Htliun.

they elected Bob Penney of An-
chorage and | ee Wnreham of Fair-
flanks as uxhuinm-n The two had
been acting chairmen.

Sumner and Miles, who are chair-
men of the Senate and House re-
sourins committees respectlve'y,
stated their tujH»>n for funding for
the Susitna project

Sumner said this will be a fast-
paced legislative *csaton that will ad
joum in late May or early June and
the Sustina project "w ill need some
fast upfront suppurl.”

Sullivan urged that a 7'yyear fra
vitality study of the Susltna project
try Acre* American Engm-ertng Co.
be shorirm-d

"Two years it a lung time to
study a protect that has already been
studied." Sullivan said The V'sltna

Wareham; Alaska Power Authority official Eric
Yould; state Sen. Bill Sumner, R-Anchorage;
state Sen. Jay Kentula, D-Pulmer; Anchontge
Mayor George M. Sullivan; state Rep. Bill
Miles, D-Anchorge, and Penney.

Executive

Yould supported a proposal by
BO Hufman, manager, of Golden
Valley Electik Association si Fair-
banks, that the stale go ahead with
surveys and nght-of-way purchases
for the transmission line which will
link Anchorage with Fairbanks

Sullivan pointed out that the tte-In
would save money now by eliminat-
ing the nerd fur additional Imik up
generation in Anc horage or lair-
hanks Excess power in either city
could be maile available to one an
other.

One hundred miles w-paiuies Us-
enet of the l-alrtiunks power line at
Heuly and the beginning of the Mala
nuska Electric tine, Hufman pointed
out He urged that the cittrem ' group

pressure cm the | egtslature to fi-
nance consiruction of the 100 miles
of transmission line and build u lo
Susitna project xpecifteattons

Hr estimated construction costs
at tlOO million It would cost 30 per-
cent less to huild the line to carry
current electricity loads, Hufman
said, but he favors Unlding a bigger
line so tliat If the Susitna project
goes, it will be in place.

The "go or no go" decision an the
Susitna project will he made a year
from no*, Yould said then another
IN months of field work will hr
needed to complete work on Hie
Fere license application

1) S Sen Mike Gravel, who is
pushing legislation to make Susitna
project revenue bunds tax esempt,

< message to the meeting Ht-



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
ALASKA DISTRICT. CORPS OF ENGINEERS

PO BOX 7002
ANCHORAGE. ALASKA 99510

ATTENTION Of
NPAEN-US 28 June 1978

Mr. Eric Yould
Executive Director
Alaska Power Authority
333 West 4th - Suite 31
Anchorage, Alaska 99501

Dear Mr. Yould:

I am pleased to submit 1n response to your 19 January letter the final
Susitna Plan of Study prepared by the Alaska District, Corps of Engineers,
for the State of Alaska, under provisions of Title 3, the Intergovernmental
Cooperation Act of 1968.

The report incorporates the comments developed by other State agencies,
which you provided, in particular those prepared by the Department of Fish
and Game. As a result, the intensity of some of the biological studies
has been expanded to help identify the magnitude of the resources that
will be affected by the Susitna project. The total increase is $1,886,000
for biological activities.

To offset some of this increase, activities under the categories of survey
and foundation and materials have been decreased as the result of the
exercise presently under way at the Watana damslte in obtaining information
as requested by the President's Office of Management and Budget (OMB).

To respond to OMB's review conments on the 1976 Feasibility Report, test
borings and geological data a*e being compiled which reduced the content
of several activities outlined in the September 197? POS draft. This
reduction amounted to $1,150,000 which helped hold the overall cost
increase to $736,000. The total study cost Is now $24.1 million. The
price level index was held at September 1977.

The Plan of Study retained the 46-month period to conduct the project
feasibility studies based on a 1 May start. Several months of advanced
preparation will be required before initiating the activities to allow



NPAEN-US 28 June 1978
~r. Eric Yould

early mobilizadon of a camp facility and conrtence other contract activity
actions to assure Implementation at the beginning of the suirmer field season.

The studies will insure optimal basin and system generation planning along
with a reasonably accurate cost estimate for the first phase of basin
development. These studies represent approximately 25 percent of the
total engineering and design effort envisioned for a two-dam complex.

The activities defined in this document have been developed to adequately
address determination of project feasibility. The project feasibility
analysis program does include suggestions and comments received from various
agencies, both Federal and State, and | feel that the program will provide the
information necessary for the State to determine desirability of proceeding
into construction of a hydroelectric facility 1n the upper Susitna River
basin.

Sincerely yours,
0
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MEETING TO CONSIDER THE ORGANIZATION
OF A
CITIZENS COVMITTEE FOR SUSITNA
PLEASE TRINT;
Nam?*: Organization./™ -1 -V jB
Addraaai _ Olu -CjLC-
Nati vCvKew b M i Organization. M I ok
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Organization..
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MEETING TO CONSIDER THE ORGANIZATION

11 OF A

CITIZENS COMMITTEE FOR SUSITNA

PLEASE PRINT

Organization: U.Y L
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MEETING TO CONSIDER THE ORGANIZATION
OF A
CITIZENS COMMITTEE FOR SUSITNA

PLEASE PRINT;
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MEETING TO CONSIDER THE ORGANIZATION

OF A

CITIZENS COMMITTEE FOR SUSITNA

PLEASE TRINT:

Name: iuwoi Organisation:U.S.Stt.ndcUa4e/-»

——————— — CW» .6mJ)
Addreaa: 4104 DiitlfSto ae.j«Ts oep«cg U>ASU , I1S.g. Z"S'Q --mmmeemm
Name: Tif kv J>nc4 Organization: h+kt (yrajtAcQ & io
Address» f C Bol> / /falC if li
Name: 3& B Organization: Ne'P*
Address: fe0O0 g."-BE£ KSOM. 4 NQH m7 +57
Name: [Aid-S Organization :<?dyPaVV»kv«
Address: >. St &vy.3 111
Name: A - Organization: kiow-" u go/gQiJfrf*
Address: PtfX. «3 ip~r"L"NoC.
Name osttd T'h bhe Organization:
Address: "R*x L ! P/+LM tIL 9Q*7 AN
Name: ScjL**4al{L Organization 10- 2a<gQ
Address: T»o* sTSIC UJAttllti ? 9 (
Name: UllJt SBU.B. Organization:
Address: g Palm?* f
Name: Organization: AhtlzZ A/m* EGS.
Address: g»KTO } TLm~ufat TftOr.
Name: t~ Organization: N*«>- Sue. B jyas
Address: ftox, /Qw~ “~a I»va<.
Name: -7 N4 *x A *f4/~ Organization:. _
Address.£1L7 Inif O0* st+r /
Name: ° T2 <) Organization: X dshdSe
Addressia

n Ort«lH Jtlo»A [i—1I.

Name: IT 25/sl4 a M Organlzation,/ r
Address: & 2.T I* fi_f /
Name, »y l'rVifldm foii™L |, -mmmmmmmeen Organization,
Address: NOrvr>C (< C.CT 9 *F N0 -mmmmmmmmmm oo e




/C\
IAY S. HAMMOND, SOYUHOK

IIEPARTMEXT OF FISH AXD GAME

omci OF M cohmissmu SVBPOIT 1ULIDIM
rnuu mi

N4 [n
April 2, 1979

The Honorable Jalmar Kerttula
Alaska State Legislature
Pouch V, State Capitol
Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Senator Kerttula:

Please find enclosed per your request a synopsis of available information on
the Susitna klver fisheries.

The Susltna River basin is an important habitat for a wide variety of fish
species, both resident and anadromous. Five species of salmon (chinook, coho,
chum, pink, and sockeye) utilize the Susltna River drainage for spawning and
rearing. The majority of the chinook, coho, chum, and pink salmon 1n the Cook
Inlet area are produced In this drainage. Grayling, rainbow trout, Dolly
Varden, burbot, lake trout, whlteflsh, and sculplns are the more common
resident fish species.

Although total salmon escapement estimates have not been derived for the
Susltna River, it 1s probably the second or third largest sockeye salmon
production are* within Cook Inlet. Economically, the estimated average annual
commercial value of the sockeye, king, pink chum, and coho Susltna salmon
stocks was $8,721,780 In 1975. This average value does not Include the 1975
estimated value of $3,701,745 for the additional salmon In the Susltna River
basin necessary for producing this estimated potential catch (Frlese, 1975).
Although figures for subsequent years are unavailable at this time, with
Imp»*oved stock condition, etc., 1t can be assumed the value of the fishery has
greatly Increased.

Economic values related to recreation are unavailable but are assumed to be
high due to high concentration of the population adjacent to the Susltna
River. Non-consumptive economic values are also unavailable.

Baseline environmental fisheries studies have been conducted by ADF&G
Intermittently since 1974. The projects were financed with Federal funding
averaging $29,000 per year 1n 1974, 1975 and 1976, with an allocation of



The Honorable Jalma.- Kerttula -2- Aprll 2, 1979

$100,000 in 1977. The National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) and the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) first contracted with ADF&G to conduct a
one-year assessment of salmon populations utilizing the Susitna River in the
vicinity of the proposed Devils Canyon dam site during 1974. The objectives
of these studies were to determine the adult salmon distribution, relative
abundance, and mligrational timing and to identify juvenile rearing areas
(Barrett, 1974). Funding was received in 1975, 1976, and 1*77 from USFWS to
continue and expand these studies and to monitor the physical and chemical
parameters associated with the malnstem Susltna (USFWS, 1976, and R11ls, 1977).
Additional baseline studies were not initiated during 1978 due to lack of
funding.

The construction and subsequent operation of the Devils Canyon and Watana dams
will result in long-term ecological changes. The two dams will Inundate an
estimated 50,550 acres of aquatic and terrestrial habitat of the Susitna River
Basin upstream of Devils Canyon. Regulation of the mainstem river will
substantially alter the natural downstream flow regimes and temperature
gradient. Secondary impacts such as Improved road, water, and floatplane
access may create some additional problems In regulating hunter and fishermen
harvest.

Our preliminary studies have concluded that the effects of impoundment and

construction activities will Include alteration of the natural flow regimes,
water temperatures, water chemistry, and transport of materials. Habitat
requirements of the critical life history phases for passage, spawning, egg

Incubation, and juvenile rearing of the Susltna salmon species studied are
quite specific. The USPAS Cooperative Instream Flow Service Croup has
developed criteria which demonstrate the narrow tolerances of certain salmonid
and resident species to the hydraulic parameters of velocity, dep”h, substrate,
and temperature (Bovee, 1978). The seasonally wide fluctuations of water
velocity, depth, temperature, substrate and sediment of the free flowing
malnstem Susltna, its sloughs and tributaries, determine the availability and
accessability of salmon habitat. Thus, any alterations to the existing
Susitna aquatic ecosystem which would restrict or reduce the availability of
required habitat, will also reduce fish production in the Susltna Basin and
Cook Inlet estuary.

For example, it Is Important to note that although the Susitna River 1s
glacial and turbid more than half of the year, the river clears during the
winter months and becomes the major winter rearing area for salmonlds,
assuming this function from Its Clearwater tributaries and sloughs which
freeze and dewater. Chinook and coho salmon, which are of high Interest to
both commercial harvesters and sport anglers In the Cook Inlet area, are
dependent on these freshwater rearing areas of the Susltna for a period of one
to two years before migrating to saltwater. Should construction of the dam
complex take place, these Important rearing areas will be lost downstream of
the dams because the river will be turbid year-round and have a higher water
velocity due to a reversal of the natural seasonal flow and stage conditions
after construction.
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I hope these comments are useful to you. | appreciate the opportunity to
express the Department's views on this matter.

Sincerely,

CLw y

Ronald 0. Skoog
Commissioner
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February 6, 1979

Senator Bill Sumner

_ ftvLn
Chairman
Resources C mittee
Alaska Stat egislature NN Cp

Dear Senator Sumner:

The attached letter from the Corps of Engineers, Alaska District,
details the quarterly obligation schedule for Program Activities
for the Susitna Project Feasibility Analysis. The Program Activities
are described beginning on page 45 of the Susitna Hyuropower Plan of
Study. Figure 8 on page 44 reflects $6.7 million in the accumulated
exper*\*ture schedule for the first 12 months of the study. The study
wij" Dbe ongoing for 46 months. Since the Corps of Engineers 1is
reuuired to have funds available on an obligation basis before work
can be contracted, the budget submitted in the attached letter and
requested in the appropriation bill are for the 12 month obligation
amount of $8,128 million.

Passage of SJR #6 and SB #63 by the Legislature is requested by
February 15 due to the extremely tight time schedule necessary to
initiate the study. The Corps of Engineers has equipment remaining in
field from the 1978 study activities performed to answer questions
raised by the federal Office of Management and Budget on the 1975
Interim Feasibility Report. Equipment and materials can only be moved
into the Watana damsite economically by winter cat-train overland move —
ment. This is a requirement of BLM to protect against surface, impacts
to land under BLM management that 1is considered for potential wilder—

ness classification. IT the study is not funded, the Corps of Engi—
neers must remove all equipment and materials presently on site this
winter. IfT the study is funded, the Power Authrity must enter into

agreements with the Corps of Engineers, and complete a bond sale to
finance the cost of the entire study as authorized by SJR #6. The
Corps of Engineers must mobilize 2 to 3 times the present amount of
equipment on site, enter into contracts for support ar.d operations,
and enter the study area by winter cat-train access while sufficient
snow cover and freeze conditions still exist.

If you have any additional questions relative to the costs of
the study or the necessity for swift action by the Legislature, please
contact thic office at 277-7641. The Power Authority will be rep—
resented at the hearings scheduled by the Resource Committee at 1:30 pm
on Friday, February 9, 1979

Sincerely,
PU-J-P

Eric P. Yould
Executive Director



ACTIVITY CATEGORY
SURVEY
HYDROLOGY
ENVIRONMENTAL
RECREATION
PLAN FORMULA*'ON
POAER STUDIES
FOUNDATIONS

&
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DESIGN
REAL ESTATE
CULTURAL
FIELD CAWP

REPORTS, REVIEWS
PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

BIOLOGICAL

POWER MARKET STUDIES

JAN-MAR
$35,000
73,000
20,000
2,000
16,000

10,000

200,000
65,000
5,000
5,000

750,000

5,000
10,000
5,000

TOTAL: $1,201,000

APR-JUN
$460,000
150,000
22 .~00
Ib,000
30,300

30,000

921,000
223,300
14,000
82,000

500,000

14,000
262,000
162,000

$2,889,000

JUL-SEP
$490,000
196,000
2,000
2,000

13,000
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1,390,000
116,000
4,000
2,000

125,000

4,000
649,000
11,000

$3,004,000

OCT-DEC
$73,000
130,000

2,000

2,000

*kkk*k k%

32 ,u00
179,000
*kkkKkkk

2,000

125,000

****> **

223,000
23,000

$1,084,000

TOTAt
$1,058,000
549,000
46,000
25,000
59,000

40,000

2,831,000
583,000
23,000
91.C30

1,500,300

23,000
1,144,000
206,000

$8,178,000
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April 6, 1978

The Honorable John Rader
Senate President

Alaska State Legislature
Pouch V

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Senator Rader:

The attached resolution 1s submitted to the Legislature
at this time 1n order to urge Congress to make amendments
to the Federal Hydroelectric Power Development Act with
respect to the proposed Susltna Hydroelectric Project

and to approve t>e Issuance of revenue bond or note In—
debtedness by the Alaska Power Authority for Phase |
Design and Feasibility Studies pursuant to AS 44.56.180.

As recited In the proposed joint resolution, amendments to

P.L. 94-587 have been drafted by Authority repre;entatlves and
representatives of Senator Gravel which would permit the
financing by the Authority of the costs of the feasibility
studies (known as Phase 1 Advanced Engineering and Design)
required before the construction of the dams can go forward.
Under the amendments, as drafted, an agreement would be entered
Into providing that the United States would reimburse the
Authority for any bond or note proceeds spent to prepare the
Phase | report for the project 1f the report Is either not
favorable or the Authority, within three years of the completion
of the report. Is unable to borrow money to pay the cost of
constructing the project Including the cost of preparation of
the report based on the security of the project or Its revenues.
It 1s further anticipated that funds would be expended by the
Authority for costs of the Phase 1 studies only to the extent
federal dollars are paid Into the Fund to guarantee reimburse—

ment and retirement of the Indebtedness If either of the two
events occur. %

In addition to urging Congressional passage of the above amend-
m*tnts, the resolution constitutes the consent of the Legislature
which may be required pursuant to AS 44.56.180. That section
requires Na statement outlining the general design, demonstration
of financial feasibility, and maximum amount of bonds estimated
to be necessary for each new project (be submitted) to the
Legislature and the Commissioner of Commerce and Economic
Development,*“ together with a statement as to the means of
design, acquisition and construction of the project which the



The Honorable John Rader
April 6, 1978
Page Two

Authority Intends to pursue. Under this section, the Legi—
slature 1s to adopt "a Joint resolution approving the general
=design and maximum amount of bonds."

It Is not clear whether AS 44.56.180 has application to the *
present situation where Authority financing 1s to be used solely
to pay Phase | design and feasibility costs, rather than con—
struction costs of the project. Inasmuch, however, as public
financing will be necessary under the proposed plan anticipated
to be authorized by congress, there must be no substantial
question a" to whether the legal prerequisites for such financing
have t"en fulfilled. Therefore, bond counsel and the Authority®s
financial advisor have recommended specific legislative approval
of the Issuance of indebtedness by the Authority for the purpose
of the Phase 1 design and feasibility costs as provided for In
the attached Joint resolution.

In compliance with AS 44.56.180 there Is attached hereto the
proposed Joint resolution, with Its attached Susltna Status
Report, and the draft Susltna Hydropower Plan of Study which,
with this latter, constitutes the requisite submission to the
Legislature required by AS 44.56.180

This resolution 1s being forwarded pursuant to unanimous approval
by the five members of the Board of Directors of the Alaska
Power Authority on March 17, 1978.

lents:
as mentioned

Identical letters to
Rep. Hugh Malone
Comm. Hibbard



1. Who is against the bill- Environmental Groups
a. They say conservation will take care of the power
need. Essentially a no-growth stand.
b. Wse our oil rather than selling it to the Outside.
Gallaugher says Alaska should utilize our marketable
resources to the hilt.

3. Project Status-
a. Initial $8,000,000 appropriated for core drillings
to determine dam strength. This appropriation will
take the study through the fall of 80. This 1is the first
in a total 25,000,000 necessary to complete the first
stage evaluations.
b. 1984 1is the anticipated completion date of these
first stage evaluations.
c. 1990 is the expected completion date for the entire
roject.

4_Contacts to make- Susitna Power Now Inc.
a. Bob Penney-Penney Mobile Home Sales of Anchorage-277-2522
b. Lee Wareham-Alascom in Fairbanks (H)452-8505 (0)452-1756
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This plan of study (FOS) prepared by the Alaska District Corps of
Engineers for the State of Alaska presents a program of activities for
project feasibility analysis of hydropower development in the Upper
Susitna River Basin. It provides a description of each activity along
with a cost estimate for its completion. The POS fulfills a Federal
planning requirement while also providing the State of Alaska an over-
view of the planning activities associated with a large scale water
resource project. The authority for proceeding with this joint State-
Federal planning program is contained in Section 203 of the Water
Resources Development Act of 1976 enacted by the 94th Congress. Funding
for oreparation of the POS was provided by the State of Alaska on

30 June 1977.

Existing electrical generation within the study area is produced almost
exclusively by fossil fuel thermal resources. However, as these
resources become more scarce, and perhaps very expensive, and as the
energy demand Increases to a projected 15 billion kilowatt hours by
the year 2000, the advantage of non-cost-inflating, renewable energy,
such as hydropower, becomes apparent. A feasibility report completed
by the Corps of Engineers 1n 1976 outlined a number of alternative
plans for developing the hydropower potential of the Upper Susitna
Basin and identified the most economical plan, consisting of a system
of two dams--a 635-foot-high concrete thin arch dam at Devil Canyon
and an 8l0-foot-hlgh earthfill dam at Watana, with 365 miles of trans-
mission line. This system 1s capable of developing 6.1 billion kilowatt
hours of firm annual energy, roughly triple the energy consumed 1n
Anchorage and Fairbanks in 1974. While the 1976 feasibility report
provided sufficient data to support the need and economic feasibility
of a plan to develop the hydroelectric potential of the Upper Susitna
Basin, It was recognized that additional field data and more detailed
studies would be required. The POS outlines the additional studies
required to determine the most cost-effective plan, and its environ-
mental Impacts.

The activities outlined In the POS have a total estimated cost of
$24.1 million over a time frame of 46 month?. The schedule 1s based
on early notification of program initiation and timely receipt of
study funds to allow mobilization for field explorations prior to
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:he sum-er season and arrangements for access to the sites. A crl-
*ical path method network (CPM) shows the interrelationship of some

202 activities and indicates those activities and timing most critical
*cr completion of the project feasibility analysis. Early acquisition
cf field data about foundation conditions, stream flows, and topographic
surveys during the short summer months is very Important.

Study management of physical and fiscal progress must be rigorously
maintained throughout the 46-month period. Periodic progress reports
and a report of expenditures would be provided the State of Alaska for
their information and review. The project feasibility analysis activi-
ties have been programmed through three progressive steps: (1) pre-
liminary screening, (2) detailed feasibility studies, and (3) detailed
design studies for Watana, access road, and transmission system.

Preliminary Screening: In step 1 of the study, a number of potential
damsltes and combinations of different dams and heights would be
e/aluated to Identify the most economical and environmentally accept-
able plan based on a preliminary calculation of benefits and costs.
During this study phase, the best plan Identified 1n the 1976 feasibil-
ity report, Watana constructed Initially followed by construction of
Devil Canyon, would be reexamined. This first step Is estimated to
cost $4.3 million and be completed in 7 months. In order to meet the
overall study schedule of 46 months, field work needed 1n later phases
of the study has been scheduled concurrently with the preliminary
study phase and these costs are Included in the subtotal of $4.3
million. Results of the preliminary phase will provide the first
important decision point as to whether the study should continue into
the second step of detailed feasibility studies.

Detailed Feasibility Studies: Detailed studies would be concentrated

on the-~best pian Tdent iffed- In the preliminary screening. Costs and
benefits would be refined using more accurate data obtained from ongoing
field work. This second step is estimated to cost $16.7 million and be
completed In 25 months after completion of tne initial step. As In—
dicated above, additional field work would continue during this phase

of the study and these costs have been included in the subtotal of $16.7
million. Also Included are concurrent activities regulred for detailed
design studies. Completion of the detailed feasibility report will
provide a firm basis for recommending for or against construction of

the project, whether Federally funded, State supported under Section
203, or totally financed by the State of Alaska.

Detailed Design Studies: Assigning a favorable showing of feasibility
In step 2, the last step would be detailed design of any dans, power—
houses, access roads, and some 365 miles of double circuit transmission
lines and substati ns to deliver power to the Anchorage and Fairbanks

2



load centers. A detailed and accurate cost estimate for construction
of the initial element in a dam system will be provided to enable a
decision on funding and initiation of construction. The third step is
estimated to cost $3.1 million and be completed in ?n additional time
frame of 14 months after completion of step 2.

The above estimates of cost and time for completion of the three steps
are based on the findings and recommendations contained 1n the 1976
feasibility report, and envision a continuation of that planning study
leading to the ultimate construction of the project.

At the end of any of the three program steps, Susltna hydroelectric
development could be determined to lack economic or environmental justi-
fication. Such a conclusion would result In the termination of the
planning program and in Federal assumption of responsibility for expended
funds. Otherwise, the study costs would be borne by the State of Alaska.
Assuming a favorable recommendation, detailed plans and specifications
for the first construction contract could be undertaken Immediately
thereafter.



PURPOSE

The function of the plan of study 1s to delineate the engineering,
economic, social, and environmental studies associated with planning
for the Upper Susitna River Basin hydroelectric project, as a prelude
to State participation under Section 203 of the 1976 Water Resources
Development Act. The study will provide a description of activities
to be performed, an estimate of cost and time for accomplishment of
these activities, an Indication of the activity Interdependence, and
a schedule of program activities that can serve as a management tool
during the study effort. Should the State of Alaska desire to work
toward development of the Upper Susitna Basin outside the provisions
of the 1976 Water Resource Development Act, the plan of study will
serve as a guide in assessing other proposals for analyzing the
economic feasibility and environmental impact of the project.
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AUTHORITY

The Corps of Engineers is participating in accordance with a Memorandum
of Understanding, dated 30 June 1977, between the United States of
America and the State of Alaska for preparation of a "Study Outline,
Susitna Project.” The memorandum directs that,

"The Secretary of the Army, acting through the District
Engineer, Alaska, shall prepare a study outline for the
Susitna Project for the purpose of detailing the Scope
of Work required to provide engineering, environmental,
economical, and social information relating to the
subject project under the provisions of ntle 3, Public
Law 90-577, 16 October 1968, the Intergovernmental
Cooperation Act of 1968."

Studies considered in the Plan of Study were authorized by Public
Law 94-587, entitled "Water Resources Development Act of 1976" enacted
by the 94th Congress on 22 October 1976.

The authorizing legislation provided for two options for the conduct
of Phase | studies. Section 160 states that,

"The Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief of
Engineers, Is authorized to undertake the Phase | design
memorandum stage of advanced engineering and design of
the project for hydroelectric power on the Susltna River,
Alaska, in accordance with the recommendations of the
Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors in its report
dated Jme 24, 1976, at an estimated cost $25,000,000.
This shall take effect upon submittal to the Secretary
of the Army by the Chief of Engineers and notification

to Congress of the approval of the Chief of Engineers.”

The possibility for State of Alaska funding of Phase | studies is
provided for by Section 203(e) which states,

"The Secretary Is authorized to make expenditures from
the [Alaska Hydroelectric Development Fund] for the
Phase | design memorandum stage of advanced engineering



and design for any project in Alaska that meets the
requirements of Subsection (a)(2) of this Section, if
appropriate non-Federal public authorities, approved
by the Secretary, agree with the Secretary, 1n writing,
to repay the Secretary for all the separable and joint
costs of preparing such design memorandum, if such
report is favorable. Following the completion of the
Phase | design memorandum stage of advanced engineering
and design under this subsection, the Secretary shall
not transmit any favorable report to Congress prior to
being repaid 1n full by the appropriate non-Federal
public authorities for the costs Incurred during such
Phase |. The Secretary is also authorized to make
expenditures from non-Federal funds deposited in the
fund as an advance against construction costs."”

Funds were provided for preparation of the Plan of Study by the State
of Alaska on 30 June 1977.



PROBLEMS & NEEDS

Most of the present conmercial electrical power in the Southcentral
Railbelt area is derived from fossil fuel thermal and turbine genera-
tion. The Anchorage-Cook Inlet area had a total installed capacity of
504.8 megawatts (MW) in 1976. Natural qgas fired turbines were the
predominant energy source with 434.9 MW of installed capacity. Mydro-
electric capacity of 45 MV was available from the Eklutna and Cooper
Lakes projects. Steam turbines comprised 14.5 MV of capacity, and
diesel generation, mostly in standby service, accounted for the remain-
ing 10 4 MW

The Fairbanks-Tanana Valley area commercial utilities had a total
Installed capacity of 222.2 MVin 1976. Oil-fired gas turbine genera-
tion provided the largest block of power with j capacity of 136.6 MW
Steam turbines p*ovlded 53.5 MVN of power and diesel generators con-
tributed 321 MA

Recent electric*” power growth rates have been in the neighborhood of
14 percent annually, and although these rates are projected to decline
to 7 percent beyond 1980, the year 2000 Railbelt power requirements
are estimated to be 15 million megawatt-hours energy and 3,170 mega-
watts peaking capacity.

Estimated Railbelt Area Power Requirements
1976 1980 1990 2000

Capacity (MW) 569 870 1,670 3,170
Energy (GWH) 2,550 3,980 7,620 15,000

While increased power capability is the need which precipitated the
1972 U.S. Senate Committee on P bl 1c forks resolution which authorized
the Corps of Engineers feasibility study, other problems and needs have
jlso been identified. These incli'de the need to preserve natural areas,
jo conserve or enhance fish and wildlife resources, to respond to prob-
* s of flood damage and air pollution, to expand recreation opportuni-
*'0s, and to conserve fossil fuels.
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It would be presumptuous to assume that any single water resources plan
could satisfy all the water-related needs of a region. Even if the plan
could respond to the full range nf -'ater-related problems, there are

often economic, social, and of that must be recognized. It
iIs therefore necessary to selt limited set of compatible needs
to which the water resources [ espond. In other words, the
extent to which desirable func of a multipurpose project could be

developed is highly dependent upon which various purposes are compatible.

Needs which the project development could help satisfy, but which may
be contrary to the objective of power development, include the improve-
ment of small boat and deep draft navigation conditions, augmentation

of municipal water supplies, and development of an extensive Irrigation
system. The plans for power development are also relatively unrespon-
sive to the desire for preservation of what could be termed the "Alaskan
way of life,” including prevention of further population growth, pre-
vention of additional industrialization, and curtailment of urban expan-
sion.



PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The plan of development recommended by the Corps of Fngineers 1n 1976
consists of two dams and related reservoirs and powerplants to be
constructed on the Upper Susitna River with transmission facilities
to provide power to the Anchorage and Fairbanks load centers.

Watana and Devil Canyon were the two projects recommended in 1976.
These two projects could produce 6.1 billion kilowatt hours (kWh) firm
annual energy, 800 million KM average annual secondary energy, and
1,392,000 kilowatts of dependable capacity tased on a 50 percent system
load factor. Watana, the first project to be built under this plan of
development, would consist of an 810-foot-high earthfill structure
located at river mile 165. The reservoir would extend 54 miles upstream
and have a surface area of 43,000 acres. Tne total storage capacity
would be 9,624,000 acre-feet after 50 year, of sediment Inflow. The
useable storage capacity would be 6,100,030 acre-feet. Devil Canyon,
32 miles downstream of Watana, would be d concrete th!.-arch dam with

a maximum structural height of 635 feet. Construction of the Devil
Canyon project after completion of Watana would be phased to meet the
projected electrical energy demands of the Railbelt area. The Devil
Canyon reservoir would Inundate 7,550 acres and 28 miles of natural
river, and would provide 1,050,000 acre-feet of storage capar'ty.

Intake structures would be situated to allow a maximum power pool
drawdown of 175 feet, but when operated in conjunction with the upstream
Watana reservoir, Devil Canyon annual drawdown would normally be less
than 5 feet. )

the transmission line would be approximately 365 miles in length con-
sisting of double towers, each carrying a single conductor three-phase
circuit. About 25 percent of the energy would be provided to the
Fairbanks load centers, with 75 percent being utilized in the Anchorage
area. A basin map shows the location of the two dams (Figures 1 and 2).
Detailed layouts of Devil Canyon and Watana are shown on Figures 3 and
4.



FIGURE 1. ERTS satellite photograph of the Upper Susltna River
with the genera' location of the Devil Canyon and Watana Pro-
jects shown 1n wiie circles. Devil Canyon project, on the left,
is roughly 65 miles upstream from Talkeetna, and Watana 1s 32
miles above Devil C'nyon. Shown In the upper right corner of

the photo are the glaciers of the Alaska Range, which provide
much of the flow for Susitna River.
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ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

TOPOGRAPHY

The Upper Susitna River Basin contains several topographic features
which provide a conglomerate stream flow heavily influenced by specific
meteorological events. The basin was shaped by volcanism, dlastrophlsm,
glacial erosion, and marine deposition. The basin, as shown 1n Figure
1, is a fan-shaped area comprising about 6,160 square miles and 1s
bordered by the Alaska Range to the north, the Talkeetna Mountains to
the southeast, and flat, low-relief areas to the southwest.

Most of the basin has a well-defined branching stream pattern with a
main channel emanating from glacial headwaters in the extreme northern
segment of the divide. Below the glaciers, the braided stream traverses
a hign plateau composed of aggraded alluvial sediment, and then meanders
several miles south to the confluence with the Oshetna River. It then
takes a sharp turn to the west and flows through a steeply cut, degrad-
ing channel until it exits the basin at Gold Creek. The contributing
glacial area comprisesonly 4 percent of the entire basin, but summer
glacial meltprovides a considerable portion of thetotal streamflow.
By contrast, the flat, glacially carved Lake Louise area in the south-
eastern portion of the basin provides comparativelylittle flow from

its 700-square-mlle area.

The mountains within the basin reflect the influence of the Pleis-
tocene Ice Age, during which glacial advancement over the topography
planed the mountains and gave the basin surface a rounded and smoothed
appearance. The highest elevation within the basin is 13,326 feet,

and the lowest elevation 1s 740 feet. The basin relief implies a steep
channel slope; however, variability of the slope compaied to other
mountain streams 1s somewhat reversed. The aggraded channel in the
upper reaches of the basin has channel slopes 1n the range of only 4
to 7 feet per mile, while the lower ba<ln channel drops as nuch as

37 feet per mile.

Main tributaries to the Susltna River have an even higher range of
channel slopes. The deeply 1nc’<Ud river channel below the Tyone i\lver
contrtsts with the many traditional Alaskan U-shaped valleys, remnants

17



of glacial advances. The absence of broad flood plains in che lower
basin results in high stages during high runoff due to confined flow
areas. The Susitna River alluvium has developed into a continuous
effluent aquifer. Most of the tributary aquifers do not sustain winter
flow.

CLIMATE

The climate of the Upper Susitna Basin is characterized by cold dry
winters and warm but moderately moist summers. The yearly precipitation
distribution shows that 64 percent of precipitation occurs from June
through October. Within the Railbelt area, the climate falls into
three categories: (1) a zone dominated almost entirely by maritime
Influences, (2) a zone of transition from maritime to continental
climatic influences, and (3) a zone dominated by continental climatic
conditions. The Upper Susitna Basin falls within the transitional
zcne. The contrast between the marltlme-1nfluenced areas of the
sojthern Kenai Peninsula and the continental conditions at Fairbanks

is marked. Within the confines of the Upper Susltna Basin, away from
the moderating influence of maritime air, there are greater temperature
extremes than on the coast of the Gulf of Alaska. Extreme winter tem-
peratures are caused by polar air masses which flow 1n from the north.

Mean annual precipitation in lower elevations of the basin would be
expected to range between 18 and 22 inches, while precipitation in
higher elevations, because of orographic effects, would be expected

to reacn 80 inches per year. Mean annual snowfall would range from
60 inches 1n the lowlands to as much as 400 Inches 1n the high moun-
tains. Free/eup 1n the highest reaches of the Susltna River starts 1n
early October, and by the end of November the lower regions of the
river are Icebound. The river breakup begins In early May, and within
two weeks of breakup the river tributaries are free of surface lce.

BASIN STREAVHLOW

The annual streamflow patterns of the Upper Susltna River and most of
its tributary streams are best described as providing perennial flow.
The main tributaries of the Susltna River consist of the Eat. and West
Fork Susitna Rivers which originate 1n the northern section of the
drainage basin, the Maclaren River which originates In the northeastern
portion of the basin, and the Tyone River which emanates from the
southern reaches of the basin.
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The flow regime of the Susitna River is seasonal, with more than half
of the yearly streamflow occurring from May through September  Summer
streamflow consists mainly of snow and glacial melt combined with sur-
face runoff from rainfall. Winter flows are restricted almost entirely
to groundwater inflow. Primary water sources for the Maclaren and
East and West Fork Susitna Rivers are the numerous glaciers which rim
the northern basin divide in the Alaska Pange.

The Tyone River contribution is mostly reservoir outflow from the
multitude of lakes located within its subbasin. Winter flows begin in
early November and are composed of baseflow from subsurface storage.
When breakup nears in March and April, subsurface storage is depleted
to the extent that many small tributaries cease flowing, and the Susitna
River flow shrinks to Its seasonal minimum. Following breakup, flows
increase rapidly with the onset of spring snowmelt. As summer tem-
peratures increase, glacial flow accentuated by rainfall runoff becomes
the predominant river source. The cycle repeats Itself with winter
freezeup.

The variability of streamflow within the basin 1s extreme. The follow-

ing table represents average annual streamflow conditions for portions
of the basin above the Gold Creek gaging station.

Flow Variations in Upper Susitna River Basin

Percent of Percent of

Drainage Go.d Creek Gold Creek

Gaging Station Area (Sq Mi) Drainage Area Streamflow
Maclaren River near Paxson 280 45 10.0
Susltna River near Denali 950 15.4 27.6
Susltna River near Cantwell 4,140 67.2 64.8
Susitna River at Gold Creek 6,160 100.0 100.0

Nearly 38 percent of the Gold Creek streamflow originates from 20
percent of the area. This large percentage of streamflow Is contri-
buted by glaciers In the upper portion of the basin and by high pre-
cipitation runoff rates which result from Impervious glaciers. In
addition, 1t is suspected that the mountains form a geographic con-
straint, which causes excessive precipitation in this area in relation
to the remainder of the basin.
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By contrast, the Cantwell gaging station shows a i off rate not
consistent with that which could be expected below the glaciers, indi-
cating that below the Paxson and Denali stations a large area contrib-
utes little annual streamflow. This large, low contributing area is
believed to be the flat, 700-square-mile Lake Louise area. Below the
Cantwell station, flow percentages increase slightly to a more nearly
normal area-discharge relationship for the basin.

CEOLOGY

The geology of the Upper Susitna River Region reflects the complex
processes which make up its geologic history. It has undergone
subsidence, marine deposition, volcanic intrusion, mountain building,
glacial planing, and erosion. In the upper reaches of the river,

the valley floor is composed of reworked glacial moraine and lakebed
deposits, which are thought to be approximately 200 feet thick. Mate-
rials range in size from silt to boulders. Adjacent mountains are
composed of metavolcanics and metasediments (lava flows and sediments
which have been changed by heat and pressure), and the bedrock beneath
the valley floor is also assumed to be a complex of rocks altered from
preexisting rock by pressure, heat, and changes in the chemical environ-
ment. In the midsection of the Upper Susltna, massive intrusions of
granitic rock have warped and uplifted the region. Subsequent vigorous
earth movement resulted in the building of the Talkeetna Mountains.
Tnroughout this area the metavolcanics and metasediments arc warped
and twisted; medium-grained granite Intruslves are exposed Intermit-
tently along the valley walls. At the lower end of the drainage,
glacial action 1s evidenced by the absence of overburden materials

at higher elevations and the scouring and planing of the underlying
bedrock.

REGIONAL TECTONICS

Tectonics deals with rock structures and external forms resulting from
large movements or deformation of the earth's crust. Two major earth
tectonic features bracket the Upper Susltna Region. The Denali Fault,
active during Holocene iRecent) time, Is one of the earth's major

fractures. It lies approximately 43 miles north of the proposed Devil
Canyon danslte. A second arcuate fracture, the Castle Mountain Fault,
lies some 75 miles to the south of the river basin. Bisecting the

region 1n a northeast-southwest direction and truncated by the Denali
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Fault, the Susitna Fault lies approximately 2.5 miles west of the
proposed Watana Dam. Large, prominent lineaments pa<s through the
region trending northeast-southwest, and the river valley is con-
trolled by many of these features.

SEISMOLOGY

Since it is located in an area of major faults, it is to be expected
that the Upper Susitna Basin would lie in a zone of major seismic
activity. During the period of record, through the end of 1970, 262
earthquakes had been recorded within a radius of 150 miles of the
proposed Devil Canyon site (Kachadoorian 1974). Of these, 229 had a
magnitude on th Richter scale of less than 5.3, while 20 were between
5.3 and 7.0, eleven were between 7.0 and 7.75, and two were greater
than 7.75. An evaluation of the potential exposure of the Upper
Susitna damsites to seismic activity was made by the Bureau of Recla-
mation. In view of the recent advances in seismic technology, faults
capable of influencing major design features will be reevaluated for
their potential Maximum Credible Earthquake.

VEGETATION

Most of the Upper Susitna River Basin is classified as moist or alpine
tundra although the area adjacent to the main river channel below the
Maclaren River is classified as either upland or lowland spruce-hard-
wood forest. Major timber species of the canyon slopes and surrounding
benchlands are birch, balsam poplar, black cottonwood, white spruce,
and black spruce. Overall, timber is of poor quality, varying widely
In size, but mostly small and of little or no commercial value. Two
distinctly different plant comnunltles occupy portions of the alternate
transmission corridors. Bottomland spnjce-poplar 1s confined to the
Lroad flood plains, river terraces, and warm slopes of major rivers.
Throughout the lowlands, another distinct vegetation type Is low brush-
bog/muskeg. Common plants Include tamarack, black spruce, alder,
willow, and various berries.
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FISH AND WILDLIFE

Both resident and anadromous fish inhabit the Susitna Basin. Salmon
are known to spawn in many of the sloughs and tributaries of the
Susitna River below Devil Canyon; however, surveys indicate that salmon
may be unable to ascend the turbulent Devil Canyon and thu 'y be pre-
vented from migrating into the Upper Susitna River Basin, urayling,
rainbow trout, lake trout, Dolly varden, whitefish, and burbot comprise
the principal resident fish populations.

Mammals and birds found in the Upper Susitna Basin are representative
of wildlife species common to interior Alaska. Important game species
consist of moose, caribou, and Dali sheep. Wolves, wolverine, bi ir,
and smaller fur bearers inhabit the basin. Birds are predominantly
seasonal, and include waterfowl, raptors, and passerine species. The
peregrine falcon is the only rare or endangered species presently
known to frequent or inhabit the basin.



PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT
AND COORDINATION

The objective of public participation is to further involve the public
in the project feasibility study, in order to insure that the study
responds to public views and preferences to the maximum extent possible.
As used here, the term "public” includes other Federal, State, and
local government entities and officials; public and private organiza-
tions; and individuals interested or potentially interested in the
Susitna project.

SUMVARY OF PREVIOUS PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

In conjunction with the 1976 Corps of Engineers feasibility study,
numerous comments were received at public meetings and from written
statements on the report findings and reccomnendations. Over 65
agencies, organizations, and individuals have provided written
comments or oral testimony. In general, comments focused on the
need for additional studies before a final decision on construction
of a project of such magnitude. The CMef of Engineers has responded
to aU comments received during review of his draft report and companion
Environmental Impact Statement and agreed that additional studies are
required before a recommendation can be made for constructl'i. The
activities outlined in this plan of study reflect public comments
and concerns expressed on the 1976 feasibility report.

Comments of Governor Jay Hammond expressed in his letter of November 17,
1976, to the Chief of Engineers are quoted as follows:

"l concur in the recommendation by the Board of Engineers
report that further study effort is needed for a project
of this magnitude. | agree that additional detailed
studies, including those addressed by iqy *-ask force, will
be required to determine the significant impacts asso-
ciated with the magnitude and complexity of the project.
Our task force recommendations will be supplied to the
District Engineer.
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FISH AND WILDLIFE

Both resident and anadromous fish inhabit the Susitna Basin. Salmon
are known to spawn in many of the sloughs and tributaries of the
Susitna River below Devil Canyon; however, surveys indicate that salmon
may be unable to ascend the turbulent Devil Canyon and thusly be pre-
vented from migrating into the Upper Susitna River Basin. Grayling,
rainbow trout, lake trout, Dolly Varden, whitefish, and burbot comprise
the principal resident fish populations.

Mammals and birds found in the Upper Susitna Basin are representative
of wildlife species common to interior Alaska. Important game species
consist of moose, caribou, and Dali sheep. Wolves, wol erine, bear,
and smaller fur bearers inhabit the basin. Birds are predominantly
seasonal, and include waterfowl, raptors, and passerine species. The
peregrine falcon 1s the only rare or endangered species presently
known to frequent or inhabit the basin.
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"The information obtainec. 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 nd to insure that the information
developed will be adequate on which to base future

State recommendations."

INTERAGENCY COORDINATION

Coordination will be carried out on a continuing basis with Federal,
State, and local agencies having interest in the study. Should the
planning for Susitna hydropower proceed in the joint State-Federal
mode, an extremely close working relationship is envisioned between
the Corps of Engineers and the Stat* jf Alaska. To ease the coordi-
nation problems inherent in a planning program of this magnitude, a
single point of contact would be established for the State and a
single point for the Corps of Engineers. These would be the Alaska
Power Authority on the one hand, and the Alaska Distnct on the other.
This State agency would coordinate State reviews of study progress,
and formulate feedback into a consolidated State position. The Alaska
District would be responsible for and would coordinate >11 study
activities, thus serving as the point of Interface betwten the State
and those engaged in accomplishing the project feasibility analysis.
Included 1n this group would be various Corps of Englnee-s elements,
other Federal agencies, private consultants, and State agencies, such
as the Department of Fish and Game, that will provide special technic*1
services.

In addition to the ongoing coordination with agencies at all levels of
government, there will be an opportunity for formal review and comment
after distribution of the draft Project Feasibility Analysis Report
and accompanying draft supplemental Environmental Impact Statement.
The substance of all comments received will be Incorporated In the
final report and impact statement supplement.
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DESCRIPTION OP
PROGRAM ACTIVITIES

This section contains descriptive summaries and cost estimates for each
of some <Al separate activities grouped into 14 major categories. These
activities and costs include all items required for the preliminary
screening, for the detailed feasibility studies, and for the detailed
design activities associated with the initial dam and powerhouse along
with transmission lines and access road. A listing of the major cate-
gories and cost subtotals follows:

ESTIMATED QOST
CATEGORY ACTIVITIES (in  $1000)
Survey SY-1 thru SY-7 $ 1,130
Hydrology HY-1 thru HY-27 1,295
Environmental Water Quality  EN-1 thru EN-4 330
Economic Studies EC-1 thru EC-7 84
Recreation R-I  thru R-4 56
Plan Formulation PF-1 thru PF-15 124
Power Studies PS-1 thru PS-4 198
Power Market Studies PM-1 thru PM-13 547
Foundations and
Materials A1 thru FM-26 9,773
Design D-I  thru D-39 4,001
Real Estate RE-1 thru RE-5 59
Cultural Resources C-l thru C-2 110
Field Camp FC-1 thru FC-2 1,625
Biological Studies B-l thru B-21 4,263
Reports, Reviews, and
Public Participation RRP-1 thru RRP-26 450

TOTAL QOST $24,092



SB 294 suggestions:

William Wood, Mayor, City of Fairbanks

add to purpose of project that i1t include other communities
as well as the "entire railbelt area™

Vince O"Reilly, Mayor City of Kenai

other financing options should be added such as i1t shall be
financed by any otheil appropriate source either private or
government

Dave Hutchens

add to the
page 2, section (B) an iInformation that the legislature should
provide should include the interim recommendition of the
Akers-Americ In feasability study



' MIKE GRAVEL

ALASKA

'2)Cnit(eb -S>ClTiae

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20510

May 25, 1977

Honorable Jalmar M. Kerttula
Alaska Senate

Pouch V

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear

Most of Alaska®"s electric power 1is generated by fossil fuels.
As a result of the growing scarcity of our non-renewable energy
sources the cost of electricity in Alaska will continue to iIncrease.
ITf we hope to sustain economic growth while maintaining our environ-
ment we must look to renewable sources for the generation of elec-
tricity

I have enclosed for your iInformation an update on the hydro-
electric development of the Susitna River. This project is capable
of supplying a significant portion of our electric needs at low
rates. 1 feel that this project iIs very imoortant for the future
of Alaska and hope that we can all work together to bring low cost

electricity to our state.

IT you have any questions about the project or would like to
comment on any aspect of the development please feel free to contact
me .

Sincerely,

Mike Gri—y/Zel
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MICHAEL STEAM. STAFF DIMCTON
CONDOM t. OILMAN. CHIEF MINONtTY COUNSEL

May 27, 1977

I believe you have already received a letter intended to accarpany
my recent update on che Susitna Power Project.

The Report i1tself was i1nadvertantly omitted, and it is enclosed
here. Please accept ny agpologies.

Sincerely,



THE SUSITNA POWER PROJECT
A Report to Alaskans
by
Sent w. Mike Gravel

Chairman, Water Resources Subcommittee
Committee on Environment and Public Works

May 23, 1977



INTRODUCT 10N

The Susitna Power Project holds the promise of plenty
even iIn the midst of plenty for the state of Alaska.

Even as the state reaps the revenues of 1ts North Slope
oil, citizens of Alaska can be enjoying an energy suppiy which,
unlike petroleum, will be environmentally clean, increasingly
cheap as the years go by, and virtually inexhaustible. While
we export oil to the Lower 48, we can ourselves take advantage
of one of Alaska"s great renewable resources: water power.

The project, which involves the construction of two
large dams on the Susitna River, about halfway between Anchorage
and Fairbanks, can supply more than 60 per cent of the power
needs projected for the railbelt area by 1990. As proposed, it
will involve a new method of financing which can bring about
construction in record time — a feat which saves money iIn iIn-
terest costs — while having more financial, engineering and
environmental safeguards than other dam projects.

The dams can belong to the state rather than the federal
government. And through price equalization, they can help
bring what will be some of the hemisphere®s lowest-cost elec-
tricity not only to the railbelt area (how with 75 per cent of
the state"s population), but throughout all of Alaska.

BACKGROUND

Alaska®s water resource iIs truly vast. One third of the
freshwater runoff of the entire nation is found in Alaska. The
Yukon River is North America"s third largest. More than half
the hydropower potential remaining iIn America IS iIn our state.

Studies hav> been conducted over the last 25 years to
identify viable hydropower sites In the state, especially 1in
the -datively populous railbelt area, which encompasses the
commuhi“"ies on the Failrbanks-Anchorage-Seward rail line.

The Bureau of Reclamation Tfirst biought attention to the
possibilities of the Susitna iIn a 1953 report. Another Bureau
study was released In 1961, recommending the construction of a
dam on the Susitna at Devil Canyon. This recommendation was
not pursued, and two events intervened to delay further consid-
eration of a Susitna hydroelectric project.

The first wos the abortive Rampart Dam proposal. Sen.
Ernest Grucning, who held the same position 1 now hold on the
Public Works Committee, proposed, with the Army Corps of Engineers,



a huge dam at the Yukon"s Rampart Canyon 100 miles northwest of
Fairbanks. A heated national debate arose over the environmen-
tal liabilities of the Rampart propisal, and a subsequent
cost/benefit analysis showed the project to be economically
undesirable.

The Rampart proposal was dismissed just as a second water
crisis arose: the 1967 flood at Fairbanks. For the next several
years, the need for flood control drew attention away from the
question of lydroelectric development iIn the state.

In 1972, however, the Senate Public Works Committee
ordered the Corps of Engineers to renew the study of power
options, including hydroelectric potential, for the railbelt.

By the time | became chairman of the Water Resources Subcommittee
in 1973, the Corps was reporting that preliminary data pointed

to the Susitna at the Devil Canyon site. Its location, its high
power potential, the stabilizing effect i1t could have on the
energy systems of the railbelt area and the fact that it would
reduce the need for new fossil fuel plants iIn Alaska: all these
factors were In 1ts favor. | acquired accelerated funding for
the study, and last vear the Corps finalized its recommendation.

The Corps suggested to the Congress a $1.5 billion pro-
ject composed of a 635-foot concrete dam at Devil Canyon, 14.5
miles east of the Alaska Railroad at Gold Creek, with four 194-
megawatt generating units; and an 810-foot earthfill dam at
the Watana site, 31 miles upstream from Devil Canyon, with three
264-megawatt units.

The Watana Dam would be built first. Together the dams
would generate an average 6.91 billion kilowatt hours per year.
According to the Corps, demand for electricity in the railbelt
area, pr sently about 2 billion kilowatt hours annually, will
reach 5.5 billion by 1980 and 15 billion by 2000.

Watana would be on line _n 1986, Devil Canyon iIn 1990.
They would comprise the largest project la Corps history --in
fact, the largest hydroelectric development iIn North America.

FINANCING — THE OLD WAY

At Tirst glance, the prospects for a dam project on the
Susitna would seem very bright.

The site i1s particularly well-suited to hydroelectric
development. Environmentalists had cited 1t during the Rampart
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controversy as a preferable alternative because 1t would do
relatively little harm to fish and wildlife habitat. And as
chairman of the Senate subcommittee. 1 was iIn a position to
support the project.

But in my committee work, | had learned that the pros-
pects were In fact not bright for any hydroelectric project,
no matter how promising the project might be. Furthermore,
the prospects were declining year by year.

The traditional method of financing a federal hydro-
electric project iIs through Congress®s dual procedure of
authorization (basically, permission to act) and appropriation
(making money available for the action). These two distinct
functions must be completed for each step In the making of the

dam.

The initial surveys, a plan of study for Phase 1, Phase
I itself (involving advanced engineering and design, a final
environmental impact statement and cost/benefit economic analysis),
and the actual construction: all of these, must be separately
-uthori ,d, and money than appropriated. Furthermore, although
authorization is needed only once for each phase of the project,
the money is appropriated only as needed on a yearly basis.
This means that, during the long planning and conceptual phase,
Phase 1, and during the construction phase, appropriations must
be made again and again, yea- after year, for a single project.

All of this iIs time-consuming iIn itself. But more than
that, the appropriations process iIs a political, and hence a
relatively capricious, one. It Is subject to all the winds of
the American political process, including the popularity or
unpopularity of dans and federal projects iIn general. These
funds must compete with all other appropriations.

Engineers may know the right amount of money to request
year by year in ordjr to complete a project on an optimun
schedule. But n.“moers of Congress like to think of themselves
as hard-nosed on the subject oi federal spending, and members
of appropriations committees are often likely to trim the re-
quests that come before them.

The result of this process is predictable. In the case

of federal water projects they are never finished on schedule.
They drag on, sometimes for several decades, and costs go up.

A few examples are instructive:



The Harry S. Truman Dam and Reservoir In “iIssouri 1iIs a
multi-pu-pose project which was authorized iIn 1934. Construction
money was first appropriated in 1965. Total proj ct cost at
that time was estimated to be $129.5 million, ana completion
was scheduled for 1971. Now, in fiscal year 1977, the cost
estimate has climbed 219 per cent to $413 million. The project
Is 51 per cent done, and is sc’eduled for completion iIn December
1980, 26 years from original authorization.

The Tennessee-Tombigbee waterway In Alabama and Mississippi
will provide a connecting waterway system considered to be
national in scope. It was authorized In 1946 at an estimated
$120 million. Construction funds were first appropriated in
1971. The estimated total cost at that time was $361.3 million.
The 1977 cost estimate for this project is $1.5 billion. It is
I per cent complete and the estimated completion date is March
1986, 40 years from original authorization.

Ihe Lower Granite Lock and Dam iIn Washington, part of
the Lower Snake River Multiple Purpose Project, was authorized
In 1945 at an estimated cost of $32 million. Construction was
initiated In 1965. The project i1s now 9l per cent complete and
the total estimated cost is $310 million. Date of completion
IS now scheduled for September 1979, 34 years from original
authorization.

It has taken an average of 18 years from the time of
authorization to Ffirst construction monies. Construction when
initiated has been prolonged an average of five years, or a
third longer than engineering schedules would require.

It should be pointed out that the Corps of Engineers
suffers the criticism .or cost overruns when iIn fact most over-
runs are a product of erratic cash flows necessitated by federal
budget constraints.

It 1s also worth pointing out that the named abov* projects
lie within the home states of some of the Senate"s most powerful
members: John McClellan, James Eastland, John Stennis, Warren
Magnuson and Scoop Jackson. If these men have not succeeded
better In advancing projects essential to their states, | can"t
be very sanguine about the chances for the Susitna project under
the Congressional appropriation process.

The fact i1s that federal funding for water projects has
been declining for years, even though the nation®s hydroelectric
capacity could be doubled. It could provide non-polluting, re-
newable energy and, iIn effect, help conserve petroleum. 1 myself
would favor an aggressive national hydroelectric policy.
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But the conclusion 1is inescapable that iIn the competition
for federal dollars, tie priority given to water projects 1Is
slipping lower each year. The total Corps of Engineers program
iIs currently being funded at a rate less thanhalf that of ten
years ago. The current budget includes ncnew construction
starts and very few new survey starts.

Ten years ago, nearly 75 per cent of the Corps®™ appro-
priation was for construction; 14 per cent was for operation
and maintenance. Today construction accounts for only 58 per
cent of the Corps® budget; operations and maintenance account
for 27 per cent.

Funding was terminated this year for 21 ongoing Corps
projects. And my prediction to the legislature last year that
a change iIn Administrations would not mean a change iIn this
policy has been borne out: one of President Carter s first
actions was to threaten water projects underway in tl3 parts of
the country.

Alreidy, then, it seems an i1nopportune time to propose
a new project, the largest ever, for the Corps of Engineers.
But there is yet another strike against the Susitna proposal,
one which makes adequate funding for the project appear virtually
impossible.

THE IMAGE OF ALASKA

Alaska®s energy wealth, in particular its pipeline wealth,
IS no secret iIn Washington. In fact, stories of pipeline sal-
aries seem to make a more vivid Impression on national legislators
than do the much m>re widespread iInstances of high costs for
basic materials and services.

Alaska experienced a boom while most of the country under*
went a recession. No matter that the blessings of a boom are
very mixed. A Congressman who hears of a single 17-y«ar-old
Alaskan making a $50,000 salary as a surv yor becomes suddenly
unsympathetic to the true, pervasive problems of our state.

Throughout its history as a state, Alaskans approached
the Congress with the explanation that '‘things are different
here'" and '‘things are harder, and they cost more." This is all
true, and Congress has responded: as recently as 1974, Alaska
received more than twice as much iIn federal dollars as we paid
In taxes. In highway construction and in federal land revenues,
we enjoy a higher share of U. S. money than any other state.



In 1974, in fact, the government spent more per capita In Alaska
than iIn any other state. Only iIn Washington, D. C. was more
federal money spent per person.

In recenc years, i1t has become apparent that our welcome
IS wearing thin. Alaska is to become the wealthiest state iIn
the union. Why, a congressman asks himself, can"t we pay our
own way?

This situation is especially applicable to the Susitna
proposal. The Corps estimates ten years fQr gonstruction under
optimum funding. At an estimated cost of Jl.J billion, this
averages out to $150 million per year. That iIs 12 per cent of
1113% total Corps construction budget for the entire country in

IT that budgetary level were to remain constant over the
next decade, we would have one project using, for ten years
running, some 12 per cent of the total construction funds for
all 50 states. And this would be for the benefit of little more
than one-tenth of one per cent of our nation®s population.

One thing was clear: It wasn"t going to happen that way.
FINANCING — A NEW APPROACH

How, then, could the Susitna project be b ought about?
How could we even fund the $20 million Phase 1 w.rk, without
which we could not be positive of the feasibility and the
desirability of the project?

At lunch one day with Maj.Gen. Ernest Graves, chief of
the Corps®™ Civil Works division, 1 found myself asking a familiar
question: "Why not pay for it ourselves!"

The state could sell revenue bonds to pay the Corps to
study and eventually to build the project. We would still have
the advantage of federal guarantees during construction. But
when the Jam was finished, i1t would be the property of the state
of Alaska, not the federal government.

Perhaps most important, ifthe state sold revenue bonds
to pay for construction, we could be sure that the money would
be available when 1t was needed. That would mean .optimum
scheduling, which would lower the cost of the dam and get power
on line quickly.



| cane toAlaska in February to discuss this plan with
state officials, utility executives and all interested parties.
The concept was well®received.

I then presented the plan tothe legislature. In its
refined form, 1tlooked like this:

Through Congressional legislation, a $25 million revolv-
ing fund would be established. The money in the fund would be
used to guarantee state bonds issued to pay for Phase |1 work
on hydroelectric projects. If 1t was determined in Phase |1
that the dam should not be built, the federal government would
pay off the state"s bonds. The state iIn other words loses
nothing 1f the project proves to be i1ll-advised, either because
of reasons of engineering, environme t or economics.

IT it was decided to go ahead with the project, the
state would issue new bonds which would, 1) pay off the Phase I
bonds, thus reimbursing the government for the Corps®™ work; and
2) pay for the construction of the dam, either by the Corps or
by other private contractor. The bonds would be repaid through
the sale of electricity from the project.

An Alaska Power Authority would also have to be created
to handle the bond issues and run the project. State Reps. Jim
Duncan and Red Swanson had already introduced legislation creat-
Ing such an authority before | addressed the legislature,and
this was approved a short time later.

1 introduced the Hydroelectric Power Development Act in
1976 to create the revolving fund, and i1t was reported by the
Public Works Committee in September as part of the Water Resources

Act.

(In an ironic twist, the House-Senate conference committee
refused to believe that the $25 million bond guarantee fund was
simply that. They altered the title and the authorizationso
the bill became the Alaska Hydroelectric Power DevelopmentAct,
making Alaska chc only state eligible for the benefits of the
revolving fund.)

After the bill was passed and signed into law last fall,
I organized meetings between the Corps, bond attorneys and
state officials. Two more needs were identified: 1) the Corps
needed $100,900 to complete a Plan of Study for the Phase I
work; and 2) clean-up language was needed iIn the authorizing
bill to make clear the liability for litiginous cost overruns.



The state agreed put up the $100,000. To have that
money authorized and appropriated by the Congress would have
delayed the project a year.

The clean-up language is part of this year"s omnibus
water bill, now reported to the Scrate by the Environment and

Public Works Committee.

In a word, the detailed Phase 1 study, meant to enable
the Corps to give a firm recommendation for or against the
Susitna project, 1s on i1ts way. What remains to be done iIs to
sec e the passage of the clean-up language; Tinish the Plan
of Study and pay for it; appropriate the first $ million of
the $5 million revolving fund, needed to guarantee the state®
bonds; secure a resolution from the state legislature authoriz
ing the sale of the bonds, and sell the bonds. The Corps says
that 1T It begins next spring, Phase 1 recommendations can be
completed by 1980.

One other facet remains. My original legislation pro-
vided for thorough independent critique of each of the segment
of the Corps®™ Phase 1 report: engineering and design, environ
mental iImpact statement, and cost/benefit analysis. This
provision was i1nadvertantly omitted by the House-Senate con-
ferees, and | was unable to have It reinstated iIn this year"s
omnibus bill. It 1s my hope that the state power authority
vould provide for such an iIndependent critique of the Corps”

work.

ADVANTAGES

The Hydroelectric Power Development Act was originally
conceived out oi necessity: we simply needed an alternative
to the traditional financing method, because It was clear the
Susitna project could not be financed that way. As It was
developed and refined, however, we recognized ¢ number of un-
expected advantages tat, come from the alternative financing

method.

A great hydroelectric project could be completed In ten
years, not 30 or 40. Not only did this mean power on line
more quickly, but it meant lower construction costs. Even the
higher cost of Wall Street bonds, as opposed to federal money,
would be more than counterbalanced by the savings effected by
an optimum construction schedule.
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At the end of construction, the dam would be owned by
the state. This would g the state great flexibility to
provide low-cost power throighout Alaska. This 1s because
when the construction bonds are paid, the huge power output
from the project would be extremely low-cost, the operating
and maintenance costs of hydro projects being very small and
there being no fuel costs. The state, through its power
authority, could equalize electricity rates .hroughout Alaska
so that all residents would share In the benefit of state
ownership.

Even iIn spite of its eventual ownership, however, the
state’s risk in minimized. The experience of the Corps iIn dam
building is unassailable. The thorough Phase 1 study assures
a reliable go or no-go decision — and If the decision 1Is no-go,
the state does not pav the Phase | costs.

Finally, the procedure offers more discipline for safety.
A traditional project undergoes the scrutiny of the Ccrps and
the Congress. Projects under the Hydroelectric Development “ct
would undergo not only this scrutiny, but also that of the stite
power authority, the state legislature, the national bond
market — and hopefully a qualified i1ndependent source to
critique the Corps® woik.
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ALASKA POWER AUTHORITY

333 WEST 4th AVENUE m8UITE 31 <ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 99501 Phone: (907) 277-7641
(907) 276-2715

April 3u, 1980

Honorable B ill Sumner
Alaska State Senate
Pouch V

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Senator Sumner:

It has been brought to ny attention that there is misunderstanding
concerning funding needs for the Susitna Hydrcpower studies. FY '81
requirements remain unchanged from those submitted by the Governor:
$7.5 million in the supplemental budget request, and $3.3 million 1n
the normal capital budget request for a tctal of $10.8 million. This
level of funding 1s the minimum neeoed to allow the Power Authority

to remain on its "critical path" of 30 months. The program additions
recommended by Arlon TussIng (costing an additional $1.4 million) could
be Incorporated Into this 30 month program if the Legislature desired.

There has been an exhaustive effort made to initiate this very complex
program. Thus, in the event the project 1s found to be feasible in
roughly the February 1981 time frame, should p*lor actions have been
taken by this Legislature that would preclude or restrict funds that
would normally have been expended In parallel with next year's legis-
lative decisions on FY '82 Susitna appropriations, the entire o> -ram
would be in serious jeopardy of grinding to a halt.

The termination of logistics, geotechnlcal and biological data col-
lection contracts, as well as prime contractor, sub-contractor,
Power Authv ty staff, and Native agreements would occur as a result
of nonavalU tility of program funds. Shijld this occur, it would

be virtually Impossible to reinitiate this level of support 1n a time
frame to salvage our existing program even 1n the event the Legisla-
ture did concur to proceed with the remainder of the study program.
In all probability, the FY '82 sunmer field season and program
continuity would be lost.



Honorable Bill Sumner -2- April 30, 1980

Please consider very seriously our full budget request for the
Susitna program.

Sincerely,



ALASKA POWER AUTHORITY

333 WEST 4th AVENUE -SUITE 31 ~ANCHORAGE, A".ASKA 99501 Phone: (907) 277-7641
(907) 276-2715

March 12, 1980

The Honorable B ill Sumner

Chairman, Senate Resources Committee
Alaska State Legislature

2216 Culver Place

Anchor”e, Alaska 99503

Dear Senator Sumner:

In February, Eric Yould, Executive Director of the Alaska Pcwer Authority,
sent you a copy of the plan of study for the Susitna Hydroelectric
Project and invited you to attend community meetings at which you wiill
receive more information ard have the opportunity to influence the

manner in which the work within the plan of study is to be accomplished.

The first round of community meetings will be held April 14, 15, 16, and
17, a few weeks later than originally scheduled. Hopefully, the change
ir. schedule will give you more time to review the pian of study and
prepare your questions and comments. The meetings will be held:

April 14: Fairbanks 7:00 p.m. Traveler's Inn Gold Room

April 15: Talkeetna 7:00 p.m. Talkeetna Elementary School

April 16: Wasllla 7:00 Pfi+ Wasilla Junior High School

April 17: Anchorage 7:00 p.m. Bartlett High School
Yellow Cafeteria (near visitor
parking lot) North Muldoon Road
(enter Muldoon and Glenn Highway
Intercha* vy )

We expect this first series of meetings to be informative and dynamic.
ACRES, the consultant, conducting the plan of study, will present a slide
show outlining various apects of the feasibility study. Information
summarising current knowledge of alternatives to the Susltna Hydroelectric
Project will also be presented. We will explain the Public Participation
Program and the *“Action Lists™, the primary methO" for receiving public
comment throughout the 30 month period of the p;an of study.

After you have been given infonnatlon, you will have time to ask questions
and make comments. Some discussion will take place in small groups

where there will be opportunity to share Ideas. A written record of the
comnents of each group will be considered as part of the official record
of the meeting. Since the format, of this meeting does noi allow time

for testimony, those wishing to testify may present their comnents 1n
writing or tape record their remarks on recorders provided at the end of
the meeting. Action List forms will be provided at the meeting; comnents

>v4



filled out on Action List forms will be reviewed by ACRES and responded
to in writing.

If you can't make it to the April meetings, please note that this first
series of meetings *.ill not be your only opportunity to make comments

and receive Information. | urge you to contact my office to see how you
can participate. | can be reached at 276-0001.

| look forward to working with you over the next two and a half years.

Sincerely,

Nancy Blunck
Director

Public Participation Program
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SUSITNA HYDROELECTRIC PROJECT

AGENDA Community Meet'Ings  April 14, 15, 16 and 17, 1980

WELOOVE - 5 Minutes Power Authority
DESCRIBE PLANCF STUDY - 25 Minutes Acres

DESCRIBE ENERGY SOURCES FOR THE RAILBELT
- 15 Minutes Power Authority

QUESTIONS AND ANSMERS - 20 Minutes Power Authority and Acres

TABLE TCP DISCUSSION BY CITIZENS
- 20 Minutes Power Authority

DESCRIBE PUBLIC PARTICIPATION PROGRAM
- 15 Minutes Power Authority

DESCRIBE ACTION LISTS - 10 Minutes Power Authority

SHORT REPORT ON TABIE TOP DISCUSSION RESULTS
- 20 Minutes Power Authority and Acres

PEPMITS 5 Minutes Acres and CIRI/H&N

CLOSING - 5 Minutes Power Authority

After the meeting officially ends, persons are invited to:

1.  Submit written testimony.
2. Record verbal testimony.
3. Fill out action frms ana turnin that night.
4. Ask questions of Power Authority staff, Acres, or their
sub-contractors.

COMMUNITY MEETING -- DATES, TIMES, AND PLACES
April 14: Fairbanks 7:00 p.m. Traveler's Inn Gold Room
April 15 Talkeetna 7:00 p.m. Talkeetna Elementary School
April 16: Wasilla 7:00 p.m. Wasilla Junior High School
April 17:  Anchorage 7:00 p.m. Bartlett High School

Yellow Cafeteria (near \isitor
parking lot); North Muldoon Road
(enter from the Muldoon and
Glenn Highway interchange)



ALASKA 1*0\u :K Al TIIOIUTV

SUSITNA HYDROELECTRIC PROJECT

AGENDA Coinmunity Meetings  April 14, 15. 16 and 17. 19B0

5 Minutes Power Authority
DESCRIBE PLAN OF STUDY - ?5 Mirule.i Acres

DESCRIBE ENERG. SOURCES FOR THE RAILB.'LT
- 15 Minutes Tower Authority

QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS - 20 Minutes Power Authority and Acres

TABLE TOP DISCUSSION BY CITIZENS
- 20 Minutes Power Authority

DESCRIBE PUBLIC PARTICIPATION PROGRAM
- 15 Minutes Power Authority

ESCRIBE ACTION LISTS fl- 10 Minutes Power Authority

SHORT REPORT ON TABLE TOP DISCUSSION RESULTS
- 20 Minutes Power Authority and Aci is

PERMITS 5 Minutes Icres and CIRI/H&N

CLOSING 5 Minutes Power Authority

After the meeting officially ends, persons are invited to:

1. Submit written testimony.
2. Record verbal testimony.
3. Fill out action forms and turnin that night.
4, Ask questions of Power Authority staff, Acres, or their
sub-contractors.
COMMUNITY MEETING DATES, TIMES, AND PLACES

April 14: Fairbanks  7:00 p.m. Traveler's inn Gold Room
April 15. Talkeetna 7.00 p.m. Talkeetna Elementary School
April 16: Wasilia 7:00 p.m. Was. 11a Junior High School
April 17: Anchorage 7'00 p.m. Bartlett High School
Yellow Cafeteria (near visitor
parking lot); North Muldoon Road
(enter from the Muldoon and
IAnn Highway erchange)
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<9071 273-4641

Eve Dischner

Susitna Power Now

Post Office Box 981
Anchorage, Alaska 99510

Dear Ms. Dischner:

First, 1 want to thank you for all the great work you did
on making the Senate Resources Committee hearing on the
Susitna project such a success. Your efforts contributed
immensely to the valuable testimony heard that day and
again, thank you.

Now, foi the even better news — iIncluded in the supplemental
capital budget is a $7 million appropriation for Susitna.

I"m confident the monies will survive the scrutiny of the
free conference committee and the project will make another
move toward becoming a reality.

I hope you™ll continue to keep iIn touch — and keep up the
good work!

Sincerely

BILL SUMNER, Chairman
Senate Resources Committee

BS/cfT



Abstract of
SENATE RESOURCES COMMITTEE
HEARING
on

SENATE BILL 294
"An Act relating to the Susitna River
hydroelectric project”

Friday, February 16, 1980
Court House
303 K Street, Room 422
10 a.m.

The hearing was called to order by Senator Jay Kerttula.
Also present on the panel were Senators Pat Rodey, Mike
Colletta and Ed Dankworth.

The following individuals offered testimony on Senate Bill
294:

EARL MILLER

Benefits of the Susitna project are conducive to attracting
industry and an abundance of energy will be a good economic
base. Believes i1t iIs an excellent project and supports it
100%, along with SB 385 (special appropriation to the Alaska
Power Authority for a transmission line).

DR. WILLIAM WOOD, Mayor, City of Fairbanks

Urges prompt action on SB 294. Also believes that the
intertie estiblished by SB 385 is one of the top pieces of
legislation that will bring the greatest benefit to
Alaskans. SUGGESTION: also include in the purpose of the
project, other communities as well as the "entire railbelt
area’; would like the passage of this piece of legislation
to be a binding commitment that when the legislature adopts
the Phase 1 construction plan, i1t mandates issuance of all
permits sn a timely basis.

CHUCK SMITH, Matanuska-Suoitn. Borough

Urged action now on the project and requested prompt funding
by the state.

VINCE O"REILLY, Mayor, City of Kenai

Urged prompt, full bringing-on-stream of the project and
that the state take advantage of inflation by working out a
financing plan. SUGGESTION: page 3, lines 22 - 24 states
that financing shall be by appropriations from the gerural
fund. He suggests that '"or by any other appropriate source,
either private or governmental™ be added. (Written comments
also included iIn record).



DOROTHY JONES, Assembly Member, Matanuska-Susitna Borough
Urged prompt passage of both SB 294 and SB 385.
LEE WAREHAM, Co-Chairman, Susitna Power Now

%

Urged that both projects be undertaken as quickly as pos-
sible. It is Important to note that t .ese projects may not
decrease energy costs, but they will stabilize energy costs
into the next centur> Potential of hydroelectic power 1is
the replacement of 15,200,000 barrels per year.

STEVE LEVI, Resource Development Council
Urged that action be taken on the two bills now.
MIKE GRAVEL, United States Senator

It is critical that the legislature go ahead with the
initial funding of the project because 1f 1t doesn"t,
nothing will happen. Such action will be indicative of the
state"s firm, long-term committment to the project. At the
federal level, 1t looks like efforts will be successful 1iIn
getting tax exempt bond status for hydroelectric projects
which will mean approximately $400 million the first 10
years. SUGGESTION: establishment of a state revolving fund
that the Alaska Power Authority could borrow from for
hydroelectric projects.

JOHN CARLSON, Mayor, North Star Borough

Urged prompt action not only because of the inflation free
benefits for future energy, but also because of the
employment opportunities the project will create at a time
when jobs are so badly needed. (Written comments also
submitted).

ART KENNEDY

Encouraged action on the Susitna project as well as explora-
tion and development of other hydroelectic projects in the
state.

IKE WALDROP. Business Manager. 1.B.E.W.

Urged Susitna aB a replacement for the state®s reliance on
fossil fuels.

MALCOLM cHEEK . General Manager, Matanuaka Electric
Association

Stressed that 1t i1s Important that efforts are made to
acquire competitive financing with a sensitivity to
front-end costs so that the cost to consumers doesn®t



skyrocket.
WILLARD JOHNSON, Mayor Pro-Tempore, City of Palmer

Presented a resolution by the Palmer City Council urging
prompt implementation of the project. (Written comments
were also submitted).

ERIC YOULD, Director, Alaska Power Authority

Previously the state had considered Susitna a federal
project and four months ago the state decided that i1t would
be a private sector project by the state. Project studies
are now underway which are necessary iIn order to be licensed
by FERC. An engineering firm has been contracted with for
the field studies. That firm has sub-contracted with
Alaskan firms and as a result, Alaskans are already
benefiting by being put to wrrk on the project®s studies.

JEFF WELTSON, Fairbanks Environmental Center

Commented that there are other sources of energy to develop
other than hydroelectric that would minimize impact on life-
styles. Concerned that passage of the bill gives a go-ahead
on the project, even though the feasability studies have not
been completed. Does not believe there is any need for the
intertie In the next 10 years and that i1t is a back door
approach to getting the Susitna project underway. Urged,
instead, funding of Golden Valley Electric Association®s use
of waste heac from pump stations as well as studying other
possible hydroelectric sites.

RON LARSEN, Mayor, Matar.uska-Susitna Borough
Urged prompt action in getting the project underway.
BUD DYE, Resource Development Council

Susitna iIs supported by over 80% of the Resource Development
Council®s membership and should be a top priority for
action. Also urged support of the Bradley Lake Project. The
safest investment the state can make iIs to take the money
made from oil and put it into a project such as hyrd-
oelectric power.

MIKE MIKKEL. Council Member, City of Fairbanks

Believes the project can be completed without harm to the
environment —- just as we are seeing with the Trans Alaska
Pipeline



GEORGE SULLIVAN, Mayor, Municipality of Anchorage

Urged prompt action on both the project and its funding.
Because the Fuel Use Act of 1978 disallows the burning of
gas iIn future facilities, Anchorage®s low cost electricity
will not be forever and asks that Anchorage be added to
those cities benefiting from the project.

TOM STAHR, General Manager, Anchorage Municipal Light
and Power

An early decision on the project"s go-ahead is

essential — because the Fuel Use Act of 1978 disallows
burning gas, a utility can get permission from the federal
government to use gas on a termporary basis — 1if they can

PLAN on Susitna.
DAVID MC DONALD, Business-Manager, Laborers Union

The state must recognize that large amounts of money which
our fossil fuels are bringim should be diverted to
developing hydroelectric pox r. An excess of power will
result In an economic attractiveness for new businesses,
resulting In jobs. While the project may not now have any
economic savings to the state, it is Important for the
legislature to address its other responsiblities.

DAVE HUTCHENS, Alaska Rural Village Electric Cooperatives

The Alaska Rural Village Electric Cooperative has 35,000
consumers In 1ts area that would be affected by Susitna.
Urges prompt action on both SB 294 and the intertie.
Commented that while there may be other sources of energy,
Susitna is probably the best and there i1s no reason the
state should settle for any other than the best. SUGGEFTION:
page 2, lines 7 -9 should include the interim
recommendations of the feasability study underway. On
ng?ncing, urged flexibility for options be written iInto the
ill.

RODERICK MC DONNEL, Alaska Support Industry Alliance
The membership of the Alaska Support Industry Alliance

endorses the Susitna project as a reflection of responsible
development.



WRITTEN COMMENTS

The following individuals submitted written comments:
— James F. Palin, Copper Valley Electric Association

— Leon T. Brown, Jr., Vice President, Brown®"s Electric
Supply Company

— Robert Martin, Jr., P_.E., General Manager, Tlingit and
Haida Regional Electrical Authority

— Roger Connolly
— Austin G. Ward
— Edward A. Merdes, Attorney-at-Law

— R. L. Hufman, General Manager, Golden Valley Electric
Association

— H. Glenzer, Jr., Manager, Associated General Contractors
— Dick Norman, General Manager, Pictures, Inc.

— Ted Smith, Alaska Fuel Service
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6212 Old Seward Hwy. 3001 Mt. View Dr.
Anchorage, AK. 99502 E L E CT R I CA L S U P P L Y CO Anchorage, AK. 99504

February 14, 1930

Bill Sumer

Alaska State Senator
Rauch V

Juneau, AK. 98111

Dar Mr. Sumer,

I appreciate you keeping me informed on the happenings of Alaska®™s
future, but as 1 von"t be able bo attend meeting | would like to say
conceming SB 24. The only thing | can say iIs that it iIs about time
we looked Into using Hydro Roner, a source of energy that will re-
plenish itself.

Sincerely,
N/



DURING SESSION;
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BILL SUMNER COMMITTEES:
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ANCHORAO C. ALASKA SSSOI
(507) 272-4841 February 8, 1980

James F. Palm

Copper Valley Electric
Association, Inc.

Post Office Box 45

Glennallen, Alaska 99588

Dear Mr. Palin:

The Senate Resources Committee will be focusing on two
issues vital to the growth of Alaska®s economy at
hearings next week In Anchorage.

Ox. Friday, February 15th, the committee invites public
testimony of SCR 41 wLrch establishes guidelines for a
state policy of economic development. On Saturday, the
16th, comments will be taken on SB 294, directing the
Alaska Power Authority to begin work on the Susitna
hydroelectric project.

Both hearings will begin at 10 a.m. in the Court
Building, 303 K Street, room 422 and your input will be
most welcome. If you"re unable to join us and want to
comment, written testimony will be included in each
hearing®s record.

I hope to see you then
Sine—
~Irte>
BILL SUM JR

Chairman

BS/cfT



THE ALASKA CHAPTER
ASSOCIATED GENERAL CONTRACTORS

OF AMERICA, INC \

SKILL
RESPONSIBILITY BOX 4-2800 e« ANCHORAGE. ALASKA 00900 8201 SPENARO ROAO
INTEORITY TELEPHONE (007) 278-939%4 ANCHORAGE
H. CLENZER. JR.
MANAOER
T0: Senate Resources Committee

The A.G.C. urges that construction begin on the Susitna hydroelectric
project as soon as possible. Existing energy demands, the proposed
Anchorage - Fairbanks power transmission Interconnect project, and the
Alaska economy mandate the immediate commencement of construction.

The A.G.C. also encourages utilization of the Alaska labor force and
construction Industry to the greatest extent possible



GZSuCaU’ V-.LEEV 2LSSTRIC ASSOCIATION INS. Box 1249, Fairbanks. Alaska 93707 Phone 907-452-1151

February 14, 1980

State Senate Resource Committee
ATTN: Senator Bill Sumner, Chairman
Pouch V

Juneau, AK 99811

Gentlemen:

Expeditious development of our vast hydroelectric resources
iIs vital to Alaska s energy future. Construction of the
Upper Susitna project would be a major step In securing a
viable future for three-quarters of the State"s population.
The long term benefits to be derived from this project will
far outweigh those realized from the Alyeska Pipeline and
the yet to come Gasline iIn combination. Continued reliance
on non-renewable resource fuels i1s a blueprint to disaster.

S.B. 294 is worthy of suggort from all Alaskans. The author.
Senator Kertulla, i1s to commended.

Sincerely,

R. L. Hufman®
General Manager
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February 13, 1980

The Honorable William Sumner
Senator, State of Alaska

Pouch V
Juneau, Alaska 99811

The Honorable Jalmar M. Kerttula
Senator, State of Alaska

Pouch V

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Re: Support of Senate Bill 294
Susitna Dam Project

Dear Senators Sumner and Kerttula:

The undersigned along with a broad cross section of other
like-minded Alaskans over the past 20 or so years has
vigorously supported hydro projects such as Talya, Rampart,
Woodchopper and Bradley Lake, and now vigorouslv support
the Susitna project.

The Susitna project with 1ts de minimus environmental hann
would provide a source of inflation proof low cost power
uul 1s desperately needed iIn the railbel; area. From both
an Alaskar. family and business viewpoint It Is imperative
the project be undertaken as soon as the necessary environ-
mental and engineering studies are completed. Frankly, 1
see the project as one of the few positive economic
benefits to the largest group of Alaskan citizens for the
longest period of time. Since it would be funded by the
State, construction could commence many years earlier than
iIT federally financed and built by the Corp. With the
Incredibly rapidly accelerating cost of fossil fuels and
highest unemployment iIn the nation, It appears to be not
only prudent but compelling that construction commence at
the earliest possible time.

Respectfully submitted

Edward A. Merdes

EAV/q)



FEBRUARY 16, 1980

The Honorable WILLIAM SUMNER
SENATOR, STATE OF ALASKA

THE HONORABLE JALMAR M. KERTTULA
SENATOR, STATE OF ALASKA

RE: SENATE BILL #294

SENATOR/ SUMNER AND SENATOR KERTTULA, |1 THANK YOU FOR THIS OPPORTUNITYTO TESTIFY

IN FAVOR OF THE SUSITNA POWER PROJECT. I AM AUSTIN G. WARD, A 28 YEAR RESIDENT OF

THE STATE OF ALASKA, ALSO THE PRESIDENT OF ALASKA ENERGY FOR AMERICA, INC, AND A
MEMBER OF THE EXECUTIVE BOARD OF THE SUSITNA POWER NOW GROUP. BOTH OF THESE ORGAN—
IZATIONS ARE BROAD BASED IN MEMBERSHIP SCOPE, BOTH WANT TO FURTHER VIABLE ENERGY
PROJECTS, AND THE ML -ZRSHIP INCLUDES WORKING MEN AND WOMEN, LABOR LEADERS, BUSINESS
ANO PROFFESSIONAL PERSONS, AND IN FACT INCLUDE ALL FACETS OF THE ALASKAN COMMUNITY.

TO THINK THAT SUSITNA DAM WOULD NOT BE BUILT IS AND WOULD BE CONSIDERED GROSS
NEGLIGENCE ON THE PART OF THE S."ATE OF ALASKA. IF THERE EVER HAS BEEN A NEED FOR

A RENEWABLE ENERGY SOURCE, THAT TIME IS NOW. OUR NATION, OUR STATE, AND OUR CITIES

ARE PAYING FAR TO MUCH IN DOLLARS FOR A NON RENEWABLE ENERGY SOURCE THAT IN THE NEA.R
FUTURE WILL DRY UP. THIS USE OF FOSSIL FUELS, WHEN YOU HAVE AT HANO RENEWABLE ENERGY
SEEMS CRIMINAL. FOSSL FUELS SHOULD BE PUT"Jt USE O.ILY WHERE THERE IS NO ALTERNATIVE.
SUSITNA POWER PROJECT IS A PLUS IN THAT ONCE COMPLETED IT WQILD BE VIRTUALLY [INFLATION
PROOF. ALSO. ENVIRORMENTALLY SOUND. WITH LITTLE OAMAGE TO TIE AREA, BUT GREAT POTENTIAL
IN THE RETURNS TO THE PEOPLE OF ALASKA IN THE SAVINGS OF FOSSIL FUELS. IT WOULD ALSO
SAVE THE RAILBELT AREA MILLIONS IN NON EQUIPMENT PURCHASES FOR ENERGY, SINCE WITH THE
SUSITNA POWER, THERE WOULD BE NO NEED TO PURCHASE ENERGY EQUIPMENT TO TAKE CARE OF THE
GROWTH IN POPULATION. AS A FAMILY MAN, AS PRESIDENT OF ALASKA ENERGY FOR AMERICA, AND
AS A MEMBER OF SUSITNA POWER NOW, WE ALL OFFER OUR FULL SUPPORT TO THE SUSITNA POWER

PROJECT. THANK YOU.

RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED,/

AUSTIN G. WARD, 106 CHARLES-ST., FAIRBANKS, ALASKA. 99701



tlingit & hai6a Regional electRical authORity

811 West 12th Street « Juneau, Alaska <« (907) 586*6966

February 13, 1980

The Honorable Bill Sumner

Chairman, Senate Resources Committee
The State Senate

Pouch V

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Senator Sumner:

Thank you for your invitation to testify on SB 294. 1 regret | cannot be
present for the hearing but I would like a few comments to be entered in the
record.

First, while 1 feel very strongly that the Susitna Project is desirable and
necessary project for the State of Alaska, 1 do not feel that SB 294, and the
appropriation bill SB 295, are necessarily the right and proper means to accomplish
that project.

It is my understanding that preliminary studies are presently underway and that one
of the items to be considered are various options for financing the project with
advantages and disadvantages of the various options. | feel it will be premature
to commit such a large amount of general funds when there may be better

options available.

If the studies indicate that general funds are the best meant, to finance the
project, and adequate general funds are available in the future, 1 would be

happy to lend my full support. Until then | must express mv opposition to passage
of SB 294 and 295.

Sincerely,

Robert Martin, “r., P.E.
Ceneral Manage:

RM*® .cmg



Alaska 16mm. Distributor of Hollywood’s Finest Films

February 11, 1980

Senator Bill Sumner
Chairman

Senate Resource Committee
Alaska State Legislature
Pouch "V

State Capitol

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Senator Sunner:

Thank you very much for your letter of February 7th. Unfortunately, |
am unable to testify on either February 15th or 16th. Therefore, |
would like to have this letter submitted on SB 294 to begin work on the

Susltna hydroelectric project.

I fael that the Susltna hydroelectric project is c.ia which is overdue
for the State of Alaska. Having been raised in the Northwest where

the production of power was one of the prime interests of our state and
federal government, it was possible to have electricity at a very ljw
cost which attracted not only Industry, but also individuals to live in
the Northwest. With Alaskan costs as high as they arc, 1 think one of
the prime things vt can do to halp Veep people in Alaska is to reduce
the cost of electricity by using hydroelectric power. Since inflation
is continuing to rise, | think the importance of this project and the
need to b#Ve it done immediately, cannot be over stressed.

General Manager
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Testimony presented by
MAYOR JOHN A. CARLSON
Fairbanks North Star Borough
For Senate Bill 294
(Susitna Project Basic Authorization)
February 16, 19S0

Mr, Chairman:
My name 1is John A, Carlson and | am Mmyor of the Fairbanks

North Star Borough.

I APPRECIATE THE OPPORTUNITY TO TESTIFY BEFORE YOU ON SENATE
Bill 294, since the availability and cost of electric power
TO RESIDENTS OF INTERIOR ALASKA HAVE BECOME A CRITICAL, |IF
NOT LIMITING, FACTOR IN THE AREA®"S SOCIAL WELL-BEING AND

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT.

The cost of electric power has traditionally bcen high, both
in the Interior and in Alaska as a whole. However, electric
POWER RATES IN FAIRBANKS RUN TWO TO THREE TIMES HIGHER THAN

in Anchorage and as much as ten times higher than in Seattle.
AS 1 MENTIONED EARLIER, THE COST OF ELECTRIC POWER TO INTERIOR
Alaska residents has now become probably the single most
CRITICAL FACTOR LIMITING THEIR ABILITY TO DEVELOP A HIGHER
STANDARD OF LIVING AND CREATING A MORE DIVERSIFIED ECONOMY

FOR THEMSELVES.

I THINK WHAT THE FEDERAL GO""*RNMENT WAS ABLE TO ACCOMPLISH
in the Pacific Northwest for hydroelectric development

DURING THE 1930°S AND 1940°S SHOULD BE AN EXAMPLE TO ALASKA.
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Page Two

AS A RESULT OF EXTENSIVE DAM CONSTRUCTION FOR THE GENERATION
OF HYDOELECTRIC POWER ALONG THE COLUMBIA RIVER, A MAJOR
REGION OF THE UNITED STATES NOW ENJOYS INEXPENSIVE AND

ABUNDANT ELECTRIC POWER,

I WILL GIVE YOU ONE BRIEF EXAMPLE OF THIS, BETWEEN 1973 AND
1979, ELECTRIC POWER RATES IN THE FAIRBANKS MUNICIPAL UTILITIES
System increased 67%. In the same period Golden Valley
Electric Association rates increased 72%, whereas the rate
.NCREASES FOR URBAN AND SUBURBAN A..CHORAGE WERE 40% AND 49%
respectively. In a period of rapidly increased costs for
FOSSIL FUELS, WE UNDERSTAND THE REASON AND PAINFUL NECESSITY
FOR THESE RATE INCREASES, HOWEVER, IN THE SAME SIX-YEAR PERIOD,

USING WATER-GENERATED POWER, SEATTLE CITY_LIGHT.ELECTRIC.RAT.ES

INCREASED ONLY IAX

GE _TLEMEN, I THINK THIS EXAMPLE SPEAKS FOR ITSELF. ONCE THE
INITIAL, AND ADMITTEDLY THE VERY MAJOR CAPITAL COSTS ASSOCIATED
WITH HYDROELECTRIC DAM CONSTRUCTION HAVE BEEN MADE, HYDROELECTRIC
POWER 1S BASICALLY AN [INFLATION FREE SOURCE OF ENERGY IN AN

ERA OF DOUBLE DIGIT INFLATION AND DIMINISHING FOSSIL FUEL

SUPPLIES.

In addition to Susitna supplying a major portion of Interior

and Southcentral Alaska"s energy requirements, the construction
of this project would provide a major economic boost to Alaska's
RESIDENTS AT A TIME IN WHICH UNEMPLOYMENT IS HIGH AND THE ECONOMY

IS STAGNATING.



Page Three

Up until now, one of the major drawbacks facing Alaska's
DESIRE TO DEVELOP ITS VAST HYDROELECTRIC RESOURCES HAS BEEN
THE LACK OF CAPITAL TO MAKE THE INITIAL LARGE SCALE [INVESTMENT
IN DAM CONSTRUCTION AND SITE DEVELOPMENT, NOW THAT ALASKA
IS BENEFITING FROM SKYROCKETING OIL REVENUES, WE PRESENTLY
HAVE THE MONEY ON HAND TO CREATE OUR OWN HYDROELECTRICT"POWER
SYSTEM, [INDEPENDENT OF FEDERAL GOVERNMENT CONTROL. THE LEAD
TIME IS SO GREAT AND OUR OWN POWER NEEDS ARE SO URGENT THAT
WE MUST MOVE NOW, AND WE MUST MOVE AS QUICKLY AS POSSIBLE.

I STRONGLY URGE THAT THE LEGISLATURE SUPPORT SENATE BILL 29A
AS THE BASIC VEHICLE NECESSARY TO DEVELOP OUR HYDROELECTRIC
POTENTIAL. IT CANNOT COME A MOMENT TOO SOON, AND IT WILL
PROVIDE A BENEFIT BEYOND OUR LIFETIMES TO GENERATIONS OF NEW

Alaskans,



CITY OF PALMER, ALASKA

RESOLUTION NO. 434

A RESOLUTION SUPPORTING SUSITNA POWER NOW.

The City of Palmer Resolves:
The City of Palmer supports the program of Susitna Power
Now and Senate Bill 294, and Councilmen Willard Johnson and James

Ekstedt are authorized to represent the City 3 position hereon.

Passed and Approved by the City of Palmer, Alaska this 12th

day of February, 1980.



CITY OF KENAI
Gl G (AU
f. O. BOX S10 KENAI, ALASKA 99611
TELEPHONE 283 + 7S3S

February 5, 1980

Honorable Jay Hammond
Governor, State of Alaska
Pouch A

Juneau, AK 99811

Dear Governor:

First how e:.joyablc the dinner Thursday at which we all relaxed. In view
of the heavy burdens you carry®, itwas encouraging to see the fortitude, wis—
dom and confidence you are bringing to bear on matters.

Please do keep inyour budget considerations, the 10% of income tax provision
for the municipal assistance fund under Sec. 43.20.016. The 10% flow through.
State to municipalities, has on equal validity with the relationship of the pot-
roleum industry and the State tax structure. The funds flowing in full would
offer real property tax relief, would fill many municipal needs and would meet
many of the criteria you are trying to establish for fair distribution of tax
revenues.

Iflmay, Governor, may loffer some thoughts for your consideration concern-
in the money situation facing the State.

We should perhaps set this in proper perspective. What we are talking about
is economics and finance, not civil rights, education goals, abortion, public
safety. etc.

Within tho perspective of economics and finance, for the moneys flowing to the
S*ate above operating expenses, we should set as an objective the preser "ation
lor present and future inhabitants of the potency and flexlbilltv of caoltol”™ With
this objective, we can select a path to get there. Most of the Western world
nations aro caught in an inflation cycle, certainly the United Statos economy

is so caught. This loads to a course of action somewhat brutal in its implement—
ation but necessary ifwe ore to preserve potency and flexibility of capltol over
a ten to fifteen year period.

We tivould expend the moneys, above expenses, only when they can be invested
in an equity position. Investments should be made in hydroelectric projects,
capital improvement projects, and direct return to citizens such as energy"
credits.

a



TO: Honorable Jay Hammond February 5, 1980

Ifwe have to be involved in loans programs,we should borrow money to pro—
vide such funds. The inflation caused dollars depreciation makes issued debt
an advantage to us, as the future dollars we use for repayment will be cheaper
as they come from an inflation influenced economy.

Hopefully the above gives us the following criteria for determining how rev—
enues available above operating expenses should be allocated.

1. Invest this equity money in equity positions, i.e.: hydropower
situations, natural gas line, capital improvement programs, energy
credits, etc.

2. Do not loan it as we then subject it to inflation erosion open payback.
Ifwe have to loan it, borrow from external sources to reloan.

3. Income ux sources, to some degree, should stny in effect as this gives
us a foothold to tax the inflation dollar stream.

Governor, excuse the length but Ido wish and know you share the wish that
we act in accordance with prudent criteria and a plan ofwisdom.

Vincent O"Reilly
Mayor

CITY OF KENAI
VOR: Jw



Saturday, Feb. 16
TESTIMONY, Senate Bill 294, Susitna River Hydroelectric

Willard H. Johnson

F.0. Box 84
Palmer, Alaska 99645

Retired”~Genera”Manager of Matanuska Electric Association(20 years Service
Representing, as Mayor Pro Tem, the City of Palmer

First, 1 want to present the City of Palmer Resolution No- 434, which

was adopted by the Palmer City Council on Feb, 12, 1980, It expresses
ggggogg4for the Upper Susitna Hydroelectric Development and Senate
i ;

Palmer believes that the Upper Susitna Project should be developed
with all deliberate speed. Palmer also believes that the State of
Alaska should, through the Alaska Power Authority, finance and direct
the project"s construction. For the long range benefit of Alaskans,
we can think of no better way to invest Royalty Oil Income. Monoy
from a non-renewable resource invested in a renewable resource cuch

as hydroelectric energy, that will provide so many benefits continuing
long a ter many of Alaska®s oil deposits are depleted, makes awfully

good sense.

An area may have developable land, water, a transportation system,
investment capital and other resources, but it is not going to thrive
and prosper without an adequate and reliable supply of electric
power. Alaska has this potential and in the Railbelt erea we are
blessed with the Upper susitna.

I doubt if many of us fully realize the kind and magnitude of the
benefits that will flow to the railbelt people when Susitna power
goes on the line. Spinoff benefits will go to all of Alaska"6
people and to the Lower 48,

I remember as a boy in Eastern Washington State, the vast stretches

of cagebrush, blowing sand and the desolate land. There were little
villages with dirt streets, unpainted houses and little work for

men to do. Later, as a young engineer, after the great Columbia River
projects came on the line, 1 remember tne vast productive fields of
com, sugar beets and alfalfg”here before there was only desert.
Attractive and comfortable homes replaced the old shacks, and towns
were modernized. Commercial activities thrived. People had jobs.

Most of the early Columbia River Hydro projects were federally
planned, financed and constructed. It took 20 years and a lot of
effort by western people to move Congress to approve the great Coulee
Dam, We think the State of Alaska deserves something better than
that. So we urge that SB 294 be passed, and that the Susitna project
be completed and operated by the State.

/"y 0
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International Union of Operating Engineers

AFFILIATED WITH AFL GO

LOCAL 502 AND BRANCHES A, B, C AND D

Frank T. Polsax, Bumtn Managar Jack J. Wilson, PmUam Rod J. Fraser, Financial Stertiary
Branch Offuat:

Wenatchee. Washington Western Avb. and Clay St.

Yakima, W ashington Srattle Washington 98121

Anchorage, Alaska Telephone: 62246180

Fairbanks, Alaska
Juneau, Alaska

February 29, 1980

Senator Sumner

Capitol Building Rm. 125
Pouch V

Juneau, Alaska 99811

RE: Susltna Power Project
SB 29*1

Sir:

The International Union of Operating Engineers, Local 302
(Alaska), which presently Is composed of over 4000 members,
has determined that the Susltna Power Project would be In
the best interests of all of the people within our State.
We would like the Legislature to not only know that we
support the project tut we also wish all practical speed

In efforts to get i1t under construction.

Sincerely,

Roderick J. Praaur
Financial Secretary
I1.U.0.E., Local 302

RJP/Jch
cc: Susltna Power New, Inc.
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12037 NL FAIRBANKS ALASKA 52 C5-CA 1007A AST kg
PUS SENATOR BILL SUMNER 465-4791
SENATE RESOURCES COMMITTEE

M
JUN :
MAYOR AaNO CITY COUNCIL OF TrtE CITY OF FAI.RBANKS SUPPORT AND

RECCOV.ENP PASSAGE OF SEoATE BILL C94. DEVEL ?VENT OF
SUSITNA POVER PROJECT VILL BE OF GREAT cInEFIT TO INTERIOR

ALASKA
C CROZ CITY .1ANA3ER
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ALASCCM, IWC.
moir?.. 685-6442
AK 9250a

# -ctAS4 W 709

12026 Fairbanks alaska 13a 33-oa al0? ast
PMS SENATOR BILL SUMNER
CHAIRMAN SENATE RESOURCES COMMITT€%<U
JUi*
1 WOULD LIKE TO REEMPHASIZE MY SUPPORT FOR SENATE BILL D9A.
AS | TESTIFIED IN ANCHORAGE LAST MONTH, THE COST OF ELECTRIC
POVER TO INTERIOR ALASKA RESIDENTS HAS NOV BECOME THE
SINGLE MOST CRITICAL FACTOR LIMITING THEIR EFFORTS FOR A
HIGHER STANDARD OF LIVING AND MORE DI VERIFIED ECONOMY. THE
DEVELOPMENT OF HYDROELECTRIC POWER DURING ?HE 1930S AND AfIS
IN THE PACIFIC NORTHWEST MAS NOW RESULTED IN STABLE, AND
VIRTUALLY INFLATION FREE, ENERGY SUPPLIES TO RESIDENTS OF
THAT REGION. VE HAVE THE OPPORTUNITY TO CREATE SIMILAR BENEFITS
FOR RESIDENTS OF INTERIOR AND SOUTHCENTRAL ALASKA IN THE NEXT
TWO DECADES.
ADDITIONALLY ALASKA NOW HAS AVAILABLE THE SURPLUS CAPITAL
NECESSARY TO DEV CLOP THE SUSITNA HYDROELECTRIC <RO.jECT
OURSELVES. I RESPECTFULLY URGE THE SENATE NATURAL RESOURCES
COMMITTEE TO GIVE FAVORASLE and EXPEDITIOUS CONSIDERATION
TD THIS AND SUPPORTING LEGISLATION.

JOHN CARLSON EORO®"JOM MAYOR
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Kaiser
ENGINEERS
KAiSA> rNMf/ri ir in*
KAr.rnrnnr Ion laki erei pniv»
OAKLAND. rAl 1l 11 «#f<IA o** 1.

June lit, 1977

Algska Powgr Authority

c/o Department of Commerce and
Economic Development

Office of the Commissioner

McKay Building

Anchorage, Alaska

Dear Commissioner Hubbard:

Further to our presentation of June 3, 1977, to the Alaska Power
Authority, we would like to clarify some of the points in our plan
for implementation of Susitna River development, in order to get the
project under way expeditiously.

Three years have elapsed since Kaiser Engineers presented its concep-
tval plan for development of the Upper Susitna River and outlined the
project best suited for initial development. |In the intervening period
considerable effort har> been made by the (y-ps of Engineers to explore
other ways of developing the river. These other ways included concepts
and elements of projects which had been developed before and which were
rearranged and presented as alternatives. They did nothing to bring
nearer the date of initial power generation, but in fact, set it back
further. No doubt, it would be possible to develop more schemes and
more alternatives on the basis of what ha3 gone before; however, we
believe that nothing is to be gained, but much is to be lost in time
and money by more study of alternatives. We believe that our develop—
ment ploti is the right plan and that it (an and should be implemented
now.

There 1is much work to be done - by the Alaska Power Authority, by

Kaiaer Engineers and by the financial consultants. Stone and Youngberg.
There are legal and financial matters to be resolved, project optimiza—
tion to be defined, and environmental impacts to be evaluated and
accounted for in project design.

Envlirunmcntal Im|>net In the issue wliicn presents the ®&W0™>r time con—
straint in implementation of the project. It is estimated that the
preparation of an effective environmental report will require about

one year because it is preferable to make field studies and gather
information applicable to all four seasons of the year. Current experi—
ence of the Federal Power Comalssion shows thst approval of hydroelectric
projects on environmental grounds requires about two years after report
submittal.
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We believe that the test interests of the project will be served by
engaging independent specialists to undertake environmental studies

under our overall management. These studies would be carried out in

close cooperation with federal and state agencies which have already
gathered considerable information or which have responsibility in natural
resr-"rce management; among these would be the State Department of Fish

and Game which confirms that the study can be completed over four seasons
providing the department is authorized and given the budget to hire addi—
tional staffs or otherwise be reimbursed for expediting the services

which at the present time are scheduled and budgeted for a two to three
year period. We propose to engage the services of Environmental Services
Limited of Anchorage, and EDAW to perform base line studies, and of local
experts such as Mr. W. Workman, archeologist at the University of Alaska,
and Dr. R. Forbes, seismology consultant, and others who are familiar with
the environment and ecology of Alaska

In regaru to environmental impact, it is to be noted that the upper end
of the Susitna 1 reservoir would inundate a much smaller ar<a of the
Caribou habitat between Watana and Kosina Creeks than any proOect built
at Watana.

Th™ major engineering task to be undertaken in the first phai.e of Kaiser
Engineers® implementation plan is optimization and outline design. Opti—
mization means that wc will r.eek that degree and timing of development
which will meet projected power demands 1in the Railbelt area at the least
r erall cost. Cost includes monetary, financial and social. Optimization
does not necessarily mean that every last kilowatt of power will be
squeezed out of the Upper Susitna River regardless of the consequences.
Optimization cannot and will not be limited to the first project to be
developed, but requires firming up the locations and conceptual designs

of future projects.

Outline design will be based upon more accurate mapping and more detailed
geologic information. On the ground observations of the Susltna | domsite
have convinced w. of tne suitability of the rock for foundations and for
construction of a rockfill dam. At this otnge of development, tangible
evidence must be provided. We propose to employ local firmn such as R. and
M. Consultants of Anchorage or Shannon and Wilson of Fairbanks to carry
out subsurface exploration programs. These would include geoselsmlc sur—
veys and core drilling to provide the degree of information required ror
this phase of project development. This work will be concentrated at the
Susitna | site; however, a certain amount of investigation is necessary
before the suitability of sites for future projects can be confirmed,
I"for~ n r.cl”"ct.lon can reasonably lie made OF the tyner. of dams bent
suited for safety and economy at those sites, and before the overall
development concept can be optimised.

When the final definition of the initial project is achieved by optimi—
zation, the engineering task will narrow down to staging. A determina—
tion will be made as to the rate at which pow*r available from thie



project can be economically absorbed into the existing power systems. This
will include not only load growth, but also consideration of retirement of
older generating: equipment and the conservation of fossi] fuels for other
use. If power from existing generating plants can he economically replaced
by Susitna I, the complete project will be recommended for construction at
one time; otherwise, an economic staged development will be proposed. Al—
most any dtcign of project can be built in several stages; it is common
practice in basic powerhouse design to provide fcr the later addition of
generating units. There is no special trick involved in building most dams
in two stages, if desirable, to minimize first cost. This canreadily be
done atSusitna I with the proposed rock fill dam, on the basis of existing
technology.

The work to be undertaken by Kaiser Engineers in the first phase of the
implementation plan will be in the detail and to the degree required to:

1. Demonstrate the ecoMomic viability of development

2. Provide the basis cf project financing

3* File application fjr project licensing by the Federal Power
Commission.

It is not strictly necessary to apply to the Federal Power Contnission for
a Preliminary Permit; it may be desirable to do so, however, as a very
simple means of protecting the State®s interest pending filing of license
application.

We have discussed the timing of our implementation plan with representa—
tives of the State of Alaska Department of Fish and Game, environmental
specialists and staff of the Federal Power Commission, and others. We
have been reassured that the schedule for completion of the environmental
report in one year and the issue of the F.P.J. license two years later is
feasible and practical.

We suggest that the remaining months of this yeo»* be used effectively to
get the project off the ground. Provided work is commenced before the
beginning of August, a good start can be made on environmental studies;
mapping and geoselsmic exploration con be completed before the weather
closes in, in October. Engineering and further environmental study can

be carried out during winter and spring; in May and June, environmental
studies con be completed, »ite drilling to confirm seismic exploration

can be completed and the application for project licensing can be submitted
to the Kderal Power Commirsion at the end of July 1978. First power can
be delivered in late 198U jr early 1985.

If the Alaska Power Authority engages the services of Kaiser Engineers
to carry out the first phase of the proposed implementation plan, our
first task would be to gather and re*."*w all of the data gathered, used
or prepared by the U.S.B.R., the Corpi of Engineers and other state or
Federal agencies or departments in coniectton with the Upper Suoltn_*
River. After review and evaluation of this data, we will be able to
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determine what information can be used directly in further work, what
information must be augmented and what further information must still h<
gathered. On this basis we shall be able to prepare realistic estimates
of *he cost of Kaiser Engineers®" services, services of environmental
experts and consultants, and services of contractors required for mapping,
geoseismic surveys and other subsurface exploration, all as applicable to
the first phase implementation plan. Kaiser Engineers®™ bills reimbursable
expenses at cost; the services of all consultants and .subcontractors are
considered’as reimbursable expenses.

1“ you have any questions concerning implementation of the project, please
let us know.

For your further information, we are enclosing three brief memoranda. The
first is in connection with the selection of dam type in areas of poten—
tial” severe earthquake activity; the second describes Environmental
Management services performed by Kaiser Engineers; and the third is a gen—
eral description of Project Management and Control Systems utilized by
Kaiser Engineers.

Very truly yours,

A. J. Chart

Manager

Hydroelectric Department
AJCrars

Enclosures



SELECTION OP DAM TYPE IN AREAS OF
POTENTIALLY SEVERE EARTHQUAKE ACTIVITY

Kaiser Engineers and members of its present staff have designed or built
dans in many ports of the world, including the specially seismically active
areas in California and the Pacific Northwest. Wherever we design for, we
account for the seismicity potential of uhe area in the selection of the
type of dam and in its design.

Experience records of a wide range of seismic occurrences chow that serious
adverse effectc of earthquakes have been severe cracking in concrete grav—
ity clams, abutment, damage In concrete arch dams and liquefaction of finer

in fill dams. The Pacoima arch dam in southern California presents a good
example of earthquake effect on abutments. The February 1971 San Fernando
earthquake caused abutment damage to the degree that after careful studies,
the dam was breached and abandoned. While the record ma; show that even
concrete arch dams have been designed for an 8.5 Richter scale earthquake

in reasonable proximity to such dams, we have no record that such on earth—
quake has, 1in fact, occurred near such designed arch dams.

A critical design which has not been tented by full scale prototype cannot
be claimed as fully effective before the full scale test condition occurs.
It is one thing to apply static test loads to a model structure, but it is
something else to apply complex dynamic loads not only to the model struc—
ture, but also to the foundation. Whereas the quality of the dam and its
constituent materials is subject to a high degree of corfrol, by analysis,
design and con* Aruction, no such control can be achieved over the founda—
tion, and In arch dams, it is generally the abutment which fails first.
Abutment failure In an arch don inevitably means dam failure and experience
shows that such failure is very faBt and very complete. The whole question
of arch dam construction in seismically active tones is under especially
clone scrutiny touuy, particularly where the ratio of crest length to
height 1is high.

The dan propooed for construction at Susitna 1 is a t"Ickflll with d con—
crete Taco. Rockfill dans by their very nature are mo.* resiotant of all
dams to damage by earthquake forces. The dan does not crock because it

la not one solid piece; it Is free to adjust, either to movement of the
abutments or of Its own. It can deflect safely to a degree whl * would
icon dramatic failure to an arch (am of the same height range @ f all
rockfill types, the concrete face type la most resistant to dal.ge because
the dam itself is built primarily of rock materials which are not subject
to liquefaction since the embankment 1is dry. The concrete face can crack,
but leakage is control led hy the immediate underlying lone of selected low
permeability dense filter, and by denlgned high permeability of the rock
mass under the downstream half of the bane of the dam and in the downstream
toe. In fact, a design criterion in the rock toning of the concrete face
dam is that it will safely withstand the leakage that would occur even
without the concrete face. Such a dam may require repair of the concrete



face after a very high intensity earthquake, but failure due to the most
severe seismic event is not considered credible.

Arch dams can be economical and efficient, and with their abutments can
resist seismic forces to some unknown degree, but the overall safety and
economy of dam construction must be based on the concept of the right dam
at the right place. Where there are clear economic and safe alternatives
there is nothinp to Justify the risk f adopting an arch design in an area
of potentially high seismicity.

%
The above views are those of Kaiser Engineers in collaboration with their
general dam consultant, J. Barry Cooke. Similar views on inherent seismic
resistance of rockfill dams are held by such authorities as Dr. H. Bolton
Seed, Dr. James L. Sherrard, and Dr. Don U. Deere.



ENVIRONMENTAL

MANAGEMENT

Environmental matters are an integral and vital economic element in all our

engineering projects.
relationships with some of our major
which we call Environmental Management.
the product, and

It is
ment. It is the service which addresses,
mental issues related to a project.

ceptual engineering,
quirements. Today,

its implications to both KE and

It Includes project work functions,
permit processing and resolving regulatory agency re—
it is an essential part of a successful engineering business.

In the past few years we have been develop? ng working
industrial

clients supplying * service
This memorandum discusses the concept,
its clients.

importaftt to understand what KE means by the term Environmental Manage—

identifies and handles the environ—
con—

Environmental Management involves planning, organizing and performing environ—

mental project activities within a defined scope of work,

schedule and budget.

It requires close contact with the client, working with the engineering project

staff, and liaison
influence or authority on the project.

Planning Stage

In most instances,
sirable. Our larger clients, Anaconda,
mental staff within their organizations
selves. In other instances, especially
they are not as well staffed and we can

It is during the initial planning stage
client to help plan their environmental
identify the environmental requirements
scientists or environmental consultants
studies.

Baseline Studies

even before preliminary engineering is
for the requisite environmental activities

in cooperation with government agencies which have regulatory

initiated, planning

is often required and always de—

AN(I, SCE, etc., usually have an environ—
and may do this phase of the work them—
where a client is entering a new field,
supply needed services.

that we can work effectively with a
program, review available data and
for a project. |If appropriate,

con be recruited to perform baseline

Baseline studies are usually initiated shortly before or with the start of

project feasibility studies.

vegetation, wildlife,
past few years,
environmental reports.

In the main,
investigations concerning preliminary site evaluations,
archaeology and demographic data accumulation.
a large body of information has become available in published

baseline studies Involve field
hydrology, meteorology,
In tl

Baseline studies are usually mnde by the rllent or by outside consultants.

Our Environmental
some instances,

Itinagemrnt role

baseline studies against planned goals.

includes monitoring,
directing the preparation of the baseline studies.
controls are prepared to measure rater of progress,

evaluating and, in
Performance
quality atv) coat of tlie

Initial contect with regulatory agencies

occurs at this stage as does the preliminary engineering feasibility studies of

the project itself.



Environmental Assessment

Major environmental activity occurs during the preliminary engineering phase of
a project after baseline studies have been made. At this time, environmental
assessment and trade-off studies are prepared which, to a large extent, can
influence the timing and cost of a project. Also, during this time, site se—
lection studies are completed, regulatory and reclamation requirements are
defined and environmental assessments are made based on the field studies

and the preliminary project engineering. Potential impacts as a result of

the project are identified and are evaluated to identify possible alternative
courses of action. Contact with regulatory agencies and the project engineer—
ing staff is necessarily frequent both to acquaint the agencies with the nature
and possible impacts of the project and -to convey the requirements of the reg—
ulatory agencies to the engineering staff.

Agency Reviews
Regular reviews are required because of continuing changes in federal and
state regulations including the Clean Air Act, the Clean Water Act, the Toxic
Substances Act, OSHA, and new energy utilization requirements.
Detail Desig)
Environmental Management functions continue through detail design including:
0 preparation and/or review of environmental impact reports
o selection of basis for design for environmental controls

o review of environmental controls

o participation in public **«sentationa of the project in
connection with its environmental significance

0 meeting with regulatory agencies

0 processing and obtaining of permits for construction and
operation.

The attached flow sheet, Environmental Managesient, identifies activities
addressed through Environmental Management. The functions of Environmental
Management are:

A. Planning and scoping tne environmental activities of a project.

B. Data assimilation including base studies, preliminary engineering,
liaison and contact with regulatory agendas.

C. Preparation of environmental assessments including I<lcnliricatlan of the
environmental control concepts, identification of regulatory requirements,
identification of impacts, site selection, end development of reclamation
plans.



D. Development of design bases for environmental control requirements,
processing of permits, definition of regulatory requirements and the
selection of process control methods.

E. Prepr~ation of functional and bid specifications, bid evaluations and
equipment selections.

F. Start-up assistance and preparation of annuals.
Advantage to Client

A major advantage to using the Environmental Management approach for a client
is in the early identification and resolution of environmental issues which
might otherwise delay the project or lead to unacceptably higi coats. The
implementation of the Environmental Management concept to major projects at
an early date can result in substantial savings in time and cost and may enke
the difference between a feasible or non-feasible project.

Presenting the Environmental Management Concept

As each project may involve a different client relationship, the Environmental
Management concept should be presented in a similar vein. Pa.wicipatlon In
planning with the client before the baseline studies have been initiated is
highly desirable, particularly when a client is entering a new type of activity
or business. A good example where we have been successful is with American
Natural Gas cool gasification project. We participated in the planning phase,
identified environmental baseline requirements, evaluated proposed consultants
to make the baseline studies and monitored their performance as to its technical
competence. One recommended step (not adopted by the client to his regret) was
to establish a performance goal for the consultant to measure progress against
coat of work. The client chose to do thishimself and it was not dene. A
better approach would have been to haveKE assume responsibility for the baseline
studies to include coat control as wellas technical performance.
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PROJECT MANAGEMENT AND CONTROL SYSTEMS

Kaiser Engineers recognizes that an effective management and control system Is
an important function in the effective integration of all project activities

leading to the successful execution of a project.
%

Aa a result of the extensive and diversified experience in the field of engineering
and construction, Kaiser Engineers has developed the necessary organization,

techniques and procedures to successfully plan, monitor, control and manage a

project.

Over the past 20 years Kaiser Engineers has developed and operated a computerized
system of Project Control that truly characterizes our bas"w approach to manage—

ment of n project.

Tha control system using a central file includes programs for:
a. planning and scheduling all elements of the project
b. meesureneut of progress and performance
c. monitoring and tracking procurement activities
d. estimating, recording and forecasting cost, mat hours, and quantity

a
Cased on experience vc find there are three pheece that ire coenon to all

conatructlon projects, Preliminary Design, Detail Design phase and Conatructlon

phase.

We believe that through careful and realistic planning In the initial phases
and continuing monitoring, analyzing and managing In the later phaaee we can
effectively control cost end achedule to meet the targets established. We
are confident that our management procedures and techniques do meet these

requirements.



Kaiser Engineers la also organized to provide direct lines of responsibility

for corporate and project management to ensure a quick and comprehensive

response to the Individual needs of the project.

The management control and reporting systems we offer provide a systematic
and practical"approach to the management of this project. It Is effective
primarily, because or the experience and talents of the people that are

involved as a team, knowing and understanding how to utilize these tools in

d practical manner.



National Hydropower Study
Alaska Region ,

With the need to find and assess al trnate sources of energy, Congress
directed the Corps of Engineers to ct *hjct a study of potential
hydroelectric power development throughout the country. The objectives of
the National Hydropower Study are to:

* Assess the demand for electricity and define the need for hydropower.
eDefine the physical limits to increasing hydropower production.

eDetermine the feasible and acceptable Increases 1n hydropower
generation.

*Analyze existing policies affecting hydropower development and use.
eAssess potential environmental and socio-economic impacts

eIn the study report to Congress, identify specific potential hydropower
projects which warrant detailed study and make recommendations
regarding needed yolicy changes.

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS
Demand for Electricity

Accordm% to PFOJeCtIOHIS b){ the Alaska Power Adminlstrat on, the demand
for electrica energ% in Alaska will have increased from 3,066 millios
kilowatt hours in 1979 to 15000 million kilowatt hours in the year 2(1'%
an increase of nearly five times the present use. The demand IS expecte
to increase in each of the six major subregions of the State. However,
the greatest increase 1s expected in the more heavily populated areas of
the State, specifically the Southcentral Railbelt region which 1ncluder
the Anchorage-Cook inlet and the Fairbanks areas and the Southeast

Subregion,
Present Sources of Electricity

As of 1979, the existing electrical generating capab.lity of power plants
in Alaska was about 1,867 megawatts. The majority of electricity
R‘enerated in the State was produced from energy supphed by fossil fuel.
atural gas was by far tne major fuel, accounting for 56 percent of the
year'’s outPut. ext came oil " (18 percent), coal (10 percent), hydropower
(10 percent) and others (6 percentS)



Most of the electrical encrgv in Alaska is supplied by combustion turbines
(65.2 percent), followed by internal combustion plants (19.2 percent),
steam turbines (5.6 pcrce™™ and hydropower (10. percentz. he ,
combustion turbine is the predominant source of power in the more heavily '
populated Southcentral Subregion, whereas hydropower plants and steam
turbines are the predominant sources of power in the Southeast and Yukon
Subregions, respectively. The diesel fueled turbine is the primary source
of electrical energy for the isolated bush villages of Alaska.

Until recently, the availability of low cost natural gas, particularly in
the Anchoragie area, accounted for the predominant use of combustion
turbines. In addition, the Alasxan climate is conducive to the operation
of combustion turbines.

There are more than 40 hydroelectric installations in Alaska. Most of the
plants are small ?Iess than 50 MA) and only of local community
significance. Only 14 plants are large enough and in such loCations to
have an impact on the future power supgly of the State. Twelve of these
plants serve individual cities in the Southeast Subregion. The other two
plants are in Southcentral Alaska and are part of the interconnected
system serving the Anchorage-Cook Inlet area.

Screer, >ng Process

During the National Hydropower Study, the potential for additional
hydropowereggneratlon was evaluated at 61 existing water resource project
sites and undeveloped sites within the State of Alaska. 6y means of a
4-stage screening process, the number of sites demonstrating potential
economic feasibility and environmental acceptablility was reduced 59. A
sutnnary of the screening B(ocess displayed by major subregions of the
St%tle and the principal objectives of each streening stage is present J in
Table 1.

Evaluation

In keeping with the objectives of the National Hydropower S,tudr, the
potential of hydropower in Alaska to meet the future electrical energy
needs was determined from a regionalized assessment of economic and
envi.onmental factors.

Generally, a pro*ect was considered economically feasible if the total
average cost of the additional power capable of beln? Rroduced by the
project did not exceed 50 mI|S_§5 cents) per kilowatt hour. In Some
instances, however, local considerations indicated that a project might be
feasible with even higher costs. As shown in Table 1 (third screening) 2L
existing projects and 144 undeveloped sites in Alaska are identified as
having potential economic feasibility for the development of additional
hydropower.



To determine what portion of the economically feasible hydropower projects
might be acceptable for deveIoEmentz environmental, social and
institutional impacts and marketability constraints were evaluated.
Although specific criteria could not always be followed in making this
determination, projects which would result in major adverse environmental
or social impacts, including elimination of terrestrial and aquatic
wildlife habitat and major dislocations of villages and transportation
systems, were identified as being unacceptable for development. Also,
projects whose development would violate present land use restrictions
such as, wild and scenic rivers, national parks and wildlife refuges, or
opposed by significant portions of the public were considered to De
unacceptable.

Some of the undeveloped sites, alt! ih Identified as ,ha_vm? a substantial
potential for producing additional hydropower, were eliminated for
marketability reasons, in particular those projects located in the vast
undeveloped regions of Alaska.

The results of the hydropower study indicate that 59 prog’)ects. Including
10 existing sites and 49 undeveloped sites, were acceptable for
develooment and warranted further, more detailed study. Detailed
information on each of these sites is presented in Tables 2, 3, and 4.
The ma% attached to Table 2 shows the general location of the sites. If
these 59 sites were developed, they could produce as much as 3.56 million
kilowatts of power and 15432 million kilowatt hours of enerqy.

Table 5 provides a comparison by geographical subreglon of the estimated
electrical requirements for the year 2000 with the hydropower potential.
A further comparison with the marketable hydropower potential, as
determined by the Alaska Power Administration, would indicate that the
development of these projects could meet the majority of the electrical
needs for the Southcentral, routheast, and Yukon Subregion .
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Table 1
NUMMARY OF NATIONAL HYDROPOWER STUDY SCREENING RESULTS, ALASKA

STAGE 1 STAGE 2 , STAGE 3

Initial TT 7 ————— Second third _ rourth
OWER AREA Inventory 1/ Screening 2/ Screening 3/ Screening 4/ Screening 5/
JBfctGIM  Existing Undev. Existing Undev. Existing Undev. Existing Undev. Existing” unoev.

Projects Sites Total ProjectS Sites Total Projects Sites Total Projects Sites Total Projects Sites Tota
KTIC 0 5 5 0 5 5 0 3 3 0 2 2 0 0 0
DRTHWEST 0 21 27 0 16 16 0 7 7 0 6 6 0 0 0
JKON 3 % 59 3 51 o4 0 21 27 0 20 2 0 1 1
SUTHWEST 2 B 40 2 28 0 0 8 8 0 9 8 0 4 4
juthcentral 14 1% 215 12 138 150 9 3 52 3 40 43 0 16 16
3UTHEAST 42 32 349 40 189 229 0 114 144 14 70 84 10 28 3B
-ASKA TOTAL 61 634 695 57 421 484 39 202 241 17 146 163 10 49 59

[/ Objective: Inventory all existing dams and previously identifiedundeveloped sites.

/ Objective: Identify total physical hydropower potential.

/ Objective: Identify physical hP/dropower potential snowing possible economicfeasioility.

7 Qbjective: Identify economically feasible hydropower potential. , ,

/ Oléjectwe Assess noneconom|c actors (environmental, social, institutional) and identify feasible hydropower projects tha
ire identified for detailed study.



Map"
Index
Number

o~

Project Name

Yukon
Browne

Southwest
Kisaralik
Tazimina
Grant Lake
Lake Elva

Site
Ident
Number

AKGNPAO427

AKGNPAOO1?
AKGNPAQO032
AK7NPWO18
A,C/NPAO155

Southcentral Railbelt

Chulitna
Devi 1 Canyon
Watana
Chakachamna

AKGNPA0181
AK6NPAQ0188
AKBNPA0222
AK7NPmo 106

TABLE 2

NATIONAL HYDROPOWER STUDY
PCENTIAL HYDROPOWER SITES IDENTIFIED FOR DETAILED STUDY IN ALASKA

Name of Stream

Nenana River

Klsarallk River
Tazimina
Wood River

Elva Creek

Chulitna River
Susltna River
Susitna R lver

Chakachamna

Latitude

64 11.0

60 26.4
59 58.0
59 45.1
59 37.9

63 4.9
62 48.9
62 48.9
61 130

Longituoe

149 15.0

160
154
158
157

149
149
148
152

55
33.0
32.0
0.0

45.0
18.9
30.9
22.0

Owner

undeveloped

undeveloped
undeveloped
undeveloped

undeveloped

undeveloped
undeveloped
undeveloped

undeveloped

Additional Additional
Capacity Energy
Potential Potential
(kw) (Mwh)
200,000 566,000
30,000 131,000
51,000 224,000
2,700 12,700
1,000 8,000
34,000 166,000
766.000 3,410,000
792,000 3.400,000
366,000 1,300,000

Average
Cost of
Energ
(.ii LUs/xwn

48.99

56.72
17.00
145.87
29.58

45.07
11.53
17.97
12.30



Map
&%ﬁﬁér
10.
11
12
13
14.
15.
15.
17
18
19,
20
21,

22.

Project Name

Talkeetna
Keetna
Skwentna
Yentna
Beluga Upper
Coffee
Solomon Gulch
Alllson Creek
Show
Bradley Lake
Terror Lake
Power Creek
Southeast

Pelican Creek

POTENTIAL

Site

\iber
AKGNPAO216
AK6NPA0197
AKGNPAO211
AK6NPA0224
AKGNPAOL75
AK6NP/0108
AK7NPAO384
AK7NPA0041
AK7NPA0283
AK7NPA0103
AK/NPAO165

AK7NPA0039

AKINPAQ346

TABLE 2

NATIONAL HYDROPO”ER STUOY

Name of Stream

Talkeetna River

Talkeetna River

Skwentna River
Yentna River
Beluga River
Beluga River
Solomon Gulch
Allison Creek
Snow River
Bradley Creek
Terror River

Power Creek

Pelican Creek

Latitude

62
62
61
61
61
61
61
61
60
59
57
60

57

28.0
26.5
519
36.9
15.9
12.0
309

7.1
17.9
45.0
40.0
36.0

34.7

149

HYDRUPOWER SITES IDENTIFIED FOR DETAILED STUDY

Longitude

22.0

149 416

152
150
151
151
146
146
149
160
153
145

136

7.0
32.0
15.0
10.0
159
10.2
18.0
51.0

6.0
34.0

1.8

Owner

undeveloped
undeveloped
undeveloped
undeveloped
undeveloped
undeveloped
undeveloped
undeveloped
undeveloped
undeveloped
undeveloped

undeveloped

Pelican
Utility Co

IN ALASKA (cont)

Additional "Additional

Capacity
Potential
Tkvr

90,000
74,000
98,000
219,000
48,000
37,000
12,000
8,000
63,000
94.000
20,000
7,000

1,000

Energy
Potential
IMWh)
406,400
324,000
490,000
960,000
210,000
160,000
65,000
180,000
278,000
410,000
139,000

* 26,000

1,700

Average
ooty

(mi 1s7kKn)
23.32
30.38
30.02
38.47
$3.06
5041
25.57
46.50
31.24
18.40
19.94

87.04

15.57



Jap
Index
lumber

13.
24,
25.
2fi.
27.
29.
29.
30
31
32.

33.
34.

Project Name

Kasnyku Lake
Takatr Creek
Carbon Lake
Milk Lake
Diana Lake
Green Lake
Maksoutof
Borodino Lake
Goat Lake
Dewey Lake

Dayebat Creek
Gold Creek

POTENTIAL HYDROPOWER SITES IDENTIFIED FOR DETAILED STUDY

Site
ldent
Number

AKTNPAO335
AK7NMI311
AKTNPAO32L
AKTNP/0294
AKTNPAO325
AKTNP/'0%32
AKTNPAO291
AKTNPAO319
AK/NPAO357
AK | HP#) 359

AKANPAOQ78
AKMNP/0099

TABLE 2

NATIONAL HYOROPOWER STUOY

Name of Stream

Kasnyku Falls
Takatz Creek
unnamed

Milk Creek
unnamed
Vodopad River
Maksoutof
B.P. Walter
Pitch Fork

Dewey Creek

Uayehas Creek
Gold Creek

Latitude

5/ 110
5 6.9
5 19
56 58.0
5 53.0
56 95.3
58 30.0
5 22.3
59 313
59 264

59 172
58 179

Longitude

134
134
134
134
135
135
134
134
135
135

135
134

49.9
51.0
28.1
47.0

3.0
11.6
57.9
42.9
11.0
18.9

2.0
239

Additiona

Capacity
Owner Potential

TTJ

undeveloped 7,000
undeveloped 20,000
undeveloped 10,000
undeveloped 7,000
undeveloped 8,000
undeveloped 16.000
undeveloped 24,000
undeveloped 5,000
undeveloped 10,000
A" ska Power 1,000
& Tele Co
undeveloped 5,000
Alaska Elec 2,000
Light |

Power Co

IN ALASKA (cont)

Additiona
Sstntial
(KWh)
30,000
97,000
49,000
33,000
35,000
64,000
117,000
24,300
46,000

1,300

18,200
9,000

oSt of

Energy

(mil )$/*any
41.63
34.48
58.16
39.10
35.65
48.47
2347
4451
33.80

93.39

65.95
34.90



Hap

Index
Number

m

36.
37.
38.
39.

40.
41.

47,

43.
44.
45.
46.

47.

Project Name

Treadwell
Ditch

Annex

Lake QOorothy
Speel Division
Snettisham

Crater Lake

Tease

Upper
Sweetheart

Sweetheart
Scenery Creek
Falls Lake
Thomas Bay
Ruth Lake

POTENTIAL HYDROPOWER SITES IDENTIFIED FOR DETAILED STUDY

Site
ldent
Number

AKMNPAOOB6

AK*NPAO098
AKSNPA0096
AKENPA0082
AKINPA0102

AK7NPAO356
AK7NP/00R4

AK7NPA0143

AK7NPAQO83
AK7NPA0iO1
AK7NPAO417
AK7NPAO310

AK7NPA0400

TABLE 2

NATIONAL HYDROPOWER STUDY

Name of Stream

Treadwel 1

Annex Creek
Dorothy Creek
Speel River

Long Lake

Crater Creek
Tease Creek

Sweetheart

Sweetheart
Scenery Creek
Cascade Creek
Cascade Creek
Oelt Creek

Lal itude

&

of
57
o7
o7
56

155

195
14.0
5.9
59

8.0
5.9
59.7

56.6
4.9
1.1
3.3

59.0

Longitude

134

134
134
133
133

133
133
133

133
132
132
132
132

22.3

1.6
3.0
42.9
48.0

45.7
40.2
30.6

38.*
419
451
45.2
45.0

IN ALASKA (cont)

Additional

Capacity
Owner Potenﬂal
Alaska Tread- 2,500
wel 1
A.J. Ind. 1,800
undeveloped 34,000
undeveloped 63,000
mﬁmﬁwmnzmm
undeveloped 12,000
undeveloped 16,000
undeveloped 7,000
undeveloped 29,000
undeveloped 15,000
undeveloped 44,000
undeveloped 50,000
undeveloped 13,000

éddiﬂona

ner

Pote%%ial
(Man)

10,000

3,000
150,000
275,000
168,500

41,500
70,000
31,000

127,000
67,000
190,000
217.000

63.000

Average
Cost of
Enero
(mi Us/kWh)

25.70

57.18
15.24

32.84

14.17

45.65
29.42
42.94

38.19
34.04
18.20
18.47
45,61



Rip—
Index
Number

48.
49,

50.

51,
52.
53.

54,
59.
56.

57.
58.
59.

Project Name

Anita
Harding River

Tyee Creek

Swan Lake
Mahoney Lake
Upper Slivls

Lake Connell
Ketchikan
Chester La":e

Black Bear
Lake Mary
Mellen Lake

POTENTIAL HYDROPOWER SITES IDENTIFIED FOR DETAILED STUDY

TTTi
ldent
Number

AKENPAO414
AK7NPAO301
AK7NPAO408

AK7NPA0132
AK7NPA0123
AKWPA0139

AKDNPAO141

AKINPAO138

AKPNPAOQ97

AK7NPA0104

Name of Stream

TABLE 2

NATIONAL HYOROPOWER STUDY

56

Harding River 56

Tyee Creek

Falls Creek

Mahoney Lake

Beaver Falls

Ward Creek

56

95
55
55

55

Ketchikan Creek 55

Nichols Off

Black Bear

56
95
55

Latitude

15.5
16.1
12.0

35.9
25.0
22.8

26.0

215

7.1

329
26.0
12.0

Longitude

132
131
131

131
131
131

131

131

131

132
132
132

26.5
38.9
33.0

21.0
311
30.9

40.2

37.0

316

0.5
29.0
36.0

Owner

undeveloped
undeveloped

undeveloped

undeveloped
undeveloped

City of
Ketchikan

City of
Ketchikan

City of
Ketchikan

Cit{ of
Metlakatla

undeveloped
undeveloped

undeveloped

IN ALASKA (cont)

Additional
Capacity
Potential
(kw]
3,200
18,000

30,000

22,000
14,400
2,000

2,000
2,000
2,500

5,000
9,600
8,000

Additional
Energy
Potential

%

(NUR|
14,000
85,000

133,000

85,000
56,000
49,100

10,400
15,000
5,200

22,000
42,300
30,000

Average
Cost of
Enera
(mills/kWh

54.60
60.44

217.66

58.33
30.42
21.71

56.45
31.10
48.75

44.36
49.80
41.66

\




The followin% tables provide physical data and environmental and social

Impacts of the proposed projects. The environmental and social impact codes
can be ldentified through the following matrixes:

Description Matrix for Potential Environmental Concerns Code

Impact

Description Matrix for Potential Social Concerns Code



« U 10
DEP ACTv
CODE INV
GEOG. AREA

ARJNPAOIO2
1 2

southeast

ARG6NPAOOR2
1 2
SOUTHEAST

ARTNPAOOS8J
1 2

southeast

Ar TNPAOOST

I 2
SOUTHTtAST

ARMNPAOOSD

1 2
SOUTHEAST

Ar TNPAO 1«3
1 2
SOUTHEAST

"R7NPAOI103

t 2
SO CENTRAL

Ar TNPAOIO.
I 2
SO CFhTRAI

ARG6NPAOIO.

t 2
SO CFmYBAI

PROJECT NAME

PRIMARY CO. “NAME OP STREAM
OhNER

MAP REFERENCE
SNETTIjHAM
JUNEAU LUNG LARC
AR PURER AOMIN.
TARU RIVERA-b
SPEEL OIVISION
JUNEAU SPEEL RIVER
UNOEVEIOHEW
TARIl RIVERA®S.

sweetheartfalls
JUNEAU

undeveloped

SpEETHEARTCRE

siimoum 0-S
TFASt

JL"iaF AU
UNOEVEIOPEO
TARIl RIVERA®"S.

tease cheer

TREaOrELL OITCM
JUNEAU
AR EI1EI
JUNEAU

THEaOmELL OIT
light A MOrER

B-*,A-*

UPPER
JUNEAU

UNOEVELOPEO
SU“Oli« n.s

SREETHEART
SmEETHEARTChE

MPAOLCT 1are
RCNAI-COORIN
JNOEVFfLOPE~N

SE1TOUVIA 0-3,C-3.

BRADLEY CREIR

CMARACHA4NA
RFNAf-COORIN
UNOEVEIOPEO

LARF
fHARACM.M*. R

TVONER A-T.
CUFFI™*
RFfNA |-COJR |N BELUGA MIvCM

UVUEVFLOPFO
TFONER A-a.

LATITUDE
LONGITUOE
DR.AREA
0 M.M)
t0 M.M)
(S0.M1)

SS 5.9
133 RS.O
30

5# 6.9
133 R2.9
194

ST 5b.6

135 38.1
35

SS S.9
133 40.2
It

SS 1S.S
134 22.3
IS

ST 59.T7
Iy 30.b

59 45.0
IS0 S1.0
I))

41 1S.0
152 22.0
1120

bl 12.0
151 10.0
S5U

PROJ.PURP.
STATUS
AVE. 0

(CFS)

«47.0

IS

-2314.5

152.0

75.0

1S

354S.V

2«P0.0

OAM HT

F C STOR.

P«R. HD.
(FT)
(AC FT)
(FT)

10.0
150000
800.0

325.0
910000
272.7

150.0
2uboUuo
611.3

60.0
22000
1032.9

S.0
400
517.4

35.0
10000
1178.6

120.0
363000
105) . -4

5.0
4015000
79*_*

I1PO.9

100.0

EYIST.CAP.

INC. CAP.

TOT. CAP.
(KFE)
(FH)
K<)

47160
23300
70460

0
63000
0301*0

*9000
29000

16000
16000

2500
2500

7000
7000

94000
94000

0
366000
306000

97000
37000

EXIST.ENWS

INC.ENERGY

TOT.ENEHGV
(MrtH)
(Mhh)
(MFtH)

168500
0
04250

0
275000
275000

0
127000
127000

70000
70000

tooOu

ioooo

30660
30660

0
«10000
etooov

0
1600000
1600000

0
1b0ou00
160000

ANI1L. COST

ENERGY COST*

(1000 SI
(S/nkh)

190?.*
A

9036.7
3?.60*

050.°7?
3*.190

6a*«.q

6*7. A
6*.7*n

*6.9a*

7*a7.9
16.906

19*6*
16.10*

6*6%.1
yi.6ii

ENVIRONMENTAL

IMPACT CODE

SOCIAL
IMPACT CODE

ynnnusn

NNNNVNY VV

NNUUUUU

UNNUUUUUU

NN*®.TUUUU

FINNUTYY YY

NNUUUUU

UNNU7 YYYV

NNUUUUU

FINNUUUUVU

NNUUUUU

UNNUUUUUU

NNVYYNY

NNNUVVYVV

VNUUUUU

UNNUUUUUU

NMYYUUU

UNNUUUUUU



- SITE 10

e Ot» *CTV
= CODE INV
® oeog. area

= AKG6NP*0012

-) 2
“*™southwest

= A*7NPAPOIA
- 1 2
—SOMTM/tFST

= Ar 7NBAC15S

-1 2

= SOUTHWEST

= AK7.4PA0032

-1 2

= SUIiTfMoFST

= 4r5N*A0U39
0 2
“*10 CENTRAL

= 4r INPAOO9«
- 1 2
*=1u"ItHI*>»T

-0 2
“>SOUTHEAST

= AKMNPAOO99
-1 2
= SOUTHEAST

= Ak5NPAO09«

- 1 2
= SOUTHEAST

PROJECT NAME
PRIMARY CO. -NAME OP STREAM
PnNER
MAP REFERENCE

KISAtFALT* RIVFR
HETHfcL
UNOEVELOPEO
HETMEL 5-t.

K1SAPAL1K RIV

GRANT LAKE

BRISTOL BAY
UNDEVELOPED
UILIINGHAMO-T.U-B

MOOD RIVER

LAnF ELVA

BRISTOc BAY
ONOFvEIOPFQ
UOODnEaS NAY C-I

FLVA CREEa

TAZIMFNA

BRISTOL SAY
UNOEVFLOPFO
ILIAMNA u-5.

TA7IMINA WIVE

POFftFR CREEK 1

COhOUVA>aCCA PUnER CMFEK
UNOFfVrLOPFO

CORDOVA C-S.

AN.EI

JUNE Ail ANNE I CREEK

ALASKA FIEC LPT AND PBR
JUNEAU A-]

JUNEAU
<I'iOCvF10PEO
FAMit A-6.

PRATER CREEK

NOLO CREEKS
JiinFa*

ALASKA ELECTRIC
Juneah 0->

0". .0 C«EFk
r.Mr A POkF

LAKI oorotmv
Jii iEA"I

uui”™ vEIOpfo
TAmi RtVIRA«».

OUROTHT CRFfcK

LATITUDE
longitude
1.B.ANFA

© M.M)
© M.M
(S0.MD)

60 2b.a
16U S.S
5«a

5R *5.9
ISft 32.0
ST

59 ST.9
159 0.0

59 50,0
ISA 3§.0
320

60 SS.1
1«<S 32.«
21

so 19.s
139 7.6

SO B.U
133 95.r

u

so 17.9
Is9 25.9
10

50 19<0
»S9 3.0
n

PRI1J._PURP.

STATUS
AVE.

I
UpP

(CFS)

000

90

| 9«0

SSI

=63

165

5T

112

TABLE 4

DAM DT
F C STOR.
0 PhR. HO.

FD
(AC FT)

(GID)

315.0
7)N000
.0 269.7

56.0
52500
.0 209.7

137.0
2«000
.2 259.7

95.0
196000
.0 100.0

25.0
.0 359.6
25.0

2S9H0
-9 75S.0

55.0
1i0000
.0 979.0

.7 225.

165000
.0 739/.6

EUST.CAP.

INC. CAP.

TOT. CAP.
(Kmy
(Kmy
KWy

0
30000
30000

2700
2700

lono
1000

1Tt000
10000

50u0
5000

3500
17S0
5250

11072
1)072

1600
70i]0
3t*un

Sa0iio
SQiit

POST *

o)

«

EXIST.ENRG. NUL.
INC.ENERGY ENERGY CO"Ta
TOT.ENERUT
(A1) (1000 S)
(Mmm) (*/m*n)
wm.an
0 79J1.9
131000 56.720
131000
0 IKuFt.K
12672 19S.07
12672
0 2329.6
0000 290.50
KOnO
0 «00°.0
2291100 17. F
229000
0 2657.0
26000 103.39
26000
61100 171.52
AOOI) 57.176
9Q00
0 1977 .a
91 4®0 97.659
* |90
6BOU 312 .+Ho
906** Jo.ftIR
15T6S
0 2706.3
t6r*1Ho 15.242
150 «doii

ENVIRONMENTAL
impact CPOE

SOCIAL
IMPACT CjPE

YYUUU" IU

TINNUHUIHIU

NNUUUUU

UNNUUUUUU

UNNNNNI .

NNNNUIIE® T

UNNi T iuuI™

NNTVNUN

NTINNYNHITV

NNi “UIHiV
imiiiiiui*iiv
<«NNSN*. €

NNI=JVUUTT
0

UNUUUUU

FTINNilUul*WU

NNUUUUU

1/NNNY YYYV

0 oo

NS

(]

or



<+ SITE 10

= QEP ACTV
= CODE INV
= CEOS. AwEA

= AKINPAQO136
-1 2

= southeast

= ARO%PAO!T«I
-1 2
= Sul "THEAST

= AK7NPAQ0123
-1 2

= Southeast

= Ak 7UPA0132
-1 2
= SOUTHEAST

= AkPNPAOQO139
=0 2
= SOUTHEAST

= AKTTPAOJbfc

-1 2
= S0 CE iTHAI

= Ak 6NRAQ| 75
-0 2
= SO CENTRAL

= AK6 %PAO|R]
-1 2
- SU CENTRAL

= AKfc* _PAOIAd
-0 2
= SO CENTRAL

PROJECT NAME
PRIMARY CO. -NAME OF STREAM
Owner

map reference

KETCHIKAN LAKES

KETCHIKAN KETCHIKAN CHE
CITY OF KETCHIKAN

KFTCHIKAN d-5

CONNELL OAM
KETCHIKAN HARD CREEK
KETCHIKAN pulp comment
rtETCHiAKANB-5.8 -6

lake

MAHONEY LAKE MPPEP
KETCHIKAN mahunev
UNOEVEIOPEO

kfichlkan 8-5

lake

Swan LAKE
ketchikan
UNOEVELOPEO
KETCHIKAN C-J.

falls cr hevi

UPPER SILVIS LAKE

KFETCnIKAN REAVER FALLS
CITY OF KFTCHIKAN

KETCHIKAN R-5

TERPLO LAKE
KOulak

UNOEVEIOPEO
*00lak C-A.

TERROR HIVER

OELIISA UPPER
HATANUSKA-SU
UNOEVELOPFU
T*ONE« H-«.

RELUCA MIvVEH

IuRHICANE
Chiil ITNA

CHULIENA
MtIANUSKA-SU
UNDEVELOPED
healt A-*.

rive

PROPOSAL

river

UEv Il canyon
mataniiska-sii
UNvVEVELOPFO

IA1L «<EETNA MTS 0-5 0-«.

npa
susitna

latitude
ongituoe
OR.AREA

© M.

CD M.M)

(S0.MI)

55 21.5
131 37.0
11

55 26.0
131 *0.2
13

55 25.0
111 31.1
2

55 35.9
131 21.0
36

3) 22.«
131 30.9
22

5T *0.0
153 6.0

61 15.9
|S» 15.0
8*0

63 4.9
149 45.0
795

6? 48.N
149 18.9
5810

SURVEY SITES

PROJ.PURP.* OAM HT
status *f ¢ stor.
AVE. 0 *PmR. HD.

= (FT)
= (AC FT)
CCFS) = (FT)

3H - 33.0
0P - 9200
-146.1%* 265.0

*
SO - 85.0
oP - 4300
174.0* 149.8
H - 25.0
IS - 10200
44 0% 1825.1

#
H - 195.0
TS = 17«C00
464.0%* 274 .7

#
H - 60.0
0P - 22000
-574.9%  265.0

*

#
H - T0.0
1S - 0
99.0* 1148.8
H - 180.0
IS - 0
2464 .0%* 141.8
H - 230.0
1S - 0
2622.0%* 206.T
HRC - 635.0
FP = 1050000
9227.0%* 574.4

EK1ST.CAP.

INC.
TOT.

CAP.
CAP.
(KM)
(KM)
(KM)

4200
1400
5600

2000
2000

taaoo
14400

22000
22000

2100
2000
4100

20000
20000

40000
48000

34000
34000

0
TThOCO
TTh00O

HW5

EXIST.EN«G ANUL. COST

INC.ENERGY ENERGY COST*

TOT.ENERGY
(MaH) (1000 9S)
(Manm) (S/MNH)”
(MaH)

14800 159.5?
21*0 7a.5a5
169*0
0 59u.*4
10*56 56.450
10*56
0 1*91.4
55590 30.4%6
55590
0 495% T
65000 5%.339
85000
5000 2%6.20
*9111 5.3277
5%111
0 *772.1
139000 19.943
13«»000
0 11143
210000 53. h*
210000
0 7482.3
166000 45. T4
166000
0 39324
3410000 11.532
3410000

» * A A
() LI I T I I I I I A I I I} L I I T I o T I O TR 2 T O

ENVIRONMENTAL

IMPACT CODE

SOCIAL
IMPACT COPE

NNUUUUU

UNNUUUUUU

NNUUUUU

UNNUUUUUU

NNVNTNN

YNNNYMIYY

NNVVNIUJ

YNNN*UUTY

NNUUUUU

UNNUUUUUU

TNNYYNN

NNUVUUU

UNNUUUUUU

NNUMI Ub

UNYIMUI"UU

NYNNNUN

iinnnvnuyy



- Slit 10

- 0»P ACTV
- ClOot INV
- 5EW,. AHFA

- **\/|PAO|97
-1 2
e SU CEITKAL

- A*HNPAO2] |
*

-

® 90 CF-STPAL

= AK61]|PAO21b

- i 2
« 90 Cfathal
-0 a

= SO CENTRAL

= AK60PA022«
-t 2
® 90 CfOTKAL

= AnPNPAOpP9T
-1 ?
= SOUTHEAST

= AKTnPAOJOO
- | *

= SOUTHEAST

- | *

= southeast

= A*7NPA0255
- | *

= SOtITHCAST

PROJECT MAVt
291HART CO. -NAHK OF STREAM
OFINER
HAP REFERENCF

OF T AA

HA 1ANtUSK A«SIJ
UNTJEVItoPFI)
TAIKEETNA HTJ H-b

TALKbtri.A 91V

S»r.E<T.<A (HAVES)
MATAVJSKA-SU  SKpENTNA 9IVE
1INOEvCLOPFO

IYuNE* Fi-k.

TALKEETNA *
HATAMISKA-ST1
NNOEvFIOPFJ
TALKEETNA MTIjS p-5.

TALKEETNA PI1V

MATANA OHAPHOPOSAL
HAT ANUS™* A«SII SOS IT*IA RIVER
UOOFyfLOPEi#

TALKEETNA ATS U-0,3.* C-2.1.

ventna

HAT ANUSK A“$U
1INUF. VFLOFEU
IVIINE* C-2.

YENTNA hIVFH

chf.stfr lake
OUTEK KETCHTF
hETLAKATIAPOmEH A 1
kfichl Mn a-9

NICHPL9 OFF3T
1GHT

ULACK aEABLAKF
PRINCE OF *A
UNuCVELOPEO
CPAIG C-3

BLACK BEAHCOF

princf OF *a
ONOFVFLOPFD
CRAIG d-2

olo frankscrf

HFLLEN LAKE
PRINCF OF *A
UNuCVELOPEO
attka o-j.

PtVNOLOS .CHEF

laituiof
LONG! TtJDF
09 .AREA
© H.M)
O n.m)
(5.).MD)

6? 26.9
1«9 ai.k
1250

bl 5].4
152 7.0
950

62 2*.0
109 *2.0
050

62 08.9
109 30.9
51*0

61 16.9
150 32.0
600U

55 T.I
131 31.6
2

56 32.9
12 0.5

55 26.0
132 29.0

55 12.0
132 36.0
6

TABLE 4

PKUJ.<iJuP.  JAM HT
STAT jS f r STno.
AvF. Ij <Alt. MD.

TFT)
(»C FT)

(CF5J (FT)
H 360.0
1S 9JP00O
2000.0 2*9.7
H 360.0
1S 0
26*0.0 290.7
N 375.0
1S 0
1650.0 364.6
MRC 810.0
FP 4k*f10«0
0137.0 659.3
M 120.0
1S -
17611.0 *1.9
H 12.0
oP 3»U
*6.0 709.2
H 26.0
1* 6900
13.5 1056.9
H 30.0
1S 95000
200.0 2F0.7
H 35.0
IS 0
62.0 060.1

EtISI.CAP.

INC.
mr.

(»P.
CAP.
(KYI
(«A)
(KW)

0
Tjnon
~Uuloo

0
9P000
o«oon

9n000
9.1000

0
*97000
7920CP

0
219000

219000

2*00
2*00

5000
9000

9600
9000

6000
0000

FKISI.ENHG

CuSl

aniil.

- F IVIRUNMFEM AL

INC.FItPUT ESTfRGt CHjiIT*

TPT.tNrHi.V
IMoH)
(P»H)
(PAM)

0
72a0"iu
7*«000

0
090000

040000

0
00ft00b
00kooti

0
JOM®"00J
3000000

0
0b0000
«60b00

5*21
5221

*20*0
*2000

923A0
=2300

30000
3000U

11« Hi
(S/VFticl

9P«A.7
S0.X02

14711

V067.0
AN J41

)7.*fo

IfeQq|ft
J*H#ATM

Q%% _Q*
OM.79S

97®. h
09.7*7

*106.9
99.S09

1250.9
01.662

*

*

(Ul

o*’ﬂco HEEE RN X

12000

1PPACT CuOe

STLIAL
1IMH4-T CtifE

NFI*UUUb

UNS tIliHII

NNt UU"Nt

A (CHITS

NNUUj I'U

=<=\NJIHHT*W

NTNPF.UN

=UIN. ITkUt?

NNTTUUY

UUNIHH duti

KNTTUOMU

1"NNhUUUUU

VNSVVNS

L*NNNTUUVV

SbUHIT"IU

TINNTTUUUUU

NNUUUUU

UNNUUUUU"J



omuto PRIMARYP%ngQKIAMéNEOP STREAM LLAEITUDE PR?HA?'UEQ " éMS%R lIE o AA 8%\%\@9 é\%GYCE)SgT EW&’%%WE%&L
e nt*  *cty OnMEQ AVE. Q *P MO. T

CAP.
. oot inv hap REFERENCE W) ET ﬁ { %3 (1990
L4 M. M K |A|_
are 0'ifl) 0CF5) (é T}T) {K BT Co0e
: AKTIPARSS P 0,170 310 8685,4 ANUUIIU
. RO * r 9140 | o w588
> & centraf gy(b% qpED SnO river 9L B0 6523 &8 78 UNNUUUUUU
. ATiPatBl4 INO LAVE 2 H 4 108L7 ANUUUUU
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SITE 10

ntp *Ctv
coot INV

Ak 7:«PAO311
1 2
southeast

a<onpa0076
1 2
SOUTHEAST

AKTNPAO359
1 2
SOUTHEAST

AK7NPAO3S7
| 2
«O1"TMEST

AK7NPA*E/*1

| 2
*0 CENTRAL

AK7NPAO34A
1 2
50 CENTRAL
AK7NPAG310

1 2
SOUTNnt »;>T

arnupao™I*

1
SOHFME 431

4«71 |P40SO0|
- 2
5001 *t4iT

PROJECT NAME

PRIMARY CO.

-NAME OF STREAM

OWNER
map REFERENCE

TarATZ CHEER
SITKA
UNOEvEIOPEO
SITKA *-i.

OAYEBAS crefk
3KAGWAY-VAKU
UNOEvVEIOPEO
SKAGKAr h-1

CEKEY 1lakfs
Skag*ay-rAIl
skagway ij-i
GOAT 1lake
skagoAy-yaru
UNOEVEI OPEO
SraGkAy C-1I.

ALLtbO"I creek
VATOt/-Cm IT—
UNOEvVE1 OPEO
VAIOEZ A-7

S"10“ON HIILCrt
VALOtZ-CMI 1 -
UNOEVEI0OPEO
VAIU-Z a-7

INpPAS ray
mRANGELL PET
IiNUEVE1 OPFU
SijfojM A-PA-J

ANITA
p SANGELL-PET
UNUEvVEI OPEu

PE FFRSniMOR-2.

mapping rivER
K»«AUGELt-P|T
UNOEVELOPEO

TARATZ CREEK

OAYEBAS CREEK

DEWEY CRfEK

P1YCMEPRK EAL

allison crfer

solomun gulch

cascade creek

ZIPW1A

strai

HAROINR RIVEP
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TABLE 5

Regional Requirements versus Hydroelectric Potenti*.

ESTIMATED HYDROEIECTRIC MARKETABLE
REGION REQUIREMENT poteniial HYDROELECTRIC

POTENTIAL 1/

MW Jih MW GWh MW GWh
Southcentral 2,541 10,560 2,728 12,004 2,587 11,184
Yukon 675 2,072 200 566 200 566
Southeast 349 1,131 549 2,486 152 668
Southwest 134 358 85 376 30 131
Remainder of State 301 879 0 0 0 0

4,000 15,000 3,562 15,432 2,969 12,549

1/ Marketable Projects by Year 2000. Source: Alaska Power Administration



6udtno Pouier Nom ,In c .

PO. Box 7-4436 Fa'bank* Alaska 99701 (9C7; 452-6272
PO Box 96) Anchorage Alaska 995)0 (907) 276-7744

Locati on Watana

River Mile 165 (2 ml.

upstream from DC pool
head)

Type Construction Earthflll

SUSITNA HYDROPOWER PROJECT

Pertinent Data

Devil Canyon

River Mile 134 (14.5
ml. from Gold Creek)

Concrete, thin-arch

Height, feet 810 635

Crest Length, feet 3,450 2,475

Design Earthquake 8.5 8.5

Richter Scale

Water surface area 43,000 7,550

(full pool) acres

Average annual 100

estimated drawdown-

feet

Reservoir Length 54+ 28

(river nmiles

Inundated)

Firm Annual Energy 3.1 3.0

BkwHrs

Secondary Produc- 0.44 0.36

tlon for 2-dam system

annually BkwHrs

Access Road, miles 37 27

Reservoir Storage 4.2 X 6.5 X

Loss-SedImentatlon,

per 100 yrs.(comb.)

TRANSMISSION SYSTEM to Anchorage to Fairbanks

Two-single Circuit lines 136 miles 198 miles

345 KV 230 KV
: COST
CoChoirmon
Eggﬁg?gﬁgm Total Project Costs
January 1979 dollars $2,590,000,000

Treasurer

John Spencer

Secretary
Dave Hutchens
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SUSITNA PACKERS SPEAK OUT AT CHAMBER LUNCHEON

At a St. Patrick®s Day luncheon of the Anchorage Chamber of Cor.imerc *
backers of the Susitna Hydroelectric Project warned of massive cutbacks 1in
the use of electricity and higher electrical rates by 1990 without develop—
ment of the State®s hydroelectric potential. In his remarks before the
Chamber luncheon, John Spencer, Executive Manager of the Anchorage Munic-—
ipal Utilities and Treasurer of SUSITNA POWER MOV/, INC, urged that State
funds be invested in the project. "It"s not pleasant to have the lights
go out... but if ve don"t do something that®"s v/hat will happen"™, he said.

Eric Yould, Executive Director of the Alaska Power Authority told the
luncheon audience that Alaska, with 1ts precipitous terrain and large water
run-off has "roughly one-half the un-tapped hydro power in tne U.S.

Dob T>e«ny, Co-Chairmau of SUSITNA POWER HOW, INC, noted that eighty
percent of the State®s population would receive low-cost energy from th~
project. "I can think of no better way to spend the energy surplus th. »
using it on this project”™, Penny said.

CHAMBER CIVE3 S~ TTHA DAN 0K

In a joint action the Anchorage and Fairbanks Chambers of Commerce have
come out in support of the Susitna River Hydroelectric Pioject. The res—
olution notes that energy use will continue to rise as well as the price of
natural gas and oil. The proposed hydroelectric pow#-r would help decrease
dependence on those fuel sources. The businessmen came out in support of
3D 294 and 295, providing for construction of the pr ect by the A.?.A. .and
appropriating money for studies leading to application for a Federtu license
to construct, the project.

SU3 TWA POWER MOW. INC. OPENS ANCHORAGE OFFICE

At the Hoard of Directors meeting in Juneau, March 7, Co-Chairman Lee
v/areham of Fairbanks announced the opening of the Anchorage office. Located
it 270? Denali the office Is staffed by Ms. Eve Dicchncr. Office hours are
fron 9:00 to 5:00 and the telephone number 1is 270-77*14.

MEITi"FRSHIP DRIVE

Tko Waldrop, Membership Chairman reported at the loard of Directors meet
ing In Juneau that the membership drive Is Just getting off the ground.
P*S ALL PITCH IN AND DO Otu: SHARE - ENROLL VOtJR FRIENDS AND NEIGHBORS AS
MEMBERS. Requests for membership applications nay be sent to the Anchorage
office. Current membership stands at
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794 receives TITIAmi-iOUS APPROVAL OF SENATE RESOURCES COMMITTEE

The Senate Resources Committee unanimously gave it ™ approval to SB 294
v/hioh directs the Alaska Power Authority to get the project moving. Bills which
appropriate State money to that end are now in the Senate Finance Committee.

SUSITUA POV.ER MOV IMC. supported the measure with many witnesses as well
as written testimony. Among those speaking in favor of the bill were former
Governor Bill Egan. Egan, 1in his testimony said, "the time has come when we
must do everything possible to turn public wealth from Prudhoe Bay oil production
into an alternative source of power for use in Alaska.™

The lone dissenting testimony provided the hearing®s most lively moment.
Joe Oeldhof, a lobbyist for the Alaska C iservation Society and other environ—
mental groups said his organization was not "flatly opposed™ to the Fusitna
Project, but instead supported smaller hydroelectric dams. Senator Bettye
Farenkamp (D-Fairbanks”™ reminded Mr. C-eldhof of the testimony of the environ—
mental groups at Ramparts hearings when they recommended Susitna as an alter—
native to the Ramparts Bam.

Of the Environmentalists testimony at the Ramparts hearings Senator Do*
Bennett (R-Fairbanks) said environmentalists had said the Ramparts Dam would

flood the Yukon wetlands "and drown the ducks™. "I didn"t buy that", and con—
tinued saying that now the environmentalists say the Susitna Project might harm
caribou migration. "lIt"s a waste of my time"™, Bennett said of such testimony.

(Copies of SB 294, 295 and HE 739 & 570 as well as an abstract of the
Senate Resources Committee Hearings (February 16 and March 7) arc available
from the Anchorage office os SUSITNA POWER MOV/, IMC.)

COMMENTS FPOM OUR MEMBERS
"I feel 1t is a crime tr use a non renewable resource to generate power
when hydro-generation could be developed"” Roger Connolly, Director of

Training, Alaska Electrical Apprentice Training Trust.

"This project would give Alaska and Alaskans the energy needed now and

for our future growth.™ _....... Bill Mike Baker, Fairbanks.
Readers and members comments and suggestions are solicited. Let us hear from
you.

COMING NEXT MONTH

Future sues of this newsletter will feature a column giving the hxstory
of the Susitna Hydroelectric project dating bad to the 1940*3.

HELP!

Senate Bill 385 appropriates 54 million dollars for u transmission line
tie between South Central and Interior Alaska via the rail belt corridor from
Willow to Healy. This line v/ill accommodate economy energy transactions, pool—
ing power generation reserves, and emergency power interchanges. If approved
¢ehis session, tho line could be completed by late 1983. This project v/arrants
the highest priority for all Fairbanks-Anchorage residents.

YOU CAN HELP!

Immediately write your area legislators, the Governor and Lt, Governor urging
support, of SD 305.

GOVERNOR JAY S. HAMMOND LT. GOVERNOR TERRY MILLER
POUCH A POUCH AA
Juneau, Alaska 99811 Juneau, AlLaska 99811

SEND CORRESPONDENCE TO: Alaska State Senate or Alaska State House, Pouch V
.Tune fu. Alaska 99811



From the desk of

UNITED SPATES SENATOR HIKE CRA7EL

There 1s one aspect of the Susitna hydropower issue that 1 would
like to address for your membership®s information. As you know, 1 had
authored and shepherded through the Senate Finance Committee a provision
that would have allowed large hydroelectric projects to be financed by
tax-exempt bonds. The Finance Committee passed -he large hydro exemp—
tion on October 27, 1979. The full Senate passed it December 17, 1979.

This exemption had uie potential of saving Railbelt electrical
users literally hundreds of millions cf dollars. It would have had
an equal benefit on large hydro project 1in other par®;s of the country.

Unfortunately, the House conferees fro * the I/ays and Hepns Commit—
tee strongly oppose tax-exempt bonding of cry kind, fearing that the
bond purchasers derive an inappropriate tax free income from those bonds.
Knowing that, | went to the conference commi<ted to fight for the hydro
exemption. Sadly, not one of the house conferees- including some whose
districts would have benefited from the hydro exemption- supported the
hydro exemption when 7 pushed it to a vote. It v/ould appear that future
efforts to procure the Hydro exemption will need more leverage and
p. tority in the minds of the House members.

That should not be perceived as an insurmountable problem. 1t will
be difficult, of course, as long as the House conferees insist that tax-
exempt bonding which benefits large populations is somehow corrupt by
virtue of the benefit that accrues to the bond purchaser.

Regardless, that is a fight | am committed to fighting when the
tine and opportunity arise in the future. For the time oeing 1 am con-—
fident th..t there will be any number of bills of substantial importance
to the House®"s concerned Nays and Means members and that we will prevail
in obtaining the desires exemption prior to 19C3 when Susitna financing

will be needed.

Correspondence may bo addressed to Senator Gravel at:

UNITED STATES SENATOR HIKE GRAVEL
3121 Dirksen

Senate Office Building
V.dohington, D. C, 20510



Susitna Power How was formed by a group of citizens for the sole purpose
of creating a viable inflation-proof electrical energy future via con—
struction of the Devil Canyon Upper Susitna Hydroelectric Project.

The Project will cost approximately 3 billion 1980 dollers and provide
6.1 billion kilowatt hours of firm electrical energy on an annual basis.
This energy will benefit 80?> of the State"s population residing in
Southcentral and Interior Alaska.

\.e need your help. Join NOW.~ Complete the membership application and
mail to:

SUSITNA POWER NOVI, INC.
P. 0. Box 961
Anchorage, Alaska 99510

MEMBERSHIP APPLICATION

NAME

TITLE
COMPANY

MATLIMC ADDRESS

PHONE
SIGNATURE
DATE

Type of Membership:

rcuoral L 01.00 for throo (3) years
Sustaining - $100.00 initiation

.00 month due* ( ; le sc; - nnu Ilj)
Institutional Shoo.uc r more nm

rfuarkb
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INTRODUCTION

In December 1979 the Economic Feasibility Study for a possible Anchorage -
Fairbanks Transmission Intertie (Intertie Study) was completed by IECO-
RVRA for the Alaska Power Authority. This Int.ertie Study reviewed
alternative intertie designs that considered the railbelt requirements
for generation with and without the Susitna hydroelectric project.

The study concluded that a feasible intertie was possible without the
Susitna project as well as with it.  he optimized designs for the
alternatives studied were for the total line length (323 miles) and
included the following voltage and conductor configurations:

Alternative  Interconnection Voltage Optimum ACSR ~ Capability
Cases Descript ion kV-circ kemil-no.cond MW
W/o Susitna:
1 AMi Anchorage - Ester 230 s/c 954 - 1/c 130
1 C Anchorage - Ester 34S s/c: 19 - 2/¢ 380
1 D Anchorage - Ester 230 s/c 954 - 1/¢ 130
W/ Susitna:
n A Anchorage - D. Canyon 345 s/c x* 954 - 2/¢ 1200
D. Canyon - Ester 230 s/c x? 1510 - 1/c 370

After study of the report it was suggested \] the Anchorage Municipal

Light and Power (AMLP) and the Golden Valley Electric Association (GVEA)
that it would be useful to analyze on arrangement that would use exist-
ing lines (including a pending extension of a Matanuska Electric Asso-
ciation (MfA) line from V/illow to Sunshine) with new line constructed

for the remaining portion -- such new line to be built according to the
design criteria of Susitna (see 11 A in the above Table).

Ihe Alaska Power Authority (APA) authorized a brief supplementary study
to determine the approximate transfer capabilities and cons'ruction
costs of such an arrangement. The following pages report the results of
this study.



Genesis of This Report

The Intertie Study concluded that a 230 kV single-circuit transmission
line with a line loading capability of 130 MV is economically feasible
in 1984. This line design is smalle** in capacity than would be required
If the Susitna Project were constructed. A line design compatible with
the Susitna Project was not found feasible by 1984 although the larger
capacity circuit is deemed technically preferable for the Anchorage -
F» rbanks connection. Further studies were recommended toward finding a
way to support this larger capacity circuit.

The suggestion of GVEA and AMLP to study an interim arrangement that
v/ould maximize the use of existing lines (resulting in the least amount
of new construction) was supported by the APA as a potentially practical
way to accomplish the intertie at an earlier date and provide that new
construction would be compatible with the larger capacity circuits
suitable for the Susitna Project.

The purpose of the following pages is to examine the technical character
of such an arrangement with a view toward maximizing the power transfi
capability at minimum initial construction cost.

Technical Scope of Thjs Report

The depth of technical review of the interim arrangement described above
will include only steady-state analysis of several line configurations
with an assigned limit of approximately 30 degrees of power angle he-
tween the buses at Pt. Mackenzie and Gold Hill. The stability of these
configurations is not analyzed. Ho serious stability problems are
anticipated with the power angle limit as stated.



Future Stahility Analysis

If it is determined that ai interim system configuration as described
herein be implemented, it is important to make a complete stability
analysis that would consider the characteristics of such intertie, the
connected rotating machinery (generators, moto*-';) and the control charac-
teristics (governors, voltage regulators, relaying and switching, etc.)
Such a study would provide the guidelines for selection or modification
of control equipment, if necessary, and establish guidelines for operat-
ing the interconnected system.

Line Configurations Studied

Five general line configurations were studied to provide information
regarding line transfer capabilities and related construction co.-ts:

|- Existing Lines to Willow and Healy _ _
New 345 KkV s/cline with 2-954 kem, Willow to Susitna Jet. -72 miles
New 230 kV s/cline with 1-1510 kcm, Susitna Jet. to llealy -86.5 miles
Operate lines as follows:

Pt. Mack - Teelc-| 230 kV
Teeland - Willow 115 kv
Willow - Healy 230 kV (add 32MVAR ShuntReactor
Healy - North Pole 138 kV (add 28 MVAR ShuntReactor

Use two winding transfcrme*, and no series compensation

II- Same as | above, except: , . .
Use autotransformers and series compensation (20%, Willow to Healy)

lI-1 Same as Il above, exceﬁ_t:
Existing lines to Sunshine and Healy _ , ,
New 345 kV s/cline with 2-954 kcm,” Sunshine to Susitna Jet.-43.5 miles
Operate lines as follows:

Pt. Mack - Teeland 20 kV
Teeland - Sunshine 115 kv
Sunshine - Healy 230 kV (add 3?MVAR ShuntReactor)
Healy - North Pole 138 kV(add 28MVAR ‘'huntReartoi)

[II- Same as 11-1 above, except:
Operate lines as follows:
Pt. Mack - Iceland 230 kv
Teeland - North Pole 138 kv (add no new Shunt Reactors)
Use autotransformer at Teeland and no series compensation

111 1 Same as |1l above, ,exce%t: _
Use series compensation (20% Sunshine to Healy)

-3-



Summary and Conclusion

Load Flow studies of 13 Cases with the five configurations previously
described were made using the General Electric Company "CIFLO$" program.
The lin'' and transformer data, and the worksheets for these cases are
attached as Appendix-A.

The following Table-1, "Load Flow Summary Data" contains selected data
fn.m the load flow calculations and construction cost estimates for the
various configurations. These estimates v/ere developed from the cast
data in the original Intertie Study. A sample calculation is shown in
Appendix-B attached.

The load flow cases studied clearly show that an interim transmission
intertie operated at 138 kV from an assumed supply point at TeelOi.d
substation to connect with the GVEA existing 138 kV system at Healy is a
technically feasible connection capable of transferring up to 50-plus
megawatts of power from Fairbanks to Anchorage and up to 35-plus
megawatts from Anchorage to Fairbanks.

It is al-.0 shown that by constructing an aiditional 28.5 miles of new
line to Willow an additional 5 megawatts cjuld be transmitted. A more
detailed review of the work sheets shows that the "weak™ [i."s of such
an interim circuit arrangement are the existing 138 kV lines.

Such an *'terim arrangement is easily capable of transmitting at least
200,000,Gu0 kv/h of energy annually an* providing reserve capacity as
indicated. This could postpone other investments and provide an oppor-
tunity for exchange of the lowest cost energy alternatives available
along the interconnected system.

If it is assumed that the energy exchanges possible are worth 3 cents

per K'h (fuel cost differences now appearing in Anchorage and Fairbanks
support this probability) a $6,01*0,000 per year minimum saving in fuel

—4*



cost is possible. The added value of reserve sharing would increase the
annual savings attributable to this intertie. Depending on financing
costs, it would appear that the $45,000,000 investment is attractive
particularly when it is remembered that several million (toilers of the
cost is for future capacity related to the Susitna Project.

It is recommended that this interim arrangement is worth serious con-
sideration particularly in view of the opportunity to accelerate the
completion of an important segment of a renewable energy project. A
decision to begin by mid-1980 would allow for construction to start in
the winter of 1980-81 and for completion by mid 1983.

Additional specific studies to arrive at the basic details for design
support and for negotiations of operating, wheeling and maintenance
agreements should be implemented early in the course of action toward
accomplishment of such a project.



CASE Load Flow
Load Year
CASE A Anch-Fbks
1S84 Loads
CASE B Fbks-Anch
1984 Loads
CASE C Fbks-Anch
1984 Loads
CASE A Anch-Fbks
1984 Loads
CASE B Anch-Fbks
12"9 Loads

CASE C Fbks-Anch

CASE A Anch-Fbks
1984 Loads

CASE A Anch-Fbks
1934 Loads
CASE B Open circ.-Healy
1984 Loads

CASE A Anch-Fbks
1984 Loads
CASE B Fbks-Anch
1984 Loads
CASE C Anch-Fbks
1990 Loads
CASE D Fbks-Anch
1990 Loads

Line Loss is calculated as a % of the total Generat*
Construction costs estimated using unit costs from Inttrtie Study (See Appendix B for sample).

TABLE-1

LOAD H.OW SUMMARY DATA

Line Section
Power Transrer - MN

Willow to Healy
35

Healy to Willow
50

Healy to Willow
16

Willow to Healy
39

Willow to Healy
31

Healy to Willow
51

Sunshine to Healy
36

Sunshine to Healy
34

Sunshine to Healy
0

Sunshine to Healy
35

Healy to Sunshine
54

Sunshine to Healy
27

Healy to Sunshine
53

Line Voltage

Range - %
102 to 112
99 to 108

99 to 105

102 to 108
98 to 104

97 to 104

102 to 107

103 to 106

104 to 112

103 to 106
102 to 105
100 to 105

97 to 104

Line Loss
S/ MW*

2.5
3.4
2.2
2.0
n.a.
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Fewer Angle - degrees

Pt.

r on line for each case.

Mac* - N.Pole
B
oo

go

Bo
3‘)0
zgo

mo

3)0

30

80

310

310
3)0

Total
Construction Cosf

$ 63,727,000
$ 63,727,000

$ 63,727,000

$ 63,371,000
$ 63,371,000
$ 63,371,000

% 52,630,000

$ 44,587,000

$ 44.587,000
$ 45,032,000
$ 45,032,000
$ 45,032,000
S 45,032,000

MV are also shown.
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Robert W. Retherford Associates®™ Anchorage-Fairbanks transmission
intertie supplementary study for maximizing use of existing lines
with new lines at Susitna Design capacity, completed January 24,
1980, demonstrated the probable technical feasibility of trans-
mitting economy energy from Anchorage to Fairbanks and reserve
generating capacity from Fairbanks to Anchorage over a minimal
transmission line. This report examines the economics of such
interchanges for Configuration IlIl - 1 Cases A and B of the

RWRA study.



ECONOMY ENERGY
From data in the supplementary s :udy It was estimated that annual
losses In transmitting 200 million KWH at economy energy from
Anchorage to Fairbanks would be about 47, or 8 million KMH. 200
million KWH generated by AMLP would replace 192 million KWH
generated by GVEA with simple cycl®™ and regenerative combustion

turbines averaging 13,000 BTU per KWH.

AMLP"s fuel consumption to generate the economy energy was deter-
mined by using the General Electric HPROD production costing
program to model generator operation. HPROD was run for AMLP"s
system load plus economy energy and for AMLP system load alone.
The difference between the two amounts of fuel was the fuel burned
to generate the economy energy for GVEA. The following table
shows the fuel saved.

FUEL CONSUMPTION. MILLIONS OF BTU
GENERATION BY

YEAR GVEA AMLP FUEL SAVED
1984 2,500,000 2,200,000 300.000
1985 2,500,000 2,330,000 170,000
1986 2,500,000 2,560,000 -60,000

The 300,00C million BTU saved in 1984 is equivalent to “ibout
52,000 barrels of fuel oil. The amount of fuel consumed by AMLP
to generuLe economy energy Increases each year; as AMLP system
load grows, less efficient generating units must be operated to

prod ce the economy fuel.



Monetary savings from economy energy, of course, depend on the
relative costs of fuel iIn Anchorage and Fairbanks. To “~1Ive an idea
of the. amounts of money i1nvolved without attemptiong to forecast
fuel prices several years hence, fuel was priced at present values
of $2.85 per million BTU for GVEA and $0,829 per million BTU for
AMLP;
FUEL COSTS
GENERATION BY

YEAR GVEA AMLP SAVING

1984 $7,125,000 $1,824,000 $5,331,000
1985 7,125,000 1,932,000 5,193,000
1986 7,125,000 2,122,000 5,003,000

The supplementary study showed thal GVEA could provide 53 MW of
reserve generating capacity to AMLP over the transmission line.
Without this reserve capacity it would be necessary for AMLP to
install a peaking combustion turbine to maintain firm generating
capacity. Capital recovery costs of such a peaking turbine were
estimated to be $847,000 annually at today"s prices. The value of
53 MW of reserve capacity furnished by GVEA to AMLP over the

transmission line would thus be $847,000 annually.

SUMMARY
Adding the value of economy energy to that of reserve generating
capacity produced the following total value of the transmission

line to AMLP and GVEA:

YEAR ECONOMY ENERGY RESERVE CAPACITY TOTAL
1984 $5,301,000 $847,000 $6,148,000
1985 5,193,000 847,000 6,040,000

1986 5,003,000 847,000 5,850,000



UVKA/KLH ===

COST ESTIMATE (1979 Dollars)
CONFIGURATION 111-1

1. New Transmission Lines

1.1 Healy - Susitna Tap, 86.5 m. $176,693./mile 15,283,945
(sc, 230 kv, 1510 kcmil ACSR)

1.2 Susitna Tap - Willow 71.5m $253,320./mile 18,112,380
(sc, 345 kV, 2 x 954 kcmil ACSR)

Transmissioi Total: $33,396,325
2. Substations
2.1 Healy 138 kV
Addition of Series Compensation 150,000
2.2 Healy 138 kV Circuit
breakers 6 property 243,000
2.3 Willow 138 kV
Addition o( Series
Compensation 150,000
2.4 Willow 138 kV Circuit
breakers and property
60 MVA Autotransformer
115/138 kV 1,243,000

Substations Total: $ 1,786,000



CONFIGURATION 1I11-1 (Cont.)

TOTAL COSTS (1979)
Transmission Lines
Substations

Control and Communication
Engineering/Design

DISBURSEMENTS AND ESCALATION

198." (77.)
198  (25%)
1983 (68%)

PROJECT COST SUMVARY

Project Costs
Eacalation

Total!

$ 33,396,325
1.786.000
3.300.000
3,000.000

$ 41,482,325

Escalated (g 8% p.a.

2,903,760 3,387,000
10,370,580 13,064,000
28,207.985 38,>76.000
41,482,325 54,82/,000

41,482,325

Total Escalation 13,344,675

$41,482,325
13.344,675

$54,827.000
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February 14, 1980

The Honorable Bill Sumner
Alaska SCate Senate

Pouch V

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Senator Sumner:

Legislation providing for funding and construction of the
proposed Anchorage/Fairbanks Transmission Line Intertie

Justifies a position of highest priority early this session.

SuEport documentation is contained In appropriate pages

taken from the Anchorage-Fairbanks Intertie Supplementary
Study conducted by the International/R.W. Retherford Engineer-
ing firm and an economic study performed by Anchorage Munici-
pal Light and Power personnel In cooperation with GVEA and

the Fairbanks Municipal Utilities System, copies of which

are enclosed.

The figures speak for themselves. However, in the event you
are not iInto engineering studies, we will summarize the re-
sults for you.

The following plan iIs recommended:

1. Build approximately 158 miles of new transmission
line and connect to existing facilities at Healy and Willow
at an approximate 1983 dollar costs of $54,827 000.

2. The new section Is to be built to specifications
designed to ultimately transmit energy to both Interior
and South Central Alaska supplied from the Upper Susitna
Hydroelectric Project.

3. Once completed, the Intertie will be capable of
providing for economy energy transactions, a pooling of
reserve capacities, and emergency power support between
the State®s population centers. Further it will be used
to supply energy for the Susitna Project once construction
IS underway.

4. The benefits are substantial. Following is a
description of the several major ones:



A savings in direct: fuel costs iIn excess of $5,000,000
annually.

A savings iIn capital iInvestment for reserve generator
units of $847,000 annually.

A savings thru displacement by electricity generated
from high efficiency natural gas fired units rather
than expensive oil fired generation of 425,180 barrels
of fuel oil each year.

These are the major ones; there are many more.

S. Financing. We propose the State appropriate
$54,827,000 from the general fund early this session and
that said funds be administered by the Alaska Power Authority
for the purpose of constructing the transmission line project
In an expeditious manner. (SB No. 385 sufficiently addresses
the funding issue.)

Further, that the utilities using said Intertie be assessed
appropriate wheeling and/or capacity charges sufficient to
cover all operations and maintenance costs incurred by the
APA following completion of the facility.

Principal and interest costs associated with the capital
investment to be held iIn abeyance pending completion of the
first phase of the Upper Susitna Hydro Project. At that
time all capital costs for the line will be co-mingled with
those of the prime project and amortized accordingly.

This project will benefit thousands of Alaskans and 1is
therefore most worthy of your support.

Thank you and best wishes.

Susitna Power Now

Gen. Mgr Gen. Mgr. Gen. Mgr Gen. Mgr
GVEA Anch. MUIP MEA Fbks MUS
Enclosures

1. Portions of Engineering Analysis
2. Economic Evaluation
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MEMORANDUM TO:

From:

Subject:

Senate
Office of tHe Secretary Pouch V
State Capitol
April 14, 1980 Juneau. Alaaka 99611

Resources Committee
Secretary of the Senate

Alaska Power Authority Reconnaissance
Study

The President referred a letter and report from Eric

P. Yould, Executive Director of the Alaska Power Authority

concerning a Reconnaissance study of Lake Elva and

the Black Bear Lake Projects to your committee.

Enel: Letter w/report



ALASKA POWER AUTHORITY

333WEST 4th AVENUE «SUITE 31 «.ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 99501 Phone: (907) 277-7641
_ 907) 276-2715
April 3, 1980

The Honorable Clem Tilllon
President of the Senate
Alaska State Legislature
Pouch V

Juneau, Alaska  9P811

Dear Senator T1llllon:

A.S. 44.56.180(b) requires the Power Authority upon completion of the
reconnaissance study to submit to the Governor and the Legislature a statement
of Its recommendations for financing each new project. In addition, If the
recommended financing for the project Includes a guarantee of Indebtedness or
an appropriation from the general fund, the Legislature must first give Its
approval by joint resolution before the Authority may proceed with the engi—
neering or design phase of the project. 'Reconnaissance study" 1s defined In
Section 230(7).

A problem exists In that Section 180 does not clearly establish the
requirement for legislative approval 1n relation to the project development
process. As defined In the statute, '"reconnaissance study" Incorporates the
first two phases of the development process which are reconnaissance study (a
regional assessment of alternative projects to ldentify one or more projects
with the greatest potential for development) and feasibility assessment (an
assessment of.one or more projects for engineering, economic, and environmental
feasibility. *

The third stage in the process It detailed field explorations, general
design, and preparation of the Federal Eaergy Regulatory Commission license
application™ Detailed design commences either upon submissionpf a license
application or. receipt of a FERC license to construct.l .The stage of develop—
ment involving field studies, .general design, and preparation of a FERC license
application Is.not;recognized within the statutory requirements. The recoammn-
datlons of the Power Authority for financing each new project cin only be
preliminary before completion of a definite project report and a license jr
application. Although ltappears that a preliminary recommendation for
financing certain projects should be submitted at this"time, ‘the recommendations
may not be required <untll further flglu Investigations and general design are
completed. Consequently, we have attached Statements .for.the Lake Elva and
the Black Bear Lake Projects. Similar, statements fbr Deyebes Creekr Grants
Lake, Klsarallk River, Mennonlte Creek and larseo lay are being prepared and ;
will be submitted as soon as posslWe#" ,.Vr t. ,

r StNCAAy

Eric P. Yould®
Executive Director
Attachments:
as noted



ALASKA POWICIt AITVIIOKITY

LAKE ELVA HYDROELECTRIC PROJECT

The Lake Elva Hydroelectric Project near Dillingham will produce 1.5 MW's
of power and 7.1 million KWh's of average annual energy. The cost of the
Project 1s estimated to be $13 million 1n 1979 dollars. The Project Includes
a rockfill dam across the creek, founded on bedrock, at stream mile 1.5 with
an uncontrol'ed spillway through a saddle approximately 1,000 feet north of
the dam with the crest at elevation 350. A 4,100 ft. low pressure 4 ft.
diameter pipeline would connect to a 3,200 ft. power penstock to convey the
water to the surface powerhouse at elevation 50. Th? Project would also
Include 9 miles of surface and 20 miles of submarine transmission Mne at 25
KV and the upgrade to 25 KV of the existing 22 mile long 7.2 KV Une from
Dillingham to Aleknagik. The Project appears feasible as a resilt of a feasi-
bility assessment from the economic, social, engineering and envilronmertal
perspectives. Construction could begin on the Project as early as April of
1981.

The Project 1s eligible to be financed by a combination of state loans,
loans from the Rural Electrification Administration, and revenue bonds Issued
by the Power Authority and guaranteed by the National Rural Electric U tilities
Cooperative Finance Corporation. Current high Interest rates In the municipal
revenue bond market and the present financial condition of the Nushagak Electric
Association make revenue bond financing extremely expensive for the utility
and ultimately Its customers. Nushagak Electric has received 25 loans from
the REA 1n the past, however, the most optimistic estimate of REA financing
considered to be available for this Project 1s 505 financing at 5% Interest
over 35 years.

The utility has expressed the desire to have the Power Authority design,
acquire, and construct the Project. |If this takes place REA loan funds may
still be available to supplement state loans or revenue bonds Issued to finance
Project construction. The Project should be financed with REA loan funds to
the maximum extent possible, with state loans and revenue bonds Issued by the
Power Authority and ouaranteed by the National Rural Electric Cooperative
Finance Corporation (CFC). It would be desirable to achieve 1/3 participation
from each financing source for the Project. The Power Authority would work
with REA and the Cooperative Finance Corporation to seek participation In
funding the Project to the maximum extent possible. Due to present turmoil
and high Interest rates In the municipal markets, a 1/3 participation of the
State In financing the Project appears to be necessary at this time.

Authorization Is requested to proceed with the detailed engineering,
design and preparation of a Federal Energy Regulatory Commission license
application. Authorization to finance the Project will be required before
construction can commence X accordance with A.S. 44.55.180. 1 |Is anticipated
that up to $15 million In revenue bond authorization will be required for the
Project to cover construction costs, Interest during construction, Inflation,
and funding of a reserve 1f up to $ million In REA or state loan funds are
available to assist In the Project financing. This recommendation or statement
for financing 1s preliminary at this time.



ALASKA I'OWKIt AITTHOIUTV

BLACK BEAR HYDROELECTRIC PROJECT

A Reconnaissance Study of the Black Bear Lake Project was funded by the
Alaska Power Authority and completed by Harza Engineering Company 1n October
of 1979. The project was determined to be economically feasible to meet the
needs of Klawock, Craig and Hydaburg. Klawock 1s served by the TUnglt and
Haldc Regional Electric Authority (THREA), a rural electric utility with
offices 1n Juneau. Craig and Hydaburg are served by the Alaska Power and
Telephone Company (APT), an investor owned utility company with offices 1n
Port Townsend, Washington. Vhe Power Authority desires to proceed with design
and preparation of a Federal Energy Regulatory Commission license application.
Constri t n financing 1s anticipated to be accomplished by a combination of REA
5% loar ower Authority revenue bonds secured by power sales contracts and
possibly guaranteed by the Cooperative Finance Corporation, axJ state assistance
In the form of subordinate loans.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The Black Bear Lake Project 1s located on the lake of the same name
about 8 miles east of Klawock. The Project would have an Installed capacity
of 5000 KW and at full production level would produce about 22,000 MAh In an
average year. Black Bear Lake could be constructed and 1n operation by 1985.
The Project would consist of a dam, spillway, Intake, penstock power-station
and transmission line. A 20-foot high rock fill dam would be built across Black
Bear Creek at the outlet of Black Bear Lake. An uncontrolled spillway with
a discharge capacity of 1200 cfs would be built on the left abutment. Water
would pass through a 26" steel penstock to a powerstatlon located near the base
of a falls just downstream of the lake outlet. The powerhouse would be a pre-
fabricated metal building containing four single-jet Pelton turbines. Each
turbine would be directly coupled to a generator rated at 1250 kW. Power from
the Project would be transmitted to Klawock over a 14-mile long, 23-kV trans-
mission line. From Klawock power will be transmitted over 23-kV lines, 6 miles
long, to Craig and 32 miles to Hydaburg.

EXISTING CAPABILITIES AND tPQJECTEO DEVAND

All existing generation capacity In the three communities 1s diesel fueled.
The forecast loads for the interconnected system exclusive of the needs of the
Alaska Timber Corporation are:

Year Peak Demand, KW Energy Generation, MWh/yr
1978 Actual 1810 6,590
1983 2210 8.060
1988 2480 10,150

1993 2830 11,650



ALASKA POWICK AUTIIOKITY

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED

The most feasible alternative considered is the Alaska Timber Corporation
proposal for a conventional wood waste steam generation system. This system
could be constructed 1n a timely manner at a relatively low cost of $2.6 million
to produce the short term needs of the Corporation and the communities of Klawock
and Craig. The major difficulty with the system is the unreliable long term source
of wood waste sufficient to meet community needs. After existing stockpiles are
depleted, the wood waste produced by ATC operations will only be sufficient to
power ATC operations. The wood generation system should be developed as soon a*
possible to produce electric power until the Black Bear Lake Project 1s operational.

Other alternatives for electric power generation were investigated and
determined to be too expensive, Inappropriate, or not available for use in the
area.

ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACTS

The damming of Black Bear Creek at the outlet of Black Bear Lake would not
affect the passage of anadromous fish since the falls serve as a natural barrier.
The construction and operation of the Project, unless carefully controlled, could
cause some disruption to downstream migratory and resident salmonld populations.
Discharge rates and water temperature are the most critical parameters and these
w ill have to be studied i1n depth during feasibility studies.

At the present level of study thera do not appear to be any adverse environ-
mental Impacts of a magnitude which would prohibit construction of the Project or
greatly restrict Its operation.

ENGINEERING CONSIDERATIONS

The project Is planned to provide sufficient storage to regulate the dis-
charge from the Black Bear Lake and provide practically the entire Craig -
Jawock - Hydaburg system capacity and energy requirements over the first 30
years of project life. The power plant and generator/turbine sizes and arrange
ment are appropriate for the project. Rock composition at the damsite and on
valley sides 1s adequate for proper design of a project to withstand severe
shaking from earthquakes that could occur In this high seismic activity area.
The very steep slope on which the penstock would be constructed presents dif-
ficult construction problems. The selected alignment would eliminate the pos-
sibility of damage from snow and debris avalanches. Turbine and generators an
appropriately sized for the system.



ALASKA AUTHORITY

PRQJECT FINANCING

Black Bear Lake should be developed as a capital project of the State since
it is a regional project. The Rural Electric Administration may still participate
1.. construction financing to the extent that the REA utility benefits from the
Project. The supplemental financing should be provided by Power Authority revenue
bonds either guaranteed by the National Rural Electric U tilities Cooperative
Finance Corporation or by power sales contracts with the local utilities. State
assistance 1n the form of subordinate loans may become necessary 1f present high
Interest costs for tax exempt revenue bonds persist. Authorization 1s requested
to proceed with the detailed study and preparation of a Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission license application for the Black Bear project. Authorization to
finance the project will be required before construction can commence in ac-
cordance with A.S.44.56.180. It 1s anticipated that $30 million in revenue bond
authorization will be required for the project to c”ver construction costs with
inflation, Interest during construction, and funding of a reserve 1f up to $5
million of REA loan funds are available to assist 1n the project financing.

This recommendation or statement for financing 1s preliminary at this time due
to the considerable amount of work on the project which remains to be accomplished.



Introduced: 1/19/79
Referred: Resources and
Finance

BY THE RULES COMMITTEE BY
IN THE SENATE REQUEST OF THE GOVERNOR

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION NO. 6
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
ELEVENTH LEGISLATURE - FIRST SESSION

Relating to the Alaska Power Authority,
the Phase 1 environmental, econonmic,
social and engineering studico the
Susitna Hydroelectric Pr-ject, and the
incurring of indebtedness for Phase 1.

BE IT RESOLVED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:

WHEREAS the Alaska Power Authority under AS 44.56.180 has submitted to
the legislature and to the commissioner of comnerce and economic develop—

ment a statement outlining the status of the Susltna Hydroelectric Project
and the Plan of Study outlining the necessary feasibility studiei of the

project which Is planned to be "-signed, and may be acquired or constructed,

160 by the United States under an agreement providing for ownership of the
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project by the authority; and

WHEREAS the Congress of the United States, on October 22, 1976, en-
acted P.L. 94-587, the Alaska Hydroelectric Power Development Act, which
Act authorized the Secretary of the Army and the U.S. ArmyCorps ofF.ngl-
neers to participate in theSusltna Hydroelectric Project; and

WHEREAS the Phase 1 activities outlined delineate the environmental,
economic, social, and engineering studies requisite to Informed decision-
making; and

WHEREAS the cost to be Incurred during Phase 1 is nowestimated to be
$25,000,000, but may exceedthat amount; and

WHEREAS In is considered to be In the best interests of the State of
Alaska to proceed with Phase 1 of the project through the use of Alaska
Power Authority sponsored financing; and

) “1- SRR 6
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WHEREAS legislative approval of project construction is required if
project feasibility and desirability result frum the study process con—
ducted under Phase | activities;

BE IT RESOLVED that>, based on the plan outlined in the statement of
the Alaska Power Authority to the legislature and to the commissioner of
commerce and economic development, the legislature agrees to the incurring
of indebtedness by the Alaska Power Authority in an amount necessary to
finance the cost of the Phase | feasibility studies of the Susitna Hydro—
electric Project, including interest; and be it

FURTHER RESOLVED that Phase | studies must provide for substantive
public involvement throughout the study process; and be it

FURTHER RESOLVED that the Legislative Affairs Agency shall conduct or

contract for an independent review, in consultation with the Alaska Power

Authority, based on existing data, of the economic, financial, biological
and geophysical Implications of the proposed Susitna Hydroelectric Project,

and shall report to the legislature by January 1980.

-2- SJR 6



February 27, 1980

Hie Honorable Bill Sumer
Pouch V
Juneau, Alaska 99801

Dear Senator Sumer:

On Friday, March 7th at 1:30 p.m. the Senate Resources Comittee
will hold a hearing or Senate Bill 294. The hearing will be In the
Butrovitch Room on the 2d Floor of theCapitol Building.

wishing to sign In advance to testify may do so by cottacti
Senator Bill irrmerg, Ice at 465-37/91. Ty may oy v

We would like to have several hundred individuals represented through
oral or written testimony.  If you can™t attend in person please
indicate your support by eirther sending a public opinion telegran to
Senator Simer (at a cost of 9BC) or contacting your local Legislative
Affairs Office who will take written testimony of up to 50 words for
transmittal to Juneau.

At 10:00 a.m. on the moming of the hearing we will have our March
Executive Board Meeting in Roaom 121 of the Capitol Building (right
across the hall fronm Senator Kerttula™s office).

Meeting Agenda:
1. Call to order
2. Financial and operational status report
3. Membership Comittee status report
4. legislative update by Senator Kerttula on status of 8294, SB295
and SB 3%.
5. Discussion and preparation for Senate Resources Cormittee Hearing
6. Reassessrent of near term goals
7. CGereral discussion )
8. Setting time and place for next meeting
9. Adjourmment
This s a big one. It"s very inportant to the success of the Susita
Project we demonstrate solid, broad based sipport.
Co-Chairmen Sincerely
Bob Penney
Lee Wareham
Treasurer
John Spencer Co-Chairman
Secretary

Davt Hutchens
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March 17, 1978

The Honorable Jay S. Hammond
Governor

State of Alaska

Pouch A

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Oear Governor Hammond:

This annual report on the operations of the Alaska Power Autho—

rity Is submitted 1n accordance with requirements of Alaska Statute
44 .56.200.

The previous twelve month activities of the Power Authority
have centered on creating an organization of sufficient quality and
expertise to carry out the objective of providing for lower cost
ener for Alaskan communities. Concurrently, we have been coordi—
nating the State®"s efforts on evaluating the potential of developing
the Susltna Hydroelectric project. While this latter effort has
necessarily occupied much of our time, our recent staffing has allowed
us to become cognizant of and responsive to the energy needs of the
smaller communities as well. The posture of the Power Authority Is
moving toward that of an organization with the ability to evaluate
the engineering, economic, and financial feasibility of developing our
hydroelectric and fossll-fuel fired generation resources, and, If
desirable, to ultimately bring them to Inception.

The Power Authority retained the services of Peat, .-~’rwlck and
Mitchell to conduct a search for an Executive Director. This effort
culminated with the January 17, 1978 appointment of Mr. Eric Yould,

a five year state resident, who was previously with tie Corps of
Engineers as their project manager for the Susltna project. Mr. Yould
holds a Bachelor of Science degree In Civil Engineering, and a Masters
degree 1n Water Resources Engineering, both from the University of
Kansas. In addition to his efforts on Susltna, he became quite well
acquainted with the engineering and economic merit of the smaller
hydropower projects throughout the state. To complement Mr. Yould,
the Power Authority has hired the First Southwest Company as its
Financial Advisor, and Wohlforth and Flint for Its Bond Counsel. With
this nucleus, the Power Authority should become quite capable of
exercising the policies of the Board of Directors. .

During the previous twelve month period, the Susltna project has
received much of our attention. While Susltna has been studied for
a number of years, there have been Insufficient monetary expenditures
to precisely determine the economic merit of the project or its
environmental Impact. Consequently, Congress has conditionally autho—
rized Susltna for what Is known as Phase 1 Advanced Engineering and
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= Page Two

Design. Authorization to 1 oceed with Phase 1 studies 1s contingent
upon a twelve month, S3.0 m 11l1on seismic analysis and foundation
exploration program presently being conducted by the Corps of Engineers.
Contained 1n the same bill that provides for the Phase 1 studies 1s a
proviso sponsored by Senator Mike Gravel that allows for a federal/
state cooperative development of the Susltna project. Under this con—
cept, the federal government would design and construct the project
using State funds, and the State would own and operate the project.
The salient feature of this Act, commonly known as Section 203 of

the 1976 Water Resources Development Act, 1s the protection afforded
the State should 1t decide to participate. In essence, the federal
government would absorb any costs Incurred during the Phase | studies
1f the project proved unfeasible. Since the Phase 1 studies are
estimated to cost In excess of $25.0 million, this guarantee Is a
tremendous safeguard. Participation under Section 203 does not commit
the State to proceed to construction with the federal government.

At the conclusion of the four year Phase 1 studies, the State could
choose to proceed with Its own efforts for developing Susltna. On the
other hand, 1f the State does decide to construct under Section 203,
safeguards from cost overruns could be realized. Obviously the mone—
tary advantage afforded by these safeguards would have to be weighed
against a possible loss of revenue which may result from encumbrances
In dealing with thr federal bureaucracy. The Power Authorlt” plans

to participate under Section 203 for the Phase 1 studies. Financing
for the studies would come from the sale of revenue bonds; thus, the
State would not be subjected to debt encumbrance. Should the Phase |
studies Indicate that the project 1s not feasible, the federal govern—
ment would repay the cost and Interest of the bonds. In order to
streamline the Susltna project. Senator Gravel has entered new legi—
slation to Congress that will give direct authorlzatlon of Susltna and
will clear up some of the procedures of Section 203. Should this bill
pass, It 1s anticipated that the Authority could proceed with the
Phase 1 studies during the latter part of the upcoming summer. There
Is a possibility that Susltna could become ensnarled under the D-2
land classification as a Wild and Scenic River or that 1t should at
least be studied for such a classification. Either classification
could preclude ongo"ng study or construction efforts. To date, the
Power Authority has made $100,000 available to the Corps of Engineers
for the development of a Plan of Study for the accomplishment of the
Phase | studies. This document Is In the process of being finalized.
Should the Authority not proceed with the Federal government, the Plan

of Stuty could be utilized by private Industry for the Advanced Engi—
neering and Design studies.

Other business of the Power Authority entails the financing of
two power studies, and the decision to loan $500,000 to Alaska Electric
Light and Power from the Power Project Revolving Loan Fund. One study
entailed a reconnaissance grade report on the hydroelectric potential
In the TlIinglt-Halda communities by Robert W. Retherford Associates,
Engineers. The other study was co-funded by the Division of Energy and
Power Development. This report entailed a review of the Railbelt area
energy alternatives through the year 2000. The report concluded that
based on existing cost data, the Susltna project 1s the most feasible

energy option. The loan to AEL6P would be used for the automation of
the existing hydropower project on Annex Creek.



Page Three

Ourlng the previous twelve month period,
received no project revenue and

Expenditures

the Power Authority

Incurred the following expenses:

371777 -1711/78

3/1/77
6/30/77
Personal Services -0-
Travel 5,283
Contractual (1 & 2) 193,333
Commodities 1,673
Equipment 7,242
TOTAL 207,531
Footnote 1 A 2:
(1
Professional Service
Contracts:
Corps of Eng. 100,000
Peat, Harwich 1
Mitchell 13,000
R.W. Retherford 40.000
Battelle N.M. 35,000

Wohlforth ! Hint

2
( gent paid through
6/30/78

total

/1/77 3/1/77 -
2/28/78 3/1/78
5,002 5.002
6,122 11,405
60,137 253,470
15 1,688
870 8,112
72,146 279,677

30,000

27.600
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A Look Ahead: In that this Is the first full year of the Autho—
rity, and consequently, the views and policies of the Authority are not
widely known, a summation of what the Authority hopes to accomplish 1s
appropriate. During the upcoming year, the Power Authority will become
more* and more Involved In formulating plans for solving some of the
State®"s energy problems which loom ahead. Although we are presently
reviewing power projects on a community basis, we believe that It Is
Iterative that long r»nge regional plans be developed which will address
the regional energy needs and the availability of energy alternatives
to meet those needs. Much regional Information has already been amassed

by the Division of Energy and Power Development, and funding for such
efforts should continue.

The present practice of e metrical energy development within the *
state has centered around decentralization 1n which each community Is
attempting to bring to Inception contiguous energy resources. However,
the size of the available resources are not always commensurate with
the size of the community needs. Furthermore, the small community load
demands preclude the opportunity to benefit from "economy of scale".

Other communities have virtually no energy options available 0"«tslde of
the traditional diesel fuel generation.

For these reasons 1t could be desirable to shift the thinking to—
ward transmission Interconnection Instead of contiguous resources de—
velopment. Three such regions which could possibly benefit from such
an Interconnection are Southeast Alaska, the Anchorage/Fairbanks rail-
belt area, and the AVEC communities. The per capita cost of Inter—
connection, at least 1n Southeast and 1n the AVEC region, has histori—
cally proven to be quite expensive using conventional means. However
there are some unconventional and Innovative schemes *hlch are emer—
ging that might provide the beginnings of an effective transmission
Interconnection. Deserving of analysis for potential use as trans—
mission lines are electrical systems using the earth as one leg of an
electrical circuit. There are new ldeas being used 1n submarine cable
applications and renewed Interest In the potential feasibility of small
scale direct current converters. Studies of route locations, engineering
assessment of technical problems, survey of cable manufacturers, and pre—
liminary analysis of power requirements for these regions would be bene—
ficial. Studies of this magnitude would cost approximately $500,000.

If Interconnection could be achieved, a new perspective In power plan—
ning could be reaMzed. Communities that have energy alternatives avail—
able, perhaps excessive to their needs or ability to develop, could pro—

vide to communities that presently rely on expensive Imported thermal
generation.

It Is also suggested that the technical and financial expertise
of the Power Authority be utilized 1n management of thj funds which
may be available through the permanent fund for power development.
The Authority could either act as a technical advisor to the Trustees
of the Permanent Fund, or 1t could assist 1n managing the funds. The
latter method could perhaps best be accomplished through the restruc—
turing of the Power Project Revolving Loan Fund presently admini—
stered by the Power Authority. The fund could be expended to provide
for loans to municipalities for the purposes of feasibility studies and
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construction financing of approved power projects ultimately to be
financed on a long term basis by the Power Authority. It could also

be used to provide a reserve fund to secure payment of outstanding long
term Authority debt; and finally, It could be used to provide a loan
fund to purchase Junior 1llen revenue bonds of municipalities when the

Authority can Issue only a portion of the debt necessary for permanent
financing.

Outside of the permanent fund, It would be desirable that the Power
Project Revolving Loan Fund be appropriated an amount sufficient to
allow It to operate as envisioned when the Power Authority was estab—
lished. An assessment of the small community Immediate needs reveals
that roughly $3,000,000 should be appropriated for hydroelectric plan—
ning alone. To this, perhaps another $2,000,000 should be added to
provide for the communities which have not made their power needs known.
This loan program should be administered on an application and need
basis with amounts and terms of financing prescribed by the Board of
Directors of the Power Authority rather than by the present practice of
having the legislature determining which communities are to receive loans
and under what conditions. This latter practice 1s Inefficient and
untimely. In short, with Its engineering, planning and financial ex—
pertise, the Power Authority should be granted the responsibility to

administer Its loan program as 1t was originally Intended 1n the Autho—
rity"s enacting legislation. X

The task of providing reasonable cost power to our Alaskan commu—
nities Is not an easy one. It can only be accomplished by sound
planning and shrewd Investment practices. Given the necessary resources

and responsibility, the Power Authority can help al® of Alaska provide
for Its energy needs.

R ----- - ITman
Board of Directors
Alaska Power Authority
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TO: SENATOR SUMNER--CHAIRMAN DATE: FEBRUARY 8, 1979
FROM: JERROLD WATTS - STAFF RESEARCHER

Re: Senate B ill #63 and SJRé6

SB#63 "An Act making special appropriation to the Alaska Power Authority for the
Susitna Hydrolectrlc Project and proving for an effective date."

Requested Is $8,178,000 for the purpose of a gurantee-the sale of the necessary
bonds to finance the first year of the Phase | Studies of the Sustlna Project.

The appropriation will be on condition, in that;
1. The full amount repaid to the State of Alaska,oncethe appropriation is no
longer needed as a result of other funding sources.

2. Any money earned on the $8,178,000--will be paid tothe state.

On June 30,1977- $100,000 from Personnel Services to Contractual Services within
the Alaska Power Authority's FY'77 appropriations, was appropriated to fund a J
Plan of Study to be done by the U.S. CORPS of Engineers.

1978- The Legislature passed HCS for SJR 50 am House, authorizing the Alaska
Power Authority to sell bonds to finance the completion of Phase | Studies for
the Susitna Project.

Also Included In the resolution, a provision which made the sale contingent
upon the passage ,of P.L. 94-587(amended), which would gurantee the bonds and
reimburse the state if the project was determined unfeasible.

The 1978 Congress failed to pass the legislation. There are plan to resubmit the
propsal this year to Congress.

The project has been estimated to have a final cost of $24.1 million for the
Phase | Studies. It Is possible the State of Alaska will have to provide
complete financing if the Congress fails to pass the P.L. 94-587 amendment.

Additional Requirements To Meet The Phase | Study Time Frame;
1. The corps of Engineers must recleve approval by the Federal Office of manage-
ment and Budget to enter Into an agreement by which the State finances Its

activities In regard to the project

2. Approval must also be recleved from village corporations which have lands
adjacent to the project sites.

3. The Internal Revenue Service must sanction the complex financing arrangement
which the Alaska Power Authority has proposed.

The project 1s said to be economical feasible, envlronmentallv acceptable and
1s desired by the majority of the people that the project will effect, and others.;
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The Honorable Jay Hammond
Governor, State of Alaska
Pouch "A"

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Governor Hammond:

For your ready reference | have attached to this letter a
copy of ny letter of February 23, 1977 suggisting that the State
iItself "fund and construct” the Devil Canyon hydroelectric project.

I proposed that the State use the permanent fund for this purpose
rﬁfher than revenue bonds for the reasons stated In the letter, among
others.

My proposal would have the State rather than the Corps of
Engineers perform all of the iInvestigations and design of the pro-
ject as well as construction.

i Although the plan was apparently rejected, | believe current
circumstances warrant giving It serious review.

It 1s appalling to me that the State now finds itself In a
position of having to fund the Corps of Engineers field work and
studies because of the vindictiveness of Congressman Sieberling and/or
other congressional HR-39 proponents. It seems to me that we greatly
compromise ourselves and our situation In Congress It we appropriate
$8.2 millin for use by the Corps, under the assumption that a benevo-
lent Congress will authorize a total of $25 million for the future
and/or reimburse us for the $8.2 million.

I seriously question the wisdom of giving Congressman Sieber-
ling, Udahll, et al this additional leverage In the d-2 1issues. It
appears to me that we are iIn the process of making the iInvestigations
of the Devil Canyon project a pawn iIn the d-2 legislative process.

Furthermore, | question the impartiality of the Corps of
Engineers to make any studies ostensibly for tho State. The Corps
Is an integral part of a current federal administration that has
thoroughly and ruthlessly demonstrated a decided anti-Alaskan and
anti-development policy toward Alaska. Yet we seem to find ourselves
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bent on a course that entrusts to this agency of the Federal Policy

the feasibility analyses of a development-oriented project utilizing

a river tnat the federal administration and wilderness oriented congress-
men admittedly want to lock up In a wilderness withdrawal.

It 1s a fact of feasibility evaluation that the same basic
data can yield totally differing results depending upon the results
the evaluator wants to reach. Surely Alaska®s interests are not
properly served or represented by turning over this most important
function of project development to the federal government.

Even if i1t is assumed that the Corps will act impartially
and In the best Interests of the State 1t will be a federal develop-
ment on federal terms. Once the State isfinancially committed to
any significant degree 1 feel wewill have little control over what
IS done and how it is done.

It seems to me that we are already subject to excessive fed-
eral control without going out of our way to provide new avenues of
federal control of our economy.

I also highly question tho wisdom of using the Corps of

Engl teers for feasibility studies of the Susitna development for a
more technical reason. The original Pevil Canyon dam found feasible
and proposed for construction by the Department of Interior®s Bureau
of Reclamation iIn 1960 was a thin arch dan. | may be wrong but It

iIs my belief that the Corps of Engineers has never before proposed,
designed or constructed a significant thin arch dam. 1 doubt that

in the final analysis they will build one at Devil Canyon. A gravity
dam at Devil Canyon would greatly increase the cost of the project.

It may be that information and data developed iIn the area
since 1960 will pose additional considerations about constructing
thin arch structures on the Susitna River. But 1 question whether
the Corps is the approDriatc party for making an unbiased, impartial
assessment and evaluation of tho feasibility of using thin arch struc-
tures. | believe the State should engage the services and expertise
of a consulting firm which has broad experience in hydroelectric pro-
ject planning, investigation, design and construction, anu determine
for i1tself the design of the project.

The State has an appropriate agency, the Alaska Power Authority,
to plan and oversee the feasibility investigations, and ultimate de-
velopment of the Devil Canyon Project. Surely it can be structured
and appropriately funded to do the job iIn the best iInterests of Alaska.
In ny opinion, the State would get a better product, sooner, and at
considerably less total cost. |If wc are going to appropriate SB million
for Devil Canyon studies this year, let"s use 1t to firmly establish
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and get in operation our own state agency and our own state investiga-
tions. If we do so we will save considerable time, expense, and
federal interference in the long run.

i I fail to see why we are using a federal agency as our planner,
designer, and builder instead of the private sector, — particularly
under the current state of affairs between Alaska and the Federal

Administration and Congress.

Sincerely yours,

George L. Benesch

cc: All Legislators
Alaska Power Authority
Commissioner Robert Ward
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The Honorable Jay Hammond
Governor of Alaska
Juneau, Alaska 99801

Subject: Use of the permanent fund for renewable
resource development

Dear Governor Jay:

Now that the idea of a permanent fund is an accomplished
fact and the fund will soon be receiving substantial deposits, it
essentially becomes a matter of prudent investment. As 1 under-
stand 1t the i1dea of the permanent fund i1s to preserve for future
generations some of the benefits of current development of non-
renewable resources; and as a hedge against the time when such non-
renewable resources are depleted. It seems to me that one excellent
way of accomplishing these objectives would be to i1nvest part of
that money in the development of renewable resources such as construc-
tion of hydroelectric projects.

A case i1n point would be the construction of the Devil
Canyon Project on the Susitna River. Assuming that it is still an
economically \i1able project, 1 would suggest that the State fund
and construct the entire project using the permanent fund as a source
of revenue rather than funding the project with issuance of revenue
bonds. This type of funding would provide the State immediate and
dirgﬁg and flexible control over the debt service and the repayment
period.

I also believe that serious thought shouJdd be given to
the State itself controlling and contracting for all project design
and construction rather than leave these extremely important func-
tions to the Corps of Engineers or some other federal agency. To
begin with 1 think that significant cost savings could be effected.
I believe that you will find that federally constructed projects
like this generally cost significantly more than comparable projects
constructed by private companies or local governments. Further-
more, | sispect we might find that with state funding of federal
design and construction, we may be reimbursing the federal government
for grossly excessive overhead and administrative costs which neither
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the federal administration nor the Congress would be inclined to
reduce.

I also believe that there would still be a need for a
very substantial participation and review by the State of all
phases of design and construction which would duplicate much of
the same functions performed by the Corps.

Thirdly, 1T the State itself gets iInto the hydroelectric
development effort, funded by the permanent fund, i1t can plan and
schedule 1ts own developmental programs rather than be subservient
to the development programs proposed by the federal government to
fit 1ts convenience. For example, 1t may be possible to program
srah construction to boost the economy of the State in periods of
economic slump.

As you are well aware, the cost and availability of
electric power is very often a major consideration to industrial
development. As a corollary, there is a tremendous lobby effort
in Congress by other states seeking to attract industry by means
of federal development of low cost energy resources. |If Alaska 1is
dependent upon federal hydroelectric developmental programs, even
though funded by the State, we are nevertheless competing with
other states for resource development by the Corps. We may very
well find that the Corps development programs and efforts do not
necessarily reflect the best iInterest of Alaska.

I believe that Alaska hire programs would also be sig-
nificantly affected. |IT projects such as Devil Canyon are con-
structed by the federal government, Alaska may have little to say
about employment preferences and hiring practices which meet federal
requirements and priorities but not necessarily those of the State.

Lastly, 1 believe this project development could be
accomplished much sooner, If desired, iIf the State designs and
constructs the Devil Canyon Project. This could be a very impor-
tant factor iIn the ultimate cost of power. | an certain we can
expect all costs of design, construction, etc. to continue to In-
crease annually. The Devil Canyon Project, for example, could
probably have been built when first recommended to Congress In
1961 for less thin half the current construction cost. This would
be an additional advantage to using the permanent fund revenue for
project development.
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With proper maintenance and replacements of equipment
as needed, hydroelectric projects such as Devil Canyon have a use-
ful life well beyond 100 years. However, 1f the State goes to the
bond market for construction funds, It may be necessary to gear the
repayment period of the project to the term of the bonds; and of
course, the cost of power is iInversely related to the payout period —
the shorter the period, the higher the unit cost of power until such

time as the project is fully paid for.

In my February 7 letter to you concerning the Alaska
Power Authority, 1 indicated that | was forwarding under separate
cover, a number of documents relating primarily to the Devil Canyon
and Snettisham hydroelectric projects.

Since they are the only copies | have and would be im-
possible for me to replace, I must confess that I have not mailed
them. 1 had thought 1 v/ould be going to Juneau this month on other
matters and would carry them with me. However, It now appears that
I will not be taking the trip. Therefore, 1f practical, 1 would like
to deliver the documents to your Anchorage office either for review
there or to be hand carried to Juneau by someone from your office

on theilr next trip to Juneau.
Sincerely yours,

George L. Benesch
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