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Comment Response 
Comment ID: JS.5.145
The correction has been made. 

Comment ID: JS.5.146 
The text in Section 3.7.1.1 has been revised to indicate that the 
stream lengths in Table 3.7-1 include tributaries in each watershed.

Comment ID: JS.5.147 
The references have been reviewed and corrected. 

Comment ID: JS.5.148 
Text has been revised as suggested. 

Comment ID: JS.5.149 
The text has been revised to clarify that the spill was at the 
shiploader site and elevated metal concentrations are in the 
immediate vicinity of the site. 

Comment ID: JS.5.150 
The text has been revised as suggested. 
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Comment Response 
Comment ID: JS.5.151
The text has been revised as noted. 

Comment ID: JS.5.152 
The text has been revised to the following:  

Potential changes in some metals levels in Greens Creek, if related 
to mining, are possible in the short term; however, metals levels 
have remained relatively consistent in the control and downgradient 
sites, so short-term changes for the remaining operating period 
appear unlikely. 

Comment ID: JS.5.153 
The DEIS erroneously reported in places that the alternative TDF 
site would affect 34 feet of Class I streams. This is not correct; the 
alternative TDF site would not directly affect (by burial) any Class I 
streams. This has been corrected in the FEIS. The text has been 
edited to correct inconsistencies. 

Comment ID: JS.5.154 
Text has been added to clarify that Tributary Creek is part of the 
larger Zinc Creek basin. 

Comment ID: JS.5.155 
Revision made as suggested. 

Comment ID: JS.5.156 
Text revised per comment. 
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Comment Response 
Comment ID: JS.5.157
Text revised per comment. 

Comment ID: JS.5.158 
The sentence has been deleted. 

Comment ID: JS.5.159 
As noted in the comments, the Ohio State University study is based 
on observations of tree rooting depths on natural slopes. These 
natural slopes typically exhibit shallow soils underlain by bedrock, 
which plays a role in confining roots near the surface. It is unclear 
whether the capillary layer will provide the same barrier function as 
bedrock. The test plot would need to mimic the entire engineered 
cover and instead should focus specifically on rooting depths and 
root behavior at the growth media / capillary layer boundary. Since 
root behavior is the focus of the study, it would not be necessary for 
trees to reach maturity and a 15- to 20-year time frame may provide 
substantial insight as to how tree roots may interact with the 
boundary with different depths of growth media. The text has not 
been changed. 

Comment ID: JS.5.160 
Comment noted. The text box in Section 3.10.3.1 referring to 
succession was rephrased slightly to present examples of 
succession. We respectfully disagree that this discussion does not 
apply to the HGCMC site; the successional process will indeed 
occur at the site following reclamation and closure. 

Comment ID: JS.5.161 
Table 3.10-3 represents current baseline conditions and is not 
associated with the effects analysis of the alternatives. 

Comment ID: JS.5.162 
Text revised per comment. 

Comment ID: JS.5.163 
Additional wetland impacts have been included in sections 3.10.3.4 
and 3.10.3.5 to address road improvements under alternatives C 
and D. 
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Comment Response 
Comment ID: JS.5.164
Additional text regarding potential water quality impacts to the bald 
eagle, river otter, marbled murrelet, and waterfowl and shorebirds 
has been added to sections 3.11.3.2, 3.11.3.3, 3.11.3.4, and 
3.11.3.5. 

Comment ID: JS.5.165 
A statement to this effect has been added to Section 3.11.2. 

Comment ID: JS.5.166 
MIS is defined at its first use in Section 3.7.1.1, Aquatic Resources, 
and is spelled out. Table 3.11-4, summarizing impacts to MIS and 
other species of concern, has been added. 

Comment ID: JS.5.167 
Edit made per comment. 

Comment ID: JS.5.168 
USFWS-recommended periods for avoiding vegetation clearing to 
minimize impacts to migratory birds have been added to Section 
3.11.3.1. 

Comment ID: JS.5.169 
Edit made per comment. 

Comment ID: JS.5.170 
Edit made per comment. 
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Comment Response 
Comment ID: JS.5.171
Edit made per comment. 

Comment ID: JS.5.172 
A clarification of the listing petition history for the goshawk has been 
added to Section 3.12.3.3. 

Comment ID: JS.5.173 
Edit made per comment. 

Comment ID: JS.5.174 
Edit made per comment. 

Comment ID: JS.5.175 
Bald eagle nest data were obtained from the USFWS in July 2011. 
Additional text stating that the project would adhere to National Bald 
Eagle Management Guidelines (USFWS 2007) if nests are found to 
be active, including new nests, has been added to Section 3.11.3.3 
and Section 3.11.3.4. 

Comment ID: JS.5.176 
The EIS has been revised to reflect this. Text has been added to 
sections 3.11.3.2, 3.11.3.3, 3.11.3.4, and 3.11.3.5, regarding effects 
related to road kill of deer under each alternative. 

Comment ID: JS.5.177 
Text in Section 3.11.3.2 was clarified to indicate that this statement 
referred to the existing TDF (under Alternative A), which lacks the 
forest structural attributes preferred by marbled murrelets for 
nesting. This is consistent with the conclusion drawn in the 2003 
EIS. 

Comment ID: JS.5.178 
Text in Section 3.11.2.2 and corresponding information in Table 
3.11-1 have been clarified to indicate habitat preferences for the 
migratory bird species. 
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Comment Response 
Comment ID: JS.5.179
Text regarding bald eagle nest inactivity in 2011 has been added to 
Section 3.11.3.3. 

Comment ID: JS.5.180 
Text in sections 3.11.3.3 and 3.11.3.4 has been clarified to 
reference the 660-foot bald eagle nest buffer. 

Comment ID: JS.5.181 
Text has been added to Section 3.11.3.3 under the species on 
which Mitigated Alternative B would have different effects than 
Alternative B. 

Comment ID: JS.5.182 
Additional text has been added to Section 3.11.3.3, Section 
3.11.3.4, and Section 3.11.3.5 related to the effects of wetland 
habitat loss to Vancouver Canada geese. 

Comment ID: JS.5.183 
Additional text related to acres of habitat loss for the river otter have 
been added to sections 3.11.3.3, 3.11.3.4, and 3.11.3.5. 

Comment ID: JS.5.184 
Acres of habitat loss have been added to Section 3.11.3.3 under 
Red-breasted Sapsucker, Hairy Woodpecker, and Brown Creeper. 
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Comment Response 
Comment ID: JS.5.185
Additional text related to creek impacts has been added to Section 
3.11.3.4 under Brown Bear, as follows: Effects near the existing 
TDF would be the same as Alternative A. Development of the north 
TDF under Alternative C would result in the burial of approximately 
1,080 feet of stream determined to be resident fish bearing (see 
Section 3.7.3.4 for additional discussion) and minor reductions in 
downstream flow. This would result in the permanent loss of 
anadromous fish rearing and spawning habitat, though overall 
stream channel loss would be only a small portion of stream 
channels within the Fowler Creek drainage. Therefore, effects to 
brown bear food sources would be minor under Alternative C. 

Comment ID: JS.5.186 
Text related to creek impacts has been added to Section 3.11.3.4 
under River Otter. Approximately 1,044 feet of Class II streams, and 
thus river otter habitat, would be lost due to TDF development along 
the tributary to Fowler Creek (Table 3.7-8). The unnamed creek 
draining to Hawk Inlet would not be affected. The text has been 
corrected and clarified for river otters and for the red-breasted 
sapsucker, hairy woodpecker, and brown creeper. 

Comment ID: JS.5.187 
No. The “unnamed creek” is the “unnamed drainage to Fowler 
Creek.” The text has been corrected to clarify this issue. There 
would be no direct effects to these species in the drainage flowing 
north to Hawk Inlet. 

Comment ID: JS.5.188 
Additional text has been added to Section 3.11.3.4 under Endemic 
Species related to fragmentation under Alternative C with 
comparisons to Alternative D. 

Comment ID: JS.5.189 
Text related to creek impacts has been added to Section 3.11.3.5 
under River Otter. Approximately 1,044 feet of Class II streams, and 
thus river otter habitat, would be lost due to TDF development along 
the tributary to Fowler Creek (Table 3.7-8). 
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Comment Response 
Comment ID: JS.5.190
Additional text has been added to Section 3.11.3.5 under Endemic 
Species related to fragmentation under Alternative D. 

Comment ID: JS.5.191 
The requested edit to Section 3.12.3 has been made. 

Comment ID: JS.5.192 
The requested edit to Section 3.12.3.1 under Humpback Whale has 
been made. 

Comment ID: JS.5.193 
The suggested edits have been made to Section 3.12.3.3. 

Comment ID: JS.5.194 
Table 3.12-1 indicates that suitable habitat (rocky shorelines along 
the coast) is present in the project area. Text has been added to 
section 3.12.3.4 to specify that this includes rocky shorelines in the 
vicinity of Hawk Inlet. Note that Section 3.12.4.1 states that no large 
concentrations of oystercatchers have been documented in Hawk 
Inlet. 
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Comment Response 
Comment ID: JS.5.195
Ellen Anderson, a botanist for the Juneau Ranger District, Tongass 
National Forest, conducted and wrote the botanical studies for the 
project. The report is included in the administrative/planning record, 
and cited in the reference list. 

Comment ID: JS.5.196 
Edit made per comment: “planning area” has been replaced with 
“study area,” which is shown in Figure 3.1-1 outlining the study area 
of sensitive plants in relation to this EIS. 

Comment ID: JS.5.197 
Comment noted. Correction to text made; “affect” deleted  

Comment ID: JS.5.198 
Text has been added to section 3.12.4.1 regarding the removal of 
goshawk nesting habitat and potential effects to goshawk prey. 

Comment ID: JS.5.199 
The reference to listed salmon/steelhead has been removed from 
the EIS. These are addressed in the Biological Assessment and 
Biological Evaluation, prepared under separate cover. 

Comment ID: JS.5.200 
Alternative C or D would require a non-significant Forest Plan 
Amendment because of the active nest located in 2011 adjacent to 
the alternative TDF proposed under these alternatives. Currently, 
Forest Plan Standards and Guidelines will apply to reduce any 
disturbance during the nesting season. 

Comment ID: JS.5.201 
Text revised per comment. See Section 3.18.3.1. 
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Comment Response 
Comment ID: JS.5.202
The text was revised to read as follows: 

Full build-out for development, construction, and reclamation under 
this alternative would employ contractors for site preparation, 
additional investigations, construction, and specialized work, like 
liner installation. The current mine work force would also do much of 
the work. 

Comment ID: JS.5.203 
Edit made per comment. 

Comment ID: JS.5.204 
Revised sentence to read as follows: 

Clearing of vegetation associated with Alternative B would occur 
adjacent to the existing TDF, whereas alternatives C and D would 
result in vegetation clearing at the alternative TDF site, which is 
outside the Monument. 

Comment ID: JS.5.205 
Revised sentence to read as follows: 

Alternative A would have the least effect to fish and wildlife 
resources in the Monument because no further expansion into the 
Monument would be approved. 

Comment ID: JS.5.206 
Edit made per comment. The title of Figure 3.20-2 has been 
changed to read “IRA Affected by Each Alternative.” 



Appendix A, Part 1: Forest Service Responses to Comments 

Greens Creek Mine Tailings Disposal Facility Expansion Final EIS A-153 

Comment Response 
Comment ID: JS.5.207
The text was revised to clarify total disturbance and disturbance in 
Inventoried Roadless Areas (IRAs). 

Comment ID: JS.5.208 
A new row for the commitments of Monument lands was added to 
Table 3.23-1. The text was revised to indicate that the commitment 
of Monument lands is irretrievable, but not irreversible as previously 
stated because lands will be returned to near natural condition. 

Comment ID: JS.5.209 
Edits made per comment. Missing references have been identified 
and added to the reference list and administrative record. 
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Comment Response 
Comment ID: JS.5.210
Edit made per comment. 

Comment ID: JS.5.211 
Edit made per comment. Definitions have been revised in glossary. 

Comment ID: JS.5.212 
Comment noted. 

Comment ID: JS.5.213 
Please see the response to Comment JS.5.040. 

If water quality at closure is better than current predictions, the 
method of control, treatment, drainage, and discharge, as well as 
the outfall location, would be evaluated as a part of APDES 
permitting requirements and as a part of the final reclamation plan 
at that time. 
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Comment Response 
Comment ID: JS.5.214
The east side of the expanded TDF under alternatives C and D 
would be built in an area that would be quarried prior to tailings 
placement. The process of removing material in developing the 
quarry would reduce the extent of the slope in that area. The design 
would be more challenging than shifting the facility to the west; 
however, the location as proposed reduces the extent of wetland 
impacts. 

Comment ID: JS.5.215 
The particular technical aspect related to the presence of 17 feet of 
peat not adequately discussed is unclear from the comment. Text 
has been added in Section 2.4.3.1 (Tailings) to indicate that peat 
and other unsuitable materials are stripped from the site prior to the 
installation of the liner system. This practice in consistent with 
current operations. Section 2.4.6 (Reclamation Material Stockpiles) 
has also been included to briefly describe the handling of growth 
media. 

Comment ID: JS.5.216 
Selection of alternative C or D would require a non-significant 
Forest Plan Amendment because of the active nest located in 2011 
adjacent to the alternative TDF proposed under these alternatives. 
Currently, Forest Plan Standards and Guidelines will apply to 
reduce any disturbance during the nesting season. 

Comment ID: JS.5.217 
The size of the reclamation storage areas considers the fact that 
there would be consolidation of the organic material in the salvaged 
materials upon placement. 

Comment ID: JS.5.218 
Comment noted. 

Comment ID: JS.5.219 
Please see the response to Comment JS.5.213. 
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Comment Response 
Comment ID: JS.5.220
See the response to Comment JS.5.214. 

Comment ID: JS.5.221 
See the response to Comment JS.5.215. 

Comment ID: JS.5.222 
The Forest Service recognizes that the geotechnical drilling for the 
site is limited. We are confident that a borrow source could be 
identified within the proposed disturbance footprint. An alternative 
borrow area could be evaluated in a subsequent NEPA analysis 
should the need to expand beyond the proposed footprint be 
necessary. 

Comment ID: JS.5.223 
See the response to Comment JS.5.217. 

Comment ID: JS.5.224 
Selection of alternative C or D would require a non-significant 
Forest Plan Amendment because of the active nest located in 2011 
adjacent to the alternative TDF proposed under these alternatives. 
Currently, Forest Plan Standards and Guidelines will apply to 
reduce any disturbance during the nesting season. 

Comment ID: JS.5.225 
Comment noted. 

Comment ID: JS.5.226 
The text has been modified to indicate that Mitigated Alternative B 
would create an additional underdrain collection area in the 
northeast corner. 

Comment ID: JS.5.227 
Potential impacts to the public water supply have been added to the 
text in Section 3.5.3.3. 

Comment ID: JS.5.228 
While it is not necessarily clear from the conceptual-level drawings, 
the stockpile north of the Hawk Inlet Cannery Facility could be 
incorporated into operation of the helicopter pad. 

Comment ID: JS.5.229 
Comment noted. 
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Comment Response 
Comment ID: JS.5.230
Comment noted. One aspect of alternatives development was to 
minimize the footprint of each facility to the extent possible. As 
noted in Appendix C, the screening process involved looking only at 
the footprint associated with the tailings. Since each of these 
alternatives was determined to have flaws compared to the 
alternatives carried forward, the process did not require laying out 
ancillary/supporting facilities as part of the design. 

Comment ID: JS.5.231 
Comment noted. Please see the response to Comment JS.5.074. 

Comment ID: JS.5.232 
Comment noted. If this area were to be considered as part of a 
detailed analysis of alternatives, the bedrock knob in the southwest 
corner of the area would need to be quarried, as it would under 
Alternative B. 

Comment ID: JS.5.233 
Comment noted. 

Comment ID: JS.5.234 
Comment noted. Please see the response to Comment JS.5.233. 

Comment ID: JS.5.235 
Comment noted. The Forest Service is aware that this design would 
present substantial logistical and design challenges, which is part of 
the reason for not carrying the design forward for detailed analysis. 

Comment ID: JS.5.236 
Comment noted. The Forest Service is aware that most of the 
alternative designs not carried forward did not consider the various 
ancillary facilities that would be required should one of those 
designs have been carried forward in detail. These facilities would 
have increased the disturbance footprints in all cases. We concur 
that water collection ponds are an integral part of operations and 
that the preliminary design of Area 8 as presented does not reflect a 
viable facility in terms of water management. 
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Comment Response 
 



Appendix A, Part 1: Forest Service Responses to Comments 

Greens Creek Mine Tailings Disposal Facility Expansion Final EIS A-159 

Comment Response 
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Comment Response 
Comment ID: JW.0.001
Comment noted. 
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Comment Response 
Comment ID: KA.0.001
Comment noted. Alternatives A and B would impact three 
watersheds: Cannery Creek, Tributary Creek, and 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). 

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. 

Comment ID: KA.0.002 
Comment noted. Please see the Record of Decision for a 
description of the selected alternative. 
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Comment Response 
Comment ID: KF.0.001
Comment noted.  
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Comment Response 
Comment ID: KF.0.002
Comment noted. 
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Comment Response 
Comment ID: KG.0.001
Comment noted. 
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Comment Response 
Comment ID: KM.0.001
Comment noted. 

Comment ID: KM.0.002 
Comment noted. Please see detailed responses to individual 
comments. 

Comment ID: KM.0.003 
Comment noted. The Forest Service respectfully disagrees with the 
assertion that the EIS contains process and factual flaws. We also 
disagree about the need for a supplemental DEIS and public review.
Some changes were made to the DEIS based on comments, but the 
changes do not rise to a level of significance that would warrant a 
supplemental EIS. 

Please see responses to specific comments. Comment responses 
to SEACC’s comments are provided above (see comment ID 
numbers starting with BL.0). 
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Comment Response 
Comment ID: KM.0.004
Section 3.19 is dedicated to assessing impacts to the Monument 
and comparing alternatives. The information presented in the EIS is 
sufficient to make an informed decision. The rationale for the 
decision and findings required by ANILCA are further documented 
in the Record of Decision. 

Comment ID: KM.0.005 
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. 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: KM.0.006 
Customary and traditional uses are defined by the ADF&G related 
to the specific use of various species for subsistence. The 
subsistence discussions reflect the ADF&G’s current definitions of 
customary and traditional uses. 

Comment ID: KM.0.007 
The suggested projects would not mitigate any effects identified as 
a result of any alternative. 
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Comment Response 
Comment ID: KM.0.008
Section 3.19.3 address 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 
(including bears and eagles) are presented in sections 3.7 and 3.11, 
respectively. As discussed in Section 3.11.3.3, mitigation for loss of 
salmon spawning and rearing habitat would also mitigate for 
impacts to brown bears that rely on salmon. This is also true for 
bald eagles. 

Please note that the DEIS erroneously reported that the alternative 
TDF site would affect 34 feet of Class I streams. This is not correct; 
the alternative TDF site would not directly affect (by burial) any 
Class I streams. This has been corrected in the FEIS. 

Also see the response to Comment KM.0.004. 

Comment ID: KM.0.009 
The Forest Service conducted cultural resource surveys across 
areas potentially affected by the proposed action and alternatives, 
including lands affected by isostatic rebound. Therefore, the effect 
on archaeological resources for this particular project is minimized. 

Additional consultation information has been added to Section 1.6. 

Comment ID: KM.0.010 
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 
statute does not require that this consideration be included in 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. 

Comment ID: KM.0.011 
The socioeconomic analysis appropriately focuses on Juneau, 
because that is where the majority of socioeconomic effects from 
the mine occur. 
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Comment Response 
Comment ID: KM.0.012
See the response to DC.0.008. 

Comment ID: KM.0.013 
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 mixing zone is based on specific modeling conducted using an 
EPA hydrodynamic mixing model and not the 1981 study. However, 
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 
since the 1981 dye dilution study. 

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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Comment Response 
Comment ID: KM.1.001
Comment noted. Please see the response to Comment KM.1.004. 

Comment ID: KM.1.002 
Comment noted. 

Comment ID: KM.1.003 
See the response to Comment KM.0.009. 

Comment ID: KM.1.004 
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 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 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: KM.1.005
Very intensive water quality and bio-assay data collection has 
continued for many years and data are used for trend analysis 
through the Hawk Inlet Monitoring Program. Annual reports are 
provided to the Forest Service and ADEC. There is adequate 
information to make a reasonable determination of current project 
effects. 

Comment ID: KM.1.006 
ADEC’s August 2012 Draft Water Quality Monitoring and 
Assessment Report did propose to list the water in Hawk Inlet in the 
immediate vicinity of the 1989 ore spill as impaired, but not the 
entire water body, and not the location of the discharge. The EIS 
has been modified in Section 3.7.2.2 to reflect this recently 
proposed listing. 

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 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 FCR 
228.8(h)). As such, the EIS does not consider alternative treatment 
or discharge scenarios.  
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Comment ID: KS.0.001
Comment noted. 

Comment ID: KS.0.002 
Comment noted. 
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Comment ID: LC.0.001
Comment noted. 

Comment ID: LC.0.002 
Comment noted. 

Comment ID: LC.0.003 
Comment noted. 

Comment ID: LC.0.004 
Comment noted. 

Comment ID: LC.0.005 
Comment noted. Alternatives A and B would impact three 
watersheds: Cannery Creek, Tributary Creek, and 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: LC.0.006 
Comment noted. 
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Comment ID: LC.0.007
Comment noted. 
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Comment ID: LG.0.001
Comment noted. 
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Comment ID: LH.0.001
Comment noted. 
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Comment ID: LH.1.001
Section 1.1 of the EIS explains that the 30- to 50-year duration 
reflects the request from HGCMC to modify their GPO. This 
represents the proposed action and is what is carried forward in the 
analysis of direct and indirect effects in the body of Chapter 3. The 
disposal of tailings and waste rock for the remaining period of the 
mining lease is addressed as part of cumulative effects. Sections 
1.1 and 1.3 discuss how tailings disposal capacity has been 
developed. 

Comment ID: LH.1.002 
Customary and traditional uses are defined by the ADF&G related 
to the specific use of various species for subsistence. The 
subsistence discussions reflect the ADF&G’s current definitions of 
customary and traditional uses. 

As the commenter notes, the Forest Service has the authority to 
add stipulations to the GPO as part of developing mitigation for 
adverse impacts. However, any stipulations must be related to the 
execution of the GPO; Forest Service authority does not extend to 
off-site activities, such as requiring HGCMC to fund all or part of the 
Thayer Creek hydro project or to extend the intertie to Hoonah. 

Comment ID: LH.1.003 
Please see the response to Comment MH.2.004. 

Comment ID: LH.1.004 
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 require that this consideration 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. 

Comment ID: LH.1.005 
See the response to DC.0.008. 

Comment ID: LH.1.006 
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 
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been modified to reflect that the 2005 NPDES permit conditions 
have been administratively extended until the APDES 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 mixing zone is based on specific modeling conducted using an 
EPA hydrodynamic mixing model and not the 1981 study. However, 
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 
since the 1981 dye dilution study. 

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. 

Comment ID: LH.1.007 
Comment noted. 

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 FCR 
228.8(h)). As such, the EIS does not consider alternative treatment 
scenarios. 
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Comment ID: LR.0.001
Comment noted. 

Comment ID: LR.0.002 
Comment noted. 

Comment ID: LR.0.003 
Comment noted. 
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Comment ID: LW.0.001
Comment noted. 
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Comment Response 
Comment ID: MB.0.001
Comment noted. 
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Comment ID: MH.0.001
Comment noted. 
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Comment ID: MH.1.001
Comment noted. 

Comment ID: MH.1.002 
Comment noted. 

Comment ID: MH.1.003 
Comment noted. 

Comment ID: MH.1.004 
Comment noted. 
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Comment ID: MH.2.001
As disclosed in Section 3.5.2.1 of the EIS, all water that comes in 
contact with tailings is controlled, captured, and treated prior to 
discharge to Hawk Inlet. Because 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)). In 
addition, non-contact-water is diverted so it can not become 
contaminated and require treatment (Section 3.5.2.1). Appropriate 
ambient monitoring programs have also been established through 
the GPO and by ADEC’s Waste Management Permit. 

Comment ID: MH.2.002 
The analysis of the proposed action and alternatives is based on the 
time frame requested by HGCMC. The Forest Service agrees that 
this is a reasonable duration for anticipated future activities. Tailings 
disposal for the duration of the lease (through 2095) is considered 
as part of cumulative effects. 

Comment ID: MH.2.003 
Comment noted. 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 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: MH.2.004 
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 disturbed area in the Monument. 
Section 3.19 is dedicated to assessing impacts to the Monument 
and comparing alternatives. The information presented in the EIS is 
sufficient to make an informed decision. The rationale for the 
decision and the findings required by ANILCA are further 
documented in the Record of Decision. Please note that the DEIS 
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  erroneously reported that the alternative TDF site would affect 34 

feet of Class I streams. This is not correct; the alternative TDF site 
would not directly affect (by burial) any Class I streams. This has 
been corrected in the FEIS. The mitigative actions relative to 
salmon production for all alternatives compensate for losses, 
resulting in no net loss of salmon production in the Monument. 

Comment ID: MH.2.005 
The reclamation and cost estimate will be revised to reflect the 
Record of Decision and will include long-term water quality 
treatment. 

Comment ID: MH.2.006 
The mixing zone is based on specific modeling conducted using an 
EPA hydrodynamic mixing model and not the 1981 study. However, 
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 
since the 1981 dye dilution study. 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. 

Issuance 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 considers the 
discharge to be protective of water quality for the purposes of this 
analysis (36 FCR 228.8(h)). 

Comment ID: MH.2.007 
Comment noted.  



Appendix A, Part 1: Forest Service Responses to Comments 

A-186  Greens Creek Mine Tailings Disposal Facility Expansion Final EIS 

Comment Response 
Comment ID: MK.1.001
Comment noted. The interagency team expended considerable 
effort to identify a feasible alternative location that would avoid 
fisheries impacts. Due to the ubiquitous nature of streams and fish 
habitat in the area and the design and engineering constraints of the 
TDF, no such site was identified. The alternative TDF site was first 
identified based in part on previous sampling from the 1980s that 
did not identify fish in the north site streams. During the course of 
this analysis, resident fish were identified in the affected streams. 
Please note that the DEIS erroneously reported that the alternative 
TDF site would affect 34 feet of Class I streams. This is not correct; 
the alternative TDF site would not directly affect (by burial) any 
Class I streams. This has been corrected in the FEIS. 

Comment ID: MK.1.002 
Comment noted. Alternatives A and B would impact three 
watersheds: Cannery Creek, Tributary Creek, and 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). 

Alternative B would impact 1,646 feet of Class I fish habitat in 
Tributary Creek. 

Comment ID: MK.1.003 
Comment noted. If selected, the new TDF would be designed to 
contain and collect all contact-water, which would then be treated 
and discharged to Hawk Inlet at the existing discharge location. 
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Comment ID: MM.0.001
Comment noted. 

Comment ID: MM.0.002 
Comment noted. 
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Comment ID: MN.0.001
Comment noted. 
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Comment ID: MS.0.001
Comment noted. The Forest Service has identified its selected 
alternative in the Record of Decision. 

Comment ID: MS.0.002 
Comment noted. 
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Comment ID: MS.0.003
Comment noted. An active goshawk nest was located in 2011 
adjacent to the proposed new TDF to the north under alternatives C 
and D. An appropriate discussion and analysis of this finding was 
provided in Section 3.12. 

Comment ID: MS.0.004 
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 may vary based on hauling needs. 

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: MS.0.005 
Comment noted. 
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Comment ID: MT.0.001
Comment noted. Please note that as discussed in Section 3.5.2.1, 
all contact-water that is or could be contaminated is controlled and 
not allowed to run off into Hawk Inlet. 

Please note that discharge from all proposed action alternatives will 
still be from the same outfall point in Hawk Inlet. Since the 
discharge is and will continue to be permitted by agencies (USEPA 
and ADEC) 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)). The Forest Service 
recognizes that the discharge is being conducted as a legally 
permitted activity and is aware 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: MW.0.001
Comment noted. 

Comment ID: MW.0.002 
The Forest Service has evaluated HGCMC’s disposal capacity 
needs for tailings, waste rock, and other approved wastes, including 
wastewater treatment plant sludge. In reviewing these needs and 
documented production rates, the Forest Service is confident that 
the alternatives put forward represent a reasonable maximum 
design that is adequate to address the 30- to 50-year time frame. 

The discharge is and will continue to be permitted by agencies 
(USEPA and ADEC) 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)). The Forest Service 
recognizes that the discharge is being conducted as a legally 
permitted activity and is aware 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. 

Comment ID: MW.0.003 
Please see the response to Comment MW.0.002. 

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 discharged 
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 pounds per day, 
approximately 60% less than the natural rate of loading. 

Comment ID: MW.0.004 
Issuance 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 
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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. 

Comment ID: MW.0.005 
Wetlands mitigation requirements and guidelines are established by 
theUSACE. 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: MW.0.006 
Comment noted. Please see the response to Comment MW.0.005. 
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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Comment ID: NM.0.001
Comment noted. The ROD presents a description of the selected 
alternative and the rationale for its selection. 

Comment ID: NM.0.002 
Comment noted. 

Comment ID: NM.0.003 
Comment noted. 
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Comment ID: PB.0.001
Comment noted. 
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Comment ID: PB.0.002
Comment noted. Alternatives A and B would impact three 
watersheds: Cannery Creek, Tributary Creek, and 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). Alternative B would 
impact 1,646 feet of Class I habitat in Tributary Creek. 

Comment ID: PB.0.003 
Comment noted. An active goshawk nest was located in 2011 
adjacent to the proposed new TDF to the north under alternatives C 
and D. Alternative B would impact 1,646 feet of Class I habitat in 
Tributary Creek. Upgrades to the A road would impact an additional 
30 acres of wetlands under alternatives C and D. 

Comment ID: PB.0.004 
Comment noted. Alternatives C and D would not impact any Class I 
anadromous fish stream and 1,044 feet of Class II resident fish 
streams in Fowler Creek. The text has been revised accordingly. 

Comment ID: PB.0.005 
Comment noted. Long-term monitoring and maintenance of the fish 
passage system is required by the ADF&G and will be included in 
the revised Reclamation Plan and Cost Estimate. Please see the 
response to Comment PB.0.006. 

Comment ID: PB.0.006 
The USACE has the ultimate authority to establish compensatory 
mitigation requirements for any given project under Section 404 of 
the CWA. The USACE has indicated that a mitigation plan is 
required that includes monitoring requirements to assess whether 
performance standards are being achieved if the applicant has 
proposed a permittee responsible mitigation project. However, the 
mitigation statement that Hecla Greens Creek Mining Company 
submitted with their CWA Section 404 permit application states that 
an in-lieu fee will likely be proposed as compensatory mitigation for 
the unavoidable impacts to aquatic resources. 

In addition to any requirements established by the USACE, the fish 
passage facility will be monitored quarterly under the guidance of 
the ADF&G. A permit will also be required from the ADF&G for the 
construction and monitoring. Requirements for the fish passage 
facility objectives can be included in the permit. 
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Comment ID: PB.0.007
Long-term monitoring and maintenance of the fish passage system 
is required by the ADF&G and will be included in the revised 
Reclamation Plan and Cost Estimate. Also, see the response to 
PB.0.006. 

Comment ID: PB.0.008 
The process of developing alternatives to the proposed action 
involved a consideration of the resources that would be potentially 
impacted. The USEPA and the USACE have participated in the 
process from the beginning, including alternatives development. 
While the Forest Service appreciates the commenter’s concern over 
fen wetlands, we consider the impacts resulting from the alternative 
designs to be unavoidable. 

Comment ID: PB.0.009 
As described in the EIS, storm runoff from the TDF (contact-water) 
is not allowed to enter Tributary Creek, but is captured and treated. 
Storm runoff of contact-water from TDFs for alternatives C and D 
would be similarly controlled and treated. Non-contact-water from 
undisturbed uplands is captured and diverted around the TDF. As 
described in sections 3.5.3.2, 3.5.3.3, and 3.5.3.4, potential impacts 
to the natural creek channels would be mitigated by the use of 
stormwater detention structures or detention ponds. 

Comment ID: PB.0.010 
See the response to Comment PB.0.009. 

Comment ID: PB.0.011 
Total Suspended Solids throughout the site are managed by 
stormwater controls and monitoring is required by theAPDES permit
at 10 stormwater outfalls. The APDES permit will continue to 
regulate stormwater and Total Suspended Solids at the site when it 
is reissued. 

As specified in Section 3.5.3.3, the Forest Service and ADEC will 
require habitat and geomorphic surveys in Tributary Creek 
downstream. Aquatic biomonitoring is conducted annually by 
ADF&G. Monitoring includes fish counts and species identification 
and whole-body metals tissue testing of Dolly Varden, periphyton 
biomass, and benthic macro invertebrates. A report is produced 
annually. 
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Comment ID: PB.0.012
The aquatic biomonitoring program is required by the mine’s FWMP 
in the GPO and the mine’s current Waste Management Permit from 
the ADEC. Freshwater aquatic monitoring has been occurring since 
2001 and is carried out and reported by the ADF&G in coordination 
with the Forest Service and the mine operator. 

The current version of the FWMP is a result of a Greens Creek–
sponsored interagency regulatory review of the Greens Creek Mine.
The Project Team consisted of representatives from KGCMC (the 
former operator) and several state and federal regulatory agencies, 
including the USEPA, Forest Service, USFWS, ADNR, ADF&G, 
ADEC, and the State Attorney General’s Office. 

The FWMP will be updated to reflect the decision documented in 
the Record of Decision. 

Reports from previous years’ biomonitoring work are available in 
Weber, Scannell, and Paustian (2002); Jacobs et al. (2003); Durst 
and Townsend (2004); Durst et al. (2005); Durst and Jacobs (2006, 
2007, 2008, 2009, 2010); and Kanouse (2011, 2012). 

Comment ID: PB.0.013 
As required by the FWMP, GPO Appendix 1, 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. Also see the response to Comment PB.0.012. 

Comment ID: PB.0.014 
See the responses to comments PB.0.12, PB.0.13, PB.016, and 
PB.0.17. 

Comment ID: PB.0.015 
The effluent limits and permit coditions in the APDES permit were 
developed to be protective of designated uses. The operator is 
required to comply with the APDES discharge permit conditions at 
all times until the effluent meets water quality standards.  

NEPA analyses are developed under the premise that authorized 
activities are conducted in compliance with applicable permits. 
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Comment ID: PB.0.016
Sections 3.5.2.3 and 3.7.1.2 of 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, not just in the mixing zone. These monitoring requirements are 
required as a part of the APDES permit. A more detailed description 
of the Hawk Inlet Monitoring Program is contained in annual reports 
and referenced in the EIS. Sampling locations for Hawk Inlet are 
depicted in Figure 3.5-4. Since the sampling locations and protocols 
would be the same for all alternatives, additional detail would not 
assist the Forest Service in the decision-making process. 

Comment ID: PB.0.017 
The mixing zone is based on specific modeling conducted using an 
USEPA hydrodynamic mixing model. The model incorporates and 
accounts for tidal action. 

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. 

Reissuance of the permit is a process independent from the 
proposed action under consideration.  

The Forest Service cannot compel the USEPA or ADEC to require 
particular treatment technologies, dilution methods, or monitoring 
requirements associated with the permit. 

Comment ID: PB.0.018 
Comment noted. The EIS assumed that water treatment would 
continue to be required in order to meet water quality standards. 
The EIS did not look at different water treatment methods, since 
there would be no benefit to conducting that analysis (the current 
water treatment plant discharge is in compliance), nor would the 
conclusions of the EIS differ. Water treatment is required under the 
APDES permit. If water quality standards or permit limits change in 
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the future, then different treatment methods may be needed, but 
prediction of these changes is beyond the scope of this analysis. 
The Forest Service expects that ADEC and USEPA will continue to 
require a permit for the discharge that is in compliance with water 
quality standards and the CWA. 

The Forest Service practices an adaptive management approach. 
As disclosed in Section 3.5.2, annual reports of water quality 
monitoring include a trend analysis so that mitigation can be 
implemented if specific "trigger" values are exceeded. 

Comment ID: PB.0.019 
The NEPA analysis discloses in Section 3.5.3.1 that, based on 
current data, leachate from the TDF would need to be controlled, 
treated, and regulated by a discharge permit both during operations 
and after closure over the long term. Current leachate quality data 
are presented in tables 3.5-7 through 3.5-10 and in Technical 
Support Documents referenced in the EIS. The EIS does not 
provide a quantifiable estimate of treatment times and processes 
since these time frames are difficult to predict over the very long 
term, which is the case for the Greens Creek Mine TDF drainage. 

Comment ID: PB.0.020 
The NEPA analysis discloses in Section 3.5.3.1 that treatment 
would be required at least 100 years after closure of the mine, and 
perhaps in perpetuity. It further discloses in Section 3.5.3.4 that 
effluent would need to be pumped to the water treatment plant from 
the northern TDF site. 

As indicated in the EIS, HGCMC will be required to provide financial 
assurance. 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 Appendix B. 

Comment ID: PB.0.021 
Section 3.5.2.2 discusses how tailings contact-water would be 
managed under all alternatives. Sections 3.5.3.1 through 3.5.3.5 
disclose how tailings contact-water and effluent would be managed, 
controlled, and treated for each alternative. 
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Comment ID: PB.0.022
See responses to the previous comments on this issue. The NEPA 
analysis discloses in Section 3.5.3.1 that, based on current data, 
leachate from the TDF would need to be controlled, treated, and 
regulated by a discharge permit both during operations and after 
closure. Current leachate quality data are presented in tables 3.5-7 
through 3.5-10 and in EIS Technical Support Documents. 

Comment ID: PB.0.023 
Calculating the amount of diagenesis is beyond the scope of the 
EIS and there is no need to ensure that the volume at closure would 
be the same as originally removed. The thickness of the growth 
media layer as proposed in the engineered cover would be 24 to 36 
inches. If the amount of plant growth media available at closure was 
insufficient, the operator would need to import material. Importing 
material would not be unprecedented; HGCMC currently imports 
approximately 16,000 cubic yards of rock annually for road 
construction. 

Comment ID: PB.0.024 
The discussions of the pre-mining environment and baseline 
conditions throughout the Chapter 3 discuss “natural conditions” 
and are consistent with the level of detail typically presented in 
NEPA documents. The commenter does not provide enough detail 
in describing what aspects of natural conditions descriptions are not 
adequately discussed for the Forest Service to provide a more 
specific response. 

Comment ID: PB.0.025 
Comment Noted. The reference has been added. 

Comment ID: PB.0.026 
The presentation of the functions and values in Section 3.8 has 
been revised based on input from the USACE and USEPA. Table 
3.10-3 has also been revised. 

Comment ID: PB.0.027 
Edit made per comment. Reference list has been updated to include 
missing references listed. 
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Comment ID: PH.0.001
Comment noted. 
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Comment ID: PL.0.001
Comment noted. 
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Comment ID: PN.0.001
Comment noted. The Forest Service respectfully disagrees with the 
assertion that changes would occur to “other sites have not been 
identified” since the assessment addresses the need for water 
treatment, waste rock sites, and quarries associated with each 
alternative. Staging areas would continue to be used in the future as 
they are used currently. 

Comment ID: PN.0.002 
The timeline for reaching capacity and implementing closure of the 
existing TDF under the GPO approved with the 2003 EIS was 
provided to the Forest Service by Kennecott Greens Creek Mining 
Company (HGCMC’s prececessor). HGCMC revised its estimate for 
when it will reach approved capacity of the dry stack, pushing back 
the date until 2016. The Forest Service believes that HGCMC’s 
proposed action to encompass 30 to 50 years worth of tailing 
disposal capacity represents a reasonable long-term approach to 
managing their operation and that the alternatives effectively 
address the issues identified during the scoping process. 

Comment ID: PN.0.003 
Irreparable harm is addressed as part of the discussion on 
Monument values in Section 3.19. Mining for the duration of the 
Exchange Agreement is considered as part of cumulative effects, 
which also address Monument values. 

Despite Mr. Hartman’s quote, the dry-stack approach to tailings 
management is actually an effective method for tailings disposal in a 
wet environment, as evidenced in part by the successes at Greens 
Creek. The dry-stack approach minimizes the footprint needed for 
tailings disposal compared to wet or paste disposal methods. 
Moving tailings off site was not considered for detailed analysis in 
developing alternatives since shipping tailings would increase 
disposal cost substantially and is not a practice employed in the 
lead/zinc mining industry. 

The Forest Service has not included an isotherm of the region since 
defining areas with similar temperatures would not influence our 
decision-making process. 
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Comment ID: PN.0.004
While we appreciate the commenter’s interest in mineral resources 
in the Monument, neither NEPA nor Forest Service regulations 
require that an EIS validate proven and probable reserves for a 
proposed expansion of a mine’s operation. 

Comment ID: PN.0.005 
Alternatives to the proposed action were developed that would meet 
the purpose and need of the proposed action, that would provide 
30–50 years of disposal capacity, and that would address the 
significant issues developed during scoping. See Sections 1.2, 
Purpose and Need; 1.7, Significant Issues; and Section 2.2, Issues 
and Alternative Development. The Forest Service uses the Forest 
Plan (2008) to guide management actions throughout the Tongass 
National Forest. However, the Admiralty Island National Monument 
Plan (1988) is also applicable. 

While the utility corridors and easements are identified in the Forest 
Plan, their use is not reasonably foreseeable within the context of 
this EIS and therefore is beyond its scope. 

The environmental audit is required under the State Waste Disposal 
Permit and is not the subject of this analysis; however, 
recommendations from the analysis were considered as they 
related to the tailings disposal. 

The Young Bay Experimental Forest was disestablished in 2009. 
Although termination of the mineral withdrawal is consistent with 
management of the area under the Semi-Remote Recreation LUD, 
which includes direction providing that “Forest lands within this LUD 
are open to mineral exploration and development.” this has not 
occurred. In order 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. 

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, though under 
the terms of Greens Creek Land Exchange Act, mining may not 
continue past 2095. This is acknowledged in Section 3.22, 
Cumulative Effects. 
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Comment ID: PN.0.006
The purpose and need for this action is to accommodate tailings 
disposal associated with mining known resources in addition to 
resources identified in the future through exploration. The possibility 
of mining through the time remaining under the Greens Creek Land 
Exchange Act has been added to the Cumulative Effects discussion 
in Section 3.22. 
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Comment ID: PN.0.007
Effects to components of the ecosystem are described throughout 
Chapter 3 of the EIS, with Section 3.18 dedicated specifically to 
Monument values. Numerous alternative sites were considered 
during alternatives development (see Section 2.2, Issues and 
Alternative Development, and Section 2.5, Alternatives Considered 
but Not Carried Forward). The EIS considered alternative TDF sites 
located outside the Monument. There are no other sites available to 
HGCMC that are suitable for containing 30–50 years’ worth of waste 
material disposal that are economically feasible and that would 
cause less environmental harm. 

Comment ID: PN.0.008 
Comment noted. These questions are analyzed in the EIS. All 
alternatives carried forward meet the purpose and need. See 
Chapter 2, sections 2.2 (Issues and Alternative Development), 2.3 
(Alternatives), and 2.5 (Alternatives Considered but Not Carried 
Forward), and Chapter 3, sections 3.7 (Aquatic Resources), 3.11 
(Wildlife), 3.16 (Subsistence), 3.18 (Socioeconomics), and 3.22 
(Monument Values). 

Comment ID: PN.0.009 
The layout of each alternative is provided in Chapter 2. Section 
3.14.3 provides a visual simulation of each alternative. These 
presentations provide sufficient detail for analysis and comparison 
of the alternatives in the context of the site itself from the 
perspective of someone looking from the water in Hawk Inlet. We 
respectfully disagree that the Washington Monument would be an 
appropriate reference point or provide any logical basis for comment 
compared to how the facility appears in its actual setting. 
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Comment ID: PN.0.010
Designs typically reviewed during the NEPA process are considered 
“conceptual” rather than “design” drawings at a given percent 
completion. There is no statutory requirement to generate 
documents at a 75% complete level. 

Comment ID: PN.0.011 
Effects to Tributary Creek and associated wetlands are described in 
sections 3.5 (Surface Water), 3.7 (Aquatic Resources), and 3.10 
(Wetlands). HGCMC will work with the USACE to determine 
mitigation for impacts to waters of the United States; the ultimate 
decision for how compensatory mitigation for wetland impacts would 
be accomplished lies with the USACE. Mitigation for impacts to fish 
species would occur in Greens Creek. 

Comment ID: PN.0.012 
Current Forest Service regulations and policy do not require the 
development or disclosure of financial assurance costs in NEPA 
documents. The Forest Service and State of Alaska cooperate 
under an Memorandum of Understanding to calculate and secure 
financial assurance for mines located on National Forest System 
lands in Alaska outside the NEPA process. 

See EIS Appendix B for a detailed discussion on reclamation bond 
and financial assurance. 

Comment ID: PN.0.013 
Management of National Forest System lands affected by the 
project is guided by the Tongass National Forest Land Use and 
Management Plan, which includes management direction for Non-
Wilderness National Monument and Semi-Remote Recreation, the 
applicable Land Use Designations in the project area. 

Utility corridors identified in Title 11 of ANILCA are not considered 
reasonably foreseeable since there are no plans currently under 
active consideration that would make use of the easements. 
Likewise we are unaware of any pending projects authorized or 
appropriated under the SAFETEA-LU (Safe Accountable Flexible 
Efficient Transportation Equity Act—A Legacy for Users) either 
through the National Corridor Infrastructure Improvement Program, 
Section 1702 High Priority Projects, or otherwise, that would be 
considered reasonably foreseeable in terms of this analysis and 
decision. 
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Comment ID: PN.0.014
Components of the GPO are updated as conditions warrant, such 
as when new information is gained that requires operational 
changes or when operational changes are proposed by the mine. 
Following the Record of Decision for this assessment, the GPO will 
be updated to reflect the selected alternative and any additional 
requirements or stipulations included in the ROD. 

We understand the commenter’s concerns related to adaptive 
management. However, adaptive management is currently the best 
method available to respond and react to the changes that are 
inevitable when monitoring environmental systems. When changes 
are needed (based on monitoring or changes in site conditions or 
operations), the Forest Service follows its administrative procedures 
to respond. Most of these procedures allow for public comment. 
Adaptive management is discussed in detail in Section 2.6.3. The 
Forest Service does not anticipate the need to apply adaptive 
management for potential impacts to subsistence, environmental 
justice, or socioeconomics since we do not anticipate the results of 
the analysis to change in regard to these resources over time. 
Water quality is addressed in Section 2.6.3 and we believe that the 
mitigation requirements identified for soils and vegetation as they 
relate to the permanent cover will serve as adaptive management 
related to reclamation of the TDF. 

Comment ID: PN.0.015 
The proposed new TDF under Alternative C would occupy 15.8 
acres, and under Alternative D, 15.5 acres. These footprints are 
each approximately 0.01% of the 132,719 acre drainage area for 
Fowler Creek. The effect of capturing runoff and drainage from 
either of these TDFs would be inconsequential to base or storm 
flows in Fowler Creek or the amount of water that naturally drains to 
Young Bay. 

Comment ID: PN.0.016 
Comment noted. 
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Comment ID: PW.0.001
The benefits and effects of the expansion are presented in the 
FEIS. Greens Creek Mine is the only active mine on Admiralty 
Island, although there are several other mining claims located 
outside the Monument. The majority of site inspections are 
conducted by the Forest Service and State of Alaska; the USEPA 
does not regularly conduct site inspections. 
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Comment ID: RB.0.001
Comment noted  
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Comment ID: RC.0.001
Comment noted. 
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Comment ID: RC.1.001
Comment noted. 
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Comment ID: RC.2.001
Comment noted. Alternatives C and D were developed in response 
to scoping comments that identified concerns about impacts to 
aquatic habitat. Because of the physiographic setting, it was not 
possible to develop an alternative that would avoid all wetlands and 
aquatic resources. These alternatives meet the purpose and need 
while minimizing impacts to wetlands and aquatic resources. 

Please note that the DEIS erroneously reported that the alternative 
TDF site would affect 34 feet of Class I streams. This is not correct; 
the alternative TDF site would not directly affect (by burial) any 
Class I streams. This has been corrected in the FEIS. 

Comment ID: RC.2.002 
The Forest Service has relied on a range of studies conducted over 
a specific period of time. Prior to using the reports, we evaluated the 
relevance and value of the data in each one, regardless of when 
they were drafted. Irreparable harm is addressed as part of the 
Monument values discussion presented in Section 3.19. 

Comment ID: RC.2.003 
Comment noted. The Forest Service’s decision and the rationale for 
making that decision are presented in the Record of Decision. 
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Comment ID: RF.0.001
Comment noted. 
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Comment ID: RG.0.001
Comment noted. 

Comment ID: RG.0.002 
Comment noted. The decision about whether to expand tailings 
storage in the Monument is complex and is discussed specifically in 
the Record of Decision. 
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Comment ID: SB.0.001
Comment noted. 

Comment ID: SB.0.002 
Comment noted. 

Comment ID: SB.0.003 
Comment noted. 

Comment ID: SB.0.004 
Comment noted.  



Appendix A, Part 1: Forest Service Responses to Comments 

Greens Creek Mine Tailings Disposal Facility Expansion Final EIS A-221 

Comment Response 
Comment ID: SC.0.001
Comment noted. 

Comment ID: SC.0.002 
Comment noted. 

Comment ID: SC.0.003 
Comment noted.  
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Comment ID: SD.0.001
Comment noted. 

Comment ID: SD.0.002 
Comment noted. The comments have been included as part of the 
administrative record. However, we are unable to provide a detailed 
response to the comment about doing a “cursory job” since no 
details were provided on what aspects of the analysis are 
considered cursory. Likewise, we cannot consider changes in how 
we do our work without specific input on what the public believes we 
are doing wrong. 
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Comment ID: SG.0.001
Comment noted. 
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Comment ID: SK.0.001
The commenter has not provided the Forest Service with sufficient 
detail to allow us to determine what aspect of the analysis the 
commenter believes is insufficient. 

Comment ID: SK.0.002 
Comment noted. The proposed mitigation for salmon habitat in 
Greens Creek came about through discussion with biologists with 
the Forest Service and ADF&G. 

Comment ID: SK.0.003 
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 authorized wastewater discharge permit and assumes for the 
purposes of this analysis that the permitted discharge complies with 
the CWA. 

The Forest Service does not have authority over how ADEC and the 
USEPA conduct permitting, establish monitoring, or implement 
mitigation through their respective authorities under the CWA or 
under State solid waste regulations. Appropriate monitoring 
programs are established in conjunction with permitting. Currently, 
water quality and sediment quality are monitored at several 
locations, and bioassays of resident mussels and sediment worms 
take place in accordance with the APDES permit (see Section 
3.5.2.3). 
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Comment ID: SPH.0.001
Comment noted. 

Comment ID: SPH.0.002 
Comment noted. 

Comment ID: SPH.0.003 
Comment noted. 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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Appendix A, Part 1: Forest Service Responses to Comments 

A-228  Greens Creek Mine Tailings Disposal Facility Expansion Final EIS 

Comment Response 
Comment ID: SS.0.001
Comment noted. 

Comment ID: SS.0.002 
Comment noted. 

Comment ID: SS.0.003 
Comment noted. 
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Appendix A, Part 1: Forest Service Responses to Comments 

A-230  Greens Creek Mine Tailings Disposal Facility Expansion Final EIS 

Comment Response 
Comment ID: SS.1.001
Comment noted. 

Comment ID: SS.1.002 
Comment noted. 
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Comment ID: SS.1.003
Comment noted. 

Comment ID: SS.1.004 
Comment noted. 

Comment ID: SS.1.005 
Comment noted. Estimated maximum fugitive dust emissions 
(PM10) for each alternative in Table 3.2-4: 
Alternative A: 159 tons per year 
Alternative B: 192 tons per year 
Alternative C: 259 tons per year 
Alternative D: 260 tons per year 

Under alternatives C and D, upgrades to the A road would impact 
an additional 13.8 acres of wetlands. 

Comment ID: SS.1.006 
Comment noted. 

Comment ID: SS.1.007 
NEPA does not require an assessment of worst-case scenarios 
(e.g., failures). The Forest Service does not pursue permitting 
actions under the assumption that a facility would be improperly 
designed, built, operated, or closed. The design of the TDF does not 
involve new or unproven technology; therefore, the Forest Service 
would not expect a failure of the bottom liner or collection system to 
be reasonably foreseeable. Likewise, the soil cover system will 
need to be tested as part of the mitigation measures; based on the 
ongoing cover studies at Site 23 and the mitigation to be required to 
demonstrate performance of the cover, a failure of that system is 
not reasonably foreseeable. A failure of run-on diversion is 
reasonably foreseeable since it could occur as a result of a storm in 
excess of the design capacity of the facility. These cases are 
addressed as part of the APDES permit and would need to be 
remedied as soon as possible after the event.  

This type of failure is considered in the analysis of water resources 
(Section 3.5) and aquatic resources (Section 3.7). 
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Comment ID: SS.1.008
Comment noted. The Forest Service is aware that the State has 
concerns with multiple disposal facilities beyond those discussed in 
the EIS. The EIS focuses on the environmental effects related to the 
siting, construction, operation, and closure of the tailings facility 
expansion. 

Comment ID: SS.1.009 
Comment noted. We believe that the EIS presents some of these 
issues, but acknowledge that the State has a different perspective 
as well as different statutes and standards that need to be 
considered. The Record of Decision provides the rationale involved 
in identifying the selected alternative. 

Comment ID: SS.1.010 
While the NEPA decision does not necessarily consider nuances in 
costs (we must consider measures that could be cost prohibitive), 
the document has addressed the issue of multiple locations versus 
a single location in terms of environmental effects. 

Comment ID: SS.1.011 
Table ES-1 has a line item showing new tailings disturbance by 
alternative:  
Alternative A: 0 
Alternative B: 54.3 acres 
Mitigated Alternative B: 43.5 acres 
Alternative C: 101.7 acres 
Alternative D: 103.1 acres 

Reclamation and closure are discussed in Section 2.4-9:Upon 
permanent cessation of operations, an engineered soil cover will be 
placed over the TDF, with the overall purpose to stabilize the 
disturbed area and ensure long-term protection of land and water 
resources in the area and to obtain near-natural conditions. 

Total new wetlands removed by alternative can be found in Section 
3.10, Wetlands, tables 3.10-4, 3.10-6, 3.10-7, and 3.10-8:  
Alternative A:0 
Alternative B: 89 acres 
Mitigated Alternative B: 70 acres 
Alternative C: 128 acres 
Alternative D: 139 acres 
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Comment ID: SS.1.012
Comment noted. The possibility that the pipeline between the new 
TDF and the existing treatment plant could be ruptured is addressed 
in sections 3.7.3.4 and 3.7.3.5 (Aquatic Resources—Freshwater, 
alternatives C and D, respectively). The information was added to 
Section 3.5, Water Resources. 

Comment ID: SS.1.013 
Comment noted. 

Comment ID: SS.1.014 
The requested information has been added to Section 1.8.4, State 
and Local Governments. 

Comment ID: SS.1.015 
Text revised per comment. 

Comment ID: SS.1.016 
The FWMP was established using the 25th percentile of sitewide 
hardness values. Besides being used to establish a conservative 
regulatory value, this low value was also used to calculate Method 
Limits (ML) and Method Detection Limits (MDL) for analytical quality 
control objectives for the program (i.e., ML = 0.9*AWQS and MDL = 
ML/3.18). This lower hardness value assured that analytical 
detection goals in the Quality Assurance Program Plan were 
established that were sensitive enough for comparison to the water 
quality standards. 

While the Forest Service understands that the hardness value used 
is always arguable, the standards presented in the EIS are not used 
to establish regulatory criteria. For the purposes of the EIS, an 
average hardness of 46 mg/L for Tributary Creek was used to show 
how hardness-based metal criteria are calculated and for data 
comparison purposes. Tributary Creek was chosen because it is an 
important stream in the impacts analysis. 

Comment ID: SS.1.017 
Edit made per comment: Extra decimal places removed. 

Comment ID: SS.1.018 
Figure 3.5-3 was developed from HGCMC’s 2010 Site Water 
Balance report, prepared by EDE. The purpose of the figure was 
primarily to support the discussion of sitewide water management in
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Sections 3.5.3.1 and 3.5.3.2 rather than to present a detailed water 
balance for the TDF. The EDE report used estimates to determine 
drainage in the TDF from 2003 that are different than the observed 
data used by Petros (2011). The figure has been removed based on 
this and other comments in order to avoid confusion. 

Comment ID: SS.1.019 
The EIS has been modified throughout to reflect that ADEC stayed 
the effective date of reissuance of the APDES permit (AK0043206) 
and administratively extended the 2005 NPDES permit conditions 
until the permit is reissued. 

Comment ID: SS.1.020 
Comment noted. The EIS defines closure as “the final stage of 
mining, which involves closing all mine openings, regrading and 
reclaiming disturbed areas.” We are satisfied with this definition for 
closure as it is used throughout the document. 

Comment ID: SS.1.021 
Statements indicating discharge without treatment have been 
eliminated from all alternatives. The Forest Service does not view 
the evaluation of water treatment technologies or potential 
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 USEPA. 

Identifying passive treatment as a potential mechanism would be 
presumptive without treatability studies being conducted to evaluate 
effectiveness and to determine a design for a system. If water 
quality at closure or some time after closure is better than current 
predictions, the method of control, treatment, and discharge, as well 
as the outfall location, would be evaluated as a part of future 
APDES permitting requirements. 

Comment ID: SS.1.022 
For consistency, the water quality standards for hardness-based 
metals in this section were made consistent with the standards 
presented in Section 3.5. Please see the response to Comment 
SS.1.016. 

A footnote was added to these tables explaining the hardness used.
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Comment ID: SS.1.023
Comment noted. The purpose of the table is to help present 
baseline conditions for the site in as simple a manner as possible. 
The dates for sampling at all the stations vary. The dates were not 
inserted because the Forest Service feels that it complicates the 
table further without adding to the outcome of the analysis. 

Comment ID: SS.1.024 
Comment noted. Please see the response to Comment SS.1.018. 

A more detailed explanation of how water flows through the pile, 
including the discharges at the facility boundary (i.e., in the wet 
wells) is presented in more detail in Condon (2011). The commenter 
(or reader) is referred to that report. In addition, the Forest Service 
will require HGCMC to update the TDF water quality model in 
conjunction with required environmental audits. The flow 
calculations could be evaluated further at that time. 

Comment ID: SS.1.025 
The FEIS has been updated to include information from Kanouse 
2012. 

Comment ID: SS.1.026 
Text revised per comment. 

Comment ID: SS.1.027 
The discussion of benthic macroinvertebrates in Section 3.7.2.1 was 
revised. Data were added and differences among years relative to 
significance were noted. 

Comment ID: SS.1.028 
The reference to flow in Greens Creek was removed. 
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Comment Response 
Comment ID: SS.1.029
Text revised per comment. Added “Juvenile Dolly Varden (2–3 
years old) are used for the sampling to ensure metal concentrations 
are based on resident fish populations.” 

Comment ID: SS.1.030 
Text was revised for clarity. 

Comment ID: SS.1.031 
Text revised per comment. The reference to Tongass National 
Forest densities has been removed. More recent information from 
2011 has been added. 

Comment ID: SS.1.032 
Text has been added to section 3.7.2.1 to note the influence of 
stream geomorphology on aquatic life. 

Comment ID: SS.1.034 
Text revised per comment. The sentence was revised to “Monitoring 
data show that mine operations have not affected aquatic 
organisms, including periphyton, benthic macroinvertebrates, or 
fish, since monitoring began in 2001.” 
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Comment Response 
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Comment Response 
Comment ID: SW.0.001
Comment noted. The Forest Service’s selected alternative and the 
rationale for the selection are presented in the Record of Decision. 
The USACE will issue its own Record of Decision as well. 

Comment ID: SW.0.002 
Comment noted. 

Comment ID: SW.0.003 
Comment noted. Socioeconomic effects of the mine are discussed 
in Section 3.18, Socioeconomics. 
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Comment Response 
Comment ID: SW.0.004
Comment noted. 
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Comment Response 
Comment ID: TS.0.001
Comment noted. 
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Comment Response 
Comment ID: TW.0.001
Comment noted. 
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Comment Response 
Comment ID: WB.0.001
Comment noted. 
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Comment Response 
Comment ID: WB.1.001
Testing was previously conducted on waters collected in Hawk Inlet 
near the mine’s permitted discharge point to assess chronic and 
acute toxicity of effluent to shellfish, as 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 
showed 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). Thus, the Forest Service does not have a
reason to believe that the treated water discharged from the mine 
into Hawk Inlet is affecting pink neck clams near Wheeler Creek. 
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Comment Response 
Comment ID: WC.0.001
Comment noted. 
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Comment Response 
Comment ID: WC.1.001
Comment noted. 

Comment ID: WC.1.002 
Comment noted. 
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Comment Response 
Comment ID: WC.1.003
Comment noted. 
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Comment Response 
Comment ID: WN.0.001
Comment noted. 

Comment ID: WN.0.002 
Comment noted. 

Comment ID: WN.0.003 
Comment noted. Alternatives A and B would impact three 
watersheds: Cannery Creek, Tributary Creek, and 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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Comment Response 
Comment ID: WN.0.004
Comment noted. An active goshawk nest was located in 2011 
adjacent to the proposed new TDF to the north under alternatives C 
and D. Impacts to the goshawk and other wildlife species are 
presented in sections 3.11 (Wildlife) and 3.12 (Threatened, 
Endangered, Candidate, and Forest Service Alaska Region 
Sensitive Species). 

Comment ID: WN.0.005 
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 may vary. 

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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Comment Response 
Section 3.7.3.1, page 3‐97: ADF&G issued Fish Habitat Permit FH11‐I‐0123 to Hecla 
Greens Creek Mining Company on March 22, 2012 authorizing repair and 
maintenance of the fish pass in perpetuity. Success of the fish pass will be 
documented by juvenile coho salmon captured at Site 54 during the annual 
biomonitoring sampling. If juvenile coho salmon are not captured within three 
years after fish pass repair, Hecla will be required to investigate adult coho salmon 
passage through the fish pass.  
 

Comment ID: SS.1.033
Comment noted. This information has been added to the Final EIS. 
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Comment Response 
Comment ID: BH.0.001
Comment noted. Please see the responses to detailed comments 
below. 

Comment ID: BH.0.002 
See the responses to detailed comments below. 
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Comment Response 
Comment ID: BH.0.003
Comment noted. See the responses to detailed comments below. 

Comment ID: BH.0.004 
Project impacts to fish habitat are an important consideration in the 
district engineer’s analysis of potential beneficial and detrimental 
impacts to the environment, as well as the overall public interest, when 
evaluating a proposal under the NEPA review process. 

The decision by the district engineer on whether to issue a permit for the 
proposed work will be based on consideration of all factors that may be 
relevant to the proposal, including conservation, economics, aesthetics, 
general environmental concerns, wetlands, historic properties, fish and 
wildlife values, flood hazards, floodplain values, land use, navigation, 
shore erosion and accretion, recreation, water supply and conservation, 
water quality, energy needs, safety, food and fiber production, mineral 
needs, considerations of property ownership, and the general needs 
and welfare of the people. 
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Comment Response 
Comment ID: BH.0.005
Project impacts to anadromous fish habitat are an important 
consideration in the district engineer’s analysis of potential beneficial 
and detrimental impacts to the environment, as well as the overall public 
interest, when evaluating a proposal under the NEPA review process. 

The decision by the district engineer on whether to issue a permit for the 
proposed work will be based on consideration of all factors that may be 
relevant to the proposal, including conservation, economics, aesthetics, 
general environmental concerns, wetlands, historic properties, fish and 
wildlife values, flood hazards, floodplain values, land use, navigation, 
shore erosion and accretion, recreation, water supply and conservation, 
water quality, energy needs, safety, food and fiber production, mineral 
needs, considerations of property ownership, and the general needs 
and welfare of the people. 

Comment ID: BH.0.006 
Please note that repair of the fish passage project would provide 
anadromous fish access to an additional 10,600 feet of stream in 
Greens Creek. Following the Forest Service Record of Decision, the 
financial assurance and reclamation and closure plan will be updated. 
The Forest Service will require bonding for maintenance of the fish 
passage facility in perpetuity. Additionally, the Forest Service and 
ADF&G will require quarterly inspection of the fish passage structure 
(see Table 2.6-2). 

Comment ID: BH.0.007 
Contamination of fen wetlands would be in violation of the GPO and the 
APDES permit. The facility as designed is lined, and water in contact 
with tailings (contact water) would be collected and pumped to the 
wastewater treatment plant prior to being discharged into Hawk Inlet. 

The alternatives were each developed to minimize the extent of 
wetlands impacted while remaining practicable in their design. 
Therefore, impacts to fen wetlands could not be avoided entirely. The 
EIS discloses this situation and mitigation will take all wetland impacts 
into account. 
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Comment Response 
Comment ID: BH.0.008
Monitoring would continue to be required by the General Plan of 
Operations (GPO), Freshwater Monitoring Program (FWMP), Waste 
Management Permit, and the APDES permit. The FWMP was 
developed during an interagency regulatory review. The FWMP requires 
surface water, groundwater, and biological monitoring. 

If an exceedance of Alaska Water Quality Standards is identified, the 
operator is required to identify and explain the cause of the exceedance 
in a written notice to the Forest Service and ADEC within 30 days of 
identifying the exceedance. This notice must contain a plan to mitigate 
the cause of the exceedance. The agencies will either approve the 
mitigation plan, or recommend changes to the plan that will help 
alleviate potential impacts to the designated uses of the receiving 
waters. 

Under the FWMP, an annual report is produced as a part of the 
operations plan. This report documents trends in water quality in all 
project drainage features and creeks. This annual FWMP report is sent 
to the Forest Service and ADEC for review and presented at a meeting 
that is open to the public. 

Additionally, the Waste Management Permit requires a facility-wide 
environmental audit to be completed every five years. 

Comment ID: BH.0.009 
Monitoring requirements are established in the 2005 APDES Permit 
(AK0043206. Under this permit, effluent is monitored prior to discharge, 
as well as in Hawk Inlet. As required by the APDES permit, HGCMC 
conducts its Hawk Inlet Monitoring Program and prepares an annual 
report summarizing the findings. The terms and monitoring conditions 
established by the permit are outside the scope of this decision. 

Comment ID: BH.0.010 
Monitoring requirements are established by the APDES Permit 
(AK0043206). As required by the permit, HGCMC conducts its Hawk 
Inlet Monitoring Program and prepares an annual report summarizing 
the findings. The terms and monitoring conditions established by the 
permit are outside the scope of this decision. 

Comment ID: BH.0.011 
See response to Comment BH.0.008. 
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Comment Response 
Comment ID: BH.0.012
Comment noted. Aquatic monitoring would continue under all 
alternatives. 

Comment ID: BH.0.013 
Monitoring would continue to be required by the GPO, FWMP, and 
Waste Management Permit. The FWMP was developed during an 
interagency regulatory review. The FWMP requires surface water, 
groundwater, and biological monitoring using quantitative metrics. 

Comment ID: BH.0.014 
References to the cited monitoring reports have been added. Please 
note that the FWMP, Hawk Inlet Monitoring Program, and recent annual 
reports are available to the public online at 
http://dnr.alaska.gov/mlw/mining/largemine/greenscreek/. 

Comment ID: BH.0.015 
Aquatic monitoring is performed as required by the GPO and Waste 
Management Permit. The FWMP states that macroinvertebrate 
community assessment should follow the techniques described in Major 
and Barbour (1999). “Standard Operating Procedures for the Alaska 
Stream Condition Index: A Modification of the U.S. EPA Rapid 
Bioassessment Protocols” (Kanouse 2012, p. 8) provides the basis for 
using riffles:  

“We collected five benthic macroinvertebrate samples from each site 
using a Hess sampler in riffles where we observe the greatest amount of 
taxonomic density and richness (Barbour et al. 1999). This sample 
design reduces the variability that arises from sampling other habitats, 
such as pools, where pollution-sensitive taxa are less likely to be 
present.” 

Kanouse, K.M. 2012. Aquatic Biomonitoring at Greens Creek Mine, 
2011. Technical Report 12-03. Alaska Department of Fish and Game, 
Division of Habitat, Douglas, Alaska. 

Comment ID: BH.0.016 
Comment noted. Please note that areas that were previously wetland 
habitat and that would be buried by the TDF would be reclaimed as 
upland forest. 
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Comment Response 
Comment ID: BH.0.017
Chapter 3, sections 3.x.2 discuss the baseline (present natural) 
conditions for each of the resources analyzed in the document. Neither 
the Forest Service nor the State of Alaska requires an operator to 
establish quantitative reclamation goals as part of a closure plan. 

Comment ID: BH.0.018 
Comment noted. 

Comment ID: BH.0.019 
Comment noted. 

Comment ID: BH.0.020 
Following the Forest Service Record of Decision, the financial 
assurance and reclamation and closure plan will be updated. The Forest 
Service will require bonding for maintenance of the fish passage facility 
in perpetuity. Additionally, the Forest Service and ADF&G will require 
quarterly inspection of the fish passage structure (see Table 2.6-2). As 
required by the FWMP, annual aquatic biomonitoring is conducted 
above the fish passage structure. As part of this program, State 
biologists use a three-pass depletion method to sample fish abundance.

Comment ID: BH.0.021 
The footprint of Alternative C was developed to minimize impacts to 
aquatic systems, including wetlands, subject to geotechnical 
requirements. 

Comment ID: BH.0.022 
Discharge and receiving water quality monitoring is required by the 
APDES permit. Freshwater and aquatic biomonitoring are established 
by the FWMP and the GPO. 

Please note that the FWMP, Hawk Inlet Monitoring Program, and recent 
annual reports are available to the public online at 
http://dnr.alaska.gov/mlw/mining/largemine/greenscreek/. 

Also, see the response to Comment BH.0.008. 

Comment ID: BH.0.023 
Comment noted. 
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Comment Response 
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Comment Response 
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Comment Response 
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Comment Response 
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Comment Response 
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Comment Response 
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Comment Response 
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Comment Response 
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Comment Response 
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Comment Response 
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Comment Response 
 



Appendix A, Part 2: U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Responses to Comments 

A-270  Greens Creek Mine Tailings Disposal Facility Expansion Final EIS 

Comment Response 
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Comment Response 
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Comment Response 
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Comment Response 
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Comment Response 
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Comment Response 
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Comment Response 
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Comment Response 
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Comment Response 
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Comment Response 
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Comment Response 
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Comment Response 
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Comment Response 
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Comment Response 
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Comment Response 
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Comment Response 
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Comment Response 
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Comment Response 
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Comment Response 
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Comment Response 
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Comment Response 
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Comment Response 
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Comment Response 
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Comment Response 
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Comment Response 
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Comment Response 
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Comment Response 
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Comment Response 
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Comment Response 
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Comment Response 
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Comment Response 
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Comment Response 
Comment ID: BL.1.001
Comment noted. 

Comment ID: BL.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 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. 

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.1.003 
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 permit is reissued. 

The Forest Service and USACE have reviewed all the letters cited in 
this comment. They are included as a part of the public record. 

The USACE 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 Section 402 compliance, we 
consider the discharge to be protective of water quality in Hawk Inlet 
and its designated beneficial uses, including the propagation of fish, 
shellfish, and other aquatic life and wildlife, for the purposes of this 
analysis. As such, the EIS does not consider alternative discharge or 
treatment scenarios. 



Appendix A, Part 2: U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Responses to Comments 

A-302  Greens Creek Mine Tailings Disposal Facility Expansion Final EIS 

Comment Response 
Comment ID: BL.1.004
Please see the response to Comment BL.1.003 and the Forest Service 
responses to comments BL.0.007 and BL.0.008. 

The referenced documents have been incorporated into the project 
record. 

Comment ID: BL.1.005 
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 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.1.006 
We do not find that replacement or substitute resources are necessary 
or warranted, based on consultation with the local tribal and non-tribal 
entities conducted by the Forest Service. 

HGCMC’s 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. 



Appendix A, Part 2: U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Responses to Comments 

Greens Creek Mine Tailings Disposal Facility Expansion Final EIS A-303 

Comment Response 
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. 

Comment ID: BL.1.007 
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. 

Comment ID: BL.1.008 
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.1.009 
The USACE respectfully disagrees with the assertion that the EIS 
contains process and factual flaws. We also disagree about the need for 
a supplemental DEIS and public review. Some changes were made to 
the DEIS based on comments, but the changes do not rise to a level of 
significance that would warrant a supplemental EIS. 
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