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The U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) prohibits discrimination against its customers, 
employees, and applicants for employment on the bases of race, color, national origin, 
age, disability, sex, gender identity, religion, reprisal, and where applicable, political 
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individual's income is derived from any public assistance program, or protected genetic 
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To File an Employment Complaint: 
If you wish to file an employment complaint, you must contact your agency's EEO 
Counselor (PDF) within 45 days of the date of the alleged discriminatory act, event, or in 
the case of a personnel action. Additional information can be found online at 
http://www.ascr.usda.gov/complaint_filing_file.html. 

To File a Program Complaint: 
If you wish to file a Civil Rights program complaint of discrimination, complete the USDA 
Program Discrimination Complaint Form (PDF), found online at 
http://www.ascr.usda.gov/complaint_filing_cust.html, or at any USDA office, or call (866) 
632-9992 to request the form. You may also write a letter containing all of the information 
requested in the form. Send your completed complaint form or letter to us by mail at U.S. 
Department of Agriculture, Director, Office of Adjudication, 1400 Independence Avenue, 
S.W., Washington, D.C. 20250-9410, by fax (202) 690-7442 or email at 
program.intake@usda.gov. 

Persons with Disabilities: 
Individuals who are deaf, hard of hearing or have speech disabilities and who wish to file 
either an EEO or program complaint, please contact USDA through the Federal Relay 
Service at (800) 877-8339 or (800) 845-6136 (in Spanish). 

Persons with disabilities who wish to file a program complaint, please see information 
above on how to contact us by mail directly or by email. If you require alternative means of 
communication for program information (e.g., Braille, large print, audiotape, etc.) please 
contact USDA's TARGET Center at (202) 720-2600 (voice and TDD). 
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Comment Response 

 

Comment ID: ACA.0.001
Comment noted. Please be aware that HGCMC has indicated that 
with careful placement, tailings disposal at the approved facility could 
continue into 2016. The description of Alternative A has been revised 
accordingly throughout the document. 

Comment ID: ACA.0.002 
These have been acknowledged as significant concerns raised during 
scoping. The EIS fully describes how the proposed action and 
alternatives could impact water quality, wetlands, aquatic resources 
and Monument values. Sacred places are discussed in Section 3.17, 
Cultural Resources. The EIS also describes mitigation to reduce 
impacts. 

Comment ID: ACA.0.003 
The comment expresses concern about the accuracy of the impacts 
analysis. However, it is not clear what specific part of the analysis is 
of concern. Therefore, it is difficult to respond to this comment. 

With regard to cancer rates, addressing cancer rates in the local 
population is beyond the scope of the analysis. A person’s likelihood 
of developing cancer is affected by many risk factors, including age; 
family history and genetics; diet, level of exercise, and body weight; 
alcohol and tobacco use; certain bacterial and viral infections (e.g., 
hepatitis C); ionizing radiation (e.g., x-rays); and exposure to 
carcinogens (cancer-causing chemicals) in the workplace or the 
environment. These risk factors (and possibly others) and the types 
and incidences of cancers in a population would need to be evaluated 
in depth to begin to understand which risk factors may be contributing 
to the rates of cancer in a population. Cancer can be a result of a 
complex interaction of risk factors and thus is difficult to attribute to a 
single cause. 

While it is possible that some of the metals at the mine site could 
cause adverse health effects if humans were exposed to sufficient 
levels in the environment, it is not expected that the mine operation 
will result in significantly elevated levels of metals beyond the mine 
site boundary. There is no evidence to indicate that the concentration 
of metals or contaminants in fish or wildlife as a result of exposure to 
mine operations would cause cancer or illness through subsistence 
foods gathered outside the mine site.  
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Comment Response 
Metals released to the surface waters of Hawk Inlet will be kept within 
levels that are protective of the environment and will comply with the 
discharge permit enforced by the State, and metals contained in 
fugitive dust will be suppressed and controlled by dust control 
mitigation measures discussed in Section 3.2.3.1. Elevated levels of 
metals from the mine would not occur in Angoon, which is 
approximately 40 miles from the mine. 

The area affected by the mine would not need to be treated 
indefinitely; the design of the cover at closure is intended to support 
the development of self-sustaining vegetation communities that would 
not result in the direct exposure of the tailings. Seepage through the 
tailings would need to be collected and treated prior to discharge until 
the discharge met water quality standards. The collection/treatment 
could last well beyond closure of the mine but its function would be 
guaranteed through the financial assurance required by the U.S. 
Department of Agriculture Forest Service (Forest Service) and the 
State of Alaska. 

Comment ID: ACA.0.004 
Comment noted. The socioeconomics discussion (Section 3.18) 
discusses these aspects of the existing operation and the 
alternatives. 

Comment ID: ACA.0.005 
Comment noted. Section 3.17 of the EIS discusses cultural 
resources, including sacred sites, and sections 3.6 and 3.7 discuss 
water and aquatic resources, respectively. 

As discussed in sections 2.4.9 (Reclamation and Closure), 3.9 
(Vegetation), and 3.13 (Land Use), disturbances at the site would be 
reclaimed at the end of mining operations. Reclamation would include 
covering the tailings facility and establishing a cover that supports 
spruce/hemlock forest. The pre-mining land use would be 
reestablished after closure.  
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Comment Response 

 

Comment ID: AK.0.001
Comment noted. 
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Comment ID: AL.0.001
Comment noted. The Record of Decision presents the Forest 
Service’s final selection and the rationale behind that choice. 

Comment ID: AL.0.002 
Comment noted. Calculations for greenhouse gas emissions for each 
action alternative have been included in Section 3.2.3. In addition, 
alternatives C and D would require an additional 5.6 miles round-trip 
of hauling, not 7 miles. 
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Comment Response 
Comment ID: BA.0.001
Comment noted. The Record of Decision presents the Forest 
Service’s final selection and the rationale behind that choice. 

Comment ID: BA.0.002 
Thank you for your comment. The socioeconomic effects of the 
project, including implications of mine wages are discussed in Section 
3.18 of the Final EIS.  

Comment ID: BA.0.003 
Comment noted. Admiralty Island encompasses 1,053,440 acres, 
995,000 acres of which is National Monument land. The Greens 
Creek Mine’s current footprint is 65.3 acres; the proposed expansion 
could add up to 178 acres of new disturbance. Under Alternative D, 
the largest disturbance footprint of any of the alternatives (245 acres), 
approximately 0.023% of the total acres on Admiralty Island, would be 
affected. Most of the disturbance would be reclaimed following 
closure. 
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Comment Response 
Comment ID: BB.1.001
Comment noted. The Forest Service respectfully disagrees that the 
DEIS is not in compliance with NEPA and that a supplemental DEIS 
is necessary. Responses to the commenter's specific concerns about 
the DEIS are provided. 

Comment ID: BB.1.002 
The regulations in 36 CFR 228.80(c)(2)(ii) require the authorized 
officer to consider the long- and short-term costs of mitigation 
measures in the context of the economic viability of the operations. 
The regulation does not indicate that this consideration is required to 
be included as part of the NEPA analysis. Based on comments 
received from HGCMC, the authorized officer has no indication that 
any of the mitigation measures or alternatives would jeopardize the 
economic viability of the Greens Creek operation. The NEPA 
regulations do not require a cost–benefit analysis. 

It is important to note that alternatives were developed using 
information typical for a scoping-level study for mining operations. 
The result is that each of the alternatives carried forward was 
economically feasible and therefore “practicable.” The Forest Service, 
the USACE and the public are therefore free to base the comparison 
of alternatives on environmental effects without concern about the 
costs. 

Comment ID: BB.1.003 
Monument values are identified in Chapter 1 as a significant issue 
(Issue 4) that led to the formulation of alternatives and mitigation 
measures. The alternative TDF (alternatives C and D) was specifically 
developed to minimize the overall disturbed area in the Monument. 
Section 3.19 is dedicated to assessing impacts to the Monument and 
comparing alternatives. Additional impacts to the Monument are 
addressed in Section 3.22, Cumulative Effects. The information 
presented in the EIS is sufficient to compare alternatives and make 
an informed decision. The rationale for the decision and findings 
required by ANILCA are further documented in the Record of 
Decision. 
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Comment Response 
  Comment ID: BB.1.004

The commenter does not define what a “sufficiently high degree of 
protection” might be. Alternatives C and D were developed, in part, to 
provide alternatives that would reduce effects to fish habitat. All 
alternatives include water management and treatment as long 
asnecessary to ensure compliance with water quality standards and 
discharge permits issued by the State. Ongoing water quality 
monitoring and biological assessment would continue under all 
alternatives. 

Comment ID: BB.1.005 
Cultural resources are discussed in Section 3.17. We cannot provide 
a more detailed response since the commenter has not identified any 
specific cultural values he believes were not adequately described. 

Comment ID: BB.1.006 
Comment noted. The Forest Service respectfully disagrees that the 
DEIS is not in compliance with NEPA and that a supplemental DEIS 
is necessary. 

Comment ID: BB.1.007 
Comment noted. The Record of Decision presents the Forest 
Service’s final selection and the rationale behind that choice. 
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Comment Response 
Comment ID: BF.0.001
Shipping wastes off site was identified during scoping as a potential 
alternative but was eliminated from full consideration because it would 
not have been economical and would simply move the same 
concerns to a different location. See Section 2.5 of the FEIS and 
Appendix C. 

Comment ID: BF.0.002 
Comment noted. At this time, we are unaware of any federally 
recognized tribal entities that manage an in-lieu fee program. 

Comment ID: BF.0.003 
All mitigation banks and in-lieu fee programs must have an approved 
instrument signed by the sponsor and the district engineer prior to 
being used to provide compensatory mitigation for CWA Section 404 
permits. 

Comment ID: BF.0.004 
Comment noted. Neither the Forest Service nor the USACE has the 
authority to regulate hiring or employment practices, but both 
encourage HGCMC to work with the local Native communities to 
employ more indigenous people. 
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Comment Response 
Comment ID: BL.0.001
The action alternatives were determined based on narrowing down a 
wider range of possible alternatives; however, this was not done in an 
arbitrary manner. The range of alternatives was developed based on 
the issues raised during scoping. Section 2.5 clearly describes the 
alternatives that were considered but not carried forward for detailed 
analysis. 

We also disagree with the assertion that the DEIS lacks a complete 
discussion of mitigation alternatives. Mitigation measures are 
discussed in Section 2.6 and in individual resource sections (e.g., 
3.2.3.1 and 3.7.3.1). The decision to analyze impacts over a 30- to 50-
year time frame reflects the action as proposed by HGCMC; the 
potential effects of mining for the full duration of the lease (beyond 30 
to 50 years) are considered as part of cumulative effects (Section 
3.22). For example, the DEIS is quite clear that water treatment will be 
needed beyond the 30- to 50-year time frame. We disagree with the 
assertion that these approaches fall short of the “hard look” required 
by NEPA. 

Regarding the loss of fish habitat in Tributary Creek, Section 3.7 of 
the EIS discloses the amount of stream and habitat that would be lost 
for each alternative and the potential effects on aquatic resources. 
The stream/habitat loss is not negligible for Tributary Creek itself. 
However, when compared to the entire Monument (Section 3.19), the 
loss of part of Tributary Creek is not significant in the context of the 
fish and wildlife habitat distributed throughout the Monument. Section 
3.19 acknowledges that effects on fish and wildlife in the Monument 
will be greater for Alternative B than for other alternatives. 
Requirements under ANILCA are discussed specifically in Section 
3.19 (Monument Values) and addressed directly as part of the Record 
of Decision. 

Comment ID: BL.0.002 
The regulations in 36 CFR 228.80(c)(2)(ii) require the authorized 
officer to consider the long- and short-term costs of mitigation 
measures in the context of the economic viability of the operations. 
The regulation does not indicate that this consideration must be 
included as part of the NEPA analysis. Based on comments received 
from HGCMC, the authorized officer has no indication that any of the 
mitigation measures or alternatives would jeopardize the economic 
viability of the Greens Creek operation. NEPA regulations do not 
require a cost–benefit analysis. 
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Comment Response 
It is important to note that alternatives were developed using 
information typical for a scoping-level study for mining operations. The 
result is that each of the alternatives carried forward was economically 
feasible and therefore “practicable.” The Forest Service, the USACE, 
and the public are therefore free to base the comparison of 
alternatives on environmental effects without concern about the costs.

Comment ID: BL.0.003 
The socioeconomic effects discussion focuses on where the effects of 
the operation occur, which is primarily Juneau. The socioeconomic 
section discloses that the majority of the workers employed at the 
mine reside in Juneau and presents current unemployment rates and 
poverty levels both in the City and Borough of Juneau and in the 
Hoonah–Angoon Census Area (see Section 3.18.2). Additional 
socioeconomic data and recognition of community concerns over 
unemployment, poverty levels, and population decline in Angoon, as 
well as the fact that Angoon realizes little benefit from the mine, have 
been added to Section 3.18.2. The submitted document, The Role of 
Metal Mining in the Alaskan Economy (Power 2002), has been 
reviewed and incorporated into the record. 

Comment ID: BL.0.004 
A supplemental EIS is necessary if a substantial change is made to 
the proposed action that is relevant to environmental concerns or 
there are significant new circumstances or information that is relevant 
to environmental concerns. An agency may also prepare a 
supplemental EIS if it determines that NEPA will be advanced by 
doing so. The comments on the DEIS have resulted in some changes 
to the Final EIS, but these changes do not rise to a level that would 
require supplementation. The Forest Service respectfully disagrees 
that supplementation is necessary to advance NEPA’s purposes. The 
Forest Service has carefully followed NEPA regulations in preparing 
the EIS and we believe that the EIS fully informs our decision in the 
ROD. 

Comment ID: BL.0.005 
The EIS discusses mitigation measures in compliance with the 
regulations. A summary of the mitigation measures is provided in 
Table 2.6.2, which also identifies the sections of the EIS where more 
detailed discussions of the mitigation measures can be found. This 
comment does not provide specific information regarding why 



Appendix A, Part 1: Forest Service Responses to Comments 

Greens Creek Mine Tailings Disposal Facility Expansion Final EIS A-13 

Comment Response 

 

the commenter believes that the mitigation discussions are not 
reasonably complete. 

The EIS clearly discloses the area that would be lost to subsistence 
activities for each alternative. Because the area lost is a small 
percentage of similar available land and mitigation will protect against 
further loss, the EIS concluded that impacts on subsistence would be 
minimal. The Forest Service does not consider mining activities to be 
an irreparable loss of traditional uses in Hawk Inlet. The EIS 
acknowledges the loss of traditional use in the mine area during 
operations and has included mitigation in the form of requiring the 
proponent to conduct additional research into traditional uses in the 
area. 

Comment ID: BL.0.006 
We do not believe that the EIS needs to disclose Hecla’s corporate 
profits in relation to mitigation measures. But the EIS does need to 
identify mitigation that can be implemented and is effective. Cost is 
one factor in ensuring implementation, as is jurisdiction to require the 
specific mitigation, for example. The Forest Service worked with the 
cooperating agencies to come up with the mitigation measures 
included in the EIS. We believe that the EIS adequately discloses how 
mitigation will reduce environmental impacts and identifies who is 
responsible for ensuring implementation. We were careful to ensure 
that the discussion of mitigation is in compliance with recent guidance 
from CEQ on mitigation and monitoring (January 14, 2011, 
Memorandum from Nancy H. Sutley, CEQ, to Heads of Federal 
Departments and Agencies, “Appropriate Use of Mitigation and 
Monitoring…”). 

Comment ID: BL.0.007 
The parties’ intent does not dictate that unreasonable or impracticable 
alternatives be carried forward in detail. Shipping wastes off site is not 
a reasonable alternative because it is not practiced in lead/zinc mining 
(due to its expense—in this case, it could add more than $60/ton to 
disposal costs), it would transfer environmental concerns to a new 
location, and the transfer and transport would increase the risk of 
spills to the marine environment. The Forest Service considered pyrite 
removal in previous NEPA actions and for this tailings expansion EIS 
and determined that it was not a reasonable alternative to carry 
forward for detailed analysis. Section 2.5.3 of the DEIS explains that 
pyrite removal was eliminated from further consideration due to the 
logistical and operational constraints of placing the required facilities 
at the current 
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Comment Response 
mill site and the risk to water quality and aquatic life that comes with 
handling chemically reactive pyrite material. Further, pyrite removal 
would not address the pyrite already present in the TDF. 

Reissuance of the wastewater discharge permit is a process 
independent from the proposed action under consideration. As noted 
in comments and in the EIS in Section 1.8.3.1, the Forest Service is 
responsible for ensuring that the Clean Water Act (CWA) 
requirements are met on National Forest System lands. Regulations in 
36 CFR 228.8(h) state that “certification of other approval issued by 
state agencies or other federal agencies of compliance with laws and 
regulations relating to mining operations will be accepted as 
compliance … with these regulations.” For this reason, the Forest 
Service defers to USEPA’s and ADEC’s expertise in managing the 
reissuance of the authorized wastewater discharge permit and 
assumes for the purposes of this analysis that the permitted discharge 
complies with the CWA. 

The Forest Service recognizes that the discharge is being conducted 
as a legally permitted activity and with the awareness that the 
discharge into Hawk Inlet is protective of the receiving water body and 
its designated beneficial uses, including the propagation of fish, 
shellfish, and other aquatic life and wildlife. Since the discharge is and 
will continue to be permitted by agencies with authority for CWA 
compliance, the Forest Service considers the discharge to be 
protective of water quality for the purposes of this analysis. As such, 
the EIS does not consider alternative water treatment scenarios. 

Comment ID: BL.0.008 
The Forest Service has reviewed all the letters cited in this comment. 
They are included as a part of the public record. The EIS has been 
modified throughout to reflect the current status of the APDES permit 
(AK0043206). Sections 1.2, 1.8.3.3, 2.4.4, and 3.5.2.1, among others 
that refer to the discharge permit, have been modified to reflect that 
the 2005 NPDES permit conditions have been administratively 
extended. 

Please see the response to Comment BL.0.007. The Forest Service 
has no authority over the permit reissuance process and cannot 
compel the USEPA or ADEC to require particular treatment 
technologies, dilution methods, or monitoring requirements associated 
with the permit. Since the discharge is and will continue 
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to be permitted by agencies with authority for CWA compliance, the 
Forest Service considers the discharge to be protective of water 
quality for the purposes of this analysis (36 FCR 228.8(h)). As such, 
the EIS does not consider alternative discharge or treatment 
scenarios. 

If ADEC decides to authorize an off-river treatment system, then 
HGCMC would need to modify its GPO to construct it, and approving 
the modification would be subject to its own NEPA analysis. We do 
not see this as a reasonable alternative to evaluate in this EIS since it 
is outside of the Forest Service’s jurisdiction to require, HGCMC is in 
compliance with its current discharge permit, and no changes to the 
treatment system have been proposed by HGCMC or the State. 

Comment ID: BL.0.009 
Please see responses to comments BL.0.007 and BL.0.008. 

Comment ID: BL.0.010 
The Forest Service acknowledges that compensation by replacing or 
providing substitute resources can be considered a form of mitigation. 
The Forest Service has not found that replacement or substitute 
resources are necessary or warranted based on our consultation with 
the local tribal and non-tribal entities. HGCMC funding the completion 
of the Thayer Creek hydro project for Angoon or funding the 
connection of Hoonah to the intertie would not replace or substitute 
“resources or environments” impacted and is unrelated to HGCMC’s 
GPO. 

Additional cleanup of the 1989 concentrate spill at the ore loading 
facility is under the jurisdiction of the State of Alaska and, if warranted, 
would need to be addressed through their contaminated sites 
program. While the Forest Service has the authority to add mitigation 
measures or additional stipulations to the GPO, that authority does 
not extend to requiring measures that are completely unrelated to the 
operation. 

We encourage the tribes to work directly with HGCMC and the State 
on the issues raised in these comments. The Forest Service has had 
several consultation meetings and we are willing to have additional 
meetings to further explain actions that are and are not within our 
authority. 
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Comment ID: BL.0.011
The EIS reflects the duration of the proposal put forth by the 
proponent. A 30- to 50-year horizon is substantial future planning for a 
mining operation regardless of lease duration. The potential for 
impacts resulting from mining beyond 30 to 50 years and over the 
entirety of the lease term is addressed in the EIS in the cumulative 
effects analysis. See Section 3.22. 

The disposal capacity addressed in the current EIS represents a 
reasonable maximum design, taking into account tailings and waste 
rock production rates over a series of years and based on the 
capacity of the existing mill, the need for disposal capacity for ancillary 
sites (e.g., Site E), and wastes approved for disposal in the ADEC 
Solid Waste Permit (e.g., wastewater treatment plant sludge and 
tires). The Forest Service is confident that the volumes used to design 
the facilities described in the proposed action and alternatives 
represent realistic values for production rates that are likely to occur 
over the next 50 years without substantial modification to processing 
facilities at the mill (i.e., changes that would drive the need for 
additional NEPA action). 

Comment ID: BL.0.012 
See the response to Comment BL.0.011. 

Comment ID: BL.0.013 
The EIS is not intentionally vague or ambiguous in describing the 
change in tailings storage capacity/demand from the 2003 EIS. 

The disposal capacity addressed in the current EIS represents a 
reasonable maximum design, taking into account tailings and waste 
rock production rates over a series of years, the need for disposal 
capacity for ancillary sites (e.g. Site E), and wastes approved for 
disposal in the ADEC Solid Waste Permit (e.g., wastewater treatment 
plant sludge and tires). The Forest Service is confident that the 
volumes used to design the facilities described in the proposed action 
and alternatives in this EIS represent realistic values for production 
rates that are likely to occur without substantial modification to 
processing facilities at the mill (i.e., changes that would drive the need 
for additional NEPA action). If there are substantial changes in the 
future that warrant additional new tailings disposal locations, then 
these would need to be evaluated in future NEPA documents. 
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Comment ID: BL.0.014
The reviewer cites three facts that are out of context and not directly 
related to one another. The change in production rates is not tied to 
geotechnical stability and is accounted for in this analysis (see the 
response to comments BL.0.011 and BL.0.013). The loss of storage 
volume resulted from some areas that are permitted for disposal being 
unsuitable for tailings placement because of geotechnical conditions 
in the native ground that precluded the use of those areas for tailings 
disposal. Avoiding these areas would avoid potential problems with 
the dry stack after the tailings had been placed. The quote from the 
geotechnical impacts section regarding slope stability refers to the 
stability of the TDF itself after it had been constructed. The stability 
analysis was conducted using the information available for the EIS 
and is appropriate based on the amount of information available and 
the "preliminary" level of analysis (as compared to a design- or 
construction-level engineering review). 

Comment ID: BL.0.015 
Please see the responses to comments BL.0.011, BL.0.013, and 
BL.0.014. HGCMC has optimized mill production levels since taking 
over mine operations from KGCMC (its predecessor), which 
contributed to the capacity shortage. The mill itself has limited space, 
meaning that further substantial increases in production levels would 
require additional new equipment for which there is no space, or 
another unforeseeable level of improvement in throughput efficiency. 
The future cannot be predicted absolutely; however, the Forest 
Service is confident that the EIS covers production rates that are 
reasonably foreseeable from any process-related activities in the 
existing mill. Any increase in production levels based on an increase 
in the physical size or processing capacity in the mill would likely call 
for another modification to the GPO, which in turn could result in 
another NEPA action. Likewise, expansion of the tailings disposal 
area beyond that contemplated in this EIS could be subject to future 
NEPA documentation. 

Comment ID: BL.0.016 
The EIS includes all the components required of a NEPA analysis in 
order to address the balance between short-term uses of the 
environment (the proposed project) and enhancement of long-term 
productivity (the development of alternatives with fewer environmental 
impacts, the discussion of environmental consequences, and 
identification of mitigation). Therefore, the EIS 
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is compliant with this aspect of NEPA as well as all other aspects of 
NEPA. 

The need for long-term water treatment is identified in the EIS based 
on more recent sampling and modeling of the quality of the tailings 
leachate than was available during previous NEPA analyses. Sludge 
from the water treatment plant is currently being disposed of in the 
tailings stack, and that practice will continue through closure. The 
methods of control and treatment, including options for sludge 
disposal, would be evaluated and designed as a part of the mine’s 
reclamation and closure plan and regulated through ADEC’s Solid 
Waste Permit. 

Comment ID: BL.0.017 
Although the EIS does not specifically use the words “enhance the 
long-term productivity of the natural environment,” it does explain the 
mitigation, closure, and reclamation that will occur to reduce or 
mitigate impacts (in other words, enhance the long-term productivity). 

The establishment of vegetation on the engineered cover is intended 
to return the land use to its pre-mining status. The engineered cover 
of the dry stack will minimize the movement of oxygen and water into 
the dry stack. 

The potential sources of groundwater contamination, previous 
mitigation activities, and current monitoring for mitigation success are 
described in Section 3.6.2.3. This section also identifies potential 
impacts to groundwater that could be associated with fugitive tailings 
dust. As a result, the Forest Service is requiring additional fugitive 
dust monitoring and study, and a mitigation plan, if deemed 
necessary, to address identified sources (Section 3.2.3.1) 

As stated in Section 3.7.3.1, the existing fish passage project was 
constructed as mitigation for a version of the project that was never 
developed. Therefore, it is appropriate to apply the habitat 
improvement as mitigation for the lost habitat associated with the 
proposed action or either alternatives. This section also provides 
estimated coho smolt production for the habitat gained by the fish 
passage project. To ensure the future operability of the fish passage 
project, quarterly monitoring is required (see Table 2.6-2). 
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Comment ID: BL.0.018
The Forest Service respectfully disagrees about the need for a cost 
comparison among alternatives in order to conduct a rigorous 
environmental review of the project. NEPA regulations require that 
alternatives be reasonable, but does not require a cost–benefit 
analysis. 

Feasibility, which takes into consideration cost (although not with the 
rigor of a cost–benefit analysis), was the initial criterion that drove the 
alternatives discussion once significant issues were identified. For 
example, tailings placement on a 30 percent slope is not technically 
feasible, nor would a wet tailings facility (dam) be, given the existing 
infrastructure. While shipping tailings is as technically feasible as 
shipping concentrate, it is not economically feasible and it is simply 
not done by lead-zinc mining operations. Submarine tailings disposal 
in Stephens Passage is technically feasible but is not feasible in terms 
of the time involved and the unpredictability associated with CWA 
permitting. The Forest Service considers each of the alternatives 
carried forward as technically and economically feasible, a situation 
confirmed by the absence of comments from HGCMC indicating 
otherwise. 

This approach allows the Forest Service, cooperating agencies, and 
the public to evaluate the alternatives strictly based on environmental 
effects. We wholly disagree with the assertion that the alternatives are 
rendered undistinguishable; rather, the entire document is focused on 
presenting a hard look at the differences among a number of viable 
alternatives that address the significant issues. 

Comment ID: BL.0.019 
The description of wastewater management in Section 3.5.2.1 reflects 
upgraded designs as described by EDE (2010) and actual current 
conditions. However, a brief description of improvements that were 
made as a result of storm events in 2007 was added to the 
discussion. The existing plant’s operational lifetime is anticipated to be 
30 years as discussed in the EIS. 

Please see the responses to comments BL.0.007 and BL.0.008. The 
control and discharge of contaminants to Hawk Inlet and the 
management of stormwater is currently regulated through the APDES 
permit using the 2005 permit conditions, which have been 
administratively extended until the APDES permit is reissued. 
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In issuing the 2005 permit, the USEPA established effluent limits at 
levels that are protective of the receiving water body and its 
designated beneficial uses, including the propagation of fish, shellfish, 
aquatic life, and wildlife. 

It is beyond the scope of the EIS to evaluate the cost of mine 
stormwater management facilities or construction of a new wastewater 
treatment plant. 

Comment ID: BL.0.020 
As discussed in the response to Comment BL.0.014, the geotechnical 
concern that led to a loss of tailings disposal space resulted from 
conditions in the native ground (foundation material) rather than 
conditions in the TDF. The decision to allow co-disposal of tailings and 
waste rock was a separate action from this EIS and is not subject to 
comment at this time.  

However, from an engineering standpoint, the geotechnical stability of 
the TDF does not substantially change with the addition of waste rock 
to the tailings. The geotechnical stability of the proposed expansion 
and alternative TDFs was evaluated in Section 3.3.3. As stated in 
Section 3.3.3.1, the Forest Service and ADEC will require monitoring 
for geotechnical stability under all alternatives so that any changes in 
anticipated conditions can be addressed by design modifications if 
necessary. The model used to predicted leachate quality anticipated 
through the TDF(s) considered the co-disposal of waste rock and 
tailings and is described in Section 3.5.3.1. 

Leaching of ARD from Site C into Greens Creek would be an 
unpermitted discharge. To remain in compliance with its permits, the 
operator would need to capture the seepage as part of the water 
management plan. The treatment system has the capacity to handle 
additional seepage from Site C. 

Comment ID: BL.0.021 
The NEPA process is not an enforcement assessment tool tied to the 
environmental auditing required by ADEC’s Solid Waste Permit. The 
issues surrounding Site C are related to the management of ongoing 
operations and are being addressed by the Forest Service in 
conjunction with ADEC. The situation related to HGCMC having 
issues with the pumpback system is a one-time or limited-duration 
occurrence and is not part of the normal operating conditions at the 
mine. Similarly, the leaching of discolored water from Site C into 
Greens Creek is not a permitted activity. 
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A NEPA analysis is not intended to anticipate or address the range of 
potential upset conditions that could occur over the operational 
lifetime of any mining operation. The pumpback issue at Site C is 
outside the scope of the EIS. As noted in the audit, the lag time is an 
estimate. All water emanating from Site C is controlled and pumped to 
the water treatment plant. 

Comment ID: BL.0.022 
Additional consultation information has been added to Section 1.6, 
which notes that the Forest Service communicated with a local 
federally recognized tribes, Alaska Native Corporations, and members 
of the Aak’w Kwaan. 

Comment ID: BL.0.023 
The EIS has been modified throughout to reflect the current status of 
the APDES permit (AK0043206). Sections 1.2, 1.8.3.3, 2.4.4, and 
3.5.2.1, among others that refer to the discharge permit, have been 
modified to reflect that the 2005 NPDES permit conditions have been 
administratively extended until the APDES permit is reissued. 

Comment ID: BL.0.024 
ADF&G has the statutory responsibility for “protecting” freshwater 
anadromous fish habitat and providing free passage for anadromous 
and resident fish in freshwater bodies (AS 16.05.841–871). Any 
activity or project that is conducted below the ordinary high water 
mark of an anadromous stream requires a Fish Habitat Permit. A Fish 
Habitat Permit is required before any action is taken to construct a 
hydraulic project; use, divert, obstruct, pollute, or change the natural 
flow or bed of a specified river, lake, or stream; or use wheeled, 
tracked, or excavating equipment or log-dragging equipment in the 
bed of a specified river, lake, or stream. 

Comment ID: BL.0.025 
The Anadromous Fish Act is one of several laws and directions 
considered in the document. Other laws and direction include 
ANILCA, the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation Act, 
Endangered Species Act, and direction from the Forest Plan 
Standards and Guidelines. See Section 1.8 of the EIS. 

Comment ID: BL.0.026 
Since cost is not a driving factor in making a NEPA decision, the 
Forest Service determined that a supplemental EIS is not necessary 
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to disclose cost details for this project. A supplemental memo 
regarding relative costs by alternative is included in the planning 
record. 

Comment ID: BL.0.027 
HGCMC has established and continues to monitor a test cover placed 
over a portion of the waste rock dump. This test facility serves to 
evaluate the design and performance of the cover. While this test 
cover is not over tailings, the movement of water through the cover 
and the establishment and effectiveness of vegetation on it will 
provide insight into its long-term performance. The Forest Service and 
permitting agencies will continue to monitor data collected from this 
site in the ongoing assessment of closure planning. This approach will 
eliminate some of the uncertainty associated with long-term 
performance. The Forest Service is confident of the financial 
assurance approach we implement in conjunction with the state and 
do not see a need to modify the bonding process to address more or 
less uncertainty. The Forest Service does not consider “pyrite 
reduction” a viable mitigation measure. 

Comment ID: BL.0.028 
It is not within the scope of this EIS to identify individual triggers and 
response pathways for parameters that are monitored under the 
various agencies’ permitting and monitoring programs. Establishing 
such triggers in the EIS is not binding for other regulatory agencies 
and undermines their authority and effectiveness over the long term. 
Each of the various authorizations and permits identified in Chapter 2 
have their own monitoring and reporting requirements. 

Comment ID: BL.0.029 
Edit made per comment. All slopes considered must be less than 30 
percent. Edit made in Appendix C. 

Comment ID: BL.0.030 
The current cost to dispose of tailings is approximately $4.50/metric 
ton. If tailings were to be shipped off site, the costs of site preparation, 
trucking, stacking, and grading the tailings would remain. 

HGCMC uses a cost of $68/ton to project costs for shipping and 
handling concentrate. Since tailings are of a similar consistency to 
concentrates, it is reasonable to assume that shipping and handling 
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costs would be of a similar magnitude. If the costs to ship tailings to 
an off-site facility were 25 percent of the cost of shipping concentrate 
overseas, the costs of shipping and dry-stacking tailings would be 
approximately $17/metric ton. Because shipping the tailings would 
increase costs for tailings disposal roughly fourfold, an off-site 
alternative was not considered practicable and was not carried 
forward for detailed analysis. 

As noted in response to Comment BL.0.002, the regulations at 36 
CFR 228.80(c)(2)(ii) do not require the long- and short-term costs of 
mitigation measures to be incorporated into the NEPA process. 

Comment ID: BL.0.031 
Pyrite would need to be removed through flotation, similar to the 
process employed to recover lead or zinc concentrates. A pyrite 
recovery “cell” would need to be incorporated into (or replace a 
portion of) the current milling process. Installing flotation tanks to 
recover pyrite would require the displacement or repurposing of 
equipment currently used to generate marketable products (i.e., lead 
and zinc concentrates) to create a further-refined waste (i.e., pyrite). 
There would be no economic justification for designing and building a 
second mill facility elsewhere on the mine site strictly to reprocess a 
single waste (tailings) into two wastes (pyrite concentrate and 
tailings). 

The approved configuration of the TDF will contain 5.5 million cubic 
yards of pyrite-containing tailings. Removing pyrite from subsequent 
placement will not eliminate the need to treat for metals in water 
emanating from the TDF. Even if all pyrite were removed from the 
tailings starting at the beginning of the process, there is insufficient 
evidence to indicate that TDF drainage would meet water quality 
standards without treatment. 

Removal of the pyrite would reduce the potential for acid generation 
from the TDF. However, the data do not indicate that pyrite removal 
would be the solution to alleviate long-term risks to water quality, 
aquatic life, and Monument values, as suggested by the commenter. 
In terms of producing pyrite as a marketable product, the Forest 
Service is unable to substantiate that a viable market exists for pyrite 
produced at the Greens Creek Mine and ultimately cannot dictate how 
the mine conducts its milling operations or direct what products a 
proponent offers to the market. 
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Comment ID: BL.0.032
Containment and control of hazardous materials is required by several 
permitting activities. As discussed in Section 1.8.3.3, control and 
containment of oil or other hazardous substances is required under 
Section 311 of the CWA. The USEPA requires that HGCMC prepare 
and maintain a Spill Prevention, Control, and Countermeasures plan 
that specifies storage, containment, spill responses, and reporting 
requirements. 

Comment ID: BL.0.033 
As the commenter notes, removing or reducing pyrite would diminish 
the propensity of the tailings to oxidize and generate acid; however, 
the overall benefit and effect on metals mobility is not necessarily as 
obvious. Likewise, there is no indication that costs or water treatment 
needs would necessarily be reduced over the long term. 

While pyrite is a “marketable” commodity, the value of the product 
may not outweigh shipping costs. The same website provided by the 
commenter shows the price of zinc and lead concentrates at $100 to 
$300 per metric ton (zinc) and lead concentrate at $400 per metric ton 
(lead). Based on these gross, web-based estimates, the value of zinc 
and lead and zinc products range from 44 to 100 times the value of 
pyrite. The Forest Service does not have the authority to regulate the 
products that a particular mining operation takes to market. In this 
case, HGCMC would need to determine that pyrite is indeed a 
marketable product within the realm of its operational constraints. We 
would note that it is unclear from the information provided whether 
either the Neal Mine or Bion Fraction, Lehigh Claim are even 
operational mines; they do not appear to serve as model operations 
for pyrite production on National Forest lands. 

Also see the response to Comment BL.0.032. 

Comment ID: BL.0.034 
Comment noted. Statements indicating that effluent from the TDF 
would be allowed to gravity drain to Hawk Inlet in the absence of 
management were removed from the EIS based on this and other 
comments received by the Forest Service. The NEPA analysis 
assumes that leachate from the TDF would need to be controlled and 
treated at all times, both during operations and after closure. These 
activities would be managed through a discharge permit. 
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Comment ID: BL.0.035
Neither expansion of the existing TDF nor development of the 
alternative TDF site (alternatives C and D) would have measurable 
adverse impacts to minority or low-income communities. Section 3.18 
has been revised to acknowledge that residents and representatives 
from Angoon have expressed concern over the population loss and 
the need for jobs in the community. This project, however, is not likely 
to have significant adverse or positive effects related to economic 
conditions in Angoon. 

Comment ID: BL.0.036 
Additional discussion has been included in Section 3.17.1 
acknowledging that Angoon residents have identified Hawk Inlet as a 
sacred place because of its use as a traditional trade route, important 
food source, and area where traditions were taught. 

Comment ID: BL.0.037 
The reason that Hawk Inlet has been considered sacred is discussed 
in the EIS (Section 3.21, Environmental Justice). A management 
strategy is in place for the traditional migration corridor / trade route at 
the north end of Hawk Inlet (no alternative in this EIS would affect the 
corridor). Documentation of the oral history of the area through 
interviews with elders is required mitigation for Cultural and 
Subsistence resources (see Table 2.6-1) to addresses the historical 
use of the area by the current generation of elders. Subsistence 
Hearings were held in Hoonah on September 14, 2012, and in 
Angoon on November 8, 2012 (see Section 1.5.3). Current 
subsistence uses are described in Section 3.16. 

Comment ID: BL.0.038 
Comment noted. The current Waste Management Permit requires 
temperature monitoring in the TDF immediately before and following 
the closure process. Although it is not a current requirement, HGCMC 
has indicated that it does monitor temperature in the TDF. 

Comment ID: BL.0.039 
ADEC is the regulatory authority in listing impaired water bodies in the 
State of Alaska. ADEC’s August 2012 Draft Water Quality Monitoring 
and Assessment Report did not propose listing any streams in the 
area of the Greens Creek Mine as impaired. ADEC did propose listing 
the water in Hawk Inlet in the immediate vicinity of the 1989 ore spill 
as impaired, but not the entire water body. The EIS has been modified 
to reflect this recent proposed listing in Section 3.7.2.1. 
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The commenter’s letter to ADEC (September 14, 2011) has been 
reviewed and incorporated into the project record. 

Comment ID: BL.0.040 
Please see the response to Comment BL.0.023. All related text in the 
EIS has been changed accordingly, including maximum allowable 
discharges stated in Section 3.5.2.1. 

Comment ID: BL.0.041 
The description of wastewater management in Section 3.5.2.1 reflects 
improved designs as described by EDE (2010) and reflects actual 
current conditions. However, a brief description of improvements that 
were made as a result of storm events in 2007 was added to the 
discussion. 

Comment ID: BL.0.042 
The potential sources of groundwater contamination, previous 
mitigation activities, and current monitoring for mitigation success are 
disclosed in Section 3.6.2.3. This section also identifies potential 
impacts to groundwater that could be associated with fugitive tailings 
dust. As a result, the Forest Service is requiring additional fugitive 
dust monitoring and study, and a mitigation plan, if required, to 
address identified sources (Section 3.2.3.1). 

Comment ID: BL.0.043 
The potential sources of groundwater contamination, previous 
mitigation activities, and current monitoring for mitigation success are 
disclosed in Section 3.6.2.3. This section also identifies potential 
impacts to groundwater that could be associated with fugitive tailings 
dust. As a result, the Forest Service is requiring additional fugitive 
dust monitoring and study, and a mitigation plan, if required, to 
address identified sources (Section 3.2.3.1)  

Comment ID: BL.0.044 
Motyka et al. (2007) (Post Little Ice Age Rebound in the Glacier Bay 
Region) indicates that sea levels in Hawk Inlet are affected by 
approximately 1.0 centimeter (0.4 inch) per year. At this rate, it is not 
anticipated that tidal flushing behavior would have changed 
substantially since the 1981 dye dilution study. Likewise, it is not 
anticipated that natural sediment transport from Greens Creek or Zinc 
Creek would have substantially changed the Greens Creek delta or 
the bathymetry of Hawk Inlet. 

Please see the response to Comment BL.0.008. 
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Comment ID: BL.0.045
Comment noted. Marine fish and shellfish resources are summarized 
in Section 3.7, which cites the 2003 EIS (USFS 2003) for details. 
Additional details are not needed for analysis because alterations in 
marine discharge of treated water are not part of this decision. Issues 
related to the marine discharge of treated water were addressed in 
the earlier EIS (USFS 2003). 

Comment ID: BL.0.046 
Please see the responses to comments BL.0.007 and BL.0.008. The 
letter submitted (Chambers, September 18, 2011) has been reviewed 
and incorporated into the record. 

Comment ID: BL.0.047 
Please see the response to Comment BL.0.023. 

Comment ID: BL.0.048 
The discussion in the EIS was modified in Section 3.7.2.2 to reflect 
that the only noted increase at Site S-1 near Outfall 002 was for lead, 
where lead concentrations in sediments were 8.17 mg/kg prior to 
mining and averaged 8.80 mg/kg during mining. This increase is less 
than the natural variation as reflected by the standard deviation of 
4.58. 

To put loading into context, 2010 average flow and monitoring data 
were used to compare the natural loading of metals from Greens 
Creek to Hawk Inlet versus the loading of metals through the 002 
outfall. Based on this comparison, the average natural loading of 
dissolved zinc from Greens Creek to Hawk Inlet in 2010 was 1.26 
pounds per day. The average 2010 loading of total zinc through the 
002 outfall to Hawk Inlet was 0.37 pound per day, approximately 60% 
less than the natural rate of loading. 

Comment ID: BL.0.049 
Section 3.7.1.1 presents pre-mining freshwater aquatic resources 
details. Recent and ongoing monitoring that occurs concurrently with 
mining and milling operations does not reflect pre-mining conditions. 
The statement cited in the comment (referring to the data as “limited”) 
refers to the data collected prior to mining, not the data collected since 
mining began. Recent metals concentration monitoring in Dolly 
Varden, collected since 2001, is fully summarized in Section 3.7.2.1 of 
this EIS. Table 2.6-3 notes required juvenile fish sampling, including 
subsamples analyzed for chemistry. 
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Comment ID: BL.0.050
Available information on the monitoring, including statistically 
significant conditions, is summarized in Table 3.7-4 and discussed in 
Section 3.7.2.1. The EIS description accurately describes the current 
metals concentrations in these fish. The monitoring program was 
designed by state and federal resource agencies, including ADF&G, 
and is conducted by ADF&G with support from the Forest Service and 
the operator. 

Effects to aquatic resources from expansion of the existing TDF would 
be greatest in Tributary Creek. The report Aquatic Biomonitoring at 
the Greens Creek Mine, 2011 Report (ADF&G 2012) concludes that 
whole-body metals concentrations in juvenile Dolly Varden char 
collected in 2011 were not significantly different compared to data 
from previous years and, overall, the data suggest a productive 
aquatic community at Site 9. 

In Greens Creek, outside the TDF expansion area, the report (ADFG 
2012) further concludes that fish tissue metals concentrations were 
similar in 2011 to those observed in previous years. Further, it states 
that, overall, samples collected in 2011 suggest a healthy aquatic 
community at Site 54. Recent recommendations from ADF&G for 
modification of the aquatic biomonitoring program included in the 
2011 report (ADF&G 2012) are being considered. 

Comment ID: BL.0.051 
Pool and riffle features have been added to the description of 
Tributary Creek in section 3.7.1.1. The quality of the habitat that could 
be lost is considered in the estimate of coho salmon smolt production, 
which is quantitative in its assessment. 

Comment ID: BL.0.052 
The top of page 3-92 in the DEIS actually began a new subsection, 
the title of which was cut off during the document production process. 
That subsection is titled “Metals in Sediment in Hawk Inlet.” This error 
has been corrected in the FEIS. 

Comment ID: BL.0.053 
Comment noted. The statement is valid based on the information 
reviewed in developing the EIS. The existing Hawk Inlet monitoring 
requirements were established by the USEPA and ADEC in the 2005 
NPDES permit (AK0043206), following a public process. It was 
administratively extended in 2011. The ADEC is in the process 
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of reissuing the permit for the Greens Creek Mine under the APDES 
permit program; this process will include a public notice and comment 
period. This process could also result in changes to Hawk Inlet 
monitoring. Please see the response to Comment BL.0.008. 

The records submitted (email and letter from ADEC) have been 
reviewed and incorporated into the record. 

Comment ID: BL.0.054 
The EIS describes the Hawk Inlet Monitoring Program, which requires 
regular monitoring of water quality, sediments, mussels, and worms at 
various locations in the inlet. The monitoring is required by ADEC. 

ADEC’s August 2012 Draft Water Quality Monitoring and Assessment 
Report did propose to list just the portion of Hawk Inlet in the 
immediate vicinity of the 1989 ore spill as impaired but not the entire 
water body. The EIS has been modified in Section 3.7. 2.2 to reflect 
this recent proposed listing. 

Since the spill did not occur on Forest Service lands we do not have 
jurisdiction over how contamination would be remedied. A 
determination of whether a cleanup is warranted and the extent to 
which it would need to be conducted is under the jurisdiction of ADEC. 
The fact that elevated levels of metals are present in the area of the 
spill that occurred in 1989 does not provide the Forest Service any 
additional data that would be useful in selecting among the 
alternatives under consideration in this NEPA action. 

Comment ID: BL.0.055 
Additional detail has been provided in Section 3.17.2 to describe the 
survey work done to establish baseline conditions. The quoted 
statement refers broadly to conditions in Southeast Alaska. The 
potential impact areas in the project area have already been surveyed 
for cultural resources directly; consequently, the relevance of isostatic 
rebound in affecting the detection or occurrence of potential sites is 
minimal. 

Comment ID: BL.0.056 
Section 3.19.3 addresses effects to fish and wildlife resources in the 
Monument. As noted in the EIS, the expansion of the existing tailings 
under any alternative would represent about 1/100th of 1 percent of 
the total Monument area. Local effects to fish and wildlife 
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(including bears and eagles) are presented in sections 3.7 and 3.11, 
respectively. 

Based on the ADF&G’s catalogued fish streams, there are 1,665,917 
feet of anadromous streams on Admiralty Island. The proposed 
action, Alternative B, would impact approximately 1,646 feet of 
Tributary Creek, an anadromous fish stream. The 1,646 feet of 
impacted anadromous fish stream accounts for 0.098% of the total 
cataloged anadromous fish streams on Admiralty Island and does not 
include all the uncataloged streams. 

Comment ID: BL.0.057 
Table 3.23-1, page 3-288 of the DEIS included the direct habitat loss 
of about 4,000 linear feet of streams (Class I and II combined) by 
burial for Alternative B. Table 3.23-1 in the FEIS has been revised to 
include the Class II habitat lost for alternatives C and D in the Fowler 
Creek drainage. 

Please note that a fish passage facility on Greens Creek will be 
repaired as mitigation for the loss of salmon habitat in the Tributary or 
Fowler Creek drainage. 

Comment ID: BL.0.058 
Comment noted. The Forest Service believes that the DEIS provides 
the hard look at a range of alternatives as required by NEPA and that 
a supplemental draft is unwarranted.  
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Comment ID: BS.0.001
This EIS evaluates the 30- to 50-year mine life proposed by the mine 
operator. Operations beyond this time frame are not reasonably 
foreseeable; however, sections 3.22.1 and 3.22.2, Cumulative Effects, 
have been revised to state that mining could potentially continue until 
2095, as authorized by the Greens Creek Land Exchange Act. The 
process for establishing financial assurance for the long-term closure 
of the site is discussed in Section 1.8.3.1 and Appendix B. 

Comment ID: BS.0.002 
The process for establishing financial assurance for the long-term 
closure of the site is discussed in Section 1.8.3.1 and Appendix B. 

The Forest Service considered pyrite removal in previous NEPA 
actions and for this tailings expansion EIS and determined that it was 
not a reasonable alternative to carry forward for detailed analysis. 
Section 2.5.3 of the DEIS explains that pyrite removal was eliminated 
from further consideration due to the logistical and operational 
constraints of placing the required facilities at the current mill site and 
the risk to water quality and aquatic life that comes with handling 
chemically reactive pyrite material. 

Comment ID: BS.0.003 
The regulations in 36 CFR 228.80(c)(ii) require the authorized officer 
to consider the long- and short-term costs of mitigation measures in 
terms of the economic viability of the operations. The regulation does 
not indicate that this consideration must be included as part of the 
NEPA analysis. Based on comments received from HGCMC, the 
authorized officer has no indication that any of the mitigation 
measures would jeopardize the economic viability of the Greens 
Creek operation. 
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Comment ID: CB.0.001
Comment noted. The Record of Decision presents the Forest 
Service’s final selection and the rationale behind that choice. 
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Comment ID: CM.0.001
Comment noted. The Record of Decision presents the Forest 
Service’s final selection and the rationale behind that choice. 
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Comment ID: CR.0.001
Comment noted. The Record of Decision presents the Forest 
Service’s final selection and the rationale behind that choice. 

Comment ID: CR.0.002 
Comment noted. The EIS presents a discussion of socioeconomic 
effects of the alternatives in Section 3.18. The Record of Decision 
presents the Forest Service’s final selection and the rationale behind 
that choice. 
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Comment ID: CS.0.001
Comment noted. Please note that there is no tailings dam at the 
Greens Creek Mine; the tailings are disposed of in a “dry stack,” as 
discussed in Section 2.4.3.1. The socioeconomic effects of the 
project are presented in Section 3.18.3. 
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Comment ID: DB.0.001
Comment noted. Please note that there is no tailings dam at the 
Greens Creek Mine; the tailings are disposed of in a “dry stack,” as 
discussed in Section 2.4.3.1. The socioeconomic effects of the project 
are presented in Section 3.18.3. 
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Comment ID: DC.0.001
Comment noted. The previous operator of the site, Kennecott Greens 
Creek Mining Company, installed a 2-acre test cover of the design 
over a portion of the waste rock dump in 2000. That cover’s 
performance was monitored regularly and documented in Hopp, 
Giesen, and McDonnell (2010). Hopp, L., T. Giesen and J. 
McDonnell. 2010. Hydrological Performance of Cover Systems at the 
Greens Creek Mine: Combined Field-Modeling Analysis. Final Project 
Report. Oregon State University. Corvallis OR. 

We agree that Alternative C would provide an additional 10 years of 
data on the behavior of acid generation in the dry stack while the 
operator continued mining and disposal activities on site. However, 
the test cover should help minimize the potential for surprises 
regardless of the alternative selected. 

Comment ID: DC.0.002 
Comment noted. The EIS has been modified throughout to reflect that 
the issuance of the APDES permit was stayed by ADEC. The EIS has 
been modified throughout to reflect the current status of the APDES 
permit (AK0043206). Sections 1.2, 1.8.3.3, 2.4.4, and 3.5.2.1, among 
others referring to the permit, have been modified to reflect that the 
2005 NPDES permit conditions have been administratively extended 
until the APDEs permit is reissued. 

Reissuance of the wastewater discharge permit is a process 
independent from the proposed action under consideration. As noted 
in comments and in the EIS in Section 1.8.3.1, the Forest Service is 
responsible for ensuring that the CWA requirements are met on 
National Forest System lands. Regulations in 36 CFR 228.8(h) state 
that “certification of other approval issued by state agencies or other 
federal agencies of compliance with laws and regulations relating to 
mining operations will be accepted as compliance … with these 
regulations.” 

For this reason, the Forest Service defers to the USEPA’s and 
ADEC’s expertise in managing the reissuance of the authorized 
wastewater discharge permit and assumes for the purposes of this 
analysis that the permitted discharge complies with the CWA. The 
Forest Service recognizes that the discharge is being conducted as a 
legally permitted activity and that the discharge into Hawk Inlet is 
protective of the receiving water body and its designated beneficial 
uses, including the propagation of fish, shellfish, and other aquatic life 
and wildlife. 
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Comment ID: DC.0.003
Please see the response to Comment DC.0.002. 

Comment ID: DC.0.004 
Please see the response to Comment DC.0.002. The Forest Service 
has no authority over the permit reissuance process and cannot 
compel the USEPA or ADEC to require particular treatment 
technologies, dilution methods, or monitoring requirements 
associated with the permit. Since the discharge is and will continue to 
be permitted by agencies with authority for CWA compliance, the 
Forest Service considers the discharge to be protective of water 
quality for the purposes of this analysis (36 CFR 228.8(h)). As such, 
the EIS does not consider alternative discharge or treatment 
scenarios. 

Comment ID: DC.0.005 
Comment noted. Please see the responses to comments DC.0.002 
and DC.0.004. 

Comment ID: DC.0.006 
The DEIS acknowledges in Appendix B that the current reclamation 
bond needs to be updated to take into account the TDF expansion 
and the newly identified need for long-term water treatment. The 
DEIS contains an extensive discussion of the components that will be 
required of the updated financial assurance and the process that the 
Forest Service and State of Alaska follow to do this. 

Comment ID: DC.0.007 
As noted in the comment, the recent environmental audit (SRK 2009) 
identified a concern regarding the uncertainty in the need for long-
term water treatment. Based on that concern, SRK recommended 
that the site should continue to collect the data needed for assessing 
long-term water quality treatment, treatment requirements, and 
treatment options. 

The EIS identified the need for long-term water treatment. Thus, 
financial assurance for long-term water treatment will be required. 
This is reflected in the EIS (see sections 2.4.8.2, 3.4.4, and 3.5.3.1 
and Appendix B). See the response to Comment DC.0.008 regarding 
the difficulty of including a cost estimate in the EIS. The reclamation 
and closure plan and financial assurance will be updated as a 
separate process following, and based on direction in, the Record of 
Decision. 
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Comment ID: DC.0.008
Appendix B of the EIS states that (1) the Forest Service is committed 
to requiring water treatment for as long as needed beyond mine 
closure and (2) the Forest Service will require that the updated 
financial assurance includes costs for long-term water treatment. 
Appendix B specifies that, for the purposes of cost estimation, 100 
years of water treatment is assumed. Even though water treatment 
could occur for a longer time, the bond estimate remains 
approximately the same for treatment beyond 100 years. 

A numerical estimate of the reclamation and closure cost is not 
included in the EIS, since this amount will be determined after the 
ROD is issued. At that time there will be certainty regarding the 
selected alternative, mitigation measures that will be required, and 
any other stipulations.  

We believe that the written commitment to require water treatment 
and to update the financial assurance is sufficient disclosure for the 
purposes of NEPA, without having to include an uncertain cost 
estimate. The Forest Service requires the submittal of a bond for 
reclaiming disturbances before approval of a plan of operations and 
implementation of the action (see FEIS Section 2.4.9.2). 

The Forest Service’s administration regulations do not require public 
review and comment on the reclamation and closure estimate. The 
State process does allow for public comment. This is disclosed in 
Appendix B of the EIS. Also see the response to Comment DM.3.007.

Comment ID: DC.0.009 
Comment noted. 

Comment ID: DC.0.010 
The DEIS did not identify an agency-preferred alternative because 
none existed at the time. The FEIS includes a preferred alternative, 
consistent with 40 CFR 1502.14(e). 

Comment ID: DC.0.011 
Comment noted. The FEIS presents the Forest Service’s identification 
of the preferred alternative (see Section 2.3.6). 
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Comment ID: DC.0.012
Long-term stability, both static and dynamic, will need to be 
addressed in detail during final design of the new dry-stack facility. 
However, these analyses are not appropriate for an alternatives 
investigation, nor will they have a significant impact on the choice 
among alternatives, because the seismic considerations will be 
roughly equal for all alternatives (see DEIS Section 3.3.4). 

In addition, because this facility will not be impounding water, 
regulations pertaining to dams do not apply to the proposed facility. 
The facility will fall under the jurisdiction of ADEC Solid Waste 
Regulations (18 AAC 60), which require conceptual consideration of 
stability during permitting and detailed stability analyses prior to 
closure. 

Comment ID: DC.0.013 
Comment noted. See the response to Comment DC.0.012. 

Comment ID: DC.0.014 
Comment noted. See the response to Comment DC.0.012. 

Comment ID: DC.0.015 
Comment noted. The TDF is a dry-stack design not intended to 
impound either tailings or water. Therefore, the TDF is not 
comparable to a “large dam,” nor would it be subject to Federal 
Energy Regulatory Commission regulations. Also see the response to 
Comment DC.0.012. 
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Comment ID: DC.0.016
Comment noted. See the response to Comment DC.0.012. 

Comment ID: DC.0.017 
The new TDF would be developed in the same manner as the 
existing TDF, including the design and construction and operation of 
the sub-drains, liner, and tailings placement. New finger and blanket 
drains would be placed to form the facility underdrain system. The 
underdrains would be built on a pad of nonreactive material. See EIS 
sections 2.3.3 and 2.3.4. Seepage through the TDF flows to the TDF 
underdrain collection system and is collected by a series of wet wells 
at the base of the TDF (EIS Section 2.4.4). 

The operator will be required to submit a development plan, 
consistent with the selected alternative based on this analysis, that 
specifies the use of liners or other devices to prevent adverse impacts 
to groundwater and surface water and specifies the use of 
underdrains, finger drains, and french drains in a way that allows for 
tailings contact-water to be effectively controlled. 

Monitoring will be required consistent with the GPO and State of 
Alaska Waste Management Permit, updated to reflect the selected 
alternative prior to development. 

Comment ID: DC.0.018 
See the response to Comment DC.0.017. 
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Comment ID: DC.1.001
Comment noted. The Record of Decision presents the Forest 
Service’s final selection and the rationale behind that choice. 

Comment ID: DC.1.002 
Comment noted. The Forest Service’s decision and the rationale for 
making it are presented in the Record of Decision. 

Comment ID: DC.1.003 
Comment noted. Section 3.18 discusses the socioeconomic impacts 
of the project. 

Comment ID: DC.1.004 
Comment noted. The Record of Decision presents the Forest 
Service’s final selection and the rationale behind that choice. 
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Comment ID: DG.0.001
Comment noted. However, the NEPA analysis discloses in Section 
3.5.3.1 that, based on current conditions, leachate (drainage) from the 
TDF will need to be controlled, treated, and regulated by a discharge 
permit both during operations and after closure. In addition, the Forest 
Service will require financial assurance to ensure that treatment 
occurs for as long as needed. 

Comment ID: DG.0.002 
Stability analyses were conducted using 3H:1V slopes rather than the 
angle of repose. Both circular and block slip surfaces were analyzed, 
using conservative material properties previously used by Klohn 
Crippen. 

Comment ID: DG.0.003 
As noted in comment responses and in Section 1.8.3.1 in the EIS, the 
Forest Service is responsible for ensuring that the CWA requirements 
are met on National Forest System lands. Regulations in 36 CFR 
228.8(h) state that “certification of other approval issued by state 
agencies or other federal agencies of compliance with laws and 
regulations relating to mining operations will be accepted as 
compliance … with these regulations.” For this reason, the Forest 
Service defers to the USEPA’s and ADEC’s expertise in managing 
the reissuance of the authorized wastewater discharge permit and 
assumes for the purposes of this analysis that the permitted 
discharge complies with the CWA. The Forest Service has no 
authority over the permit reissuance process and cannot compel the 
USEPA or ADEC to require particular treatment technologies, dilution 
methods, or monitoring requirements associated with the permit. As 
such the EIS does not consider alternative discharge scenarios. 
Identifying passive treatment as a potential mechanism would be 
presumptive without treatability studies being conducted to evaluate 
the effectiveness and to determine a design for a system. 
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Comment ID: DG.0.004
Thank you for your suggestion. Because of the scope of the EIS and 
its authority under the NEPA process, the Forest Service cannot 
require HGCMC to provide engineering or financial support to Angoon 
on the Thayer Lake hydro project. 
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Comment ID: DM.0.001
Comment noted. The Forest Service disagrees with the commenter’s 
assertion about the qualifications of the EIS authors. Ultimately, the 
Forest Service is responsible for the content of the EIS, and it is 
confident that the quality and detail is sufficient to provide the 
necessary hard look at environmental consequences required by 
NEPA. Please also see responses to specific comments. 

Comment ID: DM.0.002 
Comment noted. The commenter should be aware that there is no 
appeal available corresponding to the release of a DEIS. An appeal 
period will be available following the issuance of a final EIS. While the 
letter is addressed to the Forest Service, it is not clear which federal 
agencies the commenter believes are out of compliance. 

Comment ID: DM.0.003 
The draft EIS relied on the best information available to provide 
information on traditional and customary subsistence uses. The 
commenter does not identify which “significant individuals and 
groups” were left out of the study. The Forest Service held public 
meetings during NEPA scoping and on the draft EIS in Angoon and 
Juneau, and held subsistence hearings in Angoon and Hoonah. 
Information related to subsistence uses received during those 
meetings has been incorporated into the final EIS. We received no 
written comments from individuals or groups that either provided or 
offered to provide additional information related to subsistence uses, 
socioeconomic conditions, or cultural resources. 

Without more specific information on the significant individuals, 
groups, clans, or tribal entities that were left out, the Forest Service is 
unable to validate the commenter’s concerns regarding inaccurate 
assumptions in the Cultural Resources and Socioeconomics sections. 
The document acknowledges the traditional use of the area (sections 
3.16.1 and 3.16.2), presents the results of cultural resource literature 
review and field surveys (sections 3.17.1 and 3.17.2), and discusses 
the socioeconomics directly related to the proposed action and 
alternatives (Section 3.18.3). Since many of the impacts are common 
to all alternatives (e.g., activity in Hawk Inlet displacing subsistence 
users), it is not clear that ethnographic interviews or community 
surveys would provide substantial new information that would alter 
the decision-making process. 
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The Forest Service acknowledges that mining activities have 
displaced some subsistence users in Hawk Inlet and surrounding 
areas and may continue to so; this displacement could also involve a 
cultural aspect of not using traditional harvest areas. Since the 
displacement would continue to occur under all alternatives, however, 
the Forest Service recognizes that additional detail on the customary 
and traditional uses of Hawk Inlet could benefit future decision-
making processes and provide greater detail on the history of the 
area. The Forest Service is requiring that HGCMC document the 
history of Hawk Inlet and the cannery, including the customary, 
traditional, and contemporary use of the area based on research in 
the relevant communities and a review of available literature. This 
mitigation measure is discussed in sections 3.16.3.1 (Subsistence) 
and 3.17.3.1 (Cultural Resources). 

Comment ID: DM.0.004 
The canoe portage has been added to the discussion in sections 
3.17.2 and 3.17.3.1. The site is outside the area of direct effects; the 
State Historic Preservation Officer concurred with the Forest Service’s 
determination that there would be no adverse effect. 

Comment ID: DM.0.005 
The draft EIS relied on the best information already available to 
provide information on subsistence (i.e., traditional and customary) 
uses. The commenter does not identify which “significant individuals 
and groups” were left out of the study. The Forest Service held public 
meetings on the draft EIS in Angoon and Juneau and subsistence 
hearings in Angoon and Hoonah. Information related to subsistence 
uses received during those meetings was summarized in Appendix 
ANILCA and has been incorporated into the final decision-making 
process. We received no written comments from individuals or groups 
that either provided or offered to provide additional information related 
to subsistence uses, socioeconomic conditions, or cultural resources.

Without more specific information on the significant individuals, 
groups, clans, or tribal entities that were left out, the Forest Service is 
unable to validate the commenter’s concerns regarding inaccurate 
assumptions. The EIS acknowledges the traditional use of the area 
(sections 3.16.1 and 3.16.2), presents the results of cultural resource 
literature review and field surveys (sections 3.17.1 and 3.17.2), and 
discusses the socioeconomics directly related to the proposed action 
and alternatives (Section 3.18.3). Since many of the impacts are 
common to all alternatives (e.g., activity in Hawk 
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Inlet displacing subsistence users), it is not clear that ethnographic 
interviews or community surveys would provide substantial new 
information that would alter the decision-making process in this case. 

The Forest Service acknowledges that mining activities have 
displaced some subsistence users from Hawk Inlet and surrounding 
areas and may continue to do so; this displacement could also involve 
a cultural aspect of not using traditional harvest areas. As a result, the 
Forest Service recognizes that additional detail on the customary and 
traditional uses could benefit future decision-making processes and 
provide greater detail on the history of the area. The Forest Service is 
requiring a mitigation measure that HGCMC document the history of 
Hawk Inlet and the cannery, including the customary, traditional, and 
contemporary use of the area based on a review of the literature and 
research in the relevant communities. This mitigation measure is 
discussed in more detail in sections 3.16.3.1 (Subsistence) and 
3.17.3.1 (Cultural Resources). 

Comment ID: DM.0.006 
The Forest Service is unaware of a standardized methodology for 
conducting a cost–benefit analysis that compares corporate revenues 
with ecosystem services. 

Comment ID: DM.0.007 
See Section 3.7.3 for impacts to marine aquatic resources (Section 
3.7.2.2 discusses commercial and sport fish and shellfish harvests). 
Impacts to sport fisheries are addressed in Section 3.15.3.1. 
Anadromous fish are discussed throughout Section 3.7. 

Comment ID: DM.0.008 
Testing was previously conducted to assess chronic and acute 
toxicity of effluent to shellfish as was required by the NPDES permit at 
the time. Testing was discontinued in 2005 with the reissuance of the 
permit, when the USEPA determined that the data show that the 
effluent from Outfall 002 has no reasonable potential to contribute to 
an exceedance of the (Alaska) water quality standards for toxicity and 
there was no reason to believe that the characteristics of the 
discharge would change over the term of the permit (USEPA 2005). 

Section 3.7.2.2 acknowledges that metals present in Hawk Inlet 
sediments near the shiploader could be toxic to bivalves, amphipods, 
and burrowing organisms in the area. The decrease in metals 
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concentrations observed from 2002 to 2009, however, is expected to 
continue. 

Comment ID: DM.0.009 
The Forest Service is not aware of a standard methodology for 
assessing ecosystem services that is typically employed in the NEPA 
process and that would enhance the analysis. Without a specific 
reference to a particular methodology, we are unable to provide a 
more detailed response. 

Comment ID: DM.0.010 
Section 3.17.2 has been revised to note that Forest Service personnel 
conducted fieldwork (pedestrian surveys with discretionary probing) 
for the areas that would be affected by alternatives C and D. The 
results of the surveys were taken into account in the decision-making 
process. The commenter has not provided sufficient detail for the 
Forest Service to validate or assess the claim that the work 
conducted by Carlson was flawed or inadequate. 

Comment ID: DM.0.011 
Comment noted. The Forest Service is familiar with the literature cited 
and we acknowledge that isostatic rebound has influenced sites on 
Prince of Wales Island and in Glacier Bay. However, the applicability 
of this model throughout Southeast Alaska and on the northern end of 
Admiralty Island has yet to be evaluated. 

The Forest Service conducted cultural resource surveys of the areas 
potentially affected by each of the alternatives. Therefore, the degree 
to which isostatic rebound would affect the Forest Service model for 
predicting the probability of occurrence of cultural resources in this 
particular case is limited. 

Comment ID: DM.0.012 
The text in Section 3.17.3 has been revised to indicate that the State 
Historic Preservation Office has issued a concurrence with the Forest 
Service’s Section 106 finding of no adverse effect. Also, please see 
the responses to the previous comments. 

Comment ID: DM.0.013 
As noted in the response to Comment DM.0.011, the Forest Service 
has conducted cultural resource surveys of the areas of potential 
effects. No new archaeological resources were identified. 
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  Comment ID: DM.0.014

The commenter repeatedly states that the EIS would benefit from 
more ethnographic interviews and community surveys but fails to 
describe specifically what information he believes is insufficient or 
lacking and could (or should) be gained through additional work. The 
Forest Service respectfully disagrees with the assertion that additional 
work is necessary for this decision. Subsistence hearings were held in 
Hoonah on September 14, 2012, and in Angoon on November 8, 
2012 (see Section 1.5.3). 

NEPA does not require a cost–benefit analysis to be included in the 
process. We are unaware of any standardized processes that could 
practically be implemented to assess company benefits versus 
ecosystem services. The Forest Service finds that the range of 
alternatives combined with the information contained in the 
assessment is sufficient to take a hard look at environmental effects 
and to serve as the basis for making an informed decision. 
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Comment ID: DM.1.001
Comment noted. The socioeconomic effects of the mining operation 
are discussed in Section 3.18 (Socioeconomics). 

Comment ID: DM.1.002 
Comment noted. The Forest Service’s decision and the rationale for 
selecting it are presented in the Record of Decision. 
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Comment ID: DM.1.003
An account of mobile greenhouse gas emissions has been added to 
Section 3.2, Air Quality, in the EIS. Currently, energy consumption 
and stationary source greenhouse gas emissions at the Greens 
Creek Mine account for 5% of Juneau’s greenhouse gas emissions 
(Juneau Climate Action and Implementation Plan, 2011). Mobile 
greenhouse gases were calculated as follows for each action 
alternative: 

Alternative B: 707 tons of carbon dioxide emissions per year, which 
would add 0.16% annually to Juneau’s greenhouse gas emissions. 

Alternative C: 946 tons of carbon dioxide emissions per year, which 
would add 0.21% annually to Juneau’s greenhouse gas emissions. 

Alternative D: 910 tons of carbon dioxide emissions per year, which 
would add 0.21% annually to Juneau’s greenhouse gas emissions. 

The difference in greenhouse gas emissions is 0.05% between 
Alternative B and alternatives C and D. 
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Comment ID: DM.1.004
Comment noted. 

Comment ID: DM.1.005 
Comment noted. 

Comment ID: DM.1.006 
Comment noted. 
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Comment ID: DM.2.001
Comment noted. 

Comment ID: DM.2.002 
Greens Creek has calculated tailings and waste rock disposal needs 
at a conservative (high) level based on current production and 
disposal rates, with consideration for some small increases in 
efficiency (production). These capacity numbers also account for the 
volume for all other wastes authorized for disposal in the TDF under 
the ADEC Waste Management Permit (#0211-BA001). All action 
alternatives have been designed to provide capacity for an additional 
50 years of disposal. 

Comment ID: DM.2.003 
Issuance of the discharge permit is a process independent from the 
proposed action under consideration—neither action depends on the 
outcome of the other. As noted in comments and in the EIS in Section 
1.8.3.1, the Forest Service is responsible for ensuring that the CWA 
requirements are met on National Forest System lands. Regulations 
in 36 CFR 228.8(h) state that “certification of other approval issued by 
state agencies or other federal agencies of compliance with laws and 
regulations relating to mining operations will be accepted as 
compliance … with these regulations.” 

As expressed in other comment responses, the Forest Service defers 
to the USEPA’s and ADEC’s expertise in managing the reissuance of 
the authorized wastewater discharge permit and assumes for the 
purposes of this analysis that the permitted discharge complies with 
the CWA. The Forest Service recognizes that the discharge is being 
conducted as a legally permitted activity and that the discharge into 
Hawk Inlet is considered protective of the receiving water body and its 
designated beneficial uses, including the propagation of fish, shellfish, 
and other aquatic life and wildlife. 

The setting of effluent limits, treatment requirements, monitoring, and 
other requirements of the CWA are under the authority of ADEC and 
the USEPA. 

Comment ID: DM.2.004 
Please see the response to Comment DM.2.003. The Forest Service 
recognizes that the discharge is being conducted as a legally 
permitted activity and with the awareness that the discharge 
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  into Hawk Inlet is protective of the receiving water body and its 

designated beneficial uses, including the propagation of fish, shellfish, 
and other aquatic life and wildlife. 

The analysis of impacts presented in Section 3.7.3 (Aquatic 
Resources) describes the effects of the mine’s operations, including 
the permitted discharge. The document discusses impacts to 
subsistence resources in Section 3.16.3 (Subsistence). The comment 
provides no evidence or other information to support the assertion 
that the discharge will harm these resources. 

Comment ID: DM.2.005 
Comment noted. The Forest Service’s decision and the rationale for it 
are discussed in the Record of Decision. 
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Comment ID: DM.3.001
Comment noted. See the responses to detailed comments. 

Comment ID: DM.3.002 
Comment noted. 

Comment ID: DM.3.003 
Comment noted. 

Comment ID: DM.3.004 
Comment noted. The FEIS has been corrected to state that no Class I 
streams would be directly affected by Alternative C or Alternative D. 

Comment ID: DM.3.005 
Comment noted. See the responses to specific comments. 

Comment ID: DM.3.006 
Comment noted. Please see the response to detailed comments 
regarding impacts to wetlands (DM.3.017). Monument values are 
discussed in Section 3.19; without additional detail on USEPA 
concerns regarding long-term environmental effects on Monument 
values, we cannot provide further clarification. 

Comment ID: DM.3.007 
In its approach to NEPA, the Forest Service uses the assumption that 
facilities will be operated in compliance with applicable regulations, 
including the need to meet water quality standards. The EIS explains 
the process through which financial assurance will be determined, 
including the facts that the funding will need to accommodate long-
term treatment and that the State of Alaska’s portion of the process 
allows for public comment. The Forest Service considers the 
information presented adequate to meet the disclosure required under 
NEPA. 

Comment ID: DM.3.008 
Ambient monitoring of area streams and water features is required by 
the ADEC Waste Management Permit and through the FWMP 
established as a part of the GPO. HGCMC prepares annual 
monitoring reports through both of these programs and tracks trends 
in water quality. Mitigation measures are employed if “trigger” values 
are exceeded. In addition, the Forest Service is requiring additional 
study, and mitigation if needed, of impacts associated with fugitive 
dust (see Section 3.2.3.1). 

The Forest Service does not have jurisdiction over the APDES permit 
conditions. 
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The Forest Service does not have jurisdiction over the APDES permit 
conditions. 

Comment ID: DM.3.009 
Required mitigation, reclamation, and long-term water treatment are 
considered in the evaluation of effects to aquatic resources. See the 
response to Comment DM.3.015. 

Comment ID: DM.3.010 
HGCMC presented the model design and preliminary results to the 
USEPA, the Forest Service, and ADEC in a meeting at the USEPA 
Region 10 office on August 29, 2011. The USEPA did not comment 
on the model design or the results presented at that time. 

As discussed in the DEIS, HGCMC’s model predicts that leachate 
quality would not meet Alaska Marine or Fresh Water Quality 
Standards for hundreds of years after closure and perhaps in 
perpetuity. This outcome was obvious, even without the model, based 
on existing monitoring data that shows poor leachate quality and 
knowledge of the tailings mineralogy and mass in the TDF. The 
Forest Service and our third-party contractor (Tetra Tech) used the 
reported model data in the DEIS as an additional source of 
information substantiating the need for water treatment. 

We did not rely heavily on the modeling predictions, since actual field 
data indicates that metal leaching is occurring and will continue to 
occur. Because we did not rely on the model for this conclusion, we 
do not agree that it is necessary to expend the resources and time to 
revise or further explain the modeling. 

Comment ID: DM.3.011 
See the responses to detailed comments DM.3.014 and DM.3.018 
through DM.3.023. 

Comment ID: DM.3.012 
Required mitigation, reclamation, and long-term water treatment are 
considered in the evaluation of effects to aquatic resources. See the 
response to Comment DM.3.015. 

Comment ID: DM.3.013 
HGCMC’s Solid Waste Management Permit requires that HGCMC 
monitor various water quality parameters in the Greens Creek TDF 
and at established points of compliance. In 2011, HGCMC chose to 
develop a water quality–based calculator (model) based on 
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requirements established by the Solid Waste Management Permit 
issued by ADEC. HGCMC’s primary objective was to develop a tool 
that they could use in the future to assist them in managing the TDF 
and their water treatment plant. The modeling objectives and methods 
employed were developed by HGCMC, and were intended to assist 
them in reporting conditions of the TDF to ADEC and the Forest 
Service based on the Solid Waste Permit requirements. 

While HGCMC did not conduct a formal sensitivity test, the review of 
the model by the Forest Service, Tetra Tech, and ADEC as part of the 
EIS process showed that HGCMC evaluated a range of conditions 
and predicted minimum, maximum, and average water quality of 
leachate and runoff from the pile. 

Also, see the response to DM.3.010. Rerunning the model to test 
sensitivity would not change the outcome of the EIS (that long-term 
water treatment is needed) nor the alternatives evaluated. 

Comment ID: DM.3.014 
See the responses to comments DM.3.018 through DM.3.023. 

Regarding the concern brought up in the environmental audit (SRK 
2009), the commenter is correct that SRK found that the need for 
long-term water treatment represented the greatest uncertainty in the 
reclamation plan and cost estimate. Based on that, SRK 
recommended that the site should continue to collect the data needed 
for assessing long-term water quality treatment, treatment 
requirements, and treatment options. Appropriately, the need for long-
term water treatment has been reviewed concurrently with and as part 
of this NEPA analysis. The EIS clearly states that long-term water 
treatment will be required, perhaps in perpetuity, and that financial 
assurance for long-term water treatment will be required (see sections 
2.4.9.2, 3.4.3, and 3.5.3.1 and Appendix B). 

The USEPA recommends that, in addition to the discussion already 
contained in the EIS, more detail is needed on the mechanism and 
cost. However, it is not clear to us why an estimated cost would 
provide the USEPA with more certainty than the Forest Service’s 
current commitment that financial assurance will include long-term 
water treatment. 

Comment ID: DM.3.015 
Required mitigation, reclamation, and long-term water treatment are 
considered in the evaluation of effects to aquatic resources. We do 
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not believe that it is reasonably foreseeable for water treatment to 
cease in violation of state and federal laws. We respectfully disagree 
that the language in the EIS describing the Forest Service’s 
commitment to require financial assurance is inadequate to ensure 
that long-term water treatment would be carried out. As stated in the 
EIS and Appendix B, the reclamation cost estimate and bond will be 
updated to reflect the ROD, including long-term water quality 
treatment, prior to implementation of any action alternative. Also see 
the response to Comment DM.3.018. 

Please note that procedures are in place in the event of a temporary 
shutdown, such as the one that occurred at the Greens Creek Mine 
between 1993 and 1995. The GPO, Appendix 15, addresses 
temporary shutdowns. Required and necessary activities, such as 
water treatment, erosion control, and monitoring, would continue. 

Comment ID: DM.3.016 
Please see the responses to comments DM.3.010 and DM.3.013. 
HGCMC’s model predicts that leachate quality would not meet Alaska 
Marine or Fresh Water Quality Standards for hundreds of years after 
closure and perhaps in perpetuity. As a result, the DEIS discloses that 
HGCMC will be responsible for capturing, managing, and treating the 
leachate under all evaluated alternatives. 

Requiring HGCMC to conduct additional modeling, or to additionally 
conduct a formal sensitivity analysis above the range of conditions 
already evaluated, would not change how leachate must be 
controlled, managed, and treated. For this reason, it would not 
provide additional or more robust information concerning impacts and 
water treatment that could be used to distinguish among alternatives. 
Ultimately, if the water quality were to become worse than the ranges 
predicted by the HGCMC model, the conclusions in the EIS and the 
treatment requirements would remain the same. 

Comment ID: DM.3.017 
Comment noted. The USACE has indicated that a determination of 
project compliance with the 404(b)(1) guidelines cannot be 
accomplished without the information contained in the FEIS. 
Discussion of the alternatives required by NEPA and disclosed in the 
FEIS is required to conduct the 404(b)(1) analysis. See the USACE’s 
response to USEPA Comment KK.0.020. 
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Comment ID: DM.3.018
Current Forest Service regulations and policy do not require the 
development or disclosure of financial assurance costs in NEPA 
documents. We disagree with the assertion that the language in the 
EIS regarding the need for long-term water treatment and the Forest 
Service will require financial assurance for this in an updated bond is 
inadequate without an estimated cost. In fact, an estimated cost at 
this point would have so much uncertainty (since the Forest Service 
has not selected a preferred alternative) that we have concerns that 
including such a number in the EIS could be misleading to the public. 

The Forest Service and the State of Alaska cooperate under a 
Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) to calculate and secure 
financial assurance for mines located on National Forest System 
lands in Alaska. This MOU is handled outside and independently of 
the NEPA process. An important aspect of the agreement is a 
requirement from the State of Alaska for public disclosure and 
opportunity to comment prior to final approval of bonding. The State 
of Alaska publishes the Waste Management Permit for a 30-day 
public notice period. The permit documents include a narrative 
reclamation plan, which describes the work that will be done upon 
cessation of operations, the sequencing of that work, and the long-
term aspects of the project that will continue once the earthwork is 
completed. The public notice materials also include the financial 
assurance cost estimate and all the spreadsheets, together with notes 
on items such as vendor quotes, which were used to determine the 
costs. 

All financial assurances must be in place before the initiation of work 
approved in the Record of Decision. This process, which is separate 
from the current NEPA process, adequately addresses the interests 
of public disclosure and comment on financial assurance 
requirements. 

Comment ID: DM.3.019 
Consistent with 36 CFR 228.13(g), the reclamation plan, cost 
estimate, and bond will be adjusted to fit the modified GPO based on 
the Record of Decision. All financial assurances must be in place 
before the initiation of work approved in the Record of Decision. See 
the response to Comment DM.3.018 and Appendix B of the FEIS. 
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Comment ID: DM.3.020
Comment noted. See the response to Comment DM.3.018. 

Comment ID: DM.3.021 
Bonding occurs incrementally for reclamation, but not for long-term 
water treatment. Pages B-7 and B-8 of Appendix B state that 100 
years of treatment will be assumed in calculating the treatment cost. 
Costs beyond 100 years would make little difference in the bond 
amount since those years are heavily discounted. 

For clarity, the Appendix B statement has been revised to state “If the 
changes proposed by HGCMC are approved, the Forest Service and 
State will determine the operational mining period and extent of 
disturbance that will be authorized and bonded for incrementally, not 
to exceed 10 years. Long-term components of the reclamation plan 
(e.g., water treatment operations and maintenance) will be included in 
the financial assurance requirements.” 

An incremental reclamation plan is appropriate for surface 
reclamation because later phases of expansion are decades in the 
future. As an example, there is no need to secure financial assurance 
for earthwork, cover installation, and materials to reclaim the full 
footprint of the TDF considered 30 to 50 years into the future. Note 
that later phases of expansion could not occur until the financial 
assurance is reviewed and modified to account for the phased 
expansion. 

Comment ID: DM.3.022 
As stated in Appendix B, additional comprehensive bond reviews may 
be conducted if, after modification of a reclamation or operating plan, 
an annual overview, or an inspection of the permit area, an agency 
determines that an increase in the bond level may be necessary. The 
Forest Service will review the bond as needed according to our 
guidance. 

Comment ID: DM.3.023 
See the response to Comment DM.3.018. This level of detail is not 
available until after the Forest Service makes its NEPA decision. In 
addition, this level of detail is not required for a Forest Service NEPA 
analysis. 
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Comment ID: DM.3.024
The EIS provides this information to describe the existing conditions. 
This information is derived from aquatic biomonitoring conducted in 
Greens and Tributary Creek by the ADF&G since 2001. The 
monitoring program was developed with input from the State of 
Alaska Department of Natural Resources (ADNR), USEPA, Forest 
Service, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), ADF&G, State 
Attorney General’s Office, and ADEC.The purpose of monitoring 
resident fish tissue metals concentration is to identify changes in 
water chemistry that could be a result of mining operations. 

In the most recent aquatic biomonitoring report (monitoring year 2011, 
ADF&G 2012), ADF&G found that whole-body metals concentrations 
in juvenile Dolly Varden char collected in 2011 were not significantly 
different compared to data from previous years and, overall, the data 
suggests a productive aquatic community at Site 9, downstream of 
the existing TDF. 

In Greens Creek, outside the TDF expansion area, the report 
(ADF&G 2012) also concludes that fish tissue metals concentrations 
downstream of the mill (Site 54) were similar in 2011 to those 
observed in previous years. Further, it states that, overall, samples 
collected in 2011 suggest a healthy aquatic community at Site 54. 
Site 54 is located downstream of the mine and Site 23 and is 
monitored to detect potential effects from the rock storage areas and 
treatment ponds, as well as from the mine, mill, and shop facilities 
upstream. 

Based on these conclusions from the ADF&G, it is not clear to us that 
there is a change in the baseline trends or that mitigation measures 
are warranted. 

Comment ID: DM.3.025 
Corrective action is already required under the FWMP, GPO 
Appendix 1, which states that if a water quality standard exceedance 
is indicated, HGCMC will notify the Forest Service and ADEC within 
14 days and conduct confirmation sampling. If the results are 
confirmed, HGCMC would prepare and submit a mitigation plan to the 
Forest Service and ADEC for review and approval. 
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Comment ID: DM.3.026
ADF&G does not consider the fish passage to be “temporary 
mitigation” and has stated that the passage must be maintained. 
Monitoring and maintenance of the fish passage project will be 
included in the revised reclamation bond and required through the 
Record of Decision. 

Comment ID: DM.3.027 
The USACE is responsible for determining the mitigation ratio and will 
do so in their own Record of Decision. Since the USACE will use 
information in the Final EIS to evaluate the mitigation proposed by 
HGCMC and establish the final ratios, that information is not available 
for the Final EIS. 

Comment ID: DM.3.028 
Comment noted. To assume a long-term failure represents a worst-
case scenario; NEPA does not require analyses of worst-case 
scenarios. During operations, diversions would be designed to keep 
contact water flows out of Hawk Inlet and the Tributary and Fowler 
Creek drainages. The design of the engineered cover as proposed 
would allow surface flows to follow natural drainage patterns once the 
cover is stabilized. Surface flow across the reclaimed TDF would be 
unlikely to exhibit acid drainage or mobilized metals. Water directed to 
the treatment systems following closure would be from subsurface 
collection areas. 

The commenter has not provided adequate clarity on how the Forest 
Service might evaluate the potential to “concentrate the placement of 
additional tailings to minimize impacts” for us to formulate a specific 
response. 

Comment ID: DM.3.029 
Stormwater detention structures or ponds will be required in order to 
maintain the hydrogeomorphic integrity of the stream (see Table 2.6-
2). Geomorphic and/or habitat monitoring would be for the purpose of 
detecting unanticipated changes, despite the use of detention 
structures or ponds. The last sentences in subsections 3.5.3.2–
3.5.3.5 refer to the issue (DEIS and FEIS). 

Comment ID: DM.3.030 
See the responses to detailed comments DM.3.031 through 
DM.3.036. 
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Comment ID: DM.3.031
The text was modified to show when and where samples were taken. 
Ten samples were taken in the early 2000s. Two were taken in the 
early 1990s and two were taken in 2004 in the mill. The field samples 
were collected along a west-to-east transect and in one additional 
location in the southwest corner of the tailings facility. 

Comment ID: DM.3.032 
Please see the response to Comment DM.3.031. 

Comment ID: DM.3.033 
Please see the responses to comments DM.3.010, DM.3.013, and 
DM.3.016. 

Comment ID: DM.3.034 
Please see the responses to comments DM.3.010 and DM.3.016. 

Comment ID: DM.3.035 
Please see the responses to comments DM.3.010 and DM.3.016. 

Comment ID: DM.3.036 
Please see the responses to comments DM.3.010, DM.3.013, and 
DM.3.016. 

Comment ID: DM.3.037 
Edit made per comment. Page 2-6 has been changed to read “the 
proposed action includes the expansion of the TDF by an additional 
14.2 million cubic yards, based on the calculated disposal rate of 
annual tailings, waste rock, and other permitted materials.” 

Comment ID: DM.3.038 
Edit made per comment. Title 83 has been removed; 83 has been 
added to the list of chapters under Title 18 in the above line. 

Comment ID: DM.3.039 
Edit made per comment. “Resources” has been changed to 
“resource.” 
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Comment ID: DM.3.040
An average of 360,000 cubic yards of tailings are produced each 
year, with approximately one-half, or 180,000 cubic yards of tailings, 
being backfilled whereas the remaining 180,000 cubic yards are 
disposed of in the TDF. Additional material from Site 23 and Site E 
and miscellaneous materials are permitted to be disposed of in the 
TDF. Based on the Annual Tailings and Production Rock reports from 
HGCMC to the ADNR over the past 5 years (2007–2011), an average 
of 260,143 cubic yards of tailings, waste rock, and other permitted 
materials have been annually disposed of in the TDF. This average 
disposal rate allows for approximately 4.28 years of disposal. 

Based on HGCMC’s proposed action’s capacity calculations, 
approximately 14.2 million cubic yards of additional capacity are 
needed. The first stage of Alternative B years 1–10 is designed to 
accommodate 3,183,874 cubic yards of tailings, waste rock, and other 
materials disposal: 3,183,874 cubic yards/10 years = 318,387 cubic 
yards of tailings, waste rock, and other materials annually. 

This is based on HGCMC’s projected disposal needs (318,387 cubic 
yards per year × 3 years = 955,161 cubic tons for three years). Edits 
have been made to text to clarify numbers. Calculations are based on 
projected disposal rates provided by HGCMC. 

Comment ID: DM.3.041 
An average of 360,000 cubic yards of tailings are produced each 
year, with approximately one-half, or 180,000 cubic yards of tailings, 
being backfilled while the remaining 180,000 cubic yards are 
disposed of in the TDF. Additional material from Site 23 and Site E 
and miscellaneous materials are permitted to be disposed of in the 
TDF. Based on the Annual Tailings and Production Rock reports from 
HGCMC to the ADNR over the past 5 years (2007–2011), an average 
of 260,143 cubic yards of tailings, waste rock, and other permitted 
materials have been annually disposed of in the TDF. This average 
disposal rate allows for approximately 4.28 years of disposal. 

Based on HGCMC’s proposed action’s capacity calculations, 
approximately 14.2 million cubic yards of additional capacity are 
needed. The first stage of Alternative B years 1–10 is designed to 
accommodate 3,183,874 cubic yards of tailings, waste rock, and 
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other materials disposal: 3,183,874 cubic yards/10 years = 318,387 
cubic yards of tailings, waste rock, and other materials annually. This 
is based on HGCMC’s projected disposal needs (318,387 cubic yards 
per year × 10 years = 3.2 million cubic yards for ten years). Edits 
have been made to text to clarify numbers. Calculations are based on 
projected disposal rates provided by HGCMC. 

Comment ID: DM.3.042 
Edit made per comment (footnote 2 deleted). 

Comment ID: DM.3.043 
Edit made per comment. Text has been changed from “then it would 
be discharged to Hawk Inlet” to “then discharged to Hawk Inlet.” 

Comment ID: DM.3.044 
Edit made per comment. Wind was deleted from line 11 so the 
discussion now applies to all erosion types. 

Comment ID: DM.3.045 
Edit made per comment. See edit to Comment DM.3.045; language 
edited for clarity. 

Comment ID: DM.3.046 
The second reference to submarine tailings deposition has been 
deleted from Section 2.5.2 in the Final EIS. 

Comment ID: DM.3.047 
ADEC has not established specific requirements for factors of safety; 
therefore, the factor of safety cited from the Nevada Division of Water 
Resources regulations was presented strictly as an example of how 
factors of safety are implemented. Factors of safety are calculated 
based on the specific aspects of a particular facility, including slope, 
compaction levels, materials characteristics (e.g., size and 
cohesiveness), and degree of saturation. The calculations therefore 
are developed independent of location—a safety factor of 1.3 means 
the same thing in Nevada or Alaska, although site-specific conditions 
and design aspects may be different. 

Comment ID: DM.3.048 
Table data have been replaced with correct values; other edits have 
been made. 
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Comment ID: DM.3.049
Edit made per comment (changing the value from 14 to 12). 

Comment ID: DM.3.050 
Waterloo (2011) is referenced in the EIS as Lindsey and Blowes 
(2011). 

Comment ID: DM.3.051 
The figure was taken directly from Lindsay and Blowes (2011) as a 
report of the work done. It has not been changed. However, text has 
been added to the document to indicate that the ages of the tailings 
samples pre-dates 2008 (see text in Section 3.4.2) and provides 
estimated ranges for those dates of tailings production. 

Comment ID: DM.3.052 
Edit made per comment. 

Comment ID: DM.3.053 
Edit made per comment. 

Comment ID: DM.3.054 
The grain size of tails remains essentially constant, although the grain 
size of material in the TDF does vary due to the presence of any co-
disposed waste rock. Co-disposed waste rock is placed at depth in 
the tailings and does not occur near the margins. Thus, the infiltration 
characteristics of the tailings facility are dictated by the properties of 
the tailings themselves and are not affected by any co-disposed 
material. 

Comment ID: DM.3.055 
The text in Section 3.4.2 has been modified to indicate that the 
literature rate laws were applied to the Greens Creek tailings site-
specific data to produce a comparison rate. 

Comment ID: DM.3.056 
The indicated text is not trying to make a distinction between those 
areas and the current and future TDF. It is making the point that ARD 
has been observed in limited and restricted seeps in the TDF and the 
timing of its appearance is consistent with estimates for the delay 
before onset. The text has not been modified. 
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Comment ID: DM.3.057
The level of error was estimated by consideration of the typical 
uncertainty of analysis of metals in water (±15%) and then 
conceptually increased from that minimum to reflect increasing 
uncertainty associated with other error for parameters included in the 
model calculations and the extension of all to future time periods. For 
example, in Figure 3.4-2, the error associated with estimated zinc 
concentration of 0.45 mg/L, considering ±15%, produces a range 0.45 
± 0.07 (0.38 to 0.52), which spans all the model prediction lines in the 
graph. Thus, owing to analytical uncertainty alone, no distinction 
between the various model results is appropriate. 

Comment ID: DM.3.058 
The text has been amended to indicate that current and 2003 model 
calculations are within one order of magnitude of each other. 

Comment ID: DM.3.059 
Additional groundwater monitoring requirements and wells would be 
incorporated, as needed, with appropriate modifications to the FWMP 
(required through the GPO) and ADEC’s Waste Management Permit. 

Comment ID: DM.3.060 
The EIS has been revised to reflect that the seeps are in the TDF and 
are controlled and treated. 

Comment ID: DM.3.061 
It would be highly speculative to list parameters, especially metals, 
that could potentially cause excursions above water quality standards. 
Observed effluent chemistry and in situ monitoring is discussed in 
Section 3.5, Water Resources. 

As indicated on the figure, the graphs presented were taken from 
Lindsey and Blowes (2011) and presented in the EIS. If the 
recalculated data in graph (b) were combined with the original data in 
graph (a), the figure would be excessively crowded and cluttered, 
because the differences are small. We believe this is the reason 
Lindsey and Blowes (2011) chose to make the illustration as they did. 
Data from 1990 and 1999 were amended to the figure. 

Comment ID: DM.3.062 
Edit made per comment. 
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Comment ID: DM.3.063
Edit made per comment. 

Comment ID: DM.3.064 
Tidal flushing information provided in Section 3.5.2.3 provides a 
context for the behavior of water in Hawk Inlet in relation to effluent 
discharged by the mine, as currently authorized by the USEPA. To 
our knowledge, the relationship between tidal flushing rates, sediment 
deposition rates, and metals concentrations in Hawk Inlet has not 
been investigated. 

Comment ID: DM.3.065 
Edit made per comment. 

Comment ID: DM.3.066 
The numbers in the tables in the wetlands section (now Section 3.8) 
have been revised and the total values equal the sum of the individual 
components. 

Comment ID: DM.3.067 
Data in Table 3.4-1 have been edited. Text has been added to clarify 
number of tailings sample locations. 

Comment ID: DM.3.068 
At this time, we have no reason to believe Site 23 stability is likely to 
affect water quality in Greens Creek. HGCMC continues to monitor 
and assess stability at Site 23. Ongoing stability monitoring consists 
of inclinometers and several survey hubs monitored full time by GPS. 
The operator recently reported that there has been about 12 mm of 
lateral movement at a surface about 80 feet deep since 2006, with 
about 2 mm of movement from November 2010 to December 2011. 
This depth roughly corresponds to the base of what is believed to be 
the slide/colluvium unit and the top of the dense till in the foundation. 
At this point we believe that ongoing monitoring is the best approach 
to addressing Site 23 and that impacts to water quality from the site 
are not reasonably foreseeable. 

Additional details are provided in Hecla Greens Creek Mining 
Company, Tailings and Production Rock Site, 2011 Annual Report. 
This report is available online at 
http://dnr.alaska.gov/mlw/mining/largemine/greenscreek/pdf/gc2011ta
ilings.pdf. 
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Comment Response 
Comment ID: DR.0.001
Comment noted. The Record of Decision presents the Forest 
Service’s final selection and the rationale behind that choice. 
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A-72  Greens Creek Mine Tailings Disposal Facility Expansion Final EIS 

Comment Response 
Comment ID: DS.0.001
Comment noted. 
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Greens Creek Mine Tailings Disposal Facility Expansion Final EIS A-73 

Comment Response 
Comment ID: DW.0.001
Comment noted. 
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A-74  Greens Creek Mine Tailings Disposal Facility Expansion Final EIS 

Comment Response 
Comment ID: DW.1.001
Comment noted. The Record of Decision presents the Forest 
Service’s final selection and the rationale behind that choice. 

Comment ID: DW.1.002 
Comment noted. 

Comment ID: DW.1.003 
Comment noted. 
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Greens Creek Mine Tailings Disposal Facility Expansion Final EIS A-75 

Comment Response 
Comment ID: DW.1.004
Comment noted. 
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A-76  Greens Creek Mine Tailings Disposal Facility Expansion Final EIS 

Comment Response 
Comment ID: EB.0.001
Comment noted. 

Comment ID: EB.0.002 
Comment noted. The Record of Decision presents the Forest 
Service’s final selection and the rationale behind that choice. 

Comment ID: EB.0.003 
Comment noted. 

Comment ID: EB.0.004 
Comment noted. 

Comment ID: EB.0.005 
Comment noted. Additional acres would be disturbed under 
alternatives C and D, as well as an additional 14 acres of wetland for 
the A road upgrade. 

Comment ID: EB.0.006 
Comment noted. Additional acres would be disturbed under 
alternatives C and D, as well as an additional 14 acres of wetland for 
the A road upgrade. 

Comment ID: EB.0.007 
Correction: Alternatives C and D would add an additional 5.6 miles 
round-trip for haul trucks to travel from the portal to the new northern 
TDF. Fuel usage would vary by alternative. 

Greenhouse gas calculations were added for each action alternative 
in Section 3.2.3. Mobile source greenhouse gas emissions at the 
Greens Creek Mine for Alternative B would add 707 tons of carbon 
dioxide emissions per year, or 0.16% of Juneau’s total greenhouse 
gas emissions; Alternative C would add 946 tons of carbon dioxide 
emissions per year, or 0.21% of Juneau’s total greenhouse gas 
emissions; and Alternative D would add 910 tons of carbon dioxide 
emissions per year, or 0.21% of Juneau’s total greenhouse gas 
emissions. Alternatives C and D would produce 0.05% more 
greenhouse gas emissions than alternatives A and B yearly. In 
comparison, Juneau’s yearly highway transportation greenhouse gas 
emissions equal 29% of the borough’s total greenhouse gas 
emissions. 

Comment ID: EB.0.008 
Comment noted. 
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Greens Creek Mine Tailings Disposal Facility Expansion Final EIS A-77 

Comment Response 
Comment ID: EB.1.001
Comment noted. The Forest Service’s decision and the rationale 
behind it are presented in the Record of Decision. 

Comment ID: EB.1.002 
Comment noted. 
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A-78  Greens Creek Mine Tailings Disposal Facility Expansion Final EIS 

Comment Response 
Comment ID: EM.0.001
Comment noted. 
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Greens Creek Mine Tailings Disposal Facility Expansion Final EIS A-79 

Comment Response 
Comment ID: EP.0.001
Comment noted. 
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A-80  Greens Creek Mine Tailings Disposal Facility Expansion Final EIS 

Comment Response 
Comment ID: ET.0.001
Comment noted. 

Comment ID: ET.0.002 
Respectfully, it appears that the commenter does not have recent 
exposure to the permitting process for mining activities in the western 
United States. The Forest Service determined early in the process 
that the proposed action had the potential to cause significant impacts 
to the environment and therefore determined it was appropriate to 
develop an EIS. To have done otherwise would have invited a longer 
process involving lawsuits and appeals. 
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Greens Creek Mine Tailings Disposal Facility Expansion Final EIS A-81 

Comment Response 
Comment ID: FB.0.001
Comment noted. 

Comment ID: FB.0.002 
Comment noted. 

Comment ID: FB.0.003 
Comment noted. 

Comment ID: FB.0.004 
Comment noted. 
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A-82  Greens Creek Mine Tailings Disposal Facility Expansion Final EIS 

Comment Response 
Comment ID: FB.0.005
Comment noted. Alternatives A and B would impact three 
watersheds: Cannery Creek, Tributary Creek, and the South Hawk 
Inlet. Alternatives C and D would impact five watersheds: Cannery 
Creek, Tributary Creek, South Hawk Inlet, Fowler Creek, and North 
Hawk Inlet (see Section 3.5, figures 3.5-5 and 3.5-6). 

Mobile source greenhouse gas emissions at the Greens Creek Mine 
for Alternative B would add 707 tons of carbon dioxide emissions per 
year, or 0.16% of Juneau’s total greenhouse gas emissions; 
Alternative C would add 946 tons of carbon dioxide emissions per 
year, or 0.21% of Juneau’s total greenhouse gas emissions; and 
Alternative D would add 910 tons of carbon dioxide emissions per 
year, or 0.21% of Juneau’s total greenhouse gas emissions. 
Alternatives C and D would produce 0.05% more greenhouse gas 
emissions than alternatives A and B yearly. In comparison, Juneau’s 
yearly highway transportation greenhouse gas emissions equal 29% 
of the borough’s total greenhouse gas emissions. 

Comment ID: FB.0.006 
Thank you for your comment. Please see the Record of Decision for 
the Forest Service’s selected alternative and the rationale for that 
selection. 
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Greens Creek Mine Tailings Disposal Facility Expansion Final EIS A-83 

Comment Response 
Comment ID: FM.0.001
Comment noted. Alternatives A and B would impact three 
watersheds: Cannery Creek, Tributary Creek, and the South Hawk 
Inlet. Alternatives C and D would impact five watersheds: Cannery 
Creek, Tributary Creek, South Hawk Inlet, Fowler Creek, and North 
Hawk Inlet (see Section 3.5, figures 3.5-5 and 3.5-6). 

Upgrades to the A road would impact an additional 30 acres of 
wetlands under alternatives C and D. 

Comment ID: FM.0.002 
Correction: Alternatives C and D would add an additional 5.6 miles 
round-trip for haul trucks to travel from the portal to the new northern 
TDF. Fuel usage would vary by alternative. 

Mobile source greenhouse gas emissions at the Greens Creek Mine 
for Alternative B would add 707 tons of carbon dioxide emissions per 
year, or 0.16% of Juneau’s total greenhouse gas emissions; 
Alternative C would add 946 tons of carbon dioxide emissions per 
year, or 0.21% of Juneau’s total greenhouse gas emissions; and 
Alternative D would add 910 tons of carbon dioxide emissions per 
year, or 0.21% of Juneau’s total greenhouse gas emissions. 
Alternatives C and D would produce 0.05% more greenhouse gas 
emissions than alternatives A and B yearly. In comparison, Juneau’s 
yearly highway transportation greenhouse gas emissions equal 29% 
of the borough’s total greenhouse gas emissions. 
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A-84  Greens Creek Mine Tailings Disposal Facility Expansion Final EIS 

Comment Response 
Comment ID: HG.0.001
Comment noted. The Forest Service’s decision and the rationale for 
selecting it are presented in the Record of Decision. 
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Greens Creek Mine Tailings Disposal Facility Expansion Final EIS A-85 

Comment Response 
Comment ID: HG.1.001
Comment noted. The Forest Service’s decision on the selected 
alternative and the rationale for selecting it are presented in the 
Record of Decision. 

Comment ID: HG.1.002 
Comment noted. 
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A-86  Greens Creek Mine Tailings Disposal Facility Expansion Final EIS 

Comment Response 
Comment ID: IA.0.001
The Forest Service respectfully disagrees with the commenter’s 
opinion on the adequacy of the DEIS. Please see the responses to 
specific comments below. 

Comment ID: IA.0.002 
Comment noted. 

Comment ID: IA.0.003 
The commenter provides no rationale for the assertion that there is 
insufficient information on effects of the mine on marine and 
freshwater resources or that Monument values are being sacrificed to 
compensate for poor planning. The EIS presents a detailed evaluation 
of marine and freshwater resources (Section 3.5) and aquatic 
resources (Section 3.7). The commenter does not state why the 
evaluation is insufficient; therefore, we cannot respond more 
specifically to this comment. 

Comment ID: IA.0.004 
The EIS has been modified throughout to reflect the current status of 
the APDES permit (AK0043206). Sections 1.2, 1.8.3.3, 2.4.4, and 
3.5.2.1, among others that refer to the discharge permit, have been 
modified to reflect that the 2005 NPDES permit conditions have been 
administratively extended until the APDES permit is reissued. 
Reissuance of the wastewater discharge permit is a process 
independent from the proposed action under consideration. As noted 
in comments and in the EIS in Section 1.8.3.1, the Forest Service is 
responsible for ensuring that the CWA requirements are met on 
National Forest System lands. Regulations in 36 CFR 228.8(h) state 
that “certification of other approval issued by state agencies or other 
federal agencies of compliance with laws and regulations relating to 
mining operations will be accepted as compliance … with these 
regulations.” 

For this reason, the Forest Service defers to the USEPA’s and 
ADEC’s expertise in managing the reissuance of the authorized 
wastewater discharge permit and assumes for the purposes of this 
analysis that the permitted discharge complies with the CWA. 

The Forest Service recognizes that the discharge is being conducted 
as a legally permitted activity and with the awareness that the 
discharge into Hawk Inlet is protective of the receiving water body and 
its designated beneficial uses, including the propagation of fish, 
shellfish, and other aquatic life and wildlife. 
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Greens Creek Mine Tailings Disposal Facility Expansion Final EIS A-87 

Comment Response 
Comment ID: IA.0.005
The proposed action and alternatives were developed in response to 
HGCMC’s request for expansion of the TDF to accommodate 30 to 50 
years of additional tailings. See the response to Comment BL.0.011. 
Mining beyond the current proposal of 30 to 50 years is possible; 
therefore, the effects of tailings disposal throughout the duration of 
the lease period is addressed in the cumulative effects discussion 
(Section 3.2.2). 

Comment ID: IA.0.006 
Comment noted. Alternative C was developed to address this issue 
and to minimize any additional encroachment on the Monument. 

Comment ID: IA.0.007 
Sections 3.5.2.3 and 3.7.1.2 in the EIS describe the Hawk Inlet 
Monitoring Program, which requires regular monitoring of water 
quality, sediments, mussels, and worms at various locations in the 
inlet. The results of this monitoring is reviewed by both the Forest 
Service and ADEC annually. 

The Forest Service does not have the authority to determine what 
information is necessary to change a water body’s level of attainment 
or whether the information is sufficient. Categorizing water bodies for 
attainment is under the authority of ADEC and is not within the scope 
of the EIS. 

Comment ID: IA.0.008 
See the response to Comment IA.0.004. The Forest Service cannot 
compel the USEPA or ADEC to require particular treatment 
technologies, dilution methods, or monitoring requirements 
associated with the permit. Since the discharge is and will continue to 
be permitted by agencies with authority for CWA compliance, the 
Forest Service considers the discharge to be protective of water 
quality for the purposes of this analysis (36 FCR 228.8(h)). As such, 
the EIS does not consider alternative discharge or treatment 
scenarios. 

Comment ID: IA.0.009 
Comment noted. To our knowledge, data on the density of the 
species inside and outside the mixing zone are not available. Section 
3.7.2.2 discloses the information and data that are available for 
commercial fish and shellfish harvests in Hawk Inlet. Also see the 
response to Comment IA.0.007. 
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A-88  Greens Creek Mine Tailings Disposal Facility Expansion Final EIS 

Comment Response 
Comment ID: IA.0.010
Comment noted. Class I streams support anadromous species while 
Class II streams support resident fish species. Alternatives C and D 
were developed, in part, to reduce impacts to aquatic habitat; 
however, due to the ubiquitous nature of streams in the area, it was 
not possible to find a feasible alternative site that completely avoided 
aquatic habitat. 

The commenter’s point with regard to “an economic advantage” is 
unclear; the CWA requires that an alternative be “practicable,” with 
practicability including an economic element. Mitigation requirements 
under the CWA are defined in 40 CFR 230 and 33 CFR 325 and 332. 

Comment ID: IA.0.011 
See the response to Comment IA.0.007. Section 3.5 presents a 
detailed description of water quality in the study area. Monitoring of 
water quality at the site, including in Greens Creek, is required 
through various permits and programs, including the Solid Waste 
Permit and the APDES permit, and as a part of the GPO. Both ADEC 
and the Forest Service oversee these sampling programs. 

Comment ID: IA.0.012 
As stated in Section 3.7.3.1 of the EIS, the fish passage project was 
constructed as mitigation for a tailings dam that was never built. 
Therefore, the Forest Service, in consultation with ADG&G, has 
determined that the project can still be considered mitigation for the 
lost habitat under the proposed action and alternatives. The 
requirement for maintenance of the fish passage structure will be 
included as part of the authorization for the amended GPO. 

Comment ID: IA.0.013 
Comment noted. Monument values are discussed in Section 3.19 and 
in the Record of Decision. 

Comment ID: IA.0.014 
Comment noted. Alternatives C and D were developed, in part, to 
provide alternatives that would reduce effects to fish habitat. 
Repairing the existing but non-functioning fish passage facility in 
Greens Creek has been considered as mitigation for the loss of this 
habitat under all action alternatives. Irreparable harm is discussed in 
Section 3.19 (Monument Values) and in the Record of Decision. 
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Greens Creek Mine Tailings Disposal Facility Expansion Final EIS A-89 

Comment Response 
  Comment ID: IA.0.015

As previously indicated, both ADEC and the Forest Service are 
actively involved with setting monitoring programs throughout the site. 
We disagree with the commenter’s assertion that ADEC is unable or 
unwilling to fulfill its responsibilities. See the response to Comment 
IA.0.007 with regard to the Category 3 listing. 
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A-90  Greens Creek Mine Tailings Disposal Facility Expansion Final EIS 

Comment Response 
Comment ID: IG.0.001
Comment noted. 

Comment ID: IG.0.002 
Comment noted. 

Alternatives C and D would add an additional 5.6 miles round-trip for 
haul trucks to travel from the portal to the new northern TDF. 

Mobile source greenhouse gas emissions at the Greens Creek Mine 
for Alternative B would add 707 tons of carbon dioxide emissions per 
year, or 0.16% of Juneau’s total greenhouse gas emissions; 
Alternative C would add 946 tons of carbon dioxide emissions per 
year, or 0.21% of Juneau’s total greenhouse gas emissions; and 
Alternative D would add 910 tons of carbon dioxide emissions per 
year, or 0.21% of Juneau’s total greenhouse gas emissions. 
Alternatives C and D would produce 0.05% more greenhouse gas 
emissions than alternatives A and B yearly. In comparison, Juneau’s 
yearly highway transportation greenhouse gas emissions equal 29% 
of the borough’s total greenhouse gas emissions. 

Comment ID: IG.0.003 
Comment noted. 

Comment ID: IG.0.004 
Comment noted.  
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Greens Creek Mine Tailings Disposal Facility Expansion Final EIS A-91 

Comment Response 
Comment ID: IG.0.005
Comment noted. 
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A-92  Greens Creek Mine Tailings Disposal Facility Expansion Final EIS 

Comment Response 
Comment ID: JB.0.001
Comment noted. 

Comment ID: JB.0.002 
Comment noted. Please note, however, that the headwaters of 
Fowler Creek that would be affected by alternatives C and D are 
outside the Monument. Water quality is discussed in Section 3.5, 
wetlands in Section 3.8, and irreparable harm in Section 3.19 
(Monument Values) and the Record of Decision. 

Comment ID: JB.0.003 
Comment noted. 
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Greens Creek Mine Tailings Disposal Facility Expansion Final EIS A-93 

Comment Response 
Comment ID: JB.0.004
Comment noted. 
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A-94  Greens Creek Mine Tailings Disposal Facility Expansion Final EIS 

Comment Response 
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Greens Creek Mine Tailings Disposal Facility Expansion Final EIS A-95 

Comment Response 
Comment ID: JB.1.001
Comment noted. The 404(b)(1) guidelines require the USACE to 
identify and select the Least Environmentally Damaging Practicable 
Alternative. The Forest Service’s selected alternative and the 
rationale behind that selection are presented in the Record of 
Decision. 
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A-96  Greens Creek Mine Tailings Disposal Facility Expansion Final EIS 

Comment Response 
Comment ID: JB.1.002
Comment noted. Wetlands mitigation requirements and guidelines are 
established by the USACE. The focus of mitigation has shifted from a 
preference for on-site, in-kind mitigation to the in-lieu fee approach 
discussed in the EIS. Forested lands will be reestablished following 
closure; however, there will be some long-term reduction in the 
number of acres of wetlands at the site. 

Comment ID: JB.1.003 
Comment noted. The Forest Service will work with ADF&G and the 
USACE in determining final mitigation plans. The USACE ultimately 
has the authority to establish compensatory mitigation requirements 
through the Section 404 permit. 

Comment ID: JB.1.004 
Comment noted. 

Comment ID: JB.1.005 
The ADF&G, a cooperating agency in this analysis, has determined 
that the fish passage was successful when it functioned. Quarterly 
monitoring of the fish passage will be required and financial 
assurances will ensure continued operation of the fish passage. See 
Table 2.6-2. 

Comment ID: JB.1.006 
Monitoring requirements are established in the APDESpermit, 
ADEC’s Waste Management Permit, and the Record of Decision for 
the amended GPO, all of which include monitoring requirements that 
extend beyond five years. The freshwater monitoring program is 
established under the GPO, which is approved by the Forest Service. 
The ADEC is responsible for establishing monitoring requirements 
associated with the wastewater discharge permit. All permitting 
requirements are subject to regular review and allow for adaptive 
management if adverse trends are detected. 
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Greens Creek Mine Tailings Disposal Facility Expansion Final EIS A-97 

Comment Response 
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A-98  Greens Creek Mine Tailings Disposal Facility Expansion Final EIS 

Comment Response 
Comment ID: JC.0.001
Comment noted. 

Comment ID: JC.0.002 
Comment noted. 

Comment ID: JC.0.003 
Comment noted. 
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Greens Creek Mine Tailings Disposal Facility Expansion Final EIS A-99 

Comment Response 
Comment ID: JC.0.004
Comment noted. 
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A-100  Greens Creek Mine Tailings Disposal Facility Expansion Final EIS 

Comment Response 
Comment ID: JG.0.001
Comment noted. Please note that alternatives A and B would impact 
three watersheds: Cannery Creek, Tributary Creek and the South 
Hawk Inlet. Alternatives C and D would impact five watersheds: 
Cannery Creek, Tributary Creek, South Hawk Inlet, Fowler Creek, 
and North Hawk Inlet (see Section 3.5, figures 3.5-5 and 3.5-6). 

Comment ID: JG.0.002 
Comment noted. 
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Greens Creek Mine Tailings Disposal Facility Expansion Final EIS A-101 

Comment Response 
Comment ID: JM.0.001
Comment noted. 
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A-102  Greens Creek Mine Tailings Disposal Facility Expansion Final EIS 

Comment Response 
Comment ID: JM.1.001
Comment noted. 
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Greens Creek Mine Tailings Disposal Facility Expansion Final EIS A-103 

Comment Response 
Comment ID: JP.0.001
Comment noted. 

Comment ID: JP.0.002 
The control, treatment, and discharge of effluent to Hawk Inlet and 
the management of stormwater is currently regulated through the 
APDES permit. Leaching untreated effluent from the TDF would be 
in violation of the existing permit. 

The Forest Service has no authority over the permit reissuance 
process and cannot compel the USEPA or ADEC to require 
particular treatment technologies, dilution methods, or monitoring 
requirements associated with the permit. Since the discharge is and 
will continue to be permitted by agencies with authority for CWA 
compliance, the Forest Service considers the discharge to be 
protective of water quality for the purposes of this analysis (36 CFR 
228.8(h)). As such, the EIS does not consider alternative discharge 
scenarios. 

Financial assurance will be required to control and treat water in 
perpetuity. A description of financial assurance procedures is found 
in Section 1.8.3.1 and in Appendix B. 
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A-104  Greens Creek Mine Tailings Disposal Facility Expansion Final EIS 

Comment Response 
Comment ID: JP.0.003
Comment noted. Please be aware that while water control, 
treatment, and management would be required under all 
alternatives, the streams in the vicinity of the TDF under alternatives 
C and D drain to Young Bay. 
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Greens Creek Mine Tailings Disposal Facility Expansion Final EIS A-105 

Comment Response 
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A-106  Greens Creek Mine Tailings Disposal Facility Expansion Final EIS 

Comment Response 
Comment ID: JR.0.001
Comment noted. 
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Greens Creek Mine Tailings Disposal Facility Expansion Final EIS A-107 

Comment Response 
Comment ID: JS.0.001
Comment noted. 

Comment ID: JS.0.002 
Comment noted. 
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A-108  Greens Creek Mine Tailings Disposal Facility Expansion Final EIS 

Comment Response 
Comment ID: JS.1.001
Comment noted. Calculations of mobile source greenhouse gas 
emissions at the Greens Creek Mine showed that Alternative B 
would result in 707 tons of carbon dioxide emissions per year, or 
0.16% of Juneau’s total greenhouse gas emissions; Alternative C 
would add 946 tons of carbon dioxide emissions per year, or 0.21% 
of Juneau’s total greenhouse gas emissions; and Alternative D 
would add 910 tons of carbon dioxide emissions per year, or 0.21% 
of Juneau’s total greenhouse gas emissions. Alternatives C and D 
would produce 0.05% more greenhouse gas emissions than 
alternatives A and B annually. In comparison, Juneau’s yearly 
highway transportation greenhouse gas emissions equal 29% of the 
borough’s total greenhouse gas emissions. 

Alternatives A and B would impact three watersheds: Cannery 
Creek, Tributary Creek, and the South Hawk Inlet. Alternatives C 
and D would impact five watersheds: Cannery Creek, Tributary 
Creek, South Hawk Inlet, Fowler Creek, and North Hawk Inlet (see 
Section 3.5, figures 3.5-5 and 3.5-6). 
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Greens Creek Mine Tailings Disposal Facility Expansion Final EIS A-109 

Comment Response 
Comment ID: JS.1.002
Comment noted. 
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A-110  Greens Creek Mine Tailings Disposal Facility Expansion Final EIS 

Comment Response 
Comment ID: JS.2.001
Comment noted. 
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Greens Creek Mine Tailings Disposal Facility Expansion Final EIS A-111 

Comment Response 
Comment ID: JS.3.001
Comment noted. 
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A-112  Greens Creek Mine Tailings Disposal Facility Expansion Final EIS 

Comment Response 
Comment ID: JS.4.001
Comment noted. 

Comment ID: JS.4.002 
Traditional uses of the region are discussed in sections 3.16 
(Subsistence) and 3.17 (Cultural Resources). 

Effects to marine and freshwater resources, including Hawk Inlet 
and salmon streams, are addressed in Section 3.7, Aquatic 
Resources. All lands currently used or proposed for use for mining, 
milling, or related processes are open to mineral entry or the 
claimant retains valid existing rights that were established before 
the withdrawal. No alternative would extend into the Wilderness 
portion of the Monument or into what was formerly the Young Bay 
Experimental Forest, both of which are currently withdrawn from 
lands available for mineral entry. Although termination of the mineral 
withdrawal for the former experimental forest would be consistent 
with management of the area under the Semi-Remote Recreation 
Land Use Designation (LUD), which includes direction providing that 
“Forest lands within this LUD are open to mineral exploration and 
development,” this has not occurred. For the withdrawal to be 
terminated, the Regional Forester would have to request that the 
U.S. Department of the Interior revoke the 1963 mineral withdrawal, 
and a decision whether to approve that request would be made by 
the Secretary of the Interior. The process would include an 
environmental analysis under NEPA. The Forest Service uses the 
Forest Plan to guide management actions throughout the Tongass 
National Forest and therefore does not maintain a separate 
Monument/Island Plan. Based on internal review and the public 
scoping process (Section 1.5), Monument values were identified as 
a significant issue (Section 1.7) and alternatives and mitigation 
measures (sections 2.2 and 2.6) were identified and included in the 
EIS to reduce effects to the Monument. Section 3.19 is dedicated 
for consideration of impacts to the Monument specifically. 

It is not possible to predict an absolute fixed date of closure. The 
current proposal is to authorize additional disposal capacity to 
accommodate another 30 to 50 years of operations, although under 
the terms of the Greens Creek Land Exchange Act, mining may not 
continue past 2095. This is acknowledged in Section 3.22, 
Cumulative Effects. 



Appendix A, Part 1: Forest Service Responses to Comments 

Greens Creek Mine Tailings Disposal Facility Expansion Final EIS A-113 

Comment Response 
Numerous practices are in place or will be implemented to reduce 
effects to the environment, including those found in the GPO, 
USACE CWA Section 404 permit, APDES permit, ADNR 
reclamation plan approval and water right authorizations, ADEC 
Waste Management Permit and Air Quality permit, ADF&G Fish 
Habitat Permit, and City and Borough of Juneau Large Mine Permit.

Many of these measures that relate to tailings placement and 
operations at the TDF are called out in Table 2.6-2. The EIS 
assesses the environmental effects of various aspects of tailings 
disposal across a wide range of resources, including the 
consideration of the Monument (discussed in Section 3.19, 
Monument Values). 

The Forest Service is working closely with cooperating agencies, 
including the USEPA, USACE, State of Alaska, and CBJ in addition 
to interested parties from the USFWS and NMFS. We have also 
conducted meetings with local tribal entities in Angoon and Juneau. 
The Forest Supervisor’s selected alternative and the rationale for 
his choice are presented in the Record of Decision. 
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A-114  Greens Creek Mine Tailings Disposal Facility Expansion Final EIS 

Comment Response 
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Comment Response 
Comment ID: JS.5.001
The EIS has been modified throughout to reflect the current status 
of the APDES permit (AK0043206). Sections 1.2, 1.8.3.3, 2.4.4, and 
3.5.2.1, among others that refer to the discharge permit, have been 
modified to reflect that the 2005 NPDES permit conditions have 
been administratively extended until the APDES permit is reissued. 
All related text has been modified. 

Comment ID: JS.5.002 
Edit made per comment. 

Comment ID: JS.5.003 
Edit made per comment. 

Comment ID: JS.5.004 
Edit made per comment. All numbers referring to the expansion of 
the existing TDF have been corrected to 14.2 million cubic yards, 
which is the total calculated disposal rate for all tailings, waste rock, 
and other permitted materials. 

Comment ID: JS.5.005 
The FEIS has been revised to indicate that HGCMC anticipates 
reaching capacity in 2016. 
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Comment Response 
Comment ID: JS.5.006
Edit made per comment. 

Comment ID: JS.5.007 
The requested information is presented in Section 3.13. 

Comment ID: JS.5.008 
The HGCMC Proposal (April 2011) describes active pumping from 
Pond 13. The summary and other chapters of the EIS have been 
modified to show that alternatives C and D and Mitigated Alternative 
B would require pumping of effluent from additional TDF collection 
areas to the water treatment plant and that this would be required 
as long as necessary to meet water quality standards. 

Comment ID: JS.5.009 
Edit made per comment. 

Comment ID: JS.5.010 
Acres of total new disturbance were determined using the currently 
approved disturbance footprint. The acreages for ponds and 
reclamation sites were developed based on preliminary levels of 
design that are adequate for this analysis and the comparison of 
alternatives. Pond and reclamation site sizes relate to the size of the 
disturbance as well as the facility configuration (e.g., height or 
depth) and the thickness of materials removed. Construction level 
design of the selected alternative may result in some modification of 
the facility footprints. 
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Comment Response 
Comment ID: JS.5.011
Ancillary disturbance removed from alternative footprints. 

Comment ID: JS.5.012 
Edit made per comment. 

Comment ID: JS.5.013 
Edit made per comment. The Final EIS has been modified to 
address Mitigated Alternative B as a stand-alone alternative. 

Comment ID: JS.5.014 
Edit made per comment. Total acres impacted in each watershed 
have been added to Table 2.7-1. 

Comment ID: JS.5.015 
Edit made per comment. Percentage and acres affected by new 
disturbance for the North Hawk Inlet watershed have been added to 
Table 2.7-1. 
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Comment Response 
Comment ID: JS.5.016
Text modified based on suggestion: “… including construction and 
maintenance of pipeline and pump stations” has been added to 
Table ES-2 and Table 2.7-1, Alternative C. This carries over to 
Alternative D, because it is described as similar to Alternative C. 

Comment ID: JS.5.017 
Edit made per comment. Table 2.7-1 and Table ES-2 have been 
changed to say “similar to Alternative B” or “similar to Alternative A.”

Comment ID: JS.5.018 
Comment noted. Total facility height has not been added to Table 
2.7-1. Geotechnical stability is based on slope stability, with a 
design ratio of 3:1; visual impacts of each alternative can be seen in 
figures 3.14-5 through 3.14-10. 

Comment ID: JS.5.019 
We have included language that says soil productivity would 
improve and vegetation would be reestablished across most of the 
site with time following closure under all alternatives. The time 
required for wildlife, and particularly deer habitat, to recover and the 
extent to which it would resemble pre-mining conditions is more 
difficult to predict. The text in the vegetation and soils sections has 
been revised. 

Comment ID: JS.5.020 
Tables ES-2 and 2.7-1 have been revised to state that 0 feet of 
Class I fish habitat would be permanently lost under alternatives C 
and D. 

Comment ID: JS.5.021 
Edit made per comment. FSH, FSM, and ROS have been added to 
the list of acronyms. 

Comment ID: JS.5.022 
Edit made per comment. Text now reads, “The Greens Creek Mine 
is an underground metals mine (primarily lead, zinc, silver, and 
gold) located near Hawk Inlet on northern Admiralty Island.” 
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Comment Response 
Comment ID: JS.5.023
Edit made per comment. 

Comment ID: JS.5.024 
Edit made per comment. 

Comment ID: JS.5.025 
Suggestion noted; however, this information is included in Section 
3.19, Monument Values, and is unnecessary in the background 
discussion. 

Comment ID: JS.5.026 
Edits made per comment. See updated figures 1.1-2 and 3.1-1. 

Comment ID: JS.5.027 
To limit confusion, the existing lease boundary will only be shown 
for Alternative A, Figure 2.3-1, which was permitted under the 
existing lease boundary. A reference to satellite image, 2009, has 
been added to the figure caption. The scale has been adjusted for 
accuracy. 

Comment ID: JS.5.028 
Comment noted. It is acknowledged that mining may continue 
through 2095 under the land exchange agreement. This has been 
added to Section 3.22, Cumulative Effects. 
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Comment Response 
Comment ID: JS.5.029
Text revised per comment. 

Comment ID: JS.5.030 
Text revised per comment. 

Comment ID: JS.5.031 
Text revised per comment. 

Comment ID: JS.5.032 
Comment noted. Text box removed. 

Comment ID: JS.5.033 
Text revised per comment. 
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Comment Response 
Comment ID: JS.5.034
Text revised per comment. 

Comment ID: JS.5.035 
Comment noted. The text in section 1.8.3.3 has been revised to 
reflect the current status of the APDES permit. 

Comment ID: JS.5.036 
Edit made per comment. The word “discrete” has been removed. 

Comment ID: JS.5.037 
The text has been revised to reflect the current status of the APDES 
permit. 

Comment ID: JS.5.038 
The Monument boundary line as depicted in Chapter 2 is correct 
and is based on Forest Service mapping data. 

Comment ID: JS.5.039 
Text has been added to sections 2.3, 3.5, and 3.7 to reflect a truck 
wash and requirement for a water withdrawal permit from Fowler 
Creek. 
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Comment Response 
Comment ID: JS.5.040
Statements indicating that effluent from the TDF would be allowed 
to drain to Hawk Inlet in the absence of management were removed 
from the DEIS based on other comments received by the Forest 
Service. 

The Forest Service has no authority over the permit reissuance 
process and cannot compel the USEPA or ADEC to require 
particular treatment technologies, dilution methods, monitoring 
requirements, or outfall locations. Identifying potential options 
discussing how effluent would be controlled, treated, and permitted 
in the future would be presumptive in the EIS. As such, the EIS 
does not consider alternative treatment methods, such as passive 
system or discharge scenarios. 

Statements have been added to Mitigated Alternative B and 
alternatives C and D to the effect that active pumping would remain 
a requirement after closure. 

Comment ID: JS.5.041 
Comment noted. The text has been modified to include potential 
impacts to the North Hawk Inlet watershed. 

Comment ID: JS.5.042 
The EIS indicates that the north TDF design would be similar to the 
proposed action. Groundwater beneath the liner would contact the 
underdrain pad and flow downgradient. 

Sections 2.3.3 (Alternative C) and 2.3.4 (Alternative D) indicate that 
the underdrain pad would be graded so that if the liner system were 
compromised, effluent would drain toward Hawk Inlet and avoid the 
Fowler Creek drainage. 

Potential impacts to the north TDF are discussed in Section 3.6.3.4. 
Potential impacts to both groundwater flow and quality are 
disclosed, as well as potential impacts to flow and quality in Fowler 
Creek. 

Comment ID: JS.5.043 
A discussion regarding the potential for impacts to water quality due 
to quarry development has been added in Section 3.6.3.4 
(Groundwater). 
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Comment Response 
Comment ID: JS.5.044
Comment noted. To limit confusion, the existing lease boundary will 
only be shown for Alternative A (Figure 2.3-1), which was permitted 
under the existing lease boundary. 

Comment ID: JS.5.045 
Text has been revised as suggested. 

Comment ID: JS.5.046 
Edit made per comment. The legend for Figure 2.3-1 has been 
changed to indicate that Pond 9 has been built. 

Comment ID: JS.5.047 
Text has been revised as suggested. 

Comment ID: JS.5.048 
The discussion referring to the expanded pond volumes is not 
intended to be a design-level description, but rather a conceptual 
discussion of potential management requirements. Specific pond 
volume and location requirements would need to be determined as 
a part of design. 



Appendix A, Part 1: Forest Service Responses to Comments 

Greens Creek Mine Tailings Disposal Facility Expansion Final EIS A-125 

Comment Response 
Comment ID: JS.5.049
Comment noted. The text (and analysis) has been revised to 
indicate that construction of a new facility would take 3–5 years. 

Comment ID: JS.5.050 
Please see the response to Comment JS.5.042. The text has been 
modified to be similar, as suggested. 

Comment ID: JS.5.051 
An updated stream layer has been added to figures 2.3-1 through 
2.3-4c, and Fowler Creek tributaries have been added to figures 
2.3-3a through 2.3-4c. 

Comment ID: JS.5.052 
Figures 2.3-3b and 2.3-4b have been updated; the cross-section 
inset has been enlarged for easier viewing. 
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Comment Response 
Comment ID: JS.5.053
While the amount of detail requested in the comment was not added 
to the EIS, the text has been modified to show that under 
alternatives C and D and Mitigated Alternative B, the pumping of 
effluent from additional TDF collection areas to the water treatment 
plant would be required as long as necessary. Additional language 
has also been added where appropriate to further emphasize the 
increased infrastructure needs. 

Comment ID: JS.5.054 
Edit not made. The existing lease boundary is displayed in Figure 
2.3-1, and adding lease boundaries in subsequent figures would 
add confusion. 

Comment ID: JS.5.055 
Text was revised based on comment. Inserted: 

Rock used for road construction must meet specification for 
materials including index and geochemical parameters. If 
geochemically stable rock materials are encountered, these may 
also be used for general site road maintenance outside of the TDF. 

Comment ID: JS.5.056 
The text in Section 2.3.4 has been clarified. 

Comment ID: JS.5.057 
Text has been revised to accurately reflect the mining methods 
employed at Greens Creek. 
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Comment Response 
Comment ID: JS.5.058
Text has been revised as suggested. 

Comment ID: JS.5.059 
The text was revised as suggested. 

Comment ID: JS.5.060 
The sentence was removed from the FEIS. 

Comment ID: JS.5.061 
The text was revised as suggested. 

Comment ID: JS.5.062 
The text was revised as suggested. We understand this reflects the 
current operating procedures at the site. 
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Comment Response 
Comment ID: JS.5.063
The text has been revised as suggested. 

Comment ID: JS.5.064 
Text revised as suggested. 

Comment ID: JS.5.065 
The EIS has been modified in sections 2.3.3 and 2.3.4 to show that 
alternatives C and D and Mitigated Alternative B would require the 
pumping of effluent from additional TDF collections areas to the 
water treatment plant, and that treatment would be required as long 
as necessary to meet water quality standards. Additional language 
has also been added to sections 3.5.3.3 and 3.5.3.4 where 
appropriate to further emphasize the increased infrastructure needs.

Comment ID: JS.5.066 
Edit made per comment. 
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Comment Response 
Comment ID: JS.5.067
The fragmented sentence was replaced with the following: Prior to 
implementing final reclamation, HGCMC will submit a detailed 
reclamation plan to the Forest Service and State of Alaska that 
would incorporate decades of monitoring results and the most up-to-
date site-specific information. 

Comment ID: JS.5.068 
Any design changes to the cover would need to be approved by the 
Forest Service and State of Alaska prior to implementation. The 
description of the lower capillary break was provided by HGCMC in 
the detailed description of the proposal Proposed State 2 Tailings 
Expansion, April 2011. 

Comment ID: JS.5.069 
Section 2.5 has been revised to consolidate the submarine tailings 
disposal discussion. 

Comment ID: JS.5.070 
Section 2.5.3 has been revised based on information provided by 
HGCMC. 

Comment ID: JS.5.071 
Comment noted. The language in question in Section 2.5.3 has 
been revised to focus on the existing operational constraints. We 
recognize that as technology improves and economics change, it 
may be appropriate to reevaluate this option in the future. 
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Comment Response 
Comment ID: JS.5.072
Statements indicating that the TDF effluent would be allowed to 
drain to Hawk Inlet have been removed from the EIS based on this 
and other comments. The NEPA analysis assumes that leachate 
from the TDF would need to be controlled and treated both during 
operations and after closure. As previously noted, these activities 
would be managed though a discharge permit. 

Comment ID: JS.5.073 
Please see the response to Comment JS.5.072. The text in Section 
3.5.3.4 has been revised to reflect pumping and infrastructure 
needs and potential impacts to Cannery Creek and the water 
supply. 

Comment ID: JS.5.074 
Comment noted. Section 3.5.3.3 has been modified to reflect 
potential impacts to Cannery Creek and the public water supply. 

Comment ID: JS.5.075 
The Forest Service understands that space is limited in this area. 
Additional language has been added to Section 3.5.3.3 discussing 
potential impacts to Cannery Creek as well as other appropriate 
infrastructure needs. 

Comment ID: JS.5.076 
Comment noted. These wetlands are discussed in Section 3.10. 

Comment ID: JS.5.077 
Edit made per comment. 
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Comment Response 
Comment ID: JS.5.078
Footnote added marking all new mitigation measures. A new 
column not needed to represent the new mitigation measures 
presented in Table 2.6-2. 

Comment ID: JS.5.079 
A column has been added describing the sites the mitigation 
measures apply to. 

Comment ID: JS.5.080 
The measure was revised to reflect wheel washing requirements for 
vehicles leaving the TDF. 

Comment ID: JS.5.081 
The text has been modified to emphasize flexibility in the manner 
and design of control and includes the objective of maintaining 
geomorphologic integrity of the natural channel. The purpose for the 
measure is to ensure that clean water discharged from detentions 
structures in the Tributary Creek drainage will not increase erosion 
within the stream channel as wetlands are lost. 

Comment ID: JS.5.082 
Text revised per comment. 

Comment ID: JS.5.083 
Text revised per comment. 

Comment ID: JS.5.084 
Text revised per comment. 

Comment ID: JS.5.085 
Text revised per comment.  
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Comment Response 
Comment ID: JS.5.086
Sitewide mitigation measures were included as they related to the 
TDF, transport of tailings, or ongoing mining and milling processes 
that would continue if an expansion is approved, although the list is 
not exhaustive. 

Comment ID: JS.5.087 
Text revised per comment. 

Comment ID: JS.5.088 
The text regarding toxicity testing has been removed. 

Comment ID: JS.5.089 
Table 2.6.3 indicates that this GPO requirement is “to be included.” 

Comment ID: JS.5.090 
Edit made per comment. The reference to air quality monitoring at 
the site for TSP, lead, zinc, and PM 2.5 was removed from Table 2.6-
3. 

Comment ID: JS.5.091 
The suggested changes have been made to Table 2.6.3. 

Comment ID: JS.5.092 
Title I Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD), Title I minor, 
and Title V revised permits will not be impacted by the predicted 
fugitive dust emissions under all action alternatives. PSD 
determination is based on 100 tpy for the 28 source categories 
(Greens Creek does not fall under any of the categories) or 250 tpy 
for other sources. Only stationary sources (not fugitive sources) 
need to be reviewed to determine if the facility is subject to PSD. 
Refer to the excerpts from the PSD regulations (40 CFR 51.166) 
below: 

40 CFR 51.166(b)(1)(b): Notwithstanding the stationary source size 
specified in paragraph (b)(1)(i)(a) of this section, any stationary 
source which emits, or has the potential to emit, 250 tons per year 
or more of a regulated NSR pollutant; (Note: 40 CFR 
51.166(b)(1)(i)(a) defines the 28 source categories.) 
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Comment Response 
40 CFR 51.166(b)(2)(iii): The fugitive emissions of a stationary 
source shall not be included in determining for any of the purposes 
of this section whether it is a major stationary source, unless the 
source belongs to one of the following categories of stationary 
sources: 

(Note: The categories are the 28 source categories; Greens Creek 
does not fall under any of them.)  

Comment ID: JS.5.093 
Comment noted. Edits have been made in text replacing “Air quality 
measurements” with “Ambient air quality monitoring” in the first and 
third paragraphs of Section 3.2.2. 

Comment ID: JS.5.094 
Edits made to Table 3.2-3. Emission units currently permitted at 
Greens Creek Mine were updated based on the current Operating 
Permit No. AQ0302TVP02, Revision 1, issued on March 3, 2011. 

Comment ID: JS.5.095 
The text has been revised to reflect ambient air quality monitoring 
was conducted and the paragraph discussing PM10 was moved up 
in the text. 
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Comment Response 
Comment ID: JS.5.096
Edit made: (Revision 1) added to the Title V permit. 

Comment ID: JS.5.097 
Edit made per comment. In section 3.2.2, under Dust Control 
Improvement, a sentence has been added discussing reasonable 
precautions to prevent fugitive dust as listed in the current Title V 
Permit No. AQ0302TVP02, Revision 1. 

Comment ID: JS.5.098 
Edits were made to figures 3.2-2 and 3.2-3, and PM10 and PM2.5 
emissions were recalculated and corrected in the above-noted 
tables. Thank you for the correction. 

Comment ID: JS.5.099 
The text has been revised to indicate that snow monitoring, load 
analysis, and passive systems are currently in place. 

Comment ID: JS.5.100 
Edit made per comment. Table 3.2-5 has been simplified to 
recommend control measures that are applicable to the Greens 
Creek Mine. 
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Comment Response 
Comment ID: JS.5.101
Comment noted. If preconstruction geotechnical and engineering 
review indicates that an enlarged quarry is not feasible, then the 
quarry considered under Alternative C, along the A road, could be 
used. 

Comment ID: JS.5.102 
Edit made per comment. 

Comment ID: JS.5.103 
Values in Table 3.4-1 have been edited. 

Comment ID: JS.5.104 
Text has been edited as follows: “Ten of these samples were taken 
from several depths (0.5–2.5 meters) within test cells studied by 
Lindsay (2009) and are estimated to have been produced in the 
early 2000s. Two of the remaining four samples were from the mid-
1990s and two were fresh from the mill in 2004.” 

Comment ID: JS.5.105 
Standard procedure for conducting humidity cell tests provides for 
substantial crushing of material, relative to waste rock, to be tested. 
While not crushed as fine as tailings, the substantial size reduction 
should produce test results that are appropriate for use in estimating 
potential lag times for the onset of ARD in tailings. Field observation 
of acidic seeps associated with the tailings pile are noted as being 
consistent with previous estimates based on lab tests and nothing 
more. 
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Comment Response 
Comment ID: JS.5.106
Comment noted. The reference was changed to Petros and updated 
to November 2011. 

Comment ID: JS.5.107 
Reference has been corrected. 

Comment ID: JS.5.108 
Although it affects only a couple of table values, highest detection 
limits have been replaced with lowest for cases where a constituent 
was always undetected. The footnote has been changed to reflect 
this. 

Comment ID: JS.5.109 
The text has been corrected. 

Comment ID: JS.5.110 
The reference to co-disposal of waste rock in test cells has been 
deleted and the conclusion of Lindsay and Blowes to not establish 
sulfate reduction in weathered tailings has been noted. 

Comment ID: JS.5.111 
The text has been revised per comment. 
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Comment Response 
Comment ID: JS.5.112
The text has been modified and the term “of interest” was removed.

Comment ID: JS.5.113 
Edit made per comment. 

Comment ID: JS.5.114 
These drainages were referred to as creeks in the 2003 EIS and are 
named creeks in the Water Quality Data Base. The names were left 
unchanged for consistency. 

Comment ID: JS.5.115 
The footnotes have been corrected. 

Comment ID: JS.5.116 
Edit made per comment. Site ID numbers have been added to the 
site location name in Table 3.5-3 in relation to the monitoring sites 
shown in Figure 3.5-2. 

Comment ID: JS.5.117 
Edit made per comment. Site ID numbers have been added to the 
site location name in Table 3.5-3 in relation to the monitoring sites 
shown in Figure 3.5-2. 

Comment ID: JS.5.118 
Edit made per comment. Gilbert Creek, Herman’s Gulch (east), and 
Herman’s Gulch (south) have been removed from Table 3.5-3. 
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Comment Response 
Comment ID: JS.5.119
Comment noted. Text has been added. 

Comment ID: JS.5.120 
Comment noted. The text has been modified. The phrase 
concerning non-contact water outfalls in the permit is consistent with 
the discharge permit and the rest of the document. 

Comment ID: JS.5.121 
The text was changed for clarity. 

Comment ID: JS.5.122 
The manganese standard has been deleted from the table. 

Comment ID: JS.5.123 
The table has been changed to show dissolved phases for 
cadmium, copper, lead, and zinc. The table values are an average 
of 2005 through and including 2009. 
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Comment Response 
Comment ID: JS.5.124
Please see the response to Comment JS.5.001. 

Comment ID: JS.5.125 
Comment noted. The term “requirements” has replaced “conditions” 
in the statement noted in the comment. 

Comment ID: JS.5.126 
The footnotes have been made consistent. 

Comment ID: JS.5.127 
The text has been corrected. 

Comment ID: JS.5.128 
Please see the response to Comment JS.5.040. The Forest Service 
does not view the evaluation of water treatment and discharge 
scenarios as consequential to this analysis since both currently are 
and will continue to be conducted within regulatory standards (i.e., 
protective of beneficial uses) as managed by ADEC and the 
USEPA. Identifying passive treatment as a potential mechanism 
would be presumptive without treatability studies being conducted to 
evaluate feasibility and potential effectiveness and to determine a 
design for a system. 
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Comment Response 
Comment ID: JS.5.129
The term “non-contact” has been added to the text. 

Comment ID: JS.5.130 
The text has been modified. 

Comment ID: JS.5.131 
Edit made per comment. Figure 3.5-5 has been revised to match 
the legend and appear more visible. 

Comment ID: JS.5.132 
Potential impacts to Cannery Creek have been added to the text for 
Mitigated Alternative B. 



Appendix A, Part 1: Forest Service Responses to Comments 

Greens Creek Mine Tailings Disposal Facility Expansion Final EIS A-141 

Comment Response 
Comment ID: JS.5.133
The placement of material in the northeast corner first would 
buttress the existing tailings and serve as a base for the material 
that would be placed later in the process of expanding the TDF. It is 
noted that this approach would preclude concurrent reclamation. 

Comment ID: JS.5.134 
The impact was noted in the text along with the fact that additional 
effluent collection areas would be required in this area and effluent 
would have to be pumped to water treatment, perhaps in perpetuity.

Comment ID: JS.5.135 
The potential impact to Cannery Creek was noted in the text. 

Comment ID: JS.5.136 
Comment noted. The text has been modified to reflect that 
additional water management, control, and potential treatment 
would be required. 

Comment ID: JS.5.137 
Comment noted. The text has been modified for alternatives C and 
D and Mitigated Alternative B, and further discussion was added to 
the Summary concerning additional effluent collection area 
requirements, pumping of effluent, and infrastructure needs. 

Comment ID: JS.5.138 
Comment noted. The table values have not been changed. The 
treatment of non-detects in summary statistics is always arguable, 
but the method of calculation is noted in the footnote. 

Comment ID: JS.5.139 
The 2011 groundwater report was not available until after the 
preliminary agency draft of the EIS was prepared. Similarly, the 
2009 FWMP report was the most recent that was made available at 
the time of the agency draft. The inclusion of the most recent data 
that is now available will not change the overall analysis and 
conclusions of this section. 
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Comment Response 
Comment ID: JS.5.140
Appropriate footnotes have been added. 

Comment ID: JS.5.141 
The word “background” has been changed to “pre-mining.” 

Comment ID: JS.5.142 
Comment noted. The text is based on HGCMC reports that are part 
of the administrative record. 

Comment ID: JS.5.143 
The text refers to the effectiveness of the previous excavation. 

Comment ID: JS.5.144 
Edit made per comment. 
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