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Action Items 
Topic Actions 
General USAGE to send summary of changes from DEIS to PFEIS to CAs {done via email in the 

morning). 
Wetlands/Water AECOM to look at the characterization of climate change trends between Sect ions 3.16 
Quality and 3.22. 
Wetlands AECOM to discuss with USAGE about how to characterize wetlands impacts from 

aroundwater drawdown in the cumulative effects expansion scenario. 
Fish AECOM to clarify the use of different fish stream datasets in the document. 

Fish/Wetlands AECOM will look at the baseline data for riffle and pools and use consistently through 
sections or aive explanation ofwhv consistent data were not used. 

Wetlands AECOM will review the discussion of intensity/magnitude in context in the wetlands 
section. 

Fish AECOM will look at the discussions of the four factors in the fish section to make sure 
the appropriate lanauaqe is used. 

Wetlands AECOM will check the language in the wetlands section and make sure it is clear how 
the impacts were determined . 

Wetlands AECOM will carefully consider the language used in wetlands fragmentation ; clearly 
define and clarifv methods. 

Wetlands EPA will provide references about wetlands fragmentation . 
Vegetat ion/Wetlands AECOM will check language about fugitive dust to make sure methods are explained 

accurately. 
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Vegetation/Wetlands NPS will provide references about dust deposition at Red Dog. 

Wetlands AECOM to consider how to discuss nutrient (or other parameter) changes in terms of 
water aualitv and how it mav affect downstream wetlands and/or aauatic habitat. 

Additional Notes 
Project Alternatives, Process 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

The USACE gave opening remarks, explaining the purpose of the meeting , which is to provide dialog 
to inform Cooperating Agency comments on the PFEIS. 
The USACE gave a brief descrip tion of the Applicant's Preferred Alternative and the other 3 action 
alternatives discussed in the PFEIS. 
The USACE will not have a preferred alternative in the FEIS, but there will be a Least Environmentall y 
Damaging Practicable Alternative (LEDPA) identified in the Record of Decision (ROD) . 
The USACE gave a brief overview of the EIS process. The PFEIS was sent out to Cooperating 
Agencies for review and comment, and 38 tribes (which is not required by NEPA) . 
The USACE summarized the roles of the three federal agencies that will use the Joint ROD as a 
decision document (USAGE, USCG, and BSEE). Curyung Tribal Council (Curyung) noted that USCG 
and BSEE were not in the room (note : USCG was on the phone, and BSEE joined later that morning) . 
The LPB asked about the practicability of Alternatives 2 and 3 since there is no landowner agreements . 
The USAGE responded that NEPA works under a different framework than the LEDPA and so those 
alternatives are still analyzed in the PFEIS. 
ADNR requested to go over the changes from the DEIS to the PFEIS to be able to focus review . 
USACE agreed to send overview of changes to CAs. AECOM also pointed reviewers to the list of 
changes in the Executive Summary and Chapter 5. 
ADEC noted that they couldn 't find changes in the document corresponding to their comments in the 
Comment Analysis Report (CAR , Appendix D of the document and the USAGE comment response 
spreadsheet. 
Curyung noted that thirty days is not sufficient to review the PFEIS for changes . It wou ld have been 
good to get a red-lined version to see changes easier. 
Curyung is concerned that PLP submitted project changes without public input. The USAGE responded 
that the process is iterative , and if the changes reduce impacts they don't typically solicit comment. 
Curyung said that the stream impacts increased . AECOM responded that that was a factor of more 
refined data quality. 
The USAGE clarified that the FEIS will be released in mid-2020 and the ROD will be signed at least 30 
days after the FEIS. 

General Topics 
• Sampling frequencies/sampling extent: EPA had questions about the quality of the sampl ing data and 

the ability to make decisions based on it. Specific discussion on fish and water quality would be under 
the fish discussion on Tuesday and Wednesday . 

• Uncertainties : EPA noted that having more information (like on stream quality data) would help reduce 
uncertainties . There are several years of data with varying spatial extents . There could be more 
discussion about that in the sections to help reviewers understand exactly what and how was analyzed. 
AECOM responded that some data has been moved to appendices . Asked for specific to determine the 
best way to address this concern. 

• Standard stream network data : USACE noted that there was an effort to make the stream figures not 
too busy and asked specifically what could be done better. EPA expressed concern that there was not 
a standard stream network that was applied to all figures . Some reviewers were worried that if data 
were not shown in a figure that it might not be considered in the analysis. If different datasets were 
used for different resources , the request by EPA was to explain why . 

• Monitoring plans: The ADF&G noted that a lot of monitoring takes place in the state process and not 
the federal process, but it would be nice to have something from the applicant that says what they are 
planning to do. USAGE added that the level of information needed for the federal process is very 
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different that what is needed for the state process . The reminded everyone that there will be a rigorous 
state permitting process where there will be more detailed information. The further away from federal 
authority , the less information USAGE requires for NEPA. 

• EPA asked if the USACE will require monitoring in the 404 process. USAGE responded it will be in 
factual determinations in the special conditions in the LEDPA and the process hasn 't gotten there yet. 

• ADF&G recommends that the USAGE informs the State as soon as they know what they will require for 
monitoring. USAGE said there is a lot of monitoring required for compensatory mitigation, but things 
like wildlife monitoring are further away from authorities but are committed to by applicant. 

• ADF&G noted that there is a perception that the analysis for the three act ion alternatives wasn 't as 
good as it was for the APA. For instance impacts to Amakdedori are detailed but not Diamond Point. 
That is problematic because it is hard to make comparisons . 

• Curyung pointed out that the beneficial impacts in the EIS are well-laid out but not the adverse effects , 
and that can show a skewed analysis. 

• Curyung asked about the National Historic Preservation Act Section 106 process and if that information 
will be used in the EIS. USAGE responded that they are parallel processes, but the Section 106 
information will inform some of the EIS analyses . The Programmatic Agreement will be an appendix to 
the FEIS. 

• Curyung questioned the analysis focusing on the project footprint. There will be big impacts 
downstream, especially if there is a spill . The USACE responded that the analysis considers the 
footprint of the project, because that is where the federal authority is. 

• Curyung brought up that the discussion keeps referencing 'the reader' but the document is being 
written for decis ion makers , and so it should be focused on adding the information they need , not the 
public . 

Climate Change 
• AECOM summarized the ways that climate change is addressed in document in three ways 1) effects 

of climate change on project infrastructure , 2) project-related greenhouse gas emissions , and 3) effects 
of climate change on the environment. That is lined out in Sections 3.1 (analysis framework) and 4 .1 
(section by section summary of how climate change was discussed). Each resource topic addressed 
climate change in individual sections as appropriate . 

• EPA noted that the climate change discussions didn't seem to match across the resources. Specifically 
3.16 said there were no trends in precipitation, but then in wetlands section it does talk about that 
trend . AECOM said they would review characterization of climate change trends in these two sections. 

• Additional discussion with SMEs to take place in subsequent meeting dates by specific topic . 

Alternatives 
• USACE said there was a request that about vessel routes to and from Amakdedori be included in the 

EIS. USAGE notes that they have asked for that information and it was received in RFI 163. It will be 
included in the FEIS. It also shows general vessel traffic for baseline. 

Expansion Scenario 
• There was a question about if there would be other USAGE reviews if the mine expands. USAGE said 

yes, if there are additional impacts to waters of the US and navigable waters , there would be a new 
permit process . AECOM added that that is stated in section 4.1 . 

• ADF&G noted that if the mine is expanded there would be duplicate facilities and asked how that is 
considered in the USAGE decisions. USAGE responded that they still have to go through the 
evaluation process and the LEDPA. If the applicant does expand , they will submit new application . The 
cumulative effects analvsis is not considered when lookino at the LED PA, only the action alternatives . 
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• EPA asked about the pipeline under the expanded mine scenario . USACE responded that the natural 
gas pipeline would be in the same place but under the road there would be a concentrate pipeline . 

• EPA asked if dewatering was considered in Section 4.24 under cumulative effects. AECOM said it is in 
there, maybe even a figure in 4 .17 or K4.17. In the wetlands section they quantified the dewatering for 
the alternatives , but not the cumulative impact. That is because there is no project-specific wetlands 
data for that area . AECOM will discuss with the USAGE and consider quantifying drawdown effects on 
wetlands in the expansion scenario . EPA brought up that consistent data sets throughout the document 
would be helpful, if some sections are using NWI and others use someth ing higher quality . If different 
data are used it should be explained. 

Wetlands 
• Methodologies : EPA noted that there is no explanation of what stream network was used to analyze 

wetlands and fish, and so there is no way to tell if better data could be used or if all streams were 
accounted for . AECOM responded that the data used was more accurate than the NHD data and is a 
derived product from wetlands mapping with consistent acreage . EPA followed up saying that that 
additional discussion should be in the document or pointing to the appendix where it is discussed . 
AECOM responded that are different data sets . For example , for fish the data streams use data from 
observations . EPA added that they should identify streams that were not sampled and explain why . 
AECOM agreed to look into that clarification . 

• Qualitative functional analysis . AECOM feels this has been incorporated in 3.22 and 4.22 . EPA said 
they would like to see more information presented in terms of how those choices were made; why 
those functions . In particular at the mine site, there was functional data collected. There was no 
discussion of why site-specific data were not used. AECOM responded that there is no reference 
dataset available for this area . They used NRCS functions because it presented a standardized 
treatment. EPA suggested using the site-specific data, and explain what was used better. 

• EPA asked about the regionally important wetlands data , and how it was decided what wetlands were 
determined regionally important. AECOM responded that it was a synthes is based on comments 
received from scoping , then they developed a framework for analysis. It is also meant to accommodate 
special aquatic sites. EPA questioned how that framework was developed and the interpretation. They 
recommend the document explain what is important, what is more important , and why . 

• Curyung clarified that all wetlands are important to them . Everything is connected . Any disruption has a 
significant impact. When asked where they go to traditionally harvest , they will not be forthcom ing with 
that information because this is not information to share with state and federal agenc ies. They ask that 
the group is careful when making statements about what is important to the people in the region. 

• Culturally important plants: EPA asked about the possibility to attribute wetlands with culturally 
important plants from known vegetation data (what plants grow in what wetlands ); same comment with 
riffle pools. EPA discussed how this can 't be determined with stream data , but could possibly be 
determined with wetlands data . AECOM noted that the riffle pools were not determined because the 
data do not exist for that area. Such inclusion of information would be very high level, so would not 
necessary be accurate enough to include in a table . AECOM will think about how to clarify the 
discussion in wetlands and fish regarding riffle pools. 

• Severity and magnitude : EPA had a question about how the magnitude is discussed in the PFEIS; in 
the case of wetlands and dewatering they believe it is not discussed adequately . There was inadequate 
identification of what the results of the assessment of magnitude was , and there are no conclusions . 
AECOM responded that the framework is described in Section 4 .1 and each resource applied the four 
factors of analysis in a NEPA context. There are no conclusion categories . The data is presented in 
each sect ion and quantified to the extent possible . The magnitude/intensity are often presented as 
acres for a wetland resource The context of those data is in the description of what magnitude/intensity 
means for that resource . For wetlands, the magnitude is summari zed by acres. EPA added that the 
final line is not drawn; EPA described that some sections explain the four factors better than others . 
For example, the fish sections includes more specific language; EPA provided an example and asked if 
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this statement was conclusory rather than an assessment of impacts. AECOM will look at language in 
the wetlands section for magnitude/intensity , and at the four factors assessments in the fish section . 

• EPA asked if dewatering is a direct or indirect impact. AECOM responded that it is direct EPA asked 
about the drawdown of 3 feet, and why that is not discussed. AECOM responded that it has to do with 
the sensitivity of the model. Drawdowns in those small changes (three feet) are not picked up in the 
model. With seasonal fluctuations, this is appropriate. EPA noted that if the drawdown is going to be 
maintained at 3 feet, that could result in a loss of wetlands function, not just a diminishment. AECOM 
clarified that the impacts were determined by the type of wetland , not the drawdown . AECOM will 
check the language in the wetlands section and make sure it is clear how the impacts were 
determined. AECOM added that the groundwater model information is discussed in RFI 1090. 

• Fragmentation : AECOM noted the method developed, and what are not being considered fragmented 
in the PFEIS . EPA noted that it would be helpful to have a better definition of fragmentation and how it 
is discussed and analyzed. Hydrologic connectivity is only one element of fragmentation so if that is all 
that is used it should be clarified . USAGE noted that they tried to stay as quantifiable as possible, and 
stay within authority. EPA said they can point to some literature on ways fragmentation is addressed, 
but there is a lot of literature out there about fragmentation from roads. It's not clear if those wetlands 
would be considered fragmented in this analysis. AECOM will review language in the wetlands section 
to be specific about what fragmentation definition and analysis means in this EIS, and will include 
language about other fragmentation definitions from EPA literature and be clear that this document 
does not include expanded/other definitions. 

Fugitive Dust 
• AECOM gave a brief overview of the analysis of fugitive dust as it applies to wetlands , highlighting that 

the model is based on projected depositional rates and utilizes a 330 ft buffer around the project 
footprint was utilized for assessing impacts to wetlands. Indicated the dust deposition model suggest 
that there is limited amounts of dust deposited outside of the 330 ft buffer and does not justify 
expanding the boundary past 330 ft . 

• EPA suggested that the 330 ft boundary may not align with the air dispersion model which should be 
incorporated into the wetlands analysis. EPA suggested that the dust impact analysis area should be 
informed by the dispersion model and expanded as needed , referencing Red Dog Mine as an example 
of reaching areas far from the Mine Site . 

• AECOM notes that Red Dog Mine had an issue with concentrate dust shipped in open containers (the 
applicant is not proposing open containers ; this practice was discontinued at Red Dog) and is not a 
good proxy. AECOM also notes that this issue has been carefully reviewed and is informed by the best 
available science which suggest that the 330 ft buffer is adequate, incorporating literature previously 
provided by CAs. 

• Curyung asked for clarification regarding whether impacts related to fugitive dust are being deferred to 
the state permits or under USACE authority and suggested that this distinction be made very clear in 
the EIS. The USAGE clarified that dust is considered a secondary indirect impact but state permitting 
will require more detailed and specific information to look at the issue. 

• EPA suggested that the dust analysis should include a quantification of the amount of road dust 
generated and NPS expressed concerns regarding the impact of metals in dust deposited resulting in 
impacts to other resources, such as groundwater. 

• AECOM clarified that dust dispersion modeling, including the mass of dust, was performed for the mine 
site and incorporated into the analysis of the EIS across several sections. AECOM also indicated that 
the 330 ft buffer was applied for wetland analysis only and that impacts to other resources , such as 
water and soil, were examined based off the dispersion model and not limited to a buffer. 

Water Chemistry and Wetlands 

5 



PEBBLE PROJECT 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

DRAFT FOR DISCUSSION 

TECHNICAL MEETING NOTES 
DAY 1 - MARCH 2020 

• NPS raised concerns that direct discharges of effluent water into streams may result in large impacts to 
wetlands suggesting that changes in water chemistr; (various parameters) as a result of effluent 
discharge would adversely impact wetlands. 

• AECOM indicated that the EIS examines impacts to water quality and hydrology and that it is not clear 
how effluent discharge would impact wetlands. AECOM notes that all discharge would be expected to 
meet the applicable state water quality criteria prior to discharge . 

• EPA clarifies that although effluent may meet water quality criteria, alterations of water chemistr; could 
still result in impacts to wetlands . EPA suggest that they have seen analysis of water chemistr; 
alterations handled in different ways in different EISs and notes that this discuss ion could be held 
during water quality portion of the technical meetings. 

• NPS noted that they were not able to find information that quantifies how much downstream habitat 
would be degraded as a result of nutrient deficiencies in effluent discharged into the headwaters of 
stream habitat. 

• EPA said that if flow modeling examined flow contributions, it seems that it should be possible to model 
nutrient levels . 

• AECOM indicated that this is something they will review . Additional discussion may take place under 
Water Quality topics on Tuesday . 
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Sub·ect: Cooperatin A enc Technical Meetin s, Da 2 
Introduction: Safety, housekeeping, opening remarks, ground rules 

Action Items 
Topic Actions 

AECOM to re-examine the language pertaining to the PDQ and make sure it is clear. 

AECOM to examine the 95th percentile and compare it to first flush data and to rev iew 
the temperature corrections in geochemical source data and if needed, update the 
uncertainty discussion. 
AECOM to add more discussion of chemistry of toxicity testing sample test waters to 
text. 
AECOM will update Table 4.15-1 to clarify that dam safety factors are preliminary. 
AECOM to review language in the dust section of the EIS for clarity. 

AECOM to add discussion of methylmercury to spills section. 

Additional Notes 
Surface Water 

• NPS questioned the discussion of Pacific Decadal Oscillation (PDO) and recommen ded use of other 
models and to look at more recent literature. AECOM noted that PDO is established science , and is not 
a model. AECOM will re-examine EIS language to make it clear that when PDO is mentioned, data is 
from other sources/models , not from PDO itself (action item). 

Groundwater 
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• NPS recommended including further information on monitoring plan for groundwater cone of 
depression. AECOM gave overview of the issue and the Applicant's plan, and noted that details of 
monitoring program would be worked out with DNR. Curyung stated that deferral of details of 
monitoring plan is inappropriate because it implies that details of groundwater are not important. 
AECOM noted that monitoring plans would be developed once the area is dewatered, as the reality of 
groundwater flow will not be completely known until the area is dewatered. Lake and Penninsula 
Borough noted that it's like an adaptive management plan, the details would be worked out as the 
project is developed. FWS suggested providing examples of other monitoring plans, or if there are no 
examples, then provide hypothesized examples. EPA noted that it is not uncommon to have 
conceptual plans only, but it's helpful to have as much detail as possible, and that the EIS should note 
regulatory authority for the plans. Curyung expressed concerns about whether this could be achieved, 
stating that is the project would be unprecedented in scale. 

Water Quality 
• EPA questioned the non-conservative chemical release rates used in the water quality modeling 

regarding exclusion of the first flush data, noting that it could underestimate release of metals. AECOM 
will compare first flush with 95th percentile values and review uncertainty discussion. EPA also noted 
that temperature corrections data may not be appropriate , providing specifics on laboratory methods 
and equations applied. AECOM will review this. EPA agrees that more discussion in the EIS would be 
good, but notes that EIS may need to show how uncertainties might impact conclusions. Curyung said 
they have the same comment as the EPA, and to please be clear about what the EIS is doing/not 
doing. 

• EPA requested discussion of the impact of sulfate releases on downstream methylmercury production. 
EPA expressed several points about how this topic was addressed in the EIS. AECOM noted that they 
will review the EPA comments on methyl mercury. Later in the meeting NPS brought this up again, and 
asked, regarding levels of dissolved oxygen, if any of the samples were from wetlands, as that is prime 
area for anoxic conditions. AECOM to review. 

• USFWS noted that there was no mention of potential increase in mercury methylation in the spills 
section. AECOM to address this in the spills section (action item). 

• EPA questioned the representativeness of samples used for toxicity testing as a basis for predicting 
impacts of concentrate, tailings, and process water spills in the spills chapter. AECOM will add more 
discussion of uncertainty to the text. 

• EPA commented on the exclusion of erosional processes on the impacts of fugitive dust on water 
quality, noting that a lake was used as a surrogate for a stream system, and that the mobility of dust 
could be underestimated. AECOM noted that a conservative approach was taken. AECOM will review 
language in the dust section for clarity. 

• EPA mentioned evaluating potential interactions among stressors related to the mine (e.g., considering 
how flow changes will affect sedimentation). AECOM and EPA agreed to postpone discussion until 
Wednesday under the fish topics. 

• NPS noted that they will recommend in their formal comments clarifications or further summary of 
sources in order to make the field studies and analysis more accessible to the public reader, and also 
recommended a series of minor changes to the analysis to better incorporate best available science. 
AECOM will review their specific comments on PFEIS when received. 

• NPS recommended a correction to predicted increase of air temperature based on the 4th National 
Climate Assessment, noting that the temperature change prediction is dependent upon the particular 
emissions scenario, and ranged from a 3-5 degree increase. AECOM will review their comments. 
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• NPS noted surface water sample locations from Lake lliamna are not within the PFElS applicant's 
preferred alternative ferry route and recommended acknowledging this as a data gap. AECOM will 
review. 

• EPA asked if additional evaluations regarding water treatment are planned to occur before the FEIS or 
as possible mitigations to reduce uncertainties, and inquired as to level of certainty for EIS. AECOM 
noted that nothing else planned before FEIS. EPA noted that water treatment has not shown to be 
viable at the proposed Pebble scale. The EPA asked the USAGE if they are comfortable moving 
forward with FEIS with this technical uncertainty about water treatment? USACE replied yes. EPA 
noted that the water pond would allow for storage up to three years to allow for changes to water 
treatment, and stated that EIS should evaluate whether changes would be possible within three years. 
USAGE said to table the discussion. EPA noted that if the FEIS moves forward with uncertainties , the 
document should present potential consequences if the treatment is not attainable. Fish and Game 
asked if water is stored for three years, how to supply missing streamflow input? 

• EPA noted that there could be a potential gap regarding groundwater model parameters. AECOM 
noted that groundwater/surface water interactions were considered. 

• EPA asked about habitat conditioning from effluent from water treatment; temperature and dissolved 
oxygen are considered, also consider ion concentration? AECOM to consider adding as mitigation. 

• EPA noted that they will have more comments on water topics to come; still a concern with water 
treatment; EPA may want another meeting. 

• Curyung noted that they appreciate the changes from DEIS to PFEIS and that new models are 
complex and they need more time to allow experts to review; they are very uncomfortable with water 
treatment uncertainty which would be one of the reasons for revised/supplemental EIS; new numbers 
in water balance leads to higher risk; unprecedented volumes of water to treat ; environment so critically 
connected to that water volume; don't understand lack of detail; expanded development scenario would 
be 53 million gallons/day; that PLP has not committed to not using cyanide under the expanded mine 
scenario is another red flag; they have serious concerns; EIS should be clear about limitations ; tribe 
has to live with consequences of uncertaintv. 

Air quality 

• EPA felt that there are still some incorrect emission factors. AECOM to review. 

• EPA mentioned the proposal for the ambient air boundary and recommended additional 
documentation. They noted the application would have a proposal for boundary and they suggest 
including the proposal in an appendix. EPA also noted that the proposed boundary would have to 
follow new EPA regs. AECOM noted that the air boundary would be determined by the state. AECOM 
to review. 

• EPA discussed N02 impacts at the Dimond Point Port site alternative, stating that the analysis 
provided in the PFEIS shows possibility of impacts at Dimond Point port alternative potentially above 
standards. EPA noted that the use of a conservative model alleviates some concern; EPA suggests 
modeling Diamond Point port where there is data. AECOM to discuss. 

• EPA had questions about a source cited for aircraft emissions. AECOM noted that the source is 
specific to tiered engines and is commonly used in NEPA. 

Spills 
USFWS raised concerns that there was no discussion of the potential for Mercury Methylation in the 
spills section of the PFEIS. AECOM indicated that this discussion could be added. 

• EPA raised concerns regarding the representativeness of water samples used for toxicity testing as a 
basis for predicting impacts in spill scenarios. EPA noted that the sample appears to be based off the 
non--gold tailings and would like additional rationale for the use of this water sample. AECOM indicated 
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that the laboratory sample was from non-gold plant tailings and was meant to represent worst case 
scenario therefore was a conservative spill scenario proxy sample . EPA indicated that they believe the 
spills section should include text describing the samples . 

• ADNR indicated that they had questions and concerns pertaining pipeline freezing protection and 
would be submitting more comments formally. AECOM noted where information pertaining to pipeline 
freeze protection (burial) is located in the EIS. 

• NPS recommended inclusion of information pertaining to species and biological community 
assessment areas located downstream of the Lower Cook Inlet for the affected environment analysis 
for spills . AECOM requested further information and clarification from NPS regarding species for 
inclusion. NPS indicated that their experts would send information to AECOM for review. 

• NPS expressed that a mass balance analys is should be incorporated into the EIS. AECOM clarified 
that mass balance was examined and is discussed in section 4.18 of the EIS. NPS also noted 
concerns regarding environmental consequences following multiple stressors in the spills section and 
suggested that there are additional references they could provide pertaining to impacts on coastal 
reoions. 

Tailings Dam Stability and Failure 
• EPA asked for clarification on discussions of factors of safety in K4.27 vs K4.15, and whethe r 

statements pertaining to the factor of safety in the EIS were still accurate. AECOM clarified that in 
sections 4.15 and K4.15 that safety factors are presented for specific conditions and based on 
conceptual design only. AECOM indicated that statements in the EIS pertain ing to the factor of safety 
are accurate and include discussions of uncertainty as applicable. EPA noted AECOM may consider 
editing table 4.15-1 to clarify that factors of safety are preliminary, AECOM agrees. 

• AECOM reviewed an EPA comment pertaining to additional studies and information regarding the 
tailings dam design and whether there are design changes that could reduce uncertainties . AECOM 
indicates that no additional studies are planned prior to release of the FEIS but studies would happen 
at a later time for State of Alaska dam permitting . AECOM noted that design changes would likely be 
minor changes that would be developed as more information becomes available, noting that this 
iterative process is a standard industry approach to dam design. EPA noted concerns regarding 
tailings uncertainties such as whether tailings segregate as expected. AECOM noted that the design 
engineers suggest that tailings should segregate and that bench scale testing would test the 
segregation abilities as part of final design/State of Alaska dam permitting . EPA suggest that it may be 
wise to consider cycloning of tailings into the analysis. AECOM indicates they will consider it. 

• Curyung noted uncertainty pertaining to the stability of the tailings dam and the safety of the dam. 
Curyung indicated that they are uncomfortable with the level of uncertainty pertaining to dam stability 
and the analys is of potential failures. USACE clarified that dam failure scenarios were analyzed, but 
not worst case scenario failures that require lengthy causal chains . Curyung notes lack of confidence 
in dam design , citing an AECOM tech memo (AECOM 2019n) which highlighted concerns of 
embankment failure . 

• AECOM addressed a question from the EPA as to whether additional information on TSF design would 
impact the conclusions of the FMEA. EPA elaborated that the comment pertains to remaining 
uncertainty and suggested that failure scenarios for the bulk TSF should be analyzed . AECOM 
indicated that FMEA workshop analysis was based on the available conceptual design and that 
expansion of preliminary work would likely not change the conclusions of the FMEA. EPA raised 
questions regarding why the FMEA did not include assignment of confidence levels to the risk ratings. 
AECOM noted that confidence levels were not addressed for individual failure modes in the FMEA due 
to the conceptual nature of the design. AECOM also noted that the FMEA was an EIS-Phase FMEA 
and was not intended to be a full risk assessment as would be required by the State dam safety 
program. 
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• Guryung raised additional concerns regarding dam safety and suggested that USAGE should require 
more than just a conceptual design. Guryung raised further concerns regarding uncertainties in the 
dam design. AECOM clarified that the uncertainty pertains to detailed aspects of dam design, not the 
design itself, and that uncertainty would continue to be reduced as design advances . There was 
discussion across the room as to when it is typical for dam design to be evaluated in more detail. 
USAGE noted that they do not require the same level of detailed dam design as the State of Alaska, as 
dam safety is not under the Corps authority, but rather that of the State. 

• EPA again asked about the lack of confidence levels in the FMEA. AECOM noted that confidence 
levels are addressed in the FMEA final report. EPA suggested that the analysis should go a step 
further, however AECOM indicated that this would be part of the dam safety review and not necessary 
for the EIS. 

• Curyung questioned what the downside to doing full dam failure analysis would be. USAGE indicated 
that the FMEA did not identify a mechanism for a complete catastrophic dam failure and such a failure 
was deemed to be extremely unlikely; also as per the USACE interpretation of NEPA guidance , they 
are not to analyze extremely unlikely events. Additionally, USACE noted that tailings dam safety is not 
within their reQulatory authority. 

Oil and Diesel Spills 

• NPS expressed concerns pertaining to the analysis of spill risks from tank barges. NPS indicated that 
data used to evaluate tank barge spills used a different type of marine vessel than would be utilized in 
the Pebble Project. USFWS commented as to why certain volume diesel spill scenarios were selected 
for analysis rather than others. USFWS suggest that there needs to be a better descr iption in the EIS 
regarding what spill scenarios were evaluated and what they mean. AECOM to review the information 
regarding tank barge spills and spill scenarios. 
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Pro·ect Name: Pebble Pro·ect EIS 
Date: March 11, 2020 
Time: 8:30am-5pm 
Location: 
Sub·ect: Coo eratin A enc Technical Meetin s, Da 3 
Introduction: Safety, housekeeping, opening remarks, ground rules 

Action Items 
To le 
Fish 

Fish 

Fish 

Fish 

Fish 

Fish 

Fish 

Fish 

Wildlife 

Wildlife 

Wildlife 

Actions 
AECOM to consider quantification of dust from vehi e traffic . 

AECOM to review NHD and wetlands stream mappi g data layers. 

Curyung to send figure showing fish distribution/po olio effect to USACE and AECOM . 

NPS to send monitoring data regarding Newhalen R er salmon escapement to USACE 
and AECOM. 
Additional AECOM SMEs will rev iew the source Wo us et al. 2015 as per streamflow 
data. 
AECOM to clarify discussion of multiple stressors an potential synergistic effects on 
fish . includin uncertainties . 
AECOM to incorporate 2018-2019 Bristol Bay Com ercial Fisheries Data into the EIS. 

AECOM to clarify discussion of modeling and verify ccuracy , including disclosure of 
uncertainties and model limitations . 
Review the analysis of water quality impacts to salm n homing abilities . 

AECOM to add discussion of historic shorebird colon es and marine mammal haul outs 
farther south in Cook Inlet. 
NPS to send reports to USACE and AECOM on hist ric shorebird colonies and marine 
mammal haul outs farther south in Cook Inlet. 
AECOM to revisit the disclosure of impacts pertain in to brown bears . 
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Wildlife AECOM to add a description of the pipeline support berm proposed in lliamna Lake to 
the EIS. 

Wildlife AECOM to review use of Koktuli for recreation float rips. 

Additional Notes 
Fish passage and preservation of fish passage after mine closure 

• AECOM noted that culverts would be designed as appropriate for fish populations . EPA requested 
information as to who maintains roads/culverts in post closure , stating that the quality of monitoring 
would likely decline and lead to failed culverts; acknowledged that there is low risk of culvert failure 
during active operations , but that the risk of culvert fa ilure in post cl::>sure is not accounted for and that 
thus the EIS underestimates risk to fish. EPA also noted that crossings are abundant and that the EIS 
implies impacts only during construction; minor impacts at a large number of crossings can result in 
cumulat ive impacts that are not disclosed. Lake and Pen Borough r oted that other EISs do not go into 
detail on culverts . EPA noted that science and NEPA advances anc EISs get longer, so now it is 
appropriate to address issues . Lake and Pen agreed . 

• Curyung indicates that NEPA is fact specific; Tribes rely on salmon so it is appropriate to have high 
burden on salmon for this EIS; they are last remaining salmon-basekl culture in the world. ADFG notes 
that Red Dog road is state road that would be maintained , different ~ituation with Pebble road as it is 
unknown as per maintenance after closure ; some mitigation deeme:I unlikely in the EIS but the State 
would regulate to modern des ign standards so some of this mitigat i m is not unlikely; the State is 
encouraging bridges where possible. 

Production of dust from vehicle traffic 
• EPA stated that the amount of dust produced would be high and an estimate of tons of dust produced 

per year should be made; USFWS agrees with comment and notes that the EIS needs more 
discussion. ADFG suggested also looking at impacts of potential mi igation, such as spray used and 
potential runoff. Coast Guard notes that fugitive dust impacts from r moff from bridges should be 
addressed . AECOM will consider quantification of dust from vehicle traffic. 

Justification for the assumption that effects downstream of road crossings will only occur within 0.25 
mi downstream 

• AECOM stated that this area is where anticipated extent of potentia effects would be expected, not 
including failures . USFWS noted that this is reasonable, but EIS neE d to address any new conclusions 
as pertaining to dust. 

Recommend Including a figure indicating tributaries that would be imp acted directly by mine 
development. 

• AECOM noted that several figures in EIS show this , and asked wha kind of figures are requested . 
NPS requested a single figure that shows all impacts with a clear in<~ication of which tributaries would 
have permanent change . EPA noted that it would be valuable to ha\ e a combined network map 
showing where fish are/are not, similar to that in wetlands section . ~ECOM will review NHD and 
wetlands stream mapping data layers. 

• AECOM noted that it has not been determined there are streams at he mine site that have not been 
surveyed for fish. AECOM is reviewing. 

• There was additional discussion across various agencies noting the ~ariability of fish presence in 
streams over time and the difficulty of obtaining accurate data . ADF<S noted that it is best to design for 
fish passage even if the limited data doesn't reveal fish presence because at some time there may be 
fish . 
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Recommend bolstering or removing unsupported conclusion of lowe1 quality/low use habitat. 
• AECOM noted that they did not want to imply that it is low quality h ~bitat, but lower quality compared to 

downstream habitat where there is abundance of fish . NPS noted t 1at lack of fish doesn 't equal poor 
quality habitat. EPA stated that EIS language comes across as say ng habitats that would be directly 
impacted are of low quality ; downstream habitats would also be alti~red by project from indirect effects ; 
the EIS diminishes the importance of direct impacts and does a po<~r job of describing secondary 
impacts . NPS noted that cumulative effects are stated to be minor 1r:, moderate and that these impacts 
are not captured by cumulative effects table ; cumulat ive effects am lysis not adequate ; cumulative 
effects impacts are just addressing past and present actions and R FAs , but should instead address 
whole system. Cuyung agrees that cumulat ive effects should not bl considered minor to moderate , 
and that this cannot be justified with the limited scope of USAGE (~ hich is focused on fill). 

Recommend providing information about aquatic habitat and fish alo11 g transportation corridor roads. 
• AECOM noted that this topic has already been discussed and aske~ what else agencies are looking 

for. NPS stated that there is missing information on smaller stream' , and asked to make sure that 
information at road crossings is complete. Cuyung showed a chart hat shows the challenge to 
documenting fish presence (illustration of portfolio effect) , noting th, t fish presence varies by year and 
the difficulty of accurately characterizing fish presence on those cot idors . ADFG agreed with 
statement ; biology of fish in lliamna drainage shows that fish preser ce varies over time . 

Recommend adding Newhalen River salmon escapement data. 
• AECOM noted that additional information was added, and asked wt,at else could be added. NPS 

stated they would send monitoring data. 
Recommend minor corrections to analysis of fish migration. 

• NPS stated that they will email specific comments 

Recommend that the instream flow model incorporate the projected ct anges to streamflow from the 
warming climate in this region. Sources provided. 

• AECOM noted that climate var iability data is included in the model in 4.16, and that the model fed 
habitat modeling . NPS mentioned that the source Wobus et al. 201 1D has a hydrological model for this 
exact site. AECOM stated that some SM Es have reviewed that sou1 ce , it is in their database , and other 
AECOM SMEs will review that source . 

Recommend including a comprehensive summary of impacts of the e11tire project to fish in the 
cumulative effects section. 

• EPA noted a concern about synergistic interaction , and how impact:~ can amplify to produce secondary 
impacts ; also requested more broad discussion of all impacts within cumulative effects as per multiple 
stressors issue ; stated the need to combine impacts to wetlands, st1 earns, and state potential to 
amplify impacts to fish . ADFG stated similar concerns as EPA Curyung noted that if the EIS does not 
address cumulative sufficiently it would be impossible for decision n akers to make the ir decision. 
AECOM will clarify discussion of multiple stressors and potential syr ergistic effects on fish , including 
uncertainti es . 

• NPS noted that EIS also needs to include discussion of discharge lead; 4.18 mass loading discussion 
is insufficient. Cuyung stated that there are 3 choices of direction wt en data is limited ; 1 - ask the 
Applicant ; 2 - wait for state permits ; or 3 - identify limitations and do, 't make conclusions ; with the 
narrow scope and speed of process the 3rd option is the only option . EPA stated a need to justify no 
measurable impact in cumulative effects analysis , and to describe u 1certainty and how it pertains to 
conclusions. 

Recommend bolstering or removing unsupported conclusion of that hi bitat loss will not have an 
impact on fish populations downstream. 

• NPS stated that the statement that habitat is lower quality is not sub >lantiated and that the analysis 
does not support that statement. EPA agreed with that and asked if t would be possible to conduct 
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additional analysis to supplement current PHABSIM model analysi , and also look at synergistic 
impacts . AECOM asked if there were any specific other models E would suggest. There was 
discussion of the idea of conceptual models and the extensive dat set that could be analyzed to reach 
preliminary conclusions, but no specific other models were sugges ed. EPA also noted that difficult 
NEPA topics justify using multiple approaches , and provide examp s from other projects . EPA also 
asked if habitat changes could be based on other variables and if roject related changes could be 
quantified, noting that conclusions were reached based on dischar e and velocity alone. Curyung also 
encouraged the EIS to look at human impacts as well. 

Recommend bolstering or removing unsupported conclusion of no i pacts to incubating eggs or 
alevins from impacts to groundwater temperature. 

• AECOM noted that the fish analysis was based on the analysis of hysical impacts ; discharged water 
would meet state and federal water quality standards. NPS stated t at the EIS needs evidence to 
support the conclusions. EPA stated that just because water meets water quality standards does not 
mean there are no impacts; effluent temps do not match baseline ; ere is effectively a mixing zone of 
several miles long; there is temperature differential that would affe s eggs in gravel ; even though 
within range of variability does not support conclusion that there w uld be no effect. ADFG stated that 
the issue is not as simple as warm water makes early emergence hich is good; issue needs a closer 
look. ADFG also noted that conclusions are not supported and that there are some contradictions; and 
that the Copper River study is not applicable . EPA stated that grou dwater amelioration is not 
appl icable because groundwater supply would be cut off by project ; there is a need to look at 
interrelationship of project changes . AECOM noted that there woul still be groundwater recharge from 
north side and that the discharged warm water rises , and does not mpact bottom of stream where 
eggs are. EPA also quest ioned impact on returning adults finding t eir way back, noting that EIS needs 
to account for all life stages. USFWS agrees with EPA and ADFG r garding the totality of impacts to be 
accounted for , including cumulative ; notes that there are internal in onsistencies throughout document ; 
when discussion is compartmentalized the overall consistency is si elined; need to move broad 
conversation forward . 

Revisit the issue of incorporating the 2018-2019 Bristol Bay Commerci I Fisheries Data into the EIS. 
• AECOM agrees that it's time to add more recent data, and that it is imple to add and that all sections 

could be updated for Bristol Bay; one challenge is that the annual anagement report has not been 
published yet. ADFG noted that this has been a big issue in Bristol ay and they will follow up 
regarding availability of document. AECOM will incorporate 2018-2 19 Bristol Bay Commercial 
Fisheries Data into the EIS. Curyung also requested that the EIS a dress the fact that the Nushagak 
chinook escapement was recently not met for first time in their mem ry; and also to please include 
most recent caribou data. 

Predicted habitat suitability under modified stream flows. 
• AECOM may request assistance from R2 to address issues where t ere seems to be logic issues, and 

regarding changes in monthly vs daily surface flows and flow time s ries data; this could be a potential 
RFI. EPA asked if the EIS can address habitat losses not accounte for in PHABSIM modeling 
because the model does not capture resident fish loss in mine site , lso doesn't capture 6.71 miles of 
habitat in NFK tributary . AECOM noted that the model also conside quality of habitat. EPA stated that 
habitat losses that are not accounted for should be noted. AECOM ill clarify discussion of the 
modeling and verify accuracy, including disclosure of uncertainties nd model limitations. NPS noted 
that the focus is on streamflow, but also need to include water quali , such as temperature , metals, 
etc. AECOM stated that water quality has been considered . EPA st ed that EIS does not address 
imprinting juveniles and their ability to return to streams , noting that here would be alterations to water 
quality and that there is a very sensitive balance with the chemical s gnature of water . Curyung noted 
similar concerns with imprinting regarding copper levels, etc, from p ritic and bulk TSFs. ADFG agreed 
this needs to be addressed, as water chemistry would be changed II the way to the Bay. NPS stated 
that there is no mention of olfactory issues . USFWS noted that this as one example of a 
com artmentalization roblem, notin the mixtures of contaminants nd otential im acts on olfacto 
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issues. AECOM will clarify discussion of multiple stressors and pot1~ntial synergistic effects on fish, 
including uncertainties . 

Provide additional data on cumulative impacts of environmental on m,uine wildlife stressors to bolster 
analysis of marine waters. 

• NPS noted that there is no acknowledgement of historic seabird an:I marine mammal haul outs and 
that this needs to be acknowledged for spills and cumulative impac s. AECOM stated that they can add 
this information . NPS will provide reports to AECOM/USACE. USFII\/S noted lack of information 
regarding another water treatment plant at the port to deal with wa~ h water, stating that no discharge 
information is provided in the document and that there could be im 1 acts on benthics etc. State of 
Alaska noted that there were no detail s on water treatment for this water treatment plant. 

Landscape level impacts to fish populations (portfolio effect) 
• USFWS noted the importance of considering habitat impacts from rhultiple sources and that cumulative 

impacts and RFFAs could erode habitat and that this is not adequa ely addressed ; even small impacts 
can have disproportiona te impacts ; incremental degradation can le id to impacts ; additional analysis of 
cumulative and expanded mine scenario needed; they questioned I ow much development of Pebble 
could facilitate development of other potential mines in area ; EIS fo ~used on local scale impacts , not 
enough focus on expanded portfolio concept. EPA noted issue of local adaptation of fish, stating that 
the EIS does not support conclusions that there would be no effect pn genetic diversity and that habitat 
is not interchangeable . 

• NPS noted that the statement in 4.18 regarding mass loading havin l no impacts is unsubstantiated . 
NPS also noted stateme nt in K4.24 regard ing mercury releases not expected to have adverse impacts; 
NPS noted that changes may be within water quality standards , but minor changes can still have 
impacts - nearby lake waters have low mercury levels , yet fish have elevated mercury levels , so the 
document needs to consider transfer from water to biota. Curyung roted that then fish get eaten by 
humans, and that even if water quality criter ia are met, bioaccumulc tion could still be an issue . USFWS 
noted that there is a dismissal of selenium and mercury , and that sr~all amounts in water can lead to 
bioaccumulation , and that the lack of discussion on mercury is incorrect based on scientific knowledge. 

Additional Fish topics: 
• ADFG noted the new mention of the berm on the bottom of lliamna ake to support the pipeline , and 

that there is no analysis of impacts from installing berm , or impacts f pipeline falls off berm . 

• ADFG noted a misrepresentation of the Koktuli River as low volume use , but that it is actually very high 
value use based on status as float trip river . AECOM appreciated th~ new information . 

• EPA noted new references for portfolio effect ; 26 genetic reporting~ roups identified . 

• ADFG noted that is difficult to follow the analysis , and that the analysis may have been more robust 
than presented ; impacts could be broken down more in tables ; more info on overwintering in particular 
is needed . AECOM to review text for clarification. 

• Curyung commented on fish consumption and relevant ADEC water quality standards ; they stated that 
the EIS underestimates fish consumption. USAGE noted that the El , uses the best data that is 
available . 

Mitigation 
• USAGE gave an overview of the three commen ts received pertaining to mit igation and the draft mitigation 

plan for the project. USA CE gave an overview of the process in decision making and the role of 
compensatory mitigation in the NEPA process and unique challenges p, irtaining to compensatory mitigation 
planning and the pebble project and noted that no decision regarding cc mpensatory mitigat ion for the project 
has been made at this time . EPA expressed that mitiAation, includinA c )mpensatorv mitic:iation, is included 
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under NEPA and that they feel it should be discussed in the EIS and if not , questioned where it would be 
discussed. USACE indicated that a detailed discussion of compensat1Bry mitigation will not be discussed in 
the main EIS but it will be discussed in the ROD. EPA expressed concern that the state of the current 
compensatory mitigation plan is very high level and does not include n uch detail. USACE noted that it 
would be inappropriate for them to speculate impacts for the compensatory mitigation plan as they have not 
yet completed the environmental analysis . EPA questioned whether tt ere would be a broader opportunity to 
get more information from the public regarding the compensatory mitigation plan. USACE indicated that 
there would not be, noting that this is a unique project , however this is the typical process which they follow . 
Curyung questioned why not hold a public scoping event for the deveh pment of the compensatory mitigation 
plan . USACE noted that they are following the standard process whicl does not solicit input and they will 
not do it with this project. EPA noted that there is an avenue in which 'USACE could require public scoping 
for the compensatory mitigation plan for a project of this size if they ch,!>ose to. USACE indicated that they 
are aware and would table this discussion until further internal discussibns occur . 

• Lake and Peninsula Borough raised concerns regarding the compens~ ory mitigation plans , highlighting 
concerns that the plan would allow for compensatory mitigation to take place outside of the watershed and 
benefit communities not impacted by project development. Elaborated that if you develop a compensatory 
mitigation plan based off mitigation credits in a remote area such as this , it could allow the applicant to repair 
road culverts or take compensatory action somewhere else that would hot benefit the local population and 
suggest there may be a better way to handle compensatory mitigation . EPA notes that no matter what the 
applicant proposes to do that it must fit within the regulatory framework first and foremost, which includes a 
compensatory mitigation plan . Curyung suggests holding a public meeting and asking the tribes what they 
would like to see for compensatory mitigation. EPA indicates that a caI eful discussion with the tribal 
governments seems merited for this. USAGE to consider. 

• ADFG noted that there are many different types of culverts and that it v ould be incumbent for decision 
makers to carefully review culvert data for culvert replacements as nee ~ssary per mitigation . ADFG 
elaborated that placing a certain type of culvert in one location could he ve benefit, so as mitigation moves 
forward ADFG encourages that a close look be taken at culverts. USA< E to consider. 

• EPA indicated that an assessment of effectiveness for mitigation meas llres should be added to Table 5-2 
which includes proposed mitigation measures . EPA understands that rhany of which are BMPs , however 
they feel it would be useful to include . USAGE to consider. 

• Curyung notes that USAGE should consider the full context of uncertair ties regarding the full impacts when 
developing the compensatory mitigation plan. Noting that if the full impc1cts are uncertain , it is difficult to 
properly target compensatory mitigation . 

Wildlife 
• AECOM begins reviewing comment pertaining to sea otters and reques for clarity from NPS. NPS indicates 

that the comment was specifically related to a lack of discussion regard ng otters along the Katmai coast. 
AECOM indicates that this was left out originally as it is outs ide of the a tion area, but will add the 
information into the spills section of the EIS. NPS indicates that they h, ve 2018 data pertaining to seals and 
sea otters along the Katmai coast and will send it to AECOM . 

• AECOM gives an overview of comments received pertaining to brown bear movement and requests further 
clarification from ADFG . ADFG elaborates that While the analysis does ~xamine published literature there is 
a lack of data in the region to support conclusion language in the EIS. , ~ECOM to revisit language in the 
section . 

• USFWS expressed that the EIS should exercise caution when discussir g the marine mammal protection act. 
Additional USFWS comment on the use of red lights as not being the ct rrent guidance. USFWS also 
indicated that the EIS should disclose that potential invasive species an not limited to vegetation. 

• USCG posed the question to USFWS as to whether or not they are corr fortable with the methodologies and 
data used pertaining to surveys of eagles , raptors , and migratory birds. USFWS indicated that they will 
continue to inform the aoolicant that thev will have to work with USFWS as the oroiect moves forward, but as 
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for now to proceed with the current survey data. USFWS indicated th they currently have no legal 
authority but advise the applicant to take all precautionary measures oving forward. 

• NPS raised concerns regarding a statement in EIS suggesting there a no measureable impacts on wildlife 
populations expected. NPS requested that the statement be revisited or accuracy. NPS also indicated 
there was a bear movement map that believe should be included in th EIS. Additionally, NPS and ADFG 
raised concerns regarding the description and representation of road t ffic in the EIS. AECOM to review. 

Subsistence 
• AECOM begins reviewing topics pertaining to subsistence sections an asks EPA for clarification regarding 

first comment pertaining to the value of traditional foods. EPA elabora es on how traditional foods are 
shared throughout the subsistence network and that while it is uncomf rtable to try and quantify the social 
costs of the loss of traditional foods, it is real to quantify how much the replacement food would be for people 
and suggested that doing so would be a worthwhile effort. Curyung ec oed the concern and posed the 
question of how to quantify the value of culture that could be lost. AE OM to consider . 

• EPA notes that this exercise has been done for other tribes throughout the nation and while it is not widely 
done, USAGE may consider this. ADFG highlighted that subsistence ta used in the EIS for communities 
is 15-16 years old and a lot has changed since then. AECOM acknowl dges this and clarifies that it is 
acknowledged in the EIS as a datagap. 

• AECOM gives overview of next comment pertaining to the quality of tr itional food and monitoring of food 
quality and asks for additional information and clarification pertaining t the comment. EPA elaborates that 
the comment refers to the health and quality of the food, suggesting th t there is no mechanism in place for 
monitoring the quality of food and associated health impacts such as t e bio-accumulation of metals. 
AECOM indicates that there is a mechanism for this described in the E S and it is included in the Human 
Health Section. AECOM highlights that the social sections of the anal is are informed by the biological and 
physical analysis in the EIS and that social sections take into account II biological and physical impacts . 

• AECOM reviews next comment pertaining to the analysis of medicinal !ants in the EIS and indicates that 
AECOM is aware of this and will coordinate with the vegetation team t bolster the discussion of medicinal 
plants. 

• AECOM reviews a comment pertaining to the inclusion of information o seals. AECOM notes that since the 
draft EIS they have incorporated additional information on seals and th Mulchatna caribou. EPA notes that 
subsistence did not give enough detail regarding seal harvests in local ommunities. EPA suggest more 
information about how, when , and where seals were harvested should e included. EPA elaborates that 
there could be a seal harvest network between communities in the regi n and that seal harvest is closely 
connected to the cultural variability of the region. AECOM to consider nd asked for any specific helpful 
references. ADFG recommends specific technical papers on the issue. 

• NPS clarifies comment and raises concerns regarding the characteriza on of subsistence users who may be 
misplaced due to project impacts and recommends adding additional te highlighting the possibility of 
displacement creating competition or lack of/loss of local traditional sub istence knowledge. EPA and ADFG 
echo the concern and highlight that displacement of subsisting commu ities could have more widespread 
impacts due to geographic limitations and challenges to subsistence . 

• AECOM gives an overview of comment pertaining to traditional ecologi al knowledge and asks if there is 
any additional information they should be aware of to consider and inco porate into the EIS. NPS notes that 
they are specifically interested in the inter-generational transmission of ubsistence knowledge in local 
communities . NPS suggests that additional language could be added 1 r clarity and consistency throughout 
the document. AECOM to consider. 

• Nondalton raises concerns that subsistence data is 15-16 years old an may be inadequate and 
inappropriate to use in the analysis. USAGE and AECOM clarify that th s is the best available data to be 
used as er NEPA uidance and that Ian ua e ertainin to the data ocess is included in section 3.1 of 
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the EIS. Nondalton suggest that the EIS be more clear that the analysis is relying on historical subsistence 
data . 

Additional Topics Discussed 
• NPS raises concerns regarding environmental mass loading of metals klue to water eff luent and suggest 

there is a potential lack of toxicological impacts associated with effluen~. NPS also indicates that this 
concern pertains to effluent discharges into marine waters as well. US~CE to consider. 

• Curyung expressed concerns that the 20 year mine plan is not the real plan and suggests that the expanded 
scenario is the likely plan from the applicant. 

• Nondalton raised concerns regarding an apparent contradiction betweE:n section 4.9 and 3.7 regarding 
project footprint and suggested that south of Frying Pan Lake be incluc ed in the project footprint. Nondalton 
also questioned whether there would be an additional public comment period or if the next version will be the 
final. USAGE indicated that the next version will be the final and there Will not be another public comment 
period . 

• USAGE closes by giving an overview of next steps in the process of th~ development of the EIS, ROD, and 
decision making process for the Pebble Project. 
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