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ADMINISTRATIVE ORDER NO. 271 

I, Bill Walker, Governor of the State of Alaska, under the authority of Article III, Sections 1 and 24 
of the Constitution of the State of Alaska, implement this fiscal restraint order to all State agencies. 

PURPOSE 

With the extensive drop in market oil prices contributing to a large budget deficit, there is a need to 
take immediate and responsible action to ensure the State remains in a healthy fiscal position. 
Consequently, pending further review, I am directing all State agencies to halt to the maximum 
extent possible discretionary expenditures for the following projects (each a "Project"): 

A. Ambler Road Project (Alaska Department of Transportation and Public Facilities, 
Alaska Department of Natural Re ources); 

B. Juneau Access Project (Alaska Department of Transportation and Public Facilities); 
C. usitna-Watana Dam Project (Alaska Energy Authority); 
D. Kodiak Launch Complex (Alaska Aerospace Corporation); 
E . Knik Arm Crossing Project (Knik Arm Bridge and Toll Authority, Alaska 

Department of Transportation and Public Facilities); and 
F. Alaska Stand Alone Pipeline Project (Alaska Gasline Development Corporation). 

ORDER 

Under the authority of Article III, ections l '1ind 24 of the eonstitution of the tate o~,J\laSka, I 
order that each agency working on a Proje~t shall: 

A. Immediately cease all discretionary spending on the Project and 
(1) not incur new or additional expenses or obligations including hiring personnel or 
entering into or amending any contracts (unless entering or amending a contract 
would reduce agency costs); 
(2) not spend any unobligated or unencumbered funds that have been appropriated 
to the agency by the Alaska Legislature; . ' 
(3) not spend funds received from the federal-government or from other sources 
through contractc;, grants, donations, or other instruments 2f transfer, unless such 
funds have been obligated or encumbered by the agc1lcy. 
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B To the extent spending is non-discretionary, such as contractually required spending 
and salaries of existing agency personnel, continue to work on the Project until 
further notice. 

C. ubmit to the director of the Office of Management and Budget by 5:00 p.m. on 
January 5, 2015, a report that includes the following information for the ])roject 

(1) a spreadsheet of discretionary funding obligations subject to this 
Administrative Order; 
(2) a spreadsheet of non-discretionary funding obligations, including contracts, 
and the sources of funds for payment of those obligations, and potential costs to 
delay, suspend or tenninate each contract or obligation; 
(3) budgeted personnel costs for the remainder of Fiscal Year 2015; and 
(4) operating costs status to date. 

OTHER PROVISIONS 

'Ibis order takes effect immediately. 

~~,dL 
Bill Walker 
Governor 
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Ms Pat Pitney 
Director, Office of Management and Budget 
Court Plaza Building, 
240 Main St. Suite 802 
Juneau, AK 99801 

Dear Ms. Pitney, 

January 5, 2015 

In response to Administrative Order (AO) 271, dated December 26, 2014, Section c. 
Alaska Aerospace Corporation (AAC) submits the attached spreadsheet to comply with the AO 
direction. 

In our review of AO 271, it was concluded that the purpose of the AO was to restrict the 
expenditure of discretionary funds appropriated by Sec. 7, Ch. l 7, SLA 2012 for discrete capital 
projects, as is being done by AAC with the New Medium Lift Launch Pad project at the Kodiak 
Launch Complex. That is the only project currently being conducted by AAC specifically using 
state appropriated funds for capital project development. As a public corporation, AAC is 
conducting other aerospace related activities, such as tracking the Dragon capsule, sales of Alaska 
geospatial imaging data, commercial launches from Launch Pad 1, and other related services. 
Therefore, it is our conclusion that the restriction of expenditures for KLC only applies to the New 
Medium Lift Launch Pad project. 

As I mentioned to Governor Walker in our Decembtt 19, 2014 meeting, and reiterated at 
our meeting this past Friday, as a result of the proposal process we initiated last year AAC has 
issued an "Intent to Award' letter to Lockheed Martin for the purpose of developing medium lift 
capability at KLC. AAC intends to use no more than $3.0 million of the $25.0 million 
appropriated for medium lift capability at KLC under Sec. 7, Ch. 17, SLA 2012 for this purpose. 
The remaining $22.0 million is available to the state for whatever purpose the administration may 
wish to use it. In compliance with AO 27 t, AAC is not proceeding with any expenditure for the 
medium lift project at this moment, but would request that the administration approve the use of 
the remaining $2,317,000 of the $3.0 million to allow AAC to bring medium lift capability to 
Alaska at the earliest opportunity. 

AAC fully recognizes the difficult fiscal issues facing Alaska and believes that 
diversifying our economy is part of the long term solution. Over the past two years AAC has 
aggressively marketed our launch service capability and expanded into new market areas in order 
to reduce the requirement for state funding. We believe it is our fiduciary responsibility to 
conservatively invest in new business markets that have the potential to bring new jobs and 
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commercial funding to our state. I appreciated our meeting last Friday, where we were able to 
share with you many of the new opportunities we are pursuing and show you some of the new 
business ventures we have started. AAC wants to be part of the solution, not part of the problem. 
We believe that our innovative approach to bringing medium lift launches to Alaska can result in 
increased capability at a fraction of the cost that was projected just three years ago. 

In conclusion, we ask that AAC be allowed to continue with the medium lift initiative, not 
to exceed the $3.0 million appropriated in Sec. 7, Ch. J 7, SLA 2012 and that AAC also remain in 
the governor's budget for $4.0 million of general funds for operations. This is a 50% reduction 
from two years ago and keeps us on track to eliminate the requirement for state general funds by 
FY2018 without jeopardizing market opportunities and current launch contracts. AAC is a 
different company than in 2012. At that time AAC had become 100% dependent on state funding. 
Our states financial condition today does not pennit that. nor is that the purpose for which AAC 
was incorporated. The team at AAC has worked hard to expand our business model, attract new 
launch customers, and diversify our business portfolio to reduce the demand for state funding and 
make AAC an economic driver for Alaska. We request that we be allowed to complete our 
transfonnation with your support. 

Respectfully submitted, 

&E.t~ 
President and Chief Executive Officer 

Attachment: Excel Spreadsheet on KLC Medium Lift Project 

cc: DMVA 
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ALASKA.A 
AEROSPACE FY 2015 Budget Changes ----------------------------------------, 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

New Launch Contract secured 

New Global Imaging Distribution Contract secured 

$2.0 Million Reduction {25%) in General Funds 

Deleted 3 vacant PCN's 

Huntsville Virtual Office established 

Received $2.4 Million in deferred maintenance funds 

2 



ALASKA A 
AEROSPACE , __________________ _.,:~----------', FY 2016 Budget Highlights 

• 

• 
• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Eliminate $4.2 Million General Funds for operations and sustainment 

Return $22.0 Million in capital fund appropriation for medium-lift 

Complete Launch Facility Rebuild with Insurance Funds 

Complete Launch Pad 3 Environmental Assessment 

Pending Executive Branch Approval, complete medium-lift project with 
remaining $3.0 Million in previously appropriated capital funds 

Proceed in collaboration with Lockheed Martin, ASRC, and the 
University of Alaska in developing an Aerospace Integration Complex 
to support a diversified aerospace industry in Alaska 

Reduce 10 PCN's 

Expand Blackbridge satellite imaging services 

Expand commercial launcher capabilities 

Provide contract Range Services at non-Federal spaceports in the U.S. 

Initiate transition process of AAC to a privatized non-state company 

3 



ALASKA A SMDC August Launch 
AEROSPACE ______________________________________ , , 

• Advanced Hypersonic Weapon Test Flight 

• Aborted Launch August 25, 2014 

• Rocket Destroyed shortly after Lift-off - Safety measures worked properly 

• SMDC Investigation Clears KLC of any issues pertaining to the failure! 

• Damage was fully contained on AAC property 

• Damaged Facilities 

• Launch Support Structure 

• Integrated Processing Facility 

• Spacecraft and Assembly Transfer Facility 

• Minor damage to Payload Processing Facility 

• Minor damage to Rocket Motor Storage Facility 

• Estimated Damage Repair Costs 

• $29. 7 million 

• Facilities Fully Insured 

• Clean-up of rocket and payload debris mostly complete 

• Demolition and clean-up of severely damaged facilities underway 

• Rebuild design completed and rebuild contracts are being issued 

• Rebuild to be completed by October 1, 2015 
4 



ALASKA A Medium Lift Request For Proposals 
AEROSPACE , ----------------------------, 

• In the FY2013 budget, the Legislature approved, $25.0 Million capital funds to 
support developing medium-lift in Alaska 

• Legislation specifically stated that the $25.0 Million in state funding was for 
infrastructure development specifically for medium payload launches 

• Medium payloads weight in excess of 4,000 pounds 

• The $25.0 million was "gated" into three phases: 

• Phase One = $3.0 Million for design, engineering, infrastructure prep, and 
environmental work 

• Phase Two= $10.0 Million for infrastructure development, which could not be 
spent until a firm contract was signed with a launch provider for medium class 
launches 

• Phase Three= $12.0 Million for construction which can not be spent until any 
additional funding is raised to complete construction of a medium lift facility 

• Estimated cost for a new medium-lift complex at Kodiak was estimated to be 
no less than $125.0 Million. 

• All funds above the state $25.0 Million would require private/commercial funding 

5 



ALASKA A Medium Lift Request For Proposals - Continued AEROSPACE _______________________________________ \ 

• 

• 

In September 2014 staff developed a Request For Proposal offering $21.0 Million of the 
$25.0 Million in a competitive source selection to provide commercial launch services 
for delivering medium class payloads into orbit from the Kodiak Launch Complex 

Proposers must: 

• Describe how the $21.0 Million state funding would be used 

• Identify the Offerer Infrastructure Requirements 

• Identify the Offerer Infrastructure Investment 

• Guarantee three medium class launches from KLC by 2020 

• Proposals were delivered on November 25, 2014 

• Four proposals were submitted 

• Evaluation of proposals was completed by AAC staff and oral interviews were held on 
December 9, 2014 

• On December 12, 2015, Lockheed Martin was selected for their Athena IIS medium lift 
rocket proposal 

• An "Intent to Award a Contract" notice has been issued to Lockheed Martin. 

• Contract negotiations have started, with initial estimates for medium-lift between $3.0 and 
$6.0 Million 

• AAC plans to use only the Phase I $3.0 Million of the $25.0 Million appropriation, plus 
other existing Federal funding for medium-lift construction 

6 



ALASKA A 
AEROSPACE ____________________________________ \ , Administrative Order 271 

• Governor Walker issued AO 271 on December 26, 2014 

• Specified to halt to the maximum extent possible discretionary expenditure 
on six "Projects" 

• Kodiak Launch Complex was listed as one of the projects 

• Alaska Aerospace Corporation legal counsel reviewed and determined the 
only "project" currently being pursued by AAC was the medium lift RFP 
process 

• AAC has suspended further actions on medium lift pending approval 
to proceed by the Executive branch 

• AAC has advised the administration that the remaining $22.0 million is 
available to be returned to the state 

• AAC has requested the governor approve AAC to complete the contract 
negotiations with Lockheed Martin, not to exceed $3.0 million of the $25.0 
million appropriation 

7 



Medium Lift RFP ALASKA .A 
AEROSPACE 

f --------------------------------, 

The medium lift initiative is on hold, per Administrative Order 271, 
pending approval of the Executive Branch to proceed 

Athena IIS6 depicted at Launch Pad 1, 
Pacific Spaceport Complex - Alaska 

8 



Launch Pad 3 - Environmental Assessment ALASKA A 
AEROSPACE 

f -----------------------------, 

• An Environmental Assessment (EA) is being conducted for medium lift 
operations from the Kodiak Launch Complex 

• The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) is the sponsor of the EA 

• A draft EA was released for public review September 15, 2014 

• A public hearing was conducted in Kodiak on October 7, 2014 

• The FAA is reviewing public comments 

• 54 written comments were received 

• 20 people testified 

• FAA determination expected in early 2015 

• AAC has a potential customer interested in conducting west coast launches 
from Alaska and building LP-3 in the future 

9 



ALASKA .A Geospatial Imaging Data Distribution Contract 
AEROSPACE 

f ---------------------------, 

• To diversify AAC, in May 2014 senior staff initiated discussion 
with BlackBridge for potential distribution rights for imaging 
data from the RapidEye imaging constellation 

• Rapid Eye is a constellation of five polar orbiting satellites that 
collect five meter imaging data for commercial sales 

• The AAC Board of Directors approved Resolution #14-03 at 
the August board meeting authorizing negotiation for a new 
business venture in Geospatial Data and Satellite Imaging 
Sales and Distribution 

• A contract was signed on October 2, 2014 for distribution 
rights of BlackBridge Alaska imaging data 

• AAC has completed initial orientation with BlackBridge and 
has a staff member dedicated to BlackBridge sales of Alaska 
. . 
imaging 

•!• This contract was a significant step in diversifying AAC with 
an emphasis on commercial markets 

•!• AAC has initiated discussions with BlackBridge to expand the 
contract to include data downlink services 

• AAC is also working to secure launch services for the next 
generation of RapidEye satellites, expected to be launched in 
the 2018/2020 timeframe 

10 



ALASKA A Dragon Tracking AEROSPACE ________________________________________ , 

• AAC has a contract to track the Dragon capsule during missions to the 
International Space Station (ISS) 

• AAC has tracked the Dragon on all five of it's missions to the ISS 

• Last tracking mission was last month, January 2015 

11 



ALASKA A 
AEROSPACE f ___________________ ;.._~---~--.;_ ____ , Range Safety and Telemetry System (RSTS) 

• 

• 

• 

• 

The RSTS is a sophisticated telemetry tracking system that 
provides range safety during the launch and telemetry downlink 
capability to collect data from the launch vehicle 

There are at least three companies in the United States that 
offer range safety and/or telemetry services worldwide 

AAC has determined that separating the RSTS out from the KLC 
range and creating a separate business unit for RSTS 
operations is a viable option 

Discussions are currently underway with other service providers 
to develop a plan for marketing RSTS services and providing 
more cost-effective range and telemetry services at KLC for 
future launches 

12 



ALAsKA A International Business Development Initiatives 
AEROSPACE 

• The international launch market has expanded in the past decade 

• Numerous foreign companies now offer both rocket and satellite 
services 

• Eighty percent of the U.S. commercial satellite market is launched 
overseas 

• The only U.S. competitor for KLC polar launches is Vandenberg 
AFB, a Federal military installation 

• Wyoming Aerospace conducted a study for AAC which identified 
significant opportunity for international business 

• AAC has initiated coordination with the State Department for 
International Traffic In Arms Regulation (ITAR) approval to 
conduct foreign launches 

• Three markets are being pursued for commercial launches: 

• Japan - Epsilon rocket 

• Italy - Vega rocket 

• Israel - Shavit rocket 

13 



ALASKA A Unmanned Aircraft Systems (UAS) Initiatives 
AEROSPACE ___________________________ , , 

• For the past six years AAC has pursued acquisition of the 
Global Hawk Unmanned Aircraft System (UAS) from the 
U.S. Air Force for commercial use in Alaska 

• Initial concept was to acquire three Global Hawks and 
operate from Eielson AFB 

• Primary projected customers were state and Federal 
agencies 

• Peak 3, an Alaskan firm, was hired in 2014 to do a 
comprehensive analysis of the financial feasibility of AAC 
acquiring and operating the Global Hawk 

• Conclusion of the study found that the acquisition and 
operating costs probably could not be recovered by the 
projected customer revenue base 

• Decision was made in June 2014 to cease further pursuit of 
the Global Hawk 

• AAC is a partner with the University of Alaska in the 
FAA UAS Pan-Pacific Test Site. 

• AAC has identified KLC as a test location for UAS 
operations 

• AAC is discussing with the University staff means for AAC 
to become the commercial entity for UAS operations 
beyond the research, test, and development stages. 

Global Hawk 

14 



AAC Composite Revenue History ALASKA .A 
AEROSPACE 

f ---------------------------------, 

• Federal Grants $150,646,770 (43%) 

• Launch Revenues $146,325,065 (41%) 

• State Investment $58,627,566 (16%) 

• Total $355,599,401 

* Figures reflect all revenues from 1993 through June 30, 2014 

15 



ALASKA A 
AEROSPACE 

State of Alaska Funding Snapshot 
---------------------------------------, 

• SFY 2013 - $8.0M State Funding (Includes 100% Sustainment 
Funding) 

• SFY 2014 - $8.0M State Funding *Provided a launch services 
contract is signed by 31 March 2013 

• SFY 2015 - $6.0M - Approved State funding 

• SFY 2016 - SO.OM - Governor's budget request 

29 



ALASKA A FY14 through FY16 Operating Budget Comparison 
AEROSPACE ________________________________________ , 

General Funds (RDU Totals FY2014 vs FY 2015) 

FY 14 Management Plan 
$8,129.2 

FY 15 Governor Budget 
$6,084.3 

General Funds (RDU Totals FY 2015 vs FY 2016) 

FY 15 Management Plan 
$6,084.3 

FY 16 Governor Request 
$0.0 

FY 14 Management Plan to FY 15 Governor Request 
-$2,044.9 (-25.2%) 

FY 15 Management Plan to FY 16 Governor Request 
-6,084.3 (100%) 

··································································································································································· 

GF & Other Funds (RDU Totals FY2014 vs FY 2015) 

FY 14 Management Plan 
$10,618.9 

FY 15 Governor Budget 
$10,125.5 

GF & Other Funds (RDU Totals FY2015 vs FY2016) 

FY 15 Management Plan 
$10,125.5 

FY 16 Governor Request 
$11,251.3 

FY 14 Management Plan to FY 15 Governor Request 
-$493.4 (-4.6%) 

FY 15 Management Plan to FY 16 Governor Request 
+$1,125.8 (+10.6%) 

17 



Federal Funding Pursuit ALASKA A 
AEROSPACE 

f ------------------------------~\ 

• The Federal government provides nearly $1.0 Billion in operations and sustainment 
funding for the Federal ranges at Vandenberg AFB and Cape Canaveral 

• The Federal government does not provide this type of funding to non-Federal 
spaceports 

• This year, Senators Murkowski and Begich, along with co-sponsorship from the 
Virginia delegation, included in the Defense Appropriations Bill $10.0 Million for non­
Federal spaceports that support the National Space Policy with capability to place 
satellites into orbit. KLC and MARS are the only two facilities that currently have that 
capability 

• Final action on the Federal FY2015 Omnibus Appropriations Bill included $6.0 Million 
for non-Federal Spaceports that launch government mission into orbit supporting the 
National Security program 

• AAC expects to receive up to $3.0 Million from the Federal (Air Force) 
government in 2015, specifically for operational support of potential national 
security launches into polar orbit from the Kodiak Launch Complex 

18 



ALASKA A 
AEROSPACE 

Conclusion 
---------------------------------------, 

Alaska Aerospace Corporation is rapidly changing from a state-owned corporation, 
wholly dependent on government launches and state funding, to a diversified 
aerospace corporation which has a mix of commercial and government operations 
in a variety of aerospace related businesses and no longer dependent on state 
funding. 

The new AAC leadership team can not change what happened in the past. 
However, we have already made significant changes which are showing a positive 
impact on the corporation, future business potential, and the ability to continue 
operating. 

We are working with the Administration on a transition plan which retains the 
market viability of AAC, while minimizing requirements for state operations and 
sustainment funding. 

For FY2016, AAC requests no state general funds. 

With Executive and Legislative support, we are committed to making AAC a viable 
industry in Alaska, independent of state funding. We request your support! 

19 
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Memorandum 

From: Dan Fauske, Preslden~ 
To: Pat Pitney, Director or 0MB 
Cc: )Im Whittaker, COS 

Date: January S, 2015 

Re.: AO 271-Aluka Stand Alone Pipeline Project 

The Alaska Gasllne Development Corporation is developf ng the Alaska Stand Alone 
Pipeline (ASAP) Project as mandated by HB4, passed by the 28th Alaska Legislature in 
April 2013. The Intent of this legislation was to develop an In-state pipe line for 
delivering North Slope natural gas to Fairbanks, the Southcentral region, and other 
communities wherever possible. Since 2010, approximately S420mm was 
approp.riated by the Legislature to the project. either directly, or through the In.state 
Natural Gas Pipeline Fund to advance this project through FY16. As of December 
2014, approxlmately $176mm has been spent establishing the Corporation and 
advancing the ASAP project 

The ASAP project plan, as approved by the Legislature, contemplated a successful 
open season in 2015, project sanctioning in 2016, a three-year construction cyde 
beginnlnJ in 2017, and first gas delivered fn 2021. To advance ASAP to project 
sanctioning in 2016, the Corporation expected to expend $244 mlUion, the remaining 
balance of the In-State Natural Gas Pipeline Fund, between now and the end of FY16. 
AGDC has now scaled and scoped plans, budgets and dellverables to align ASAP with 
the next major decision point on the Alaska LNG project, whether or not to proceed 
with Front End Engineering and Design {FEED) costing billions of dollars. The Al 
LNG project Is scheduled to make its next investment decision in Ql 2016. AGDC also 
represents the State of Alaska's (SOA) interest In the Aluka LNG project 

Based on discussions with Governor Walker, AGDC staff has revised Its 2015/2016 
work plans• to align with our Board of Directors' vision of "One Project. Two Options". 
As a result of this review, AGDC has slgnlftcandy reduced projected ASAP non­
discretionary expenditures by S90mm to $60. 7mm over the next 15 months to align 
with the Alaska LNG FEED decision. This will be acc:ompl hed by: 

*TJIIAGDC 8-d dDndorlNlbe,.._,_ ltlfff9CGIMllndlllon lthllrJ~ I, 201Sfflltlq. 
concunncl and appl'DVll ,Al bo l'IICHllr)' forlllpllmlfllllan. 



o Optimizing core ASAP management team for efficiency, while still retaining 
Institutional knowledge and momentum; 

o Scaling and scoping ASAP technical and engineering work to essential tasks 
• Focusing on durable work and transferrable data benefldal to 

either initiative 
• Pursuing Jointly funded AKLNG work efforts to benefit both 

projects; 
o Continuing federal environmental {NEPA] process, major permit 

acquisitions, and State and Federal right of ways acquisition (major assets 
for any SOA pipeline project). 

The spreadsheet below identifies the S60.7mm non-discretionary spend across 
ASAP's five main project development functions. All of the funding for these efforts 
wlll come out of the In-state Natural Gas Pipeline Fund (1229), not the State's general 
fund. This spend plan tndudes contracts for existing work ($27.6mm) already 
underway, and contracts for future work ($33.1mm) that is required. All of AGDC's 
contracts are written under a Master Services Agreement and provide that If 
necessary# AGDC can terminate without penalty. 

· 2015/2016 ASAP Work Pia~ (15 Months) Exf.!enclltures Estimate 
I ' 

T•k Order ProJectWodr :" _.. 

ASAP Project Functtonal Team 
Task Orders TasllOrdfflNot 

Total cost 
COmmfttad Cammlttlld 

-- --- - - - -- -
PMT $ 670i192 $ 816i308 $ 1i~500. 
PleeKne • Interface Mana ment $ 9~589,_483 $ 10,_007,232 $ 20,196,715 
Fadlftles ManlJtmtnt $ 9} l80 221 $ ~ 864.!129 $ 21t_944t3.50 
ERL $ 4!~570 $ 5 876,129 $ l\009i699 
CDnstrudlon • Pro ct Services $ 4107 144 $ ; _~356. $ 7,057,500 ·-- - - - -· - - -

'fOTAL $ 2~tS79t611 f 3.JL114.!153 f 60, 

The net result of this revised schedule will be an ASAP project that has retained a core 
team capable of moving the project forward, a completed Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Statement; the receipt of 100 miles of federal rlght•of way. and 
completed field programs valuable to both ASAP and Alaska LNG. This will allow 
ASAP to remain as the state's viable alternative should the Alaska LNG project not 
proceed into FEED. 

ALAIKA GA8lJff! DIYILO,MlffT Coft,ORATION 
3201 Cs ...... Sulla 200. Anc:hotlgl, Alllkl 89503 

Tel. 807-33CM300 I Fu 907-33N309 I www.ac,dc.UI 
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Alaska GMllne Development Corpcntion 
Page3of3 

There are no AGDC positions solely budgeted for the ASAP project .AGDC contracts 
for professional personnel to manage and meet the deliverables laid out In H84. 
AGDC is currendy tasked with overseeing both the ASAP and Alaska LNG projects and 
has developed a cost allocation model to share Corporate costs between fund source 
1229 AK Gasltne Development Corporation In-State Pipeline Fund and fund source 
1235 Alaska Liquefied Natural Gas Prof ect Fund (AGDC-LNG). The budgeted 
personnel costs for the 2nd half of FY1S are approximately $Z. 9mm. The FY15 
operating costs through December for AGDC from fund source 1229 AK Gasltne 
Development Corporation In-State Pipeline Fund are approximately $2.4mm. 

ALA8KA GAILINI OeYILO,MINT CORPORATION 
3201 ch-. SUllt 200, .•,11chn91, AAllkl 98903 

TII. 807-330-e300 I Fax 907-33CMl309 I www.agdc.U1 



Project Funding Status 

Alaska _NG 
Alaska Uqulfled Natural Gas Project Fund (AS 31.25.110) 

($ Millions) 

Total Legislative Appropriations $ 69.8 

Expenditures through Year End FY14 $ (1.0) 

Forecast Expenditures: FYlS $ (25.1) 

Forecast Expenditures: FY16 $ (43.7)
1 

Projected Funds @) FEED $ 0.0 

The Alaska I.NG Project Fund was extablished in FY14 (SB 138) 

AS.AF-
..,.....$GA¼ -.Z#c::~ 

In-State Natural Gas Pipelfne Fund (AS 31.25.100) 
($ Millions} 

Activity Scenerios 
ASAP aligns to ASAP continues 

AKLNG FEED to sanctioning 

Total Legislative Appropriations* $ 419.8 $ 419.8 

Expenditures through Year End FY14 $ (120.0) $ (UO.O) 

Forecast Expenditures: FY15 $ (98.0) $ (150.0) 

Forecast Expenditures: FY16 $ ~aw-ti---.a.4 8) 

Projected Funds @l FEED/Sanctioning $ 

• $419.8 represents a!I qp_propriations towards ASAP 

• Alaska LNG Pre-Feed activities projected to conclude 1 
participation fully funded 

• Modifying ASAP work activities to compliment e~r option and to a'9n with 
an Alaska LNG Feed decision, delays $150mm in ASAP expenditrs 

• Should Alaska LNG falter, the $150mm will be required to move ASAP through 
Open Season and on to Project Sanctioning 

• 
.............. 

Alaska Gasllne Oe\lelopment Corporation I 3201 C Street, Suite 200 I Anchorage, AK 99503 
P 907.330.6300 IF 907.330.63091Toll-Fl'88855.2n.4491 I www.agdc.us 
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Ambler EIS Project - Response to Administrative Order No. 271 
Exhibit 1- Ambler Mining District Industrial Access Road (AMOIAR) Project Briefing -JAN 2015 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

Identify an approved route for road access to the Ambler Mining District which would utilize public/private 

financing for road construction. 

FUNDING ANO BENEFITS 

• Historical Funding ($80.05 Million) 

o State Appropriations of $26.25 Million (FY11 to fY15) 

• $9.25 MIiiion to OOT&PF (FY11 to FY13) 

• $17 MIiiion to AIDEA (FY14 and FYlS) 

o NovaCopper has spent approximately $53.8 Million on Upper Kobuk Mineral Projects to date 

• If EIS Process moves forward, NovaCopper witl likely continue these projects (55% Native Hire) 

• Future Funding Requirements ($6.8 Million in FY17 & FY18) 

o AIDEA proposes using remain ing appropriated funds ($9.7 Milllon) to continue the EIS process 

o With the existing appropriations, in FY17 and fY18 an additional $6.8 Million would conclude the EIS 

o Post EIS and permitting, AIOEA will work with private industry to finance construction and operation of 

the project as it has always planned 

• State Benefits from Mine Construction and Operation (ONLY WITH ACCESS) 

o Over $300 Million in taxes and royalties (SINGLE MINE - Arctic prospect) 

o Over 1,300 construction related Jobs per year for two years (SINGLE MINE -Arctic prospect) 

o Over 1,000 operations related jobs per year for the life of the mine (SINGLE MINE -Arctic prospect) 

o With access, similar classes of benefits from Bornite, Sun, and Smucker mining prospects in the District 

• State Benefits from Road Construction and Operation 

o Dividend to State of Alaska wi ll be increased (after repayment) 

o Over 490 construction related Jobs per year for four years 

o Over 50 operations related jobs per year for the life of the proposed road 

o State of Alaska recovers initial investment in the EIS and Preliminary Feasibility 

o State benefits by the road financing, construction and operating costs paid for by private sector users 

PROJECT CONSIDERATIONS 

"Congress f inds that there is a need for access for surface transportation purposes across the Western (Kobuk River) unit 
of the Gates of the Arctic National Preserve (from the Ambler Mining District to the Alaska Pipeline Haul Road) and the 
Secretary shall permit such access in accordance with the provisions of this subsection." 

-Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation Act, Section 201{4){b) 

• Congress recognized the need decades ago as noted in ANILCA, 

• State lands/resources that are currently stranded wlll finally be accessible, 

• AIDEA will work with private industry to finance construction and operation of the project, 

• AIDEA has conducted many layers of outreach to interested parties and looks forward to a robust public process 

through the EIS, and 

• There is support for completing the EIS to provide all decision makers with the thorough and detalled 

information needed to make a reasonable decision on whether to proceed with AMDIAR. 
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Amblff £IS Project - llasponw to Admlnistntlve Order No. 271 
Exhibit 2 
Environmental Impact Statement · Ambk!r Mining District Industrial Access R~ 

Estimated Cost to Complete Over 4 Years and Additional Funding Required 

COST CATEGORY Cost to Complete Norn 

AIDEA PERSONNEL $976,000 

AlOEATRAVEl $40,000 

OlliEREXP $96,179 Includes Fairbanks Office Rent and Staffing 
OOWlPM $800,000 Half time PM over 4 years 
DOWl PI $400,000 Pl support over 4 yurs 

DOWlE&E $1,000,000 Comoletion of current fleld wortt and supPOrt over next 4 wars, -,,;neerina: review of alternatives for EIS, etc.. 

: OlliER CONTRACTORS so 
THIRD PARTY EIS s10,ooo.ooo fundinl! for thinf.iurtv contr.lctor to corn"'- EIS undef- INd fedtnl ar~ dirfflion. 
UAF-HYORO STUDIES $342,385 IHvdrolo1n1 studies. Fundin11. required to finish report on field studies and remow eoui"""'nt fro m the field. 
AOF&G-FISH/SUBS $208,908 f"ishffles studles. Fundin« reaulred to finish reports on fteld studies and remove e11ulnment from the field. 
DEPTlAWAAG $200.000 MG SUPPort and outside lenl counsel support (BHBC) 
OOT&JIF • GEOTECH $70,484 Geotechnic:al studies. Fundin« required to finish report$ on field wort,; and remove equipment from the field . 
OHSS - HIA $400,000 HIA required bv State l)Olicv ($4001{} 

This fvndlns Is for NPS/FHWA/BlM cost recovery as allowed under federal law for processing right-of-way permit application on 
NPS/FHWA/8lM $2000000 federal lands. If the orowt does not 11.0 forward the encumbenid hinds could be released. 

!TOTAL $1~ 

, Encumbered Available to Continue $5,418.157 
' Non-Encumbered Fundln.l! Avallable 54,320,584 
TotolFuntbAwalfobl.r $9,n.,141 

!Mcrltional funo., Requimf $6,795,11.Sl 
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Ambler EIS Project - Response to Administrative Order No. 271 
Exhibit 3 - Ambler Mining District Industrial Access Road (AMDIAR) EIS Decision Matrix 

The issues presented: File for EIS in FY 15; Put the EIS on Hold; or Cancel the EIS. 

OPTION 1: File for EIS in FY 15 

PROS CONS 

• Provides path to recover State funds invested to date • No re-appropriation of $8.2 

• The EIS is the permit needed before any access to the million during tight budget 
mining district can be financed by AIDEA and private • Additional $6.8 million in future 
capital years to complete EIS 

• EIS ls a step to AMOIAR revenues, jobs and access to 
benefits similar to Red Dog OMTS 

• No new State funds needed untU f Y17, possibly FY18 

• Continues validation to Industry that State and AIOEA are 
undertaking Infrastructure development for natural 
resources and acknowledges private investments to date 
bring value to State 

• Provide mechanism for Federal consultation with tribes 

• federal EIS contractor conducts public outreach and 
stakeholder involvement 

• Provides decision-making Information for communities 
AIDEA has approximately $9.7 million in FY 15 funds that could be used to file an EIS application with an additional 
$6.8 million needed in FV17 & FY18 to complete the permit. The EIS Record of Decision is the permit needed 
before the road could be financed by AIDEA and private capital. No appropriated funds would be used for the 
construction or maintenance of the road, if built. The federal EIS process will include a review of all alternatives, 
such as rail or a road from the Red Oog port to Ambler, as well as providing the public with detailed information on 
the economic, health, and environmental consequences of the proposed project. 

OPTION 2: Do not file the EIS Application in fY 15 (Hold or Cancel EIS} 

PROS CONS 

• Re·approprlatlon of $8.2 • No path to recover State funds invested in AMDIAR EIS 
million • No additional mining company exploration investment In 

Ambler District 

• Negative effect on future P3 infrastructure investments 

• Environmental data collected becomes stale/expires (a 
wasted cost) and creates a high cost to restart EIS process 

• Rejection of public support for the EIS process 

• No near·term path to potential mining revenues, payments 
to AIDEA for use of the road (Red Dog model), job creation 
and taxes or PILT to local government 

A second option is to simply end the EIS process and not spend any more funds. This approach would let the 
legislature re-appropriate the approximately remaining $8.2 million. This approach appears the least cost ly, but 
risks making all the work done to date a wasted effort. In addition, all of the relationships bullt with communities 
and the mining industry over the last four years would be lost as well as create great doubt In private industry's 
willingness to co-Invest with the State in economic/resource development projects in the future. 
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MEMORANDUM 

TO: Pat Pitney 
Director, 
Office of Management and Budget 

FROM: Patrick l. Kemp,f2_. 
Commissioner ~ ~ 

State of Alaska 
Department of Transportation & Public Facilities 

Office of the Commissioner 

DATE: January 5, 2015 

TELEPHONE NO: (907) 465-3900 
FAX NUMBER: (907) 586-8365 

SUBJECT: 
Reply to Requirements of 
Administrative Order 271 

Attached is the department report to communicate the two Alaska DOT &PF projects that fall 
under Administrative Order 271 . Both Knik Arm Crossing and Juneau Access projects are 
funded under the Federal-Aid Highway program administered by FHW A. This funding source 
comes with rules that are specific to this funding source, and as such we have provided a paper 
that explains the most relevant requirements. 

Perhaps the most significant issue is that each project must be evaluated in total, as the many 
specific contracts and reimbursable service agreements with other agencies are intended to 
advance the project. Halting or even sus_pending any one of these activities is essentially delaying 
the project overall, and as such would likely trigger a financial penalty. 

Both of these projects are long-standing goals of the state, as exemplified by repeated Legislative 
appropriations and the progress accomplished to date under previous administrations. Both 
represent a cost-effective opportunity to significantly improve transportation in terms of 
capacity. travel time and user costs. 

The majority of federal-aid involved in each of these projects will require state funds for the 
match. Halting or delaying the projects would only require that we shift this federal funding to 
other projects and match would still be required. There is no direct savings on match requirement 
if the federal aid funds are used on other projects. There is also a plan in the funding strategy to 
lessen the impact to projects serving other needs. This is explained in the attachment on Federal­
Aid, but the department is cognizant of such impacts and has always planned on trying to soften 
such effects. 

For the Juneau Access project I have also included a PowerPoint we presented to the joint House 
and Senate Transportation committees last spring. It demonstrates that the cost of ferry service is 
highly disproportional to both the citizens served and the travel provided. It also demonstrates 
how similar jurisdictions (Canada and Norway) have targeted their ferry services for replacement 
with highways, bridges and/or tunnels. Simply put the costs of ferries (both capital and 
operating) are a perpetual drain on budgets, and both kinds of costs have long escalated much 
faster than the CPI. Only by intervening with initially high capital highway expenditures is this 
ongoing operating and capital replacement cost of ferries lessened. 

"Keep Alaska Moving through service and infrastructure. " 



The Knik Arm Crossing project was just transferred to the agency on July I, 2014 and a new 
Traffic and Revenue study was recently completed. The department has had significantly less 
time to analyze and prepare a similar presentation. However, the financing plan, relying on three 
distinct funding sources (federal-aid, federal loan and state bonds) and user fees to recover all 
operating, and partial capital costs is significant and unique in state history. 

As you will see, there is considerable information and a complex set of requirements that impact 
each project. Should you desire more information or a briefing for Q&A, please let me know. 

Cc: Jim Whitaker. Chief of Staff 

Enclosures (see List of Attachments) 



Department of Transportation and Public Facilities 
Administrative Order 271 Report 

January 5, 2015 

List of Attachments 

1. FHW A Requirements Affecting Projects Addressed by AO 271 
2. Knik Ann Crossing Brief 
3. Juneau Access Brief 
4. Juneau Access Power Point to 2014 Legislature 
5. Knik Arm Crossing Project Financial Information 
6. Juneau Access Project Financial Information 



Attachment Number 1 

FHWA Requirements Affecting Projects Addressed by AO 271 

By Alaska Department of Transportation and Public Facllltles 

Both the l<nlk Arm Crossing (KAC) and the Juneau Access (JA) projects are being pursued under U.S. DOT 

Federal Highway Administration {FHWA) rules. A 9th Circuit decision some years ago ruled that once a 

project is started with federal-aid, the entire project regardless of follow-on funding sources must 

adhere to the federal-aid rutes. This imposes a number of requirements that deserve explanation In 

view of the objectives In AO 271. 

Elsewhere in this report, the specific status of each project Is portrayed. For brevity, this detail is not 

repeated herein. However, a few key facts deserve mention: 

• Both KAC and JA are far along In the pre-construction stage (design, permitting, right-of-way and 

utility relocation), meaning that a significant Investment of federal and state funds has been 

Invested to date. 

• Both KAC and JA have advanced to a point where there is no legal possibility of simply stopping 

or even suspending one or both projects without penalty. Such penalty can be as severe as full 

repayment of all federal costs to date ($72.9 M illion for KAC and $25.7 MIiiion for JA)> 

• Both KAC and JA fall under a special provision of rrtle 23 as the total cost of each is estimated to 

be In excess of $500 million. Such projects are considered "Major Projects" and this triggers a 

host of special additional requirements. (See 23 USC § 106 (h) Major Projects). 

Non-Participating Determination Risk 

One Important issue that applies to both projects is how to maneuver decisions in a manner that 

reduces risk of repayment being mandated on the state. This occurs when FHWA decides to declare a 

project as "non-participating", which FHWA can enforce retroactively to include all prior federally­

funded expenditures. 

This risk is not academic or hypothetical. In recent years the state has been required to fully repay 

federal costs to date when it was decided to suspend all work on other projects. 

Key Rules 

The requirements of 23 USC are considerable, as the program has operated over many decades and has 

been amended repeatedly by Congressional action and FHWA rule-making. Considering that the vast 

majority of major highways In all so states and other territories have been funded by this program, 

there are rules for nearly any eventuality. Further, recent enforcement of these rules by FHWA has 
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increased to a considerable degree. It is unrealistic to assume these rules are malleable or can simply 

be bypassed. 

The key requirements that apply to any consideration of KAC or JA are as follows: 

1. fHWA requires that each phase of work be fully funded. Thus even funds that may not be 

needed In the Immediate future must not be removed If It leaves a phase under-funded. 

further, should the agency determine that the cost of a phase has increased after It has begun, 

the department Is required to apply additional funds (federal and state match) to ensur.e that 

fun funding Is again available. (A phase in this context means one of the series of activities 

leadlng up to and including construction.) Typically, a project requires four orfive phases: 

design or pre-construction up to completion of environmental document, final design, rlght-of­

way, utility relocations and construction. Each proceeds in sequence, with completion of work 

in one phase usually necessary to undertake the next. 

2. FHWA Imposes a time-trap requirement once a project has begun. The time trap Is a 

requirement for full repayment, should the agency start then not complete a federally 

supported project. A time-trap p·enalty occurs following the 10th year for any project that has 

not acquired right-of-way, or following the 20th year for projects that have acquired rlght-of­

way. Both l<AC and JA are well past the 10th year, though KAC has also started a right-of-way 

phase and Is well inside the longer 20-year period. If a project has exceeded the time trap 

period that applies, it can proceed without penalty by requesting an extension; this is usually 

granted so long as there is continued progress and delays if any, are not discretionary actions 

taken by the state. 

3. FHWA does not permit unnecessary periods of inactivity once a project Is initiated. In other 

words, just slowing down a project by decisions such as cancelling some but not all activity can 

trigger a financial penalty. This is because it results In Inefficiency and ongoing staff costs that 

do not accomplish forward progress. The FHWA Alaska Division has expressed strong opposition 

to "political" decisions on projects, and seem prepared to use their authority If the state is not 

diligent In project progress. One example of such penalty might be to disallow federal eligibility 

for all staff and related costs during a period of inactivity. For this reason, virtually all of the 

contracts and/or reimbursable service agreements with other agencies working for the project 

are non-discretionary. Each Is considered a necessary sub-activity necessary to achieve the 

primary purpose of the project. 

4. FHWA requires that all changes to schedule, budget, scope and/or funding be portrayed In one 
or more updated pubUc documents. The Major Project ru les mentioned earlier require a 

project schedule and finance plan, updated annually. The portrayal of projects, funding and 

funding sources In the statewide listing of all projects known as the STIP (Surface Transportation 

Improvement Program) and LRTP (statewide Long Range Transportat ion Plan), If changed, 

requires amendments to these documents as well. As the KAC project also partially lies within 

2 



the boundary of the AMATS (Anchorage Metropolitan Area Transportation System) 

organization, It also triggers a host of additional requirements: Both the AMATS transportation 

plan (MTP) and spending plan (TIP) as well as their air quality plan for AMATS under EPA air 

quality rules can be Impacted. 

s. FHWA will accept a different final selected alternative. and this may be the best means to avoid 

large payback costs for the state. This is best done prior to a final EIS determination, as 

otherwise the EIS (Environmental Impact Statement) must be done over as a supplemental EIS. 

However, If the federal agency believes such a decision is politically and not technically 

motivated, they may not go along with such a change of final alternative . The final decision on 

an EIS selected alternative rests solely with the FHWA and not the state. 

6. FHWA financial rules offer tools to mitigate impact of larger projects affecting other state needs. 

The most significant such tool ls known as AC (Advance Construction, see 23 U.S. Code§ 115). A 

hypothetical example will help describe this tool: Project A will require $60 million In federal 

funding plus $6 million In state match. The project wlll take 3 full construction seasons to 

construct, costing approximately one-third per year. Instead of applying the full $60 million of 

federal funds to the project In the first year, under the AC rules the state can apply a lesser 

amount, say $20 mllllon, and then apply the remaining $40 million in $20 million increments in 

year 2 and year 3. The full $6 million in state match does have to be paid In year 1. This 

approach would allow other work to proceed simultaneously using the funds not locked up In 

year 1. DOT&PF, In preparing the financial planning for these two projects (and many others 

too) intended to soften the impact by using the AC tool. Note, this approach does not violate 

the full funding requirement (see paragraph #1) because the state commits It's future federal 

aid and provides all state match up front. 

7. FHWA funds are normally subject to lapse In the year appropriated and must be applied to 

projects or wlll lapse. Unlike state GF appropriated to specific named projects, the federal-aid 

program requires the state to fully use annual federal-aid funding each year. Though a few 

exceptions to lapsing such as earmark funds exist, the great majority of funding is subject to the 

"use or lose" requirement. Each August, approximately 60 days prior to the end of the federal 

fiscal year, we must report our level of excess funding, or if we have sufficient projects that are 

ready, our level of surplus funding we could absorb from other states. This means that changing 

funding plans for projects such as JA and KAC must be done with a plan to substitute projects, 

sufficient t ime to make them eligible to receive funding and such plan must Include necessary 

capital budget authority. 
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Attachment Number 2 

Knlk Arm Crossing Project 

By Ataska Department ofTransportatlon and Public Facilities 

The purpose and need for the Knik Arm Crossing (KAC) ls to further the development of transportation 

systems In the Upper Cook Inlet region by providing improved vehicular access and connectivity 

between Anchorage and the Matanuska-Susitna Borough (MSB). The KAC wlll provide regional 

transportation connectivity for the movement of people, freight and goods between Anchorage, the 

MSB and Interior Alaska by addressing the need for an alternative travel routlng and access between 

regional airports, ports, and hospitals; and for fire, police and disaster relief services to facilitate 

emergency response and evacuation. 

curccnc Prole.ct status 

In 2007, a final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) was completed evaluating several route 
alternatives and In 2010 the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) issued a "build" Record of Decision 
(ROO) for the recommended alternative. Since then, 86% of the necessary right-of-way has been 
acquired. All private property has been acquired, with remaining acquisitions to be made from the 
University of Alaska, Joint Base Elmendorf-Richardson, the Municipality of Anchorage, and the Alaska 
Railroad Corporation. 

All environmental permit applications were submitted between 2010 and 2013, of which 3 permits 
remain outstanding. Multiple additional studies necessary to finance and procure the project have been 
completed, including the FHWA Major Projects Requirements of a Project Management Plan (2014) and 
the FHWA Cost Estimate review (2014). The financial plan submitted to the USDOT Transportation 
Infrastructure Finance and Innovation Act (TIFIA) Joint Program Office will satisfy the final FHWA Major 
Project Requirement. 

The USDOT TIFIA program provides federal credit assistance in the fonn of direct loans, loan guarantees, 
and standby lines of credit to finance surface transportation projects of national and regional 
significance. TIFIA credit assistance provides Improved access to capital markets, flexible repayment 
terms, and potentially more favorable Interest rates than can be found In private capital markets for 
similar Instruments. TIFIA can help advance qualified, large-scale projects that otherwise might be 
delayed or deferred because of size, complexity, or uncertainty over the t iming of revenues. 

Qaerqtlna and Caoltal Costs 

The KAC will be a tolled facility. Long range capital and operating costs will be funded from toll revenue, 
as will TIFIA debt service. 

A public finance plan was developed by the Governor's Office of Management and Budget, DOT&PF, and 
the Alaska Department of Revenue In December of 2013, which Identified $345 million In TIFIA loan, 
State of Alaska Revenue Bonds totaling $275 million, and federal~ald highway funds totaling $300 
million. 

The TlflA loan will be supported by a pledge of net toll revenue. Under House 811123 (SLA 14, Chapter 
51), securing the TIFIA loan is a condition precedent to Issuing the bonds. HB 23 authorized the State 



Bond Committee to issue up to $300 million of state revenue bonds, backed by the moral obligation of 
the state, subject to appropriation. In addition, H8 23 transferred management and oversight of the 
project from the Knlk Arm Bridge and Toll Authority to DOT&PF. 

The financial plan also anticipates $300 million of federal-aid highway program funds to be used, of 
which $227 million remain to be appropriated by the legislature. The federal-aid highway funds will not 
require additional state matching funds from the general fund, as bond proceeds wilt be used for that 
purpose. 

A comprehensive Traffic and Toll Revenue Study was .completed on December S, 2.014 that indicates toll 
revenue wlll be sufficient to meet the TlflA debt service of the KAC In addition to the long range 
operating and capita I costs with 2 times the necessary coverage. Long range operating and capital costs 
are comprised of the follow.Ing: 

• Bridge and roadway operations and maintenance (O&M), Including bridge Inspections, snow 
removal, llghtfng, repairs, landscape maintenance, etc. 

• Toll system operations, maintenance, customer care, account management, and billing and 
collection. 

• Renewal and rehabilitation (R&R) capital maintenance, Including periodic roadway resurfacing, 
bridge bearing replacements, signing and guardrail replacement, etc. 

Excess toll revenue Is anticipated to be used to service project debt. 

Conseauca«s of cqnctllnq or Detaylna Prolect 

Canceling the project without bringing it to a conclusion may result In the State owing the Federal 

government all federal funds expended on the project per CFR 630.112(c)(2). To date, federal funds 

that may be required to be paid back total $72.9 million. 

Delay of the project would not be an immediate cause to repay federal funds as this project has begun 

the right-of-way phase. Under 23 CFR 630.112(c)(1), road construction must occur on the right-of-way 

within 2.0 years of right-of-way acquisition. 

It Is not clear at this time If delaying the project Indefinitely would result In Immediate federal 

reimbursement, as FHWA ls currently researching the Issue. Prior to this point, FHWA has been very 

consistent in saying that they expected us to move expeditiously on KAC, given previous delays Imposed 

by other administrations. However, delaying the project could cause completed studies and progress on 

permits to become stale, requiring additional costs to update. Significant delay could result In the 

Inability to secure a TIFIA loan due to the potential of diminishing federal funds. 

Again, as long as DOT&Pf ls making progress on the project, reasonable requests for time extensions are 

allowed. Due to the total cost of the project exceeding $500 million, fHWA requires that a Financial 

Plan be approved by the FHWA Major Projects Office. The Financial Plan must provide reasonable 

assurance that sufficient funds will be available to meet the proposed construction schedule. 



Attachment Number 3 

Juneau Access Improvement Project 

By Alaska Depart.ment ofTransportatlon and Pubtlc Facilities 

The purpose and need for the Juneau Access Improvement (JAi) Project is to provide improved surface 

transportation to and from Juneau within the Lynn Canal corridor that will: 

• Provide the capacity to meet transportation demand in the corridor 

• Provide flexibility and Improve opportunity for travel 

• Reduce travel times between communities 

• Reduce State costs for transportation In the corridor 

• Reduce user oosts for transportation ln the corridor 

Curr,atetolttt Status 

The Department of Transportation and Public Facilities (DOT&PF) and the Federal Highway 

Administration (FHWA) Initiated the preparation of a Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact 

Statement (SEIS) In January 2012 following a Ninth Circuit U.S. Court of Appeals ruling which upheld a 

District Court decision that the FHWA vJolated the National Environmental Polley Act (NEPA) in Issuing a 

Record of Decision (ROD) selecting Alternate 28 (East Lynn Canal Highway to Katzehln) by falling to 

consider an alternative for improved ferry service using existing ferries and terminals. 

On September 18, 2014, DOT&PF announced the release of the JAi Project Draft SEIS for review and 

comment, with the East lynn Canal Highway (Alt 2B) identified as the preferred alternative. The public 

comment period ended on November 25, 2014. DOT&PF is In the process of responding to comments 

and revising the Draft SEIS as appropriate. A Final SEIS and ROD is anticipated to be issued in the fall of 

2015. 

Conseouen«s of cancellna or Pefavfna Protect 

Canceling the project without bringing it to a conclusion may result in the State owing the Federal 

government all federal funds expended on the project per CFR 630.112{c){2). To date, federal funds 

that may be required to be paid back total $25.7 million. Reaching a conclusion means FHWA selecting 

an alternative in a ROD and DOT&PF beginning Implementation if an action alternative is selected. 

Delaying the project prior to Issuance of the ROD for more than a year or two would result in the 

requirement to later restart the process with agency and public scoping, and revising or replacing the 

Draft SEIS as appropriate. It Is not clear at this time if delaying the project indefinitely prior to a ROD 

would result in immediate federal reimbursement, as FHWA is currently researching the issue. Prior to 

this point, FHWA has been very consistent in saying that they expected us to move expeditiously on 

Juneau Access, given previous delays imposed by other administrations. 



Delaying the project post-ROD would be less of an Issue with FHWA. 23 CFR 630.112(c)(2) requires that 

a right-of-way acquisition or construction begin w ithin 10 years of the start of a project, but extensions 

for delay caused by lawsuits and/or required additional NEPA documentation are allowed; this project 

has received multiple extensions. A single right-of-way action would satisfy the requirements of (c)(2) 

and trigger the requirements of (c)(l), which mandates that road construction must occur on the right­

of-way within 20 years of right-of-way acquisition. 

However, if conditions change during a delay, such as new environmental laws being enacted or a new 

endangered species declared, additional environmental work may be required. Too, the added burden 

of Inflation to project costs would continue to mount. 

Again, as long as OOT&PF Is making progress on the project, reasonable requests for time extensions are 

allowed. Due to the total cost of the project exceeding $500 million, FHWA requires that a financial 

Plan be approved by the FHWA Major Projects Office. The Financial Plan must provide reasonable 

assurance that sufficient funds will be available to meet the proposed const ruction schedule. 





• If possible, why should Alaska build roads where 
ferries now operate? 
• Answer: Lowers long term costs for state and user while 

greatly expanding capacity and travel flexibility 

• Some examples how this policy is approached in 
similar settings, both here and around the world. 

• Why decision affects all Alaskans; the ongoing ferry 
subsidy is significant and alternatives deserve 
consideration. 

• Specifics of Juneau Access Project (Mike Vigue) 



• Dayboat: is a ferry intended to operate 12 
hours or less, from a home port, typically 
making 1 or more round trips per day. 

• Advantages: 
• No hotel or restaurant functions required 

• Crew return home each night 

• Large capital and operating savings are typical 



• Roads are far less costly to state in capital and 
operating costs over time 

• Roads greatly increase capacity, frequency, travel 
opportunity and offer significant travel time and 
user cost savings. 

• Ferries essentially restrict demand, reducing 
flexibility, making travel costly or prohibitive 

• Ferry subsidies are very high. Without significant 
change these costs continue in perpetuity. 
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• Ferry mainline operating distance can be reduced 
by 186 miles per voyage (Auke Bay to Skagway 
RT) 
• Based on Auke Bay as northern terminus of mainline 

• service. 
• Capacity in corridor significantly increased 
• Capital costs substantially lowered 

• Unlike roads, ferry capital costs have little residual 
value upon replacement 

• With proposed Alaska Class ferries and road, 
between 1 & 2 mainliners can be eliminated 



*Replacement = average of M/V 
Columbia and M/V Matanuska replacement 



$1,200.00 

Based on Sen. Dyson 

$1,000.00 + request in July 2013 
(see enclosed). 

$800.00 

$600.00 

$400.00 ------------

$200.00 

$-
All Modes AMHS 

Net per capita 
____ costs of AMHS is 

>25 times that of 
Highways. 

Rural Aviation Highways 



DOT&PF SFY 2015 Request (Millions) 

>99% of travel is achieved 
by highways and aviation. 
This requires less than one­
half of DOT&PF's operating 
budget. 

• Highways 

• Rural Aviation 

•AMHS 



• Both Norway and Canada have recently focused on 
reducing or eliminating ferries, where possible 
• Canada's Prince Edward Is. bridge built with 33 year 

pledge of subsidy to finance new bridge. 

• Norway's ambitious effort to systematically reduce ferry 
crossings, with bridges and tunnels on Highway E-39 far 
more challenging that Juneau Access project. 

• In Alaska, Metlakatla, Prince of Wales Island and 
proposed King Cove-Cold Bay ferries are also 
models of applying roads, dayboats. 
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• Replacing or shortening ferry routes with roads, 
and using dayboats is a rational public policy 
response: 
• It lowers public and private costs 
• It offers superior service to travelers 
• The actions in other places including Canada and 

Norway demonstrate that perpetual ferry subsidies are 
strong motivation to make changes. 

• As stewards of transportation choices and their 
future costs, there is strong merit to building the 
preferred alternative. 
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January 8, 2015 

Pat Pitney, Director 
State of Alaska 
Office of Management and Budget 
PO Box 11000 l 
Juneau, AK 99811-000 I 

Subject: Alaska Energy Authority Response to Administrative Order 271 

RE: Susitna-Watana Hydroelectric Project 

Dear Ms. Pitney: 

In response to Administrative Order o. 271 (AO 271) dated December 26, 2014, the Alaska 
Energy Authority (AEA) has prepared the following infonnation to comply with paragraph "C" 
of AO 271 for Susitna-Watana Hydro. As per email approval dated December 3 t, 2014 from the 
Office of the Governor Chief of Staff, Jim Whitaker, AEA was granted a deadline of January 9 
to comply with paragraph "C". 

Completion of the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) licensing process would 
require an estimated additional funding of $102 million based on the current Integrated 
Licensing Process. The additional funding is needed to complete the FERC approved studies 
and prepare the license application. Obtaining a FERC license would position the State to move 
forward with a project that would provide long-term affordable energy and consistent with State 
of Alaska energy policy, chapter 82, session law 2010. AEA is currently assessing licensing 
options that would provide the State with licensing schedule flexibility that may potentially 
reduce licensing costs. 

!summary of project funding (In thousands): 

Authorized Funds - State of Alaska appropriations 
Expenditures (as of December 31, 2014) 
Non-Discretionary: 
Encumbered funds 
Unencumbered funds required to complete essential tasks 
Budgeted personnel costs for remainder of FY2015 
Estimated personnel costs for FY2016 (July-December 2015) 

Total Non-Discretionary 

Balance of Authorized Funds 

$ 192,072.8 
(158,476.0) 

(19,250.8) 
(4,614.5) 
(2,179.8) 

(870.0) 
(26,915.1) 

6,681.7 

813 w .. 1 Narlheu• L•ghll BouleYwd Anchor1ge. Al111te 99503 T 907.171.3000 Toi FtH IAlltk• Only) 819.300.8"4 F '107 771 .3CM4 



Pat Pitney 
January 8, 2015 
Page2 

The attached spreadsheet provides detailed infonnation listing the discretionary funding 
obligations, non-discretionary funding obligations and budgeted personnel costs for FY 2015 as 
required by paragraph "C" of AO 271. Descriptions of work currently under way and 
recommended work is included in the spreadsheet. Much of the ongoing work includes 
contractor completion of reports from the 2014 field season. The impacts to delay, suspend or 
terminate the existing obligations would be incomplete work products from contractors which 
wouJd unnecessarily increase future costs to the project for the state to pursue a Susitna-Watana 
Hydro license. 

If the State decides to abandon the Susitna-Watana Hydro FERC licensing effort, AEA will 
complete the following major tasks to suspend the project: 

• Remove field equipment and restore disturbed areas pursuant to pennit requirements. 
• Prepare permit compliance reports. 
• Complete ADF&G surveys of collared moose, caribou, and ptarmigan. 
• Complete deliverables such as contractor study reports from 2014 field effort. 
• Prepare user manuals and calibration reports for models completed to date to enable 

future use of these models in future licensing or new resource projects in the study area. 
• Prepare index of data collected and completed reports for future use by public. 
• Upload and archive Geographic Information System (GIS) data on Geographic 

Information etwork of Alaska (GINA) for use by State agencies and the public for other 
projects in the study area. 

• Archive reports on Alaska Resources Library and Information Services (ARLIS). 

Operating budget impacts are limited to payroll costs and other project office costs funded by 
CIP receipts. The attached spreadsheet includes this detail. 

Please contact me if you have any questions or need further information. 

Sincerely, 

Sara Fisher-Goad 
Executive Director 

Attachment: AO 271 Susitna Watana Project Information Funding Obligations 
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Sara Fisher-Goad, AEA executive director 
Wayne Dyok, project manager 
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Project Status 
• Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 

Integrated Licensing Process . 

• Three Environmental Field Seasons Supporting 
58 FERG-Approved Studies 

• Filed Initial Study Report June, 2014 

• 50 Tech Memos filed with FERC 2013-2014 

• Engineering Feasibility Report Released 
January 2015 

• 60-Day Licensing Abeyance 
SUSITNA-WATANA HYDRO Clean, reliable energy for the next TOO years. 



Project Funding 

• Funded total of $192 million through 
Capital Fund appropriations 
-FY09-11: $11.17 million (combination of 

Railbelt Energy Fund and General Fund) 

- FY12: $65. 7 million (Railbelt Energy Fund) 

- FY13: $0 

- FY14: $95.2 million (General Fund) 

- FY15: $20 million (General Fund) 

SUSITNA-WATANA HYDRO Cleon, reliable energy for the next 100 years. 



Administrative Order 271 

• Dec. 26, 2014-AO 271 directs all State agencies to 
halt to the maximum extent possible discretionary 
expenditures for six projects, including Susitna­
Watana Hydro 

• Summary of Project Funding ($thousands) 
- State of Alaska appropriations $192,072.8 

- Expenditures (as of 12.31.14) ($158,476) 

- Total Non-Discretionary Encumbered Funds ($26,915.10) 

- Balance of Authorized Funds $6,681.70 

SUSJTNA-WATANA HYDRO Cleon, reliable energy for rhe nexr 100 years. 
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Potential Paths 

"I 

• Expenditures: 
(12.31.14) 
$158.5 million 

• Encumbered 
Funds 
$26.9 million 

.J 

$6.6 million in 
Remaining 

Unencumbered 
Funds 

• 28 Studies 
Completed 

• Modeling 

• Vegetation 
and Wildlife 

• T-llne 
Corridor 
Baseline 

• 36 Studies 
Complete 

• Extensive 
Modeling 

• Fisheries 

• Botanical 

• Umited 
Cultural 
Resources 

' SUSITNA-WATANA HYDRO Cleon, reliol>le energy for the next 100 years. 

• 
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$20 million 
Additional 

Funds 

• 43 Studies 
completed 

• lnstream 
Flow 

• Water 
Quality and 
Geomorphic 
Modeling 

• Additional 
Fisheries 

• 
"I r 

.J 

"-

License 
Application 

., 
•$100 

million 

• Complete 
All Studies 

• License 
Application 

• 404 Permit 

• Water 
Quality 
Certification 

• Biological 
Assessment 

• Eagle 
Permitting 

~ 
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Project Cost Range 

Minimum 
$ 4 .461 Billion 

4.6 4.8 5.0 5.2 

5th p•rcntll• 
S 5 .0408111/on 

A Bas• Estlmat• 
/ S S.655 BIiiion 

50th p,trc•nt/111 
$ 5 .6548illlon 

5.4 5.6 5.8 6.0 

Cost in Billions($) 
6.2 

I 
I 

• I 

• 
' I 
' I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

' t 

Maximum 
$ 6.803 Billion 

~ 95th p,trct1ntlft1 
$ 6 .247 SIii/on 

6.4 6.6 6.8 7.0 



Comparing 3 Finance .Options 

• Bond & RUS Financing 
- $0.064/kWh 50 year average real price 

• All Bond Financing 
- $0.073/kWh 50 year average real price 

• State Loan & RUS 
- Similar to Bradley Lake model 

- $0.037/kWh 50 year average real price 

SUSITNA-WATANA HYDRO Cleon, reliable energy for rhe next 100 years. 



Economic Impact 
• Majority Alaska Hire 

- 65°/o Alaskans employed 
- Capitalizing on Pacific Northwest 

hydroelectric experience while maintaining 
Alaska Hire 

• In 2014, nearly $7 million earned in Alaska 
wages 

• In 2013, $6 million spent in goods and 
services in the Mat-Su Valley 

SUSITNA-WATANA HYDRO Cleon, reliable enetgy for the next 100 years. 
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Environmental Study Process 

~ 
SUSITNA-WATANA HYDRO Cleon, reliable energy for the next 100 years. 

~ Study Plan Development 

• Study Implementation 
Phase 

• Impact Assessment 

• Development of 
Protection, Mitigation and 
Enhancement Measures 
(PMEs) 



2014: Safe and Effective Field Work 

• More than 200 in the field, with one recordable 
incidents 

• Completed data collection for 13 FERC-approved 
studies 
- Water Quality, Bioaccumulation of Mercury 

- Ice Processes, Glacier and Runoff Changes 

- Salmon Escapement, Aquatic Habitat Characterization, Fish 
Passage Barriers 

- Large Carnivores, Terrestrial Furbearers, Bat, Wood Frog 

- Subsistence 
- :tP-robable Maximum Flood 

SUSITNA-WATANA HYDRO Cleon, reliable energy for the next 100 years. 



Understanding the Susitna Basin 
• Advanced the state of science for agencies to 

better manage resources 
- Wildlife, fish, recreation, subsistence surveys etc. 
- Documented distribution of invasive Northern Pike in Lower Susitna 

River 
- Contributed >4,500 tissue samples to ADF&G Gene Conservation 

Lab 
- Expanded distribution data for species such as Chinook Salmon, 

Lake and Rainbow Trout 
- Maximized value of Mat-Su fisheries research 

• Expanded public knowledge of Susitna Basin 
- Environmental, fish and game, aerial imagery, hydrology data, 

etc. 

SUSJTNA-WATANA HYDRO Cleon, reliable energy for the next 100 years. 



Cultural Resources 

• Developing a better understanding of historical 
and current human use of the Susitna region 
- Subsistence, cultural resources, archeology, 

ethnogeography, recreation, health, etc. 

• Ahtna Ethnogeography Study 
- Interviewed Ahtna elders to discuss traditional uses 
- Documented Ahtna place-names, Athabascan groups 

and territorial boundaries, traditional routes, trails, 
artifacts. 

• A similar effort for Dena'ina people part of FERC­
approved study plan, not completed 

SUSITNA-WATANA HYDRO Cleon, reliable energy for the next 100 years. 



Wildlife Studies and Coordination 

~ I 

Increased ADF&G's Understanding for 
Game Management Unit 13E 

- Moose habitat use and movement; 
population estimates and bull and 
calf ratios; productivity and survival 

- Caribou seasonal use and 
movement; interactions between 
neighboring herds and population 
dynamics 

- Dall's Sheep surveys 

SUSITNA-WATANA HYDRO Cleon. reliable energy for the next 100 years. 



Understanding Potential Impacts 
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Confirming Results and Defining Areas of 
Impacts 

• Observations similar to 1980s 
- Fish distribution 
- Chinook salmon only documented anadromous fish above 

Devils Canyon 
- Water chemistry and seasonal changes in chemistry 
- Geomorphically stable river system 
- Magnitude of bird migration and breeding distribution 

• Defining potential areas of impacts 
- Insignificant water quality or geomorphic impacts below 

Yentna River Confluence (No further modeling proposed in 
this reach) 

- Minor impacts on main channel geomorphology in Middle 
River (Dam site to Chulitna River confluence) ~-

SUSITNA•WATANA HYDRO Cleon, reliable energy for the next 100 years. 



Average Annual Flow Contributions 

Ungaged Tributaries == 4% 
Watana Dam to Gold Creek 

Chulitna River == 18% 

Ventna River == 40% 

Susitna River at Susitna 
Station == 100% 

SUSJTNA-WATANA HYDRO 

Susitna River at Watana Dam == 16% / ~r• ) - - ,,,,. 
Ungaged Tributaries == 4% 
Gold Creek to Sunshine 

Talkeetna River== 8% 

Ungaged Tributaries == 10% 
Sunshine to Susitna Station 



Average Annual Bed Material Load Contributions 

Ungaged Tributaries< 1% 
Watana Dam to Gold Creek 

(30% Sand/70% Gravel) 

Chulitna River = 26% 
(87% Sand/13% Gravel) 

Yentna River = 55% 
(97% Sand/3% Gravel) 

Susitna River at Susitna 
Station = 100% 

(97% Sand/3% Gravel) 

SUSITNA-WATANA HYDRO 

Susitna River at Watana Dam == 11% • 
(99% Sand/1% Gravel) / 

I ) ____ ; 

Ungaged Tributaries< 1% 
Gold Creek to Sunshine 
(30% Sand/70% Gravel) 

Talkeetna River::::: 7% 
(95% Sand/5% Gravel) 

/-- - Ungaged Tributaries< 1% 
/ Sunshine to Susitna Station 

(Primarily Sand) 



Salmon Spawning Distribution 
Chinook/Coho/Chum 

• Lower River 
• Middle River 

Sockeye 
• Lower River 

• Middle River 

SUSITNA-WATANA HYDRO Cleon, reliable energy for the next 100 years. 



Chinook Salmon Spawning Distribution by Basin 

Middle Susitna River and Tributaries 
below Devils Canyon :: S'}o 

Chulitna River Basin == 20% 

Deshka River Basin == 15% -----....._ 

Ventna River Basin == 20% 

Middle Susitna Upper Susitna 
River above Devils River above 1 

Canyon < 0.5% Dam < 0.5% I 

~Uiri~m.J \.. - - - - - - - ; 

Talkeetna River Basin == 20% 

Lower Susitna River & 
Other Tributaries == 20% 

2012-2014 
• 97-99% Spawn in Tributaries 
• 0.6-2.7% Spawn in Mainstem 

Lower Susitna River 
• <0.5% Spawn in Mainstem 

Middle Susitna River 

Chinook Spawning 
SUSITNA-WATANA HYDRO 2013 



Coho Salmon Spawning Distribution by Basin 

Middle Susitna River below 
Susitna River Above 

Devils Canyon= 0 , 
/ 

• 

Devils Canyon = 5% _...-w•1;1 , -------

Chulitna River Basin :::: 15% - ....... 

Deshka River Basin = 10% 

Yentna River Basin :::: 45% 

Coho Spawning 
SUSITNA .. WATANA HYDRO 2013 

Talkeetna River Basin :::: 5% 

Lower Susitna River & 
Other Tributaries :::: 20% 

2012-2014 
• 93-97% Spawn in Tributaries 
• 2.8-6% Spawn in Mainstem 

Lower Susitna River 
• <0.5% Spawn in Mainstem 

Middle Susitna River 



Chinook by the Numbers 

Tagged Chinook Salmon and Devils Canyon 
Only one salmon species has been documented within 30 miles of the project site 

... 4 

1 

Above 

~~ 

SUSITNA-WATANA HYDRO Cleon, reliable energy for the neJtt 100 years. 



Engineering Accomplishments 

• Board of Consultants Endorsed Roller 
Compacted Concrete and Dam Configuration 

• 2014 drilling confirmed no active faults found at 
dam site 

• Mean Annual Energy - 2,800 Gigawatt Hours 

• Engineering Feasibility Report - January 2015 
- Optimized dam height, capacity and power generation 

SUSITNA-WATANA HYDRO Clean, re/Jobie energy for the next 100 years. 
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March 9, 2015 

The Honorable Pete Kelly 
Finance Committee Co-Chair 
State Capitol, Room 518 
Juneau, AK. 99801 

The Honorable Anna MacKinnon 
Finance Committee Co-Chair 
State Capitol, Room 516 
Juneau, AK. 99801 

Subject: Senate Finance Committee February 19 follow-up 

Dear Senators Kelly and MacKinnon: 

Thank you for the opportunity to present the Susitna-Watana Hydro update during the Feb. 19 
Senate Finance Committee meeting. This letter is to follow-up and answer questions that were 
asked during the committee hearing. 

Project Status without Additional Funding 

Senator Dunleavy asked about the impacts to the project if no additional funding is provided and 
if the identified $6.681 million in unencumbered funds were re-appropriated. There were some 
additional questions about encumbered funds and I'd like to take this opportunity to further 
clarify funds available to the project. 

Our goal, regardless of where in the process the decision to "pause" the project is reached, is to 
preserve the substantial state investment made to date for the advancement of this project. The 
consequence of terminating the project is foreclosure of an opportunity to provide state residents 
with a project that will provide long term, affordable, renewable electrical power and meet the 
state's 50 percent renewable energy goal. Predictable long-term electric costs provide stability 
and greatly enhance economic development opportunities and the potential for job creation. 
Fiscal costs to the State to terminate the project include losing the value of the work and 
investment made to date. 

The paths forward for Susitna-Watana Hydro remain a policy-level decision. Without the $6.681 
million it would be challenging to continue the licensing effort. If the decision is made to shut 
down the project today, all tasks necessary for a responsible project closeout would be completed 
by Dec. 31 , 2015 and all staff and contractors would be terminated at that time. Others would be 
terminated sooner as required tasks are completed. There would be ongoing costs and funds that 
would need to be available to wrap up work product, ensure the data is compiled and recorded in 
a useable format, and to remove equipment in the field in compliance with access permits. 

In AEA's response to Administrative Order 271 , $6.681 million was identified as being available 
for re-appropriation should the project be suspended and $26.9 million as non-discretionary 
funds. The large majority of the non-discretionary funds are required for contractors to complete 
essential tasks assigned to them in 2014. Non-discretionary encumbered funds are being 
expended for critical work and are not available for re-appropriation. 

,1 k P n e r g yd u t ho r i t y. o r g 

813 Wost Northern Lights Boulevard Anchorage. Alaska 99503 T 907.771.3000 Toll FrH (Alaska Only) 888.300.8534 F 907.771.3044 
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Using existing funds over the next two years would enable AEA to complete essential tasks and 
immediately ramp up the licensing efforts in FY 18. 

Project Employment 

Senator MacKinnon asked how many people are employed working on the project. 

Employment statistics for Susitna-Watana Hydro are highly variable, based on the type of work 
conducted. Summer field seasons represent the peak level of activity on the project as crews 
work to implement the FERC-approved study plan. 

AEA has maintained a small core team of employees with seven full-time positions dedicated to 
Susitna-Watana Hydro and additional reliance on shared services and AEA staff. Including 
contractors and logistics support, there were approximately 250 full-time equivalent positions in 
2014. 

State agencies provide significant support to the licensing effort, including approximately 13 
FTEs at the Alaska Department of Fish and Game. ARLIS, the University of Alaska Fairbanks, 
GINA and the Division of Geological and Geophysical Surveys have also provided staff support 
for the project, totaling 12 part time equivalent positions. 

Financial Modeling 

Senator Dunleavy requested additional information about the financial models and options for 
repaying the project costs. 

Public Financial Management, lnc. (PFM) did a financial analysis for the project and developed 
nine financing options for Susitna-Watana Hydro (Attachment 1). The three most realistic 
financing models for the construction Susitna-Watana Hydro use a combination of bonds and 
financing while the state is repaid on its original licensing investment. A Power Sales Agreement 
would provide a revenue stream for debt repayment. 

Following is a basic chart outlining the rate impacts of the financing models: 

Combination of All Bond Financing State Loan and Rural 
Bond and Rural Utility Service 
Utility Service Financing 
Financing 

50-year Average Real $0.064/kilowatt hour $0.073/kilowatt hour $0.037/kilowatt hour 
Price 

Fisheries Studies 

Senator Dunleavy asked how much has been spent on fish studies to date and how much is 
planned to be spent in the future. 
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As of the Dec. 31, 2014 funding status report provided in our A0271 response, $29.6 million has 
been expended on fisheries studies and an additional $5.7 million encumbered (total $35.1 M). 
Expended and encumbered funds for aquatic resource studies total $35.5 million. Aquatic 
resource studies include groundwater, ice processes, water quality, geomorphology, hydrology 
and instream flow. Field logistics and permitting support are accounted for separately~ we have 
expended $26.2 million for field logistics and $3 .2 million for pennitting support for all studies. 
Approximately $40 million will be needed to complete fisheries and aquatic resources studies. 

AEA has coordinated extensively with the Alaska Department of Fish and Game on Susitna­
Watana Hydro studies, and in particular to complete salmon escapement and fish genetics 
studies. 

1980s Water Chemistry 

Senator Bishop requested info1mation about the water quality studies, the 1980s water chemistry 
analysis and specific information regarding sulfates and sulfides. Additional infonnation is 
provided in Attachment 2. 

Annual Power Production 

Senator Dunleavy asked how many households would be powered by Susitna-Watana Hydro. 

The average home in the Railbelt uses 480 to 680 kilowatt hours of electricity per month. For 
this purpose we averaged the use to 580 kWh/month. At an annual average of2,800 gigawatt 
hours, Susitna-Watana Hydro could provide all of the electrical demand of 402,000 residential 
customers. 

Financing and Public/Private Partnerships 

Senator Micciche requested additional information about financing oflarge hydroelectric 
projects and the potential for public/private partnerships. A licensed project allows AEA to 
explore private investment opportunities. The World Bank Group is presently using P3s to 
finance bydropower projects that exceed the funds available from public sources. Beyond issuing 
revenue bonds to finance the construction of the project, we believe there are various 
opportunities for the project to be financed in a manner such as a P3 financing structure. 

If you have further questions, please contact me. 

Sincerely, 

~~~~ 
Sara Fisher-Goad 
Executive Director 

Attachments: Financing options 
Water quality studies 
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Attachment 2 



Susitna-Watana Water Quality Detail 

Water quality data has been collected at various locations in the Susitna River and significant 
tributaries beginning in 2012 with the purpose of characterizing baseline conditions, developing 
water quality models to assess potential project impacts and developing protection, mitigation 
and enhancement measures. 

During the current monitoring effort, a total of seventeen sites were sampled to characterize the 
full suite of water quality parameters. Ten of these sites were also sampled during the 1980s for 
select parameters; seven sites are located in the mainstem Susitna ruver while the other three are 
located on the Talkeetna, Chulitna and Y entna rivers. 

Attachment 2 provides a summary of historic (1980s data) and current (2013 and 2014) water 
quality results as well as references for the water quality reports and data. The tables are limited 
to parameters sampled during both the historic and current efforts, as indicated by Table 1. 
Additional water quality parameters have been sampled during the current efforts, in part, as a 
reflection of additional parameter test methods that have been approved since the 1980s and 
more stringent requirements by regulatory agencies (e.g., U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 
National Marine Fisheries Service, and Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation) to 
generate results that describe known toxic chemicals that harin aquatic life. The complete set of 
current water quality data can be found at http://gis.suhydro.org/isr mtg/05%20-
%20Water<>/o200uality/5.5%20-%20Baseline%20Water%200uality/ISR-
MTG 5 5 WO 2014 LabData/ 

Comparisons of water quality results between historic and current monitoring periods are 
reported as minimum and maximum ranges for each overlapping field and laboratory parameter 
measured for each site where monitoring occurred during both time periods (see Table 2 through 
Table 5). Monitoring results are further partitioned by season (summer or winter) so that 
comparisons reflect the same seasonal influence on water quality conditions. 

In general, comparison between historic and current water quality parameter ranges showed little 
change in water quality conditions over a 30+ year period (see Table 2 through Table 5). There 
are several factors that can explain differences in a water quality parameter range between 
historic results and current results, including: 

• Small number of observations for a parameter can result in a narrow minimum­
maximum range, by increasing the amount of data a more representative 
minimum-maximum range is observed; 

• Detection limits for a parameter measured during the 1980s would be higher than 
those detection limits used currently (e.g., low level metals analysis a more recent 
analytical procedure approved by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency), 
hence historic data was biased inappropriately to the higher estimates; and 

• Current environmental conditions that influence water quality conditions could be 
different than historic conditions, i.e. temperature and precipitation patterns or 
extremes. 

Criteria for the protection of aquatic life were applied to the current monitoring data. For metals, 
these standards are hardness dependent and calculated using co-monitored sample results. The 
available historic data records are provided in ranges without sufficient detail to evaluate criteria. 
Additionally, current water quality criteria may not be applicable with 1980s results as thresholds 
may be lower than detection limits from historical analytical methods. 
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Sulfides in sediment is an indicator of the potential for metals to aggregate and then 
bioaccumulate in some aquatic species (e.g., sediment-dwelling aquatic insects or early life 
stages of fish). In lake or reservoir environments, water near the sediment may have little or no 
dissolved oxygen (anoxic). When this condition occurs, sulfur-eating bacteria become active and 
convert sulfate (sulfur with oxygen) to sulfide (sulfur without oxygen). The sulfide molecule 
binds tightly with metals which concentrate in the sediment. Bioavailability is most likely when 
metals are dissolved in sediment porewater, but not likely when a precipitate or adsorbed to a 
fine sediment particle. The metal-sulfide complex is not likely to result in bioaccumulation by 
aquatic life and cause toxic effects. 

Comparisons between historic and current sediment data were not made as sulfide data were not 
available for either the 1980s collection effort or during the 2013/2014. Estimates of metals 
toxicity use Tota·! Organic Carbon (TOC) to normalize the concentration before site-to-site 
comparisons are made or comparison of sediment condition at a site over time. Sediment 
samples have differing concentrations ofTOC that play a role in bioavailability of metals in 
porewater and is the reason why normalization of concentration ( considered a conservative 
approach in protection of aquatic life) is done before comparison to thresholds or criteria. TOC 
results are available for historic and current conditions in surface water showing a high degree of 
similarity. 

Sulfate is associated with iron and aluminum; both metals measured with high concentrations in 
the Susitna River. The role of sulfides and potential for metals bioaccumulation may be greater 
in the reservoir if dissolved oxygen concentrations are at or near O mg/L (anoxic) near the 
bottom. The mechanism for bioaccumulation in sediment-dwelling animals might be exposure 
to dissolved metals in the porewater and these concentrations were measured in the current 
study. At this point in our technical studies, anoxic conditions at the bottom of the reservoir is 
not likely to occur. 

Current water quality results show that the three major tributaries (e.g., Chulitna River, 
Talkeetna River, and Yentna River) have a major influence on conditions of the lower Susitna 
River. Water quality parameters- such as turbidity- have consistently higher maximum values 
below the Chulitna River that override the influence of upper river water quality conditions. 
These tributaries also contribute total suspended solids to the Susitna River, as can be seen by 
progressively increasing maximum values at downstream sites (historic water quality results 
confirm the same increasing pattern). 

Any project-related changes to the water quality conditions at these lower river sites will be 
insignificant based on the major influence these three tributaries have on water quality in the 
Lower Susitna River. 



Table 1. List of water quality parameters collected in the Susitna River during both historic and current licensing efforts. 

Category Parameter 1980s 2012•2°'14 
Temp(0 C} X X 

Field Parameters 
DO (mg/L) X X 

pH X X 

Conductivity (umhos/cm} X X 

Orthophosphate (mg/l} X SRP 
Total Phosphorus (mg/L) X 

Nitrate (m11/ll X 

Nitrate+ Nitrite (mg/L) X 

Ammonia (mg/L) X 

TKN X 

Conventionals & Nutrients 
Turbidity (NTU) X X 

TSS (fTl!l/L) X X 

Total Hardness (mg/l) X X 

Total Alkalinily (mg/L) X X 

TOC(mg/l) X X 

DOC (rng/L) X 

Total Coliform Bacteria (coloniesf100ml) X X 

Chlorophyll-a {ug/L) X X 

Ca (total) X 

Ions Ca (diss.) X X 

Mg {diss.) X X 

Al X X 

As X X 

Ba X X 

Cd X X 

Se X X 

Metals (total & dissolved) 
Cu X X 

Fe X X 

Pb X X 

Mn X X 

Hg X X 

Ni X X 

Zn X X 

SRP = Soluble reactive phosphorous 



Table 2. Historic (1980s) and Current (2013 - 2014) Field Parameters Collected in situ 

Project River Mile 187.2 152.7 142.3 140.1 124.2 101• 102.4* 88.3 32.3* 29.9 

Susitna Susitna Susitna Susitna I 
Susitna at 

Susitna 
at above above below Susitna Talkeetna Chulitna Parks Highway 

Yentna at Description 
Watana Portage Indian Gold 

near 
River River 

West {current 
River Susitna Curry data collected 

Dam site Creek River Creek 
from EAST) 

Station 

Historic ::::0 ::::0 :::,Q "'o "'o Winter - .. - ·- -

Current 0 0 0 
Winter - - - - - - -

Temp (°C) 
Historic 
Summer 1.9-14.4 .. - 4.5-14.1 2.7-15.3 2.9-16.4 3.8-9.5 5-14 3.9-11 .6 2.5-14.8 

Current 2.6-14.8 7.5-12.0 7.3-15.0 7.5-14.2 7.6-15.1 8.0-14.3 4.6-8.3 7.3-11 .7 7.4-10.4 7.5-12.1 
Summer 

Historic 10.9-16.2 12.8-14.4 10.9-11 .1 9.9-12.7 
Winter 

.. - -· - - -

Current 13.9-14.5 ... 12.8-14.6 .. 10.8-13.9 Dissolved Winter - .. - - -
oxygen 

Historic (mg/L) 9.9-11.6 10.9-14.8 .. 8.5-12.7 10.1-13.9 9.8-12.0 - 9-13.4 10.4-12.1 9-12.3 
Summer 

Current 10.1- 10.4-12.6 10.4-12.4 10.5-12.5 10.0-12.5 10.2-11.9 12.0-1 3.6 10.7-13.7 11 .5-12.0 10.9-
Summer 12.47 12.53 

Historic 7.6-8.0 ""'7.1 7.8-8.2 7.1-7.9 7.5-7.6 
Winter - - .. - -
Current 7.3-7.7 7.1-7.2 6.9-7.0 
Winter - - - - - - -

pH Historic 
Summer 8-8.2 6.8-8.2 - 7.5-8.3 6.8-8.0 7.4-8.0 7.2-8.1 7.1-8.3 7.4-8.3 7.5-8.5 

Current 7.4-8.5 7.1-8.5 7.6-8.6 7.7-8.6 7.6-8.3 7.6-8.4 7.8-8.7 7.8-8.5 8.0-8.6 7.5-9.4 
Summer 



Project River Mile 187.2 152.7 142.3 140.1 124.2 101* 102.4* 88.3 32.3* 29.9 

Susitna Susitna Susitna Susitna Susitna at 
Susitna 

at above above below Susitna Talkeetna Chulitna Parks Highway Yentna at Description 
Watana Portage Indian Gold near 

River River 
We.st (current 

River Susitna Curry data collected Dam site Creek River Creek from EAST) Station 

' 
Historic 

84-300 =-115 159-240 189-216 180-225 Winter -- - - - -
' 

Current 241-263 190-220 136-216 Winter - - - .. - - -
Conductivity 
(pmhos/cm) Historic 87-227 101-144 80-170 93-142 96-154 .. - -- - -Summer 

Current 137.8- 122.2-
122-162.8 116-161.5 131-166.6 122-168.8 106.4- 122-156.9 135.9-167 116.1-170 

Summer 178.5 164.7 145.9 
Notes: 

ND = non-detection 
• - ' = data unavailable 
*Indicates Project River Mile of the Susltna River at the confluence of the tributary sampled. 



Table 3. Historic (1980s) and Current (2013 - 2014) Conventional and Nutrient Water Quality Monitoring Data 

Project River Mile 187.2 152.7 142.3 140.1 124.2 101* 102.4* 88.3 32.3* 29.9 

Susitna Susitna Susltna at 
Susitna at above Susitna below Susi:tfla near l alkeetna Cilulitna Parks Highway Susitna at 

Description Watana Dam 
Portage above Indian 

Gold Curry River River West (current Yentna River Susitna 
site River data collected Station Creek Creek 

from EAST) 

Historic 
0.03-0.09 <0.01 0.031-0.12 <0.01 <0.01 Winter - - - - -

Current 0.005 - - 0.001 - 0.003 - ND -0.002 - - - 0.006 - -
Orthophosphate Winter 

(mg/L) Historic 0-0.184 <0.01 0.031-0.061 <0.01 <0.01 
Summer - - - - -

Current ND - 0.0317 ND - 0.0114 ND - 0.0067 ND - 0.011 ND - 0.0074 ND - 0.0414 ND- 0.0194 ND-0.0265 ND- 0.0078 ND-0.0185 
Summer 

Historic 0.1-0.7 - - 0.5-2.7 - 1-3 
Winter - - - -

Current ' - - - - - - - - - -Winter 
Turbidity (NTU) 

Historic 45-200 23-290 20-396 16-480 - 43-500 30-220 up to 790 
Summer - -

Current 
18 - 650 90 - 600 75-400 50-1000 90-500 160-500 310 • 900 130 - 1300 110-950 110- 950 

Summer 

Historic 52-482 39-512 5.5-8.0 Summer - - - - - - -· 
TSS (mg/L) 

Current 
Summer 41 .9 - 578 81 -650 73 - 426 64 -1 050 99-480 186 -488 470 -1170 162 -1420 186 - 744 194 - 780 

Historic 
55-140 Summer - - - - .. - - - -

TDS (mg/L) 
Current 

100- 154 87 -1 46 92 - 174 72 -1 56 Summer 70 - 132 66-154 92 - 166 44 -138 62 - 152 82 -190 



Project River Mile 

Description 

Total Hardness 
(mg/L) 

Total Alkalinity 
(mg/L) 

TOC(mg/L) 

Chlorophyll (µg/L) 

Total Collfonn 
Bacteria 

(colonies/100 ml) 

Notes: 
ND = non-<letection 

·- • = data unavailable 

Historic 
Summer 

Current 
Summer 

Historic 
Summer 

Current 
Summer 

Historic 
Summer 

Current 
Summer 

Historic 
Summer 

Current 
Summer 

Historic 
Summer 

Current 
Summer 

187.2 152.7 142.3 

Susitna 
Susitna at 

above 
Susitna 

Watana Dam 
Portage 

above Indian 
site River 

Creek 

- - -

57.5 - 70.5 54.4 - 64.5 53.1- 66.1 

- - -

48.5 - 53.4 41 .1- 53.3 40.1 - 54.2 

- 1.4-3.8 -

2.4 2.29 - 2.39 1.92 - 2.14 

- - -

0- 0.53 0 - 1.9 0 - 1.3 

- -

0 14 -22 9- 12 

*Indicates Project River Mile of the Susilna River at !he confluence of !he tributary sampled. 

U0.1 

Susitna 
below 
Gold 
Creek 

-

49.6 - 67.3 

23-87 

34.5 - 54.6 

1.7 - 2.02 

-

0- 0.87 

-

9 - 27 

124.2 101* 102.4* 88.3 32.3 .. 29.9 

Susitnaat 

Susitna near Talkeetna Chutitna Parks Highway Susitna at 

Curry River River West (current Yentna River Susitna 
data collected Station 
from EAST} 

- - - 43.6-72 - 44-66 

53.1 - 107 51.7 - 69.6 47.7 - 73.9 52.2 - 72.1 59 - 121 52.7 - 73.2 

- - - - - 36-57 

40.7 - 63.9 42.2- 53.5 34.1- 52.8 41 .1- 49.4 40.1 - 50.4 40-63.3 

- - - 1.7-3.2 - 2.7-11 

1.8 - 3.43 1.9 - 2.09 1.71 -1.92 2.05 - 2.42 1.98 - 2.76 2.1 -3.68 

- - - - - ND-1 .2 

0 -1.3 0 -1 .3 0 - 2.5 0 - 2.5 0 -1.4 0 - 1.2 

- - - - - s20 

12 - 20 6 - 26 7 -15 6 -18 8 -1 8 7 - 18 



Table 4. ffistoric (1980s) and Current (2013- 2014) Total Metals Water Quality Monitoring 

Project River Mile 187.2 152.7 142.3 140.1 124.2 101* 102.4* 88.3 32.3* 29.9 
I, Susitnaat r 

Susitna at 
Susitna Susitna 

Susitna Parks Highway Susitna at above above Susitna Talkeetna Chutitna Yentna Description Watana 
Portage Indian below Gold 

near Curry River Rtver West (current 
River 

Susitna 
Dam site Creek data collected Station Creek River 

from EAST) 

Historic 
==13000 up to 15000 Summer - - - - - -- - -

Al (total) 
(p/L) Current 470 - 7990 959 - 5630 564- 5830 476 - 5680 452 - 7350 420 - 7980 2341- 20800 1650 -19400 1249 - 790 - 22584 Summer 23029 

Historic 1 -· 1-2 - 1-3 
Winter - - - -- ·-
Current ND - ND -- ND -· .. - - --

As (total) Winter 

(p/L) Historic 2-1 2 1-3 7-40 - -- -- -- - -- -Summer 

Current 1.89 - 11.8 ND -1 1.4 ND - 8.85 1.72- 16.3 ND-9.79 ND - 10.9 4.53 - 37.5 2.80 - 32.5 3.80 - 26.05 3.2 - 23.53 
Summer 

Historic s 100 - 100 - 100 
Winter - -· - ·- -
Current -- 50 - - - 38 .. 35 
Winter - -

Ba (total) 
(µ IL) Historic 100-500 100-500 up to 400 Summer -- -- -- -- - - -

Current 
89.0- 788 39.4 - 51 6 37.9 - 434 34.7 - 883 37.9- 454 35.6 - 434 66.3 - 905 49.9 - 795 41.4- 382 37.7- 413 Summer 

Historic 0-30 -- 0-35 - ~1 Summer - - - -
Cd (total) 

(µIL} 
Current 0.0486 - 0.123 - 0.0676- 0.119 - 0.132 - 0.133 -
Summer 1.12 0.771 ND - 0.434 0.862 0.492 0.193- 0.66 0.295 - 0.655 0.1 42 - 0.778 0.519 0.454 



Project River Mile 187.2 152.7 142.3 140.1 124.2 101* 102.4* 88.3, 32.3 .. 29.9 

Susitna Susitna Susitnaal 
Susitna at 

above above 
Susitna 

Susitna Talkeetna Clilufitna Parks Highway Yentna Susitna at 
Description Watana Portage Indian below Gold 

nearC1:my River River West (current 
River 

Susitna 
Dam site Creek data collected Station Creek River 

from EAST) 

Historic S 1 Q.1 I ~1 Summer 
- -- -- - -- -- -

Se (total) ' 
(1,1/L) Current 0.547 0.376 - 0.471 - 0.395 -0.55 0.411 - 0.451 - ND 0.618 - 0.909 

0.569- 0.483-
Summer 0.547 0.689 0.582 0.624 0.776 0.707 

' 
Historic 15-1 90 ·- 0-35 30-90 - - - -- - -

Cu (total) Summer 

(1,1/L) Current 3.93-43.9 7.83 - 37.1 7.22 - 31.3 4.21 - 68.7 7.87 - 33.5 11.1 - 33.4 27.4- 64 13.8 • 73 11.4-39.1 11.5 - 41.6 
Summer 

Historic ==120 "'° 110-1100 240-720 
Winter - .. - .. - -
Current 54-64 89 - 628 132 - 207 
Winter -- -- - -- - - -

Fe (total) 
(1,1/L) Historic 430-24000 up to 4300 7600-32000 7900-42000 .. .. - - - -Summer 

Current 8550- 9430 1325- 7160 958- 7430 802- 7010 743 - 9106 688- 9935 3760 - 31091 2364-27403 2151 - 1507 -
Summer 31889 30894 

Historic s 200 2-13 S200 
Summer 

-- -- -- -- - .. -
Pb (total) 

(1,1/L) Current 0.381 • 7.86 1.3- 5.99 1.04 • 4.64 0.636 - 9.29 1.22-4.46 ND-4.98 7.52-17.5 2.88 -18.7 3.17 - 10.9 2.59-10.7 Summer 

Historic S20 ===10 2-10 30-40 Winter - -- - - - -
Current 

ND 19 9 Winter -- .. - - - - .. 
Mn (total) 

(IJ}L) Historic 10-390 20-280 170-670 320-870 
Summer 

- -- - - --
Current 20.9-172 37.6-157 41 .1-149 29.4 -144 24.9 - 174 22.5 - 189 97.3 - 618 59.1-547 89.4 - 745 68.8 - 702 
Summer 



Project River Mlle 

Description 

Historic 
Summer 
(ng/L) 

Hg (total) 
Current 
Summer 
(ng/L) 

Historic 

Ni (total) Summer 
(p/L) Current 

Summer 

Historic 
Zn (total) Summer 

(p/L) Current 
Summer 

Notes: 
ND = non-detection 
·-· =data unavailable 

187.2 

Susitna at 
Watana 
Dam site 

-

0.83 - 22.0 

-

4.33-49.2 

-

8.62 -106 

152.7 142.3 140.1 

Susitna Susitna 
above above Susltna 

Portage Indian 
below Gold 

Creek Creek River 

-- 2,000-13,000 

2.94 - 25.8 1.92-23.10 1.53- 21 .10 

-- ~50 

9.56-40.7 8.48- 42.4 5.41 - 75.9 

-- - 20-120 

19.1 - 98.2 17.5 - 77.3 10.8 - 163 

' Indicates Project River Mile of the Susitna River at the confluence of the tributary sampled. 

124.2 101• 102,4• 88.3 32.3* 29.9 

Susitna at 

Susitna Talkeetna Chulitna Parks Highway 
Yentna Susitna at 

near Curry River River 
West (current River Susitna 
data collected Station 
from EAST) 

- - -- 100·600 - ~ 1000 

1.09 - 18.5 1.02 - 25.3 4.95 - 54.5 3.49 - 80.1 8.43- 33.6 6.09- 32.1 

-- -- - 18-30 -- 1-2 

9.44- 38.3 12.8 - 33.8 37.1 - 85.9 15.9 - 80.9 12.9 - 44.3 12.3 - 46.6 

- - -- 40-200 -- 80-180 

19.5 - 80 27 - 86.3 72.9 -191 33.5 - 202 30.7 - 124 29.2 - 121 



Table 5. Historic {1980s) and Cur rent {2013 - 2014) Dissolved Metals Water Quality Monitoring 

Project River Mile 187.2 152.7 142.3 140.1 124.2 101* 102.4* 88.3 32.3* 29.9 

Susibtaat 

Susitna Parks 
Susitna at 

above 
Susitna Susitna 

Susitna Talkeetna Chulitna Highway 
Yentna 

Susitna at 
Description Watana 

Portage above below Gold 
near Curry River River West 

River 
Susitna 

Dam site Indian River Creek (current data Station Creek collected 
from EAST) 

Historic :::.10 10-30 -- -- - - -- -Winter 

Current ND-3 -- 4.9 .. 4 -22 Al Winter - ·- - .. -
(dissolved) 

Historic (1,J/L) 
Summer - - 20-120 - .. - 40-200 - 40-350 

Current 18.9 -1 030 22.9- 117 20.1-105 40.1-122 36.1 - 237 36.4- 2880 72.7 - 700.4 49.6 -198 32 - 189 35-133 
Summer 

Historic 0 - - - =2 -- 0-0.1 
Winter - - .. 

Current ND .. - .. ND - ND As Winter - .. -
(dissolved) 

Historic (µIL) ·- -· - 3-6 - - - 4-15 .. 0.3-0.6 
Summer 

Current 0.633 -1 .35 0.71 6-1 .21 0.796 -1.24 0.769-1.63 0.829-1 .16 0.869 -t.74 1.12 - 5.16 0.927 - 5.36 1.16 - t .73 1.1-1.81 Summer 

Historic s 100 25-100 ... 40 
Winter 

.. - - - -· - -
Current 

48 35 26 Ba Winter -- - - - - - -
(dissolved) 

Historic (p/L) - - -- 0-44 - - -- 0-70 .. 20-200 Summer 

Current 36.9 - 69.7 34.0-49.5 32.8 - 47.9 27 - 73.8 32.1 - 46 32.6 -88.9 14.1 - 69.9 17.4- 111 15.9 - 23.4 17.7 - 27.5 Summer 



Project River Mile 187.2 152.7 142.3 140.1 124.2 101* 102.4* 88.3 32.3· 29.9 

Susitna at 

Susitna Parks 
Susitna at 

above 
Susitna Susitna 

Susitna Tallteetna Chulitna 
Highway 

Yentna 
Susitna at 

Description Watana above below Gold 
I 

West Susitna Portage near Curry River River River Dam site Creek Indian River Creek (current data Station 
collected 

from EAST) 

Historic 0-20 0-24 $ 2 Cd Summer 
.. .. -- - .. - --

(dissolved) 
Current (IJ/L) 
Summer 

ND - 0.059 ND- 0.023 ND - 0.023 ND - 0.064 ND - 0.039 ND - 0.069 ND -0.076 ND- 0.110 ND - 0.517 ND- 0.022 

Historic $ 1 0 .. S1 Se Summer -- - - - - -
(dissolved) 

Current (IJ/L) 
Summer 

0.523 0.355 - 0.579 0.573 - 0.617 0.445 - 0.584 0.481 - 0.565 0.472 - 0.661 0.708 - 0.874 0.506 - 0.792 0.508 - 0.663 0.505 - 0.678 

Historic 18,000- o:<19,000 18,000- - 24,000-
Winter -- - - 39,000 - .. 

39,000 31 .000 
Ca Current 19,100 11 ,600 14,300 (dissolved) - - -- -· - .. -Winter 

(1Jfl). 
Historic 10,000- 14,000- 10,000- 15,000-move to -Summer ·- - -- 37,000 -- - 18,000 37,000 22,000 

metals 
Current 19,000 - 17,600 - 17,100 - 15,700 - 17,100- 17,300 - 14,200- 16,900 - 17,700 - 16,200 -
Summer 22,300 21 ,700 21 ,900 22,500 21,300 22,600 21 ,626 20,1 00 20,000 22,200 

Historic 15-190 - 16-63 - 29-89 Cu Summer -- -- .. - --
(dissolved) 

Current (IJ/L) 
Summer 

0.558 - 2.46 0.526 - 1.23 0.584 - 1.09 0.437 • 2.58 0.283- 4.77 0.422 - 2.91 0.241 - 6.8 0.090- 9.62 0.330 -1 .02 0.343 -1 .39 

Historic 
"'110 120-1100 300-400 Winter - -- - - - - -

Current 
ND ND 59 -1 09 Fe Winter - -- -- - - -- --

(dissolved) Historic 
(IJ(L) Summer 

.. - -- 50-320 - ·- - 10-330 - 10-460 

Current 19.4 - 1480 15.8 • 249 16.4-120 18.5 -1 680 27.4 - 171 ND - 2000 11.5- 5530 6.41 - 7310 9.63 - 480 7.19 - 190 Summer 



Project River Mile 187.2 152.7 142.3 140.1 124.2 101* 102.4* 88.3. 32.3· 29.9 

Susitna at 

Susitna Parks 
Susitna at above Susitna Susitna Susitna Talkeet11a Chulitna Highway Yentna Susitna at 

Description Watana Portage above below Gold near Curry River River West River Susitna 
Dam site Creek Indian River Creek (current data Station 

colfected 
from EAST} 

Historic 0-5 s;5 Pb Summer - - -- - -- - - --
(dissolved) 

Current (JJIL) 
Summer 

ND - 0.310 ND - 0.073 ND - 0.043 NO - 0.420 ND-0.069 ND- 0.462 ND-1.77 ND-2.06 ND-0.189 ND-0.110 

Historic 3,200-10,000 - .. ==1,900 2,900-10,000 - 3,600-5,000 Winter -- - -

Current 4,680 - 4,260 - 5,040 Mg Winter - - - - -
(dissolved) 

Historic (µ/L) - - -- 300-7,800 - -- 2,500-4, 100 1,200-7,800 -- 2,000-3,300 Summer 

Current 2350- 3570 2290 • 2730 2380 • 2730 2320- 2940 2220- 2750 2040 - 3160 2950 - 5640 2460-5390 3230 - 4540 2700 -4690 Summer 

Historic - .. 7-10 - - - 10-30 - 0-30 
Winter --

Current ND .. - - 6 - 9 Mn Winter 
.. .. -

(dissolved) 
Historic (µ/L) 
Summer 

.. .. .. 2-180 .. - .. 7-12 - 6-20 

Current 2.86 - 29.2 2.53 • 7.38 2.31 • 5.78 1.75 • 35.8 2.79 - 7.58 2.47 • 37 4.86-118 1.85 -151 1.21 - 12.4 1.3- 17.9 Summer 

Historic 
Summer - -- .. 100-400 -- .. -- 100-600 -- ~ 1,000 

Hg (ng/L) 

(dissolved) Current 
Summer ND -1.46 ND - 0.958 ND -12.3 ND - 0.815 ND- 2.28 ND -1.21 ND-3.54 ND -1.54 ND - 0.874 ND -1.48 
(ng/L) 



Project River Mile 

Description 

Historic 
Ni Summer 

(dissolved) 
(1,1/L) Current 

Summer 

Historic 
Zn Summer 

(dissolved) 
(µIL) Current 

Summer 
Notes: 

ND = non-detection 
'- ' =data unavailable 

187.2 152.7 142.3 

Susitna Susitna at 
above 

Susitna 
Watana Portage 

above 
Dam site Indian River Creek 

.. - -

1.46 - 3.53 0.674 - 1.98 0.988 -1 .81 

- .. -

0.745 - 7.59 0.657 - 2.77 ND - 1.72 

' Indicates Project River Mlle of the Susitna River at the confluence of the tributary sampled. 

140.1 

Susitna 
below Gold 

Creek 

:550 

0.778-4.18 

20-120 

0.569 - 17.3 

124.2 101* 102.4* 88.3 32.3* 29.9 

Susitna at 
Parks 

Susitna Talkeetna Chulitna 
Highway 

Yentna 
Susitna at 

near Curry River River 
West 

River 
Susitna 

(current data Station 
collected 

from EAST) 

- - -- 18-30 - 0-2 

0.689 - 2.11 1.05 - 3.97 0.924-9.14 0.856 -10.8 0.742 -1 .71 0.793-1 .5 

.. - .. 40-200 - 80-180 

ND - 3.73 0.495 - 8.35 0.545 - 21.2 NO· 26.8 0.578 - 4.87 0.517- 4.26 
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