Appendix A, Part 1: Forest Service Responses to Comments

Comment

15.5.146 )|

5|

|JS‘5 148

GREENS CREEK
Comment 115

Section 3.7.1.1, p. 3-79, Pre-mining Aquatic Resources - Freshwater.
The second sentence in this section should be revised to include a reference to Figure 3.5-1 as in the
preceding sentence, instead of Table 3.7-1. This sentence should read: "A few other streams and
drainages also enter Hawk Inlet outside of the project area (Figure 3.5-1)."
Comment 116

Section 3.7.1.1, pp. 3-79 and 3-81, Pre-mining Aquatic Resources - Freshwater.
The stream length for Greens Creek is listed as 211,340 ft in the Table 3.7-1, and 10 miles or 52,800 ft in
text (p. 3-81). The correct stream length should be accurately reflected in both the table and text| In
addition, there are numerous references in the text on pp. 3-81 through 3-103 to figures and tables that are
incorrect.
Comment 117

Section 3.7.2.2, p. 3-92, Baseline Conditions - Aquatic Resources - Marine.
The last sentence in the first paragraph on p. 3-92 should be deleted as it is not attributable to HGCMC
2011. This sentence should be replaced by the following: "Based on these data, it appears that heavy
metals in sediment near the outfall 002 site continue to vary from year to year, and have not increased
above the range of area-wide baseline levels during mining years (HGCMC 2010)."
Comment 118

Section 3.7.2.2, p. 3-92, Baseline Conditions — Aquatic Resources - Marine.

On p. 3-92, the third sentence in the second paragraph should be revised as follows: "A concentrate spill
occurred from the shiploader in 1989 near Site S-5; ..."

The fifth sentence in the second paragraph should be revised to read: "Based on sampling results, a rapid
increase in metals concentrations occurred after the spill and sample values have been highly variable,
but remain elevated in the immediate vicinity of the shiploader relative to metals concentration in other
inlet sampling sites."
Comment 119

Section 3.7.2.2, p. 3-94, Baseline Conditions — Aquatic Resources - Marine.
The first sentence on p. 3-94 should be revised to read: "The metals levels in sediments observed through

2002 in the immediate area of the shiploader could be toxic to bivalves, amphipods and burrowing
organisms."
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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

JS.5.151

JS.5.152

|JS 5153

JS.5.155

GREENS CREEK
Comment 120
Section 3.7.2.2, p. 3-95, Baseline Conditions — Aquatic Resources - Marine.

On p. 3-95, under the "Overall Marine Conditions" heading, the sixth sentence in the first paragraph

should be revised to read: "There are no distinct indications of direct effects of metals to this environment

although some degradation of the habitat near the shiploader facility is possible."
Comment 121

Section 3.7.3.2, p. 3-98, Effects of Alternative A, No Action, Freshwater.

The fifth sentence in Section 3.7.3.2 under the "Freshwater" heading should be revised to read: "Potential

changes in some metals levels in Greens Creek, if related to mining, may be 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 122

Section 3.7.3.2, p. 3-99, Table 3.7-8, and Summary, p. viii, Table ES-2.

The DEIS is not consistent in its characterization of resident fish stream habitat that would be lost in

Fowler Creek under Alternatives C and D. Table ES-2, p. viii, states that 34 feet of Class 1 habitat will be

permanently lost in Fowler Creek under Alternatives C and D. However, Table 3.7-8 does not represent
that there will be any loss of Class 1 habitat in Fowler Creek. Also, numbers in the text of the second

paragraph on p. 3-103 do not match this table. The text and tables need to be revised to accurately reflect

the potential permanent loss of Class I and Class II fish habitat under Alternatives C and D.
Comment 123

Section 3.7.3.5, p. 3-105, Effects of Alternative D, Modified Proposed Action.
The third sentence of paragraph one on p. 3-105 states that the "total basin area that would have flow
diversion would be 98 acres of Tributary Creek and Zinc Creek basins.” Why does this include Zine
Creek?
The fifth sentence should be revised as follows to reflect that the construction of the pond would also be
in the Tributary Creek drainage: "The design would also require the placement of tailings as well as the
construction of a water management pond within the Cannery Creek drainage and the Tributary Creek
drainage.”
Comment 124

Section 3.7.4, p. 3-106, Aquatic Resources - Summary.
The first sentence at the top of p. 3-106 should be revised as follows: "Monitoring in Hawk Inlet has

shown some elevated concenirations of metals in sediments near the shiploader site and also variable
metals concentrations in sediments near Outfall 002."
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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 | streams. This is not correct; the
alternative TDF site would not directly affect (by burial) any Class |
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

JS.5.158

GREENS CR EE K
Comment 125

Section 3.8.3.1, p. 3-109, Effects Common to All Alternatives.
The third bullet point ("Filter fabric") at the top of p. 3-109 should be deleted.
Comment 126

Section 3.8.3.3, p. 3-111, Mitigated Alternative B,
The last line of the first paragraph states that mitigation would be the same as that recommended under
Alternative B; however, there is no mitigation recommended for Alternative B in this section. Perhaps
this should refer to Alternative A instead of Alternative B.
Comment 127

Section 3.8.4, p. 3-112, Soils — Summary.
The proposed mitigation of developing test plots to "determine the optimum depth of the plant growth
layer for the desired plant communities” will not provide enough time to determine rooting depths of
mature species. Observations of rooting depths from natural slopes provide an indication of rooting depth
as discussed in OSU (2011).
Comment 128

Section 3.9.3.1, p. 3-115, Effects Common to All Alternatives.
The text box on p. 3-115 should be deleted in its entirety as this does not apply to the HGCMC site.
Comment 129

Section 3.10.3.1, p. 3-127, Table 3.10-3.
Footnotes should be added to Table 3.10-3 to specify which columns equate to which alternatives.
Comment 130

Section 3.10.3.4, p. 3-136, Effects of Alternative C, New TDF Located Outside Monument.

Replace "northwest" with "northeast” on line 3 of paragraph 2 and also on line 6 of the second paragraph
in Section 3.10.3.5 on p. 3-140.

Comment 131

Section 3.10.3.4, p. 3-140, Effects of Alternative C, New TDF Located Outside
Monument.

On p. 3-140, in the paragraph under Table 3.10-7, it states that impacts to wetlands due to the upgrade of
the A Road for Alternative C were not factored in. The same analysis would be applicable to Section
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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

/

JS.5.167 .

GREENS CREEK
\3. 10.3.5, Effects of Alternative D. These impacts will not be minor and should be considered and added

truck turnouts will need to be constructed, and a pipeline corridor will be needed with two 18" pipelines
buried parallel to the road; all of these impacts will involve fill in wetlands.

Comment 132

Section 3.11, p. 3-142, Wildlife, General Comment.
species descriptions for marbled murrelet and bald eagles state that water quality could impact prey for
these species. However, this is not addressed in environmental consequences. In addition, under
environmental consequences, for river otter it states that Alternative A would not affect prey species and
water quality is not discussed in the other alternatives for river otters.
Comment 133

Section 3.11, p. 3-142, Wildlife, General Comment.

It may be important to note that when referencing the wildlife field studies, just because a species or
indicators of species were not observed does not mean they are not present.

Comment 134

Section 3.11, p. 3-142, Wildlife, General Comment.

In the first sentence on p. 3-142, the acronym "MIS" (Management Indicator Species) should be spelled

out and defined (see, e.g., the first sentence of the second paragraph). Also, consider summary tables,
where one table could be MIS species and how each species is impacted by each alternative, then a
separate table for "Other Species of Concern."
Comment 135

Section 3.11, Wildlife, General Comments.
Technical edits by page number:

P. 3-155; first line: "KAI Environmental" should be changed to "Kai Environmental."

® P.3-155; fourth paragraph: the reference of "KAI Environmental” should be changed to "Kai
Environmental."

JS.5.168 ® P.3-160; end of first paragraph: consider adding in the time periods that USFWS recommends

avoiding vegetation clearing.

® P.3-163; add a period to the end of the first sentence.

e P.3-165; Waterfowl and Shorebirds; fourth line: correct "thus that it."

32

to the total wetlands disturbance acreage for Alternatives C and D. The A Road will need to be widened,

Potential water quality impacts to species and/or their prey are not consistently covered. For example, the

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

GREENS CREEK

| ® P.3-179; "KAI Environmental" should be changed to "Kai Environmental.”

e P. 3-183; fourth full paragraph: use of word "documented” twice in the sentence is awkward.

® P.3-183; Queen Charlotte Goshawk: the second sentence states the listing was found to be not
warranted twice, but only one year is listed.

JS.5.173 | & P.3-186; first paragraph, 7th line: "constants speeds” should read "constant speed.”

JS.5.176

IJS.5.17B

section references under each of the "Effects of Alternatives,"
Comment 136
Section 3.11.2.1, p. 3-151, Management Indicator Species — Bald Eagle.

In Section 3.11.2.1, under the "Bald Eagles" heading, no historical information on bald eagle nests are
provided; however, USFWS has GIS data for these. The section does not address eagles that may build
nests between the 2011 survey and when construction begins.

Comment 137
Section 3.11.2.1, p. 3-151, Management Indicator Species — Sitka Black-tailed Deer.

In Section 3.11.2.1, under the "Sitka Black-tailed Deer” heading, the affected environment section
discusses road kill of deer, which is not discussed under the environmental consequences alternatives.
For Alternative B, the same number of road kill would remain the same over a longer period. For
Alternatives C and D, there would be additional road used for hauling tailings so an increase of road
traffic would be expected. Therefore, there is a potential for increased road kill of Sitka Black-tail for
Alternatives C and D.

Comment 138

Section 3.11.2.2, p. 3-155, Other Species of Concern.
In Section 3.11.3.2, under the "Marbled murrelet” heading, the second sentence states it is unlikely that
marbled murrelets use the area, but the environmental consequences for other alternatives state that a
marbled murrelet was seen flying through the field study area and mitigation measures were
recommended. Either a citation that they are unlikely to use the area should be added, or the statement
should be amended to correct the inconsistency.
Comment 139

Section 3.11.2.2, p. 3-157, Other Species of Concern.
In Section 3.11.2.2, under the "Migratory Birds" heading, the fourth line of the first paragraph refers to
species of concern, and both the state and federal government have lists so this should be defined. Under

paragraph 2, it refers to 20 species and then only discusses habitat for 19. In addition, the primary habitat
for the "remaining 5" is not defined and it may be worth noting if it is or is not found in any project area.

33

P. 3-189; Section 3.12.4.3; first sentence: change Section 3.12.4.6 to 3.12.4.1. Same comment for

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
m Section 3.11.3.3.
- - -
GREENS CREEK Comment ID: JS.5.180
S — Text in sections 3.11.3.3 and 3.11.3.4 has been clarified to
reference the 660-foot bald eagle nest buffer.
Section 3.11.3.3, p. 3-163, Effects of Alternative B, Proposed Action - Management
Indicator Species — Bald Eagle.
Comment ID: JS.5.181
I Seon 135, s e K b e s o 3 St 2011 Text has been added to Section 3.11.3.3 under the species on
1 1 V1 1 ardi 1V1 1 SIS 1 . . g . .
s ¥ which Mitigated Alternative B would have different effects than
Comment 141 Alternative B.
Section 3.11.3.3, p. 3-163, Effects of Alternative B, Proposed Action.
On p. 3-163, under the "M Indicator Species” heading, th fi 330-fi Comment ID: JS.5.182
n p. 3-163, under the "Management Indicator Species" heading, the text references a -ft management P . .
zone around eagle nests; however, the text on p. 3-167 states that there should be a 660-ft buffer. Please Additional text has_ been added to Section 3.11.3.3, Section
revise this inconsistency and provide the correct size of the management zone surrounding a bald eagle 3.11.3.4, and Section 3.11.3.5 related to the effects of wetland
nest site and provide the appropriate citation. habitat loss to Vancouver Canada geese.
Comment 142
Section 3.11.3.3, p. 3-164, Table 3-11.3. Comment ID: JS.5.183 ) )
Additional text related to acres of habitat loss for the river otter have
Table 3.11-3 shows the breakdown of POG being removed under each alternative, and it includes a been added to sections 3.11.3.3, 3.11.3.4, and 3.11.3.5.
comparison between Alternative B and Mitigated Alternative B. There is no discussion of Mitigated ! !
Alternative B by species in the text of Section 11.3, which is confusing and should be provided in the
EIS. Comment ID: JS.5.184
Comment 143 Acres of habitat loss have been added to Section 3.11.3.3 under
Red-breasted Sapsucker, Hairy Woodpecker, and Brown Creeper.
Section 3.11.3.3, p. 3-164, Effects of Alternative B, Proposed Action - Vancouver Canada
Goose.
In Section 3.11.3.3, under the "Vancouver Canada Goose" heading, would habitat loss be minimal
compared to the abundant adjacent habitat available? In addition, under the discussion for Alternatives C
and D, it does not indicate how many acres of habitat would be disturbed if the new TDF were
constructed. If these details are discussed in the Biological Assessment/Biological Evaluation report,
please reference the relevant section.
Comment 144
Section 3.11.3.3, p. 3-164, Effects of Alternative B, Proposed Action - River Otter.
JS.5.183
In Section 3.11.3.3, under the "River Otter" heading, how much habitat loss would result under
Alternative B, Alternative C (p. 3-167), and Alternative D (p. 3-170)? If these details are discussed in the
Biological Assessment/Biological Evaluation report, please reference the relevant section.
34
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Comment

GREENS CREEK
Comment 145

Section 3.11.3.3, pp. 3-164 and 3-165, Effects of Alternative B, Proposed Action — Red-
breasted Sapsucker, Hairy Woodpecker, and Brown Creeper.

In Section 3.11.3.3, under the "Red-breasted sapsucker, Hairy woodpecker, and Brown creeper” heading,
how much habitat loss would result under Alternative B? Similarly, how much habitat would be lost
under Alternative C (p. 3-168) or Alternative D (p. 3-170)? If these details are discussed in the Biological
Assessment/Biological Evaluation report, please reference the relevant section.
Comment 146
Section 3.11.3.4, p. 3-166, Effects of Alternative C, New TDF Located Qutside Monument —
JS.5.185 Management Indicator Species — Brown Bear.
In Section 3.11.3.4, under the "Brown Bear" heading, are there creek impacts that should be discussed?
Comment 147
Section 3.11.3.4, p. 3-167, Effects of Alternative C, New TDF Located Outside Monument —
155186 | Management Indicator Species — River Otter.
In Section 3.11.3.4, under the "River Otter" heading, are there impacts to "unnamed creek” that should be
discussed?
Comment 148
Section 3.11.3.4, p. 3-168, Effects of Alternative C, New TDF Located Outside Monument —
I:JS 5187 Manag; Indicator Species - Red-breasted Sapsucker, Hairy Woodpecker, and Brown
- Creeper.
In Section 3.11.3.4, under the "Red-breasted sapsucker, Hairy woodpecker, and Brown creeper”
discussion, is the north-flowing drainage to Hawk Inlet the same as "unnamed creek?"
Comment 149
Section 3.11.3.4, p. 3-168, Effects of Alternative C, New TDF Located Outside Monument —
155188 Indicator Species — Other Species of Concern.
In Section 3.11.3.4, under the "Endemic Species" discussion, how much habitat fragmentation will result
under this alternative, or how much fragmentation will result relative to Alternative D?
Comment 150
Section 3.11.3.5, p. 3-170, Effects of Alternative D, Modified Proposed Action -
M. it Indi Species — River Otter.
JS.5.189
In Section 3.11.3.5, under the "River Otter" heading, a discussion of Fowler Creek should be addressed in
this section.

35

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 Il 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 Il 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

JS.5.190

GREENS CREEK
Comment 151

Section 3.11.3.5, p. 3-171, Effects of Alternative D, Modified Proposed Action —
M t Indicator Species — Other Species of Concern — Endemic Species.

JS.5.191

1S5.192

1S.5.193

In Section 3.11.3.5, under the "Endemic Species" heading, how much habitat fragmentation will result
under this alternative, or how much fragmentation will result relative to Alternative C?

Comment 152

Section 3.12.3, p. 3-182, Thr d, Endangered, Candid and Forest Service Alaska
Region Sensitive Species — Affected Environment.

The first sentence in Section 3.12.3 is unclear. Consider striking "This section describes," and instead
begin the sentence with, "The status, distribution..."

Comment 153

Section 3.12.3.1, p. 3-182, Threatened, Endangered, Candidate, and Forest Service Alaska
Region Sensitive Species — Affected Environment, Humpback whale (Endangered).

In Section 3.12.3.1, under the "Humpback whale" discussion, consider adding a sentence in the first

paragraph clarifying that the Endangered Species Conservation Act preceded the Endangered Species Act

of 1973.
Comment 154

Section 3.12.3.3, p. 3-184, Queen Charlotte Goshawk (Forest Service Sensitive).

In Section 3.12.3.3, the last sentence in the second paragraph is difficult to follow. Suggest breaking into

two sentences between "....more adaptable than once thought" and "When these habitats are not
available..." The third paragraph leads off with only 2 goshawks being found on Admiralty Island, then
ends with an additional find. Consider clarifying how many goshawk nests have been found in total.
Additionally, goshawks are known to build multiple nests and may use different ones each year, which
might be worth mentioning because "active nest" is defined.
Comment 155

Section 3.12.3.4, p. 3-184, Black Oystercatcher (Forest Service Sensitive).
The discussion of the Black Oystercatcher in Section 3.12.3.4 appears to be lacking a description
regarding whether the species has the potential to be in the project area. For other species in the section,
the DEIS states if the species has the potential to be in the project area.
Comment 156

Section 3.12.3.6, p. 3-185, Sensitive Plants.

The following is a list of questions regarding the discussion of "Sensitive Plants" in Section 3.12.3.6:

36

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

GREENS CREEK

*  Who conducted botanical studies for the project, and are there reports to cite or reference in an
appendix?

JS.5.196 | ®  What is the "Planning Area," and has that been previously defined?

J8.5.197 l ® In the third sentence, the words "adversely affect impact" need to be reworded.

Comment 157

Section 3.12.4.1, p. 3-187, Effects Common to All Alternatives - Goshawks.

In Section 3.12.4.1, under the "Queen Charlotte goshawk" heading, it is important to mention that
goshawks may be impacted by removal of a nesting tree. In addition, a discussion may be warranted
regarding whether there would be a potential reduction or displacement of prey species.

Comment 158

Section 3.12.4.1, p. 3-187, Effects Common to All Alternatives — Lynn Canal Pacific
Herring.

Section 3.12.4.1 refers to an analysis between salmon/steelhead and herring, but these species are not
referenced anywhere else (other than table). Was the information in the Biological
Assessment/Biological Evaluation report?

Comment 159

Section 3.12.4.3, p. 3-189, Effects of the Alternative B: Proposed Action.

While no goshawks were found in 2010, that does not necessarily preclude them from nesting in the
future. In addition, the Tongass survey protocol requires 2 years of survey in an area, to confirm no
active nests are currently present and the survey conducted by Kai Environmental was only one season (as
approved by USFS). Because habitat is available, it may be that the USFS would recommend nest

clearance surveys prior to removal of trees as a mitigation measure for potential affects. This same
comment extends to "Mitigated Alternative B," p. 3-189.

Comment 160

Section 3.18.3.1, p. 3-243, Socioec ics — Envir tal C q es.

The final sentence in Section 3.18.3.1 on p.3-243 should be revised to delete reference to the ownership
of the cannery by a third party; this property is owned by the Greens Creek Mine Joint Venture. In
addition, it is unclear whether this sentence mistakenly refers to "mill" closure as a trigger for reversion
instead of "mine" closure. This sentence should read: "Further, were the mine to permanently close, per
the Exchange Act and Agreement, the lands owned and occupied by HGCMC would revert to federal
ownership and be entirely removed from the local tax base.”
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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

JS.5.202

GREENS CREEK
Comment 161

Section 3.18.3.3, p. 3-245, Effects of Alternative B, Proposed Action.
The second paragraph of Section 3.18.3.3 states: "Full build-out for development, construction, and
reclamation under this alternative would employ a small number of contractors (about 10) for specialized
work, like liner installation, but the current mine work force would do most of the work." This sentence
is not entirely accurate because HGCMC hires more than a "small number of contractors" for preparation,
field work, and construction. The number of contractors hired and the scope of work covered by
contractors is understated in this paragraph and should be revised accordingly to represent the
significance of indirect jobs created in the economy as a result of contract work. This is true for all action
alternatives.
Comment 162

Section 3.19.3.1, p. 3-250, Effects Common to All Alternatives.

The fourth bullet under Section 3.19.3.1 should be revised to read: "Constructing the TDF as described in
Section 2.3.6 to contain tailings contact waters."

The fifth bullet should be revised to read: "Relocating existing waste rock piles to the TDF to improve
containment to reduce potential for oxygen and water infiltration and improve geotechnical stability."

Comment 163

Section 3.19.3.1, p. 3-251, Effects Common to All Alternatives.
In the second paragraph under the "Forestry” heading, the second sentence should be revised to clarify
that vegetation would be “cleared” under Alternatives C and D, and not just "cleared" under Alternative
B. This sentence should read: "Clearing of vegetation associated with Alternative B would be located
adjacent to the existing TDF, whereas Alternatives C and D would result in clearing vegetation to the area
north of the A Road, which is outside of the Monument,"
Comment 164

Section 3.19.3.1, p. 3-253, Effects Common to All Alternatives.
On p. 3-253, under the "Fish and Wildlife" heading, the fourth sentence in the first paragraph should be
revised to read: "Alternative A would have the least affect to fish and wildlife resources within the
Monument because of the limited extent of disturbance of the operations."

Comment 165

Section 3.20.3.4, p. 3-264, Figure 3.20-2.

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.”

The title for Figure 3.20-2 should be changed to "IRA Affected by Each Alternative,” to accurately reflect
what the figure represents.
38
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Comment

JS.5.208

JSSZOQ:

GREENS CREEK
Comment 166

Section 3.22.2, p. 3-276, Descriptions of Selected Relevant Actions.
Under the "Geotechnical Drilling" heading on p. 3-276, the acres of ground disturbance listed (1.75 acres)
should be clarified to state that the 1.75 acres of disturbance was for the whole drilling program (14 — 17
sites). Only three of these sites were within an IRA. HGCMC estimates that ground disturbance for each
drill site in the IRA to be 4800 square feet (0.1 acre) per site. The Greens Creek IRA (two drill sites)
resulted in disturbance of approximately 9600 square feet; whereas the disturbance in the Mansfield IRA,
with one drill site, is estimated at 4800 square feet. The total ground disturbance for this drill program
within an IRA was 0.3 acres.

Comment 167

Section 3.23, p. 3-289, Table 3.23-1, Irreversible and Irretrievable Resource
Commitments.

On p. 3-289, within the "Land Use and Recreation Resource" row, why does this information only reflect
an irreversible commitment of acreage "within the Monument?" Also, it does not appear that this
commitment will be "irreversible” because people will be able to use the site after closure. This "loss"
may be better characterized as "irretrievable.”

Comment 1638

Section 5, p. 5-1, References.

There are numerous items referenced in the DEIS that are not included in Chapter 5, References. The
following is a partial list of references that should be added to Chapter 5:

*  USFS 2008 (Forest Plan)

® P.397 ADF&G FH11-1-0123 draft 2011

.
-

. 3-98 Buell, 1981
e P.3-122 Adamus 2012

®  P.3-146 Caouette et al, 2006

.
o

. 3-147 Allen & Angliss, 2010

.
-

. 3-149 ADF&G, 2000

.
™

3-149 AMAP, 2002

\V ® P.3-153 Dawson et al 2007
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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

N

JS.5.210

JS.5.211

- =
GREENS CREEK

®  Oceanus Alaska, October 2003, Review of Essential Fish Habitat in Hawk Inlet Subsequent to
Mining Operations (this report is cited under Ridgeway, but the text cites Oceanus; see, e.g., p.3-
83)
e Kanouse 2011 (?) at p. 3-86
¢  HGCMC 2010, 2011 Hawk Inlet 2010 Annual Report, Hawk Inlet 2011 Annual Report
When preparing the Final EIS, please ensure that the reference list is updated, complete, and accurate.
Comment 169
Section 5, p. 5-1, References, and General Comment.
Not all year citations are correct or consistent when citing to a reference. When referencing a Forest Plan,
is it a USFS or USDA document (e.g., p. 3-97). Please correct and revise throughout the DEIS
accordingly. Please make sure all references to USFS documents are accurate: for example, should USFS
be 2008, 2008a, or 2008¢?
Comment 170
Section 6, p. 6-1, Glossary.

The following definitions should be revised in the Glossary:

®  Ore (p. 6-8): A naturally occurring solid material from which a metal or valuable mineral can be
profitably extracted.

®  Ore body (p. 6-8): A natural accumulation of a metal, gemstone or other valuable mineral
substance, which is rich enough in concentration that it can be mined and processed at a profit.

e  Ore reserve (p. 6-8): mineral deposits which are valuable and legally, economically and
technically feasible to extract.

®  Precipitation (p. 6-10): [this definition should be revised to remove reference to "flocculation”
because this is different from precipitation. The transformation of soluble species to an insoluble
species in a liquid is often a precipitation reaction. Flocculation combines insoluble or colloidal
species in a liquid so that they can be settled or filtered out more effectively]. Accordingly, the
definition of Precipitation should be: "The process of removing solid or liquid particles from a

gas or smoke; the process of forming a precipitate from a solution; rain, mist, snow, and the like."

*  Waste rock (p. 6-14): Also known as development rock or production rock, waste rock is the
non-ore rock extracted to gain access into the ore zone. It contains no metal values economic to
recover.

* Xanthates - A class of chemicals known as "collector” chemicals that attach to floating minerals,
making them normally capable of adhering to the froth in a flotation circuit.

40

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

GREENS CREEK
Comment 171
General Technical Comment.
HGCMC believes a number of technical aspects to the Alternatives were not adequately discussed in the
DEIS. Below is a non-exhaustive list of the technically complex issues we believe are part of each
alternative:
Alternative B
JS5212 *  HGCMC will continue to work with both the USFS and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers to

develop and implement various mitigation measures to address and mitigate impacts during
subsequent stages of development.

Alternative C

*  Alternative C prevents the ability to have a single no-pump, gravity flow/discharge system

following closure of the TDF. Although the DEIS states that discharge without treatment is not
anticipated, eliminating the option for no-pump, gravity flow would be short-sighted. Predictions
of water quality following closure of the TDF are intentionally pessimistic. If actual closure
water quality ends up being better than predicted, options including gravity flow would
substantially reduce impacts compared to pump-dependent options. Alternative B is the only
alternative that would allow gravity flow to one discharge point.

s5aia]l © The eastside of the proposed facility footprint on the existing slope will make construction
difficult. In order to ensure technical stability, the TDF needs to be on flat ground. The facility
boundary may need to be moved 600 feet to the west to accomplish this.

S b Sensitive Species northern goshawk nest was found at the site. Activities would need to be

designed around the nest tree and buffer zone.

® The 2011 drilling at the center of the proposed footprint encountered 17 feet of peat.

J5.5.217 || ® The reclamation storage area is likely undersized for Alternative C.

1 Alternatives C and D result in a larger amount of impact than Alternative B, particularly if the
mine were to close prior to filling the 30 to 50 year capacity. Construction of infrastructure
(roads, pipelines, ponds, quarries, etc.) would have to begin very quickly for Alternative C and
shortly thereafter for Alternative D. If the mine were to close earlier than 30 to 50 years, this
disturbance and whatever tailings placement had occurred in multiple watersheds in the C and D
footprints would be spread over a much larger area than Alternative B at the time of closure.

Alternative D

e | Alternative D prevents the ability to have a single no-pump, gravity flow/discharge system

following closure of the TDF. Although the DEIS states that discharge without treatment is not
anticipated, eliminating the option for no-pump, gravity flow would be short-sighted. Predictions

\/of water quality following closure of the TDF are intentionally pessimistic. If actual closure

41

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

GREENS CREEK

-

JS.5.222

JS.5.225

water quality ends up being better than predicted, options including gravity flow would
substantially reduce impacts compared to pump-dependent options. Alternative B is the only
alternative that would allow gravity flow to one discharge point.

The east side of the proposed facility footprint on the existing slope will make construction
difficult. In order to ensure technical stability, the TDF needs to be on flat ground. The facility
boundary may need to be moved 600 feet to the west to accomplish this.

The 2011 drilling at the center of the proposed footprint encountered 17 feet of peat.

Depth to bedrock in the proposed north end quarry location may not be practical because the drill
location nearest this site was not able to verify bedrock. Tt is possible that bedrock may be
considerably greater than ground surface, and the sands encountered may be considered too fine
to use as a sand source.

The reclamation storage area is likely undersized for Alternative D.

Sensitive Species northern goshawk nest was found at the site. Activities would need to be
designed around the nest tree and buffer zone.

Alternatives C and D result in a larger amount of impact than Alternative B, particularly if the
mine were to close prior to filling the 30 to 50 year capacity. Construction of infrastructure
(roads, pipelines, ponds, quarries, etc.) would have to begin very quickly for Alternative C and
shortly thereafter for Alternative D. If the mine were to close earlier than 30 to 50 years, this
disturbance and whatever tailings placement had occurred in multiple watersheds in the C and D
footprints would be spread over a much larger area than Alternative B at the time of closure.

Mitigated B Alternative

IJS‘5,228 -

x|

Mitigated B alternative prevents the ability to have a single no-pump, gravity flow/discharge
system following closure of the TDF. Although the DEIS states that discharge without treatment
is not anticipated, eliminating the option for no-pump, gravity flow would be short-sighted.
Predictions of water quality following closure of the TDF are intentionally pessimistic. If actual
closure water quality ends up being better than predicted, options including gravity flow would
substantially reduce impacts compared to pump-dependent options. Alternative B is the only
alternative that would allow gravity flow to one discharge point.

NE expansion area referenced in Alternative B mitigation; per p. 3-66, the issues with this area
include: "The sand source may indirectly discharge to the creek via the peat, and the sand and the
peat are in hydraulic communication,” so the discharge area if impacted by expansion may
impact the public water source on Cannery Creek.

Reclamation material stockpile referenced north of the access to the Hawk Inlet Cannery Facility
would be beneficial if the site could operate in the same area as the helicopter pad, and if water

could be collected from this site.

The filling of half of the NE area now, and the other half later, may prevent this portion of the
pile from any potential concurrent reclamation.
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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.

A-156

Greens Creek Mine Tailings Disposal Facility Expansion Final EIS



Appendix A, Part 1: Forest Service Responses to Comments

Comment

JS.5.233

JS.5.234

GREENS CREEK
Comment 172
Appendix C, Alternatives Development.

Most of the alternatives developed but not carried forward would have greater footprints and therefore
greater impacts because they consist of a facility at a new location (Areas 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, and 6). They could
impact additional watersheds, and also require additional pipelines and pumping infrastructure to return
the collected water at the new facility 1o the existing water treatment plant.] Area 7 could impact an
additional watershed (Cannery Creek) and is located too close to the Creek, which is a permitted
secondary drinking water source for the mine site. Development in the northeast area for Area 7 could
not achieve gravity drainage at closure | Area § evaluated an expansion of the existing facility to the south
and west. The design places tailings in the southwest corner of the area, which is a bedrock knob area.
This elevated area likely could not be used for tailings placement unless the rock was blasted out and
removed.

Similar to Alternatives C and D, but on a much larger scale, the effects of below-liner and peripheral rock
fill may be significant in Area 8. Infiltration and groundwater interaction with this fill could impact water

quality. Dilute, acidic waters in the Tributary Creek and Hawk Inlet watersheds may be sensitive to higher

pH, higher hardness water that the fill could generate. Changes in reduction/oxidation conditions and
water levels under lined areas may change the composition of groundwater (e.g., iron/manganese
reduction) in Tributary and Hawk Inlet drainages.

Section A (Figure 10, p. C-21) shows that more than 50 feet of rock will need to be removed to attain
liner grade. This would likely create a material handling/storage problem because this rock may be
potentially acid generating and would need to be stockpiled with its drainage collected prior to use within
the tailings pile footprint. It does not appear that there is space for the very large stockpile that would be
required. Blasting of the rock could influence groundwater by increasing pH, hardness and sulfate in
water that infiltrates the disturbed area. Quarrying related to development of Pond 7 and the northwest
corner of the existing TDF had this type of influence on groundwater and surface water.

There is very little space available to collect water if necessary from multiple locations between the Area
8 footprint and Tributary Creek and Hawk Inlet. If water from the stabilizing berm ends up requiring
collection this may pose significant logistical/design challenges.

As stated in Appendix C, all of the alternatives except Area 8 developed but not carried forward only
considered tailings placement areas; none of the associated facilities were considered (i.e., reclamation
storage areas, water collection ponds, etc.). Area 8 did consider a large water management pond;
however, p. C-7 states: "The preliminarily design presented represents half of the storage capacity
anticipated under the proposed action.” Water collection ponds are an integral part of the operation and
design of an effective and contained facility, and the size and location of these ponds are an important
factor in the consideration of a viable alternative.
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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.

Greens Creek Mine Tailings Disposal Facility Expansion Final EIS

A-157



Appendix A, Part 1: Forest Service Responses to Comments

Comment

GREENS CREEK

APPENDIX A

MAP DEPICTING ADMIRALTY ISLAND

NATIONAL MONUMENT BOUNDARY

Response
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Comment Response
Comment ID: JW.0.001
Comment noted.

From: Jocelyn \Webh

To: ES-commer lasl dmiral jonal- Jment
Subject: GREENS CREEK TAILING EXPANSION

Date: Tuesday, May 08, 2012 2:10:07 PM

WO | fully support the expansion of the Greens Creek tailing facility STAGE 3. They have been there for
- 35 years and it does not seem to have a negative effect on the surrounding area.
Jocelyn Webb
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KA 0.001

Comment

= MARINE LINES

May 2™, 2012

Admiralty Island National Monument — Tongass National Forest
ATTN: Greens Creek Tailings Expansion

8510 Mendenhall Loop Road

Juneau, Alaska 99801
Comments-alaska-tongass-admiralty-national-monument @fs.fed. us

To Whom It May Concern;

AlaskaMarine Lines and Alaska Marine Trucking are writing in support of Hecla Greens Creek Mine's
efforts to expand their existing tailings facility using “Alternative B* under the draft EIS submitted by the
US Forest Service for the following reasons:

® Expansion of their tailings facility is an essential component in their plans to continue operating
the Greens Creek Mine now and for the future

® Alternative B minimizes the impacts to the environment by keeping the tailings facility
consolidated versus the other alternatives

® Alternative B would continue their tailings disposal in an engineered, contained facility within a
single watershed versus the other alternatives that would place tailings in multiple watersheds

® Alternative B would allow them to continue to utilize existing site support facilities including “B"
Road versus other alternatives that would require major construction upgrades to “A” Road

e Alternative B using the current location for tailings has no new impacts on area wildlife versus
the other alternatives that have an active goshawk nest in the area

* Alternative B is the only option that would not increase Greens Creek’s use of fossil fuels in the

transportation of tailings to the disposal facilities
Hecla Greens Creek Mine has been an integral part of our Southeast Alaska Community for the past 25

years by providing high paying jobs, purchasing supplies and services locally, and operating in a safe and
environmentally friendly manner. Alternative B gives them the additional capacity for their future and

to continue to be a part of our future here in SoutheastAdaska.
Sincerely, / . /‘Mﬁr—

ey 7

Kevin Anderson — President, Alaska Marine Lines

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

JEDC.org

612 West Willoughby Ave. Suite A
Juneau, AK 99801

Phone 907-523-2300

Fax 907-463-3929

e

Juneau Economic
Development Council

JED

June 4, 2012

Mr. Chad VanOrmer

Monument Ranger

Admiralty Island National Monument
Tongass National Forest

Attn: Greens Creek Tailing Expansion
8510 Mendenhall Loop Road

Juneau, AK 99801

Re: Greens Creek Tailing Expansion
Dear Mr. VanOrmer:

For the past 25 years, the Juneau Economic Development Council has worked to foster a
healthy and sustainable economic climate in Juneau and throughout Southeast Alaska. In
collaboration with other organizations, we implement initiatives to maintain, expand, and
create economic opportunities.

The Hecla Greens Creek Mining Company (HGCMC) began operations around the same time as
our organization, and has proved to be a strong economic force in Northern Southeast Alaska,
and a good corporate citizen in the region. The company currently employs 370 people, about
2/3 of them from Juneau, and many others from rural areas of the region. Mining employment
paid an average annual wage of about $96,000 in 2010, more than twice the average annual
wage for all industries in Juneau. HGCMC purchased goods and services worth about $27
million in Juneau, and paid over $1.2 million in property taxes to the Borough government last
year. In a region with past erosion of population and earnings, the contribution of such a
vibrant economic player cannot be overstated.

In addition to the very important economic contribution to the region, HGCMC has engaged
with the University of Alaska, Southeast, and other organizations in workforce training and
development activities that has improved the skill set and earnings ability of all regional
residents. The company has developed both public and private infrastructure in the region. As
a good corporate citizen, HGCMC also contributes to regional communities through corporate
donations to local activities and organizations.

Response
Comment ID: KF.0.001
Comment noted.

A-162

Greens Creek Mine Tailings Disposal Facility Expansion Final EIS



Appendix A, Part 1: Forest Service Responses to Comments

Comment Response
Comment ID: KF.0.002
Comment noted.
Mr. Chad VanOrmer, Monument Ranger
Admiralty Island National Monument
June 4, 2012
Page 2

The Greens Creek Mine has operated in an environmentally responsible manner on Admiralty
Island for the past 25 years. In order for the company to continue to be successful, and to

contribute meaningfully to our regional economy, it needs to expand its dry stack tailings
disposal site. The JEDC board believes that Alternative B, the alternative recommended by
HGCMC, is the most environmentally sound and economically feasible plan for this expansion.
This alternative reduces the size of the potential impact, and keeps all the tailings together in
the same location. HGCMC intends to use the same disposal methods and management
procedures as they have used in the past, methods and procedures approved by all regulatory
agencies with jurisdiction over this mine.

The JEDC board fully supports HGCMC's preferred mine tailings expansion plan, and urges the
Monument to approve it. This company has proven a strong economic partner in the region,
and a good neighbor. Please keep the Greens Creek Mine thriving by approving this plan.

Warm Regards,

LIk

LLen
Kurt Fredriksson rian Holst
Board President Executive Director
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Comment Response
Comment ID: KG.0.001
Comment noted.

From: Ken Gerondale

To: ES-commer lasl dmiral jonal- Jment
Subject: Greens Creek Tallings

Date: Thursday, May 31,2012 12:55:49 PM

To Whom it May Concern:

lam the President of Construction Machinery Industrial, LLC. In speaking for myself and many of
our employees ........... we are for the approval of the “Greens Creek Tailing Expansion”. Our

company has been involved with Greens Creek Mine since it opened and find Greens Creek a work

class mining company that is environmentally sensitive and at the same time committed to our

Juneau community.

Thank you, Ken Gerondale

Ken Gerondale
C: 907-351-0287
DD: 907-261-0138

k.gerondale @cmiak.com
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Comment

KM.0.002

Friends of Admiralty Island - response to Hecla Greens Creek
Tailing Expansion DEIS - June 4, 2012

Sent via email: c ts-alaska-tong dmiralty-national-monument@fs.fed.us
Admiralty Island National Monument Tongass National Forest

ATTN: Greens Creek Tailings Expansion 8510 Mendenhall Loop Road Juneau, AK 99801

Re: Comments on Greens Creek Mine Tailings Dump Expansion Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (DEIS)

Dear Forest Supervisor Cole and Monument Ranger VanOrmer:

As a preface to our comments it is important to state that we fully acknowledge the right of Hecla Greens
Creek to operate their mine and associated milling operations in Hawk Inlet. We have previously gone on
record to acknowledge the economic and community benefits that the mine based employment, taxes and
secondarily economic benefits contributes to Juncau’s well being. When Congress created Admiralty
Island National Monument boundaries they included the actual mine and access in the National
Monument non-Wilderness, but excluded the mine tailings and milling. This is a Congressional
endorsement of the value of this mine, but also very specific congressional language holds the operation
of the mine to a high standard which reflects the value of maintaining the integrity of the National
Monument.

Therefore our response is directed at those compliance requirements and standards that current law
establishes for a mine operating in and adjacent to Admiralty Island National Monument.

Friends of Admiralty Island" responded to the 2010 Forest Service Scoping Document for the proposed
expansion of the Hecla Greens Creck mine tailings expansion. The current Draft Environmental Impact

Statement (DEIS) does not adequately address the key issues we identified in our 2010 response.

The current DEIS falls way short of a full-disclosure and unbiased analysis of impacts by the
proposed tailings expansion - whichever of the action alternatives is selected. There are both
process and factual flaws that the DEIS is built on.

Because of these significant deficiencies we urge the Forest Service do a supplemental
DEIS. A supplement will provide the public with an opportunity for a more reasoned and
informed response. A supplemental will prove a far greater value to decision makers and
other responding agencies.

Friends of Admiralty Island endorses the response of SEACC (dated June 4, 2012)to this
DEIS and requests that their response be considered a part of our response.

! Friends of Admiralty Island (FOAI) was formed in 1997 as a non-profit {501-c-3) educational and advocacy
organization to promote and protect the Wilderness and National Monument values of the island as described in
the Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation Act {ANILCA) of 1980. FOAI have specifically advocated for the
entire island, with consideration of adjacent waters to be managed as a single unit. Such a comprehensive
management plan must contain research and educational compeonents.

1|Page

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

KM.0.005

KM.0.007

Friends of Admiralty Island - response to Hecla Greens Creek
Tailing Expansion DEIS - June 4, 2012

Specific to the current DEIS:

There is no explanation of how the alternatives relate to the Alaska National Interest
Conservation Act (ANILCA) requirements or standards for allowing mining /milling to occur in
Admiralty Island National Monument. ANILCA specifies in section 503:

“(A) that milling activities necessary to develop such claims cannot be feasibly carried
out on such claims or on other land owned by such holder;

(B) that the use of the site to be leased will not cause irreparable harm to the Misty Fjords
or the Admiralty Island National Monument; and

(C) that the use of such leased area for such purposes will cause less environmental harm
than the use of any other reasonably available location.”

ANILC Section 505 (5) recognizes the importance of protecting fish habitat and water quality in
relation to mining operations adjacent to National Monuments and is another example of
allowing mining, but protecting Monument values, in this case fish habitat and water quality.

We endorse the statements that the DEIS also lacks any discussion of the short- and long-term
costs to HGCMC from implementing any of the action alternatives or utilizing proposed
mitigation measures or the effect of these costs on the economic viability of the mining
operations as required by agency regulations. See 36 CFR 228.80(b)(2)((ii)(2011). In effect, two
of the alternatives (C and D) were developed to minimize the amount of surface disturbance
within the Monument and assure that Hecla’s mining operations are compatible to the maximum
extent feasible, with the protection of Monument resources. The lack of detailed cost information
or an evaluation of the practicability of these alternatives in the DEIS prevents the Forest
Service, Corps of Engineers, and public from determining which action alternative is the least
environmentally damaging practicable alternative under the Clean Water Act’s 404(b)(1)

Guidelines.

Insufficient analysis of the subsistence use of the area and Hawk Inlet:

The Forest Service relied on studies conducted before 1990 to estimate the customary and
traditional use of the area by residents of Hoonah and Angoon and concluded that the use was
either very limited or restricted to the mouth of Hawk Inlet. It is imperative that the forest
Service conduct current community use surveys for the area and develop a compensation
package for Hecla to implement in the affected communities for the loss of customary and
traditional uses on lands and waters impacted by mineral development at Greens Creek.
Compensation could include Hecla funding completion of the Thayer Creek hydro project for
Angoon or funding the connection of Hoonah to the intertie that was extended to the Greens
Creek Mine several vears ago. As noted in the DEIS (at p. iv), the Forest Service has the
authority to add stipulations or require additional mitigation measures in making a decision
relating to Hecla’s proposal to modify its General Operating Plan.

2|Page

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

KM.0.009

KM.0.010

KM.0.011

Friends of Admiralty Island - response to Hecla Greens Creek
Tailing Expansion DEIS - June 4, 2012

Destruction of Salmon Habitat:

ANICLA only allows the Forest Service to issue leases and associated permits for mining
purposes on Monument lands if it determines that use of the site “will not cause irreparable harm
to the Monument™ and requires the Forest Service to maintain the continued productivity of all
salmon habitats. All the action alternatives presented in the DEIS irreversibly impact salmon
streams. Alternative B calls for the destruction of 4,046 feet of Class 1 and 2 fish habitat in
Tributary Creek. Alternatives C and D, call for the destruction of 1,078 feet of Class 1 and 2
habitats in Fowler Creek. Overall, these alternatives would cause permanent loss of habitat for
salmon, an essential part of the local food chain for the Monument’s bald eagles and brown
bears. The conclusion that this irreparable loss of salmon habitat can be mitigated by improving
fish passage in Greens Creek is simply wrongheaded.

Cultural Values Underestimated:

The impacts to cultural values in the DEIS relies only on the recent past. Historically, Hawk Inlet
opened up to Young’s Bay. It was an important passage way from Chatham Strait to Stephens
Passage. The area was utilized by clans from Juneau, Hoonah, and Angoon. The analysis did not
consider any recent ground surveys that would take into account new information on isostatic
rebound that shows cultural sites could be located hundreds of feet above the current sea level.
We ask that the Forest Service conduct a more through ground survey of possible cultural sites.
We also urge the Forest Service to consult with the Hoonah Indian Association, and recognized
representatives of the Auk Kwaan.

The response of Dr. Daniel Monteith (appended) is especially applicable to the cultural resources
of Admiralty Island — a key value supporting the establishment of the Monument. We agree with
his conclusions.

Hecla's proposed expansion would seem to be in an area of high probability to contain ancient
cultural evidence. Additional investigations are clearly warranted prior to further disturbance.

Cost comparison of the Alternatives:

The DEIS lacks any discussion about the short- and long-term costs to HGCMC of utilizing
proposed mitigation measures or the effect of these costs on the economic viability of the mining
operations as required by agency regulations for mining operations within Misty Fiords and
Admiralty Island National Monuments. The Forest Service needs to supplement this draft EIS to
disclose and analyze these costs.

Economic Benefits Analysis Only Considers Juneau:
The Juneau-centric focus of the analysis prevents the Forest Service from fulfilling its obligation

to identify and address the social, health, and environmental effects of this proposal that may be
borne disproportionately by the communities of Angoon and Hoonah. We ask that the Forest

3|Page

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 | streams. This is not correct;
the alternative TDF site would not directly affect (by burial) any
Class | 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

KM.0.013

Friends of Admiralty Island - response to Hecla Greens Creek
Tailing Expansion DEIS - June 4, 2012

Service expand the economic benefits (and impacts) analysis to include Angoon, Hoonah and
Tenakee Springs.

Need for Perpetual Water Treatment:

The DEIS states that Hecla will have to actively treat the water from the tailings piles for
“hundreds of years if not in perpetuity.” This need raises questions as to whether such mineral
development is “environmentally sound” and protects Monument values as required by ANILCA
and the Greens Creek Land Exchange Act of 1996. The present reclamation bond for the Greens
Creek mine is $30,455,000 based on the 2003 Solid Waste permit and adjusted for inflation. The
2003 permit assumed water treatment would be needed for approximately 7 years after mine
closure. Any lack of adequate funding could place the burden on the public should Hecla declare
bankruptey. We ask that the Forest Service require adequate financial assurances to cover
perpetual water treatment.

Discharges into Hawk Inlet:

Greens Creek is allowed to discharge contaminants into Hawk Inlet under a State permit that
allows for a toxic mixing zone. The DEIS does not mention that this permit was stayed by DEC
pending further review and that 2005 EPA permit still governs discharges from outfall 002 into
Hawk Inlet. Unfortunately, neither permit effectively monitors water quality at the edge of the
mixing zone. Consequently. the agencies lack adequate monitoring data to support a finding that
mining activities have not degraded water quality in Hawk Inlet and protect existing aquatic uses
as required by the Clean Water Act. Furthermore, the mixing zone design relies on a physical
description of Hawk Inlet over 20 years old that does not account for isostatic rebound or other
recent changes to the channel. The Forest Service’s reliance on the State to protect the aquatic
habitat of Hawk Inlet with a permit yet to be released is mistaken. The Forest Service needs to
update its analysis in the DEIS to reflect existing conditions in Hawk Inlet and develop
meaningful compensation for the long-term degradation of Hawk Inlet from the discharge and
loading of toxic pollutants into this waterbody.

Sincerely,

K& ety

K.J. Metcalf, President
Friends of Admiralty Island
PO Box 20791

Juneau, Alaska 99801
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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

KM.1.002

Sent via email: comments-alaska-tongass-admiralty-national-monument@fs.fed.us

To: Admiralty Island National Monument Tongass National Forest

ATTN: Greens Creek Tailings Expansion 8510 Mendenhall Loop Road Juneau, AK 99801

Re: Comments on Greens Creek Mine Tailings Dump Expansion Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (DEIS)

From: K.J. Metcalf
PO BOX 20221
Juneau AK, 99802

June 4, 2012
Dear Supervisor Forrest,
1 would like to add my voice to those calling for a supplemental Draft EIS for this project.

| was the first Monument Manager (Ranger} assigned to Admiralty Island National Monument. |
sincerely believe congress intended to accommodate the Greens Creek mine, but with very specific
standards to be applied to protecting the Monument.

Thy DEIS does not give enough analysis or information to be able to comment on the action
alternatives. | endorse the comments made by Southeast Alaska Conservation Council and Friends
of Admiralty Island in supporting this conclusion.

1 also endorse the comments submitted by Dr. Daniel Monteith relating to the cultural resources
and Social Justice.

The cultural resources of the island was one of the major values that President Carter used to
proclaim the Admiralty Island National Monument, followed by Congressional action to include the
island in ANILCA. Hawk Inlet could hold ancient cultural sites of international importance. Given
the dramatic isostatic rebound of the north end of Admiralty such sites most likely will be well
above the current sea level and most likely in the Greens Creek and Tributary area.

This possibility deserves ground truthing before any further disturbance occurs.

The wording in ANILC seems very clear that no development will occur in the Monument that will
cause irreparable harm. Extension of the current tailings deposit (Alt B.) over Tributary Creek will
violate this intent. In addition milling (tailings) will not be allowed within the Monument when
other locations are available outside of the Monument.
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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

KM.1.005

KM.1.006

The water quality is a serious issue. When | was Monument Manager and overseeing the DEIS for
the mine’s development base-line bic-assays were taken of the benthic organisms in Hawk Inlet.
This important base-line data is missing — no one can find it- and constitutes a serious breach of
ANILCA direction and the scientific method.

| believe that Hawk Inlet is currently an “impaired water-body.” The barge load of lead concentrate
that tipped over adjacent to the cannery site is not benign. The amount of from the current tailings
toxins that have been discharged into the inlet is the cause for much debate. The solution to have a
mixing zone contained on land (Pogo gold mine model) seems worthy of consideration at Greens
Creek.

| appreciate you considering my additional comments to those of SEACC and Friends of Admiralty
Island.

Sincerely,

K& mebeotf)

K.J. Metcalf
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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

Cox, David

From: Iwamoto, Karen -FS <kiwamoto@fs.fed.us> on behalf of FS-comments-alaska-tongass-
admiralty-national-monument <comments-alaska-tongass-admiralty-national-
monument@fs.fed.us>

Sent: Monday, June 04, 2012 9:02 AM

To: Weglinski, Gene; Cox, David

Cc: Samuelson, Sarah J -FS

Subject: FW: Greens Creek Alternative B

#2

Karen Iwamoto

Land Management Planner
Tongass National Forest
907-747-4230
kiwamoto@fs fed.us

From: Kasen Spickler [mailto:kasen_spickler@hotmail.com]

Sent: Sunday, June 03, 2012 9:44 PM

To: FS-comments-alaska-tongass-admiralty-national-monument

ject: Greens Creek Alternative B

KS.0.001
This letter is to voice my opinion of approval for Alternative B. Greens Creek has proved to southeast citizens that they
can responsibly operate this mine in a environmentally safe way. The total amount of temporarily impacted lands is very
minimal when you look at the entire size of Admiralty island and the engineering of the tailings disposal plan is
constructed in such a way to have minimal impact on the area.
KS.0.002

lived in Juneau for 27 years and have seen the positive impacts Greens Creek has made in this community. I have
many friends that have worked there as contractors and I also have a brother that has worked underground for the last 8
years. When you give Juneau citizens opportunities to make good wages with benefits it strongly affects everyone
here. T've seen first hand how this mine can help Juneau sustain a growing economy and I hope it can continue to grow
for years to come.

Thank you,

Kasen Spickler
9690 N. Douglas Hwy.
Juneau, AK 99801

907-723-9330

This electronic message contains information generated by the USDA solely for the intended recipients. Any
unauthorized interception of this message or the use or disclosure of the information it contains may violate the
law and subject the violator to civil or criminal penalties. If you believe you have received this message in error,
please notify the sender and delete the email immediately.

Response
Comment ID: KS.0.001
Comment noted.

Comment ID: KS.0.002
Comment noted.
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LC.0.003

LC.0.004

Comment
From: Les Cronk
To: ES-commer lask drmiralty-national Jwent
Subject: Greens Creek Talings Expansion Comments
Date: Wednesday, May 16, 2012 9:47:21 AM
May 16, 2012
Good day,

This letter is to support the Hecla Greens Creek Mining Company’s tailings facility
expansion plan, Alternative B, and to request the USFS approve the mines proposed plan
because it is the most environmentally sound, technically feasible, and economically viable
alternative analyzed in the EIS.

Since its opening back in 1987, the Greens Creek Mine has operated within the Admiralty
Island National Monument in accordance with federal, state and local laws and regulations
and continually demonstrated the highest care for the environment. The operation of the
Greens Creek Mine has been with minimal disturbance to the environment and they have
maintained a small footprint and using the dry-stack method of tailings disposal. This small
foot print follows one of the original agreements between Greens Creek and the United
States of America by and through the USFS that calls for facilities to be consolidated to the
maximum extent practicable. The HGCMC proposed plan allows expansion of the current
facility rather than requiring additional road building and development which helps

maintain their very limited impact.

HGCMC proposes to use the same tailings disposal techniques, environmental management
procedures, and reclamation measures that were reviewed in the 2003 Forest Service
envirenmental impact statement (EIS) for the site and have been approved by the Forest
Service, the Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation (ADEC) and the Alaska
Department of Natural Resources (ADNR). This system has been proven to work and needs

to be continued as proposed and Alternative B is the best because:

« Alternative B provides for a logical expansion of the existing facility and consolidates
the operations to the maximum extent practicable.

« Alternative B allows for an upward extension of the existing facility as well as an
expansion to the south which lessens disturbance and reclamation costs.

« Alternative B maintains tailings disposal in an engineered, contained facility in a
portion of a single watershed, as opposed to other alternatives that would place
tailings in multiple watersheds.

The Greens Creek Mine has contributed to the Southeast Alaska economy for the past 25
years providing high-paying jobs, major contributions to the local tax base and significant

Response
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.

A-172

Greens Creek Mine Tailings Disposal Facility Expansion Final EIS



Appendix A, Part 1: Forest Service Responses to Comments

Comment Response
Comment ID: LC.0.007
Comment noted.

amounts of money into the Southeast Alaskan economy. Our Company has worked with
this mine for these past 25 years and we have the highest regard for the quality of their
operation and have seen their commitment to being good stewards of that land. We need
this kind of responsible resource development to continue and expand in Alaska and
throughout America to build a sustainable economy.

We ask for your approval of Alternative B in this EIS so the Green Creek Mine operations

can continue to benefit our Country well into the future.

Sincerely,

Les Cronk,

Vice President

Southeast Stevedoring Corporation
PO Box 8080

Ketchikan, AK 99901
P-907-225-6157

F-907-225-8254
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Comment Response

LG.0.001

From:
To:
Ce:

Subject:

Date:

Comment ID: LG.0.001
Comment noted.

Lydia Garvey )

ES-commer jonal Jment

Greens Creek Tailings
Thursday, May 31,2012 7:29:39 PM

Nix: 1. Request for permit to expand toxic tailing dumping! ,and 2. DEIS
Alternatives A-D!- All are unacceptable-All kill salmon streams & violate
environmental laws, along with being highly inappropriate in National Menument

lands/waters!

Do you job- Protect Our Public lands, waters, wildlife & health! You work for
citizens, Not industry!
Your attention to this most urgent matter would be much appreciated by all
present & future generations of all species.

Thank you

Lydia Garvey Public Health Nurse
429 S 24th Clinton OK 73601
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Comment Response
Comment ID: LH.0.001
Comment noted.

From: Louis C_Hamis Jr.

Te: S Jnck drriral I
Subject: Green Creek Tailings

Date: Friday, June 01, 2012 8:44:21 AM

We are long overdue to have concerns about the impact of mining on
our environment. If a mining operation cannot avoid serious further
damage to the environment, then the mining operation needs to be
terminated.

LH.0.001

Thank you for your attention.
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LH.1.001

LH.1.002

LH.1.003

Comment
From: Lauren Heine
To: ES-commer las} dmiral jonal Jment
Subject: “Greens Cresk Tailings Expansion”
Date: Friday, June 01, 2012 7:42:29 PM

To Whom It May Concern:
Please include the following comments.

1. The life of the mine has been underestimated. All the action alternatives proposed in the
DEIS, consider a life-of-mine timeline between 30 and 50 years -- but the mine could be active until
2085. The DEIS does not explain why it selected this timeline or demonstrate that the expanded
tailings dump can provide the predicted capacity for tailings and waste rock over the selected
timeframe.

2. he Forest Service relied on studies conducted before 1990 to estimate the customary and traditional
use of the area by residents of Hoonah and Angoon and concluded that the use was either very limited
or restricted to the mouth of Hawk Inlet. It is imperative that the forest Service conduct current
community use surveys for the area and develop a compensation package for Hecla to implement in
the affected communities for the loss of customary and traditional uses on lands and waters impacted
by mineral development at Greens Creek. Compensation could include Hecla funding completion of the
Thayer Creek hydro project for Angoon or funding the connection of Hocnah to the intertie that was
extended to the Greens Creek Mine several years ago. As noted in the DEIS (at p. iv), the Forest
Service has the authority to add stipulations or require additional mitigation measures in making a
decisicn relating to Hecla’s proposal to modify its General Operating Plan

3. ANICLA only allows the Forest Service to issue leases and associated permits for mining purposes
on Monument lands if it determines that use of the site “will not cause irreparable harm to the
Monument” and requires the Forest Service to maintain the continued productivity of all salmon
habitats. All the action alternatives presented in the DEIS irreversibly impact salmon streams.
Alternative B calls for the destruction of 4,046 feet of Class 1 and 2 fish habitat in Tributary Creek.
Alternatives C and D, call for the destruction of 1,078 feet of Class 1 and 2 habitats in Fowler Creek
Overall, these alternatives would cause permanent loss of habitat for salmon, an essential part of the
local food chain for the Monument's bald eagles and brown bears. The conclusion that this irreparable
loss of salmon habitat can be mitigated by improving fish passage in Greens Creek is simply
wrongheaded

4. The DEIS lacks any discussion about the short- and long-term costs to HGCMC of utilizing proposed
mitigation measures or the effect of these costs on the economic viability of the mining operations as
required by agency regulations for mining operations within Misty Fiords and Admiralty Island National
Monuments. The Forest Service needs to supplement this draft EIS to disclose and analyze these
costs

5. The DEIS states that Hecla will have to actively treat the water from the tailings piles for “hundreds
of years if not in perpetuity.” This need raises questions as to whether such mineral development is
"environmentally sound” and protects Mcnument values as required by ANILCA and the Greens Creek
Land Exchange Act of 1996. The present reclamation bond for the Greens Creek mine is $30,455,000
based on the 2003 Solid Waste permit and adjusted for inflation. The 2003 permit assumed water
treatment would be needed for approximately 7 years after mine closure. Any lack of adequate funding

Response
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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Comment

could place the burden on the public should Hecla declare bankruptcy. We ask that the Forest Service
require adequate financial assurances to cover perpetual water treatment

6. Greens Creek is allowed to discharge contaminants into Hawk Inlet under a State permit that allows
for a toxic mixing zone. The DEIS does not mention that this permit was stayed by DEC pending

further review and that 2005 EPA permit still governs discharges from outfall 002 into Hawk Inlet
Unfortunately, neither permit effectively monitors water quality at the edge of the mixing zone
Consequently, the agencies lack adequate monitering data to support a finding that mining activities
have not degraded water quality in Hawk Inlet and protect existing aquatic uses as required by the
Clean Water Act. Furthermore, the mixing zone design relies on a physical description of Hawk Inlet
over 20 years old that does not account for isostatic rebound or other recent changes to the channel
The Forest Service’s reliance on the State to protect the aquatic habitat of Hawk Inlet with a permit yet
to be released is mistaken. The Forest Service needs to update its analysis in the DEIS to reflect
existing conditions in Hawk Inlet and develop meaningful compensation for the long-term degradation
of Hawk Inlet from the discharge and loading of toxic pollutants into this waterbody

| 7. The mine should be required to use best available technclogy to avoid any acidification from the
tailings

Thank you for your consideration of these points

Lauren Heine, Ph.D.

Consulting Co-Director, Clean Production Action
Director, GreenScreen Program

Principal, Lauren Heine Group LLC

Clean Production Action

Juneau, AK

Tel: 360-220-2069

lauren@lheinegroup.com

Response
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.

Greens Creek Mine Tailings Disposal Facility Expansion Final EIS

A-177



Appendix A, Part 1: Forest Service Responses to Comments

Comment Response
Comment ID: LR.0.001
Comment noted.

COEUR Comment ID: LR.0.002

THE PRECIOUS METALS COMPANY Luke J. Russell Comment noted.

Sr. VP EHS, Social Responsibility

Comment ID: LR.0.003
Comment noted.

June 4, 2012

Admiralty Island National Monument — Tongass National Forest
ATTN: Ms Sarah Samuelson, Interdisciplinary Team Leader
8510 Mendenhall Loop road

Juneau, Alaska 99801

Re:  Greens Creek Tailings Expansion
Dear Ms Samuelson

On behalf of Coeur d’ Alene Mines we appreciate your consideration of the following comments in
regard to the proposed Tailings Expansion plan by Helca Mining and the Greens Creek Mine.

LR.0.001
I:he Greens Creek Mine has been a vital component to the Juneau and Southeast Alaska economy for
over 25 years. As presented in the draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) the mine currently
provides 493 direct and indirect good paying jobs with $48 million direct and indirect payroll for the
region. Without the proposed tailings expansion most all of these jobs and economic contribution
would be lost to the region plus the potential for a net loss of 650 residents in the City and Bureau of
Juneau.

LR.0.002

:he Greens Creek Mine has been located within the Admiralty Island National Monument since
1987 and operated in accordance with federal, state and locals laws and regulations including
Section 503 of the Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation Act (ANILCA). The project
provides a tremendous economic impact to the region while affecting only a very small area of land

ithin the Monument.
|LR‘0,0DS

As presented in the DEIS the proposed action (Alternative B) would have less land disturbance, less
impact to air quality, similar impacts on water resources and less impact to wetlands than the other
action alternatives. Alternative B provides for the logical expansion of the existing tailings facility
where it has been placed for nearly a quarter century without spreading impacts to other sites or
drainages. Maintaining mine facilities within their current context also minimizes new impacts to the
Monument.

Coeur d’Alene Mines Corporation
505 Front Avenue, P.O. Box [
Coeur d’Alene, ID 83816
Telephone 208.665.0996
Facsimile 208.667.2213
WWW.COEUT.com
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Comment Response

We encourage the Forest Service to select Alternative B and complete the EIS timely so mine
operations and significant economic contributions from the mine can continue uninterrupted.

Sincerely,

LukeRussell

cc. W, Zigarlick
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Comment Response
Comment ID: LW.0.001
Comment noted.

From: Lamy Weihs

To: ES-commer las} dmiral jonal- Jment
Subject: Greens Creek Tallings

Date: Friday, June 01, 2012 5:04:07 AM

To whom this may concern:

| have witnessed firsthand the environmental stewardship displayed within the the operation of

Greens Creek Mine. The mine management and their dedication to Safety, Health and the
Environment is evidenced in their track record and the focus on the daily safe operation of this
mine. | support their tailings expansion application.

Sincerely,
-Larry Weihs

Larry Weihs

CO0

ESS Support Services Worldwide
A division of Compass Group

201 Post Road

Anchorage, AK 99501

Telephone Number: 907-865-9825
Mobile Number: 807-232-2185

212° in 2012

This email is subject to certain disclaimers, which may be reviewed via the following link.
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Comment Response
Comment ID: MB.0.001
Comment noted.

Freeman Bell
10009 Camden Place
Juneau, AK 99801

5-30-2012

USDA Forest Service

Admiralty Island National Monument-Tongass National Forest
ATTN: Greens Creek Tailings Expansion

8510 Mendenhall Loop Road

Juneau, Alaska 99801

Dear Sir:

[ am writing in support of Alternative B for the Greens Creek Tailings Expansion. I worked for
Greens Creek for six years and saw firsthand how conscientious Greens Creek management is
about following all environmental guidelines and sometimes exceeding regulations concerning
tailings and other aspects of mining.

I also own a business that has benefitted from the local mines. The mining industry has a very
positive effect on all Southeast Alaska’s economy. The economic impact for Alaska would be
devastating if Greens Creek were not able to continue mining once the current tailings facility
reached capacity. In Juneau, Hecla supporis cultural, sporting, nonprofit events and charities.

Having been to Greens Creek recently and seeing the facility I have no reservations supporting
the expansion of the current tailings facility. Alternative B makes the most sense
environmentally and economically.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Sincerely,
il Rell)

Mike Bell
Owner
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Comment

Cox, David

From: Iwamoto, Karen -FS <kiwamoto@fs.fed.us> on behalf of FS-comments-alaska-tongass-
admiralty-national-monument <comments-alaska-tongass-admiralty-national-
monument@fs.fed.us>

Sent: Monday, June 04, 2012 5:05 PM

To: Cox, David; Weglinski, Gene

Cc: Samuelson, Sarah J -FS

Subject: FW: Greens Creek Tailings Expansion

Karen Iwamoto

Land Management Planner
Tongass National Forest
907-747-4230
kiwamoto@fs fed.us

From: Mike Heatwole [mailto: mikeheatwole@ pebblepartnership.com
Sent: Monday, June 04, 2012 2:53 PM
To: FS-comments-alaska-tongass-admiralty-national-monument

Subject: Greens Creek Tailings Expansion
MH.0.001
write today as a long time Alaskan in support of the Hecla Greens Creek Mining Company’s proposed tailings

expansion. The mine has provided steady employment for the Juneau area for over 20 years. This is important since
there are not many year round jobs left in the private sector in Southeast — especially after the demise of the logging
industry. Greens Creek has been a responsible operator and corporate citizen. The proposed alternative B, supported
by the company, makes the most sense — especially considering it is informed by the technical experts at the company. |
encourage the Forest Service to expeditiously approve the expansion so the company can know their next phase of
operation can go forward.

Mike Heatwole
5200 Huffman Road
Anchorage, AK 99516

This electronic message contains information generated by the USDA solely for the intended recipients. Any
unauthorized interception of this message or the use or disclosure of the information it contains may violate the
law and subject the violator to civil or criminal penalties. If you believe you have received this message in error,
please notify the sender and delete the email immediately.

Response
Comment ID: MH.0.001
Comment noted.
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Comment
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R ESOURCE DEVELOPMENT COUNCIL

Growing Alaska Through Responsible Resource Development

June 1, 2012

Admiralty [sland National Monument - Tongass National Forest
Attn.: Greens Creek Tailings Expansion

8510 Mendenhall Loop Road

Juneau, AK 99801

Via email to: comments-alaska-tongass-admiralty-national-monument@fs.fed.us
Re: Support of Greens Creek Tailings Facility Expansion EIS Alternative B
To Whom [t May Concern:

The Resource Development Council for Alaska, Inc. (RDC) is writing to express support
for the U.S. Forest Service's Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) Alternative B for the
expansion of the tailings facility at the Greens Creek Mine.

RDC is a statewide organization made up of all resource sectors, business associations,
labor unions, Native corporations, tourism providers, local governments and individuals.
RDC's purpose is to encourage a strong, diversified private sector in Alaska and expand
the state’s economic base through the responsible development of our natural resources.

The Greens Creek Mine located on Admiralty Island has operated since 1988, and is the
largest, year-round, private employer in Southeast Alaska. In addition to providing high
paying jobs, the Greens Creek Mine is a major contributor to the local tax base.

Expansion of the existing dry stack area is a logical step to increasing capacity, while
minimizing disturbance and reclamation costs. With approval, Greens Creek will have
the opportunity to reclaim areas inside the current facility.

Additionally, Greens Creek will utilize the same sound tailings disposal techniques,
reclamation procedures, and environmental protections that have previously been
approved and are currently in place.

In conclusion, RDC supports the EIS Alternative B for the expansion of the tailings facility
at Greens Creek, which will allow for 20 to 50 additional years of production. Thank you
for the opportunity to comment on this important issue.

Sincerely
.A\NU‘O X\D\J’—

Marleanna Hall
Projects Coordinator

121 West Fireweed Lane, Suite 250, Anchorage, Alaska 99503-2035
Phone: 907-276-0700  Fax: 907-276-3887  Email: resources®akrdc.org  Website: akrdc.org

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.

Response
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Comment
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Response
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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Comment

Response
erroneously reported that the alternative TDF site would affect 34
feet of Class | streams. This is not correct; the alternative TDF site
would not directly affect (by burial) any Class | 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.
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Comment

MK.1.001

MK.1.002

MK.1.003 |

.‘_ Trout Unlimited Alaska

Attn: Greer
8150 Mer
Juneau, AK

Creek Tailings Expansion DEIS
11 Loop Road
99801

Submitted via email to:
gass—admiralty-national-

Trout Unlimited (TU) is a 501c3 organization with
approximately 150,000 members nati ide and 1,500

i to protect, conserve,
ies and the habitat that

and r

supports them.

deration of fisheries wvalues and
regarding them in the DEIS,
however we are concerned that all of the action
alternatives proposed include some level of permanent
fish habitat loss. An action n e which avoids
impacts to bo s I and II £ 1abitat 1tirely
could and uld have been developed We encourage the
Forest Service to continue to explore and develop such an

We appreciate the caons
of our scoping commen

alternative.

current action alternatives do propose
habitat we are 1able to port
2id, because Alternative C d
1abitat entirely and would minimize
1tial impacts to tributaries of Gre s Creek,
see it as a better alternative than the others propos

Given Alternative C would necessitate a new tailings
disposal site and water treatment and monitoring

Trout Unlimited: America’s Leading Coldwater Fisheries Conservation Organization
Alaska Office: 419 Sixth Street, Suite 200, Juneau, AK 99801 « (907) 321-3725
www savebristolbay.org * www tu.org

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 | streams. This is not correct;
the alternative TDF site would not directly affect (by burial) any
Class | 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 | 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

Page 2 of 2

facilities, we request that this new infrastructure,
associated monitoring protocols, and reclamation bonds be
held to the highest standards possible to protect
fisheries values in Fowler Creek and its associated
tributaries and wetlands to the highest degree possible.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Sincerely,

y

Mark Kaelke
Southeast Alaska Project Director
(907)321-44¢64

Response
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Comment

Comment ID: MM.0.001
Comment noted.

ELGEE REHFELD MERTZ, 1L1.c

CERTIFIED PUBLIC ACCOUNTANTS

9309 Glacier Highway, Suite B-200 & Juneaw, Alaska 99801
Q07.789.3178 o FAX 907.789.7128 » www.ermcpa.com

Comment ID: MM.0.002
Comment noted.

June 2, 2012

Admuralty Island National Monument-Tongass National Forest
8510 Mendenhall Loop Road
Junean, Alaska 99801

RE: Greens Creek Tailings Expansion
Dear Sir/Madam:

[ amn a business owner in Juneau, Alaska. My partners and I employ 25 people in Juneau. We
have witnessed first hand the direct positive impact that the Greens Creek mine has had on the
community;

« We have over 800 clients in Alaska. Many of these are business owners whose business
activity has been positively impacted by supplying the Greens Creek mine and by the
patronage of the mine’s employees,

« Many of our clients are employed by the Greens Creek mine. Cur business has been
positively impacted by this and would be adversely affected if the mine were to close.

+ The non-profit and educational cormmunity in Juneau has greatly benefited from the
contributions and other support Greens Creek has provided. We have partners and staff who
sit on the Boards of Directors of some of these entifies, and know what a positive impact this
support has had.

I support Greens Creek Tailings Facility Expansion Plan Alternative B as detailed in the Tailings
Expansion draft EIS. This is an ecologically sound, reasonable and logical solution. Alternative
B will ensure that Greens Creek is able to operate for many years to come. Itisin a single
watershed, and as someone who fishes in the waters of both Young Bay outside of Hawk Inlet
and hunts that particular area of Admiralty Island, 1 believe Greens Creek has been an excellent
steward of the natural resources in which they operate,

Greens Creek is an excellent commmunity member and asset, and you should do everything in
your power to ensure that Southeast Alaska, and especially Juneaw, does not lose that,

Smeerely

s 2

Max E. Mertz, CPA
Partner

| SEIDMAN
-1- ALLIANCE

Response
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Comment Response
Comment ID: MN.0.001
Comment noted.

From: Mike Madon

To: FS-comm ents -al aska -tongas s -admir alty-nationa -morume ik
Subject: Greers Treek Tailinings Expansion

Date: Friday, Jure 01,2012 8:29:31 &M

TISEITE 1 wish to lend my support to this project. Hecla is a responsible company and |
am sure will adhere to policies and commitments. Mining revenue is critical to
Alaska as are the jobsthat will be provided by a continuation and expansion of

operations at Greens Creek.

Regards,
Mike Naden

President

Cementation USA Inc.

10150 South Centennial Parkway, Suite 110
Sandy, UT 84070

Phone: 801-937-4120

Cell: B01-707-8949
mike.nadon@cementation.us

wtwwy. cermentation. us

@» Cementation

WE BUILD MINES. SAFELY
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Comment

@Il Comments on Greens Creek Tailings Expansion
D

Council of
Alaska Producers

June 1, 2012

Sarah Samuelson, Project Leader

Greens Creek Tailings Expansion

Admiralty Island National Monument — Tongass National Forest
8510 Mendenhall Loop Road

Juneau, Alaska 99801

Dear Sarah,

The Council of Alaska Producers (CAP) appreciates the opportunity to comment on the proposed
tailings facility expansion at the Hecla Greens Creek Mine.

CAP is a non-profit trade association formed in 1992 and serves as a spokesperson for the large
metal mines and major metal developmental projects in the state. The Council brings together
mining companies with interest in Alaska to represent and inform members on legislative and
regulatory issues, to support and advance the mining industry, to provide education to
members, the media, and the general public on mining related issues, and to promote economic
opportunity and environmentally sound mining practices.

The Hecla Greens Creek Mine (HGCMC) has been in operation since 1987 and the history of
mining exploration and development efforts at the site goes back to the early 1970’s. Through
these many decades of mining and mining related activities, both before and after the
establishment of the Admiralty Island National Monument, Greens Creek has proven itself to be
a responsible operator as well as a major driver of the Southeast Alaska economy.

In order to continue its operations into the future, HGCMC is requesting an expansion of its
existing tailings facility and this request is being analyzed through the EIS process managed by
the United States Forest Service (USFS). HGCMC's proposal is listed as “Alternative B” in the
current draft EIS and CAP wholeheartedly supports this alternative for the following reasons:

* Alternative B is a logical expansion of the existing facility and conforms with the
requirements of Section 503 of the Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation Act
(ANILCA) that state that the mine’s facilities be consolidated to the maximum extent
practicable. The other expansion alternatives simply do not meet this test.

* The consolidation of facilities proposed by Alternative B requires less acres of
disturbance than the other expansion alternatives thereby resulting in a decrease in
operating, reclamation and closure costs to the operation. Reduction of costs will help
ensure the longest life possible to the mine, thus ensuring its contributions to the local
economy are as sustainable as possible.

Response
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 Response
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

5 and D. An appropriate discussion and analysis of this finding was
)

provided in Section 3.12.

Council of Comment ID: MS.0.004
Alaska Producers 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.

* Alternative B will have minimal disruption to wildlife when compared to the other
expansion alternatives. There is an active goshawk nest at the new location under . L. .
proposed alternatives C and D, and the nest and surrounding habitat for this sensitive Mobile source greenhouse gas emissions at the Greens Creek Mine
species would be impacted if development in this area were to occur. for Alternative B would add 707 tons of carbon dioxide emissions
: o s : . T per year, or 0.16% of Juneau'’s total greenhouse gas emissions;
* Alternative B maintains the existing haul distances to the tailings facility unlike the other . .. ..
expansion alternatives where an additional seven miles would be added to each truck Alternative C would add 946 tons of carbon dioxide emissions per
trip to the new facility. The increased fuel required to make this trip could result an year, or 0.21% of Juneau'’s total greenhouse gas emissions; and
additional 1,000,000 gallons of diesel fuel over the life of the project, resulting in Alternative D would add 910 tons of carbon dioxide emissions per

significantly increased greenhouse gas emissions.

year, or 0.21% of Juneau'’s total greenhouse gas emissions.
Alternatives C and D would produce 0.05% more greenhouse gas
CAP believes that Alternative B is the most environmentally sound, technically feasible, and emissions than alternatives A and B yea”y In comparison
economically viable alternative detailed in the draft EIS. We urge the USFS to adopt HGCMC's , . . ! o
Juneau’s yearly highway transportation greenhouse gas emissions

proposal as its preferred alternative and issue the Record of Decision as expeditiously as At
possible. equal 29% of the borough’s total greenhouse gas emissions.

Thank you for your consideration in this matter,

Comment ID: MS.0.005

) Comment noted.
Q)

Michael Satre

Executive Director

Council of Alaska Producers
PO Box 33499

Juneau, Alaska 99803
907-957-2149
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Comment

MT.0.001 |

From: i in Jenny Pursel
Tor = gk stk cations)
Subject: Greens Creek Tailing Expansion

Date: Saturday, June 02, 2012 11:27:33 AM

Dear Forest Service,

Of the available alternatives | prefer C in that it would apparently cause less heavy metal run-off into Hawk Inlet and
would affect the Monument less than alternative B.

Thank you,

Michael Tobin
PO Box 33578

Juneau, AK 99803

Response
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

Cox, David

From: Iwamoto, Karen -FS <kiwamoto@fs.fed.us> on behalf of FS-comments-alaska-tongass-
admiralty-national-monument <comments-alaska-tongass-admiralty-national-
monument@fs.fed.us>

Sent: Monday, June 04, 2012 10:43 AM

To: Cox, David; Weglinski, Gene

Cc: Samuelson, Sarah J -FS

Subject: FW: Greens Creek Tailings Expansion

Karen Iwamoto

Land Management Planner
Tongass National Forest
907-747-4230
kiwamoto@fs.fed.us

-----Original Message----

From: Margo Waring [mailto:margowaring@ak.net

Sent: Monday, June 04, 2012 9:33 AM

To: FS-comments-alaska-tongass-admiralty-national-monument
Subject: Greens Creek Tailings Expansion

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on Hecla Greens Creek Mining Company's proposal to expand its tailings
facility at Hawk Inlet.

| am opposed to granting this permit and favor a "no action” alternative for several reasons.

e proposed expansion is said to provide for starage for the next 50 years; yet the company's projection for the current
storage facility was twice what reality provided. Thus, it is possible that the Stage 3 facility will not meet the needs for
the next 50 years. In addition, even if the facility accommodates 50 years worth of material, the mine lease extends an
additional 30 years or so, meaning that a Stage 4 request would be likely. All this is important because current water
quality management has failed to adequately minimize amounts of toxics and acid into Hawk Inlet.

MW.0.003

;qua\ﬁ!' is my chief concern. Even the current tailings pile will require active water treatment for acids for
hundreds of years. Heavy metals are daily dumped into Hawk Inlet and later flushed out into Chatham Strait. Mercury,
cadmium, cyanide, copper, lead and zinc are all recognized to adversely impact the health of marine organisms, fish and
humans. Already 196 pounds of lead, a potent neurotoxin, has been dumped into Hawk Inlet. In 50 years, this number
will be 1,400 pounds. These toxic metals do not get flushed out and then disappear. They reappear throughout the
environment and threaten human health. We all want to be able to fish and eat our catch of fish caught in Chatham
Strait and its connecting waters. Over time the safe area for local fishers and subsistence users will be further and
further from their homes.

The company and DEC claim that contaminants are well treated through the establishment of "mixing zones". As a
former employee of DEC, | know that mixing zones are are flexible ways in which to accommodate

pollution: not only can the zone be expanded, but testing can be done in ways that minimize readings and, thereby,
appear to satisfy permits.

While water may "dilute” the load at any given point, it does not change the total amount of toxic heavy metal
contamination.

Response
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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Comment

MW.0.005

Regarding the proposed "mitigation” of extra wetlands through SEAL, this strategy scarcely begins to address the actual
damage being done. It neither takes contamination from the water or makes the fish healthier.

Specifically, it does not address the problem where it occurs or the damages done where they occur. Subsistence users
near Hawk Inlet are not made whole by wetlands hundreds of miles away.

MW.0.006
meep in mind that Greens Creek is not the only mining operation in Southeast Alaska, all of which dump

similar amounts of toxins into our inside waters. Recently, BC announced that two “world class" mines are requesting
permits to dump toxics into the Stikine River. While we can't control Canada's standards, we can raise our own.

Until the day comes when water treatment at the site is more capable of removing toxic heavy metals and truly
eliminating acid drainage, the Greens Creek mine should not be permitted to expand.

Margo Waring
11380 N. Douglas Hwy.
Juneau, AK 99801

This electronic message contains infarmation generated by the USDA solely for the intended recipients. Any
unauthorized interception of this message or the use or disclosure of the information it contains may violate the law and
subject the violator to civil or criminal penalties. If you believe you have received this message in error, please notify the
sender and delete the email immediately.

Response
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

Neil MacKinnon
1114 Glacier Ave

Juneau, Alaska 99801

Admiralty Island National Monument — Tongass National Forest

ATTN: Greens Creek Tailings Expansion

8510 Mendenhall Loop Road

Juneau, Alaska 99801 May 31, 2012
RE: Comments on DEIS for GPO of Greens Creek Tailings Facility Expansion
Dear Sir/Madme:

| write in support of the Alternative B proposal by Hecla Greens Creek Mining Company to

expand the present tailings facility in order to allow for the continued operation of the Creens Creek
Mine. Over the last twenty five years of operation, HGCMC has been a substantial element of the local
economy while being a good steward of the land and a model for modern mining.

Greens Creeks consumption of surplus power from the Lake Dorthy Hydorelectric Project made possible
the financing and construction of this project. Lake Dorthy’s hydro electric energy will result in
significant savings over the cost of alternative meand of electric generation in the future. Savings that
accrue to all electric customers on the Juneau Grid. These savings will only be realized if Greens Creek

can continue to operate and consume surplus power.

Greens Creek’s plan alternative B is founded on many years of operating the present facility along with

new knowledge of the potential of the Greens Creek deposit.  Planning out fifty years is wise in light of
the potential of the Greens Creek mineral system. Also keeping operations compact reduces impacts,

increases efficiency of operation and monitoring.

NV 0007 | Again | urge the Forest Service to select Alternative B as the logical and environmentally preferred
alternative in the FEIS and issue a ROD and approve a General Plan of Opertions based thereon.

Sincerely,

Neil MacKinnon

Response
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

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
Office of Envi | Policy and Compliance
1689 C Street, Room 119
Anchorage, Alaska 99501-5126

a043,1 May 30, 2012
ER12/261
PEP/ANC

Ms. Sarah Samuelson

Interdisciplinary Team Leader

Admiralty Island National Monument
Tongass National forest

ATTN: Greens Creek Tailings Expansion
8510 Mendenhall Loop Road

Junsau, AK 99801

Dear Ms. Samuelson:

The U.S. Department of the Interior (DOI) has reviewed the April 2012 Hecla Greens
Creek Mine Tailings Disposal Facility Expansion Draft Envirommental Impact Staterment
(EIS). We offer the following comments under provisions of the Fish and Wildlife
Coordination Act, the National Environmental Policy Act, and Executive Order 11990
{Protection of Wetlands). Our primary inferests for this project include migratory birds
and their habitats, anadromous fish, and wetlands affected by the proposed tailings
expansion,

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Hecla Greens Creek Mining Company (HGCMC) proposes to expand the Greens Cresk
Mine tailings disposal facility (TDF) to accommodate approximately 10 million cubic
vards of additional talings and waste rock over a 30- to 50-year period. The mne 1s
located on Admiralty lsland, approxamately 18 mles southwest of Juneau, Alaska. Major
portions of the mine are located on Tongass National Forest lands and most of the TDF 1s
located in the Admiralty Island National Monument (Monument). The mine produces
lead and zine concentrates that also contain silver.

GENERAL COMMENTS
The Draft EIS presents one no-action and three action alternatives. The major differences
among the alternatives are the location and configuration of the TDFs, and the types and

amounts of wetlands and fish streams that would be lost,

The proposed alternative (Alternative B) would extend the footprint of the existing TDF
south mto the Momunent. Approxamately 4,000 hinear feet of fish habitat in Trbutary

Page | of 8

&=

United States Department of the Interior TAKE PRIDE'
INAMERICA

Response
Comment ID: PB.0.001
Comment noted.
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Comment
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Creek would be lost under this proposal, including 1,646 feet of anadromous fish stream
and 2,400 feet of resident fish stream. A total of 98.4 acres of wetlands would be filled.

Alternative C would expand the existing TDF to hold an additional 3 million cubic yards
of tailings and establish a new TDF outside the Monument that would hold an additional
7 million cubic yards of tailings and waste rock. Approximately 1,044 feet of Class 1L
stream and 114.2 acres of wetlands would be lost. No anadromous reaches would be
filled.

Alternative D would implement a smaller expansion of the existing TDF to hold an
additional 1 million cubic yards of tailings with a larger TDF outside of the Monument
that would hold an additional 9 million cubic vards of tailings and waste rock.
Approximately 1,044 feet of resident fish stream and 124.9 acres of wetlands would be
disturbed.

Minimization of Fish Habitat Loss

We recommend selection of Alternative C because it would have less impacts to fish
habitat than the proposed Alternative B. We believe the selected alternative would help
minimize impacts to fish and wildlife habitat through maintenance of fish-bearing
streams, minimization of wetland loss, and minimization of disturbance to migratory bird
habitats. Under Alternative B, the proposed TDF expansion would result in a loss of
1,600 feet of anadromous fish spawning and rearing habitat and an additional 2,400 feet
of resident fish stream habitat in Tributary Creek, representing a 50 percent loss of fish
habitat by stream length. Although Alternative C would impact over 1,000 feet of a
resident fish stream and would include substantial wetland loss, overall stream loss would
be reduced.

Mitigation for Impacts to Fish-bearing Streams

Fish-bearing streams are considered high-quality aquatic features (USACE 2009) and
need to be avoided where possible. Where impacts are unavoidable, we recommend that
the Final EIS state that fish-bearing streams will be mitigated at a ratio of at least 3:1. If
repair of the failed fish passage structure on Greens Creek is selected as mitigation, we
believe an adequate monitoring plan with adaptive management should be required by the
U.S. Forest Service.

The joint Environmental Protection Agency and U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Final
Rule Compensatory Mitigation for Losses of Aquatic Resources (Final Rule) (2008)
specifies that because streams are difficult to replace, emphasis should be on
preservation, rehabilitation, or enhancement. According to the Final Rule, a monitoring
schedule is required, and reports must be submitted to assess development and condition
of the compensation project. In addition, mitigation plans must contain performance
standards that will be used to assess whether the project is achieving its objectives. These
components (none of which are included in the Draft EIS) need to be specified in the
Final EIS.
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Response
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 | 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 | 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 |
anadromous fish stream and 1,044 feet of Class Il 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.

Greens Creek Mine Tailings Disposal Facility Expansion Final EIS

A-197



Appendix A, Part 1: Forest Service Responses to Comments

Comment

PB.0.007

PB.0.008

PB.0.00g
PB.0.010 |
PB.0.011 |

The Draft EIS (page 3-97) includes discussion of a failed fish passage project that was
developed as mitigation in 1989, There is a proposal for repair of that fish passage
system as new mitigation for loss of 4,000 feet of Tributary Creek that would occur in
Alternative B. The fish passage system would allow anadromous fish access to an
additional 18,400 feet of stream in Greens Creek. Given the failure of the previously
attempted fish pass, if this proposed mitigation is selected. the Final EIS needs to include
a monitoring plan that identifies alternative mitigation plans. We recommend adaptive
management be incorporated so that if the proposed mitigation project fails to meet
objectives, suitable alternative mitigation will be provided. Any fish passage mitigation
project will need to be monitored for the full lifetime of the water treatment that will be
required, as both water quality and physical access to habitat are necessary to sustain fish
populations.

Minimization of Wetland Loss

Forested wetlands. bogs, marshes, and high-functioning fens would be lost under all
action alternatives evaluated.  Fens are hydrologically supported primarily by
groundwater, which is typically high in mineral nutrients. Compared to other wetland
types in the project area, and across the Southeast Alaska in general, fens provide
particularly high functions for streamflow support, streamwater cooling. aquatic
invertebrate habitat, amphibian habitat, and native plant habitat (Draft EIS, pages 3-127
to 3-128). Great volumes of groundwater typically flow through fen wetlands, increasing
the potential for transport of contaminants, if toxic materials are deposited upon them.
Because these fens flow into fish-bearing streams, avoiding contamination of the fens
will provide a measure of protection for the health of the streams and their associated
biota. Alternative C avoids further impacts to the fen located to the south of the existing
TDF, and impacts the smallest area of fens (25 acres) of any of the action alternatives.
As currently configured, however, Alternative C would impact a substantial fen, plus
forested wetlands and bogs at the proposed alternative TDF. We recommend that, in the
Final EIS. water quality and wildlife habitat be protected by modifying the TDF to avoid
fen wetlands entirely.

Stream habitat and aquatic resources monitoring

Although a storm water detention structure is proposed to catch surface runoff from the
TDF, additional sediment is likely to be delivered to Tributary Creek and/or Fowler
Creek, as typically occurs with these structures. Suspended solids are a primary carrier
for metals and other contaminants, which can affect stream productivity. Sediment can
also adversely affect aquatic macro-invertebrates and fish by covering stream-bottom
gravel, which is used by invertebrates and fish for reproduction/spawning and rearing.

State law requires that water quality standards for total suspended solids be met.
Degradation of salmon stream habitat is not allowed. Therefore, water quality monitoring
in Tributary Creek would be required if Alternative B is selected. For monitoring
programs to detect significant change, baseline and project operational data sets for

Page 3 of 8

Response
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

PB.0.012

PB.0.013

PB0.014

PB.0.015

PB.0.016

periphyton, invertebrates, and fish should use statistical comparisons of standardized,
quantitative metrics to characterize stream health. This needs to be described in the Final
EIS.

Aquatic resource monitoring as described in the Draft EIS (Table 2.6-3) includes: (1)
juvenile fish sampled for abundance and distribution; (2) fish subsamples analyzed for
chemistry; (3) water samples taken for temperature and toxicity testing; (4) periphyton
samples collected for biomass: and (5) invertebrates sampled for abundance and
community structure. Details on sample schemes, chemical analyses, and statistical
techniques are not included in the Draft EIS; nor does the Draft EIS refer the reader to
documentation of such information. As a result, it is difficult to evaluate the adequacy of
these monitoring programs. We believe standardized macro-invertebrate metrics, which
have been developed for Southeast Alaska, need to be used to characterize stream health
(Rinella et al. 2005). Moreover, statistical evaluations, in addition to qualitative review
of these metrics, need to be used to detect changes over the life of the project.
Furthermore, similar quantitative measures need to be adopted for the other parameters
included in the monitoring plans. This information needs to be included in the Final EIS.

If monitoring detects changes potentially attributable to mine operation, remedial actions
will need to be evaluated and implemented as appropriate. Specific triggers for such
evaluations need to be included in the operation plans for the mine and described in the
Final EIS. We believe monitoring is only meaningful if it provides data and analyses
sufficient to initiate and inform adaptive management.

Water Quality Monitoring

A plan for monitoring water treatment and water quality needs to be evaluated in the
Final EIS. Contamination of water and biota from tailings leachate is one of the greatest
potential impacts likely to result from the proposed project. Without a robust monitoring
plan that includes specific triggers for initiation of remedial action, it will not be possible
for the U.S. Forest Service or the public to evaluate any significant potential impacts
associated with the project.

Treatment of tailings contact water from any of the TDF alternatives will be required for
at least 100 years and likely longer, based on modeling information included in the Draft
EIS. Because treated water goes to marine discharge, any breakdown of the treatment
system could adversely affect water quality in Hawk Inlet and affect fish, wildlife, and
invertebrates, including many invertebrate species fed upon by migratory birds.

HGCMC is currently operating under a 2005 Alaska Pollutant Discharge Elimination
System (APDES) permit that allows continued discharge to Hawk Inlet. The permit
allows a mixing zone in Hawk Inlet for dilution of cadmium, copper, lead, mercury, zine
and pH. Water quality sample sites are over 1,600 feet from the edge of the mixing zone
in Hawk Inlet. Various maps in the Draft EIS show the sampling sites at different
locations. However, details of the sampling scheme are lacking and need to be included
in the Final EIS.
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Response
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

PB.0.017

PB.0.018

PB.0.019

PB.0.020

PB.0.021

We recommend that monitoring samples be taken at the edges of the mixing zone rather
than far from the mixing zone. We further recommend that the model used to evaluate
the subtidal mixing zone in the monitoring plan account for tidal action that is likely to
repeatedly expose biota to toxins. In addition, monitoring samples will need to be taken
during tidal periods that put the outfall plume upstream of the sampling sites rather than
the reverse. This detailed information on monitoring needs to be included in the Final
EIS.

The selected alternative needs to allow adaptive management to implement improved
water treatment methods as they are identified in the future, and to require evaluation of
remedial actions, if water quality monitoring detects declines in water quality. This
information also needs to be included in the Final EIS.

SPECIFIC COMMENTS

2.3.2 Alternative B: Proposed Action

Page 2-6: The Draft EIS states that “Similar to Alternative A, it is anticipated that
drainage from the TDF would require treatment for hundreds of years after closure.”
However, the document does not quantify the time periods, and does not describe the
processes that might minimize the period to less than “hundreds of vears”, The Final EIS
needs to include quantitative estimates of treatment times and descriptions of possible
processes that might reduce the need for treatment.

2.3.3  Alternative C: New TDF Located Outside Monument

Page 2-8: The Draft EIS states that “The expansion of the existing TDF and the
construction of the new TDF would make use of the existing water treatment plant for
approximately 30 years, after which a replacement to the water treatment plant would be
necessary (due to normal operational lifetime of the water treatment plant). There would
be no water treatment plant at the new TDF site.” The document does not quantify how
long the water treatment will be necessary, and does address the issue of post-mining
water treatment. The Final EIS needs to quantify the water treatment periods, and if
water treatment continues beyond the lifetime of the mine, provide an estimation of the
number of treatment plants that will be necessary.

Page 2-12: The Draft EIS states that: “Under this alternative, portions of the new TDF
would be reclaimed in the interim as conditions allowed, until final reclamation occurred.
Final reclamation would be conducted at the end of tailings disposal and would include
covering, revegetation, and ongoing water management.” The Final EIS needs to
describe the scope and duration of the “ongoing water management requirements™.
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Response
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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Comment

PB.0.022

PB.0.023

PB.0.024

PB.0.025

PB.0.026

PB.0.027 |

2.3.4 Alternative D: Modified Proposed Action

Page 2-16: The Draft EIS states that: “The expansion of the existing TDF and the
construction of the new TDF would make use of the existing water treatment plant for
approximately 30 years, after which a replacement to the water treatment plant would be
necessary (due to normal operational lifetime of the water treatment plant).” The Final
EIS needs to describe the scope and duration of the ongoing and future water
management requirements.

2.4.8 Reclamation and Closure

Page 2-23: The Draft EIS states that: “Reclamation growth medium material (consisting
of soil and peat) would be removed from the areas disturbed by enlargement or
construction of any of the TDF structures and placed into stockpiles. This material would
be used for reclamation and site closure.” Organic material stored for 30 years will be
subject to diagenesis and will be reduced in volume. The Final EIS needs to include a
description of the estimated diagenesis and reduction in volume, and an estimate of how
much additional soil material would be needed to bring the volume up to the amount that
was originally removed.

Page 2-23: The Draft EIS states that one of the goals is: “Return the disturbed areas to
near-natural conditions to the extent practical;” however, the document does not include a
through description of the present natural conditions. The Final EIS needs to include a
description of the present environment sufficient to provide reviewers and decision
makers with an adequate baseline understanding of the present natural environment.

3.5.2  Water Resources-Surface Water-Baseline Conditions

Page 3-40: The Draft EIS discusses results and trends based on data from the Fresh
Water Monitoring Program (FWMP) and FWMP annual report, however, the reference
information is not provided. The Final EIS needs to provide all references and necessary
information so that reviewers can check and document the presented results and trends.

3.10.3 Wetlands - Environmental Consequences

Page 3-127/8: Table 3.10-3, “Wetland Functions and Values,” contains relevant and
useful data for those familiar with the WESPAK-SE functional assessment methodology.
Its usefulness for most readers would be improved by the addition in the Final EIS of a
description of what the values in each column represent. Additionally, the heading for
the second major column (“Forested Bog™) appears to be incorrect. We believe the
heading should read “Forested Alternative B.”

Section 3
Throughout Section 3 there are inconsistencies between the reference citations and the
list of references, and the data presented in several tables are not referenced. For

example, a quick cross check identified the following errors.
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Response
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

Page 3-40: The document Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation
(ADEC) 2009 is not included in the list of references.

Page 3-46: The documents Hecla Greens Creek Mining Company (HGCMC)
2009a, Kennecott Greens Creek Mining Company (KGCMC) 2003, and HGCMC
2009 are not included in the list of references.

The document references needs to be checked and corrected in the Final EIS; and all data
presented in tables need to be referenced in the Final EIS.

If you have any questions concerning our general comments, please contact Deborah
Rudis at deborah_rudis@fws.gov or at 907-780-1183 in the Juneau Field Office of the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. If you have any questions about our specific comments,
please contact Gary LeCain, U.S. Geological Survey Coordinator for Environmental
Document Reviews, at 303-236-14735 or at gdlecain@usgs.gov.

Thank you for the opportunity to comments on this Draft EIS.

Sincerely,

)2t [sapmnn

Pamela Bergmann
Regional Environmental Officer — Alaska
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Response
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 Response
Comment ID: PH.0.001
Comment noted.

From: Paul Haavig

To: ES-commer las} dmiral jonal- Jment
Subject: Letter of Support

Date: Tuesday, May 08, 2012 1:06:28 PM

I'm writing this brief email to add my name of support to Greens Creek request of expansion to

PH.001 their tailings facility. Their proven record of safe environmental practices combined with the good

family supporting jobs they provide is very important to our region.

Paul Haavig

Arrowhead Transfer
1517 Sawmill Creek Road
Sitka, Alaska 99835
907-747-8647 Office
907-752-5049 Cell
907-747-6433 Fax
haavig@ati.lynden.com
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Comment Response
Comment ID: PL.0.001
Comment noted.

Cox, David

From: Iwamoto, Karen -FS <kiwamoto@fs.fed.us> on behalf of FS-comments-alaska-tongass-
admiralty-national-monument <comments-alaska-tongass-admiralty-national-
monument@fs.fed.us>

Sent: Monday, June 04, 2012 2:14 PM

To: Cox, David; Weglinski, Gene

Cc: Samuelson, Sarah J -FS

Subject: FW: Greens Creek Tailing Expansion

Karen Iwamoto

Land Management Planner
Tongass National Forest
907-747-4230
kiwamoto@fs fed.us

From: Paul Larson [mailto:p.larson@cmiak.com!

Sent: Monday, June 04, 2012 10:40 AM

To: FS-comments-alaska-tongass-admiralty-national-monument
Subject: Greens Creek Tailing Expansion

My thoughts are that the Forest Service should allow the expansion of the Greens Creek Mine Tailings project.
Greens Creek Mine is a very valuable asset to the communities of SE Alaska and the City and Borough of Juneau.
Greens Creek has a very extensive environmental, safety and operations procedures in place and works
diligently towards safety for all the workers and the environment .

Please allow the Greens Creek Mine Tailing Expansion to move forward.

1

Thank you,

Paul Larson

Construction Machinery Industrial
5302 Commercial Blvd.

Juneau, Alaska 99801
(907)-780-4030 Office
(907)-780-4058 Direct Line
(907)-321-4423 Cell
(907)-780-4800 Fax

This electronic message contains information generated by the USDA solely for the intended recipients. Any
unauthorized interception of this message or the use or disclosure of the information it contains may violate the
law and subject the violator to civil or criminal penalties. If you believe you have received this message in error,
please notify the sender and delete the email immediately.
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FPr.0.001

Comment

KOOTZNOOWOO

INCORPORATED

June 4, 2012

SENT VIA EMAIL comments-alaska-tongass-admiralty-national -monument@fs.fed.us

Admiralty Island National Monument
Tongass National Forest

ATTN: Greens Creek Tailings Expansion
8510 Mendenhall Loop Road

Juneau, AK 99501

Re: Greens Creek Tailings Expansion

In October 2010, the Forest Service issued a Notice of Intent (INOI) to prepare an Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS) for the Greens Creek Mine Tailings Expansion. The Greens Creek Mine
and appurtenant infrastructure straddles the Tongass National Forest, Juneau Ranger District and
the Admiralty Island National Monument Admiralty Island/Kootznoowoo Wilderness Ranger
Districts (collectively “Forest Service”). We stated in our scoping letter of November 19, 2010
that we understand that the action was prompted by requests from the Hecla Greens Creek
Mining Company’s (Hecla) to change the mine’s approved General Plan of Operation (GPO) to
accommodate additional tailings which would provide additional mine life by doubling the size
of the tailings from approximately 50 acres to 100 acres and increasing the permissible height of
the stack from approximately 200 feet to nearly 400 feet. Additional changes include other sites
that have not been identified as well as necessary roads and other infrastructure most notably
water treatment, waste rock sites, quarries and staging areas. Unlike previous proposals for
modification and changes to the GPO the current proposal is intended to extend the GPO 30 to
S0vyears; or said another way approximately half of the time remaining for Hecla to mine within
the Monument under an agreement which govems the rights and responsibilities between Hecla
and the Forest Service which Congress approved and ratified in Public Law 104-123, 110 STAT.
879 (1995 Exchange Agreement).

Kootznoowoo, Inc. submits the following comments on the scope of the proposed analysis in its
various capacities including as a member of the public, in accord with the government to
govemment consulting authority as well as specific authority under Section 506 of ANILCA.

8585 Old Dairy Road, Suite 104 luneau, AK 99801 pPhone: 907.790.2992  Fax: 907.790.2995

Response
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

Specific Comments:

The Forest Service has in recent years approved numerous expansions of the facilities located on
Monument lands on Admiralty Island. The most recent Record of Decision (2003 ROD)
estimated the mine life to be approximately 12 vears based on known ore reserves and the
current rate of production.

During scoping, Hecla disclosed that the design for the proposed tailings facilities expansion
assumes production for an additional 30 to 50 years and that if the proposed changes to the GPO
are not approved the mine will need to cease operations in 2014 and commence closure and
reclamation. We understand from company statements that alternatives within the current GPO
exist to extend operations longer than the 2014 date.

Furthermore and according to a Juneau Chamber of Commerce speech by Hecla’s GM, Scott
Hartman, on May 3, 2012 “when it comes to something like tailings we don’t want it to be a
short sighted 5-10 year exercise, we need a long term strategy and then we will construct it in a
responsible manner in increments as needed” The Draft EIS has failed to provide alternatives
that provide for this long term strategy and need. We therefore request that the current document
be supplemented with information that does provide for sound long term decision making. The
additional information needed is described herein.

While Kootznoowoo supports responsible mining in this portion of Admiralty Island as has been
evidenced by many years of support we do not see any of the action alternatives as providing a
responsible long term solution that does not pose irreparable harm to Monument values. In fact
what we see at best will extend and provide for tailing and waste rock disposal for approximately
half of the period provided under the Exchange Agreement. None of the action alternatives
provide the necessary surface area necessary for stacking tailing until the vear 2095. We concur
with Mr. Hartman that “running a dry stack tailing is particularly difficult in a rainy area”; yet,
the Forest Service did not look to any locations off the Monument that were in dry or less rainy
areas. At a minimum an isotherm of the region should be included in the record of decision
looking for areas more suitable for a dry stack or in the alternative suitable locations and
alternative processes should be examined for tailings processing or disposal.

While we are delighted with today’s high metal prices. demand and beneficial economic outlook
for the region based almost entirely on important existing and potential mining activities over the
near and midterm we are concerned about several factors that have not been fully disclosed or
analyzed in the DEIS:

Underlying assumptions and calculations related to the various proven and probable
mineral reserves (including minerals in the existing tailings stack) available to Hecla
mining activities' as well as others located on Monument (e.g. Exchange land and the
adjacent “Mammoth Claims™). The EIS should disclose fully the Forest Service
verification and confirmation of these reserves. Because this mining operation is the only
subsurface managed by the Forest Service, qualified independent verification of Hecla’s

Page 2

Response
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

estimates should be considered by the Forest Service as a means of increasing the
confidence of the public in the propose purpose and need.

We are appreciative of the longer term perspective that Hecla has taken in their proposal
however the action alternatives shown in the DEIS appear unsatisfactory in terms of comparison
to Alternative “B”. The opportunity to provide for a long term solution was missed by the
authors of the DEIS and the opportunity to integrate such alternatives into a Monument/Island
Plan was missed with this draft document.

Accordingly, Kootznoowoo, Inc. again encourages the Forest Service to also consider
alternatives that take into consideration this longer increment of time and scale and update
disclosures and analysis fully within the Admiralty Island Monument to include changes such as:

s Impacts of transportation and utility corridors and easements created by Congress and the
Angoon Community Association (IRR route 0025 attached) since the current GPO was
originally authorized should be included in the scoping review. The current GPO is
insufficient in terms of disclosure in this regard and Kootznoowoo understands that the
GPO is in the process of being updated. Highlights of the update should be included in
the EIS. For instance the scoping disclosure do not address recent recommendation to the
Forest Service on necessary improvements which should oceur (e.g. SRK Consulting
Environmental Audit (2009))

¢ Impacts on transportation and utility corridors necessary to complete the Southeast
Intertie and current and future Southeast transportation plans and alternatives. Of
particular note should be the impacts of connecting Greens Creek to Juneau power and
other communities such as Angoon.

s Impacts on existing infrastructure authorized under the current GPO on foreseeable
impacts of decommissioning the existing experimental forest at Young Bay to any other
status than Wilderness /Monument or Monument status. Please see Kootznoowoo’s
TLMP comments and appeals for additional information. The DEIS does not speak to
the status of the former adjacent Experimental Forest, its mining/mineral values and
cumulative impacts to Monument values The DEIS should better address the cumulative
impacts to Monument values based on the actual lifespan of the mine operation and on an
absolute fixed date of closure and should analyze in constant dollars mitigation and other
costs and should provide analysis as to how the tailings expansion meets the law and
regulation requirement to avoid irreparable harm. This was not sufficiently analyzed.

The Forest Service should give careful attention to defining a reasonable prediction for the life of
the mine and fully disclose the basis for supporting that determination. If they cannot make such
a prediction they should use the average tailing production over the last 23 years for the period of
time remaining according on the Exchange Agreement with some adjustment for other valid
claims.

Page 3

Response
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

PN.0.007

The Monument was established for the purpose of protecting objects of ecological, cultural,
geological, historical, pre-historical and scientific interest, in particular its fish and wildlife and
supporting habitats which create the largest unspoiled island ecosystem in not only the United
States but the world and the home of the people of Angoon.

The EIS should also disclose the response of these resources to adverse environmental change
and the potential for irreparable harm to this island ecosystem and National Monument treasure
in perpetuity. As stated elsewhere the life of mine is underestimated. Also with regard to the
cumulative effects, we have previously recommend the EIS carefully explain what methods it is
using to assure that no irreparable harm will occur under the proposal and alternatives. We even
offered to participate with the Forest Service and proponent to look at available “tools under
several acts of Congress” to assist in determining the proper balance of environmental impacts
and preservation of Monument values which should have been a part of the DEIS. Therefore the
process to date lacks efforts to design a long term solution that is compatible to the maximum
extent feasible, with the purposes for which the Monument was established as is required by
Section 503()(2)(A) of ANILCA. Until this is done the Forest Service cannot assure that they
are compatible with Monument Values. The Forest Service indicated that there were insufficient
facts to analyze alternative sites off of Admiralty Island in a consulting meeting which occurred
on May 9" with Kootznoowoo, Inc. This seems remarkable as the Forest Service often acquires
or trades propertics and is aware of numerous sales and dispositions by virtue of this work and
should be aware generally of alternative lands that may be more suitable than Monument lands
for further processing and ultimate disposal of tailings.

In considering other alternatives to the proposed action, including the no action alternative, we
recommend the Forest Service applying the following criteria and analysis (including complete
cost/benefit in constant and comparable dollars):

s Does the alternative action meet the purpose and need:

s s the action better addressed through another alternative or combination of alternatives
including other locations that the project proponent may own, rent or exchange
opportunities proximate to their claims;

s How well will the alternative minimize adverse environmental effects to Monument
values and the indigenous people of Angoon, including cumulative effects;

s Will the alternatives better assure that irreparable harm does not comes to Monument
values?

*  Which alternative maintain the habitats of fish and wildlife, and maintain the present and
continued productivity of such habitats, to the maximum extent feasible

¢ Finally, to what extent will the alternatives expand or contract the footprint of the mining
activities on unencumbered Monument lands adjacent to Wilderness?

Previously we have requested a complete 3-D rendering and in our scoping comments we
requested that the height and scale of ultimate planned structure to a commonly known reference

point such as the Washington Monument or the Washington, D.C. Mall area as a means of
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Response
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

| soliciting public comments and making a better decision. We could not find such a disclosure or
analysis in the alternatives presented.

PN.0.010 Disclosure document should clearly state the degree of completion of all engineering, drawings

and support documents. Documents showing “75% complete” should be made available to the
public.

The extent on impacts related to of Tributary Creek which is shown to be impacted by the
proposal should be fully understood and valued yet this was not done. Any mitigation to
wetlands and streams should be in the context of Admiralty Island only yet the DEIS indicates
that planned mitigations funds will be directed to a Juneau based company. At a minimum, “fee
in lieu” or other mitigation measures should be in the same or adjacent drainage to the impacted
areas within the Monument and in accordance with an approved up to date “Monument Plan™.

A full discussion of mitigation, closure and reclamation should be included in the EIS using a
sensitivity analysis on interest rates on necessary bonds. Since a tailings facility will be present
possibly in perpetuity, Hecla and the Forest Service should plan for and provide the means to
monitor and manage reclamation after the closure considering financial liabilities and ultimate
ownership. This was not completed either in terms of constant dollars, or for the full mitigation
necessary and certainly among meaningful alternatives including an off Monument disposal.

Agency regulations and direction are lacking relative to programmatic management direction of
adjacent wilderness and non wilderness impacts. Methods of integrating transportations and
utility corridors such as through Title 11 of ANILCA in wilderness designation are also not fully
described in the DEIS nor is the status of the roads and right of way covered in the context of the
2005 Congressional surface transportation authorization (SAFETEA-LU).

Adaptive Management is described a mechanism in the DEIS as providing “sufficient flexibility
io take preventative or remedial action if environmental concerns arise.” Understanding the
importance of a general plan of operation (GPO), the status of the current GPO and the fact that
it is not altogether up to date gives little comfort to the concept of adaptive management being an
effective tool to change permit conditions or take remedial action necessary to assure that
irreparable harm to Monument values does not occur. If adaptive management is to be a
requirement of the management of the dry stack, the most affected stakeholders should
understand under what conditions changes would occur and what measures would be allowable
under what circumstances. Specific examples should be disclosed such as relates to subsistence
impacts, environmental justice, economic benefits/provisions, discharges of potentially toxic
waters and possible reclamation.

Finally, the possibility (“Alternatives C and D) of moving waters that would otherwise naturally
drain into Young Bay into water treatment and then discharge into the mixing zone of Hawk
Inlet (some of which is in State waters and some of which is within federal waters located within
the Monument Wilderness boundary) is not fully analyzed in the DEIS.

Page5

Response
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

PN.0.016 We would be happy to meet with the Forest Service, other stakeholders and Hecla to assist in

providing necessary information and review the analysis necessary to assure this important mine
continues many years into the future as Congress has provided for. Thank you for this
opportunity to comment on the DEIS.

Sincerely:
Peter Naoroz
Kootznoowoo, Incorporated

By: Peter Naoroz
General Manager

! Hecla Mining activities include activities related to mining claims which are preexisting the designation of
ANILCA as well as mining claims post the 1995 Greens Creek Land Exchange Act.
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Response
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 wiill
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

Comment Form
Greens Creek Mine
Tailings Disposal Facility Expansion
Environmental Impact Statement |
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Return written comments at the meeting or send to the Forest Service no later than
June 4, 2012.

Address: e-mail:
comments-alaska-tongass-admiraity-

Admiralty Island National Monument national-monument@fs.fed.us

Tongass National Forest Subject: Greens Creek Tailings Expansion

ATTN: Greens Creek Tailings Expansion

8510 Mendenhall Loop Road

Juneau, AK 99801 Fax: (907)586-8808

Response
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 Response
Comment ID: RB.0.001
Comment noted

From: Randy Brand

To: ES-commer las} dmiral jonal- Jment
Subject: Greens Creek Tailings Expansion

Date: Thursday, May 31,2012 2:01:39 PM

| I support the Greens Creek Tailings Expansion project.

Randy Brand
2975 Van Horn Road
Fairbanks, AK 99709
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RC.0.001

Comment
From: Rod & Kathi Cleland
To: ES-commer lask dmiral jonal- Jment
Subject: Greens creek tailings expansion.
Date: Wednesday, April 25,2012 10:48:04 AM
Hello, | agree that Hecla's plan to expand the existing facility is superior to the other options. Thr

tailings disposal plan should be approved. The mine is too impertant to the local economy to impeede
its continuing ability to operate.
Rod Cleland

Response
Comment ID: RC.0.001
Comment noted.
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Comment Response
Comment ID: RC.1.001
Comment noted.

From: Roger Calloway

To: ES-commer lask dmiral jonal- Jment
Subject: Greens Creek Tailings Expansion

Date: Monday, April 30, 2012 4:44:30 PM

To Whom it May Concern;

My Name is L. Roger Calloway Jr., | am Owner and President of Reliable Transfer
Corp. in Juneau, Alaska. We are a small business in Juneau and provide employment
for 35 people annually. We have been in business since 1914.

I am in support of Hecla Greens Creek Mining Company tailings facility expansion
plan Afternative B. If Greens Creek is not allowed to expand its tailings facility and it

forced to stand down operations it would have a negative impact on my company.

The lost of the direct and indirect business activities would cause the decrease of 2 to

4 Full time position at my company. Whereas the approval of Alternative B would
support the addition of 1 to 2 Full Time positions.

Sincerely;

L. Roger Calloway Jr.,

President / Owner

Reliable Transfer Corporation

8717 Mallard Street

Juneau, Alaska 99801

Phone: 907-789-1480

Fax: 907-789-1272

Cell Phone: 907-723-2896

"Juneau's Only Locally Owned and Operated Moving & Storage Company”
"Servicing Juneau Alaska and Beyond Since 1914
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RC.2.001

RC.2.003

Comment
From: rebachester58@gmail.com
To: ES-commer lasl dmiralty-national ument
Subject: destroying salmon streams with Green Creek Mine site
Date: Friday, June 01, 2012 1:53:03 AM

How can it be possible that we are considering to allow the Green Creek Mine to
destroy fish habitat in Tributary Creek? This cannot be allowed to happen. Nor can
we allow Alternatives C and D, that call for the destruction of 1,078 feet of Class 1
and 2 habitats in Fowler Creek.

The Forest Service is relying on studies conducted before 1990. We need to keep
our land and subsistance lifestyles alive. What happened to "not causing irrepairable
harm"? It is important for our Alaska lifestyle to maintain the continued productivity
of all salmon habitats!

We cannot allow anymore destruction, so please rethink this possible decision to all
the continued distruction of the Green Creek Mine to our surrounding Salmon
Streams.

Kind regards,

a concerned Alaska resident
Rebecca Chester

Response
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 | streams. This is not correct;
the alternative TDF site would not directly affect (by burial) any
Class | 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 Response
Comment ID: RF.0.001
Comment noted.

Cox, David

From: Iwamoto, Karen -FS <kiwamoto@fs.fed.us> on behalf of FS-comments-alaska-tongass-
admiralty-national-monument <comments-alaska-tongass-admiralty-national-
monument@fs.fed.us>

Sent: Monday, June 04, 2012 2:16 PM

To: Weglinski, Gene; Cox, David

Cc: Samuelson, Sarah J -FS

Subject: FW: Greens Creek Tailings Expansion Project

Karen Iwamoto

Land Management Planner
Tongass National Forest
907-747-4230
kiwamoto@fs fed.us

From: Rick Fredericksen [ mailto:rsfredericksen@gmail.com
Sent: Monday, June 04, 2012 12:14 PM

To: FS-comments-alaska-tongass-admiralty-national-monument
Subject: Greens Creek Tailings Expansion Project

For past twenty-five years, the Greens Creek Mine has contributed to the southeast Alaska economy including

high-paying jobs, local purchases of goods and services, and is a major contributor to local tax base. HGCMC is
a good steward of the land and has operated the Greens Creek Mine with minimal disturbance to the environment
by maintaining a small footprint and using the dry-stack method of tailings disposal. Since its opening back in
1987, the Greens Creek Mine has operated within the Admiralty Island National Monument in accordance with
federal, state and local laws and regulations. Congress provided for mining at this sife in Section 503 of the
Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation Act (ANILCA). One of the original agreements between Greens
Creek and the United States of America by and through the USFS calls for facilities to be consolidated to the
maximum extent practicable.

| strongly support Greens Creek's proposed tailings facility expansion plan Alternative B:

HGCMC’s proposal (Alternative B) provides for a logical expansion of the existing facility where tailings have
been placed for nearly a quarter century and abides by the original agreement for the mine’s facilities to be
consolidated to the maximum extent practicable versus the other action alternatives (Alternatives C and D) that
would spread the disturbances, operational and reclamation impacis, and monitoring requirements between two
sites separated by over 2 miles. HGCMC’s proposal allows for both a southward extension and an upward
expansion of the existing facility, which lessen disturbance and closure/reclamation costs versus more acres of
disturbance and higher costs for the other action alternatives. Under its proposal, HGCMC will maintain tailings
disposal in an engineered, contained facility within a portion of a single watershed (Tributary Creek) versus the
other action alternatives that would place tailings in a second facility but in multiple watersheds and create more
disturbance. HGCMC’s proposal also utilizes existing site support facilities, including the continued use of B
Road that has served for tailings delivery since the mine opened versus the need, under the other action
alternatives, for a major construction upgrade to approximately 2.5 miles of the A road. And lastly, HGCMC’s
proposal will have minimal disruption to wildlife versus the other action alternatives. There is an active goshawk
nest at the new location under proposed alternatives C and D, and the nest and surrounding habitat for this
sensitive species would be impacted if development in this area were to occur. Also, the heavy hauling and

1
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Comment Response

increased maintenance over 2.5 miles of the A road necessary for the alternative location would increase impacts
to all wildlife in this arca.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Rick Fredericksen
4164 James Drive
Anchorage, Alaska 99504

This electronic message contains information generated by the USDA solely for the intended recipients. Any
unauthorized interception of this message or the use or disclosure of the information it contains may violate the
law and subject the violator to civil or criminal penalties. If you believe you have received this message in error,
please notify the sender and delete the email immediately.
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Comment Response
— Comment ID: RG.0.001
Comment noted.

Comment Form
Greens Creek Mine
Tailings Disposal Facility Expansion Comment ID: RG.0.002
Envi tal Impact Stat t Comment noted. The decision about whether to expand tailings
storage in the Monument is complex and is discussed specifically in

Name: RICHARD GARD the Record of Decision.
Date: _5/3¢//2

Organization o

(if applicable): - o

Mailing Address: 2 £ 7,0 !L,u)‘g‘ dree féﬁ./ Gﬂ.m«.gg.u._ ALK 9900

Email Address:

coinai ). legoi ol A g;éiuu.a_ Liv Hidons .

Return written comments at the meeting or send to the Forest Service no later than
June 4, 2012.

Address: e-mail:
comments-alaska-tongass-admiralty-

Admiralty Island National Monument national-monument@fs.fed.us

Tongass National Forest Subject: Greens Creek Tailings Expansion

ATTN: Greens Creek Tailings Expansion

8510 Mendenhall Loop Road

Juneau, AK 99801 Fax: (907)586-8808
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$B8.0.002

SB.0.003

Comment

Steven C. Borell, P.E.

Borell Consulting Services LLC
6420 Rockridge Drive
Anchorage, AK 99516

June 3, 2012

Admiralty Island National Monument — Tongass National Forest
Comments-alaska-ton
ATTN: Greens Creek Tailings Expansion
8510 Mendenhall Loop Road

Juneau, AK 99801

RE: Greens Creek Tailings Expansion
Dear Sirs,

I am writing in support of Alternative B for expansion of the tailings facility at the Greens
Creek Mine.

Alternative B is the best choice for various reasons. Alternative B would simply expand the
existing tailings facility in the same location and utilize the current water treatment facilities.
This would result in the smallest footprint. It would also confine the footprint to the currently
affected drainage. At the same time it would result a single area to be managed and would result
in the least impact on wildlife.

Since the Greens Creek Mine began operating in February of 1989 it has done an excellent job of
managing the wide variety of environmental issues found at this mine. This is and has always
been a showcase operation. Greens Creek has shown how a major mine with high sulfide ores
and the associated acid rock potential can be managed without adverse impacts to the fisheries or
to the wildlife. All this while providing the best-paying, highly skilled jobs in all of Southeast
Alaska and while paying the most property tax of any entity in the Juneau area.

Response
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.

I I urge that Alternative B be selected and that a legally defensible Record of Decision be
58.0.004 completed at the earliest possible time so the mine can continue operating uninterrupted.
Singerely,
Steven C. Borell, P.E. z
Principal
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FIRST THINGS FIRsT

President
Sara Chambers

Vice President
Meil MacKinnon

Treasurer
Frank Bergstrom

Director
Scoft Spickler

Director
Joe Kahklen

Director
Rosemary Hagevig

Director
Fred Morino

Director
Richard Bumns

Director
Corey Baxter

Director
John Sandor

P.O. Box 240605
Douglas, AK 99824

907.209.1797 phone
907.500.7336 fax
ftffoundation.org

First Things First

Alaska Foundation
is a 501{c){3)
nonprofit
organization
dedicated fo
preserving the
economic
viability and
future of Alaska
through
education

Comment
Comment ID: SC.0.001
Comment noted.

Comment ID: SC.0.002
Comment noted.

Comment ID: SC.0.003
Comment noted.

May 31, 2012

Admiralty Island National Monument - Tongass National Forest
8510 Mendenhall Loop Road

Juneau, AK 99801

Attn: Greens Creek Tailings Expansion

RE: Comments on DEIS for GPO of Greens Creek Tailings Facility Expansion

Dear Sir/Madame:

SC.0.001

Please accept the following comments on the DEIS for the Hecla Greens Creek
Mining Company Tailings Facility Expansion. First Things First is a non-profit
organization dedicated to preserving the economic viability and future of Alaska
through education. Natural resource extraction has been and will continue to be
the backbone of the Alaskan economy, and in particular that of Southeast
Alaska. With the decline of Southeast’s timber industry, mining is the one
shining light that promises growth of high paying year-round employment.
Greens Creek offers employment opportunities for both urban and rural
residents. Economic hardship has hit our villages disproportionately hard, and
a camp operation such as Greens Creek facilitates village employment to the
maximum extent practicable.

C.0.002 |
Greens Creek has proven mining can coexist with the wildlife and wilderness
values of rural Admiralty Island and Monument. Copious monitoring data have
been collected over the past 40 odd years, which document minimal to un-
measurable environmental impacts. Thus the cost/benefit of Greens Creek is
exemplary. Greens Creek - including its dry stack tailings facility - is a
demonstrably viable long-term economic driver, and every reasonable effort
should be made to maintain or enhance its economic vitality for the benefit of its
employees, Southeast businesses that supply and service the mine, and
Southeast communities, including Juneau, which derive sales and property tax
from the company and its employees.

sC.0003

B best maintains the economic viability of Greens Creek and protects
the island and Monument environment. Consolidating impacts in one facility
reduces operating costs, enhances project economic vitality and ability to
weather metal price fluctuations, reduces long-term environmental impacts and

costs, and perpetuates proven infrastructure. Alternative B minimizes impacts

Response
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Comment

relative to other action alternatives for; fuel costs and handling, road
construction and maintenance, watershed impacts, wildlife habitat impacts,
closure impacts, capital expenditures, and operating costs. And Alternative B
maximizes impacts - relative to other action alternatives - for employment
viability, and project life.

The Forest Service has funded the JEDC mining cluster assessment to help
explore means to expand mining sector employment. This laudable objective is
consistent with making permitting decisions that support ongoing mining
operations at Greens Creek - subject to good land stewardship. Based on the
analysis in the DEIS and annual monitoring reports submitted by HGCMC,
continuation and expansion of the existing dry stack tailings facility is the logical
environmental alternative and should be selected as the environmentally
preferred alternative in the FEIS and ROD for issuance of a revised General Plan
of Operations.

Regards,

Sara Chambers
President

Response
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Comment

Comment Form
Greens Creek Mine
Tallings Disposal Facllity Expansion
Environmental Impact Statement
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June 4, 2012
Address e-mail:

comments-alaska-tongass-admiralty-
Admiralty Island National Monument national- monument@fs fed."n'.l"sm'_l
Tongass National Forest Subject: Greens Creek Tallings Expansion
ATTN Greans Creek Tailings Expansign
8510 Mendenhall Loop Road
Juneau, AK 99801 Fax: (807)586-8808

Response
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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Return written comments at the meeting or send to the Forest Service no later than
June 4, 2012.

g

=t e

Address: e-mail:
comments-alaska-tongass-admiralty-

national-monument@fs.fed.us
Subject: Greens Creek Tailings Expansion

Admiralty Island National Monument
Tongass National Forest.

ATTN: Greens Creek Tailings Expansion
8510 Mendenhall Loop Road

Juneau, AK 99801 Fax: (907)586-8808

Response
Comment ID: SG.0.001
Comment noted.
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Return written comments at the meeting or send to the Forest Service no later than__————
June 4, 2012, | 3ol = x

Bt
Address: e-mail: !

cornments-alaska-tcngass-admir;llailgv l 0
national-monument@fs.fed.us i
Subject: Greens Creek Tailings Expansion

Admiralty Island National Monument
Tongass National Forest

ATTN: Greens Creek Tailings Expansion
8510 Mendenhall Loop Road

Juneau, AK 99801 Fax: (907)586-8808

Response
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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SPHO.

Comment

Cox, David

From: Iwamoto, Karen -FS <kiwamoto@fs.fed.us> on behalf of FS-comments-alaska-tongass-
admiralty-national-monument <comments-alaska-tongass-admiralty-national-
monument@fs.fed.us>

Sent: Monday, June 04, 2012 9:01 AM

To: Weglinski, Gene; Cox, David

Cc: Samuelson, Sarah J -FS

Subject: FW: Greens Creek Talings Expansion

First of 5 or 6 comments received in our comments mail-in database

Karen Iwamoto

Land Management Planner
Tongass National Forest
907-747-4230
kiwamoto@fs fed.us

From: Scott & Pat Hartman [mailto:nomeimporta@qci.net
Sent: Sunday, June 03, 2012 7:08 PM

To: FS-comments-alaska-tongass-admiralty-national-monument
Subject: Greens Creek Talings Expansion

June 3, 2012

We, Scott and Patricia Hartman of Juneau, Alaska submit the following comments regarding the Hecla Greens Creek
Tailings Expansion.

|SPH.0.001
€ have lived in several western states over the last several decades, but have decided to make Juneau and S.E. Alaska

our home because of the natural beauty and special character of the region and its people. Our living has been
dependent on the natural resources industry for the past 34 years and we are very familiar with the question of benefit
vs. impact and how society’s view on this question has changed during our lifetime. We believe that with the
consumption of natural resources, comes the responsibility of responsibly developing and producing those resources as
practical, rather than just exporting the impacts of our consumption as a nation. We also believe in conservation and
efficiency in both consumption and production of resources as an important means to best mitigate the overall

impact. Hecla Greens Creek has been and can continue to be a respansible domestic producer of mineral products of
zine, silver, gold, and lead contained in items we use every day; but this will require a tailings expansion.

SPH.0.002

esides the direct economic impact of a good job to us personally and to many others in the region, Greens Creek is an
important private sector economic engine and tax payer in Juneau and S.E. Alaska. The type of jobs, compensation, and
benefits provided by Hecla Greens Creek characteristic of the natural resources industry and manufacturing are critical
to rebuilding and sustaining the economy of our nation and region. There must be a balance between producing
something tangible of value vs. services or intellectual property, and there also must be a balance between incomes and
benefits that support a healthy middle class.
003

€ believe that alternative “B” which provides for an incremental expansion of the existing facility will best balance
impact with whatever ultimate capacity is required. We believe that alternative “B” would have less overall impact than
alternatives “C” or “D”, specifically; less disturbance to land and wildlife, less consumption of energy and materials, and
less hauling and impact to air during construction, operation, and especially long-term closure. Alternative “B” may
preclude long-term pumping; whereas, alternatives “C” or “D” guarantee long-term pumping and associated impacts
(disturbance, energy, materials). We recommend alternative “B” be selected in the Record of Decision.

Response
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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Comment Response

Scott Hartman & Patricia Hartman
17080 Island View Drive
Juneau, Alaska 99801

This electronic message contains information generated by the USDA solely for the intended recipients. Any
unauthorized interception of this message or the use or disclosure of the information it contains may violate the
law and subject the violator to civil or criminal penalties. If you believe you have received this message in error,
please notify the sender and delete the email immediately.
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55.0.001

SS.0.002

58.0.003

Comment
From: Scott Spickler
To: ES-commer lask dmiral jonal Jment
Subject: Greens Creek/Altemative B
Date: Friday, June 01, 2012 8:42:33 AM

I would encourage you to expedite the approval of alternative B as the future tailings
disposal option for the best long term solution for continued mining operations at
Greens Creek Mine.

I am a 51 year resident of Juneau and business owner for the past 33 years. The
jobs that Greens Creek have provided for our region this past 25 plus years has
been such a stabilizing and terrific factor that Juneau has largely avoided much of
the ups and downs that the rest of the USA has endured due to the slumping
economy and declining property values. The wages and benefits to the workforce
are great and the trickle down effect of those dollars circulating here is evident in
Juneau. The mining careers and training programs that have developed in Juneau
over the years have provided many of our born and raised children here an excellent
opportunity for high paying jobs and home ownership.

The Greens Creek employees and management have proven to be great neighbors
and contributors for SE Alaska. I have been to the mine site and came away totally
impressed with all the environmental safeguards in place, not to mention the fact
that worker safety is paramount in their daily activities.

When you add up the total square miles of the mine's proposed expansion plans and
compare that with the entire mine operation to the total square miles of Admiralty
Island, it has to be a very minimal amount of space temporarily impacted by Greens
Creek....the benefits of this type of responsible resource development is a model of
how industry can co-exist in our region, without detriment to the environment.

Thank you,

Scott and Sandy Spickler
10754 Horizon Dr.
Juneau, AK.

99801

907-789-3780

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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Comment Response
DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES 550 WEST 7™ AVENUE, SUITE 920
ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 99501
OFFICE OF PROJECT MANAGEMENT AND PERMITTING PHONE:  (907) 269-0880
FAX: (907) 268-8330

Admiralty Island National Monument
Tongass National Forest

ATTN: Greens Creek Tailings Expansion
8510 Mendenhall Loop Road

Juneau, AK 99801

VIA EMAIL

June 19, 2012

To: Sarah Samuelson, USFS Interdisciplinary Team Leader
Forrest Cole, USFS Tongass Forest Supervisor

The State of Alaska, through an Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) with
the US Forest Service (USFS), has participated as a cooperating agency on the
Hecla Greens Creek Mine (“the mine” or “Hecla”) Tailings Disposal Facility
Expansion Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) released in April
2012. The state resource agencies submitted comments and technical
information to the USFS and met with the USFS, its contractor, and other
cooperating agencies during the development of the DEIS.

These comments are supplemental to the cooperating agency comments
submitted prior to release of the DEIS. Along with additional technical
comments on the draft, the State of Alaska’s comments on the tailings
expansion alternatives are included.

The Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation (ADEC) issues a state
waste management permit that authorizes placement of tailings and waste rock
at the mine and requires monitoring of groundwater at the facility. ADEC has
particular interest in long-term water quality at the site. ADEC also issues
certifications under the Clean Water Act that ensure that any new wetlands
disturbance does not impair water quality. The Alaska Department of Fish and
Game (ADF&G) is directed to protect fish habitat and aquatic resources,
especially anadromous fish such as salmon. The Alaska Department of
Natural Resources (ADNR) is the state’s lead agency for mining. ADNR
approves reclamation and closure and makes certain that financial assurances
to accomplish the approved plans are in place. ADNR must approve
reclamation plans regardless of land ownership, and thus works cooperatively
with the USFS on the Greens Creek mine plan approvals.

“Ta responsibly develop Alaska's resources by making them available for
maximuni use and benefit consistent with the public interest.”
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Comment Response
Comment ID: SS.1.001
Comments to USFS Greens Creek Mine 2012 Tailings Expansion DEIS April 2012 Comment noted
6/19/12 :
Page 2 of 9

Comment ID: SS.1.002

The State of Alaska (“the State”) has reviewed the alternatives proposed in the Comment noted.

DEIS. The DEIS analyzes a no-action alternative, Alternative A, and four
action alternatives to continue mining for 30-50 years; Alternative B, expansion
of the existing pile into the Tributary Creek drainage and Admiralty National
Monument, mitigated Alterative B which would provide less impact to
Tributatry Creek and the Monument but would require expansion into Cannery
Creek, and two remote disposal sites off the “A” road, Alternatives C and D.

Under Alternative A, tailings disposal would continue at the approved TDF
until the facility reached capacity, expected in 2014. Alternative B affords
expansion of the existing TDF, similar in footprint to the wet TDF approved in
1983 but never developed, which would fill about 4,000 feet of Class I and II
streams in Tributary Creek. Hecla’s existing fish pass in Greens Creek,
originally mitigation for the undeveloped wet TDF, would mitigate the loss of
fish habitat in Tributary Creck.

Mitigated Alternative B would avoid high value wetlands at the headwaters of
SS.1.001 : : : 3 :
Tributary Creek by moving reclamation material storage areas to a site north of
the camp and port facilities and placing some of the tailings into the Cannery
Creek watershed. Alternatives C and D both include development of a second
TDF, which would require maintenance and treatment in perpetuity, and
expand the overall footprint of the mine. The new TDF would be located north
on the A Road, in watersheds draining to the north end of Hawk Inlet and to
Young Bay. The fish pass would also serve as mitigation for impacts to Class II
streams documented at the proposed new TDF site.

Tributary Creek is included in ADF&G’s Catalog of Waters Important for
Spawning, Rearing, or Migration of Anadromous Fishes and provides habitat for
coho salmon Oncorhynchus kisutch, pink salmon O. gorbuscha, and Dolly
Varden char Salvelinus malma(Johnson and Blanche 2011). Cutthroat trout O.
clarki, rainbow trout O. mykiss, and scuplin Cottus sp. also have been observed
in the creek (Kanouse 2012).

Discussion of alternatives:

The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) requires the USFS, as the lead
federal agency, to identify both an environmentally preferable alternative and a
preferred alternative in a Record of Decision (ROD) issued after the public
comment period.

Aside from the No Action alternative, which would allow no further expansion
of the mine, the State considers either Alternative B or mitigated Alternative B
as having the least potential for environmental impacts given proper planning,
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Comment

55.1.005

$8.1.006

Comments to USFS Greens Creek Mine 2012 Tailings Expansion DEIS April 2012
6/19/12
Page 3 of 9

engineering, construction, operation, closure and monitoring of the expansion
site.

Both Alternatives C and D require construction of a new Tailings Disposal
Facility (TDF) outside of the Monument. The state appreciates the USFS
consideration of resource and other values associated with managing the
Admiralty National Monument (ANM) within the Tongass National Forest. A
1994 land exchange agreement with the mine and the USFS encouraged
continued consolidation of facilities and operations associated with the mine to
the maximum extent possible within the Monument designation established
through the Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation Act (ANILCA) in 1980.

Least to greatest new disturbance are with Mitigated Alternative B at 136.3
acres (Table 2.6-1). Alternative B at142.8 acres, Alternative C at 156.8 acres,
and Alternative D at177.9 acres (Table ES-1). For Alternatives B and Mitigated
B, environmental impact would be limited to a single receiving environment,
whereas for Alternatives C and D there would be multiple sites of disturbance.
Additionally, for Alternatives C and D, the “A” road would require upgrades and
widening for haul truck traffic. Impacts from hauling along the A road route
could include increased dust and the potential for more impacts at stream
crossings and wetlands.

The mitigated version of Alternative B is quite similar to the original
“Alternative B Final”. The mitigated version moves some of the tailings from the
south end of the TDF and moves then into the northeast corner.

Mitigated Alternative B has both positive and negative consequences. It moves
some tailings away from the headwaters of Tributary Creek, and affects less
area of that watershed. However, it moves those tailings into the Cannery
Creek watershed. The newly proposed area appears to have steeper slopes and
will require more contact water to be pumped a longer distance for treatment
and discharge.

While both the Alternative B Final, and Mitigated Alternative B have potential
advantages over Alternatives C and D, the original Alternative B (Alternative B
Final) affects less acreage than Alternatives C and D, and has fewer long-term
stability and treatment issues. Alternatives C and D both require that tailings
are placed into steep areas that have may have stability issues. A slope failure
in this area could cause deposition of tailings into, or the blockage of nearby
streams. The disposal of tailings at an area away from the current TDF also
necessitates contact water to be pumped back to the current facility for
treatment and/or discharge. The extra pumps, pipes and power that are

needed to transfer the water back to the treatment/discharge point provides an

Response
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
(PMyp) 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

Comments to USFS Greens Creek Mine 2012 Tailings Expansion DEIS April 2012
6/19/12
Page 4 of 9

SS.1.006 increased potential for failure of those elements of the design and operation
and possible impacts to wetlands along the pipeline transportation route. The
most stable placement of tailings would be on a flat surface. ADEC regulations
do allow for an application for a waiver for monofills constructed on slopes
greater than 10% grade (see 18 AAC 60.410).

Additional technical comments:

The document could be strengthened by discussing potential environmental
risks of each Alternative in the event of failures. Failures could result from

improper design, construction, operation and closure of facilities. These
failures could include failures of containment, the bottom liner, the leachate
collection system, run-on diversions, or soil cover systems.

The Department of Environmental Conservation (ADEC) has highlighted in

previous comments to the USFS that there are net disadvantages to planning,
designing, constructing, operating and closing multiple landfills, and those
disadvantages extend to monofills of tailings as well. Alternatives C and D
would require multiple landfills. Not all of these factors are examined in a
NEPA review.

However, ADEC has outlined the following as disadvantages to multiple
facilities: duplication of effort for the company and the regulating agencies;
increased operational costs; increased monitoring and monitoring costs;
increased closure costs; potential contamination into multiple receiving areas;
and increased effort for long-term closure care, monitoring, water treatment
and maintenance. These disadvantages could tie in to long-term environmental
effects that are described in the DEIS.

ADEC understands that most of the issues described above are not typically
addressed in a NEPA analysis that focuses on the environmental effects of a
project and that the USFS does not directly include cost considerations into the
environmental review process. These comments are made to emphasize that it
is environmentally more acceptable to have one large managed landfill than
several small ones. There could, however, be direct and indirect environmental
impacts related to the costs associated with multiple landfills/disposal sites.

Section-specific comments:

closure for the acreage(s) covered by tailings alone it would be helpful to add a
line that shows total post-closure disturbance after reclamation for all tailings
for the mine project. Similarly it would be helpful to add a line showing the

|Summary, page vi, Table ES-1 . To better comprehend overall impacts post-

Response
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

Comments to USFS Greens Creek Mine 2012 Tailings Expansion DEIS April 2012

6/19/12

Page 5 of 9
S5.1.011 total wetlands removed from productive use after reclamation. Alternative B
differs from C and D in that the Alternative B enables the existing TDF to be

constructed considerably higher as well as extended laterally, resulting in an
overall smaller footprint for tailings disposal. This table could better reflect
tailings already disposed of at the existing TDF and what would be added
through continued operations.

Summary, page viii, Table ES-2. Risk of chemical or mining product spill. For
Alternatives C and D, there may be greater potential for tailings trucks to spill

product due to longer haul distances and the need to cross additional
waterbodies and wetlands. Assuming the pipeline carrying tailings seepage
water from the tailings disposal areas to the treatment plant is laid adjacent to
the road, and based on historic damage to pipelines adjacent to the B-road and
associated spills, a new pipeline from Alternatives C and D would provide the
potential for additional spills to surface waters and wetlands. The existing
pipeline from the mill to the treatment plant does not have secondary
containment and leaks have occurred due to punctures from graders. New
pipelines in Alternatives C and D could have similar risks.

Summary, page x, Table ES-2: Scenic resources. Visual impacts could be
— greater with the additional height to the existing tailings facility under

Alternative B.

Section 1.8.2, page 1-14: Pursuant to Alaska Statute 16.05.841 and 16.05.871,
a fish habitat permit will be required for expansion of the TDF for any of the
alternatives selected. Please include this permit in the list of permits and
decisions required.

Section 2.6.5, page 2-41: ADF&G requires quarterly inspections of the fish
S5.1.015 ; 3
pass, not annually as described in Table 2.6-3.

TR Section 3-4, page 3-41: The freshwater monitoring program plan (Appendix 1
of the mine General Plan of Operations) states that the hardness of the surface

water is 37 mg/L as CaCOs3, not 46 mg/L. There should be data to show why
46 mg/L (stated as the long-term average hardness) can be used for Tributary
Creek in order to set water quality standards for metals at this hardness.

|Section 3.4.2, page 3-24: All but the first four values listed in the third column,
|percent by weight, appear to have one extra decimal place.

551018 |Figure 3.5.3, page 3-48: Water balance model. Since Wet Well A collects
tailings drainage water, the diagram gives a false impression that the average

flow from the tailings is 12 gallons per minute (gpm), whereas it should be 29

Response
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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Comment

$8.1.018
cont

Comments to USFS Greens Creek Mine 2012 Tailings Expansion DEIS April 2012
6/19/12
Page 6 of 9

gpm. Either the wet well should be shown as located within the tailings facility
or it should be called “Tailings Wet Well A”. The water balance could be
clarified to show whether all underdrain water goes to Wet Well A, and if so,
what would be the resulting flow or range of flows. The flows for the existing
facility should concur with those determined from the percolation rates and
acreages in Hecla’s document “"GCM Stage III Tailings Expansion Drainage
Geochem Final 8-22-11.pdf" by Petros Consulting Inc., dated August 22, 2011.

Section 3.5.3.1, page 3-52. APDES discharge. This section references an

$8.1.019

Alaska Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (APDES) permit not yet in effect
for the discharge of process water to Hawk Inlet. The permit finalized by
ADEC was remanded for changes during the public appeals period for the
APDES permit. The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit, effective July 2005 before the
transfer of those permits to the State of Alaska, is still in effect. The discharge
limits are the same in both permits, but the flow rates in Table 3.5.6 differ.
‘While this may factor into long-term water quality and quantity predictions and
management, the industrial discharge from the mill is less a factor in
evaluating the tailings expansion than are water quality and quantity factors at
the site of the selected tailings disposal alternative. Note that the final APDES
permit could have conditions different from both the EPA NPDES and the
permit previously issued by ADEC.

Section 3.5.3.1, pages 3-54 to 3-57. Tables: ADEC would not consider the

facility “closed” if the discharge does not meet Alaska water quality standards.
Rather than say “closure”, use the term “termination”, or “termination of
mining”.

Section 3.5.3.3 , page 3-59: Effects of Alternative B. This section could include

$8.1.021

a discussion of the ultimate fate of water that drains within the tailings pile
and whether it would be possible to discharge water by gravity to a passive
treatment system then to the diffuser in Hawk Inlet. This is one of the possible
long-term disposal options for contact water once active pumping and water
treatment cease.

Section 3.6.2, pages 3-68, 3-69, 3-72 and 3-73. Tables 3.6-1, 3.6.2, 3.6.3 and
3.6.4: A footnote stating that the Alaska water quality standards are hardness
dependent for some metals and that a default hardness of 25 mg/L as CaCOs is

|

used.

Section 3.5.2, pages 3-43-3-45: Please provide the dates data were collected at
each site for the surface water quality data presented in Table 3.5-3. It is the

Response
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

Comments to USFS Greens Creek Mine 2012 Tailings Expansion DEIS April 2012
6/19/12
Page 7 of 9

State’s understanding that the Lower Tributary site was sampled earlier in
mine life, whereas sampling at the Upper Tributary site began more recently.

Section 3.6.3.3, page 3-76: Paragraph 2 refers to estimates (from Condon 2011)

of drainage from the post-closure TDF to be between 107 and 163 gpm. The
water balance does not allow an easy comparison with these numbers. By
deduction it would appear the flow rate for tailings seepage water and
upwelling water would be the underdrain water at 12 gpm, the Wet Well A
water at 17 gpm and the Pit 5/East & West Ditch water at (192-28) gpm for a
total of 164 gpm. This is for the existing tailings area of 62 acres. The tailings
area in year 2062 for Alternate B would be the existing 62 acres per the
permitted acreage in the 2003 Waste management permit, plus the 64.2 acre
expansion (Table 2.3-1), for a total area of 126.2 acres. The facility doubles in
size, however the seepage flow does not increase substantially. A better
explanation of the various flows and flow estimates would be useful, as would a
water balance for each tailings facility.

Section 3.7.2.1, page 3-86-3-89: The long-term aquatic studies dataset for

Greens Creek Mine is occasionally reviewed to ensure accuracy. Errors are

corrected and reported whenever they are found. The most recent technical
report (Kanouse 2012) presents the current dataset and should be used to

analyze data from previous years.

Benthic macroinvertebrate density is measured by the number of insects per
square meter of substrate, not number of insects per cubic meter of water.
Also, the percentage of Ephemeroptera, Plecoptera, and Trichoptera is not
compared against the percentage of Chironomidae, those percentages are
presented separately and compared together for each sample site.

Much of the discussion on benthic macroinvertebrates focuses on comparing
results from samples collected in 2009 with results from previous years. It
would be best to present trend data for each site in the analysis, rather than
comparing data from one year against previous years. Additional data was
collected in 2010 and 2011 and should be included in the analysis as well.

High flows may scour the streambed and reduce benthic macroinvertebrate
taxa richness within a few weeks after the high flow event. However the
general statement that lower taxa richness in samples from Greens Creek sites
is attributable to greater flows in Greens Creek, is incorrect. In reviewing the
2001-2011 dataset, more taxa were observed in Greens Creek samples than
Tributary Creek samples in seven of the eleven years (2001-2002, 2004, 2007-
2008, and 2010-2011) when flow was moderate to high three weeks prior to
sampling.

Response
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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Comments to USFS Greens Creek Mine 2012 Tailings Expansion DEIS April 2012
6/19/12
Page 8 of 9

Methods for monitoring whole body metals concentrations include only
sampling 2-3 year old juvenile Dolly Varden char, in an attempt to sample only
resident fish and avoid sampling anadromous Dolly Varden char that may be
present in Tributary Creek. Adult Dolly Varden char are not sampled. Please
clarify this in the narrative.

Juvenile fish populations are estimated using a modification of a depletion
minnow trapping method developed by the USFS (Bryant 2000). Sampling
methods presented under the “Fish Monitoring” section leads the reader to
believe a catch-per-unit-effort trapping method is used, which is incorrect.

Comparison of the juvenile Dolly Varden char density data includes both 2009
and 2010 data. In writing the report summarizing data collected in 2010,
ADF&G found an error made in calculating the 2009 Dolly Varden char density
at Site 48 the previous year. Densities of juvenile Dolly Varden char at sites 48
and 54 were equal (0.36 fish/m?) in 2009. Therefore, the statements regarding
2009 fish densities compared to average forest values are incorrect.

When comparing Dolly Varden char densities between Tributary Creek and
Greens Creek sample sites, it is important to include in the analysis that those
systems are geomorphically different and each support different aquatic
species, including fish, which directly influence juvenile Dolly Varden char
populations.

Section 3.7.3.1, page 3-97: ADF&G issued Fish Habitat Permit FH11-1-0123 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
vears after fish pass repair, Hecla will be required to investigate adult coho
salmon passage through the fish pass.

Section 3.7.3.3, page 3-100: Monitoring results suggest mine operations have

not adversely affected aquatic life since monitoring began in 2001, not since

mining began as the first sentence presumes.

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
Comments to USFS Greens Creek Mine 2012 Tailings Expansion DEIS April 2012
6/19/12
Page 9 of 9
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Please do not hesitate to contact me at 907.269.0880 or
sharmon.stambaugh@alaska.gov if there are any questions or concerns

regarding these comments.

Sincerely,
Shé.rmon
Large Proje:

Office of Project Management and Permitting

cc, (VIA EMAIL)

Joe Manning (USFS/Minerals)

Brent Martellaro, (DNR/DMLW /Mining)

David Wilfong (DNR/DMLW /Mining)

Ted Deats (DNR/MLW /Water)

Kate Kanouse (DF&G /Habitat)

Kenwyn George (DEC/Water)

Ed Emswiler (DEC/Solid Waste)

Tom Crafford (DNR, Director, OPMP)

Sue Magee (DNR/OPMP/ANILCA coordination)
Kyle Moselle (DNR/OPMP/Project coordination)
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Comment

outheast
onference

N\

May 25, 2012

Tongass National Forest

ATTN: Greens Creek Tailings Expansion
8510 Mendenhall Loop Road

Juneau, AK 99801

RE: "Greens Creek Tailings Expansion”
Dear Ms. Firstencel,

Southeast Conference would like to express support for the Hecla Greens Creek
Mine Tailings Proposed Expansion (EIS Alternative B). The EIS that has been released
details Alternative B, the plan for storing future tailings, expanding the existing facility.
Approval of Alternative B will allow the tailings to be stored in an area that already serves
as a storage area for past tailings, thus utilizing one storage area as opposed to multiple
storage locations.

Southeast Conference is a non-profit membership organization that works to
advance the collective interests of the people, communities, and businesses of Southeast
Alaska. Members include municipalities, native corporations and village councils, regional
and local businesses, civic organizations and individuals from throughout the region. We
are the Alaska Regional Development Organization (ARDOR), and the Federal Economic
Development District (EDD) for the region. Each of these designations requires Southeast
Conference to take an active role in regional resource management and economic
development planning.

This proposed mine tailings expansion will allow for consolidation, which will
lessen the reclamation costs and total impact on the area as opposed to using another
method. The mine has expended significant efforts in researching other alternatives to
store the mine tailings and believes this method titled Alternative B is the best method in
which to do so.

The Greens Creek Mine promotes core values that will allow Southeast Alaska to
grow positively. As the project continues in the coming years, it will provide numerous job
opportunities for our children. These jobs will be near Juneau so the workers will not be far
from home. As well as giving local people the option to stay in their hometown and raise a
family, the resources yielded from this mine can be used while responsibly maintaining the
integrity of the area. Therefore, we believe that the efforts of the Greens Creek Mine are
valuable to support.

P.O. Box 21909 612 W, Willoughby Avenue, Suite B, Jusrau Alasks 99002
(907) 523-4351 (907) 463-5670 Fax ahellyw@®secoaference.org
www. secenference.oryg

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

outheast
onference

Hecla has made efforts to follow safely precautions and to continually maintain the
resources made available in a responsible manner. Our goal is to support economic
development projects that promote strong economies, healthy communities, and a quality
environment for Southeast Alaska. We believe that the efforts of the mine are valuable to
our region. The Greens Creek Mine promotes core values that contribute to the growth of
Southeast Alaska. For these reasons we support the Greens Creek Tailings Expansion
Alternative B proposed project.

Sincerely, .
sty dieglE
i & =

Shelly Wright
Executive Director

Ce:

Greens Creek Mine

&

1.5, Army Corps of Engineers
Alaska District, Regulatory Division
ATTN: Heidi Firstencel

Juneau Field Office

8800 Glacier Highway, Suite 106
Juneau, AK 99801

heidixficste il

Comment ID: SW.0.004
Comment noted.

Response

Greens Creek Mine Tailings Disposal Facility Expansion Final EIS

A-239



Appendix A, Part 1: Forest Service Responses to Comments

Comment Response
Comment ID: TS.0.001
Comment noted.
From: B Sheckley
Ta: [ lacl Aredral |
Subject: Hecla Greens Creek Mine Tailings Expansion
Date: Thursday, May 10, 2012 12:42:05 PM
05/10/2012
Hello,

As a lifelong resident of SE Alaska, | fully support Greens Creek Mining in our home. I've seen their
operations firsthand both as an avid outdoorsman as well as a contractor working at their location. |
have read through their proposed expansion and see it as a good thing both for our economy and our
envirenment.
| would appreciate your approval of their proposed expansion.

Thank you,
-Tim Shockley
ALPG
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Comment Response
Comment ID: TW.0.001
Comment noted.

From: Theresa Willare.

To: ES +)
Subject: Greans Creak Talings Expansicn
Date: Friday, June 01, 2012 3:39:59 PM

TwW0.001 - ;
I I support the tailings expansion

Theresa Williams
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Comment Response
Comment ID: WB.0.001
Comment noted.

From
To:

Subject: greens creek talngs expason
Date: Trursday, May 31, 2012 11:0036 PM

I strongly urge the permit application be accepted. Properly constiucted and managed it can and will be safe for our environment.  Sincerely,
WE.0.001 Wane Browning
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Comment

| June 3 2012
m A“m\! name. 1s L‘\)IJHL‘_’UI'\. Bl’tr‘n'- T have.
Deen an Maska resident =irce 1G-a
T have owned My Wheeler Cresk. Property
Since 1410 T have lived dng  subsisted
off Wheeler Creek dur e gzt 35 ears.
I have noticed dhat dhe pink Neck
Clams on minus +ides a+ +he mowth
| of  Wheeler Creek qre gone. M\{ Wheele
b Creek reigpoors and T have all Used +his
vesource o checades. Now Jou Can barrel\?;
-Qn\A_g pawh neckdam - I taked +o Fish
anAa Gdme abowt s last Wr' Anrd
dhey saA ey were cmfﬂ o do a
Survey Sept. |y 2 of—J last year (o), but
[T Ald mot S them ot Yhwere. Alss
T hake mevtr 3En q S ofter Qraund
Wheeler (Creek.
ke MSMH\( Narvest Hhe pink recke 1n March
o Rac\y ;‘\:n\, i Sus eet ~the  vun- off
Ot he ™Mowth of Hawk Trled+ has
def'\elped' dhis  respwece . T Concerned
Qopwt  whad  will Ao negt.

T
s

f)r‘cerd\f_

—7 / . , 7
LA AT

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

5810 Thane Road
Juneau, AK 99801
May 1, 2012

Admiralty Island National Monument
ATTN: Greens Creek Tailings Expansion
8510 Mendenhall Loop Road

Juneau, AK 99801

Dear Sir:

|wcam1 |

I am the owner of 5 acres of patented land on the west side
of Admiralty Island located at an area generally known as Lizard
Head (or specifically Lots 1, 2 and 3 of Chatham Subdivision).
The property is approximately 6 miles northwest of the Greens
Creek Mine. On this land I have constructed a small cabin and
frequently stay there to hunt blacktail deer as well as fish for
salmon and halibut. I have owned the property since 1984 and
have found the Greens Creek Mine to be a good neighbor. I also
believe the Mine to be an important component of the economy of
the City and Borough of Juneau.

I support the expansion the Greens Creek tailing facility
in order that the Mine may continue to operate for many years.
Specifically I favor the Alternative B proposal for enlarging
the existing tailing facility. Moving the tailing facility to
the north under Alternative C or D will bring it nearer to my
cabin and may adversely impact the area where I do most of my
hunting.

Thank you for offering me the opportunity to comment.
Sincerely,
(heer Ceafue

William A. Corbus

Response
Comment ID: WC.0.001
Comment noted.
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Comment Response
] Comment ID: wC.1.001
% Comment noted.
/
ALASKA ENERGY AND RESOURCES COMPANY Comment ID: WC.1.002
5601 Tonsgard Court Juneau AK 99801-7201 907-780-2222 Comment noted.
May 1, 2012

Admiralty Island National Monument
ATTN: Greens Creek Tailings Expansion
8510 Mendenhall Loop Road

Juneau, AK 99801

Dear Sir:

The Alaska Energy and Resources Company (BERC) is a Juneau
based corporation that is the owner of the Alaska Electric Light
and Power Company (AELP) and AJT Mining Properties, Inc. AELP
is an electric utility that has been serving Juneau and environs
since 1896 and under normal circumstances satisfies its annual
energy requirements with hydroelectric energy.

This letter represents the views of AERC. It has read most

parts of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement prepared to
assess the impacts of the expansion of the Greens Creek tailing
disposal facility. BERC is in support of the continued
operation of the Greens Green Mine for the long run. It
believes that an expanded tailings facility that will allow the
Mine to operate for the foreseeable future is essential. 1In
RERC's view the Greens Creek Mine is a very important ingredient
of the CBJ economy for several reasons:

1. It is a very important component of the City and Borough
of Juneau (CBJ) employment base. It employees
approximately 390. The jobs are comparatively high
paying compared to other employment opportunities in

Juneau and help balance employment base that is overly
dependent on government sector.

2. Greens Creek is the CBJ's largest tax payer. The tax
revenue from Greens Creek tax base more than offsets the
cost of additional CBJ services required for the Mine and
its Juneau based employees.

3. AERC's affiliate, AELP recently completed construction of
the Lake Dorothy Hydroelectric Project. Lake Dorothy and
AELP's other hydroelectric projects produce electric
energy in excess of AELP's firm electric customer needs.
This excess is sold as interruptible energy to Greens
Creek. AELP revenues, received from Greens Creek

1
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Comment

electric purchases, minimizes the rates for AELP's firm
CBJ rate payers. HAs the CBJ firm loads grow, less energy
will be sold to Greens Creek. This is a win-win
situation for AELP's customers as well as Greens Creek.

RERC has examined the four tailings disposal Alternatives.
Alternative A will result in the Mine closing down in about
2014. Alternative B expands the existing foot print and
Alternatives C and D envision opening a new site to the north,
but on the west side of Hawk Inlet. AERC finds it difficult to
understand why Alternatives C or D would be acceptable as it
will require an access road and new tailings disposal facility,
both of which will impact undisturbed habitat. Therefore, AERC
supports Alternative B which will have the least impact on the
area surrounding the Mine and the area to the north.

As previously stated the Greens Creeks Mine is one of the
keys to the CBJ's long term economic future. AERC supports
Alternative B, enlarging the existing tailings facility.

" Thank you for offering AERC to comment on this important
issue.
Very truly yours,

&.fe&ﬂ‘"‘(} d [a 29 303

William A. Corbus
President

Response
Comment ID: WC.1.003
Comment noted.
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Comment
From: WINAS0N
Te: I ks ks ~fo drriral’ I
Subject: Support of Hecla Greens Creek Mining application for expansion of tailings dispesal area
Date: Friday, June 01, 2012 4:30:17 AM

To whom it may concern:
[\.w.o.om | urge the Forest Service to grant HGCMC permission to extend its tailing area.

f  For past 25 years, the Greens Creek Mine has contributed to the southeast Alaska
economy where private sector resource jobs are needed:
¥ High-paying jobs
¥ Local purchases of goods and services
¥ Major contributor to local tax base

f HGCMC has been a good steward of the land and has operated the Greens Creek
Mine with minimal disturbance to the environment by maintaining a small footprint
and using the dry-stack method of tailings disposal.

f Since its cpening in 1987, the Greens Creek Mine has operated within the

Admiralty Island National Monument in accordance with federal, state and local
laws and regulations. Congress provided for mining at this site in Section 503 of

the Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation Act (ANILCA). One of the original

agreements between Greens Creek and the United States of America by and

through the USFS calls for facilities to be consolidated to the maximum extent
practicable.

Support for Greens Creek’s proposed tailings facility expansion plan:
f HGCMC's proposal (Alternative B) provides for a logical expansion of the existing
facility where tailings have been placed for nearly a quarter century and abides by
the original agreement for the mine’s facilities to be consolidated to the maximum
extent practicable VERSUS the other action alternatives (Alternatives C and D) that
would spread the disturbances, operational and reclamation impacts, and
manitoring requirements between two sites separated by over 2 miles.

f  HGCMC's proposal allows for both a southward extension and an upward
expansion of the existing facility, which lessen disturbance and closure/reclamation
costs VERSUS more acres of disturbance and higher costs for the other action
alternatives.

f Under its proposal, HGCMC will maintain tailings disposal in an engineered,
contained facility within a portion of a single watershed (Tributary Creek) VERSUS
the other action alternatives that would place tailings in a second facility but in
multiple watersheds and create more disturbance.

f HGCMC's proposal utilizes existing site support facilities, including the continued
use of B Road that has served for tailings delivery since the mine opened VERSUS
the need, under the other action alternatives, for a major construction upgrade to
approximately 2.5 miles of the A road.

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

|\-'\0N.0 004 |

f HGCMC’s propesal will have minimal disruption to wildlife VERSUS the other action

tives. There is an active goshawk nest at the new location under propesed

[WN.0.005

alternatives C and D, and the nest and surrounding habitat for this sensitive
species would be impacted if development in this area were to occur. Also, the
heavy hauling and increased maintenance over 2.5 miles of the A road necessary
for the alternative location would increase impacts to all wildlife in this area

Under its proposal, HGCMC maintains the existing haul distances to the tailings
facility VERSUS the other action alternatives where an additional 7 miles of
haulage would be added to each truck trip, resulting in an extra 20,000 to 30,000
gallons of diesel fuel being burned every year. That amounts to burning an extra
1,000,000 gallons of diesel fuel over the life of the project. This higher fuel use
means more fuel transport to Admiralty Island and more greenhouse gas
emissions. More energy will be consumed pumping contact water from the
alternate site to the water treatment plant as well.

‘Wes Nason
2175 Arcadia Drive
Anchorage, AK 99517

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 FH11-1-0123 to Hecla Comment ID: SS.1.033 _ _
Greens Creek Mining Company on March 22, 2012 authorizing repair and Comment noted. This information has been added to the Final EIS.
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.
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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.
United States Department of the Interior
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
Juneau Fish & Wildlife Field Office
3000 Vintage Blvd., Suite 201
Juneau, Alaska 99801-7100
(907) 780-1160

June 1, 2012
Heidi Firstencel
US Army Corps of Engineers
Juneau Field Office
8800 Glacier Highway, Suite 106
Juneau, AK, 99801-8079

Re: POA 1988-0269-2 Greens Creek Mine Tailings Expansion

Dear Ms. Firstencel,

The U. 8. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) has reviewed the Public Notice of
|BH.0.001 | Application for Permit for the Greens Creek Tailings Expansion and the Draft

Envi | Impact Statement (DEIS). Our comments are intended to assist your
office in identifying environmental concemns related to fish, wildlife and their habitats
associated with a Department of the Army permit for this project.

We offer these comments under provisions of the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act, the
National Environmental Policy Act, and Executive Order 11990, which directs agencies
to minimize “destruction, loss, or degradation of wetlands™ in carrying out their
responsibilities. We have concerns for migratory birds and their habitats and food
sources, anadromous fish, and wetlands that would be affected by the proposed tailings
expansion. We also offer recommendations to improve your evaluation of significant

potential impacts to wetlands and fish and wildlife resources, and to help identify the
least damaging practicable alternative.

Project Description

The Hecla Greens Creek Mining Company (HGCMC) proposes expansion of their
Greens Creek Mine tailings disposal facility (TDF) to accommaodate approximately 10
million cubic yards of additional tailings and waste rock over a 30 to 50 year period. The
mine is located on Admiralty Island approximately 18 miles southwest of Juneau, Alaska.
The mine produces lead and zine concentrates that also contain silver. Major portions of
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Comment

the mine are located on Tongass Mational Forest lands and most of the TDF is located in
the Admiralty Island National Monument (Monument)

The DEIS presents one no-action and three action alternatives. The major differences
among the action alternatives, as presented in the DEIS, are location and configuration of
the TDFs, and the types and amounts of wetlands and fish streams that would be lost.

The proposed alternative (Alternative B) would cause the loss of approximately 4,000
linear feet of fish habitat in Tributary Creek, including 1,646 feet of anadromous fish
stream and 2,400 feet of resident fish stream. A total of 98.4 acres of wetlands would be
filled.

Alternative C would cause the loss of approximately 1,044 feet of resident fish stream
and 114.2 acres of wetlands would be lost. No anadromous reaches would be filled.

Alternative D would eliminate approximately 1,044 feet of resident fish stream and 124.9
acres of wetlands would be disturbed.

|EH.D.C'DB |

[BH.0.004

We rec d that the Corps permit an alternative that minimizes environmental impact
through maintenance of fish-bearing streams, avoidance of the most productive wetlands,
and effective monitoring of project impacts with specific triggers for remedial action.
These topics are discussed in more detail below.

Minimizing Impacts to Fish Habitat

Fish-bearing streams typically support a diversity of wildlife species, such as kingfishers,
mergansers, mink, and otters that are usually not found along streams that lack fish.
Streams that support anadromous fish (primarily salmon) are particularly productive
because they tend to support a community of larger predators, such as bald eagles and
bears; salmon eggs and fry are preyed upon by many additional species, such as dippers
and resident trout. Carcasses of spawned and predated salmon provide a significant input
of nutrients, such as nitrogen, calcium, and phosphorous to both the stream system and
the surrounding landscape (Gende et al. 2002). Fish-bearing streams would be lost under
all action alternatives considered in the DEIS, but the alternatives vary in the level of
impacts.

Streams are considered high-quality aquatic features (USACE 2009) that should be
avoided where possible. The 2008 Final Rule on Compensatory Mitigation for Losses of
Agquatic Resources (33 CFR 325 and 332) (2008 Rule) specifies that because streams are
difficult to replace, emphasis should be on preservation, rehabilitation, or enhancement.
Guidance from the Alaska District of the Corps recommends that all streams be
considered high value, with a suggested mitigation ratio of 2:1 for restoration or
enhancement efforts and 3:1 for preservation (ACOE 2009, Appendix B). We
recommend a mitigation ratio of at least 3:1 for restoration or enhancement of fish-
bearing streams, because of their higher value for a broad diversity of other species and
functions, as compared to non-fish-bearing streams. Impacts to salmon streams should be

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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BH.0.006

BH.0.007

Comment

compensated at higher ratios than impacts to resident fish streams because they provide
more ecological benefits.

Under Alternative B, the proposed TDF expansion would destroy 1,600 feet of
anadromous fish spawning and rearing habitat and an additional 2,400 feet of resident
fish stream habitat in Tributary Creek, representing a 50 percent loss of fish habitat by
stream length. Alternative C would result in loss of 1,044 feet of Fowler Creek, which
supports resident fish in the reach that would be lost. This loss is clearly lower than
would be realized under Alternative B. We therefore recommend Alternative C as the
least-damaging alternative because it has lower impacts to fish habitat than the proposed
alternative,

Mitigation for Impacts to Fish-bearing Streams

The DEIS (p 3-97) includes discussion of a failed fish passage project that was developed
as mitigation in 1989. The HGCMC proposes to repair the fish pass as new mitigation
for loss of 4,000 feet of Tributary Creek that would occur in Alternative B. The fish
passage system would provide anadromous fish access to an additional 18,400 feet of
stream in Greens Creek.

The 2008 Rule specifies that mitigation plans must contain performance standards that
will be used to assess whether the project is achieving its objectives. A monitoring
schedule and reporting are required. None of these components are included in the DEIS
or the Corps” public notice.

Given the failure of the previously attempted fish pass, if this proposed mitigation is
approved, the Corps should require a monitoring plan that includes adaptive
management. If the proposed project fails to meet objectives, remedial action or suitable
alternative mitigation should be provided. Any fish passage mitigation project should be
monitored for the full lifetime of the water treatment that will be required, as both water
quality and physical access to habitat are necessary to sustain fish populations.

Minimization of Wetland Loss

High-functioning fens would be lost under all action alternatives evaluated. Fens are
hydrologically supported primarily by groundwater, which is typically high in mineral
nutrients. Their plant communities are dominated by sedges and grasses, rather than
sphagnum moss. These characteristics distinguish them from lower-productivity bogs,
which are abundant in the region. Compared to other wetland types in the project area,
and across Southeast Alaska generally, fens provide particularly high functions for
streamflow support, streamwater cooling, aquatic invertebrate habitat, amphibian habitat,
and native plant habitat (DEIS, pp. 3-127 to 3-128). Great volumes of groundwater
typically flow through fen wetlands, increasing potential for transport of contaminants if
toxic materials are deposited upon them. Because fens in the project area flow into fish-
bearing streams, avoiding contamination of the fens will provide a measure of protection
for health of the streams and their associated biota.

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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BH.0.007 cont
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BH.0.008

BH.0.010

EH.0.0TM

BH.0.012

Comment

Alternative C avoids further impacts to the fen located to the south of the existing TDF,
and impacts the smallest area of fens (25 acres) of any of the action alternatives.
Alternative C, as currently configured, however, would impact a substantial fen, plus
forested wetlands and bogs at the proposed alternative TDF. We recommend that water
quality and wildlife habitat be protected by modifying the TDF to avoid fen wetlands
entirely. This might be accomplished by modifying the proposed location or reducing the
size and tailings capacity of the TDF.

Water Treatment Monitoring

Contamination of water and biota from tailings leachate is one of the greatest potential
impacts from the proposed project. Treatment of tailings contact water from any of the
TDF alternatives will be required for at least 100 years and likely longer, based on
modeling information included in the DEIS. Because treated water goes to marine
discharge, any breakdown of the treatment system could adversely affect water quality in
Hawk Inlet and affect fish, wildlife, and invertebrates (including many invertebrate
species fed upon by migratory birds). A robust monitoring plan is necessary to
expeditiously detect and correct any such failings.

The HGCMC is currently operating under a 2005 Alaska Pollutant Discharge Elimination
System (APDES) permit that allows continued discharge to Hawk Inlet. Some of the
water quality sample sites are over 1,600 feet from the edge of the mixing zone in Hawk
Inlet. We recommend that samples intended to monitor effectiveness of water treatment
be taken at the edges of the mixing zone, rather than far from it.

We also recommend that the model used to evaluate the subtidal mixing zone account for
tidal action which is likely to repeatedly expose biota to toxins. Monitoring samples, for
example, should be taken during phases of the tidal cycle that put the outfall plume
upstream of the sampling sites rather than the reverse. Timing is likely to vary, therefore,
for individual sample points depending on their location. Averaging samples taken
upstream and downstream of the outfall plume is likely to mask effects and should not be
allowed. Samples should also be taken at the same depth as the outfall release.

The selected alternative should specifically allow adaptive management to implement
improved water treatment methods as they are identified in the future, and should require

ev ion and impl tion of remedial action if water quality monitoring detects
declines in water quality.

Stream habitat and aquatic resources monitoring

Suspended solids in storm water runoff are a primary carrier for metals and other
contaminants, which can affect stream productivity. Sediment can also adversely affect
aquatic macro-invertebrates and fish by covering stream-bottom gravel, which is used by
invertebrates and fish for reproduction/spawning and rearing. Although a storm water
detention structure is proposed to catch surface runoff from the TDF, additional sediment

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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BH.0.013

BHOO14

BH.O.0MS

Comment

is likely to be delivered to Tributary Creek and/or Fowler Creek, as typically occurs with
these structures. Aquatic resources in Tributary Creek will be monitored to ensure that
degradation does not occur (DEIS, pp. 3-97).

For monitoring programs to detect significant change, baseline and project operational
data sets for periphyton, invertebrates, and fish should use statistical comparisons of
standardized, quantitative metrics, in addition to qualitative descriptions, to characterize
stream health.

Aquatic resource monitoring as described in the DEIS (Table 2.6-3) includes (1) juvenile
fish sampled for abundance and distribution, (2) fish subsamples analyzed for chemistry,
(3) water samples taken for temperature and toxicity testing, (4) periphyton samples
collected for biomass, and (5) invertebrates sampled for abundance and community
structure. Details on sample schemes, chemical analyses, and statistical techniques are
not included. References to such information are either not cited in the text, or are cited
but not listed in the references section (e.g., Durst and Jacobs 2010, cited on p. 3-86). As
aresult, it is difficult to evaluate the adequacy of these monitoring programs.

Standardized macro-invertebrate metrics have been developed for Southeast Alaska that
rely on sampling from a diversity of stream habitats (Rinella et al. 2005), rather than just
riffles, as done at Greens Creek (Kanouse 2012, p. 8). We recommend that the more
robust indices developed by Rinella et al. (2005) be used to characterize stream health,
Statistical evaluations, in addition to qualitative review of these metrics, should be used
to detect changes over the life of the project. An example mine monitoring report that
incorporates such metrics (FDEP 2006) is enclosed separately. Similar quantitative
measures should be adopted for the other parameters included in the monitoring plans.

If monitoring detects changes potentially attributable to mine operation, remedial actions
should be evaluated and implemented as appropriate. Specific triggers for such
evaluations should be included in operation plans, and referenced in any Corps permit
issued for the project.

Reclamation and Mine Closure

The DEIS (p. 2-23) states that one of the objectives is to "Return the disturbed areas to
near-natural conditions to the extent practical." Natural habitats provide food and cover
for native wildlife, so restoration of near-natural habitats is an important goal.

Successful reclamation should restore species diversity and structural complexity of the
plant communities, with an emphasis on native plants, and on flowering plants that
support native pollinators. We recommend that specific criteria for species and structural
diversity be established for reclaimed areas, and that monitoring be done to ensure that
the criteria are met. These criteria should be based on pre-existing conditions in the area
selected for the TDF.

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

Aguatic 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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BH.0.018

BH.0.020

Comment

We find neither quantitative reclamation goals nor descriptions of the present natural
conditions at the TDF sites that quantitative reclamation goals might be based upon. We
therefore recommend a quantitative vegetation survey to document present baseline
conditions, followed by development of a monitoring plan with specific reclamation
goals based on the results of the vegetation survey. As with other monitoring plans,

remedial actions should be eval d and impl ted if success criteria are not attained.

Summary

In summary, we recommend the following actions to reduce adverse effects to fish and
wildlife:

® Fish-bearing streams are considered high-quality aquatic features that should be
avoided where possible. Alternative C is less damaging that Alternative B, in this
regard.

’ e Impacts to fish streams should be mitigated at a ratio of at least 3:1.

| e [frepair of a failed fish ladder is selected as mitigation, a robust monitoring plan
with appropriate adaptive management should be included.

SH0021 * Fen wetlands are particularly productive and produce large quantities of flowing
water that discharge to fish streams in the project area. These fens should be

BH.0.022

avoided through modification of Alternative C.

Plans for monitoring water treatment, water quality, aquatic biota, and
reclamation of disturbed areas should be included as a part of the project plans.
These plans should rely on quantitative measures and include specific triggers for
initiation of remedial action.

We recommend Alternative C with modifications to avoid damage to fens as the least
environmentally damaging, practicable alternative.

We appreciate the opportunity to provide comments on this permit application. If you
have any questions about our comments, please contact Deborah Rudis of the U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service at Deborah_rudis@fws.gov or at 907-780-1183. Thank you for
your consideration.

Sincerely,

Tﬂ Bill Hanson
07" Field Supervisor

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

Biological Assessment of
E. |. DuPont - Trailridge Mine
Bradford County
NPDES #FL0O000051
Sampled July 2005

January 2006

Biology Section
Bureau of Laboratories
Division of Resource Assessment and Management

Quality Manual No. 870346G
NELAC Certification No. E31780

Response
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Comment Response

Florida Department of Environmental Protection
Fifth Year Inspection Summary

Discharger: E. |. Dupont — Trailridge Mine
Physical Address:  State Road 230, Starke County: Bradford
NPDES Number: FLOODOOS1 Permit Expiration: May 9, 2006

Toxics Sampling Inspection (XSI)
Date Sampled: July 18, 2005

Results: All metals complied with Class |ll Criteria and permit limits. Mo organic priority pollutants
were detected in the effluent sample.

Compliance Biomonitoring Inspection (CBI)
Date Sampled: July 18, 2005

Results: The effluent sample was not acutely toxic to the fish, Pimephales promelas, or to the wa-
ter flea, Ceriodaphnia dubia, during the 96-hour acute screening bioassays.

Water Quality Inspection (WQl)
Date Sampled: July 18, 2005

Results: With the exception of nitrate+nitrite, all nutrients, were lower at the Test Site compared to
the Control Site. Conductivity and temperature were higher at the Test Site (458 umhos/cm, 30.8 °C) relative
to the Control Site (248 umhos/cm, 25.8 °C) and virtually identical to effluent values (458 umhos/cm, 31 °C).

Impact Bioassessment Inspection (IBI)
Date Sampled: July 18, 2005

Results: AGP was less than the Method Detection Limit in the effluent and in the receiving water
samples. Qualitative periphyton taxa richness was 66% lower at the Test Site compared to the Control Site
and there was greater percentage of blue-green algae at the Test Site (68.7%) compared to the Control Site
(6.4%).

There were several indications that the macroinvertebrate community at the Test Site was impaired relative
to the Control Site. Diversity was 57% lower at the Test Site (1.24) compared to the Control Site (2.87) in the
quantitative Hester-Dendy samples, which is a violation of the Biclogical Integrity Criterion 62-302.530 (11)
F.A.C. There were relatively few individuals in the Control and Test Site samples which can result in a nega-
tive bias in Shannon-Weaver Diversity calculations; however, there were additional indications of an impaired
macroinvertebrate community downstream of the outfall. Taxa richness was 63% lower, EPT taxa 80%
lower, and the percent dominant taxon was 44% higher at the Test Site compared to the Control Site. In the
qualitative macroinvertebrate samples, the Test Site received a SCI score of 16, which placed it in the "Very
Poor” category compared to the Control Site SCI score of 44, which was considered "Poor”.

B prep by FDEP staff, provide information for MPDES permit | and in conj 1 with

other information concerning the subject facility and its receiving-water bedy, aid in determining appropriate permit conditions.
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Introduction

The E. |. DuPont — Trailridge Mine is
located in Bradford County, Florida
(Appendix 1). This facility dredges
heavy mineral sands to obtain iimen-
ite, zircon, and staurolite. Activities
at this facility include acidification of
mining wastewater with ferric chlo-
ride, sulfuric acid or ferric sulfate to a
pH between 3.0 and 3.5 standard
units. Flocculation of colloidal mate-
rial is followed by settling in a series
of diked ponds. The wastewater is
then neutralized with hydrated lime to
a pH between 6.0 and 8.5, with addi-
tional settling prior to final discharge
into the Class Ill fresh waters of Alli-
gator Creek. Upon Department ap-
proval, polymer addition may be pro-
vided after neutralization for alumi-
num reduction prior to final discharge
to Alligator Creek. Storm water and
rainfall runoff from mined areas are
also collected and treated as de-
scribed above. The treatment train
consists of the addition of barium
chloride to the wastewater at the lo-
cation where ferric chloride and/or
ferric sulfate is added (prior to the
humate settling ponds). A substantial
revision was made on April 4, 005 to
redirect a portion of the effluent to the
Southwest Quadrant Pond. Approxi-
mately 400 gallons per minute will be
routed to an existing ditch with dis-
charges into the Southwest Quadrant
Pond and eventually into Blue Pond.
This rerouting is part of an effort to
improve lake water levels in the Key-
stone Heights area (see Facility Sum-
mary in Appendix 2).

The maximum design flow of the
wastewater system is 30.0 million
gallons per day (MGD). The actual
mean flow during this survey was
7.58 MGD and the facility has an an-
nual average permitted flow of 8.5
MGD (Appendix 2)

According to the facility’s monthly
discharge monitoring reports, the rou-

Bioassessment: E. |. Du

tine chronic C. dubia test in Novem-
ber 2004 failed acute and chronic
endpoints; however, the follow-up
test passed both acute and chronic
endpoints (Appendix 2). In July
2004, the facility experienced an ab-
normal event when an estimated
5,000 gallons of turbid water exited
the property boundary. An investiga-
tion determined that the transfer ditch
that carries stormwater from the ac-
tive mining area to the water treat-
ment facilities had become restricted
at a culvert which resulted in a por-
tion of the water in the transfer ditch
to back-up and flow outside of the
water treatment transfer ditch. Imme-
diate actions were taken to contain
the turbid water remaining on site.
Gypsum was used to reduce the tur-
bidity of the impacted water on the
site. During September and October
2004, the facility had exceedances of
flow, pH, and length of longest pH
excursion due to hurricanes Frances
and Jeanne (Appendix 2). Surface
Water Quality Criteria and facility per-
mit limits are listed in Table 1

Methods

The purpose of this investigation was
to determine the potential effects of
the facility's effluent on the biota of
the receiving waters. Chemical and
biological comparisons were made
between a Control Site (below
County Road 230 in a branch of Alli-
gator Creek) and a Test Site (located
in a separate branch of Alligator
Creek approximately 60 meters
downstream of the discharge), see
Map in Appendix 1. Detailed meth-
ods and their relationship to Florida
Administrative Code are given in Ap-
pendix 3.

All field and laboratory biological
methods followed Biology Section
Standard Operating Procedures

(SOPs, see ntip:ff
www . floridadep.org/labs/

nt Trailridge Mine

qa/2002sops htm  for details) and
met FDEF quality assurance/quality
control standards (see http.//
www floridadep. org/labs/ga/
index.htm )

The following were involved in this
investigation: Tom Kallemeyn, Jer-
emy Parrish, Eesa Ali, Lacey Smith,
and Joe Jordan (FDEP Northeast
District), and FDEP Central Labora-
tory in Tallahassee. The report was
reviewed by District representatives
and the Point Source Studies Review
Committee (Wayne Magley, Shannan
Bogdanav, and Michael Tanski).

Results & Discussion

+ Specific chemical results are re-
ported in Table 1 and a complete
list of chemical analytes can be
reviewed in Appendix 4. The iron
concentration in the Control Site
sample (1,490 mg/L) exceeded
the Class Ill Water Quality Criteria
(62-302.530 (39) F.A.C). It is not
clear from this study what is con-
tributing to the elevated levels of
iron at the Control Site.

+ The metals nickel, selenium, and
zinc were found in the effluent and
Test Site samples at levels above
the method detection limit (MDL)
and below the practical quantita-
tion limit (PQL). Aluminum and
iron were detected in the effluent
and Test Site samples at levels
that complied with Class Il Fresh
Water Quality Criteria.

+ Radium 226 and 228 were de-
tected in the effluent at a level that
complied with the facility’s permit
limit

+ No priority organic pollutants were
detected in the effluent.

+ Effluent conductivity, pH and dis-
solved oxygen complied with
Class Il Water Quality Criteria
(62-302 F.A.C.) and facility permit
limits

Response
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January 2006 Bioassessment: E. |. DuPont Trailridge Mine 3
Table 1. Effluent limits, Class lil Freshwater Criteria and chemical, and toxicological data.
- . Class Il Effluent Effluent Control | .
DuPont Trailridge Mine Stds | Limits Hamblas | site Test Site
Organic Constituents (pg/L)
None Detected | 5 | 5 { B | - | =
[Wetals (pg/L unless otherwise noted)
Aluminum - - 391 331 428 A
Arsenic <50 - 4U 44U 44U
Cadmium =15b - 05U 05U 05U
Calcium (mg/L) - B 52.6 14.6 51.4 A
Chromium-11I =1149b - 2U 2U 2U
Copper =126b - 05U 05U 05U
Iron = 1000 <1000 78 1490 91A
Lead <5b - 21U 21U 0.075U
Magnesium (mg/L) - - 2.6 2.3 25A
Nickel <70.2b - 751 2U 721
Selenium =5 - 0.66 1 05U 0791
Silver =0.07 - 0.025U 0.025U 0.025U
Zinc <161.3b - 4.2 1 511 4.9 |
Nutrients (mg/L)
Ortho-phosphate - - 0.004 U 0.004 U 0.004 U
Total Phosphorus - - 0.035 | 0.045 | 0.032 |
[Ammonia - - 0.028 0.051 0.028
Unionized Ammonia =0.02 - <0.02¢ <0.02¢ =002¢
Nitrate+Nitrite - - 0.005 | 0.004 U 0.006 |
Total Kjeldahl Nitrogen - - 0.06U 0.71 0.06 U
[Organic Nitrogen - - 003¢c 0.66 ¢ 0.03¢c
Total Nitrogen - - 0.07 ¢ 0.71¢c 0.07 ¢
(General Physical and Chemical Parameters
Radium 226 (pCi/l) - - 0.9 - -
Radium 226-Counting Error (pCillL) - - 0.2 - -
Radium 228 (pCi/L) - - 1.4 - -
Radium 228-Counting Error (pCilL) - - 0.8 - -
Combined Radium 226 and 228 (pCilL) - =5 1.3 - 3
Habitat Assessment - - - 98 78
Dissolved Oxygen (mg/L) 250 - 7 7.2 6.7
pH (S.U) - 6.0-8.5 6.9 4.4 7.5
Conductivity (umhos/cm) <1275 - 458 248 458
Temperature (C) - - 31 25.8 30.8
Phytoplankton Chlorophyll a (pg/L) - - 085U 241 0.85U
Phytoplankton Phaeophytin (Lg/L) - - - 0.77 J 0.85U
Flow (MGD) - <300 74 - -
Hardness (mg/L) - - 142 ¢ 459 ¢ 138.6¢c
TSS (mg/L) - <300 _4u I -
Toxicology Bioassays (96 hour Acute Screen Bioassays; % mortality in 100% effluent)
Fish (Pimephales promeles) - NOEC 0% | - -
\Water flea (Ceriodaphnia dubia) - [ noeEc [ 0% | - -
Value exceeds the Class lll Water Quality Criteria
b - Value s calculated based on hardness
¢ - Valueis calculated
A - Value reported is the mean of two or more determinations
| - The reported value is between the laboratory method detection limit and the laboratory practical quantitation limit
J - Estimated value
U - Material analyzed for but not detected; value reported is the minimum detection limit
NOEC - A no observed effect concentration less than 100% effluent will constitute a violation of this permit
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Bioassessment: E. |. DuPont Trailridge Mine

Table 2. Measured and predicted algal growth polential {AGP) for total soluble nirogen (TSIN) and ortho phosphate (OF) limitation for

Pseudokirchneriella subcapitata,

Lkt AGP Predicted AGP | Predicted AGP | F i AGP | T d AGP Total N:P
(measured) | (TSIN) £ 20% (OP) £20% (TN) £20% (TP) £20% N:P ratio ratio
Effluent =
|sample 0.300U 1.25+025 00 0,19+ 0038 1505 +3.0 0.03 014
Control Site 0.300U 1.94 £ 0388 0+0* 26.98 £ 5306 1835+ 387 005 15.78
Test Site 0.300 AU 1.29+0.258 0+£0* 0.23 £+ 0.046 1376+ 2752 0.03 019

A - \falue reported is the mean of two or more determinations
U - Material analyzed for but not defected; value reported is the method detection limit
* - AGP could not be predicted due to undetected levels of ortho-phosphate

+ Dissolved oxygen, pH and con-
ductivity complied with Class |l
‘Water Quality Criteria (Table 1,
62-302.530 F.A.C)) at the receiv-
ing water sites, however, Test
Site conductivity and temperature
(458 umhosfcm, 30.8 °C) were
higher compared to the Control
Site (248 umhosicm, 25.8 °C).

+ The effluent sample was not
acutely toxic to the fish,
Fimephales promelas, or to the
water flea, Ceriodaphnia dubia,
during 96-hour acute screening
bicassays (See Table 1 for per-
cent mortality and Appendix & for
bioassay bench sheets)

« The effluent total nitrogen con-
centration was 0.07 mg/L (Table
1). Effluent total phosphorus
(0.035 mglL), ortho-phosphate
(0.004 mgiL), and total ammania
concentrations (0.028 mg/l, Ta-
ble 1) did not contnbute to Test
Site levels Nutrient levels at the
Control Site were higher than

Table 3. Periphyton composition

those at the Test Site with the
exception of nitrate+ nitrite. Total
ammonia at the Test Site ranked
above the 10th percertile of typi-
cal values for Florida streams
while all other nutrients were un-
detected or below the practical
quartitation limits (Appendix 5)
Concentrations of total Kjehidahl
nitrogen (TKN) and total ammao-
nia at the Control Site ranked in
the 20th and 30th percentiles of
typical values for Florida streams,
respectively

Algal growth potential (AGF) is a
measure of nutrients available for
algal growth (Miller et al. 1978).
Raschke and Shultz (1987) found
that AGP above 5.0 mg dry wt/L
represent a “problem” threshold
for fresh receiving waters, imply-
ing nutrient enrichment. The AGP
values at the Control and Test
Sites were below the MDL indi-
cating no nutrient ennchment
related to the Trailridge discharge
in this portion of Alligator Creek.

DuPont Trailridge Mine Control ET_ﬁe Test Site
Number of Taxa 32 11
Percent Dominant Taxon 436 209
Dominant Taxon (name) Eunctia sp. Planktothrix_sp.
Number of Algal Units Identified 310 G7
Blue-green algae 6.4 8.7
Diatomns 92.3 1.3

|Green algae 1.3 0

There was no evidence of growth
inhibition in the AGP data (Table
2).

Chilorophyll-a was below the MDL
in the effluent and in the sample
from the Test Site and below the
practical quantitation limit in the
Control Site sample (Table 1)
We note that nutrients in the wa-
ter column may or may not fuel
algal production immediately,
depending upon the sum of envi-
ronmental conditions that  limit
algal growth at the site (e.g. pH,
shading, turbidity). Thus, it is not
necessarily contradictory for am-
bient nutnent levels to be high
and for no chlorophyll to be de-
tected in water samples.

There were differences in peri-
phyton algal community com-
position between the Control and
Test Sites (Table 3, Appendix 8)
There were 32 taxa at the Control
Site compared to 11 taxa at the
Test Site and a shift away from a
community dominated by diatoms
at the Control Site (92.3%) to one
dominated by blue-green algae at
the Test Site (68.7%). Diatoms
are indicative of a healthy flowing
stream, while blue-green algae
can be indicative of disturbance
Standard Operating Procedures
call for 300 algal units to be iden-
tified per sample (SCFP ABO3),
however, only 87 units were iden-
tified in the Test Site periphyton
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Table 4. Macroinvertebrate Hester-Dendy Samples - Quantitative

Bioassessment: E. | DuPont Trailridge Mine 5

have been identified. Therefore,
diversity results at the Control
and Test Site (with 116 and 80
individuals, respectively) may
have been negatively biased by
the small number of individuals
and should be viewed with cau-
tion. There was, however, further
evi-dence of degradation in the
quantitative samples as seen in
the reduction of taxa richness
and the increase in the dominant
taxa at the Test Site compared to

* Qualitative measures of benthic
macroinvertebrate assemblages
from dipnet samples are summa-
rized in Tables 5 and 6 and in
Appendix 10. The Control Site
SCl score of 44 and the Test Site
SCI score of 16 placed them in
the “Poor” and “Very Poor” cate-
gories, respectively. Also, a lar-
ger portion of material was sorted
at the Test Site in order to obtain
the target number of individuals
compared to the Control Site

I DuPont Trailridge Mine | Control Site | Test Site
Summary Statisics

Shannon-\Weaver Diversity 2.87 1.24

umber of Taxa 16 6
Florida Index 5 1
umber of EPT Taxa 0 0
Percent Dominant Taxon 335 77.4
Dominant Taxon (name) Thienemannimyia ‘Polypedﬂum
grp. illincense grp.

Dominant Taxon (group) Diptera Diptera
Total Number of Ind\v\d_uals 116 80
Community Composition: Percent of total

Acariformes 0 1.3 the Control Site.
Coleoptera 25 o]
Diptera 66.4 98.7
Ephemeroptera 0 0
Odonata 6.9 0
Oligochaeta 0.9 0
Plecoptera 0 0
Trichoptera 0 0
Other 0.8 0
[Functional Feeding Groups: Percent of total

Burrowing Depesit Feeders 09 0
Predators 50 25
Surface Deposit Feeders 293 53.1
Suspension Feeders 0.5 0
Scrapers 12.4 0
Shredders 6.9 44.3

communication with T. Kallemeyn
(DEP Northeast District), suggest
that large amounts of iron-sulfur
bacteria may be responsible for
the reduction in the algal commu-
nities at the Test Site.

+ A habitat assessment score of 98
placed the Control Site in the
“Sub-optimal” category while a
score of 78 placed the Test Site
in the “Marginal” category (Table
1, data sheets in Appendix 7).
There were differences ameng all
primary and secondary habitat
parameters between the Control
and Test sites. Tom Kallemeyn
(personal communication) noted
that stream banks at the Test
Site were covered by 0.3-0.6 me-
ters of iron-sulfur bacteria. Large
amounts of the bacteria had
sloughed off resulting in severe
habitat smothering and little pro-
ductive habitat at the Test Site

Large amounts of the bacteria
were also seen at County Road
230, approximately 1.6 kilome-
ters (1.0 mile) downstream of the
outfall. The Trailridge treatment
process involves the addition of
ferric chloride and/or ferric sul-
fate, which may explain the ex-
cessive growth of iron-sulfur bac-
teria at the Test Site

+ Quantitative measures of benthic
macroinvertebrate assemblages
from Hester-Dendy samplers
showed a 57% reduction in diver-
sity from the Control Site (2.87)
to the Test Site (1.24), a violation
of the Biological Integrity Crite-
rion 62-302.530 (11) F.AC.
(Table 4, Appendix 9). It should
be noted that depending on the
overall number of taxa present at
a site, Shannon-Weaver Diversity
does not become an unbiased
estimator until +/-300 individuals

suggesting a less productive
community at the Test Site. Very
tolerant organisms, mostly dipter-
ans, made up a majority of the
Test Site community (88.5%)
compared to the Control Site
(21%).

Summary

The Shannon-Weaver Diversity Index
was 57% lower at the Test Site com-
pared to the Control Site, a violation
of the Biological Integrity Criterion
(62-302.530 (11) F.AC). As was
noted earlier, this should be viewed
with caution as the small numbers of
individuals in the Control and Test
Site samples may have resulted in a
negative bias in the Shannon-Weaver
Diversity calculations. There were,
however, additional indications of
impairment in the Test Site biological
communities in both the quantitative
and qualitative macroinvertebrate
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January 2006 Bioassessment: E. |. DuPont Trailridge Mine [
Tabie 5. M tebrate Dipnet ples - . - -
e — — Princeton University Press,
Comnl Shte T”:SL Princeton, New Jersey.
Poor \ery Poor Miller, W. E., T. E. Maloney, and J
— — C. Greene, 1978. The Sele-
Number of Total Taxa 28 11 nastrum capricomutum Printz
Number of Ephemeroptera Taxa 1 1 algal assay bottle test. EPA-
4 2 600/5-78-018. U. S. EPA, Cin-
4 2 cinnati, Ohio. 126 p.
2 ; Plafkin, J. L, M. T, Barbour, K. D
Porter, 5. K. Gross and R. M
16 84.62 3 i ;
nsion Feeders and Filterers 25 1.92 Hugiee 198%(wl3)lasplsor ?‘g’e
Percent Tanytarsini Individuals 0 0 = R
Percent of Very Tolerant Indviduals 21 X sincsiwaliebrales. i, it
D Taxon (name) Stenelmis sp. albif: U. 8§ EPA, Office of Water
- Regulations and Standards,
Colcogers Diptera Washington D.C., EPA 440-4-
89-001
] [5] Raschke, R. L. and D. A Schultz
18 [i] 1987. The use of the algal
19 94.2 growth potential test for data
1 1 . J. Wat. Poll
1 0 Cont. Fed. 59(4): 222-227.
10? (1) Ross, L. T. 1990. Methods for
54 55 aquatic biology. Flonda De-
. ) partment of Environmental
Regulation Technical Series
TE : 10(1): 1-47.
285 3.4 Sokal, R. R. and F. J. Rohif. 1995
Surface Deposit Feeders 18 48.6 Biometry, Third edition. W. H
Suspension Feeders and Filterers 25 1.9 Freeman and Company, New
] 05 York.
= s Stevenson, R J. and L L. Bahls

samples and the qualitative periphy-
ton samples. Elevated conductivity,
temperature and habitat smothering
from silt and iron-sulfur bacteria, may
have contributed to degraded biologi-
cal communities at the Test Site. Re-
evaluation of the monitoring frequency
for these parameters and additional
monitoring stations to assess impacts
of the newly permitted discharge into
Blue Pond may be warranted.

It should also be noted that the Test
and Control Sites were located in
separate branches of Alligator Creek
and although a thorough atternpt was
made to find comparable water bod-
ies, some of the differences seen be-
tween the sampling stations may be
due to natural vaniation
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January 2006 Bioassessment: E. | DuPont Trailridge Mine

Table 6a. Stream Condition index Metrics - Northeast

| DuPont Trailridge Mine Control Site
[Metric: Value | Raw Metric Score | Fixed Score 0 -10
| Total Number of Taxa 28 46 46
umber of Ephemeroptera Taxa 1 29 29
umber of Trichoptera Taxa 4 6.2 6.2
umber of Clinger Taxa 4 4.4 4.4
umber of Long-lived Taxa 0 0.0 0.0
umber of Sensitive Taxa 4 3.6 36
Percent Contribution of Dominant Taxon 16 8.6 8.6
Percent Suspension Feeders and Filterers 25 59 59
Percent of Tanytarsini individuals 0 0.0 0.0
Percent of Very Tolerant individuals 21 3.0 3.0
Total Score Poor 44
Good 73-100
Interpretation of Scores Fair 46-72
Poor 19-45
Very Poor 0-18
Table 6b._Stream Condition index Metrics - Northeast
DuPont Trailridge Mine Test Site
Metric: Value Raw Metric Score | Fixed Score 0 -10
Total Number of Taxa 11 1.9 0.0
umber of Ephemeroptera Taxa 1 29 29
umber of Trichoptera Taxa 2. 3.1 3.1
umber of Clinger Taxa 2 2.2 2.2
umber of Long-lived Taxa 1 3.3 3.3
umber of Sensitive Taxa 3 27 27,
Percent Contribution of Dominant Taxon 84.62 -7.0 0.0
Percent Suspension Feeders and Filterers 1.92 0.2 0.2
Percent of Tanytarsini individuals 0 0.0 00
Percent of Very Tolerant individuals 88.46 -0.2 0.0
Total Score Very Poor 16
Good 73-100
Interpretation of Scores Fair 46-72
Poor 19-45
Very Poor 0-18

USEPA. 2000. Nutrient Criteria Tech-
nical Guidance Manual — River
and Streams. EPA-822-B-00-002

USEPA. 2002. Short-term methods
for estimating the chronic toxicity
of effluents and receiving waters
to freshwater organisms. 4™ Edi-
tion. EPA-821-R-02-013
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Appendices

Appendix 1. Map of facility

Appendix 2. Facility summary and DMR data

Appendix 3. Explanation of measurements

Appendix 4. Chemical analyses of effluent and receiving water.

Appendix 5. Typical values for selected parameters in Florida waters

Appendix 6. Additional physical, chemical, toxicological and microbiclogical results
Appendix 7. Habitat Assessment field sheets

Appendix 8. Periphyton: Taxa list and number of individuals counted

Appendix 9a. Hester-Dendy multi-plate samplers: Taxa list and macroinvertebrate density
(average number of individuals per m?)

Appendix 9b. Hester-Dendy multi-plate samplers: Taxa list and total number of
macroinvertebrates counted

Appendix 10a. Dipnet samples: Taxa list and number of macroinvertebrates counted
(collapsed)

Appendix 10b. Dipnet samples: Taxa list and number of macroinvertebrates counted
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Appendix 1
Map of Facility
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Appendix 2
Facility Summary and DMR data

State of Florida
Department of Environmental Protection
Facility Introduction

E.L. Dupont de Nemours & Company
Trailridge Mine
FLOMO051

The Trailndge Mine is a heavy mi Is mining wastewater try t system providing acidification with fernc
chloride, sulfuric acid or ferric sulfate to a pH between 3.0 to 3.5 standard units, for flocculation of colloidal
material, followed by settling in a series of diked ponds, neutralization with hydrated lime to a pH of between 6.0 to
8.5, and additional sentling with final discharge to Alligator Creek. Upon Department approval, polymer addition
may be provided afier neutralization for aluminum reduction prior to final discharge to Alligator Creek. Storm
water and rainfall runoff from mined areas are also collected and treated as described above. The treatment train
consists of the addition of barium chloride to the wastewater at the location where ferric chloride and or ferric
sulfate is added (prior to the humate settling ponds).

The facility is an existing 8.5 MGD annual average (30.0 MGD maximum) permitted discharge at Outfall D-001, to
Alligator Creck, a Class III fresh surface water. The point of discharge is located approximately at latitude
29°55"25"N, longitude 82°03°43"W.

A new permitted discharge at Outfall D-002 to the Southwest Quadrant Pond then Blue Pond, a Class 111 fresh
surface water, The point of discharge is located approximately at latitude 29°54°46"N, longitude 82°02°03"W.

A substantial revision was made on April 4, 2005 to redirect a portion of the ¢ffluent to the Southwest Quadrant
Pond. The existing recycle line from D-001 will be tapped and a pipeline will be d to route approxi ly
400 gallons per minute (gpm) of the wastewater to an existing ditch which then discharges into the Soutl
Cuadrant Pond with eventual discharge into Blue Pond. This rerouting of final effluent is part of an effort of The

Keystone Stakeholders Committee to help improve lake water levels in the Keystone Heights area.

The substantial revision also ists of providing additional of the wastewater for the removal of
combined radium 226 and 228 to below the water quality standard of 5.0 picocuries per liter [FAC Rule 62-
302.530(58)(a)].

Land Application: Some | lation occurs through the wastewater treatment settling ponds. All discharges are to

Class GII ground waters of the state. Ground water monitoring is required by Part 11T of the permit.

Greens Creek Mine Tailings Disposal Facility Expansion Final EIS A-271



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

Comment

Facility Name (as it appears on permit): E.I. Dupont — Trailridge Mine | Former Names:

Physical Address: NPDES Permit No.: Prepared By: Reza Shayan
State Road 230 FLOOODOS 1
Starke. Florida Expiration Date:

May 9, 2006

County: Bradford District: NE Facility Type: Major

zircon, and staurolite.

Function of Facility: Dredge mining of heavy mineral sands to separate il

Sampling Location (actual permit designation of permitted sampling point):
Outfall D-001 = Latitude 29°55'25"N Longitude 82°03"43™W

Outfall D-002 = Latitude 29°54’46"N Longitude 82°02°03"W

Description of permitted outfall: The existing 8.5 MGD annual average (30.0 MGD Maximum ) Permitted
discharge at Outfall D-001. to Alligator Creck. a Class III fresh surface water. A new permilted discharge at
Outfall D-002 to the Southwest Quadrant Pond then Blue Pond, a Class 111 fresh surface water.

Description of treatment process (if multiple discharge points, include a map or diagram of facility):

The facility is a heavy minerals mining wastewater treatment system providing acidification with ferric chloride.
sulfuric acid or ferric sulfate to a pH b 3.0 to 3.5 standard units, for {1 lation of colloidal material.
followed by settling in a series of diked ponds, neutralization with hydrated lime to a pH of between 6.0 to 8.5, and
additional settling with final discharge to Alligator Creek. Upon Department approval, Polymer addition may be
provided after lization for alumi reduction prior to final discharge to Alligator Creek. Storm water and
rainfall runoff from mined areas are also collected and treated as deseribed above. The treatment train consists of
the addition of barium chloride to the wastewater at the location where ferric chloride and or ferric sulfate is added
(prior to the humate settling ponds).

Receiving Waters: Alligator Creek and Blue Classification (indicate whether fresh or marine): Class 111

Pond. fresh surface waters.

Temperature (C): Design Flow: 8.5 MGD annual average (30.0 MGD
maximumy).

pH (SU): Mean Flow: 7.58 MGD from April 2004 through March 2005.

Conductivity (umhos/cm }: Flow During Survey:

Method of Chlorination Method of Dechlorination

Dissolved Oxygen (mg/L): Total Residual Chlorine (mg/L) (after disinfection):

Discharge is: Rainfall Dependent

Toxicity Test Requirements (routine and/or additional test language test species, salinity adjustment, etc.):
D-001 == Requires chronic screening tests with 24-hr composite samples using freshwater species conducted
quarterly. If NOEC < 100% effluent in any routine test, facility needs “up to 3" additional definitive tests, If 1"
definitive passes, the remaining two tests are not required. When 5 consecutive discharge days have not occurred,
the permittee shall conduct acute toxicity testing in accordance with Part 1.C.2 of this permit in licu of the chronic
testing.  Acute tests will be 96-hr screens, also with Cdiubia and P.promelas, using one 24-hr composite sample. If
mortality = 20% in 100% effluent, then "a minimum of 3" valid additional acute definitives are required.

Administrative or Consent Orders: None
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Comment Response

Facility Mixing Zone Details:

List permit violations (DMR data) and plant upsets that occurred at the plant within the last year:

(1) The routing chronic C. dubia test reported in November 2004 failed acute and chronic endpoints; however, the
follow-up test passed both acute and chronic endpoints.

(2) On July 4, 2004, the facility experienced an abnormal event when an estimated 5,000 gallons of turbid water
exited the property boundary. It was investigated that the transfer ditch that camies stormwater from the active
mining area to the water treatment facilities had become restricted at a tube crossing and a portion of the turbid
water in the transfer ditch had backed-up and sheetflowed outside of the water treatment transfer ditch. Immediate
actions were taken to contain the turbid water remaining on site. Gypsum was used to reduce the turbidity of the
impacted water on the site.

(3) During September and October 2004, the facility had the following exceedances due to Hurricane Frances and
Jean: Flow, pH, and Length of Longest pH Excursion.

Describe previous impact bioassessments, WQBEL's, and previous or current enforcement actions: FDEP
has not lucted a 5™ -year bi at the Trailridge mine, Two 3™ -year sampling events were made in
January 1983 and April 1995. The effluent was not toxic to any of the 4 test species in 1983, No chemical analyses
were reported. Nor was the effluent toxic to either test species in 1995, No organics were detected and the metals
were in compliance at that time.

Discuss MOR trends to prior data; is trend improving or declining:
No noticeable trend.

Tditi

List Effluent Limits (include

1 sheets as necessary):
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Comment

Parameter and Units
Outfall D-001 and D-002
Alligator Creek and Blue

Pond

Flow (MGD)

TS5 (mg/L)

Total Recoverable Iron

(mg/L)

Acute Whole Effluent
Toxicity, (%)

Chronic Whole Effluent
Toxicity, (%)

Combined radium 226
and 228, Picocuries/L

pH. standard units

Limit

Monthly Average: Report
Daily Maximum: 30.0

Annual Average: 8.5

Monthly Average: 20.0
Daily Maximum:  30.0

Monthly Average: 1.0
Daily Maximum: 1.0

The LC50 shall not be less than
100%.

NOEC = 100%.

Daily Maximum: 5.0

Daily Minimum: 6.0
Daily Maximum: 8.5
See comments

Describe special permit conditions and
permit modifications:

The pH at EFF-1 shall be monitored
continuously via a recorder. The pH at EFF-2
shall be monitored weekly on a grab sample of
the effluent. The pH values shall not deviate
outside the range of 6.0 standard units to 8.5
standard units more than 1% of the time in any
calendar month and no individual excursion
shall exeeed 60 minutes. An “excursion” is an
unintentional and temporary incident in which
the pll value of discharged wastewater exceeds
the range set forth in the permit.

Samples shall be taken at the monitoring site
locations EFF-1 and EFF-2 at the nearest
accessible point after final treatment but prior to
the actual discharge with the receiving water:

EFF-1: The nearest accessible point after final
treatment but prior to actual discharge into
Alligator Creck.

EFF-2: At the discharge point into the unnamed
ditch which discharges into the Southwest
Quadrant Pond.
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Comment Response

Appendix 3
Explanation of Measurements

(1) Quality Assurance and Quality Control

FDEP's quality assurance requirements for analytical laboratories and field activities are codified in Chapter 62-160, F.A.C.,
Quality Assurance (QA Rule) and in internal Standard Operating Procedures (FDEP SOPs). Metheds for all analyses are on file
at the FDEP Central Laboratory in Tallahassee and may be viewed on the web at http:/Aww.floridadep orgflabs/sop/indesx.htm
andfor http:/Avww floridadep oraflabs/galindex. htm

(2) Chemical Analyses of the Effluent

The effluent was analyzed for nutrients, metals, organic constituents (base, neutral, and acid extractables) and pesticides
following FDEP SOPs. A list of the analytes tested for, results, data qualifiers, the minimum detection limit and the practical
quantitation limit are given in Appendix 4. The results from these analyses were compared with Water Quality Criteria (62-
302 F.A.C.) and facility permit limits (Table 1, Appendix 2). Exceedances of Water Quality Criteria may be violations of
specific provisions of Chapter 62-302 (F.A.C.) and/ or facility permit limits.

(3) Toxicity Bioassays

Acute screening toxicity bioassays were performed on the effluent sample using the water flea, Ceriodaphnia dubia, and the
fish, Pimephales promeles following FDEP SOPs TAQ7_01 and TAQ7_02. Failure of toxicity testing may constitute a
violation of 62-302.520(21), 62-302.530(62) and/or facility permit limits.

(4) Bacteriological Testing

The effluent and water from control and test sites were not analyzed for the presence and concentration of total and fecal
coliform bacteria for this study.

(5) Habitat Assessment

Habitat assessment is used to evaluate the physical structure and extent of disturbance in a waterbody. Eight aspects are
ranked, with 20 possible points for each aspect (QA Rule SOP FT 3100). The Habitat Assessment score includes types and
amounts of benthic substrates, water velocity, amount of sand or silt accumulation, extent of artificial channelization, bank
stability, and riparian zone width and vegetation type. All scores are summed to yield an overall Habitat Assessment score
Habitat Assessment score ranges from 11-160 and overall habitat quality is assigned to one of four categories: Qptimal
(120-160 points), Suboptimal (80-119 points), Marginal (40-79 peints), and Poor (11-39 points).

(6) Algal Growth Potential (AGP)

The effluent and water from control and test sites are autoclaved, filtered (0.45um), inoculated with the unicellular green
alga, Pseudokirchneriella subcapitata (formerly Selenastrum capricornutum, USEPA 2002), and incubated for 14 days
(FDEP SOP TAD8_05). The algal growth potential (AGP) value is the peak growth of the alga within that 14-day period,
recorded as mg dry weight/L. Raschke and Shultz (1987) found that an AGP above 5.0 mg dry weight/L represents a
“problem’” threshold for fresh receiving waters, implying nutrient enrichment. High AGP values may constitute one line of
evidence for violation of 62-302.530(47) F.A.C., 62-302.530(48)(a) F.A.C. and/or 62-302.530(48)(b) F.A.C..

The concentration of nutrients in a water sample may be used to calculate the expected yield of AGP under the assumption
that other required nutrients (e.g. silicon, micronutrients) are present in excess (Miller ef al. 1978). The expected amount of
production is calculated as 38 times the total soluble inorganic nitrogen (nitrate and nitrite plus ammonia) under nitrogen
limitation or 430 times the ortho-phosphate (OP) concentration under phosphorus limitation with an error of + 20%. When
the ratio of nitrogen to phosphorus (N: P) is less than 10:1, nitrogen limitation of algal production is likely. When the N: P
ratio is 20:1 or greater, phosphorus limitation is likely (USEPA 2000). For ratios in-between, co-limitation may occur.
Production of lower biomass than expected may be evidence of growth inhibition related to toxic compounds present in the
water sample tested and may be a violation of 62-302.530(62) F. AC..

(7) Algal Phytoplankton and Periphyton Assemblages

Methods: Qualitative periphyton were sampled at both control and test sites by taking subsamples of algae from natural
substrates throughout the sample reach. Phytoplankton were sampled using a 1 L grab sample (QA Rule SOP FS7100).
Periphyton were subsampled and identified to the lowest practical level, usually species (FDEP SOPs AB03, AB03_1 and
ABOQS).

Chlorophyll a Content: Chlorophyll a content is measured in both phytoplankton and periphyton samples to estimate algal
biomass (FDEP SOP BBO05). High algal biomass implies nutrient stress (Stevenson and Bahls 1999) and may be a violation
of 62-302.530(47) F.A.C., 62-302.530(48)(a) F.A.C. and/or 62-302.530(48)(b) F.A.C.

15
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Comment

Algal Density: Algal density is estimated as number of natural units/ml for phytoplankton samples and number of natural
unitsfem’ for periphyton samples. Although algal density of a single site is highly variable and depends on a number of
factors, comparison of algal density at a control site to algal density at a related test site gives a partial comparison of algal
biomass at the two sites (Stevenson and Smol 2003).

Taxa richness: Taxa richness is the number of distinct algal taxa present in a sample. Extreme nutrient enrichment tends
to reduce the number of different types of algae present in a sample because a few tolerant taxa tend to reproduce rapidly
and constitute the majority of the cells present. However, moderate nutrient enrichment of nutrient poor waters may
sometimes be correlated with increased algal taxa richness (Stevenson and Bahls 1999) as the algal community begins to
respond to the increased input of nutrients.

Community Composition: Shifts in relative proportions of major groups of algae downstream of a point source, compared
to upstream, control conditions, may indicate negative effects of a discharge (Stevenson and Bahls 1999) and may
constitute violations of 62-302.530(47) F.A.C., 62-302.530(48)(a) F.A.C., 62-302.530(48)(b) F.A.C. and/or 62-302.530(62)
F.AC.

Shannon-Weaver Diversity Index: This index is specified in the Florida Administrative Code 62-302 as a measure of
biological integrity. Low diversity scores are undesirable. Where diversity is low, only a few taxa are abundant as compared
to an area where many taxa are present with more equitable abundance among taxa (Magurran 1988). Low diversity scores
related to a facility's effluent may constitute violations of 62-302.530(47) F.A.C., 62-302.530(48)(a) F.A.C., 62-
302.530(48)(b) F.A.C. and/or 62-302.530(62) F.A.C..

(8) Benthic Macroinvertebrate Assemblages

: Benthic macroinvertet were collected using two methods. Quantitative samples were collected from Hester-
Dendy multi-plate samplers incubated for 28 days (QA Rule SOP FS7430). Qualitative collections are made using 20 dipnet
sweeps (QA Rule SOP F57420). Benthic macroinvertebrates were sorted and identified to the lowest practical taxonomic
level, usually species (FDEP SOP 1Z086).

Taxa richness: Taxa richness is the number of distinct macroinvertebrate taxa present in a sample. Stress, habitat
destruction and pollution tend to reduce the number of different types of organisms present (Karr and Chu 1998). Decreases
in taxa richness related to a facility's effluent may constitute violations of 62-302.530(47) F.A.C., 62-302.530(48)(a) F.AC.,
62-302.530(48)(b) F.A.C. and/or 62-302.530(62) F.A.C..

Percent Contribution of Dominant Taxon: Percent contribution of the dominant taxon is calculated by dividing the number
of individuals in the most abundant taxa by the total number of individuals counted. Percent contribution of the dominant
taxon tends to increase with increasing perturbation (Plafkin ef al, 1989). Increases in the percent contribution of the
dominant taxon related to a facility's effluent may constitute violations of 62-302.530(47) F.A.C., 62-302.530(48)(a) F.A.C
and/or 62-302.530(48)(k) F.A.C..

Shannon-Weaver Diversity Index: This index is specified in the Florida Administrative Code 62-302 as a measure of
biclogical integrity. Low diversity scores are undesirable. Where diversity is low, only a few taxa are abundant as compared
to an area where many taxa are present in equitable abundance among taxa (Magurran 1988). A difference of 25% in
Shannon-Weaver diversity between results from Hester-Dendy multiplate samplers incubated for 28 days at test and control
sites constitutes a violation of 62-302.530(11) F.A.C..

Community Composition: Shifts in proportions of major groups of organisms downstream of a point source, compared to
upstream, control conditions, may indicate negative effects of a discharge (Karr and Chu 1998). Shifts in community
composition related to a facility’s effluent may constitute violations of 62-302.530(47) F.A.C., 62-302.530(48)(a) F.A.C., 62-
302.530(48)(b) F.A.C. and/or 62-302.530(62) F.A.C..

Functional Feeding Groups: Environmental degradation may differentially affect groups of invertebrates based on how
the group feeds (e.g. predators, deposit feeders, etc.). In Florida, pollution may be responsible for reducing the numbers of
filter feeders (FDEP 1994) and shredders (EA Engineering 1984). Changes in the proportions of functional feeding groups
related to a facility’s effluent may constitute violations of 62-302.530(47) F.A.C., 62-302.530(48)(a) F.A.C., 62-
302.530(48)(b) F.A.C. and/or 62-302.530(62) F.A.C..

The Stream Condition Index (SCI): The SCI is a composite macroinvertebrate metric developed for Florida. This Index
was revised in 2004 using data from qualitative dipnet samples. The SCI now assigns points to ten parameters; depending
on how closely each parameter approaches an expected value (QA Rule SOP LT 7200). Points are assigned depending on
which bioregion (Panhandle, Northeast, or Peninsula) the sampling location exists in and summed to yield a final SCI score
(range 0-100). Included in the calculation of SCI are taxa richness, number of Ephemeroptera taxa, number of Trichoptera
taxa, percent contribution of the deminant taxon, number of sensitive taxa, number of clinger taxa, number of long-lived
taxa, percent contribution of Tanytarsini, percent contribution of very tolerant, and the percent contribution of suspension
and filter feeders. Scores are broken into four ordinal groups: Good, Fair, Poor, and Very Poor. A decrease in ordinal SCI
score from the Control to the Test site may be evidence of degradation related to a facility's effluent An SCI score of “Poor”
or “Very Poor” related to a facility's effluent may constitute violations of 62-302.530(47) F.A.C., 62-302.530(48)(a) F.A.C.,
62-302.530(48)(b) F.A.C. and/or 62-302.530(62) F.A.C..
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Appendix §
Typical Values for Selected Parameters in Florida Waters

Percentile Distribution (1617 stations)

CONTROL SITE

| Parameter 16% [10% [20% [30% [40% |50% |60% |70% |80% |90% |95% |Measured |
Reriphyton 2 | 031|043 | 077 | 1.04 | 2.16 | 294 | 6.45 | 10.51 | 17.00 [ 30.51 [60.85| ND
Chlorophyll @ (mg/m )
Hester-Dendy Diversity | 0.84 | 2.12 | 248 [ 2.74 | 2.88 | 3.09 [ 325 | 340 | 352 [ 376 | 3.90 | 287
Hester-Dendy Taxa
Richreas 6 6.5 9 |115| 13 | 15 | 17 | 215 26 | 29 | 32 16
Dipnet Taxa Richness 9 12 17 | 20 | 22 [245] 26 | 28 | 31 | 37 | s3 28
Total Kjeldahl Nitrogen | 0.30 | 039 | 0.56 | 0.73 [ 0.87 | 1.00 | 1.11 | 1.26 | 1.49 | 193 | 2.80 | 0.71
Total Ammonia 0.02 | 0.02 | 0.04 [0.05 [ 0.06 | 0.08 [ 0.11 | 0.14 | 0.20 | 0.34 [ 0.60 | 0.051
Nitrate plus Nitrite 0.01 | 0.01 | 0.03 | 005 | 007 | 010 | 0.14 | 0.20 | 032 | 0.64 1.05 | 0.004U
Total Phosphorus 0.02 | 0.03 | 0.05 [ 006 | 0.10 | 0.13 [ 0.18 | 025 | 0.39 | 0.74 | 1.51 | 0.0451
Orthophosphate 0.01 | 0.01 | 0.03 [0.04 | 0.05 | 008 [ 011 [ 0.17 | 027 | 059 | 1.37 | 0.004U
Turbidity (NTU) 0.60 | 0.90 | 1.20 [ 145 [ 2.0 | 2.80 | 3.60 | 4.50 | 6.65 | 10.45[ 1630 ND
TEST SITE

[Paramet [5% [10% [20% |30% ]40% |50% ]60% |70% ]80% |90% |95% |Measured |
Periphyton

2 | 031 ]| 043|077 | 1.04 | 216 | 2.94 | 6.45 | 10.51 | 17.00 | 39.51 | 60.85 ND

Chlorophyll a (mg/m )
Hester-Dendy Diversity | 0.84 | 2.12 | 2.48 | 2.74 | 2.88 | 3.09 | 325 | 3.40 | 3.52 | 3.76 | 3.90 | 1.24
Hester-Dendy Taxa 6 | 65| o [115| 13| 15| 17 |215] 26 | 29 | 32 6
Richness
Dipnet Taxa Richness | 9 12 17 | 20 | 22 [245] 26 | 28 [ 31 | 37 | s3 11
Total Kjeldahl Nitrogen | 0.30 | 0.39 | 0.56 | 0.73 [ 087 | 1.00 [ 111 | 126 [ 149 | 193 | 280 | 0.06U
Total Ammoania 0.02 | 0.02 | 0.04 | 0.05 | 0.06 | 0.08 | 0.11 | 0.14 | 0.20 | 0.34 | 0.60 | 0.028
Nitrate plus Nitrite 0.01 | 0.01 [ 003 [ 0.05 | 0.07 | 0.10 [ 014 [ 020 [ 0.32 | 0.64 | 1.05 | 0.0061
Total Phosphorus 0.02 |0.03 | 0.05] 0.06 [ 0.10 [ 0.13 | 0.18 [ 025 | 039 | 0.74 | 1.51 | 0.0321
Orthophosphate 0.01 | 0.01 [ 003 [0.04 | 005|008 [011 [ 017 | 027 | 0.59 | 1.37 | 0.004U
Turbidity (NTU) 0.60 | 0.90 | 120 | 1.45 [ 2.10 [ 2.80 | 3.60 | 4.50 [ 6.65 [ 10.45] 16.30 ND

Taxa richness and diversity values are for benthic macroinvertebrates. Hester-Dendy sample= benthic macroinvertebrates
collected from a standardized multi-plate sampler. Dipnet taxa richness = number of taxa collected in standardized dipnet
sweep samples, Diversity = Shannon-Weaver H'. NTU = Nephelometric turbidity units. Adapted from Joe Hand, FDER,
personal communication, 1991 (data collected 1980-1989). ND = No data
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Appendix 6

Additional physical, chemical, toxicological and microbiological results
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FDEP Biology Section - - Bioassay Bench Sheet

i Survival
LIMS Sample #: ﬁf) HEEi Test #: | Test Started: Date_7-! 305 Time: (330
Test Ended: Date 7-2395 Time: 4295

Organismi__{ . rlubmes
Organism Batch: 2505 Diluent/ Batch:, 2M W 2(-05
Organism Ape: <24 hes Food: (fCI) <P subcapitgid Artemia

Chamber Size__ 30 mL Batch: 03705 0345
Test Volume___ S0 mL Fm!lllg:-ﬁrlorcn¢WJI)Dnily

Test Hour
[Conceniration Replicaic  |Chamber # 0hr 24hr | 48hr BR | 4B hrAR 72 br 56 hr
A & 5 E s T g s
® I3 s £l S = 3 S
Pk g >
C- [ 5 5 5 s &
%) v 5 i & < < |5
A A = i s H Exilll
J B B < 5 5 5 s |5
e
I LU/ [ c 5 z 5 = o by
) D 3 5 5 5" 5 1S
Organisms loaded by:_ YN Cheeked by: o Dol 7o 7 mF
Loading verified at 0 hours by: OF | ginsiote) Comments:
m = missing d = dead BR = before renewal AR = alter renewal
Test Results:
% mortality in, 100% sample o

LCy:_2100 it Calculated: 95% CI, Metod:

Sereening Tests: Repart LCSO0 as > 100%, =100%. ar <100%.
Substilve Righest tes! concenirauan usad if eiher 1han 1004 (example: Ocean outfal tesied a: 30% conceniraticn).

1.2 /805

Pge  Q0N0N27
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Comment Response

FDEP Biology Section - - Bioassay Bench Sheet
- Survival
LIMS Sample #; SE Test#y Test Started: Date71 105 Time: 245
o Organism;_? s Test Ended: Date 7-23-05 Time: /245
u Organism Batch: __ B-05 Diluent! Batch: MHL& 1 _5-85
Organism Age: & Faod:  YCT  P.subcapitata
C]lambersue_[&m% Bapch: __ 3538568 \
‘ Test Volume ai Feeding: Daily
Test Hour
Concentration Replicate__|Chamber # 0 hr Zihr | AT BR | 4EhTAR | 72h | 96hr
[ | T2 o [% - 5 19"
5 5 ¥ 5 5 5
OTRL B B2
ﬂ e B3 5 s i 5 £ s
D B4 E 5 5 5 FEE]
A BS S 5 5 s vh S
- oo B B | 5 5 |« G 5 |S
I C 87 | & 375 | o 3 S
- 2] 55 5 5 Ju» Y 7] 7]
|
i
|
|
|
. [Organisms tosded by: 75 Checked by: PRNEE? *® |[D mé
Loading verified a1 0 hours by (indiads Comments:
] m=missing d = dead BR = before renewal AR = after rencwal
1 Test Resulls:
E % moriaiity In 100% sample _| >
| LGy =100 it catculated: 95% C1 Method:
Screening Tests: Report LCS0 as >100%, =100%, of <100%.
. Substituo highest test concentration wsed if olher than 100% (example: Ocean outfall tested at 30% concentration).
f w23
| peee  JONNZY

l
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Appendix T
Habitat Assessment Field Sheets
-8 &> L I ‘_.1\(\

WSR2 o sop0t0t: Form FD 80003 (December 11, 2001)
PHYSICAL/CHEMICAL CHARACTERIZATION FIELD SHEET

STORET STATION NUMBER: DATE {MDVY): TIME RECEIVING BODY OF
WATER:
7-17-05 |l000 | oy Rowel

TOCATION: Coita) | FELDIONANE:
Aliyaiae G bidow CRI%0 | Coniral $:7c

RIPARIAN ZONE/STREAM FEATURES

PREDOMNANT LAND-USE N WATERSHED __ (specify relaiive percentin each cailagory):

FORESTINATLRAL | SLVICULTURE | FIELD/PASTURE | AGRICULTURAL | RESDENTAL | COMVERCIAL INOUSTRIAL | OTHER (SPECIFY)

S0 T | ) o 2 | TR ¢ Y |

LOCAL WATERSHED EROSION (check box): Nane Slight 121 Moderata [_] Heavy (]

LOCAL WATERSHED NPS PoLLUTION (chack box); No evidencs | ] sight [] Moderate polental B Obvious sources M

WIDTH OF RIPARIAN VEGETATION (m) LIST & MAP DOMINANT TYPICAL WIDTH (M) DEPTH (MWVELOCITY (M/SEC) TRANSECT
VEGETATION ON BACK e L

On leastbufled side: o -

A I I e b vy
W*WZ%%E{“WWE“ = T
ARTIFIGALLY MPOUNDED | ] yes ok o \

{m above presénd water levl) (presant depth Inm)  (m above bed)

weiwmied 07| +[os | = [ as] m% 5 o .

CancPYCovER%: Oren: [ LIGHTLY SHaED (19-45%): [] MODERATELY SHADED (46-80%): [] Heavey Sapen: B

SEDIMENT)

/SUBSTRATE
Coces: Nowwew: [

SUBSTRATE TYPE
St T SAMPLED
WoDDy DEaRS (SHAGS) SAND i i dig oo
_LEAF PACKS OF MATS MuDMUCK/SLT 20 .
AQUATIC VESETATION il OTHER:
Rock o SELL RusBLE OER: 3
UNDERCLT BANKS/RDOTS 3 = T DRAW AERIAL VIEW SKETCH OF HABITATS FOUND I 100 M SECTIGN
f Fa———
wateR QALY | PO | e oy | e | Do [ SO0 00 '“M"‘"_ SECoH (M:
Toe
MD-DEPTH 575 | S5 | 993 | 533 243 §7.7% 0.7
HarTom Leo
SYSTEM TYPE; m&%&:’_@ 5™ — 5 ORDER R
ORDER TeomceRoRGREATER lwe [ wWenwo [J Esweae CJomer (1
WATER ODORS (CHECK BOX): Noruw: [ SPWARE 1] PerRoLEe L] Cawor: 11 Oner O
'WATER SURFACE QLS (CHECK B0X): None: Swee L] GLoes suoe [
CUARTY (creck Bon): Cow (] Suemrnesn @ Tees ( o L]
SOLOR (CHECKBOX]: Tonic: B Gasew (uLoack, L1 CLenke O ]
NEATHER CoNDmoNaINOTES: ABUNDANCE: AESENT Rare  Cowmon
PEREHYTON o & 4

FisH ' 0
ApuaTic MacropTes ] g S\K
Irouisurum Bactera [

AMPLING TEAM: SIGNATURE:
— Kﬁ”{nun' pm LY ‘)ov.lh —l ):ia < KL-CA
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DEP-SOP-001/01: Form +D 9000-5 (December 11, 2001)

ik
FATEOF L BEPARTFHENT-E - ENVIRONMENTACPROTECTION ™
—_— STREAM/RIVER HABITAT ASSESSMENT FIELD SHEET ol
SUBMITTING AGENGY C STORET STATION NUMBER: | DATE gasworvyy | RECEIVING BODY OF WATER:
SEMTTNG - 7 li-as Ialte f’ou e "
| REWARRS: COUNTY: | LOGATION: ; n FIELD IDTAME:
ey Hoi J Al ger - Ve Yo © Ra>> Coniire |
Habitat Parameter Optimal Suboptimal inal Poor
Four or mare producive Three productive hatilals Twa productive kabiisld One or less producive
Primery Habitat Pbiaispresentsrags, foo | present. Adequale haliet | presaot. Less than desiable | habial Lack of atatt
Componants aquafc i b habitat, baquently distebed or | obviols, subskates unsi
vagetation, leat packs (partally | fal (iresh leaves of snags] of
substale | decayed), rock]
oy 20 19 1B 17 16 15 14 13 12 11 W9876 54321
Groatr fian 30% podiciis | 169% 10 30% prodicive Fabial, | 6% o 1% producive hasiat [ Less han 5% productve
mﬂn‘! g hebitat present af st by aerial extant
= 019 18 17 16 15 14 13 12 11 109878 54321
ok, cheerved 3l bph Wi cbserved at lypic Wik, chserved at e observad al ypical
Water Veloslty _|</ w)ﬁxum‘1 eyl B e whec qr:odzmﬂsm
Ilﬂﬁm’
20 19 18 17 16 15 14 13 12 11 09876 < 54321
Fabitaf o= fian 20% of habitets TR0 ol Tials llocied | Sroering of 50%-80% of fre| Gmohering of A% of
Smetheting ‘affacted by sand o sit by sand orsitt s with sand er &, pools sadorsit, 2
=1 Sras shallow, frequent sadimant u_npuﬂmwdsh
Primary eore 20 19 18 17 18 15 14 13 12 1 09876 54321
“Secondary Habiat o oSl charnelizaion or | My have baen channsizedin | Channelized, somewtial box
Camponents udging, Stream with homa, | the past (-20yrs), butmosty | recovered, but > Bt ol mea | cu bank, skghl,insrean
sinuoys pattem recovered, fakly good sinucus | afiecled haibita! highly allored
Gemieton 10 | mwmie | BUB2N| w876 543zt
Bank Stability Fbie o eridence of srosion | Moderaisly siable, Inkequent | Modaraisly unsiable. Moderals Unsiable. Many [S0%-805,
1 o bank falure, Littapofental | or small areas of erosion, areas ol erosion, high srosion | o, erodof reas. Obwiots
Bank for fubuwre problers. mosty healed over. potantial duing foods. ‘soughing.

Left Bank _:,"Tﬂ 09 876 54 3 21
Fiparian fuffer Widh of nalivo vegetsbon Widih of nativa vegstalion Viidih of v i | Less than 6 md raive
Zooe Width for (least dside) 1210 1Bm | 12 m. hman sill Bulfer zone dus to intensive

¢ |tentem close b system hesman activiies

mgpank | .

Ltk 10, 0 9 87 6 54 3"z 4
Riparian Zone “Oiver 0% of riparan curtices | 50% b B0% of ripari b | S%b5%a 5 | Lossihan 25%of sioam
Vegetation Quality consist of nafive plants, vegetated, andior one elass ol vegetated, andfor one of wo are vage'ated

7 including rees, bnderstory pia ly expected i expecled clz piwitsarn | andr poor plant communily

RigtBank  ( shrubs, of nan-woody oo suniight & habint condificrs | nolrepresenied. Paichesof | (e, rass mosocture of

Letgank. Harral, s nolreprosented. Boma are soll o casaly cropped esert

15 expected plant community for | disrupian In community vegaafion, dstuplion ciwious, | removed I shibhie height of
SEEFpERAan Yy given suniight & habitat ovident. ; 2inchesor less
Scoe . 0 9 B 7°'B/ 54 s |
. 11 TOTAL SCORE s o _
ANALYSIS DATE: _ _ A o |8 ’
| rrox [P lleme, [T b
: . 4
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DEF'-50P-001/01: Form FD 9000-3 (December 11, 2001)

PH SICAL/CHEMICAL CHARACTERIZATION FIELD SHEET
SUBMITTING AGENCY CODE: STATION NUMBER: IDATE (MTVY): TIME RECENING BODY OF

SUBMTTINGAGENCY NAME: 2it-os |12:% WLLTEIZ Qove |l
COUNTY: LOCATION: ST OANAE
beusdu) [AMsc Co b0m Bl50 ) | a7 Sfie

RIPARIAN ZONE/STREAM FEATURES
PREDOMINANT 55 WWATERSHED  (specify relafive percent in each category):

REMARKS:

FORESTNATURAL | SIWMCULTURE | FIELO/PASTURE | AGRICULTURAL | RESIDENTIAL Oumm INDUSTRISL | OTHER (SPECFY)
i ]
-r =

LOGAL WATERSHED EROSIN (check box): MNona sight [] Mederats Ei
LocaL WATERSHED NPS PoLLUTioN (check box): No evidence ] saght [] _ Moderate potential [] Ct_m:ulmuuB
WIDTH GF RIPARIAN VEGETATION () LIST & MAP DOMINANT TrPICAL WIDTH (M) DEFTH (MUVELDETTY (WISEC) TRANSEET
b v 1| o melta 25 SHE CBREBREES v m o
mmvmm&mﬂg ---..U [ ms] [ wg
ARTIFICULLY hpounDED (] yes more sinuous
ummmmm{' l.e | i T = 2

o mh::q [ mdeed [  mdeed [ mdesd

mmcavats oren: ] Lm'rus;mmm-l.s%] ™ 'MODERATELY SHADED (46-80%): [ ] Heawwy Stapen: []

Eanmm N M PETROEM: Gsucu.' T Onr:
MOCERATE:
MMMDMMM wns Snul:mmlz WONE mmw
SUGHT __ SEVERE
SUBSTRATE TYPE % ﬂm % #TIMES
METHOO SuBsTRATE Trees CovERAGE SAMPLED METHOD
WOOOY Deses [BNAGS) Jo 7 diad |SuD 5] & T
“LeaF Picks oF NATS T WADMUCKISILT
AQLs1C VEGETATION iy = P LT AT By
WM 5 OmHER: 4
_UnDERcUT BaaROOTS DRAW. VIEW SKETCH OF HABITATS FOUND IN 100 M SEcTIGN |
wateRQUALTY | P™ | 1op pop | eisuy | Do, qud): | PO SEco ()
: iz " | OR SaLmary (P =
Toe
MoDErTH |
BoTTom
SYSTEM TyPE: STREAMS e M- GMOADER

Fegm OROER 7™ CRDER OR GREATER e [ wenae: [0 esrwre: O omer: O
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Comment
DEP-SOP-001/01: Form FD 9000-5 (December 11, 2001) &
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Comment

Appendix 8

Taxa list and number counted for periphyton collected from natural substrates upstream and
downstream of E. |. Dupont — Trailridge Mine discharge, July 18, 2005.

Control Site Test Site

Bacillariophyta
Achnanthes exigua 2
Brachysira sp -
Brachysira vitrea
Diadesmis confervacea
Encyonema sp.
Encyonopsis microcephala
Eunotia sp
Eunctia femoriformis
Eunotia flexuosa
Eunotia incisa
Eunctia pectinalis
Eunctia zygodon
Frustulia sp.
Frustulia rhomboides
Frustulia saxonica
Hippodonta sp.
Hippodonta hungarica
Luticola sp.
Navicuia sp.
Navicuia exigua
Navicuia kotschyi
Naviculaceae
Nitzschia sp
Nitzschia palea
Nitzschia prolongata
Pinnularia sp.
Stauronefs sp.
Surirefla sp.
Surirella minuta
Chlorophycota
Chlorococcum sp
Cosmarium sp.
Cyanophycota
Jaaginema sp. - 8
Planktolyngbya sp. 6 12
Planktothrix sp. 1 14
Pseudanabaena sp. 10 12
Synechocystis sp. 3 -

N

w
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Comment Response

Appendix 9a

Benthic macroinvertebrates collapsed taxa list and density (average number of individuals/m? rounded
to the nearest individual, n = 3 samples) from Hester-Dendy artificial substrates incubated for 28 days

upstream and downstream of the E. |. Dupont — Trailridge Mine and collected July 18, 2005. See SOP
LT 7100 sect. 4.2.1 for method on collapsing taxa.

Control Site Test Site

Annelida
Oligochaeta
Maididae 3 -
Arthropoda
Arachnida
Acariformes
Hygrobates sp. - 3
Crustacea
Amphipoda
Crangonyx sp 3 -
Insecta
Coleoptera
Stenelmis sp.
Diptera
Ablabesrmyia mallochi
Ceratopogonidae
Chironomus sp.
Cricotopus albiforceps
Cryplochironomus sp.
Dicrotendipes modestus
Hemerodromia sp. -
Kiefferulus sp. -
Larsia sp. -
Polypedilum ilinoense grp. 1" 1
Polypedilum scalaenum grp. 25 -
Polypedilum tritum 6 8

-1
-1

WWwhwkhk) ' ' WWw
(=

Thienemannimyia grp. 103

Tribelos jucundum 20
Odonata

Argia tibialis 21

36
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Comment

Appendix 9b

Benthic macroinvertebrates taxa list and counts (number of individuals counted) collected from Hester-

Dendy artificial substrates (n= 3 samples) incubated upst and dowr
Trailridge Mine and collected July 18, 2005

Control Site Test Site
Annelida
Oligochaeta
Naididae 1 -
Arthropoda
Arachnida
Acariformes
Hygrobates sp. - 1
Crustacea
Amphipoda
Crangonyx sp. 1 -
Insecta
Coleoptera
Stenelmis sp. 29
Diptera
Ablabesmyia maliochi
Ceratopogonidae
Chironomus sp.
Cricotopus albiforceps
Cryptlochironomus sp.
Dicrotendipes modesius
Hemerodromia sp.
Kiefferulus sp.
Larsia sp.
Polypedilum ilincense grp.
Polypedilum scalasnum grp.
Polypedilum tritum
Thienemannimyia grp.
Tribelos jucundum
Cdonata
Argia tibialis

"

R =+ N

o
'

B S Y L RN
=]
' @
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Comment Response

Appendix 10a

Qualitative benthic macroinvertebrate collapsed taxa list and number of individuals counted from 20-

discrete-dipnet sweeps upstream and downstream of E. |. Dupont — Trailridge Mine and collected July
18, 2005. See SOP LT 7100 sect. 4.2.1 for method on collapsing taxa.

Annelida

Oligochaeta

Arthropoda

Eclipidrilus sp.
Limnodrilus hoffmeister/
Fristing aequiseta
Fristinefia longidentata
Pristinella osborni

Crustacea
Amphipoda

Insecta

Crangonyx sp.

Coleoptera

Carabidae
Dubiraphia vittata
Stenelmis sp.

Diptera

Ceratopogonidae
Chiorolabanus sp.
Cricotopus albiforceps
Cryplochironomus sp.
He A sp.
Labrundinia pilosella
Milothauma sp
Orthocladius annectens
Polypedilum halterale grp.

Polypedifum ilincense grp.

Rheccricolopus robacki
Simulium sp.
Stenochironomus sp.
Thienemannirmyia grp.

Ephemeroptera

Maceaffertium sp.
Pseudocioson sp.

Megaloptera

Corydalus cornutus

Odonata

Argia sedula
Hetaerina sp.
Libellulidae

Trichoptera

Mollusca
Bivalvia

Cheumatopsyche sp.
Chimaira sp.
Hydropsyche sp.
Oecelis sp.
Oxyethira sp.

Undetermined Bivalvia

Control Site Test Site

3 1
1 -
1 -
q -
1 ”
g .
1 £
1 =
16 -
1 2
- 88
: 1
4 5
1 “
- 3
1 i
1 .
2 3
- 1
2 #
1 -
8

- 1
9 .
- 1
8 -
2 :
1 .
1 .
- 2
1 <
1 1
1 -
1 =
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Comment Response

Appendix 10b
Qualitative benthic macroinvertebrate taxa list and number of individuals counted from 20-discrete-
dipnet sweeps upstream and downstream of E. |. Dupont — Trailridge Mine and collected July 18, 2005.

Control Site Test Site
Annelida
Oligochaeta

Eclipidrilus sp.
Limnodrifus hoffmeister
Fristina aequisela
Fristinella longidentata
Pristinella osborni
Tubificidae

S aaaw

Arthropoda
Crustacea
Amphipoda
Crangonyx sp. 9 -
Insecta
Coleoptera
Carabidae
Dubiraphia vittata
Elmidae
Stenelmis sp.
Diptera
Ceratopogonidae
Chironomidae
Chicrotabanus sp.
Cricotopus albiforceps
Cryplochironomus sp.
Hemerodromia sp.
Labrundinia pilosella
Nilothauma sp
Orthocladius annectens
Polypediium halterale grp.
Polypedilum ifinoense grp.
Rheocricotopus robacki
Simubum sp.
Stenochironomus sp.
Thienemanmimyia grp.
Ephemeroptera
Maccaffertium sp.
Pseudocioson sp. 1 -
Megaloptera
Corydalus cornutus - 1
Odonata
Argia sedula 2
Coenagrionidae G -
2
1

4
o

P SRR T SR L By X ey
. L g 5]

Dap

-

Hetaerina sp.
Libellulidae

Trichoptera
Cheumatopsyche sp. 11
Chimarra sp. -
Hydropsyche sp. 11
Qecetis sp. i |
Oxyethira sp 1

P Nyt

Mollusca
Bivalvia
Undetermined Bivalvia 1
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Comment Response

The Bioassay of the E. |. DuPont Trailridge Mine effluent sampled on July
18, 2005, NPDES #FL0000051.

Fill Qut This Section For All Surface Water Discharger Inspections(CEl, CSI, CBI, PAI, XSI-RI Optional)

Transaction Code NPDES NUMBER YRMODA insp Type  Inspector Faz Type
1 N 2 5 3 FLOOGOOOD S 1 # # 05 007 1 8 & B # 5 # 2

Remarks

The Priority Pollutants Analysis for Bioassay of the E. |. DuPont Trailridge
Mine effluent sampled on July 18, 2005, NPDES #FL0000051.

Fill Qut This Section For All Surface Water Discharger Inspections(CEl, CS1, CBI, PAI, XSI-RI Optional)

Transaction Code NPDES NUMBER YRMOIDA Insp Type  Inspector  Fac Type
1 N 2 5 3 FLOOOUOTODS 1 # # 05 07 1 8 & X & 5 & 2
Remarks

Biological Analyses of the E. |. DuPont Trailridge Mine effluent sampled on
July 18, 2005, NPDES #FL0000051.

Fill Qut This Section For All Surface Water Discharger Inspections(CEl, CS1, CBI, PAI, XSI-RI Optional)

Transaction Code NPDES NUMBER YRMO/DA lnsp Type  Inspector  Fac Type
1 N 2 5 3 F LOOOUOOOS5 1 # 0507 1 8 L -1 # 2

Remarks

40
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Comment

Southeast Alaska Conservation Council

SEACC 419 6th Street, Suite 200, Juneau, AK 99801
(907) 5866942 phone * (907) 463-3312 fax

Jume 4, 2012

Sent via email: heidix firstencel@nsace army.mil

LS. Army Corps of Engineers
Alaska District, Regulatory Division
ATTN: Heidi Firstencel

Juneau Field Office

BROG Glacier Highway, Suite 106
Juneaun, AK 99501

Re: POA-1988-0269-2 Hawk Inlet
Dear Ms. Firstencel:

Please accept the following comments on the above-referenced fill permit application submitted by
Hecla Greens Creek Mining Company (Hecla) for the “Stage 3 Tailings Dump Expansion”™ located within
the Admiralty Island Nationzl Monument and Tengass Nationzl Forest. Below are the Southeast Alaska
Conservation Council's (SEACC) comments on this project.

According the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) prepared by the Forest Service
for the expansion of Hecla's tailings dump, the Corps of Engineers is a cooperating agency on
this project and responsible for deciding whether to issue the 404 permit necessary for expansion
of Hecla’s tailings dump. DEIS at 1-19, 1-20. Like the Forest Service, the Corps of Engineers
needs to comply with federal law, as well as orders requiring tribal consultation, environmental
Justice considerations, and minimization of impacts to aguatic resources.

The DEIS also informs us that the Corps of Engineers will be relying on the Forest Service’s

NEPA analysis to support its decisions. Unfortunately, because of the inadequacy of the DEIS,
we don’t believe the Corps of Engineers can do so. As we write in our comments to the Forest
Service (at p.2):

The DEIS lacks any discussion, as reguired by agency regulations, of the short-
and long-term costs to Hecla from implementing any of the action alternatives and
proposed mitigation measures or an evaluation of the effect of these costs on the
economic viability of the mining operations as required by agency regulations.
See 36 CFR 228 80{L){(2)(G1)(2011).  In effect, two of the action alternatives (C
and I} were developed to minimize the amount of surface disturbance within the
Monument and assure that Hecla's mining operations are compatible to the
maximum extent feasible, with the protection of Monument resources. The lack
of detailed cost information or an evaluation of the practicability of these
alternatives in the DEIS prevents the Forest Service, Corps of Engineers and

privied on recyeied popedld

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.

Greens Creek Mine Tailings Disposal Facility Expansion Final EIS
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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.

BL.1.002 public _I'rnm (1!.'11_.'1'[11!‘1!1‘]!2. “—'hIIC.]‘.I action alternative is the least environmentally The referenced documents have been |ncorp0rated into the pro]ect
cont. damaging practicable alternative.
record.
In December of last year, SEACC notified the Forest Service that direct discharge of toxic
poll}lwnts i1}t0 a mixing zone in. I ]f]“’k ll_ﬂcl was 1o longer necessary fl!ld s_upplemenied our Comment ID: BL.1.005
earlier scoping comments with information regarding the potential mitigation measure. See The EIS di itigati . l ith th
Letter from SEACC to Monument Ranger VanOrmer (Dec. 9, 2011). With this letter we attached e N IScusses mitigation melgsurgs In comp Ianlce wi . e .
a PDF Portfolio that included SEACC's Informal Request for Review of APDES AK0043206 regulations. A summary of the mitigation measures is provided in Table
undSt_alemcm in Support of Rt:qj.u:sl _)irocmr Bupncl’s rcsp;meu:_. \:fhich slu)-'cfi the permit’s 2.6.2, which also identifies the sections of the EIS where more detailed
cITucl?\-c date and \:chﬂd\:i‘i the EPA- 15\.5uud |'J:.:!‘I'I111 AKOﬂfl]_ﬂﬂh [‘_00‘5}; our i()]]s!w up ]_L:[Iur 0 discussions of the mltlgatlon measures can be found. This comment
the Director; and, a letter from Dr. David M. Chambers of the Center for Science in Public . o . . .
Participation that identified demonstrated treatment technology, approved by ADEC and EPA, doe_s not prowde SP?CIfI_C |nfo_rmat|o_n reQardmg Why the commenter
that eliminate the necessity for mixing zones containing toxic levels of pollutants in Hawk Inlet. believes that the mitigation discussions are not reasonably complete.
The DEIS did not identify or evaluate this “flow augmentation” alternative to direct . .
discharges from the tailings dump, with associated mixing zone, into Hawk Inlet, or the potential The EIS Clearly discloses the area that would be lost to subsistence
for this alternative treatment approach to mitigate adverse environmental consequences from the activities for each alternative. Because the area lost is a small
L‘(.mlilﬂll.nlls_{jih'(.']‘largt_‘ and F(mding.ul' pollutants into Hawk ln]_cl. In addition, hcniuu:ic the ) percentage of similar available land and mltlgatlon will protect against
discussion in the DEIS at 3.5.2 with regard to current regulation of wastewater discharged into further | the EIS luded that i t bsist Id b
Hawk Inlet is inaccurate, we submit all of the above-referenced documents and request they be U!’ . erloss, the COI'IC.U € at impac S on SL! .S|S enqe. YVOU €
incorporated into the Corps of Engineers project planning record for this permit. minimal. The Forest Service does not consider mining activities to be an
) . L irreparable loss of traditional uses in Hawk Inlet. The EIS acknowledges
R Alnnlhu:r inadequacy of the |'un:slilsur\-u:lu H D!".|b is its di:huush'lun of mitigation \.}'hcn the loss of traditional use in the mine area during Operations and has
defining the scope of the proposed action, discussing altemnatives to the proposed action, as well . " X . L.
as consequences of those alternatives. See 40 C.F.R. §§ 1508.25(b), 1502.14(f), and 1502.16(h). included mitigation in the form of requiring the proponent to conduct
The lack of a n bly complete discussion of possible mitigation s or mitigation additional research into traditional uses in the area.
alternatives to prevent or minimize adverse impacts on Monument values, particularly the
irreparable loss of customary and traditional uses by Angoon and Hoonah residents and the Auk .
Kwaan of Juneau of Hawk Inlet/Greens Creek in this DEIS undermines the “action-forcing™ Comment I_D- BL.1.006 _
function of NEPA. We do not find that replacement or substitute resources are necessary
CEQ regulafions implementing NEPA define “mifigation” 13 inchuding {c] o i or warranted, based on consultation with the local tribal and non-tribal
2 regulations implementing NEPA define “mitigation” as including “[cJompensating for L .
3L%08 the impact by replacing or providing substitute resources or environments.” 40 C.F.R. § entities conducted by the Forest Service.

1508.20(e). As the Corps of Engineers recognizes, mitigation is an important aspect of its

review and balancing process during its public interest review of the draft permit. See 33 C.F.R. HGCMC's funding the completion of the Thayer Creek hydro project for
§ 320.4(r). We urge the Corps of Engineers to consult directly with the federally recognized

Tribal governments in Angoon and Hoonah about reasonable and justified compensation Angoon or fUI’]dII_’]g the connection of H_oonah to th_e intertie WOU"_’ not

packages for the irreversible impacts to their customary and traditional uses of Hawk Inlet and replace or substitute “resources or environments” |mpacted and is

the surrounding lands from past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future development of the unrelated to HGCMC’s GPO.

Greens Creek Mine. Because two of the action alternatives (C and D) could also adversely affect

the land surrounding Young Bay, the Forest Service should also consult with the Auk Kwaan, . . . .

the original occupants in Juneau.' These packages should be disclosed and evaluated in a 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

! While the DEIS references Goldschmidt and Haas (1998), a reprint of the authors’ 1946 Report by the need to be addressed through their contaminated sites program.

Sealaska Heritage Institute and University of Washington Press as Haa Aani, Our Land: Tlingit and Haida Land
Rights and Use. Possessory Rights of the Natives of Southeastern Alaska, Tetra Tech apparently didn't read the

report.  According 1o this study, “The natives of Juneau . . _ include in their territory Hawk Inlet and the whole of
SEACC Comments & Attachments
On POA-1988-0269-2 June 4, 2012 2
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BL.1.006
cont

Comment

supplemental DEIS.  Appropriate compensation could include Hecla funding completion of the
Thayer Creek hydro project for Angoon, funding the connection of Hoonah to the intertie that
was extended to the Greens Creek Mine several years ago, and additional cleanup of the 1989
concentrate spill at the ore loading facility.

Compounding the problems noted above is the Juneau-centric focus of the so-called
socioeconomic analysis in the DEIS.? This constricted analysis prevents the Forest Service from
fulfilling its obligation to identify and address the social, health, and environmental effects of
this proposal borne disproportionately by both the Angoon and Hoonah communities.

Another example of the inadequacy of the DEIS analysis is the lack of an accurate
description of the physical characteristics and stream habitat conditions for Tributary Creek. The
DEIS does not disclose the significant influence of this stream’s riffle and pool complexes on its
habitat values. See TIEIS at 3-81, 3-82.% This is eritical information because, under the Section
404(b)(1) guidelines, the Corps of Engineers should attempt to avoid damaging special aquatic
sites, including riffle and pool complexes. See 40 CFR §§ 230.3(g-1), 230.10¢a)3), 230.45. The
failure to disclose and evaluate the effects of the alternatives on Tributary Creek’s riffle and pool
complexes violates NEPA and the Clean Water Act’s Section 404(b)(1) guidelines. Again,
preparation of a supplemental DEIS for public comment is required that contains this vital
information and analysis,

Given its responsibilities under NEPA as a cooperating agency, we would have hoped that
the information disclosed and analyzed in the DEIS would be sufficient to support the Corps of
Engineer’s decisionmaking processes. Given the inadequacies of the DEIS, we urge the Corps of
Engineers to inform the Forest Service of the need to supplement the DEIS,

Thank vou for your attention to these comments.

Best Regards

Gttt/

Buck Lindekugel
Grassroots Attorney

Mansfield Peminsula,” fd at 37, The section desenibing the territory of the Auk (Juneau) and Taku (Douglas) alse
cites a map by Krause that identifies “the only villapes in Auk territory besides the city of Juneau are on Young Bay
on Admiralty [sland and oo the mainland at Swanson Harbor,”  fd
2 SEACCs submits for the record Power, The Role of Metal Mining in the Alaskan Economy (2002).
* See 2008 Aquatic Biomonitoring Report
ihttp www ad (e alaska povistatiehome/library/pdfehabitat/09 G2.pdf). The most recent version of this report also
that ples were coll d from riffle areas

(httpdnr, alaska govimlwimining/largemine/sreenscreek pdfl

20 Ihio ndf).
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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
guantitative 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.

Greens Creek Mine Tailings Disposal Facility Expansion Final EIS
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Appendix A, Part 2: U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Responses to Comments

Comment Response

ATTACHMENTS TO SEACC’S COMMENTS

ON POA-1988-0269-2 Hawk Inlet
JUNE 4, 2012

The documents listed below were combined into a PDF Portfolio and submitted with our
comments on POA-1988-0269-2.

1. Power, The Role of Metal Mining in the Alaskan Economy (2002)

2. Letter from SEACC to Monument Ranger VanOrmer (Dec. 9, 2011).

3. SEACC’s Informal Request for Review of APDES AK0043206 (Oct. 13, 2011)
4. SEACC's Statement in Support of Request for Informal Review (Oct. 13, 2011
5. Director Bonnet's response to SEACC (Oct. 28, 2011}

6. Letter from Dr. David M. Chambers of the Center for Science in Public Participation to
SEACC (Nov. 18, 2011)

7. Letter from SEACC to ADEC APDES WWP Manager Morgan (Dec. 8, 2011)

8. Memo from Timothy, ADF&G Southeast Regional Supervisor (Sept. 26, 2011){detailing
observed leaching from legacy production rock at Site C into Greens Creek)

9. Letter from Archibald, SEACC to Grant, ADEC (Sept. 14, 2011 {SEACC’s Nominations
for 303d Listing)

10. ADEC’s 11-11-11 Response to CORMIX Modeling PRR at 19; see also ADEC's 12-23-
11 Response to 2™ CORMIX Modeling PRR

11. ADEC’s 12-23-11 Response to 2™ CORMIX Modeling PRR

SEACC Comments & Attachments
On POA-1988-0269-2 June 4, 2012 4
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