
 
 
 
 
November 12, 2008 
 
 
 
Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
888 First Street, N.E. 
Washington, D.C. 20426 
  
Re: Soule River Hydroelectric Project 
 FERC Project No. 12615-001 
  
Dear Ms. Bose: 

Enclosed is Scoping Document 2 for the Soule River Hydroelectric Project under 
Commission Docket No. 12615-001.   Agency comments have been incorporated into the 
document along with the permittee’s responses.   

Respectfully Submitted, 
 

 
Glen D. Martin 
Project Manager 
 
Enc. (as stated) 
 
Cc:  Service List 





 

1.1  Licensing Process to Date 
 

The licensing process for the Soule River Hydroelectric Project has been active since 
February 2007, including the following activities:  
 

• Distribution of an Initial Stage Consultation Document (ISCD) describing the 
project, the licensing process, and preliminary environmental information, in 
February 2007, which served as the basis for the initial information meeting; 

 
• initial information meeting (a technical agency meeting held in Juneau, Alaska on 

February 21, 2007); 
 

• study planning and implementation for potentially affected fish and wildlife 
resources (consultation on studies implemented during summer and fall 2007 
occurred during the  initial information meeting); 

 
• A communications protocol, signed by the interested entities, filed on March 10, 

2008; 
 

• electrical interconnection analysis with British Columbia Transmission 
Corporation, completed in October 2007; 

 
• filing of a Notice of Intent, Pre-Application Document, and request to use the 

Commission’s Alternative Licensing Procedures (ALP) on March 10, 2008;3 
 

• filing of a draft study plan document on March 20, 2008, which set forth a 30 day 
comment period on AP&T’s 2008 study season proposals; 

 
• ALP approved by the Commission on May 5, 2008. 

 
2.0 SCOPING 

 
The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969,4 the Commission’s 

regulations, and other applicable laws require that the Commission independently 

                                                           
3 The ALP is a method for licensing that allows the applicant to prepare a 

preliminary draft environmental assessment (PDEA), in lieu of an Exhibit E in the license 
application.  
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 4 National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, as amended (Pub. L. 91-190. 42 
U.S.C. § 4321-4347, January 1, 1970, as amended by Pub. L. 94-52, July 3, 1975, Pub. L. 
94-83, August 9, 1975, and Pub. L. 97-258, § 4(b), Sept. 13, 1982). 



 

evaluate the environmental effects of licensing the Project as proposed, and also consider 
reasonable alternatives to AP&T’s proposal. 
 

This Scoping Document 2 (SD2) is intended to advise all participants as to the 
proposed scope of the preliminary draft Environmental Assessment (PDEA).  This 
document contains:  (1) a description of the scoping process and schedule for the 
development of the PDEA; (2) a description of the proposed action and alternatives; (3) 
an identification of environmental issues; (4) a proposed PDEA outline; and (5) a 
preliminary list of comprehensive plans applicable to the project area. 
 
2.1  Purpose of Scoping 
 

Scoping is the process used to identify issues, concerns, and opportunities 
associated with a proposed action.  According to NEPA, the process should be conducted 
early in the planning stage of the Project.  The purposes of the scoping process are as 
follows: 
 

• invite participation of federal, state and local resource agencies, Indian tribes, non-
governmental organizations (NGOs), and the public to identify significant 
environmental and socioeconomic issues related to the Project; 

 
• determine the depth of analysis and significance of issues to be addressed in the 

PDEA; 
 

• identify how the Project would or would not contribute to cumulative effects in the 
project area;  

 
• identify reasonable alternatives to the proposed action that should be evaluated in 

the PDEA;  
 

• solicit, from participants, available information on the resources at issue, including 
existing information and additional study needs; and  

 
• determine the resource areas and potential issues that do not require detailed 

analysis during review of the Project. 
 
2.2  Comments and Scoping Meetings 
 
 AP&T filed SD1 with the Commission on May 13, 2008.  The site visit to the 
Soule River Project site was held on June 19, 2008.  AP&T and the Commission 
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conducted a daytime scoping meeting on June 17, 2008, in Juneau, Alaska, and an 
evening meeting on June 19, 2008, in Hyder, Alaska.  Announcement of these meetings 
was published in local newspapers and in the Federal Register.  A court reporter 
recorded and transcribed the scoping meetings. 
 
 During the meetings and the following comment period, AP&T received 
comments on the scoping meetings and SD1.  Written comments were received from the 
following agencies and individuals: 
 
COMMENTING PARTY     COMMENT DATE 
 
Southeast Alaska Conservation Council   July 1, 2008 
 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service    July 17, 2008 
 
U.S. Forest Service      July 18, 2008 
 
Alaska Department of Fish and Game   July 21, 2008 
 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency   July 28, 2008 
 
  SD1 was revised to address comments relating to the scope of environmental 
issues.  This document, SD2, presents the issues and alternatives to be considered by 
AP&T in the PDEA and reflects comments suggested during scoping.  Key changes to 
SD1 are identified in bold and italic type. 
 
 The primary purpose of the scoping document is to identify issues pertaining to 
the effects of the proposed project on environmental resources so that we can be sure to 
include an analysis of all potential effects in the Environmental Assessment (EA).  It is 
not the purpose of the scoping document to identify all of the recommended and/or 
potential protection, mitigation, and enhancement measures.  The scoping document 
summarizes the applicant’s proposed measures because they are part of the proposed 
action that is the subject of the environmental analysis. 
 
 General comments or concerns raised that call for a response and issues that 
were not adopted are summarized below by topic.  The complete filings are available for 
review in the Commission’s e-library located on the web at www.ferc.gov.   
 
Purpose of Scoping 
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The Forest Service states that its list of entities included as Appendix C of its 
comment letter are routinely contacted by the Forest Service when projects in the Soule 
River Project area are proposed, and they need to be included in the scoping process.  

http://www.ferc.gov/


 

discharges.   The FWS contends that such effects are likely to impact fish spawning 
and fry emergence timing, and may influence project operations, and therefore should 
be evaluated in the PDEA.  
 
 Response:  Predictions of future flow scenarios on any given stream would be 
too speculative given the state of the science at this time.  However, we do suggest that, 
when making flow recommendations and conditions, agencies consider whether 
different requirements for high and low water years are appropriate. 
 
 Alaska DF&G recommends that other alternatives be explored for disposing of 
project-related excavation spoils. 
 
 Response:  Alternatives for disposal of project-related excavation spoils are 
currently being evaluated.  An analysis of the alternatives and AP&T’s proposal will be 
provided in the license application.   
 
Terrestrial Resources 
 
 The Forest Service requests a description of how facilities would be located and 
designed to avoid or minimize effects on wetlands and flood plains, and how the “no-
net loss” policy for wetlands and other waters of the United States (section 404 of the 
Clean Water Act, 33 CFR Parts 325 and 332, and section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors 
Act) would be met?  The Forest Service and EPA state that section 404(b)(1) guidelines 
require compensatory mitigation to offset aquatic resource losses after all appropriate 
and practicable steps have been taken to first avoid and then minimize aquatic resource 
impacts.   
 

Response:  Given the nature of hydropower projects, some project-related effects 
on wetlands are unavoidable.  The EA will consider project effects of project 
construction and operation on wetlands and flood plains and the measures proposed to 
minimize those effects.   

 
Recreation Resources and Land Use 

 
 The Forest Service provided a revision to the Commission staff’s issue 
pertaining to project-related effects on recreation resources and land use that included 
remote recreation opportunities in No Name Lake, Glacier Point Bay, and Portland 
Canal.  
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 The Forest Service also provided the following new issues to be included under 
Recreation Resources and Land Use:  (1) How would public access associated with the 
marine access facilities and the road be managed during project construction and 
operation? (2) How would the project affect recreational crabbing? (3) How many 



 

acres of land would be disturbed by the proposed project? (4) What are the potential 
mineral resources and associated economies that may be affected by mineral 
withdrawal for hydropower purposes? and, (5) What are the costs of mineral materials 
extraction?    
 
 Response:  We have added No Name Lake, Glacier Point Bay, and Portland 
Canal to our issue under section 4.2.7 of this SD2. 
 
 We have included the issue of mineral resources in section 4.2.10 of this SD2.  
We also included the issue of recreational crabbing in section 4.2.7 of this SD2.  As for 
the remaining comments pertaining to public access and the amount of land to be 
disturbed we find that it is not necessary to identify these comments as a separate issue 
because these topics are normally included in the environmental analysis.  

  
Socioeconomic Resources 

 
The Forest Service requests that we include a discussion in the EA of how the 

project would potentially affect the Community of Hyder, Alaska, including any 
potential considerations of Environmental Justice in accordance with Executive Order 
12898.  EPA states that the NEPA document should disclose what efforts were taken to 
meet environmental justice requirements consistent with Executive Order 12898. 

 
Response:  Upon further review and discussion at the scoping meetings, 

Environmental Justice has been removed from SD2 because there is no evidence or 
suggestion that the project is going to have an adverse economic effect or represent a 
burden on the community of Hyder, Alaska, and surrounding communities.  Economic 
impacts of the project on the Community of Hyder and surrounding communities will 
be analyzed as described in section 4.2.10 of this SD2.  

 
Consistency with Comprehensive Plans 
 
 SEACC states that it wishes to see a thorough analysis of the compatibility of the 
project with the Remote Recreation LUD and the Tongass National Forest Land and 
Resource Management Plan, and with the Hyder inventoried Roadless Area. 
 
 The Forest Service states that an evaluation of how the proposed Soule River 
Project affects the Hyder inventoried Roadless Area is needed. 
 
 The Forest Service states that the goals and objectives of multiple resources in a 
Remote Recreation LUD of the Tongass National Forest Land and Resource 
Management Plan are potentially in conflict with the proposed project. 
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 Response:  Pursuant to section 10(a)(2)(A) of the FPA we have identified 
comprehensive plans, including the Tongass National Forest Land and Resource 
Management Plan, relevant to the proposed Soule River Project that would be 
addressed by AP&T and Commission staff.  This analysis would also take into account 
the Hyder inventoried Roadless Area.  However, we have added the Remote Recreation 
LUD and the inventoried Roadless Area (Hyder-530) to section 4.2.7 of this SD2.   
 
Other Issues 
 
 EPA states that it is not clear if any federally recognized tribal governments with 
interests in the project area exist, and if so, if they have been offered government-to-
government consultation on this project. 
 
 Response:  Commission staff initiated tribal consultation with four federally 
recognized Indian tribes:  Organized Village of Saxman, Metlakatla Indian 
Community, Ketchikan Indian Community, and Wrangell Cooperative Association.  
Commission staff and AP&T will continue to work with the tribes and the Alaska State 
Historic Preservation Office to ensure protection of historic properties and properties 
of traditional religious and cultural importance to an Indian tribe in the project’s area 
of potential effects. 
 
 EPA states that it appreciates the consideration by FERC of an Environmental 
Impact Statement (EIS) for this project.  EPA states that it appears that significant 
unavoidable impacts may be caused by the project.  EPA requests that FERC provide 
some discussion as to the criteria to be used to determine the significance of potential 
impacts for interested agencies and members of the public. 
 

Response:  Based on our experiences with projects in Alaska of similar size and 
scope, and in consideration of all scoping comments received from state and federal 
agencies, the public, and Indian tribes to date, we find that an EA would be sufficient 
at this time.  However, consistent with NEPA and its implementing regulations, if we 
determine in the EA that the project would significantly affect the quality of the human 
environment, then we would prepare an EIS. 

 
 Alaska DF&G’s comment letter made multiple requests for studies to explore 
data gaps related to the issues identified in SD1 and this SD2.  Additionally, some of the 
Forest Service’s, FWS’, and EPA’s requests to modify SD1 are actually requests for 
AP&T to conduct additional studies or expand upon existing proposed studies.  The 
additional study requests are not evaluated in this SD2.  AP&T is in the process of 
reviewing all study request letters and will be preparing a response to the study requests 
prior to distributing a license application and PDEA.   
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  3.0  PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES 
 

In accordance with NEPA, the PDEA will consider the following alternatives, at a 
minimum:  (1) the applicant's proposed action, (2) alternatives to the proposed action, and 
(3) no action. 

 
 3.1  AP&T’s Proposed Action 
 

3.1.1 Description of Project Facilities  
 
The Project facilities described herein are based on a preliminary evaluation of the 

site, and represent the maximum degree of resource development.  It differs from the 
arrangements suggested in the Application for Preliminary Permit in that:  (1) a run-of-
river development is no longer a proposed alternative; and (2) the instream release power 
plant alternative at the storage dam has been eliminated in favor of a larger main power 
plant at tidewater.  This latter change is due to the Applicant’s 2007 field studies, which 
indicated that anadromous fish do not use the lower Soule River, and therefore instream 
flow release requirements may not be significant or necessary.  The Project features are 
described in more detail below: 

 
DAM – The dam would be located at the upper end of a bedrock gorge, just 

downstream of the confluence of the north and west forks of the Soule River.  The 
Applicant conducted a field reconnaissance of the site in October 2006.  Based on that 
reconnaissance, and review of available geology reports for the area, it appears that the 
gorge is cut through a massive outcrop of granitic bedrock.  The left (east) abutment rises 
steeply at least 200 feet above the river level.  The right (west) rises steeply to about 100 
feet above the river level, then is relatively flat for perhaps 200 feet, where it rises steeply 
again as a bedrock knob. 

 
The Applicant proposes to construct a concrete-faced rockfill structure with a 

length of approximately 1000 feet and a height of approximately 160 feet.  This would 
provide the maximum practical storage reservoir, and would minimize the use of 
expensive concrete while maximizing the use of the abundant rock in the area.  The 
concrete face would have a thickness of about 12 inches at the top and an unknown width 
at the base.  Drainage and filter layers would be constructed between the concrete face 
and the rockfill mass of the dam. 

 
During dam construction, the river would be diverted through a tunnel in the right 

(west) abutment.  The diversion tunnel would have a length of approximately 800 feet 
and a horseshoe diameter of approximately 12 feet.  It would be constructed by 
conventional drill-and-blast techniques.  A cofferdam approximately 25 feet high would 
be placed at the confluence of the north and west forks of the river to divert flow through 
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the tunnel.  The diversion tunnel would be converted to a reservoir outlet works once the 
dam is completed. 

 
SPILLWAY – The spillway would be constructed in a saddle approximately 

1,200 feet south of the dam.  The type of spillway (gated or ungated) is undecided at this 
time.  A determination on the spillway type would be made after completion of 
topographic mapping and geotechnical studies to determine the depth to bedrock at the 
saddle.  If bedrock is shallow as expected, the spillway would be ungated.  If bedrock is at 
some depth, a gated spillway may be more economical. 

 
The spillway would be sized to pass the Probable Maximum Flood.  A channel 

would be excavated below the spillway structure to the river flood plain, a distance of 
approximately 200 feet. 

 
RESERVOIR – The dam would create a reservoir with the normal maximum 

water surface at elevation (El) 550 msl.  The normal maximum reservoir surface area is 
estimated to be 950 acres and the gross storage volume would be 75,000 acre feet.  The 
active storage is estimated to be 60,000 acre-feet, with the minimum storage at El 460.  
The reservoir area, which is mostly poorly drained and sparsely treed (by Southeast 
Alaska standards), would be cleared prior to inundation. 

 
At least 90 percent of the reservoir would be located in the north fork valley, 

which has a mild gradient.  The west fork is steep, but supplies a greater portion of the 
flow.  The west fork also supplies a large sediment load from the Soule Glacier. Periodic 
removal of the sediment may be necessary for long-term operation of the project. 

 
POWER TUNNEL – The power tunnel would be approximately 11,100 feet long 

with a diameter of 18 feet. The tunnel would be excavated with a tunnel boring machine, 
starting at tidewater. The tunnel would be unlined to the extent possible. The lower 1,000 
feet of tunnel would be steel lined, with a liner diameter of 14 feet.  A bifurcation at the 
lower tunnel portal would provide 10-foot-diameter branch pipes to each of the two 
turbines in the power plant.  Velocity in the tunnel would be about 8 feet per second (fps) 
at the 2,000 cubic feet per second (cfs) hydraulic capacity of the power plant. 

 
The tunnel spoils would be used for surfacing of access roads and backfill of 

structures to the extent possible.  However, an estimated 100,000 cubic yards (cy) of 
material would need to be disposed of.  The Applicant’s preferred alternative for the 
excess spoil disposal is to place it in a single large pile at the western end of the delta at 
the mouth of the river.  Other potential alternatives include spreading it uniformly over 
the delta area, barging it to Hyder for local use, or dumping it in a suitable location in 
Portland Canal.  

 

 17  
   

 



 

INTAKE – An intake for the power tunnel would be located on the left (east) 
abutment of the dam at the upper portal.  The intake would be built of reinforced 
concrete, either free-standing or anchored to the bedrock abutment, but not integral with 
the dam.  It would contain a submerged trashrack, closure gate, and stoplogs, with 
associated hoisting equipment. 

 
POWER PLANT – The power plant would be located at tidewater at the north 

end of the delta at the river mouth.  The power plant would consist of a metal building 
with a concrete foundation.  The building would have a plan area of approximately 50 
feet by 120 feet.  It would house two vertical axis generating units, each consisting of a 
50,000 horsepower Francis-type turbine directly coupled to an umbrella-type synchronous 
13.8 kV, 0.90 power factor generator rated at 37,500 kW.  The rated turbine flow would 
be 1,000 cfs and the rated head would be 500 feet. Rotational speed would be 450 
revolutions per minute. 

 
Associated mechanical equipment in the power plant would include turbine shutoff 

valves, a bridge crane, bearing lubrication equipment, and draft tube gates.  Electrical 
equipment would include electronic governors and unit controls, switchgear, station 
service equipment, communication equipment, and power and lighting systems. 

 
The Applicant is investigating the potential for constructing a major portion of the 

power plant on a barge for delivery to the site.  The barge would be sunk and secured 
onto a prepared foundation for permanent installation. 

 
TRANSMISSION LINE – The proposed transmission line would consist of a 

10.5-mile-long 138 kV submarine cable connected to a 0.5-mile-long 138 kV overhead 
transmission line.  Associated equipment at the power plant switchyard would include 
13.8/138 kV transformers, station service transformers, and disconnect switches.  A 
fiberoptic communication cable would be included in the submarine cable. 

 
MARINE ACCESS FACILITIES – There are no roads to the project area.  

Therefore, access for construction and operation of the project would be primarily by 
boat, landing craft, and barge, and facilities would need to be constructed at the site for 
safe and efficient loading and unloading of personnel, materials, and equipment.  The 
proposed power plant area does offer relatively good protection from wind and waves 
from most directions.  Marine access facilities are tentatively expected to include a 
sheetpile-and-rockfill pier that would function as both a breakwater and a barge transfer 
facility, a concrete ramp for unloading from a landing craft, and a floating dock for 
mooring and unloading from boats and floatplanes. 

 
ACCESS ROADS – A permanent access road about 2.5-miles-long would be 

constructed from the marine access facilities to the dam site.  The road would be a single 
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lane road with a traveled width of 14 feet, with frequent turnouts.  The lower half of the 
road would be on the northeast side of the river and the upper half would be on the 
southwest side.  The bridge crossing the river would be approximately 100 feet long, and 
would have concrete abutment founded on bedrock.  The road would cross the crest of the 
dam to provide access to the intake.  A spur road approximately 0.5 mile long would 
provide access to the toe of the dam and the outlet works. 

 
Additional temporary roads and bridges would be required during construction for 

access to the diversion tunnel, cofferdam, dam, and reservoir area.  Most of these 
temporary roads would be inundated by the reservoir. 

 
CONSTRUCTION CAMP – A construction camp may be needed due to the 

distance from Hyder in open water for construction personnel.  A camp would be made 
inland from the marine shoreline so as to be behind vegetation and out of sight from 
marine traffic.  Housing is available in both, Hyder, Alaska, and Stewart, British 
Columbia, Canada, but these may not be practical to access on a daily basis.  The 
construction camp would consist of housing, which may include trailers, portable 
restrooms, a lined and bermed fuel storage area and structures (possibly trailers) that 
could also function as separate cooking and washing facilities.   If a construction camp 
is required, the conceptual details of such a camp would be provided in the license 
application, and any associated environmental effects would be disclosed.     

 
 3.1.2   Description of Proposed Project Operation  

 
The Project would be operated to maximize generation during the most valuable 

periods, subject to constraints of the project license and power sales agreement (yet to be 
negotiated).  A peaking type of operation is anticipated for much of the year.  Since the 
Project is proposed to discharge directly into tidewater, peaking operation is not expected 
to have significant environmental consequences, and no ramping rates are proposed. 

 
The Applicant’s operation studies to date have been based on an average minimum 

release of 300 cfs, a typical reservoir rule curve that draws the storage down in the late 
winter and spring, and secondary releases when the reservoir is above the rule curve.  The 
Applicant will be conducting more detailed operation studies to maximize the resource 
utilization, taking into account the proposed hydrology studies and conditions for sale of 
power generation. 

 
3.1.3  Proposed Protection, Mitigation, and Enhancement Measures 
  

• At this early stage there are no mitigation or enhancement measures 
proposed until potential project impacts are fully assessed. 
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3.2  Alternatives to the Proposed Action 



 

 
 The PDEA will consider and assess all alternative recommendations for 
operational or facility modifications, as well as protection, mitigation, and enhancement 
measures identified by the agencies, Indian tribes, NGOs, and the general public.  
 
3.3  No Action 
 
 Under the no-action alternative, the Soule River Hydroelectric Project would not 
be constructed.  There would be no changes to the existing environment.  This alternative 
is used to establish baseline environmental conditions for comparison with other 
alternatives. 
 

4.0  SCOPE OF CUMULATIVE EFFECTS AND RESOURCE ISSUES  
 

4.1  Cumulative Effects 
 
 According to the Council on Environmental Quality’s regulations for 
implementing NEPA (50 C.F.R. 1508.7), a cumulative effect is the effect on the 
environment that results from the incremental effect of the action when added to other 
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, regardless of what agency 
(federal or non-federal) or persons undertakes such other actions.  Cumulative effects can 
result from individually minor but collectively significant actions taking place over a 
period of time, including hydropower and other land and water development activities.  
 
 4.1.1  Resources that Could be Cumulatively Affected 
 
 Based on our review of the information provided in scoping comments and at the 
scoping meeting, we have identified Salmon River salmon species as a resource that 
could be cumulatively affected by the proposed Soule River Hydroelectric Project. 
 

4.1.2  Geographic Scope 
 
 Our geographic scope of analysis for cumulatively affected resources is defined 
by the physical limits or boundaries of:  (1) the proposed action's effect on the 
resources, and (2) contributing effects from other hydropower and non-hydropower 
activities in the project area.  Because the proposed action can affect the resources 
differently, the geographic scope for each resource may vary.   
 
 At this time, we have tentatively identified Fish Creek and Marx’s Creek of the 
Salmon River basin, the Salmon River downstream of these tributaries, and Portland 
Canal downstream to the Soule River delta as our geographic scope of analysis for 
fisheries and aquatic resources.  Activities within this the geographic area that may 
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cumulatively affect Salmon River salmon species include:  (1) mining operations; (2) 
timber harvest activities; (3)Hyder and Stewart dock and causeway construction; (4) 
dike construction and maintenance; (5) recreational and commercial fishing; (6) road 
construction; and (7) aquatic habitat improvement projects.     
 
 4.1.3  Temporal Scope 
 
 The temporal scope of our cumulative effects analysis in the EA will include a 
discussion of past, present, and future actions and their effects on each resource.  
Based on the potential term of an original license, the temporal scope will look 30-50 
years into the future, concentrating on the effect of the resources from reasonably 
foreseeable future actions.  The historical discussion will, by necessity, be limited to the 
amount of available information for each resource.  The quality and quantity of 
information, however, diminishes as we analyze resources further away in time from 
the present. 
 
4.2  Resource Issues 
 
 In this section, we present a list of environmental issues to be addressed in the 
PDEA.  We have identified these issues, which are listed by resource area, by reviewing 
the PAD and verbal and written comments on scoping.  Those issues identified by an 
asterisk (*) will be analyzed for cumulative effects. 
 
 4.2.1   Geology and Soils 
 

• Would planned erosion and sedimentation control methods during land 
disturbing activities associated with project construction be adequate? 

 
• What would be the fate of the sediment load from the Soule Glacier deposited 

behind the proposed dam, and what measures would be implemented to reduce 
sediment deposition and/or pass sediments around the dam? 
 

• What effects would sediment retention behind the dam and the timing of 
sediment releases have on the channel substrate and geometry of the lower 
Soule River, estuary, and delta? 

 
• Would project construction contribute to the potential for acid rock drainage 

from road excavations and tunnel waste-rock? 
 

• What effects would project construction and operation have on slope stability 
and landslide and avalanche potential, and would proposed best management 
practices, including the design and location of project facilities, be sufficient 
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to prevent adverse effects? 
 

4.2.2 Water Resources 
 

• How would project construction and operation alter the existing flow regime of 
the North Fork, West Fork, and mainstem Soule River? 

  
• How would project construction and operation affect temperature, total 

dissolved gas, pH, dissolved oxygen, conductivity, suspended sediment, and 
turbidity levels of the proposed reservoir, Soule River, and Portland Canal? 

 
• Would the project contribute to violations of state and federal water quality 

standards in project waters and Portland Canal? 
 

• How would project facilities be designed to accommodate extreme hydrologic 
events such as avalanches or potential jokulhlaups (glacial lake outburst 
floods) that may develop as the Soule glacier recedes? 

 
• What effects would project road construction and maintenance have on 

stream sedimentation and the interruption of subsurface water flow. 
 
 4.2.3 Fisheries and Aquatic Resources 
 

• Would project construction and operation affect anadromous salmonids 
potentially occurring in the Soule River? 

 
• What impacts on fisheries and aquatic resources would occur due to the 

deposition of project-related excavation spoils (an estimated 100,000 cy) over 
the Soule River delta, which extends 3/4 mile along the shore of Portland Canal 
and approximately 1/3 mile offshore, or into the Portland Canal? 

 
• What impacts on fisheries and aquatic resources of Portland Canal would occur 

as a result of the proposed 10.5-mile-long submarine cable? 
 
• What impacts would project construction and operation, including riverine 

habitat inundation, reservoir fluctuations, and entrainment into project 
features, have on resident fish species and their migration, spawning, and 
rearing habitats in the West and North Fork Soule River and No Name 
Lake? 

 
 

• How would project construction and operation affect migrating salmon 
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originating from the Salmon River?* 
 
• How would project operation, including alterations to the existing flow 

regime, reservoir sediment retention, and the timing of reservoir sediment 
releases, affect fish, crab, and other aquatic resources and habitats of the 
lower Soule River and delta?   

 
• What impacts would construction and maintenance of the powerhouse 

tailrace, marine access facilities, and potential log transfer facility have on 
fisheries and aquatic resources of the Soule River delta, estuary, and 
Portland Canal? 

 
4.2.4 Threatened and Endangered Species 

 
• Would project construction and operation affect threatened, endangered, and 

candidate species (botanical, aquatic, and terrestrial wildlife species)? 
 
• Would project construction and operation affect Forest Service sensitive 

species, including:  northern goshawk, Kittlitz’s murrelet, American peregrine 
falcon, trumpeter swan, Peale’s peregrine falcon, and osprey? 

 
4.2.5 Terrestrial Resources 
 
• How much and what types of vegetation would be affected by project 

construction and operation, including construction of the access roads, marine 
access facilities, powerhouse, roads, staging areas, potential construction 
camps, additional rock sources, and waste spoil disposal sites? 

 
• How much commercial timber would be removed from project construction 

and operation? 
 

• How would project construction and operation affect wetlands and floodplains; 
what measures would be employed to minimize or avoid effects on wetlands 
and floodplains? 

 
• Would project construction and operation result in the spread of invasive 

species; what measures would be implemented during project construction 
and operation to prevent the spread of invasive species? 

 
• How would construction and operation of the project affect wildlife (e.g., 

displacement or disturbance) and its habitats (e.g., fragmentation) occurring 
in the project vicinity, specifically including:  mountain goats, grizzly and 
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black bears, gray wolf, beaver, Sitka black-tailed deer, marten, red squirrel, 
river otter, red-breasted sapsucker, hairy woodpecker, brown creeper, 
Vancouver Canada goose, Queen Charlotte goshawk, bald eagles, raptors and 
other migratory birds, and boreal toads? 

 
4.2.6 Aesthetic Resources 
 
• How would those elements of the project that are close to and visible from the 

Portland Canal, a designated Visual Priority Travel Route, address the Forest 
Service Visual Quality Objectives for the project area? 

 
• What effects would any potential overhead transmission facilities have on 

scenic values of upper Portland Canal in the vicinity of the communities of 
Hyder, Alaska, and Stewart, British Columbia, Canada.  

 
4.2.7 Recreation Resources and Land Use 
 
• How would project construction and operation affect the Misty Fjords National 

Monument and Wilderness Area, including the Soule River glacier and ice 
field? 

 
• How would project construction and operation affect recreational resources and 

land use for the area, specifically as related to remote recreation, and fishing 
and/or crabbing opportunities in No Name Lake, Glacier Point Bay, and 
Portland Canal? 

 
• How would project construction and operation affect the Remote Recreation 

LUD of the Tongass National Forest, Land and Resource Management 
Plan? 

 
• How would project construction and operation affect the inventoried 

Roadless Area (Hyder-530) of the Tongass National Forest Land and 
Resource Management Plans? 

•  
4.2.8  Cultural Resources  

 
• How would project construction and operation affect historical and 

archaeological resources that occur or potentially occur within the project’s 
area of potential effects? 

 
 
4.2.9 Developmental Resources 
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• What are the effects of the construction of the project’s facilities (e.g. dam, 

access road, marine access facilities, etc.) on projects economics? 
 
• What are the economic effects of connecting the project transmission line to the 

Canadian electrical transmission system? 
 
• What are the effects of the proposed protection, mitigation, and enhancement 

measures on project generation and project economics? 
 

4.2.10 Socioeconomic Resources 
 
• How would construction and operation of the project affect the Community of 

Hyder, Alaska? 
 
• How would construction and operation of the project affect the commercial 

fishing industry in the project area? 
 

• What are the effects of project construction on the area’s economy resulting 
from the extraction of mineral resources and timber purchases? 

 
5.0  CONSISTENCY WITH COMPREHENSIVE PLANS  

 
 Section 10(a)(2) of the FPA, 16 U.S.C. section 803(a)(2)(A), requires the 
Commission to consider the extent to which a project is consistent with the federal and 
state comprehensive plans for improving, developing, and conserving waterways affected 
by a project.  Commission staff have preliminary identified and reviewed five 
comprehensive plans relevant to the proposed Soule River Hydroelectric Project.  Staff 
requests agencies and others to review this list and provide us with any comments or 
changes.  If there are any comprehensive plans that should be considered for this list that 
are not on file with the Commission or if there are more recent versions of the plans 
already listed, they can be filed with the Commission according to 18 CFR § 2.19 of the 
Commission’s regulations.  Please follow the instructions for filing a plan at 
http://www.ferc.gov/industries/hydropower/gen-info/complan.pdf. 
 
5.1 Comprehensive Plans  
 

The following is a list of comprehensive plans currently on file with the 
Commission that are relevant to the Soule River Hydroelectric Project. 
 
 

Alaska 
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• Alaska Department of Fish and Game. 1998. Atlas to the catalog of waters 

important for spawning, rearing or migration of anadromous fishes. November 
1998.  Juneau, Alaska. Six volumes. 

 
• Alaska Department of Natural Resources. 2004. Alaska's Outdoor Legacy: 

Statewide Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan (SCORP) 2004-2009. 
Juneau, Alaska.  July 2004. 

 
• Alaska Department of Natural Resources.  1984.  Fish Creek management plan. 

Anchorage, Alaska.  August 1984. 
 

Federal 
 

• Forest Service. 1997. Tongass National Forest Land and Resource 
Management Plan. Department of Agriculture, Ketchikan, Alaska. May 1997.    

 
• U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.  Undated.  Fisheries USA:  the recreational 

fisheries policy of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.  Washington, DC. 
 

6.0  EA PREPARATION SCHEDULE 
 

The schedule for the Soule River Hydroelectric Project ALP is provided below.  
Generally, the schedule is divided into pre-filing (applicant's activities prior to submittal 
of the final license application) and post-filing (FERC and applicant's activities after 
application submittal).  The pre-filing period is scheduled to take place from February 
2007 through October 31, 2010.  During this period, AP&T will consult with stakeholders 
to plan and conduct studies, begin the preliminary NEPA process phases, negotiate 
recommendations, and prepare the final license application.  Post-filing activities will 
extend from October 31, 2010, to a licensing decision by the Commission.  During the 
post-filing period, the Commission staff may request additional information prior to 
preparation of its own NEPA documents. 
  

The major milestones, including those for pre-filing and post-filing, are as follows: 
 
 Major Milestone:  Pre-Filing     Target Date
 Scoping Meetings       June 2008 
 Site Visit        June 2008 
 Final Study Plan Developed     February 2009 
 Further Field Studies      May – Oct 2009 
 Engineering & Economic Evaluation    Sept. – Dec 2009 
 Draft License Application & Draft PDEA Review  March – May 2010  
 File Final License Application & PDEA with FERC  October 2010 
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 Major Milestone:  Post-Filing     Target Date
 Ready for Environmental Analysis Notice Issued  December 2010 
 Deadline for Filing Comments, Recommendations and   
 Agency Terms and Conditions/Prescriptions   March 2011 
 Single EA Issued        February 2012 
 Deadline for Filing Modified Agency Recommendations May 2012 
 Ready for Commission Decision on the Application  December 2012 
  
6.1  PROPOSED EA Outline 
 

The proposed outline for the Soule River Hydroelectric Project EA is as follows:   
 
TABLE OF CONTENTS 
LIST OF APPENDICES 
LIST OF FIGURES 
LIST OF TABLES 
ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
1.0  INTRODUCTION 
 1.1  Application 
 1.2  Purpose of Action and Need for Power 
 1.3  Statutory and Regulatory Requirements 
  1.3.1  Federal Power Act 
   1.3.1.1  Section 4(e) Conditions 
   1.3.1.2  Section 10(j) Conditions 
  1.3.2  Clean Water Act 
  1.3.3  Endangered Species Act 
  1.3.4  National Historic Preservation Act 
 1.4  Public Review and Comment 
  1.4.1  Scoping 
  1.4.2  Interventions 
  1.4.3  Comments on the Application 
2.0  PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES 
  2.1  No-Action Alternative 
  2.2  Proposed Action 
   2.2.1  Proposed Project Facilities 
   2.2.2  Project Safety 
   2.2.3  Proposed Project Operation 
   2.2.4  Proposed Environmental Measures 
   2.2.5  Modifications to Applicant’s Proposal - Mandatory Conditions 
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  2.3  Staff Alternative 



 

  2.4  Staff Alternative with Mandatory Conditions 
  2.5  Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from Detailed Study 
3.0  ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS 
 3.1  General Description of the River Basin 
 3.2  Scope of Cumulative Effects Analysis 
  3.2.1  Geographic Scope 
  3.2.2  Temporal Scope 
 3.3  Proposed Action and Action Alternatives 
  3.3.1 Geology and Soils Resources 
  3.3.2 Water Resources 
  3.3.3 Fisheries and Aquatic Resources 
  3.3.4 Terrestrial Resources 
  3.3.5 Threatened and Endangered Species 
  3.3.6 Recreation and Land Use 
  3.3.7 Cultural Resources 
  3.3.8  Aesthetic Resources 
  3.3.9  Socioeconomic Resources 
 3.4  No-Action Alternative 
4.0  DEVELOPMENTAL ANALYSIS 
 4.1  Power and Economic Benefits of the Project 
 4.2  Comparison of Alternatives 

4.3  Cost of Environmental Measures 
5.0  CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 5.1  Comparison of Alternatives 
 5.2  Comprehensive Development and Recommended Alternative 
 5.3  Unavoidable Adverse Effects 
 5.4  Recommendations of Fish and Wildlife Agencies 
 5.5  Consistency with Comprehensive Plans 
6.0  FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 
7.0  LITERATURE CITED 
8.0  LIST OF PREPARERS  
APPENDICES 
 Appendix A:  Alaska Water Quality Certificate Conditions 
 Appendix B:  U.S. Forest Service Preliminary Section 4(e) Conditions 
 
 
 
 
 
 

7.0  FERC OFFICIAL MAILING LIST 
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The list below is the Commission’s official mailing list for the Soule River 



 

Hydroelectric Project.  If you want to receive future mailings and are not included in the 
list below, please send your request by mail to:  Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary, Federal 
Energy Regulatory Commission, 888 First Street, N.E., Room 1A, Washington, DC  
20426.  All written requests to be added to the mailing list must clearly identify the 
following on the first page:  Soule River Hydroelectric Project No. 12615-001.  You 
may use the same method if requesting removal from the mailing list below. 

 
Register online at http://www.ferc.gov/esubscribenow.htm to be notified via email 

of new filings and issuances related to this or other pending projects.  For assistance, 
please contact FERC Online Support at FERCOnlineSupport@ferc.gov or toll free at 1-
866-208-3676, or for TTY, (202) 502-8659. 

 
 

Ketchikan Indian Community 
2960 Tongass Avenue 
Ketchikan, ALASKA 99901 

Karl Cook 
Mayor 
Metlakatla Indian Community 
P.O. Box 8 
Metlakatla, ALASKA 99926 

Organized Village of Saxman 
Route 2, Box 2 
Ketchikan, ALASKA 99901 

Susan H Walker 
Marine Resources Specialist 
National Marine Fisheries Service 
709 W. 9th Street 
P.O. Box 21668 
Juneau, ALASKA 99802-1668 

Jeannie Marie Blackmore 
Ketchikan - Misty Fjords Ranger District 
3031 Tongas Ave. 
Katchikan, ALASKA 99901 

Cassie Thomas 
National Park Service, Midwest Region 
240 West 5th Avenue 
Room 114 
Anchorage, ALASKA 99501 

George Winter 
P.O. Box 63 
Hyder, ALASKA 99923 

Joan Darnell 
National Park Service, Midwest Region 
Alaska Regional Office 
240 W 5th Ave Rm 114 
Anchorage, ALASKA 99501 
Anchorage 

Shannon Mcfee 
Economic Development Officer 
P.O. Box 460 
Stewart, BRITISH COLUMBIA V0T 1W0 

Nelson Leeson 
President 
Nisga'a Lisims Government 
P.O. Box 231 
2000 Lisims Drive 
New Aiyansh, BRITISH COLUMBIA V0J 1A0 

Angela Brand Danuser 
Mayor 
P.O. Box 460 
Stewart, BRITISH COLUMBIA V0T 1W0 

Shelly Smith, Energy Coordinator 
SE ALASKA CONSERVATION COUNCIL 
419 Sixth St., #200 
Juneau, ALASKA 99801 
 

Ben White 
Dept. of Natural Resources 
Alaska Coastal Management Program 
P.O. Box 111030 

Paul Rusanowski 
Biologist Regional Manager 
THE SHIPLEY GROUP, INC 
1584 S. 500 W 
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Juneau, ALASKA 99811 Suite 201 
Woods Cross, UTAH 84010 

Brenda Krauss 
Alaska Department of Environmental 
Conservation 
410 Willoughby Avenue 
4th Floor 
Juneau, ALASKA 99801 

Forrest Cole 
Forest Supervisor 
Tongass National Forest 
Federal Building 
748 mission Street 
Ketchikan, ALASKA 99901 

James M Ferguson 
Statewide Hydropower Coord 
Alaska Department of Fish & Game 
333 Raspberry Road 
Anchorage, ALASKA 99518-1565 

Lynn Kolund 
District Ranger 
Tongass National Forest 
Ketchikan-Misty Fjords Ranger District 
3031 Tongass Avenue 
Ketchikan, ALASKA 99901 

Shawn Leroy Johnson 
Instream Flow Coordinator 
Alaska Department of Fish & Game 
802 3rd St 
P.O. Box 240020 
Douglas, ALASKA 99824 

Jeff Koschak 
Regulatory Project Manager 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Juneau Field 
Office 
8800 Glacier Highway 
Suite 106 
Juneau, ALASKA 99801 

Denby S. Lloyd 
Commissioner 
Alaska Department of Fish and Game 
P.O. Box 25526 
Juneau, ALASKA 99802 

Steve Meyers 
Chief, Southern Unit 
U.S. Army Engineering District, Alaska 
PO Box 898 
ANCHORAGE,ALASKA  

Jackie Timothy 
Office of Hab. Man. & Per. 
Alaska Dept. of Natural Resources 
P.O. Box 240020 
Douglas, ALASKA 99824 

Tom Melius 
Regional Director 
U.S. Fish and Wildilfe Service 
1011 East Tudor Road 
Anchorage, ALASKA 99503 
Anchorage 

Mark Minillo 
Habitat Biologist 
Alaska Dept. of Natural Resources 
P.O. Box 668 
Craid, ALASKA 99921 

Richard Enriquez 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
3000 Vintage Blvd. 
Suite #201 
Juneau, ALASKA 99801-7100 

Judith Bittner 
Alaska Dept. of Natural Resources 
OFFICE OF HISTORY & ARCHAEOLOGY 
550 W 7th Ave Ste 1310 
Anchorage, ALASKA 995013565 
Anchorage 

CYNTHIA BOHN 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
ECOLOGICAL SERVICES 
1875 Century Blvd NE Ste 200 
Atlanta, ALASKA 303453319 
Dekalb 

Alaska Office of the Governor 
Governor 
PO Box 110001 
Juneau,ALASKA 998110001 
Juneau 

Bob Gubernick 
U.S. Forest Service 
Tongass National Forest 
P.O. Box 309 
Petersburg, ALASKA 99833 

 
Glen Martin 
Project Manager 
Alaska Power & Telephone Company 
193 Otto Street 

 
Cathy Tighe 
U.S. Forest Service 
Ketchikan- Misty Fiords Ranger District 
3031 Tongass Avenue 
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P.O. Box 3222 
Port Townsend, WASHINGTON 98368 
UNITED STATES 

Ketchikan, ALASKA 99901 

ROBERT S GRIMM 
PRESIDENT 
Alaska Power & Telephone Company 
PO Box 3222 
Port Townsend,WASHINGTON 983680922 
Jefferson 

Dave Meyer 
Water Data Chief 
U.S. Geological Survey 
DISTRICT OFFICE 
4230 University Drive 
Suite 201 
Anchorage, ALASKA 99508 
Anchorage 

Alaska Regulatory Commission 
Secretary 
701 W 8th Ave Ste 300 
Anchorage, ALASKA 995013469 
Anchorage 

Patty Murray 
Honorable 
United States Senate 
Washington, DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 20510 

Tom Allen 
State Director 
Bureau of Land Management 
222 W. 7th Avenue, #13 
Anchorage, ALASKA 99513 

Maria Cantwell 
Honorable 
United States Senate 
Washington, DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
205150001 

Patrick J. Regan 
Reg. Eng. Div. of Dam Safety 
Commission Staff 
Portland Office 
805 SW Broadway, Suite 550 
Portland, OREGON 97205 

Ted Stevens 
Honorable 
United States Senate 
Washington, DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 20510 

Matt Cutlip 
Office of Energy Projects 
Commission Staff 
805 SW Broadway 
Suite 550 
Portland, OREGON 97205 

Lisa Murkowski 
Honorable 
United States Senate 
Washington, DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 20510 

Land Officer 
Natural Resources Officer 
Department of Natural Resources 
400 Willoughby Avenue 
4th Floor 
Juneau, ALASKA 99801 

Bob Dach 
Hydropower Program Manager 
US Bureau of Indian Affairs 
Natural Resources 
911 NE 11th Avenue 
Portland, ALASKA 97232 

John Dunker 
Water Resource Manager 
Department of Natural Resources 
400 Willoughby Avenue, 4th Floor 
P.O. Box 111020 
Juneau, ALASKA 99811-1020 

Renee Fencl 
Land Law Examiner 
US Bureau of Land Management 
222 W 7th Ave Stop 13 
Anchorage, ALASKA 99513 
Anchorage 

Ann Catron 
Hyder Board of Trade 
P.O. Box 136 
Hyder, ALASKA 99923 

Washington State Office of the Governor 
Governor 
PO Box 40002 
Olympia,WASHINGTON 985040002 
 

John Catron 
Hyder Board of Trade 
P.O. Box 136 

Washington State Utilities and Transportation 
Commission 
PO Box 47250 
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Hyder, ALASKA 99923 Olympia,WASHINGTON  
Thurston 

Gary Benedict 
Hyder Board of Trade 
P.O. Box 33 
Hyder, ALASKA 99923 

Wilma Stokes 
Tribal President 
Wrangell Cooperative Association 
P.O. Box 1198 
Wrangell, ALASKA  

John Pearson 
Hyder Board of Trade, Inc. 
8216 Cedar Drive 
Juneau, ALASKA 99801 

Angela Brand-Donuser 
Mayor 
INDIVIDUAL 
PO Box 460,BRITISH COLUMBIA  
CANADA 

Carol Denton 
President 
Hyder Community Association 
P.O. Box 149 
Hyder, ALASKA 99923 

 

 
 

 32  
   

 


