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SUSITNA STATUS

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

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

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

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

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

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

in the streams and slwjghs downstream from the basin outlet.

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



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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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



Alaska J&ate Mjtslatrars

Senate

Committee on Resources PouchV
State Capitol

February 1, 1980 Juneau, Alaaiu 99811

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

Regarding: Senate Bill 294

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

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

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

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

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

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

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



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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Program Category Affected Economic Development

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

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

EXPENDITURES  (Thousands of Dollars)

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

PERSONAL SERVICES -
TRAVEL - -

CONTRACTUAL —
COMMODITIES o —
EOUIPMENT

LAND A STRUCTURES _
GRANTS. CLAIMS. ETC.

TOTAL

FUNDING  (Thousands of Dollars)

GENERAL FUND
FEDERAL FUNDS

OTHER (Specify Fund Source)

rosmoNS

FULL TIME —
PART TIME — -
TEMPORARY — —

m

ANALYSIS (Sec Fiscal Note Preparation Instructions, Section IlI)

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

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

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

33-

Prime Sponsor (First Legislator Named)

001 (Rev. 12/79)



ELEVENTH LEGISLATURE
FISCAL NOTE.

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

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

Il. FISCAL DETAIL

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

Program Category Affected Economic Development

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

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

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

100 PERSONAL SERVICES

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

500 EQUIPMENT
600 LAND A STRUCTURES

TOTAL

FUNDING  (Thousands of Dollars)

GENERAL FUND
FEDERAL FUNDS - -

OTHER (Specify Fund Source) - -

POSITIONS

FULL TIME
PARI TIME - -

JLMPQFARY o e

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

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

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

Onginal: legislative Finance PHONE 277-7641

cc: Budget and Management

Prime Sponsor (First Legislator Named)

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

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

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

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

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

component in the analysis section.)

EXPENDITURES (Thousands of Dollars)

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

FEDERAL FUNDS
OTHER (SpccTv Fund Source)

FULL TIMI*

POSITIONS

PART 1IMF-
11IMPQRARY

ANALYSIS (Sec Fiscal Note Preparation Instructions, Section III)

Amounts appropriated by SB 295 do not correspond exactly with anticipated

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

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

Onginal: Legislative Finance PHONE 277-7641

CC: Budget and Management

Prune Sponsor (Firs! legislator Named)

33 001 (Rev.12/79)



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

SB 294- Susltna Hydoelectnc Project
Persons Testifying

Governor Egan

Lee Wareham- Susitna Power Now, Inc.

Liz Gilbert- Susitna Power Now, Inc.

Dorothy Jones- Matanuska-Susitna Borough Assembly

Chuck Smith- Matanuska-Susitna Borough Assembly

Jim Ekstedt- MEA

Thomas Stahr- Anchorage Municipal Light and Power

Joe Geldhof- Alaskr. Conservation Society and Alaska Center

for the Environment

Terry McGuire- form Energy and Power Development (Will be 1in
the audience to answer any questions, does not
necessarily want to testify)
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SUSITNA HYDROELECTRIC PROJECT
S.B. 294- Senator Kertula

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

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

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

1) minimize area electrical costs

2) minimize adverse environmental and social impacts

3) safeguard life and property

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

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

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

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

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

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

1) Status of construction

2) Completion dates of any phase in construction

3) Cost of each construction phase

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

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

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

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

A) This annual report shall be submitted no

later than January 30 of each year.

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

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

THIS ACT TAKES EFFECT IMMEDIATELY



Fairbanks Environmental Center

218 DRIVLWAY
FAIKIIANKS. ALASKA 99701
(9071452-5021

February 15, 19RO

TU: Honorable Committee Members
FROM: Jeff Weltzin

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

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

Project.

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

or Dublic exposure.

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

available to the railbelt area.

"Cherish, Conserve, Consider, Create"



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

ments that minimize social and environmental effects while still meeting

our needs for electrical energy.

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

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

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

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

highest produclno river contributing to the Look Inlet salmon Fisheries

“dernish, Cosene, Cosidcer, Create™



Fairbanks Environmental Center

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

of the main channels producing potential dramatic adverse effects on

salmon production.

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

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

hunted region.

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

sites still have not been properly looked at.

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

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

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

*herish, Consene, Consider, Create”



Fairbanks Environmental Center

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

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

the situation here could be particularly dangerous.

These potential adverse impacts plus the project's enormous price

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

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

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

-4«b

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

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

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

A much more reliable alternative to replacing Fairbanks expensive oil

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

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

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

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

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

is needed.

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

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

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

at pump stations 7.8,9, & 10.

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

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

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

‘Cherish, Conserve, Consider, Create’



Fairbanks Environmental Center

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

. 6.

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

. *. . *.l. . .

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

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

this opportunity and produce polarization of Alaska's citizenship.

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

Roy M. Huhndorf, President

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

Dear Mr. Huhndorf:

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

on Cook Inlet Region and Village lands.

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

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

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

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

BaLL SUMNER
Senator

BS/cf



CIRI COOK INLET REGION INC.

CIHI BUILDING

March 31, 1980

Senator Bill Sumner
Alaska State Senate
Pouch V

Juneau, AK 99811

Re: Senate Bill 294
Dear Senator Sumner:

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

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

and Village lands to perform activities necessary for the
study.

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

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

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

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

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



Senator Bill Sumer

March 31,
Page Two

1980

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

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

to this matter.

Sincerely

"/ours,

COOK INLET REGION, INC.

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

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

March 5, 1980

Senator Bill Sumner
Alaska State Senate
Pouch Vv

Anchorage, Alaska

Dear Senator Sumner:

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

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

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

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



Senatore Bill Sumner - 2 March 5, 1980

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

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

Mayor, City of Fairbanks

WRW/Kkb



TKf Qulib'n Heart City

OFFICE OF THE MAYOR March 5, 1980

Senator Bill Sumner
Alaska State Senate
Pouch V

Anchorage, Alaska

Dear Senator Sumner:

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

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

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

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

Sincerely yours,

Ruth Burnett
Member, City Council

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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



SENATE RESOURCES HEARING;
SENATOR SUMNER, CHRM.

(AUSTIN WARP)

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

IN COST FOR THE LIFE TIME OF THE DAMS.

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

AUSTIN G. WARD
FAIRBANKS, AK. 99701
106 CHARLES.
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International Union of Operating Engineers

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

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

Brench Offices.

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

Seattle, Washincton 98121
Telephone: 622-6180

Yakima, W ashington
Anchorage, Alaska
Fairbanks, Alaska

Juneau,Alaska

February 29, 1980

Senator Sumner

Capitol Building Ft. 12-,
Pouch V

Juneau, Alaska 99811

RE: Susitna Power Project
SB 29F

Sir:

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

In efforts to get it under construction.

Sincerely,

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

RJF/Jch
cc: Susitna Power Now, Inc.



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

99705 AT YOUR SERVICE

2450

Senate* Bill SumneA

Senate PesouAces Committee
PoucJi V

Juneau, Alaska 9981 1

Veon. Senate* SumneA;

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

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

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

SinceAely

No*th Pole, Maska

CM/pe



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

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

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

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

March 7, 1980

Hon. Bill Sumner

Chairman

Senate Resources Committee
Alaska State Senate

Dear Mr. Chairman:

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

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

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

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



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

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

With best regards,

Sincerely yours,

Mike Gravel
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Dear Hr. Yould:

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

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

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

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

Ineerely,
\y
1 Incl JAY  SOPER

as Chief, Engineering i<>



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

REPORTS, REVIEWS
PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

BIOLOGICAL
POWER MARKET STUDIES

TOTALS
8

BUDGET FOR CALENDAR YEAR

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

10,000

200,000
65,000
5.000
5.000

750,000

5.000
10,000

5.000

$1,201,000

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

30.000

921.000
223.000
14.000
82.000

500.000

14,000
262,000

162,000

$2,689,000

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

13,000

EE R o

1,390,000
116,000
4.000
2.000

125,000

4,000
649,000

11,000

$3,004,000

OCT-DEC
$73,000
130,000

2,000

2,000

* ok Kk kK Kk

320.000

179.000

* ok Kk K K K

2,000

125,000

kR o

223,000

28,000

$1,084,000

%

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

40.000

2.831.000
583,000
23.000
91.000

1.500.000

23,000
1,144,000

206,000

$8,178,000



2140 Sorbus Way
Anchorage, AK
March 5, 1980

Senator Bill Sumner
Chairman

Resources Committee
Pouch X

Juneau, AK

Dear Senator Sumner,

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

Sincerely,



CITY OF KENAI
"Gil Gapital bff Aladea”
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TIIPHONC 303 «753S

March 18, 1980

Honorable John Sackett
Alaska State Senate
Pouch V

Juneau, AK 99811

Dear Senator Sackett:

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

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

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

We ask for your quickest and hopefully most favorable consideration.

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

1
VOR: jw v /SB*\—/ T t)* .jj/r/

ec: Senator Bill Sumner



BUMPER STICKER PROCLAIMS SUSITNA DAM SUPPORT

Bob Penney, Ar

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

laMe

Alaska Power Author
Foresees Susitna ElectriCity By 1990

By SUSAN ANDREWS
lim n Staff Writer

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Executive

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

< message to the meeting Ht-



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
ALASKA DISTRICT. CORPS OF ENGINEERS

PO BOX 7002
ANCHORAGE. ALASKA 99510

ATTENTION Of
NPAEN-US 28 June 1978

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

Dear Mr. Yould:

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

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

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

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

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



NPAEN-US 28 June 1978
~r. Eric Yould

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

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

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

Sincerely yours,
0
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MEETING TO CONSIDER THE ORGANIZATION
OF A
CITIZENS COVMITTEE FOR SUSITNA
PLEASE TRINT;
Nam?*: Organization./™ -1 -V jB
Addraaai _ Olu -CjLC-
Nati vCvKew b M i Organization. M I ok
Addraaai *TP Acs 31”78 thN/0, /?7r
Nam*.. Ja™ _ _ Organization m
Addraaa. A lei\ Ac& ttri A 2t
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Organization..
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MEETING TO CONSIDER THE ORGANIZATION

11 OF A

CITIZENS COMMITTEE FOR SUSITNA

PLEASE PRINT

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

PLEASE PRINT;

Name: ft. <T»ofcs Organization; Mat-$v

Addr«»e*Bax /P4, ~Tat-itmfTN'». A<,  ——--meo - -—

Nanai N>L*4 S Oraanlzacioni

Addraaa I TN Bait 111 f MAJ RuftAl &L£c7 cddp

Nana; £ * ___Organization; ~«fy ®PN9ICA<b
Addraaai fcoVC'SVI

Nana:  bllflrd /v. JolNKFUF Organization:

Addr«»»*RO"RIT %4- fik__ 44 U (I2-————-—-——-——————
Nana: BAHU L 1J3. 7 3 17<6&/ Organization; / V ~

Addraa a fir. MAf/r s#/*PfIljL
Nana: JP)" f f 1V . OrganlzationT~rn~r~r_
Addraaa; \£X 2 IN°Z. _

Napa: PHiL. /1 Organization; Mt |- ffe

Adlraaa: L

Nana"JTfrIu < 7I_kJ&O Organization; WI\/Ii ’USBAi\FigX_p—H-VW\
AddraaatT~O.

h.~.gm £~ & Organization~. b 6JstfofzZJOKg P 1
Addraaa;, bIfSLereAirft ht(A tjE£f b |
U ««. R,/.= tiubM A A/ Ot«nlacclon. OismA

Addraaa;a iLLitJaS___ £httfr ravf e
».H»! Zg« lllortL w otmImImi FB<SAIrHI <J,r Bh
Addraaa: SE£ Fz1 k"Pu£s3 NAK s f.
Nana: Organization

Addraaaijol

Han*: /a A fn VflLr- Organization,

Addraaa £ YI'-S "A—

— " 1kYL Organization;

Addraaa; A-"a-dT I T.f A tVCt] k.

Nana, Zc”N9™ [QisrfsJofy Organlzation: JifiUiiarl
Addraaa; 7£S kJ& I Aft. JrcAttAf*- 9fS6f S' [



MEETING TO CONSIDER THE ORGANIZATION

OF A

CITIZENS COMMITTEE FOR SUSITNA

PLEASE PRINT:

Name: ik Ji r i £AL
Addraaa,

Name: IAr.un
Addraaa: /7a* I2

Name:

Iy e*/1&

Organizerion

Organlzacion:/7fo7dyw£E

Rjettmr £L 1&

Organization, >3e tf <?/»*?//

Addraaa: & X 24*7

Name: fit'
Addraaa: u)
Name: filth?

Addraaa:

Name:/ Fd”~errl

NJaaij "ZeTA]

<SeM //O)*. Art. I *rnSfcsr/<e>/*r

ftcA - Organization:ffi/al,IWW h. jk e

«fNrvv<~rUo~n” g

Organization:

Organization.2 AexAN22tAN:S

Addraaa: /?/*/* 99-Tgl/
Name: * OrganizationX j/vSS 7g 2.
kddruf: /ISy jfiQ jrX /S
Name: rfZj.r.it y JTIC+ire. Organization:~~ Ltrt/iCQ
Addraaa: Ji~to A*r'e A/*t/. A K.TT.rj,3
Name:. £ . U C+7Pej\ Organization; 6a
Addraaa, /2.5~ Avt A KN ys>Es)
Name: La.vt j m 5~7._"Y Organization,
Addraaa 1 _ Afaidd_H S*“i_
Kama: I, W.W % \&*E£p Organization: \J L £~
Addraaa,,

Vi< ~fr/)IF ~ Oritntntlon.~SS~SJ
Mdr.... Z/C dikM ~ BIC
Nana: JfIP.L V\av~” Organization.ffn»rffr- L+4%ir
Addraaal » &% Lc>* ~a — AbCrt<-vr  «rff>/
Name: Organization:A /A C O
Addraaa] 7/.L -~ NOA 7T NN - 218 £ — "
Same, Af /U /N //it* Organization,
Addraaa: &. A*-_  jOotf<)\ Ak ffSV/




MEETING TO CONSIDER THE ORGANIZATION

OF A
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April 2, 1979

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

Dear Senator Kerttula:

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

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

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

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

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



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

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

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

Our preliminary studies have concluded that the effects of impoundment and

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

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

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

Sincerely,

CLw y

Ronald 0. Skoog
Commissioner
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February 6, 1979

Senator Bill Sumner

_ ftvLn
Chairman
Resources C mittee
Alaska Stat egislature NN Cp

Dear Senator Sumner:

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

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

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

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

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

Sincerely,
PU-J-P

Eric P. Yould
Executive Director



ACTIVITY CATEGORY
SURVEY
HYDROLOGY
ENVIRONMENTAL
RECREATION
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POAER STUDIES
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&
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DESIGN
REAL ESTATE
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FIELD CAWP

REPORTS, REVIEWS
PUBLIC PARTICIPATION
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POWER MARKET STUDIES

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

10,000

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

750,000

5,000
10,000
5,000

TOTAL: $1,201,000

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

30,000

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

500,000

14,000
262,000
162,000

$2,889,000

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

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

125,000

4,000
649,000
11,000

$3,004,000

OCT-DEC
$73,000
130,000

2,000

2,000

*kkk*k k%

32 ,u00
179,000
*kkkKkkk

2,000

125,000

****> **

223,000
23,000

$1,084,000

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

40,000

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

1,500,300

23,000
1,144,000
206,000

$8,178,000
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April 6, 1978

The Honorable John Rader
Senate President

Alaska State Legislature
Pouch V

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Senator Rader:

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

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

As recited In the proposed joint resolution, amendments to

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

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

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



The Honorable John Rader
April 6, 1978
Page Two

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

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

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

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

lents:
as mentioned

Identical letters to
Rep. Hugh Malone
Comm. Hibbard



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

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

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

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

30 June 1977.

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

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

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

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

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

Detailed Feasibility Studies: Detailed studies would be concentrated

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

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

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

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

2



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

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

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



PURPOSE

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



mKid .M .J

AUTHORITY

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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



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

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



PROBLEMS & NEEDS

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

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

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

Estimated Railbelt Area Power Requirements
1976 1980 1990 2000

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

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

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

developed is highly dependent upon which various purposes are compatible.

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

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



PROJECT DESCRIPTION

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

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

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

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

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



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

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

TOPOGRAPHY

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

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

its 700-square-mlle area.

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

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

37 feet per mile.

Main tributaries to the Susltna River have an even higher range of
channel slopes. The deeply 1nc’<Ud river channel below the Tyone i\lver
contrtsts with the many traditional Alaskan U-shaped valleys, remnants
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of glacial advances. The absence of broad flood plains in che lower
basin results in high stages during high runoff due to confined flow
areas. The Susitna River alluvium has developed into a continuous
effluent aquifer. Most of the tributary aquifers do not sustain winter
flow.

CLIMATE

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

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

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

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

BASIN STREAVHLOW

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

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

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

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

Flow Variations in Upper Susitna River Basin

Percent of Percent of

Drainage Go.d Creek Gold Creek

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

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

CEOLOGY

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

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

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

REGIONAL TECTONICS

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

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

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

SEISMOLOGY

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

VEGETATION

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

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

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



