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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

This Preliminary Scoping Issues Report has been developed as an interim product, intended for 
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) to share the types of issues that have been 
received thus far in the scoping period with cooperating agencies. The final comprehensive 
product, the Scoping Report, will be developed at the conclusion of the scoping period. 

2.0 PROJECT OVERVIEW AND SCOPING PROCESS 

2.1 BACKGROUND 
The Alaska District, USACE intends to prepare a Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) to 
assess the potential social, economic, and environmental impacts associated with the proposed 
Pebble Project. The EIS will assess potential effects of a range of alternatives. 

Pebble Limited Partnership (PLP) is proposing to develop the Pebble copper gold-molybdenum 
porphyry deposit as an open-pit mine, with associated infrastructure, in southwest Alaska, north 
of Iliamna Lake. The proposed project would require approximately four years to construct, with 
a projected mine life of 20 years. The proposed project would include excavation of an open pit 
that ultimately would be approximately 6,500 feet long by 5,500 feet wide, with depths between 
1,330 and 1,750 feet; a tailings impoundment with 1.1 billion tons storage volume; a low grade 
ore stockpile with the capacity to store up to 330 million tons; an open pit overburden stockpile; 
a mill facility processing approximately 160,000 tons of ore per day; a natural gas-fired power 
plant with a total connected load of 230 megawatts (MW), supplied by a 188-mile, 10 to 12-inch 
diameter, natural gas pipeline across Cook Inlet and Iliamna Lake to the Mine Site; and 
transportation infrastructure including a 30-mile road from the mine site to a ferry terminal on the 
north shore of Iliamna Lake, an 18-mile crossing with an ice-breaking ferry to a terminal on the 
south shore of Iliamna Lake, and a 35-mile road to the proposed Amakdedori Port on Cook 
Inlet. The proposed mine and related facilities would have a total footprint of approximately 5.9 
square miles. 

The pipeline route would originate on the Kenai Peninsula, connecting to the existing gas 
pipeline infrastructure near Happy Valley. A metering station would be constructed at the off-
take point. The pipeline would follow the Sterling Highway south for 9 miles to a gas-fired 
compressor station north of Anchor Point. The compressor station would feed a 94-mile subsea 
pipeline from the east shore of Cook Inlet to Amakdedori Port on the west shore. A second gas-
fired compressor station would be located at the port site. The pipeline route would then follow 
the mine access road to the south shore of Iliamna Lake, where the pipeline would enter Iliamna 
Lake for approximately 18 miles. The pipeline would come ashore at on the north shore of the 
lake, where it would follow the mine access road to the mine site. 

2.2 NOTICE OF INTENT 
An application for a Department of the Army permit was submitted by PLP pursuant to Section 
404 of the Clean Water Act (CWA) (33 U.S.C. 1344) and Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors 
Act of 1899 (33 U.S.C. 403) on December 22, 2017, and was advertised in a Public Notice, 
POA–2017–271, on January 5, 2018. On March 29, 2018, USACE issued a Notice of Intent in 
the Federal Register to prepare an EIS for the proposed project. The Notice of Intent is included 
in Appendix A and the Public Notice is included in Appendix B. 
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2.3 SCOPING PROCESS 

2.3.1 Scoping Process Overview 
The scoping period began on April 1, 2018. On March 30, 2018, the USACE issued a press 
release to announce the opening of the 30-day comment period and to provide information for 
how to submit comments. On April 6, 2018, their second press release extended the scoping 
period by 60 days to continue through June 29, 2018. See Appendix B for both press releases. 

Scoping is conducted to assist in determining the scope of analysis, significant issues, and 
alternatives to be analyzed in depth in the Draft EIS. The Council on Environmental Quality 
(CEQ) defines scoping as an “early and open process for determining the scope of issues to be 
addressed and for identifying the significant issues related to a proposed action” (40 CFR 
1501.7). The scoping process provides an opportunity for people potentially affected by the 
project to express their views and concerns and to contribute to the completeness of the EIS.  

This Preliminary Scoping Issues Report includes the initial results of the scoping comment 
analysis as well as appendices with pertinent documents (e.g., the Notice of Intent, sign‐in 
sheets, and other scoping materials). 

2.3.2 Public Notice, Press Releases, and Other Media 
Prior to the scoping period start, the USACE began organizing public meetings and developing 
materials.  

The project website (www.PebbleProjectEIS.com) went live on March 19, 2018. The website 
includes information about the project and EIS process. The USACE will use the website to 
disseminate important information to the public, such as the public meeting schedule. The 
website also provides an online form for the public to submit scoping comments. Comments that 
have been submitted are available to view in as close to real time as possible. Screen shots of 
the website (dated May 7, 2018) are in Appendix B. 

On March 20, 2018, the USACE mailed hard copies of a Scoping Package to 35 identified 
Tribes in the Project Area. The complete Scoping Package (in Appendix B) includes:  

• Information about the scoping process;  
• A description of the project; 
• The process for developing alternatives; 
• A list of resources to be analyzed in the EIS; 
• Information on the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA); 
• Roles of the various participating organizations; 
• An EIS schedule and outline; and 
• Information on submitting comments and a comment form. 

To advertise the scoping period, the USACE began mailing the project’s Newsletter #1 on 
March 29, 2018. The newsletter provided details on the public meeting schedule as well as 
information on how to submit comments. It was sent to every post office box in 33 communities, 
as well as 140 other organizations and individuals on a mailing list; a total of 3,670 newsletters 
were mailed. The USACE also ran announcements in the Bristol Bay Times, the Homer News, 
and the Anchorage Daily News. Finally, a flyer was emailed to communities for distribution on 
April 6, 2018. Newsletter #1, newspaper affidavits, and the flyer can be found in Appendix B. 

http://www.pebbleprojecteis.com/
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2.4 PUBLIC SCOPING MEETINGS 
Public meetings were held in nine communities, including Anchorage. A total of 914 participants 
signed in to the public meetings (see Appendix C for sign-in sheets). The primary purpose of the 
public meetings was to give the public a forum for submitting comments, and an opportunity to 
talk to the USACE about the EIS and the Department of the Army permit application. Table 1 
shows the meeting locations and the number of people who signed in. 

Table 1: Scoping Meetings 

Date Community Location and Time Number Signed In 

April 9, 2018 Naknek Naknek School, 3:30-7:30 PM 45 

April 10, 2018 Kokhanok Community Hall, 3:30-7:30 PM 68 

April 11, 2018 Homer Homer High School, 5:00-9:00 PM 223 

April 12, 2018 Newhalen Newhalen School, 3:30-7:30 PM 47 

April 13, 2018 New Stuyahok Community Building, 1:00-4:30 PM 65 

April 16, 2018 Nondalton Tribal Center, 3:30-7:30 PM 46 

April 17, 2018 Dillingham Middle School, 5:00-9:00 PM 88 

April 18, 2018 Igiugig Community Building, 3:30-7:30 PM 47 

April 19, 2018 Anchorage Dena’ina Center, 11:00am-9:00 PM 285 

2.4.1 Meeting Description 
The format of the public meetings varied depending on the location. In general, a brief 
introduction by the USACE was given. A 17-minute video describing the project was shown (or 
available to be watched), and the public was given multiple ways to comment. Time was allotted 
for members of the public to speak directly with USACE staff, State of Alaska staff, or in some 
locations, other cooperating agency staff. AECOM (the third party NEPA contractor) staff were 
also present. 

In Naknek, Kokhanok, Newhalen, New Stuyahok, Nondalton, and Igiugig, the USACE provided 
a microphone (“hot mic”) where participants could speak their comments out loud in front of 
other meeting attendees. Comments were transcribed by a court reporter, either during the hot 
mic session or individually after the session. In Homer, Dillingham, and Anchorage, two court 
reporters were available to take comments one-on-one; no hot mic was provided. 

At all meetings, laptop computers were provided for the public to submit comments 
electronically to the project website. The online comment form included an interactive map; 
commenters could mark a point on the map that corresponds to their comment. Paper comment 
forms were available for handwritten or typed comments, which could be submitted to the 
USACE at a meeting or mailed later.  

2.4.2 Meeting Materials Description 
The USACE requested that the PLP create a video that described their proposed project and 
mining process. The resulting 17-minute video gives an introduction to the surrounding 
environment, project components and footprint, water management and mining process, and 
reclamation. At some meetings this video was shown after the USACE introduction, and at 
others it was shown on a repeating loop. 



PEBBLE PROJECT EIS  
PRELIMINARY SCOPING ISSUES REPORT 

2018 PAGE | 4 

Ten posters prepared by the PLP to describe the project, the mining process, and reclamation 
were displayed. The USACE displayed posters describing both the NEPA process, and how to 
write effective comments. The Anchorage meeting also included posters on the scoping 
process, the EIS outline, resources to be discussed in the EIS, and roles of cooperating 
agencies. 

The USACE also provided the Scoping Package, paper comment forms, and a handout from 
the Bureau of Safety and Environmental Enforcement, a cooperating agency. A screenshot of 
the video, as well as all posters and handouts are in Appendix D. 

2.4.3 Additional Agency Involvement 
[Note: Agency involvement will be summarized after the scoping period has ended.] 

2.4.4 Government-to-Government Consultation 
[Note: Specific government-to-government activities will be summarized after the scoping period 
has ended.] 

2.4.5 Next Steps in the NEPA Process 
Scoping is the first opportunity for public involvement under the NEPA process. An additional 
opportunity for public comment will follow the release of the Draft EIS. A Notice of Availability 
will be published in the Federal Register informing stakeholders and other members of the 
public that the Draft EIS is available for comment in early 2019. The Draft EIS comment period 
will include public hearings.  

Public comments shape the NEPA process by identifying project‐related questions and issues 
of concern. Typically questions are in reference to the project, existing environment, extent of 
temporal and spatial impacts, or potential consequences to the human environment from the 
proposed action. Substantive questions and issues of concern are grouped by subject matter in 
this scoping report. This information is used in the alternatives development process, the study 
of the affected environment, and in the process to analyze environmental consequences (or 
impacts). 
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3.0 SCOPING COMMENT SUMMARY 

This section contains a description of the scoping comment analysis process and a summary of 
the public scoping comments received to date. The public comment summary includes the 
following: 

• Description of the scoping comment analysis process (description of the comment 
database, development of the coding structure, identification and coding of 
comments, comment summary process); and 

• A summary of issues identified to date, categorized by physical environment, 
biological environment, social environment, or NEPA process. 

3.1 SCOPING CONTENT ANALYSIS PROCESS 
Public and agency comments were analyzed and categorized using a process called “content 
analysis.” The analysis process included: 

1. Importing and organizing all submission content into a comment database; 
2. Developing a coding structure; 
3. Review of submissions to assign codes to relevant comments; and 
4. Preparation of a narrative report of analysis results. 

The goals of the content analysis are to:  

1. Ensure that every submission (every received set of comments, submitted by any 
means, is defined as a “submission”) is considered; 

2. Identify the concerns raised by commenters; 
3. Represent the breadth and depth of the public’s viewpoints and concerns as fairly as 

possible; and  
4. Present those concerns in a way that facilitates consideration of comments.  

All comments were treated equally. Emphasis was on the content of a comment, rather than 
who wrote it or the number of submitters who agreed with it. 

3.1.1 Scoping Comment Database 
Names, contact information, and comment text for commenters who submitted comments were 
entered into an electronic database. The majority of the comments were submitted to the 
USACE in electronic format through the project website comment form. Some comments were 
received by the USACE via email or postal service. As comments were received they were 
made available to the public to view on the project website. Hard-copy comments, including 
those delivered by postal service or submitted in person at public meetings, were scanned and 
entered into the database and also posted to the project website.  

The content of the comments was filtered using various database queries and identifying 
potential form letters (see form letter discussion below). Any submission identified as having the 
same commenter information and content, regardless of delivery format (e.g., hard-copy letter, 
email) or date, was counted as one submission. 
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3.1.2 Form Letters 
Form letters are defined as any submissions with the same content. Electronic comments were 
pre-screened in the database, using various queries to identify similar content and thus potential 
form letters. If consistent content was identified, a form letter record with that content was 
created in the database and additional submissions with the same content were placed into that 
form letter category.  

3.1.3 Coding Structure Development 
Submission content was sorted into categories to represent commenters’ concerns and 
rationale through a coding structure. Codes provide an efficient and accurate grouping of similar 
comments; coded concerns are referred to as “comments” in this report. 

The aim of the coding structure is to identify applicable project elements, environmental 
resources, and planning processes in submissions. An initial coding structure was developed 
based on expected issues and concerns; this structure will continue to be developed as more 
submissions are received to identify any additional concerns.  

3.1.4 Comment Identification and Coding 
Submissions were reviewed to identify substantive comments that will be used to formulate the 
issues and analysis conducted in the EIS process. Individual statements within the submission 
are identified as a comment and then assigned to a category/topic by an automated system. 
Submissions may contain more than one comment, each coded separately based on the issue 
and the specific rationale. This form of analysis allows for specific comments to be captured and 
then grouped under the umbrella of a general resource issue.  

3.2 PUBLIC COMMENT SUBMITTAL SUMMARY 

3.2.1 Submittals Received 
In total, XXX comments were received up to June 29, 2018. XXX form letters were received. 

[Note: Comment statistics will be summarized after the comment period is complete.] 

3.3 COMMENT SUMMARY PROCESS 
[Note: Comment content will be summarized into a final narrative summary for the final version 
of this report.] 

The intent of the narrative summary is to provide representative summaries that capture, with a 
minimum of repetition, major topic areas or concerns expressed during the public scoping 
period. The topic areas or concerns contained in the summary of public comment will be used to 
develop the issues, alternatives, and mitigation strategies that will be analyzed in the EIS 
process. 

During the summary writing process, comment analysts review coded comments to understand 
the overall content of the comment and to identify topic areas or concerns in similar comments 
from different respondents. Similar comments are summarized into concise narrative statements 
and organized by the theme categories.  

Comments are organized in two broad categories below: 

• Summary of Public Comment – Resource Topics. This section provides issues 
identified in scoping comments organized by resource topic (e.g., air quality, 
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socioeconomics, and fish). This section summarizes resource-specific comments, 
such as comments concerning fish and wildlife habitat loss, loss of recreational 
access, and dust and emissions along the access roads and at the mine site. 

• Summary of Public Comment – NEPA Process and Regulatory Compliance. This 
section provides a summary of public comments on the NEPA process and 
alternatives. Topics include the public involvement process, project purpose and 
need, other laws and regulations, tribal consultation, cooperating agencies, and the 
no action alternative. Public comment suggestions for proposed action alternatives 
and mitigation measures are also included. 

3.4 SUMMARY OF PUBLIC COMMENT – RESOURCE TOPICS 

3.4.1 General Resources 
A variety of general comments were received indicating that the EIS should analyze the direct, 
indirect, and cumulative impacts on resources in the Project Area. 

3.4.2 Physical Resources 
Comments indicated that the EIS should analyze the direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts on 
specific physical resources, including: 

• Air quality;  
• Climate change; 
• Geology and seismic activity; 
• Surface and groundwater hydrology impacts;  
• Noise impacts;  
• Fuel spill risks and releases; 
• Hazardous materials stored and transported to and from the mine site;  
• Natural gas supply and pipeline safety; 
• Tailings dam; and 
• Water resources – quality and quantity. 

3.4.2.1 Air Quality 
Comments were received regarding impacts to air quality from construction, fugitive dust 
emissions, vehicle equipment emissions and mining activities. These include: 

• Dust pollution from the mine and roads, and what chemicals may be used to control 
dust. 

• Impacts to air quality including impacts from transporting ore and materials, or 
loading and shipping ore and concentrate. 

• Emissions from the power plant. 
• Impacts related to fugitive dust. 
• Prevailing winds creating waves on the pyritic tailings facility which could allow 

oxidation of the tailings resulting in acid generation. 
• Impacts from air pollutants emitted during mine operations and contribution to 

greenhouse gas emissions from the power plant. 
• Greenhouse gas emissions as a result of the proposed project and all alternatives. 
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3.4.2.2 Climate Change 
Comments were received about the impacts of climate change to the environment and how 
climate change trends may interact with effects of the proposed project. 

3.4.2.3 Geology and Seismic Activity 
Comments were received regarding impacts to the geology of the project area, including 
concerns that major faults occur in the proposed Project Area.  

• Describe how the proposed project facilities would withstand earthquakes, 
particularly the tailings storage facility.  

• Include detailed information about seismically active areas, geological faults and 
tectonic activity, and corresponding design features. 

• Analyze impacts to bedrock, surface geology, gravel resources, paleontological 
resources, and landforms from all proposed project components. 

• Analyze impacts from volcanic activity, especially at Amakdedori. 

3.4.2.4 Surface and Groundwater Hydrology 
Comments were received on impacts to groundwater systems and aquifers from tailings, 
transportation of groundwater, and how it moves underground. A thorough understanding of the 
groundwater and surface water hydrology and how they relate to each other should be 
demonstrated. 

• Analyze impacts from the mining process lowering the groundwater table and what 
that will do to surface water hydrology in nearby streams.  

• Address earthquake impacts on hydrology characteristics. 
• Explain the water balance model of the project. 

3.4.2.5 Noise 
Comments were received on impacts of noise pollution as a result of project construction and 
mining operations.  

• Discuss noise impacts of blasting in the project area, and describe the blasting 
methods that would be used.  

3.4.2.6 Fuel Spill Risks and Releases 
Comments were received about the potential for fuel and oil spills or accidental releases, 
including adequate response capacity to clean up spills in various conditions, and potential 
impacts to natural resources or environment from spills or release.  

• Analyze impacts of spills of diesel and natural gas to every resource discussed in the 
EIS. 

• An earthquake could rupture the gas pipeline under the lake when salmon are 
migrating and kill the fish. 

• Explain who is responsible for spill response on Cook Inlet and Iliamna Lake. 
Response plans should be developed for all parts of the project. 
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3.4.2.7 Hazardous Materials 
Comments were received about the potential for hazardous material storage, spills, and impacts 
to resources or the environment and, in particular, address chemicals associated with mine 
process and storage of materials (arsenic, acids). 

• The revised mine plan calls for no cyanide to be brought in to the region. 
• Address impacts of hazardous and solid waste generated from the proposed project. 

A hazardous and solid waste material handling, storage, management, and disposal 
plan should be developed and evaluated into the Draft EIS.  

• Describe how blasting agents will be transported and managed. 
• During the copper extraction process an alcohol is added during the flotation along 

with a collector chemical called potassium amyl xanthate (or the potassium salt of an 
alkyl dithiocarbonate), which can be toxic. 

3.4.2.8 Natural Gas: Pipeline and Gas Supply 
Comments were received on the impacts of the proposed project on the supply, demand and 
cost of natural gas in the proposed Project Area and Cook Inlet. 

• Lower costs of fuel in rural Alaska as result of potential new gas supply and 
spur/distribution systems.  

• The supply of available natural gas in Cook Inlet may not be sufficient to provide 
power to the proposed project. 

• Alternative energy sources should be examined. Many of the minerals to be mined 
will go into solar panels, wind turbines, and hydro turbines. The PLP could support 
the industries they will be supplying by utilizing alternative, renewable energy 
sources.  

• Explain if the use of natural gas by PLP would affect existing railbelt supply and 
users. 

Comments were received on the design, route, construction, and safety and reliability of the 
natural gas pipeline. 

• That part of Alaska has exceptionally high tides – routinely greater than 20 feet. 
Please consider this when analyzing an underwater gas pipeline.  

• There are safe and secure methods to construct a pipeline that would cross existing 
submarine cables. The pipeline owner/operators should enter into a cable crossing 
agreement to ensure the safety and security of both the fiber cables and the gas 
pipeline. 

• There are no pipelines in Cook Inlet this long. In Nikiski, it is surprising how rapidly 
the seabed can change. This can cause unforeseen problems in maintenance. While 
lower Cook Inlet and Kamishak Bay do not have ice or currents to the same extent 
as the upper Cook Inlet, Lower Cook Inlet is not nearly as protected as the waters of 
upper Cook Inlet, and Kamishak Bay has probably the worst winter sea conditions of 
anywhere this side of the Bering Sea.  

• At Iliamna Lake, maintenance could be difficult when the lake is frozen. 
• The route for this pipeline means that it will be sitting at the base of Augustine 

Volcano. 
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3.4.2.9 Tailings Dam 
Comments were received regarding concern for the stability of the tailings dam, potential for 
tailings dam failure, and impacts of such a failure. 

• Describe the impacts of dam failure and recognize the public concern of the stability 
of the tailings dam. Specifically, the USACE should consider the impacts to biological 
and social environments of a dam failure as a result of an earthquake.  

• Analyze impacts of a tailings dam failure to every resource discussed in the EIS. 
• Look at examples of other tailings dam failures (in Spain, Canada, Australia, and 

others in the United States). Some dams have failed because of engineering, some 
because of earthquakes. 

• Analyze impacts from tailings leaks and leaching, not just failures. 
• Tailings dam engineering has improved considerably over the decades. Pebble's 

tailings dam design will have to be approved to adequately protect the environment 
before the project will be permitted. 

• Analyze impacts from rainfall causing overtopping of the tailings dam. 

3.4.2.10 Water Quality and Quantity 
Comments were received concerning a detailed analysis and discussion of the physical and 
chemical impacts on all water resources. 

• Analyze impacts to water quality and quantity from construction and operation. 
• Analyze pit water and tailings dam management. 
• The mine site water balance should be estimated for each phase of the mine 

development.  
• The proposed pit will be contaminated during closure like the Berkeley Pit in 

Montana and be forever toxic to wildlife and waterfowl. 
• Analyze erosion, turbidity, temperature changes. 
• Ferry crossing concerns, including changes in shoreline erosion and turbidity, and 

pollution from the proposed ferry. 
• Composition of the (potential) contaminants from all project sources, including 

blasting.  
• Prevailing winds will create waves on the pyritic tailings facility which will allow 

oxidation of the tailings. 
• Risks associated with acid rock drainage from mine project components, including 

the waste rock facility, leaching, and pathways for acid rock drainage. Acid rock 
drainage was noted as a potential source of impact on many resources, such as 
water quality, wetlands, fish, and subsistence food resources.  

• Describe how acid rock drainage, the tailings, and metals leaching would be 
managed and treated post-closure. 

• Analyze the potential for wastewater to enter streams and rivers. 

3.4.3 Biological Resources 
Comments indicated that the EIS should analyze the direct, indirect and cumulative impacts on 
specific biological resources, including: 

• Vegetation and ecosystems; 
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• Fish and aquatic resources; 
• Wetlands and special aquatic sites; 
• Wildlife and non-Threatened and Endangered Species (TES) birds and mammals; 

and 
• Threatened and Endangered Species. 

3.4.3.1 Vegetation and Ecosystems 
Comments were received concerning potential for disturbance from project construction and 
operations, and on invasive species. Comments were also received concerning terrestrial, lake, 
and marine habitat impacts from project construction and operations. 

• Analyze impacts to rare and sensitive plants (including removal). 
• Address how fugitive dust would affect vegetation within the project area and 

beyond. 
• Address risk for invasive (non-native) species introduction by marine barges and the 

ferry; include ballast water management. 
• Analyze ecosystems as unique in the Bristol Bay area, in the degree to which they 

remain unaffected by commercial development and other human technologies. 
Evaluate how the proposed project could alter the biological and human ecosystems 
and landscape.  

• Analyze the potential direct, indirect, and cumulative effects of all components and all 
phases (including reclamation and restoration) of the proposed project on terrestrial, 
marine, and freshwater ecosystems. 

• Analyze impacts that habitat fragmentation from Amakdedori Port and the mine 
access road would have on bear movements. 

3.4.3.2 Fish and Aquatic Resources 
Comments were received related to potential impacts to fish (King Salmon, Sockeye Salmon, 
Silver Salmon, Pink Salmon, Chum Salmon, Dolly Varden/Arctic char, Rainbow Trout, and 
Grayling) populations, abundance, diversity, migratory patterns, contamination, and potential for 
displacement from project components.  

• Address effects of ferry traffic on resident and migrating fish in Iliamna Lake: the 
potential for the ferry to cause erosion of the lake shoreline and the effect of that on 
fish; the effect of the ferry on salmon spawning and rearing habitat; the effect of 
increased noise on salmon productivity; the potential for increased turbidity and its 
effect on salmon; the potential for ferry traffic to cause wave action that could harm 
the fry on their way to the ocean; the potential for ferry propellers to entrain fish and 
cause mortality, and the potential for fish to avoid the area around the ferry and not 
come back to the area. 

• Address effects of gravel pits on stream hydrology and fisheries.  
• Iliamna Lake creatures are poorly studied and additional baseline studies are 

needed. 
• Water withdrawal and capture, storage, treatment and release of wastewater 

associated with the mine could impair the fish habitat functions of streams, wetlands, 
and aquatic resources. 

• Address the potential for fish to become contaminated from mining chemicals or fuel 
spills. 
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• Evaluate how the proposed project road to Iliamna Lake would impact fish species 
as road traffic will create of dust that may contain copper and other heavy metals that 
could enter the watershed and affect resident aquatic organisms including salmon. 

Comments were received regarding the impacts of the mine access road crossing streams and 
anadromous waters, and the impacts of those stream crossings on fish. 

• Current plans will impact more than 5 miles of anadromous streams. 
• The construction process would build an 80-mile road system with 200 stream 

crossings. 
• Analyze bridge and culvert impacts to fish, including fish passage and habitat 

condition change. 
• Proposed road corridor has been designed to minimize impact on wetlands, minimize 

stream crossings and avoid areas of known for subsistence and recreational use. 
Comments were received regarding the impacts to aquatic resources, including introduction of 
invasive species. 

• Shipping from foreign ports may result in ballast water transporting invasive species 
such as green crab, which would have a devastating impact on the ecosystem and 
commercial shellfishery. 

• Require a shellfish population (scallops, razor clams, and hardshell clams) baseline 
assessment and impact assessment regarding the dredging project prior to any 
dredging work at Amakdedori Port. Base recommendations on the impacts this 
dredging will have on the shellfish populations of Western Cook Inlet. The proposed 
channel dredging could affect the sedimentation deposition rate on adjacent beaches 
and nearshore shellfish habitat. 

3.4.3.3 Wetlands and Special Aquatic Sites 
Comments were received on filling of wetlands and alternations of wetlands habitat, 
fragmentation, and loss of wetland habitat as a result of project activities. 

• Include delineation of all wetlands that could be affected by the proposed project. 
• Estimated mine site to fill 3,190 acres of wetlands and water bodies, nearly three 

times the maximum set by the EPA for Bristol Bay in 2014.  
• Impacts to wetlands dewatering and hydrological changes, pollution to wetlands, 

impacts on wetlands functions, clearing and removal of wetland vegetation, 
degrading wetland vegetation from all proposed Pebble project components and 
during construction, operation, and closure phases. 

• Given the extent of streams, wetlands, lakes and ponds both overlying the Pebble 
deposit and within adjacent watersheds, excavation of a massive mine pit and 
construction of large tailing impoundments and waste rock piles would result in 
discharge of dredged or fill material into these waters. 

3.4.3.4 Wildlife and non-TES Birds and Mammals 
Comments were received related to potential impacts to wildlife (including terrestrial and marine 
mammals), and on potential impacts to migratory birds and waterfowl populations; abundance, 
diversity, migratory patterns and potential for displacement; and attraction of birds to tailing 
ponds. 
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• Describe how the project construction, operation, and closure would change wildlife 
patterns and behavior. Noise from mining, the mine access roads, ferry traffic could 
all impact behavior. 

• Assess how wildlife can acclimate to construction and operation impacts. 
• Analyze how noise levels from construction or large vessel traffic may deter bears 

from coming to McNeil River Falls, or could affect bear behavior and change or end 
the use of McNeil River by bears.  

• Examine how increased contact between bears that use the McNeil River and 
humans could result in food conditioning of bears or direct bear mortality by humans.  

• The proposed ferry could strike marine mammals (seals) in Iliamna Lake, which 
would congregate in the open water created by the icebreaking ferry.  

• Ferries could impact the migration pattern of wildlife. 
• Take advantage of traditional knowledge on freshwater seals in Iliamna Lake, there 

is a Freshwater Seal Commission. 
• The transportation of mining materials across Cook Inlet has potentially negative 

effects for local marine mammals, particularly underwater noise pollution that 
impacts the use of sonar in marine mammals such as whales, dolphins, and seals, 
and about the speed of the cargo ships carrying materials. 

• Consider noise in the water created by the proposed ice-breaker ferry and the 
impacts to fish and wildlife.  

• The Bristol Bay watershed is unique in that it provides habitat for more than 190 
birds. Additionally, there are more than 40 species of water birds here and confirmed 
breeding sites for more than 22 species. 

• Describe what steps the developers propose to keep tailings ponds/lakes free from 
pollutants or physically restrict birds from trying to land on them. 

• Analyze impacts from noise, blasting, and other human interference to birds. 
• Blast control can mitigate noise impacts to birds, like they do with birds at the airport.  
• Address effects of the project on birds and migratory waterfowl that are used for 

subsistence.  

3.4.3.5 Threatened and Endangered Species 
• The proposed port site is designated Critical Habitat for the Cook Inlet Beluga Whale 

and the Northern Sea Otter, both listed as endangered; and Iliamna Lake is home to 
freshwater seals that have been considered in the past for Endangered Species Act 
status. 

3.4.4 Social Resources 
Comments indicated that the EIS should analyze the direct, indirect and cumulative impacts on 
specific social resources, including: 

• Socioeconomics; 
• Subsistence; 
• Traditional way of life; 
• Archaeological and cultural resources; 
• Land ownership, management, and use; 
• Transportation and navigation; 
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• Recreation; 
• Environmental justice; 
• Public health and safety; 
• Visual resources; and 
• Wilderness characteristics. 

3.4.4.1 Socioeconomic Impacts 
Comments were received regarding the economic impacts to local communities, regional 
economy, and national economy.  

• PLP should give the USACE an independently prepared economic feasibility 
analysis, which is usually done for other mines like Donlin. Without the economic 
feasibility analysis, the USACE could be analyzing and the public could be 
commenting on a mine that will never be built due to a lack of funds.  

• The impact of the use of Iliamna Lake and the proposed transportation 
corridors/pipelines on sport fishing and the sport fishing-related economy should be 
evaluated.  

• Consider the socioeconomic impacts to Bristol Bay's recreational fisheries. More 
than 37,000 angling trips are taken to Bristol Bay each year, which supports dozens 
of businesses, and a $91 million annual economy.  

• The project could destroy the Bristol Bay commercial sockeye salmon fishery. 
• The project could damage the Bristol Bay wild salmon brand because the watershed 

would contain a mining district and no longer be pristine. 
• Consider that the project would create a boom and bust economic cycle that would 

ultimately leave people without jobs. 
• The mining company will bring their own workers and not train local people to work at 

the mine. 
• The Pebble Mine would bring much needed economic opportunity to a region by 

creating jobs during construction and operation.  
• Residents are moving closer to much larger metropolitan regions to seek 

opportunities that do not currently exist near their homes in the region. 
• Consider that the Kennicott Copper Mine was located in the watershed of the Copper 

River which did not affect the value of the salmon fishery in that region.  
• The population would increase during construction and heavily impact local 

communities.  
• EIS should look at the long term social impacts, such as trapping and life style 

change impacts.  
• The commercial salmon fishing economy sustains 20,000 jobs; 20,000 jobs will be 

lost if this mine goes forward. 
• People need jobs and fish. 
• Analyze impacts on the bear viewing industry near the proposed Amakdedori Port. 
• There were inquiries about if there would be compensation to commercial fishermen 

if there is a disaster and fish prices go down like was done with Exxon Valdez.  
• The project will kill the hearts and souls of the people; our way of life has no value. 
• Consider that fish taxes are important to the finances of the Bristol Bay Borough. 
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• Review social benefits like education opportunities, and potential reduction in the 
high cost of living in the region due to transportation improvements. 

• PLP should consider using regional Native corporations that are already in the 
pipeline construction and maintenance industry. 

3.4.4.2 Food and Fiber Production – Subsistence 
Comments were received related to potential impacts to food and fiber production (subsistence) 
and subsistence resources like harvest, sharing, and traditional use areas. Comments were also 
received on contamination concerns and/or avoidance of subsistence resources. 

• Consider that impacts to any subsistence resource (e.g., fish, wildlife, vegetation) 
would impact subsistence as well.  

• Consider the importance of the salmon fishery to subsistence and the heavy reliance 
on fish for all users in the area. 

• Analyze impacts on subsistence resources including wildlife migration, habitat for 
growing food, traditional use areas, fisheries, berries and other edible plants, and the 
cumulative effects from other mining activity. 

• Analyze impacts of potential contaminants entering into the air or water and affecting 
subsistence resources, including effects on subsistence resources due to potential 
accidental spills, and bioaccumulation of toxins in subsistence resources, and effects 

• Impacts to the residents along Iliamna Lake who rely on access to small islands for 
the harvest of bird eggs in the spring.  

• We are in fear for our subsistence way of life. Leave our dinner table alone! 
• Helicopter traffic during exploration displaced caribou from the project area and this 

would also occur during construction and operations of the mine. Also address 
Koktuli. 

• Helicopter traffic impacts on spring waterfowl hunting, geese. Operations air traffic 
could be significant, there should be no fly zones, and address caribou hunting 
impacts.  

• Helicopter traffic during exploration disrupted subsistence activities and this would 
occur during construction and operations of the mine. 

• Many species of fish are used for subsistence harvest, not just salmon. 
• Analyze potential beneficial impacts to subsistence as cash income earned from jobs 

could support subsistence activities. Cash income could be available to fund the 
boats, motors, fuel, and nets necessary to maintain subsistence activities.  

• A sudden influx of noise, people, and heavy equipment over ancestral hunting and 
fishing lands would have a devastating effect on the intangible riches the sustainable 
Dena’ina subsistence culture has to offer. 

Comments were received on impacts to important locations for subsistence activity from the 
project, including: 

• The proposed road in the Talarik watershed is an important moose hunting area.  
• The road corridor would go through our winter moose hunting area. 
• Helicopter traffic during exploration at Pebble displaced caribou from the project area 

and this would also occur during construction and operations of the mine.  
• We depend on king salmon from the Koktuli River. 
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• The Amakdedori area has been historically used for early subsistence activities, 
including salmon harvest. 

• The mountain behind Nondalton is traditional subsistence area. 
• The Frying Pan Lake area is important to Nondalton people and shared with other 

neighboring people. 

3.4.4.3 Traditional Culture and Way of Life 
Comments were received related to potential cultural impacts and the desire to maintain 
traditional practices. Includes comments related to traditional land use areas (cultural 
continuity), and traditional ecological knowledge. 

• Fully disclose the potential impacts of project-related activities on local Alaska Native 
traditional ways of life. Local culture and environment has already changed from 
what it was historically, and this may affect the ability to pass values on to future 
generations.  

• Traditional ecological knowledge should be studied and incorporated into the Draft 
EIS. Individual tribal members engage in traditional subsistence activities and have 
knowledge and experience with their land, wildlife, wetlands, fish, birds, plants, and 
other resources of the region.  

3.4.4.4 Archeological and Cultural Resources  
Concerns were expressed about impacts to archaeological and cultural resources subject to 
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

• Review any traditional native or cultural sites within the mine and utility corridors, and 
provide mitigation for same.  

• There are ancestral burial grounds at/near the proposed Amakdedori port.  
• Amakdedori has been used as a site for a cultural camp. 
• Analyze impacts to irreplaceable Native Alaskan rock art sites. This region of Alaska 

contains several recorded rock art (petroglyph) sites. No doubt more such sites 
remain to be discovered. Many of the rock art panels are on shorelines and only 
visible during low tide; thus, it is easy for archaeological surveys to miss these 
important cultural resources. 

• Analyze impacts to cultural resources (historical and pre-historical sites) and direct 
destruction of cultural resources from all project components. 

3.4.4.5 Land Ownership, Management and Use 
Comments were received about land status (ownership), land management, and land use for 
the project areas. 

• The proposed mine site and many project components including the port site and a 
majority of the transportation corridor are proposed on state-owned lands. Mine 
construction, operation, and closure would limit any access to these lands and 
transportation corridor to private entities only.  

• A pattern of land use change would occur in the region long-term with additional 
mining deposits explored for development. 

• Review any trails that could be impacted by the project. 
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• The Pebble Mine will be built on state land set aside decades ago in Western Alaska 
specifically for mining. 

• Ensure that activities are consistent with land use plans and goals of all landowners, 
including the State of Alaska, and Alaska Native corporations.  

• Analyze the effect of project components on the public use of the surrounding area 
with regards to trails and waterfront usage.  

• Explain the security status of the ferry terminals, the mine access road, and 
Amakdedori Port, including when and how the public may or may not access or cross 
project facilities.  

• Explain if local Tribal governments have included the mine access road in their 
Indian Reservation Roads Program that would make it public, versus private roads 
as stated by PLP. 

3.4.4.6 Transportation and Navigation 
Comments were received regarding the impacts to transportation systems, including airports, 
roads, rivers, and trails as a result of the project. 

• Evaluate the potential impacts resulting from navigational challenges, traffic, and 
user conflicts at Iliamna Lake, Kamishak Bay, and Cook Inlet. The Draft EIS should 
evaluate how the ferry crossing and vessel traffic could disrupt schedules, local 
access and local boaters.  

• An ice-breaking ferry across Iliamna Lake would create difficulties and hazardous 
situations for people travelling across the ferry route on snowmachines. 

• Analyze impacts from increased air traffic during all project phases. 
• Concerns about traffic on the Sterling Highway. 
• The wind has pushed ice on the north shore of Iliamna Lake in piles as high as 50 

feet and could damage the proposed ferry terminal. 
• The east winds on Iliamna Lake are strong and generate large waves that would 

make the proposed ferry unreliable and dangerous; winds can reach 100 mph. 
• A disabled ferry could be blown by the wind onto the shoreline such as at Eagle 

Bluffs. 
• The Amakdedori Port location experiences very strong onshore winds that could be 

hazardous. 
• Consider the impact of travel restrictions from road and ferry and who is benefiting. 
• It will be difficult to maintain the Amakdedori Port dredged channel due to sediment 

transport in that area. 

3.4.4.7 Recreation 
Comments were received on impacts to recreation and tourism; recreational hunting and fishing; 
usage near the mine, along river systems, and in transportation/pipeline corridor during 
construction and operation. This includes comments on disruption of recreational experiences 
(bear viewing, sport fishing).  

• Consider the effects of project components on recreational hunting and existing 
guided hunting operations (e.g., changes to access, disturbance of wildlife from 
helicopters or vehicle traffic). 
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• Concerns about impacts to fish, and how impacts to species could be detrimental to 
the sport fishing community and businesses. 

• The proposed project would bring an influx of the number of people in the Iliamna 
area that would want to recreate, sport fish and hunt, including mine employees and 
support industry personnel.  

• Displacement of wildlife would impact the experience of people. 

3.4.4.8 Environmental Justice 
Comments were received relating to disproportionate, adverse impacts to low income and 
minority communities as result of the proposed project. 

• Analyze impacts related to environmental justice include food security and 
subsistence resources, health impacts from pollution and exposure to increased 
industrial activities and noises, increased risk of injury and exposure to hazardous 
materials, increased exposure to outsiders and the cascading social and 
psychological problems that brings. 

• The economic benefits will not be for the people of the region but the impacts will. 
• The environmental justice risk outweighs the benefits. 

3.4.4.9 Public Health 
Comments were received on impacts to local communities’ public health and infrastructure as a 
result of the project (disease, contaminants, lifestyle changes, behavioral health, and physical 
health).  

• Analyze public health concerns related to development and infrastructure 
development in rural communities. 

• The short and long-term impacts from all stages of the project include increased risks 
of accidents and injuries, exposure to hazardous materials, negative impacts on 
food, nutrition, and subsistence, increased potential for infectious diseases, and risks 
to health and human services from population-stressed infrastructure and services 

• Consider the social and psychological impacts the stress this project has already put 
on people and the communities who live in the project area. It is important for the EIS 
to consider stress, social and psychological impacts. 

• Evaluate the potential impacts of development on indigenous women, and increased 
rate of violence as a result. 

• Fully discuss the potential that the proposed project could be associated with 
behavioral health impacts, such as increased use of drugs and alcohol. More 
disposable income in communities may increase the use of alcohol and drugs.  

• An influx of people could bring diseases to an area with minimal healthcare available 
that may not be able to handle large capacities of patients. 

3.4.4.10 Visual Resources and Aesthetics 
Comments were received on visual impacts.  

• Evaluate the impacts to visual resources with the potential to diminish the visual 
experience of visitors and local residents. 

• Consider visual impacts to recreation, and secondary industries like flightseeing 
operators and wildlife viewing guides. 
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• The project will have permanent and significant impacts on the appearance of the 
landscape as viewed from key observation points, planes, etc. and will in turn impact 
use and enjoyment of the area by many. 

• Measures should be implemented to minimize the aesthetic impacts as much as is 
reasonably possible. 

3.4.4.11 Wilderness Characteristics 
Comments were received related to wilderness characteristics and values. 

• This area has wilderness characteristics, and is adjacent to a National Park. 
• The potential impact on the Koktuli, Nushagak and its tributaries, Upper/Lower 

Talarik Creeks, the Gibraltar River, the Kvichak River, and other tributaries of Iliamna 
Lake have an undeniable wilderness quality that could be impacted by the proposed 
project. The impact of the loss of pristine wilderness, specifically in the Gibraltar, 
Talarik, and Koktuli drainages should be considered and, when possible, quantified. 

3.4.5 NEPA Process and Regulatory Compliance 
Comments were received on the NEPA process and need for compliance with regulations 
including: 

• The general NEPA process; 
• The purpose and need of the proposed project; 
• Cumulative effects analysis; 
• Government to government consultation; 
• The proposed action and project alternatives; 
• Mitigation measures; 
• Monitoring and adaptive management; 
• Bonding and reclamation; 
• Data and available information; and 
• Research and evaluation needs. 

Comments were received about the overall NEPA and EIS process, the permit application to the 
USACE, due process, and the scoping meetings. These types of comments generally do not 
inform preparation of the EIS as to the project purpose and need, resources/level of impacts to 
be analyzed, or alternative to the proposed action that should be considered in the EIS. A 
summary of the general NEPA process comments includes the following: 

• The Pebble Mine application is incomplete. The USACE should suspend its NEPA 
process/ not release a Draft EIS without more information from PLP. Foundational 
information for major parts of Pebble’s proposal, including the proposed 
transportation corridor, port or use of Iliamna Lake, are lacking from their application. 
The data PLP supplied is more than 10 years old and thus is not reliable for 
analyzing project impacts.  

• The Pebble Mine application is not incomplete. The Pebble Mine plan and 
application has recently been revised to satisfy EPA guidelines.  

• There should be opportunities at each public hearing for oral comments in an open 
public forum. Everyone should have the opportunity to hear the comments of fellow 
concerned citizens. Open oral comments provide new information and learning 
opportunities not only for USACE and their contractors, but for all attendees. Please 
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change your scoping format for future meeting to include an opportunity to express 
concerns through an open oral comment period. 

• The limited number of scoping hearings and failure to host scoping hearings in 
communities within the Nushugak and Kvichak River drainages means that the 
opinions and voices of local populations have not been accounted for.  

• Extend the scoping period beyond 30 days. Tribes in Bristol Bay are requesting at 
least 120 days for this scoping period. 

• A 30 day scoping process is sufficient. Few projects have been talked about for as 
long and with such passion as the Pebble Mine and at this point, no new information 
about possible adverse effects will come to light.  

• The USACE should compare PLP’s plans to the EPA’s analysis before moving 
forward with permitting. 

• The USACE needs to acknowledge that the current permit application could be the 
initial phase in a much broader mine development plan. Reviewing just phase one of 
the project unlawfully segments environmental review, shortchanges the public 
interest, and risks untold impacts to the Bristol Bay region's world-class fisheries. 
The EIS scope should include looking at the impacts of the potential of creating a 
mining district in the area. 

• PLP should get a fair permitting process. 
• The EIS process is being rushed; the USACE took more time to prepare the Donlin 

Gold EIS. 

Comments were received that the USACE should initiate formal consultation and coordination 
with tribal governments. This includes comments on formal consultation and coordination under 
EO 13175.  

Coordination with other agencies is an important part of the NEPA process. Comments were 
received on how the USACE should seek and promote full and broad-scope participation by 
federal and state resource agencies and tribal government entities as cooperating agencies, 
and undergo comprehensive formal consultation with appropriate entities. Comments were also 
received on how the USACE should extend cooperating agency invitations to interested tribal 
governments, as well as local, state, and federal agencies with special expertise and involve 
cooperating agencies on the full scope of the proposed Pebble Project. 

3.4.5.1 Purpose and Need of the Action and USACE Permits 
Comments were received regarding the purpose and need of the action, and the public interest 
of the project for the purpose of USACE permitting. 

• Explain how an EIS process can proceed without more commitment from financial 
backers.  

• PLP says their project would help with mineral independence but they will export all 
of the mined minerals. 

• The USACE should accept the purpose and need statement contained in the permit 
application from PLP. 

• The Pebble EIS should present a clear and concise statement of the underlying 
purpose and need for the proposed project consistent with the implementing 
regulations for NEPA (40 CFR 1502.13). This statement should be framed broadly 
enough as to allow for the analysis of a range of reasonable alternatives. 
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• The Draft EIS should reflect not only the purpose and need of the project proponent, 
and the USACE, but also the broader public interest and need based on the scoping 
comments. 

3.4.5.2 Cumulative Effects Analysis Process 
Comments were received on how the cumulative effects analysis should be thorough, well-
defined, and complete. 

• Describe how the Draft EIS process considers cumulative effects, and identify the 
geographic scope and timeframe for the cumulative effects analysis. 

• Consider the cumulative impacts of fully mining the entire 11 billion-ton deposit. 
Pebble Limited Partnership has repeatedly said, as recently as September 2017, 
their project is, "a multi-generational opportunity. Its size and scale will lead to a very, 
very long life mine." Based on statements such as this, and official records indicating 
they plan to mine up to 11 billion tons of ore, it is reasonably foreseeable that Pebble 
intends to expand its mine far beyond what is currently proposed.  

• There are 20 large-scale active mining claims in the Bristol Bay watershed that this 
project could encourage by providing the transportation and power infrastructure. 

• The EIS scope should include looking at the impacts of the potential of creating a 
mining district in the area. 

• Needs a cumulative effects analysis on culture. 

3.4.5.3 Proposed Action and Alternatives 
Comments requested more detailed information on the project plans, such as the water 
management plan, transportation plans, and spill response plans. 

• The design and operational plans for the proposed project and alternatives should be 
evaluated. Alternatives to the proposed project were suggested. 

• All of the pyritic tailings should be removed and not stored on the land in perpetuity.  
• There is no need to dredge the proposed port to -50 feet; a shallower depth should 

be evaluated. 
• A port at Diamond Point in Iliamna Bay should be evaluated against the proposed 

Amakdedori Port. 
• The USACE should consider finding an alternative location to take the rocks for 

processing. 
• As an alternative to a tailings ponds dam for waste storage, all waste should be 

trucked to Canada and stored in Canada, since the company is Canadian. 
• The USACE must look at a range of alternatives beyond Pebble's mine site and 

include alternatives for mining copper and gold somewhere other than Bristol Bay. 
• The USACE does not need to explore alternatives to Pebble's proposed mine site as 

being somewhere other than Bristol Bay because it already 100 miles from the bay 
and should be deemed a reasonable distance. 

• The previous plan involved a road along the northeastern side of Iliamna Lake, and 
was justifiably criticized for the devastation that it would have brought to the village of 
Pedro Bay and the many salmon-bearing streams that it would have crossed. Now 
the proposed project includes roads and a ferry across Iliamna Lake. This would 
place a different part of the basin at great risk, and requires continual barge traffic 
across this large and windy lake. This is very likely to prove disastrous, and then the 
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operators of the mine will compel the state as a whole and the residents of this basin 
to accept some other plan such as a road around the lake in the eastern or western 
end. These will be equally bad ideas. 

• The USACE should consider alternatives to permit 50 percent or 100 percent of the 
current known resources to be mined. A larger and longer mine plan more fully 
benefits economic development in the state of Alaska and the USA. 

• The road system would cross numerous anadromous streams. It would be best to 
require bridges at all of these crossings. Oregon and Washington states have been 
working for many years to bring back their salmon runs. Recreating salmon habitat 
including headwaters has proven to be extremely hard. 

• Apply a realistic scope to assess mine impacts. The time frame of analysis is small at 
20 years; the applicant’s website notes that the mine can operate for 200 years and 
could have 11 billion tons of ore. Examine the full extent of mining the deposit. 

• More alternatives should be considered, including a combination of simultaneous 
open pit and underground mining, a larger open pit mine, or a longer lived open pit 
mine. It may be possible to mine with open pits for the shallower portions, and mine 
by underground mining the deeper or eastern portions of the Pebble deposit. 

3.4.5.4 Mitigation Measures 
Comments were received related to the need for project mitigation, and suggestions for 
mitigation measures. 

• PLP has not given any mitigation plans for sociocultural impacts. 
• The mine may go into production without enough safeguards, or conditions to 

mitigate, and then go bankrupt and impact the environment. 
• Tribes and the public should be involved in the mitigation planning, and monitoring of 

the proposed project.  
• The sociocultural impacts cannot be mitigated. 
• Review any traditional native or cultural sites within the mine and utility corridors, and 

provide mitigation for same. 
• Consider and recognize the extensive mitigation measures that Pebble has built into 

the new proposed plan to address environmental and stakeholder concerns. 
• Water takes the path of least resistance, so rainfall will attempt to make its way to the 

river bodies, but this can be mitigated with runoff ponds and filtrated release. 
• Take measures to decrease whale strikes by ships.  
• Measures should be implemented to minimize the aesthetic impacts as much as is 

reasonably possible. 

3.4.5.5 Monitoring and Adaptive Management 
Comments were received in regards to the need for monitoring plans during operations and 
after closure of the mine. 

• The history of multiple open pit mining sites has shown that the open reservoirs put 
in place to hold contaminated water and processing liquids have routinely been 
compromised by leaking and / or by drastic failure of containment levees. While they 
highlight the measures taken to put these toxins in containment, they fail to address 
the long term maintenance and mitigation of the toxins to make them inert. 
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• Explain what oversight and monitoring would be applied to meet minimum 
detrimental environmental conditions, by whom, and under what authority. 

• Explain if there would be a fund for additional environmental monitoring while the 
project is ongoing. 

3.4.5.6 Bonding and Reclamation 
Comments were received related to reclamation activities, bonding, and setting up escrow fund 
for restoration. Mechanisms for treatment in perpetuity post closure (i.e., plan for permanent 
water treatment, the entity that would pay post closure costs – secure financing in perpetuity). 

• Local communities would be hooked up to the gas line, as well as a maintenance 
crew watching over the hazardous tailing piles and dams. Describe bonding to cover 
these costs if something happens to PLP. 

• It appears PLP has organized and financed the project so that there is no ongoing 
substantial entity to bear the costs of any environmental cleanup caused by the 
mine, its operation, or eventual closure. Explain what provision has been made for 
them to post say a $500 million bond to cover such damage. 

• The reclamation bond the company would agree to would never be enough. 

3.4.5.7 Data and Available Information 
Comments were received that suggested specific, documents, articles, or other information that 
should be utilized when developing the Draft EIS.  

• Review research on fiber optics cable placement on tundra by Rorik Peterson at the 
University of Alaska Fairbanks. In addition, the USACE should review mapping 
provided by GCI regarding fiber optic cable placement of the TERRA-SW and KKFL 
cable crossings in Cook Inlet and Iliamna Lake that would intersect with the 
proposed natural gas pipeline.  

• Regarding impacts to shellfish populations, review the following:  
o Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation (ADEC): CISCP sensitive 

areas section -
 https://dec.alaska.gov/spar/ppr/plans/scp_ci/CISCP_DSensitive_Areas_Jan2
017.pdf, page D40-41. 

o Collapsed or recovering shellfish fisheries in the state of Alaska 
IR.1J.2002.06.pdf Preliminary Report to the Alaska Board of Fisheries 
COLLAPSED OR RECOVERING SHELLFISH FISHERIES IN THE STATE 
OF ALASKA, ALASKA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME, Division of 
Commercial Fisheries, Regional Information Report 1 1J02-06, OCTOBER 
1999. 

• Acknowledge how Traditional Ecological Knowledge information may be used and 
how to ensure that sensitive information is protected and follow a set of protocols for 
use of this information. 

• Review spills in Cook Inlet. In a study by the Cook Inlet Regional Citizen’s Advisory 
Council, 70 of the 88 were caused by structural or mechanical failures. 

• Alaska Department of Fish and Game (ADF&G), Division of Commercial Fisheries 
news release: 2018 Bristol Bay Sockeye Salmon Forecast.  

https://dec.alaska.gov/spar/ppr/plans/scp_ci/CISCP_DSensitive_Areas_Jan2017.pdf,%20page%20D40-41
https://dec.alaska.gov/spar/ppr/plans/scp_ci/CISCP_DSensitive_Areas_Jan2017.pdf,%20page%20D40-41
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• The Economic Importance of the Bristol Bay Salmon Industry. Prepared for the 
Bristol Bay Regional Seafood Development Association by Gunnar Knapp Mouhcine 
Guettabi Scott Goldsmith. April 2013. 

• There is a recent text book edited by Dr. Carol Anne Woody that should be a 
resource for the EIS. 

3.4.5.8 Research and Evaluation Needs 
Comments were received regarding the lack of baseline research, monitoring, and evaluation 
needs, or data gaps for the project. 

• The USACE should suspend its NEPA process until the PLP presents sufficient 
environmental baseline and economic data about its proposal so as to reasonably 
inform the NEPA process. 

• No new baseline documents or data were submitted with PLP’s application to the 
USACE in December 2017. The only publicly available baseline documents compiled 
by PLP are now more than a decade old, with data collected from 2004 to 2008. 
Those baseline studies failed to include newly proposed project components such as 
the transportation corridor, Iliamna Lake, and the proposed port site. 

• Baseline data for the proposed Amakdedori Port and Kamishak Bay may be lacking 
in terms of what is known about water currents, shifting sands/silts and ice and how 
these physical conditions may affect trenching. 

• ADF&G lacks assessment tools for the shellfish that live in Cook Inlet. Current 
baseline studies for these species do not exist. In light of the possible increase in 
sediment deposition rate resulting from dredging in the area of the Pebble Project, 
the USACE should require a shellfish population baseline assessment and impact 
statement regarding the dredging project prior to any dredging work beginning in 
Amakdedori Bay. 

• No baseline data exists for the proposed port and use of Iliamna Lake, or the 83-mile 
transportation corridor making it impossible to analyze the potential impacts these 
activities would have on sensitive salmon habitat, tributaries, and adjacent wetlands.  

• An extensive and thorough baseline study on bear populations including numbers, 
movement, diet, and feeding areas should be done. 

• There is a lack of baseline studies on newly added mine components for an informed 
permit process, such as wastewater discharges to Frying Pan Lake. 

3.4.6 Non Substantive Comment 
Submissions without substantive comment that are not specific to a particular issue are 
considered non-substantive. These include comments in support of or in opposition to the 
applicant’s proposed project. 
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Individuals are required to self-report 
any arrests, charges or convictions that 
would keep the individual from 
obtaining or maintaining a favorable 
suitability or fitness determination. 
Programs impacted are referenced 
within the 42 U.S. Code § 13041 and 
include impacted individuals such as 
employees, DoD contractors, providers, 
adults residing in a family child care 
home, volunteers, and others with 
regular reoccurring contact with 
children. 

Affected Public: Individuals or 
Households. 

Annual Burden Hours: 1,250. 
Number of Respondents: 5,000. 
Responses per Respondent: 1. 
Annual Responses: 5,000. 
Average Burden per Response: 15 

minutes. 
Frequency: On occasion. 
Respondents are DoD contractors, 

family child care providers, family child 
care adult family members residing in 
the home, and specified volunteers who 
provide child care services for children 
under age 18. This form will be initiated 
by DoD staff and will be maintained in 
the initiating DoD offices and/or 
appropriate Human Resources or 
Security Offices. 

Dated: March 23, 2018. 
Aaron T. Siegel, 
Alternate OSD Federal Register Liaison 
Officer, Department of Defense. 
[FR Doc. 2018–06284 Filed 3–28–18; 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 5001–06–P 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 

Department of the Army, Corps of 
Engineers 

Intent To Prepare an Environmental 
Impact Statement (EIS) for the Pebble 
Project 

AGENCY: U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 
Department of Defense. 
ACTION: Notice of intent. 

SUMMARY: The Alaska District, U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers (the Corps) 
intends to prepare a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) 
to assess the potential social, economic, 
and environmental impacts associated 
with the proposed Pebble open pit mine 
in wetlands, streams and Ocean near 
Cook Inlet. The EIS will assess potential 
effects of a range of alternatives. 
DATES: Public scoping meetings are 
tentatively scheduled in Anchorage, 
Homer, Dillingham, King Salmon 
(Naknek), Iliamna (Newhalen), 
Nondalton, and Kokhanok (Iguigig) will 
occur in mid-April 2018. Information 

about these meetings and meeting dates 
will be published locally, posted at 
http://www.pebbleprojecteis.com, and 
available by contacting the Corps. 
ADDRESSES: U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers, P.O. Box 6898, Joint Base 
Elmendorf Richardson, AK 99506–0898. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Questions about the proposed action 
and the Draft EIS should be referred to: 
Mr. Shane McCoy, Regulatory Division, 
telephone: (907) 753–2715 at http://
www.pebbleprojecteis.com or by mail to 
the above address. To be added to the 
project mailing list and for additional 
information, please visit the following 
website: http://www.pebble
projecteis.com. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: An 
application for a Department of the 
Army permit was submitted by the 
Pebble Limited Partnership pursuant 
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (33 
U.S.C. 1344) and Section 10 of the 
Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899 (33 
U.S.C. 403) on December 22, 2017, and 
was advertised in a Public Notice, POA– 
2017–271, on January 5, 2018. The 
public notice is available on Alaska 
District’s public website at: http://
www.poa.usace.army.mil//Portals/34/ 
docs/regulatory/publicnotices/2018/ 
POA-2017-271%20Pebble_
PN.pdf?ver=2018-01-05-153755-640. 

1. Description of the Proposed Project. 
Pebble Limited Partnership (PLP) is 
proposing to develop the Pebble copper- 
gold-molybdenum porphyry deposit as 
an open-pit mine, with associated 
infrastructure, in southwest Alaska, 
north of Lake Iliamna. The proposed 
project would require approximately 
four years to construct, with a projected 
mine life of approximately 20 years. 
Major project components include 
excavation of an open pit, that 
ultimately would be approximately 
6,500 feet long by 5,500 feet wide, with 
depths between 1,330 and 1,750 feet; a 
tailings impoundment with 1.1 billion 
tons storage volume; a low grade ore 
stockpile with the capacity to store up 
to 330 million tons; an open pit 
overburden stockpile; a mill facility 
processing approximately 160,000 tons 
of ore per day; a natural gas-fired power 
plant with a total connected load of 230 
mega-watt (MW), supplied by a 188- 
mile, 10 to 12-inch diameter, natural gas 
pipeline across Cook Inlet and Iliamna 
Lake to the Mine Site; and 
transportation infrastructure including a 
30-mile road from the Mine Site to a 
ferry terminal on the north shore of 
Iliamna Lake, an 18-mile crossing with 
an ice-breaking ferry to a terminal on 
the south shore of Iliamna Lake, and a 
35-mile road to the proposed 

Amakdedori Port on Cook Inlet. The 
proposed mine and related facilities 
would have a total footprint of 
approximately 5.9 square miles. 

The pipeline route would originate on 
the Kenai Peninsula, connecting to the 
existing gas pipeline infrastructure near 
Happy Valley. A metering station would 
be constructed at the off-take point and 
the pipeline would then follow south 
along the Sterling Highway for 9 miles 
to a gas-fired compressor station north 
of Anchor Point. The compressor station 
would feed a 94-mile subsea pipeline 
from the east shore of Cook Inlet to 
Amakdedori Port on the west shore. A 
second gas-fired compressor station 
would be located at the port site. The 
pipeline route would then follow a 30- 
mile mine access road to the south shore 
of Iliamna Lake, where the pipeline 
would enter Iliamna Lake for 
approximately 18 miles. The pipeline 
would come ashore at on the north 
shore of the lake, where it would follow 
the mine access road to the Mine Site. 

2. Alternatives. A range of alternatives 
of the proposed action will be 
identified, and those found to be 
reasonable and practicable will be fully 
evaluated in the DEIS, including: the no 
action alternative, the applicant’s 
proposed alternative, alternative mine 
locations and mine plans, alternative 
mining methods and processes, 
alternatives that may result in avoidance 
and minimization of impacts, and 
mitigation measures not in the proposed 
action. However, this list is not 
exclusive and additional alternatives 
may be considered for inclusion. 

3. Scoping Process and Public 
Involvement. The scoping period will 
extend from April 1, 2018, through 
April 30, 2018. Scoping is conducted to 
assist in determining the scope of 
analysis, significant issues and 
alternatives to be analyzed in depth in 
the DEIS. Comments should be as 
specific as possible. Additional public 
involvement will be sought through the 
implementation of the public 
involvement plan and the agency 
coordination team. 

4. Significant Issues. Numerous issues 
will be analyzed in depth in the DEIS 
related to the effects of the proposed 
Pebble mine and associated 
infrastructure construction, operation, 
and closure. These issues will include, 
but will not be limited to, the following: 
wetlands, water quality, air quality, 
hazardous materials, fish and wildlife, 
vegetation, cultural resources, food 
production, land use, needs and welfare 
of the people (socioeconomics including 
commercial fishing and tourism), 
recreation, general environmental 
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concerns, historic properties, 
navigation, and safety. 

5. Additional Review and 
Consultation. Additional review and 
consultation which will be incorporated 
into the preparation of the DEIS will 
include, but are not necessarily limited 
to coordination under Section 401 of the 
Clean Water Act, Essential Fish Habitat 
coordination; consultation under 
Section 7 of the Endangered Species 
Act; and consultation under the 
National Historic Preservation Act 

Shelia Newman, 
Deputy Chief, Regional Regulatory Division, 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Alaska District. 
[FR Doc. 2018–06369 Filed 3–28–18; 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 3720–58–P 

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 

[Docket No.: ED–2018–ICCD–0030] 

Agency Information Collection 
Activities; Comment Request; 
Expanding Opportunity Through 
Quality Charter Schools Program: 
Technical Assistance To Support 
Monitoring, Evaluation, Data 
Collection, and Dissemination of Best 
Practices 

AGENCY: Office of Innovation and 
Improvement (OII), Department of 
Education (ED). 
ACTION: Notice. 

SUMMARY: In accordance with the 
Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995, ED is 
proposing an extension of an existing 
information collection. 
DATES: Interested persons are invited to 
submit comments on or before May 29, 
2018. 
ADDRESSES: To access and review all the 
documents related to the information 
collection listed in this notice, please 
use http://www.regulations.gov by 
searching the Docket ID number ED– 
2018–ICCD–0030. Comments submitted 
in response to this notice should be 
submitted electronically through the 
Federal eRulemaking Portal at http://
www.regulations.gov by selecting the 
Docket ID number or via postal mail, 
commercial delivery, or hand delivery. 
Please note that comments submitted by 
fax or email and those submitted after 
the comment period will not be 
accepted. Written requests for 
information or comments submitted by 
postal mail or delivery should be 
addressed to the Director of the 
Information Collection Clearance 
Division, U.S. Department of Education, 
400 Maryland Avenue SW, LBJ, Room 
216–44, Washington, DC 20202–4537. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: For 
specific questions related to collection 
activities, please contact Patricia Kilby- 
Robb, 202–260–2225. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The 
Department of Education (ED), in 
accordance with the Paperwork 
Reduction Act of 1995 (PRA) (44 U.S.C. 
3506(c)(2)(A)), provides the general 
public and Federal agencies with an 
opportunity to comment on proposed, 
revised, and continuing collections of 
information. This helps the Department 
assess the impact of its information 
collection requirements and minimize 
the public’s reporting burden. It also 
helps the public understand the 
Department’s information collection 
requirements and provide the requested 
data in the desired format. ED is 
soliciting comments on the proposed 
information collection request (ICR) that 
is described below. The Department of 
Education is especially interested in 
public comment addressing the 
following issues: (1) Is this collection 
necessary to the proper functions of the 
Department; (2) will this information be 
processed and used in a timely manner; 
(3) is the estimate of burden accurate; 
(4) how might the Department enhance 
the quality, utility, and clarity of the 
information to be collected; and (5) how 
might the Department minimize the 
burden of this collection on the 
respondents, including through the use 
of information technology. Please note 
that written comments received in 
response to this notice will be 
considered public records. 

Title of Collection: Expanding 
Opportunity through Quality Charter 
Schools Program: Technical Assistance 
to Support Monitoring, Evaluation, Data 
Collection, and Dissemination of Best 
Practices. 

OMB Control Number: 1855–0016. 
Type of Review: An extension of an 

existing information collection. 
Respondents/Affected Public: State, 

Local, and Tribal Governments. 
Total Estimated Number of Annual 

Responses: 102. 
Total Estimated Number of Annual 

Burden Hours: 136. 
Abstract: This request is for an 

extension of OMB approval to collect 
data for the Expanding Opportunity 
through Quality Charter Schools 
Program: Technical Assistance to 
Support Monitoring, Evaluation, Data 
Collection, and Dissemination of Best 
Practices formerly titled Charter Schools 
Program (CSP) Grant Awards Database. 
This current data collection is being 
coordinated with the EDFacts Initiative 
to reduce respondent burden and fully 
utilize data submitted by States and 

available to the U.S. Department of 
Education (ED). Specifically, under the 
current data collection, ED collects CSP 
grant award information from grantees 
(State agencies, charter management 
organizations, and some schools) to 
create a new database of current CSP- 
funded charter schools. Together, these 
data allow ED to monitor CSP grant 
performance and analyze data related to 
accountability for academic purposes, 
financial integrity, and program 
effectiveness. 

Dated: March 23, 2018. 
Tomakie Washington, 
Acting Director, Information Collection 
Clearance Division, Office of the Chief Privacy 
Officer, Office of Management. 
[FR Doc. 2018–06244 Filed 3–28–18; 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 4000–01–P 

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS 
COMMISSION 

[OMB 3060–0819] 

Information Collection Being Reviewed 
by the Federal Communications 
Commission 

AGENCY: Federal Communications 
Commission. 
ACTION: Notice and request for 
comments. 

SUMMARY: As part of its continuing effort 
to reduce paperwork burdens, and as 
required by the Paperwork Reduction 
Act (PRA) of 1995, the Federal 
Communications Commission (FCC or 
the Commission) invites the general 
public and other Federal agencies to 
take this opportunity to comment on the 
following information collection. 
Comments are requested concerning: 
whether the proposed collection of 
information is necessary for the proper 
performance of the functions of the 
Commission, including whether the 
information shall have practical utility; 
the accuracy of the Commission’s 
burden estimate; ways to enhance the 
quality, utility, and clarity of the 
information collected; ways to minimize 
the burden of the collection of 
information on the respondents, 
including the use of automated 
collection techniques or other forms of 
information technology; and ways to 
further reduce the information 
collection burden on small business 
concerns with fewer than 25 employees. 
The FCC may not conduct or sponsor a 
collection of information unless it 
displays a currently valid control 
number. No person shall be subject to 
any penalty for failing to comply with 
a collection of information subject to the 
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Scoping for Department of the Army Permit Application 2017-271-Pebble Limited 
Partnership, Environmental Impact Statement 

 
JOINT BASE ELMENDORF-RICHARDSON – The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers – 
Alaska District requests public input regarding the scope of the environmental impact 
statement level of analysis for Department of the Army permit application POA-2017-
271 submitted by Pebble Limited Partnership.   
 
The Pebble Project has been in the public eye for many years and there have been 
multiple public input and comment opportunities from other agencies. This public body 
of information has helped to inform the Corps’ preliminary scope for the environmental 
impact analysis. 
 
The Corps is now asking the public for any additional information to help inform the 
scope of analysis as it specifically relates to the Pebble Limited Partnership’s submitted 
permit application to include potentially affected resources, alternative options, 
analytical methodology, and potential mitigation measures.  
 
Since Jan.5, the permit application has been publically available on the Alaska District’s 
website. On Jan.12, the application was mailed via CD to 35 federally recognized 
Alaska Native Tribes alongside invitations for government-to-government consultation 
throughout the entire evaluation process including the EIS. The Corps maintains the 
application as well as additional scoping information at www.pebbleprojecteis.com.   
 
Scoping input can be submitted by mail to: 
 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Alaska District 
Program Manager, Regulatory Division 
ATTN: DA Permit Application 2017-271, Pebble Limited Partnership 
P.O. Box 6898 
Joint Base Elmendorf-Richardson, Alaska, 99506-0898 
 
Beginning April 1, scoping input can be entered directly into the project website at 
www.pebbeprojecteis.com. 
 
Also, scoping input can be submitted in person at public meetings via directly into the 
provided computers, handing in written comments, or speaking to a court reporter. 

NEWS RELEASE 
BUILDING STRONG ® U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS 

For Immediate Release: 
March 30, 2018   
Release No. 18-006 

Contact: 
                       John Budnik, 907-753-2615 

John.P.Budnik@usace.army.mil 
 

http://www.pebbleprojecteis.com/
http://www.pebbeprojecteis.com/


Please note that public scoping meetings are not public hearings. The Corps has 
chosen to arrange meetings to provide the public with an easy forum to provide input. 
All information received will become part of the public record upon receipt. 
 
Meeting locations and times are indicated below. A video explaining major project 
components will be available for viewing. The Corps will have representatives available 
to answer questions regarding the Department of the Army permit application review 
process. Individuals may come in at any time during open hours and to provide scoping 
input. A Yupik translator will be available at the meetings.  
 
Naknek 
Monday, April 9 
Naknek School  
3:30 PM – 7:30 PM 
 
Kokhanok 
Tuesday, April 10 
Tribal Hall  
3:30 PM – 7:30 PM 
 
Homer 
Wednesday, April 11 
Homer High School, 
5:00 PM – 9:00 PM 
 

Newhalen 
Thursday, April 12 
Newhalen School 
3:30 PM – 7:30 PM 
 
New Stuyahok 
Friday, April 13 
Community Building 
1:00 PM to 4:30 PM 
 
Nondalton 
Monday, April 16 
Tribal Center 
3:30 PM – 7:30 PM 
 

Dillingham 
Tuesday, April 17 
Dillingham Middle 
School 
5:00 PM – 9:00 PM 
 
Igiugig 
Wednesday, April 18 
Community Building 
3:30 PM – 7:30 PM 
 
Anchorage 
Thursday, April 19 
Dena’ina Center 
11:00 AM – 9:00 PM 

For more information regarding the evaluation of DA Permit application POA-2017-271 please 
visit https://www.pebbleprojecteis.com.  
 
To learn more about the Corps’ Regulatory Division and its program, visit 
http://www.poa.usace.army.mil/Missions/Regulatory/. 
 
 

# # # 
 

https://www.pebbleprojecteis.com/
http://www.poa.usace.army.mil/Missions/Regulatory/


U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS – ALASKA DISTRICT 
P.O. Box 6898, Joint Base Elmendorf-Richardson, AK 99506-0898 

http://www.poa.usace.army.milhttp://www.facebook.com/AlaskaCorps  
http://www.flickr.com/AlaskaCorpshttp://www.youtube.com/AlaskaCorps 

http://www.twitter.com/AlaskaCorps 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 

 

 
 

Corps extends public scoping period for Department of Army permit application 2017-271 
Pebble Limited Partnership, Environmental Impact Statement 

 
JOINT BASE ELMENDORF-RICHARDSON – The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers – Alaska District has 
allotted more time for the public scoping period for the environmental impact statement level of analysis 
for Department of Army permit application 2017-271 submitted by Pebble Limited Partnership. 
 
An additional 60 days has been added to the original 30-day public scoping period that began on April 
1. Therefore, interested parties that would like to provide scoping input have until June 29 to submit. 
 
The Corps is asking the public for any additional information to help inform the scope of analysis as it 
specifically relates to the Pebble Limited Partnership’s submitted permit application to include 
potentially affected resources, alternative options, analytical methodology, and potential mitigation 
measures. The permit application is available on the project website at www.pebbleprojecteis.com. 
 
Scoping input can be submitted by mail to: 
 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Alaska District 
Program Manager, Regulatory Division 
ATTN: DA Permit Application 2017-271, Pebble Limited Partnership 
P.O. Box 6898 
Joint Base Elmendorf-Richardson, Alaska 99506-0898 
 
Scoping input can be entered directly into the project website at www.pebbleprojecteis.com. 
 
Also, scoping input can be submitted in person at public meetings via directly into the provided 
computers, handing in written comments, or speaking to a court reporter. Please note that public 
scoping meetings are not public hearings. The Corps has chosen to arrange meetings to provide the 
public with an easy forum to provide input. All information received will become part of the public record 
upon receipt. 
 
For more information regarding the evaluation of DA Permit application POA-2017-271 please visit 
https://www.pebbleprojecteis.com.  
 
To learn more about the Corps’ Regulatory Division and its program, visit 
http://www.poa.usace.army.mil/Missions/Regulatory/. 
 

# # # 

NEWS RELEASE 
BUILDING STRONG ® U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS 

For Immediate Release: 
April 6, 2018   
Release No. 18-007 

Contact: 
                       John Budnik, 907-753-2615 

Public.affairs3@usace.army.mil 
 

http://www.poa.usace.army.mil/
http://www.facebook.com/AlaskaCorps
http://flickr.com/AlaskaCorps
http://www.youtube.com/AlaskaCorps
http://www.pebbleprojecteis.com/
https://www.pebbleprojecteis.com/
http://www.poa.usace.army.mil/Missions/Regulatory/


 

 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 

  

 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY PERMIT APPLICATION POA-2017-271, SCOPING 
PACKAGE 

 

SCOPING PACKAGE CONTENTS 

1. Public Scoping for the Pebble Project EIS 

2. Pebble Limited Partnership (Applicant) Project Description 

3. How Alternatives will be Developed 

4. What Resources will be Analyzed in the EIS? 

5. What is NEPA? 

6. Roles and Responsibilities 

7. EIS Schedule 

8. EIS Outline 

9. How to Comment 

10. Pebble Project Comment Form 

11. Frequently Asked Questions 

 



 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Pebble Project EIS NEPA Fact Sheet 

Public Scoping for the Pebble Project EIS 

The US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) is preparing an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 
to analyze the impacts of issuing permits for an open pit, copper-gold-molybdenum porphyry 
deposit, with associated infrastructure, as proposed by the Pebble Limited Partnership. The EIS 
scoping period begins April 1, 2018 and ends June 29, 
2018.  

At the beginning of developing an EIS, USACE reaches 
out through scoping to involve members of the public. 
The scoping period provides opportunities for people 
who could be affected by the proposed action to express 
their views and concerns, and to offer suggestions on the 
scope of analysis. Public input may include ideas for 
alternatives to the proposed action that could have lesser 
environmental impacts. 

The EIS will identify potential impacts on the physical, 
biological, and social environment from all phases of the 
proposed project, including construction, mine operation, 
closure, and post-closure. The EIS will also look at 
mitigation methods—ways in which potential negative impacts could be avoided or lessened.  

During the scoping period, USACE will work with the public to identify issues and concerns to 
thoroughly analyze the potential effects of the proposed project. USACE will use the scientific 
literature, alongside traditional knowledge and observations provided by the public.  

We welcome your comments and information on the resources that are important to you. For 
example, many communities will be concerned about potential impacts to fish, subsistence 
resources, and traditional land uses during project construction, operations, and closure.  

To Participate... 
Providing ample opportunities for the public to submit scoping comments on the Pebble Project EIS is 
of utmost importance to the USACE. A good way to get involved is to come to a scoping meeting and 
give your comment orally to a dedicated court reporter, or electronically submit using one of a number 
of dedicated laptop computers. You can also bring written comments to a meeting, use the comment 
form on the project website (www.PebbleProjectEIS.com), or send them to:  

Program Manager, Regulatory Division 
US Army Corps of Engineers 
PO Box 6898 
Joint Base Elmendorf Richardson, 
AK 99506-0898 

Let us know what aspects of the proposed project are important to you! 
Scoping comments can be submitted through June 29, 2018.  
*Comments received/postmarked after June 29 will be considered, but may not be included in the scoping report. Comments will be reviewed 
and incorporated into the Draft EIS.  

Public meetings will tentatively be held 
during the scoping period of April 1st to 
June 29th, 2018, in the following 
communities: 

• Anchorage* 

• Dillingham* 

• Homer* 

• Igiugig 

• Kokhanok 

• Naknek 

• Newhalen 

• New Stuyahok 

• Nondalton 

* To avoid long wait times, an open public testimony 
format will not be used. 

Please check our website for the current 
meeting schedule. 

http://www.pebbleprojecteis.com/
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PEBBLE PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
Pebble Limited Partnership (PLP), proposes to develop the Pebble copper-gold-molybdenum 
porphyry deposit (Pebble Deposit) as an open-pit mine, with associated infrastructure, in 
southwest Alaska. The Pebble Deposit is located approximately 200 miles southwest of 
Anchorage and 60 miles west of Cook Inlet. The closest communities are the villages of Iliamna, 
Newhalen, and Nondalton, each approximately 17 miles from the Pebble Deposit, and 
Kokhanok, which is located 3 miles to the northeast of the proposed road from the port site to 
the south ferry terminal on Lake Iliamna (see Figure 1).  

PEBBLE PROJECT COMPONENTS 
The Pebble Project as proposed consists of four facility and operations components: 
Mine Site and Associated Facilities (see Figure 2) 
 Open pit mine, developed in stages, with each stage expanding the area and 

deepening the previous stage. Final dimensions of the open pit would be approximately 
6,500 feet long and 5,500 feet wide, with depths between 1,330 and 1,750 feet. 

 Mine site mineral processing facilities include a crushing plant, coarse ore stockpile, 
grinding plant, froth flotation circuits to produce concentrates, and concentrate filters to 
remove moisture before shipment. 

 Copper-gold concentrate would be loaded into covered bulk shipping containers and 
transported by truck to the Amakdedori Port. Molybdenum concentrate would be 
bagged and containerized before shipping to Amakdedori Port. 

 Tailings Storage Facility located within the North Fork Koktuli watershed: 
o 1.1 billion tons storage volume. 
o separate cells for bulk and pyritic (lined) tailings. 
o four embankments: main (600 feet high), south (350 feet high), and east (60 feet 

high) perimeter embankments and an internal embankment (420 feet high) 
separating the bulk and pyritic tailings cells. 

 Low Grade Ore Stockpile up to 330 million tons of mineralized material, segregated by 
relative value, and PAG waste rock, placed on an engineered liner to control seepage 
losses through the stockpile. 

 Waste rock – Non-potentially acid generating (NPAG) waste rock would be used to 
construct various mine site structures, including the TSF embankments and mine site 
roads. PAG waste rock would be stored within the LGO stockpile until mine closure, and 
then back-hauled into the open pit. 

 Overburden Stockpile segregated to the southwest of the open pit, and surrounded by 
a berm of non-mineralized rock to contain the material and increase stability. 

 Water Supply, Management and Treatment consists of five components: 
o potable water well field and treatment plant. 
o two water management ponds (open pit and LGO/main). 
o sediment ponds. 
o three seepage ponds (south, west, and main embankment). 
o two water treatment plant/three discharge locations (north, south and east). 
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 Personnel camps include a main construction camp to accommodate 1,700 workers, 
later refurbished for 850 rooms for operations. 

 Power generation capacity and distribution infrastructure: 230 megawatt delivery 
capacity fired by natural gas and a 69-kilovolt distribution system. 

Amakdedori Port Site (See Figure 3) 

 Ore carrier vessels up to 40,000 dead weight tons and 700 feet in length, up to 25 
Handysize ships will be required annually to transport concentrate.  

 Up to 30 marine line-haul barge loads of supplies and consumables will be required 
annually. Two ice-breaking tug boats will be used to support marine facility operations. 

 2000 foot earthen access causeway extending out to a marine jetty located in 15 feet 
of natural water depth. 

 Access channel and turning basin, dredged to 50 foot depth. 
 Shore-based facilities to receive and store containers and fuel, two, 2-MW natural gas 

power generators with an emergency diesel generator, a natural gas compressor station, 
maintenance facilities, employee accommodations, and offices. 

 Fuel storage consisting of four 1.25 million gallon tanks inside a lined and bermed area 

Transportation Corridor (see Figure 3) 
Road System Connecting Amakdedori Port to the Mine Site  

 Private, double-lane road extending 30 miles south from the Mine Site to North 
ferry terminal on the north shore of Iliamna Lake. 

 Private, double-lane road extending 35 miles southeast from the South Ferry 
Terminal to the Amakdedori Port on Cook Inlet. 

 Eight bridges, six of which would be single-span, two-lane bridges that range in length 
from approximately 90 to 170 feet. There would be one large (550 feet) multi-span, two-
lane bridge across the Newhalen River and one large (455 feet) multi-span, two-lane 
bridge across the Gibraltar River. 

 Daily transportation of concentrate, fuel, reagents and consumables would require up to 
35 truck round trips per day for each leg of the road, including three loads of fuel per 
day. 

 Village surface road connections from the Transportation Corridor to Iliamna, 
Newhalen, and Kokhanok. 

Ferry Service and Terminals on Lake Iliamna  

 18 mile ferry crossing of Lake Iliamna. 
 All-season icebreaking ferry with 12 crew members. 
 Inbound supplies from the Amakdedori Port to the Mine Site and outbound 

copper-gold and molybdenum concentrates, backhauled waste, and empty 
containers. 

 Average of one round trip ferry per day. 
 Two ferry terminals with 40 foot rock/aggregate causeway, container handling and 

storage facilities, office and maintenance buildings, and local power supply. 
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Natural Gas Pipeline System (see Figure 1) 

 188 mile 10-12 inch diameter natural gas pipeline, buried 3 feet deep onshore, in five 
segments: 
o starts on the eastern shore of Cook Inlet at Happy Valley near Anchor Point along 

the Sterling Highway. 
o 94 mile subsea pipeline crosses Cook Inlet to the Amakdedori Port Site. 
o 35 mile buried pipeline adjacent to the road from port site to south ferry terminal. 
o 18 mile pipeline across Lake Iliamna. 
o 30 mile buried pipeline adjacent to the road from north ferry terminal to Mine Site. 

 Two gas fired compression stations, one on the eastern end at Anchor Point, and one 
at the Amakdedori Port. 

 Buried fiber optic cable adjacent to pipeline. 

PROJECT CONSTRUCTION 
 The project would take approximately four years to construct, on four main project 

components – Mine Site, Amakdedori Port, Transportation Corridor, and Pipeline. 
 Transportation infrastructure to access the site is the first step, along with Pre-

production Phase environmental protection systems and temporary facilities that support 
construction crews (camps at port site, mine site, ferry terminals). 

 Initial access to the mine site within one year, followed by earthworks, plant facilities, 
tailings storage embankments, stockpile foundations/liners, and water treatment 
facilities. 

 Natural gas line installation will occur during the second and third construction years. 
 Completion of Pre-production Open Pit, power plant and processing facilities in 

year 4. 
 Construction employment estimated at 2,000 workers. 

PROJECT OPERATIONS 
 Project operating life of 20 years, three mining phases – pre-production, production 

and stockpile reclaim. 
 Conventional open pit mine – drill, blast, truck and shovel operation. 
 Blasting events – once to twice a day. 
 Tailings Storage Facility water management – Control, collection, and recovery of 

tailings water for recycling or treatment prior to discharge; seepage collection system 
below impoundment structures; freeboard to contain inflow design flood. 

 Total material mined – 1.2 billion tons over the life of the project. 
 Mining rate up to 90 million tons per year, milling rate up to 58 million tons per year. 
 Annual concentrate production – 600,000 tons copper gold, 15,000 tons 

molybdenum. 
 Operations employment estimated at 850 workers, two shifts per day, 365 days/year. 
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PROJECT CLOSURE 
 Reclamation and closure jurisdiction – Alaska Department of Natural Resources 

Division of Mining, Land, and Water, and Alaska Department of Environmental 
Conservation. 

 Design for Closure – early consideration of requirements for Closure and post-Closure 
site management. 

 Segregation of the bulk and pyritic tailings storage cells to facilitate Tailings Storage 
Facility closure. 

 Potentially Acid Generating waste rock backhauled to mine pit for subaqueous 
storage. 

 Comprehensive water management plan that strategically discharges surplus treated 
water to downgradient streams in a manner that reduces the effect of flow changes on 
stream flow and fish habitat. 

 Removal of mill and other infrastructure not required for closure and reclamation. 
 Reclamation of disturbed areas through grading, use of top soil as need and 

revegetated. 
 Road system retained as needed for post-Closure activities and monitoring. 
 Pit lake water quality will be monitored; water will be treated and discharged before 

levels approach elevation where groundwater flows outward from the open pit. 
For more details, see Attachment D Project Description, Department of Army Application for 
Permit (POA-2017-271) on www.PebbleProjectEIS.com. 
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Figure 1. Project Overview 
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Figure 2. Mine Site and Associated Facilities 
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Figure 3. Amakdedori Port Site 
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Figure 4. Transportation Corridor 
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Figure 5. Natural Gas Pipeline 
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How Alternatives will be Developed for the Pebble Project Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) 

1. Identify need to which the United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) – Alaska 
District is responding and identify the overall project purpose. State the applicant’s 
objectives for the project. 

2. Compile a range of alternatives to be considered that meet the overall project purpose 
with consideration of the applicant’s objectives. The alternatives compilation will include 
the no action alternative, any alternatives considered by the applicant, and alternatives 
suggested during the scoping process. 

3. Determine whether identified alternatives are reasonable in accordance with the National 
Environmental Policy Act. 

a. Reasonable is based on the consideration of the overall project purpose 
including stated objectives as well as technology, economics, and common 
sense.  

b. Determine whether an alternative meets the overall project purpose inclusive of 
objectives. 

i. Alternatives that do not meet the overall project purpose will be eliminated 
at this stage. 

ii. Alternatives that meet the overall purpose will move forward. 
c. Alternatives that meet the overall project purpose will be reviewed to determine 

whether the alternative was available to the applicant during project planning 
(past 10 years). 

i. Alternatives identified as reasonable but were not available to the 
applicant will be removed at this time.  

ii. Alternatives that were available will move forward.  
d. Alternatives will be reviewed for technical feasibility (can these alternatives be 

accomplished using existing technology and equipment?). 
i. Alternatives determined to not be technically feasible will be removed at 

this stage. 
ii. Alternatives determined to be technically feasible will move forward. 

e. Alternatives will be reviewed for economic feasibility. 
i. Any alternative claimed to not be economically feasible by the applicant 

will require an economic analysis to support statement. 
ii. An alternative proven to not be economically feasible will be removed at 

this time. 
iii. Alternatives determined to be economically feasible will move forward. 

f. Alternatives will be reviewed using common sense. 
i. Alternatives that increase adverse environmental impacts will be removed 

at this time. 
ii. Alternatives will also be reviewed for logistical feasibility. Alternatives that 

are not logistically feasible will be removed at this time.  

Identified REASONABLE ALTERNATIVES with significantly LESSER impacts will be evaluated 
in the EIS along with the NO ACTION alternative and the applicant’s PROPOSED alternative. 
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How Alternatives are Screened for Practicability 
Due to the USACE specific authorities, alternatives must also be screened for practicability. The 
practicability determination is described below. Ultimately, the USACE must identify the least 
environmentally damaging practicable alternative (LEDPA) in the Record of Decision prior 
to making a decision under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. 

1. From the identified reasonable alternatives, further identify practicable alternatives in 
accordance with Clean Water Act Section 404(b)(1) of the Clean Water Act (the 
Guidelines). The Guidelines state practicable means the project is available and capable 
of being done after taking into consideration cost, existing technology and/or logistics 
in light of the overall project purpose including the applicant’s objectives. Logistics and 
existing technology have at this point been screened in our determination of reasonable 
alternatives and are included below only for completeness and explanatory purposes. An 
alternative needs to fail only one practicability factor to be determined not practicable. 

a. Costs – Cost is analyzed in the context of the overall scope/cost of the project 
and whether it is unreasonably expensive. This determination is typically made in 
relation to comparable costs for similar actions in the region or analogous 
markets. Cost is to be based on an objective, industry-neutral inquiry that does 
not consider an individual applicant’s financial standing. The data used for any 
cost must be current with respect to the time of the alternatives analysis. 
Because one alternative costs more than another does not mean that the more 
expensive alternative is impracticable. It is important to note that in the context of 
this definition, cost does not include economics. 

b. Existing Technology – The alternatives examined should consider the limitations 
of existing technology yet incorporate the most efficient/least-impacting 
construction methods currently available.  

c. Logistics – The alternatives evaluated may incorporate an examination of various 
logistics associated with the project (e.g., placement of facilities within a specified 
distance to major thoroughfares, utilization of existing storage or staging areas, 
and/or safety concerns that cannot be overcome). 

d. Availability – The Guidelines state that if an alternative is otherwise practicable, 
an area not presently owned by the applicant that could reasonably be obtained, 
utilized, expanded, or managed in order to fulfill the overall purpose of the 
proposed activity can still be considered a practicable alternative. In other words, 
the fact that an applicant does not own an alternative parcel, does not preclude 
that parcel from being considered as a practicable alternative. This factor is 
normally a consideration as a logistics and possibly cost limitation.  

e. Two tests are specified in the Guidelines for alternatives when the basic purpose 
of a project does not require siting within special aquatic sites such as wetlands. 
The basic purpose of this project is mining. The type of mining proposed 
(transitional metal-copper, gold, molybdenum) does not require siting within 
special aquatic sites. Therefore: 

i. It is presumed that alternatives that do not affect special aquatic sites 
such as wetlands are available 
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ii. It is presumed that alternatives in sites that are not special aquatic sites 
will have a LESSER ADVERSE impact on the aquatic ecosystem 

Once an otherwise practicable alternative has been identified, the applicant (Pebble Limited 
Partnership) will be required to clearly demonstrate to the USACE that both of these 
presumptions have been rebutted or the alternative will be considered in the determination of 
the LEDPA. 

**All practicable alternatives are also reasonable alternatives. 

2. The final step in developing alternatives is to construct detailed descriptions for the 
reasonable alternatives that have been retained and carried forward for evaluation in the 
EIS. 

How the Public Can Provide Useful Guidance on Alternatives that should be 
Considered in the EIS 

The purpose of scoping is to determine the alternatives that should be considered in the 
analysis and determine the extent and nature of issues by which each alternative should be 
evaluated. 

Scoping is an important opportunity for all citizens to provide specific suggestions for 
alternatives that should be considered in preparing the EIS, and issues that should be 
addressed in that process. The following guidelines may be useful in submitting comments 
during the scoping period (examples shown in italics): 

1. Keep in mind the reasonable alternative screening criteria described above – any 
suggestions should fulfill the overall project purpose in consideration of the applicant’s 
objectives with a focus on reducing potential adverse environmental impacts. 

2. You can suggest alternatives specific to components for developing the mine (mining 
methods, water treatment, tailings management), the port site, the transportation corridor 
and modes (rail), and the natural gas pipeline. 

3. You can suggest changes in location of project components (road, port site, mine 
components). 

4. You can suggest potential mitigation measures and conditions of development that may 
reduce environmental impacts. 

5. Be as specific as possible and provide the reason for making your suggestions 
(construction of a rail connection may eliminate truck traffic and reduce dust levels). 

The USACE will make the results of the scoping process publically available by publishing the 
Scoping Report on the project website (pebbleprojecteis.com) and will also communicate 
information for newsletters. 

How Alternatives will be evaluated in this EIS 
Once reasonable alternatives have been identified for evaluation as above, the USACE will 
evaluate each alternative in relation to the following: 

• Conservation 
• Economics 
• Aesthetics 
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• General environmental concerns 
• Wetlands 
• Historic properties (inclusive of sacred sites or areas of community and/or spiritual 

significance) 
• Fish and wildlife values (inclusive of endangered species, marine mammals, fisheries 

and wildlife) 
• Flood hazards 
• Floodplain values 
• Land use (inclusive of transportation corridors) 
• Navigation 
• Shore erosion and accretion 
• Recreation 
• Water supply and conservation 
• Water quality 
• Energy needs 
• Safety 
• Food and fiber production (this would include subsistence activities) 
• Mineral needs 
• Considerations of property ownership 
• The needs and welfare of the people  

In the EIS, we will develop a framework to analyze each of these issues with emphasis on 
issues that rise to the highest level of importance. 

During scoping, we are also asking you to help us determine which of these factors are of 
highest concern to you, to provide information of specific concern regarding any factor listed, 
and to identify any other specific issues that are not listed. As with your comments related to 
alternatives, please be as specific as possible when identifying other issues or expanding on 
issues identified above. This will help us develop the analytical framework moving forward.  

For alternatives identified as practicable, the USACE will ultimately make the following 
determinations:  

1) Whether the alternative is the least environmentally damaging practicable alternative,  

2) Whether the LEDPA will cause or contribute to the violation of applicable state or federal 
laws, such as water quality standards or the Endangered Species Act,  

3) Whether the LEDPA will result in significant degradation of waters of the United States 

4) Whether the LEDPA includes appropriate and practicable steps have been taken to 
minimize the adverse impacts of the project on wetlands and other waters. 
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What Resources will be Analyzed in the EIS? 

Using the analysis in the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) 
will evaluate the environmental and related social and economic effects of the proposed project. The 
analysis will include direct and indirect impacts, cumulative effects, and potential spill and tailings dam 
failure scenarios. Comments received during the scoping period will likely result in additional resources to 
be considered in the analysis. 

   

 Cultural Resources 

 Historic Properties 

 Land use and management 

 Subsistence 

 Transportation and 
Navigation 

 Aesthetics 

 Recreational and 
Commercial Fisheries 

 Recreation 

 Needs and Welfare of the 
People 

 Environmental Justice 

 Health and Safety 

 Geohazards 

 Geology 

 Soils 

 Surface Water Hydrology 
including flood plains and 
flood hazards 

 Groundwater Hydrology 

 Water Quality 

 Noise  

 Air Quality 

 Climate Change 

 Wetlands/Special Aquatic 
Sites 

 Vegetation 

 Birds 

 Terrestrial Wildlife 

 Fisheries and Aquatic 
Resources 

 Marine Wildlife 

 Threatened and 
Endangered Species 

 

 

Social Environment Biological Environment Physical Environment 

Direct impacts occur through 
direct interaction of an activity 
with an environmental, social, 

or economic component.  
For example: pollutant 

discharge from a source could 
directly result in lowered water 

quality. 

Indirect impacts on the 
environment are not a direct 

result of the project, but often 
a result of a complex impact 

pathway.  
For example: pollutants in the 
air from a source could land 

on vegetation, indirectly 
causing acidic soils. 

Cumulative impacts occur 
when the incremental impact 
of the project is combined 

with the effects of other past, 
present and reasonably 

foreseeable future projects. 
For example: wetland fill from 
one project, combined with 

the wetland fill from a 
separate project. 
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What is NEPA? 

Steps in the EIS Process 

Notice of Intent to 
Prepare an EIS 

Scoping: 
Meetings and 

Comments 

Draft EIS 

Public Review of Draft 
EIS: 

Meetings and 
Comments 

Final EIS 

Record of Decision 

Project application to 
DA 

Determination that EIS-
level analysis is required 

The national commitment to the environment was formalized 
through the passage of the National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA) of 1969. NEPA’s goal is to help the federal government make 
decisions with full understanding of the potential environmental 
consequences associated with federal projects or authorizations. A 
thorough understanding of consequences allows us to identify 
potential actions that can be taken to protect, restore, or enhance 
the environment. 

As the USACE prepares to review the submitted permit application, it 
must conduct a detailed study of: 

• how the project will be built, 

• the consequences of the project (good or bad) on the 
environment and for communities, 

• alternative ways to develop the project that still meet the 
project’s purpose and needs while better protecting people 
and the environment, and 

• measures that can be taken to avoid or lessen any harmful 
impacts of the project. 

 

 

 

Before a decision is made and throughout its analysis, the federal 
government must ask citizens to voice concerns and suggest alternatives 
to ensure decisions on federal actions are well informed.  
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Roles and Responsibilities 

When the Pebble Limited Partnership (Applicant) submitted an application on December 22, 2017, the US 
Army Corps of Engineers, Alaska District (USACE) was compelled to begin processing the permit 
application in accordance with 33 CFR 320. The USACE determined that review of the application would 
require an environmental impact statement (EIS) level of anlaysis in compliance with the National 
Environmental Policy Act. The USACE is the lead federal agency for developing the EIS  
 

 

The USACE, as the lead agency, is responsible for 
reviewing the permit application submitted by the 
applicant, and analyzing the potential 
environmental impacts from the proposed project. 
As lead agency, the USACE is responsible for 
identifying, inviting, and assigning roles to 
cooperating agencies including agencies that also 
have permitting decisions to make for the 
proposed project. The USACE will lead the effort 
to take a hard look at reasonable and practicable 
alternatives and evaluate the impacts of the 
proposed project utilizing an interdisiplinary team. 
At the completion of the environmental impact 
analysis, the USACE, will issue a Record of 
Decision related to USACE’s authorities under 
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act and Section 
10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act. 

 

AECOM (a consulting firm) has been hired to  
provide the interdisciplinary team that will 
develop a fact-based independent analysis of the 
Pebble Project as proposed and evaluate 
identified reasonable alternatives. AECOM will 
work solely under the direction of the USACE and 
will be the primary developers of the EIS. AECOM 
will also provide support to the USACE for 
scoping and public involvement, development of 
alternatives to the proposed action, assessment of 
potential impacts, developing the Draft and Final 
EIS, and distribution. The AECOM team is made 
up of specialists and scientists in the biological 
environment, the physical environment, and the 
social environment.  

 

 

As the applicant is required to provide 
information to the USACE related to their 
proposed project. This includes: 

• description of the proposed project, 
• background material, completed research, 

and site information, 
• data for the development of maps and 

figures, and 
• other information that may be identified as 

necessary during preparation of the EIS. 

The applicant will not be involved in the 
development of the EIS beyond this limited scope. 

 

Several cooperating agencies have been invited to 
provide technical support to the lead agency, the 
USACE. Cooperating agencies will be actively 
engaged in scoping and alternatives development 
and will then be assigned to technical teams 
based on the specific reasons they were invited to 
become cooperating agencies. Although 
cooperating agencies are involved in preparation 
and writing of certain portions of the EIS and 
cooperators may use the EIS for their own 
decisions, the USACE has final authority on the EIS 
content.  

Role of the Corps 

Role of the Applicant Role of Cooperating Agencies 

Role of the 3rd Party Contractor 
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The USACE has invited 35 federally recognized Alaska Native Tribes to consult throughout the entirity of 
the federal decision making process, including the development of the environmental impact statement. 
Federally recognized Alaska Native Tribes that the USACE has extended government-to-government 
consultation invitations to are: 

• Aleknagik Traditional Council 

• Chignik Bay Tribal Council 

• Chignik Lagoon Village Council 

• Chignik Lake Traditional Council 

• Clarks Point Village Council 

• Curyung Tribal Council 

• Egegik Village Council  

• Ekuk Village Council 

• Ekwok Village Council 

• Igiugig Village Council 

• Iliamna Village Council 

• Ivanof Bay Tribal Council 

• King Salmon Tribal Council 

• Kokhanok Village Council 

• Levelock Village Council 

• Manokotak Village Council 

• Naknek Village Council 

• Nanwalek IRA Council 

• Native Tribe of Kanatak 

• Native Village of Perryville 

• New Koliganek Village Council 

• New Stuyahok Traditional 
Council 

• Newhalen Tribal Council 
•  

• Ninilchik Traditional Council 

• Nondalton Tribal Council 

• Pedro Bay Village Council 

• Pilot Point Tribal Council 

• Port Graham Tribal Council 

• Port Heiden Village Council 

• Portage Creek Village Council 

• Seldovia Village Tribal Council 

• South Naknek Vilage Council 

• Traditional Council of Togiak 

• Twin Hills Village Council 

• Ugashik Traditional Council 

 

Role of Alaska Native Tribes 

Lead and Cooperating Agencies 

Lead Agency  
US Army Corps of Engineers 

Other Federal Decision Makers  
US Coast Guard 

Bureau of Safety and 
Environmental Enforcement 

Other Cooperating Agencies  
Environmental Protection Agency 

US Fish and Wildlife Service 

Pipeline Hazardous Material and 
Safety Administration 

State of Alaska 

Lake and Peninsula Borough 

Alaska Native Tribes 
Government-to-Government 

Consultation 
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Notice of Intent to 
Prepare an EIS 

Scoping: 
Meetings and 

Comments 

Draft EIS 

Public Review of 
Draft EIS: 

Meetings and 
Comments 

Record of Decision 

Final EIS 

Steps in the EIS Process 

EIS Schedule 

Preparation of the Pebble Project Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) level of analysis began in 
December 2017, when the US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) received a permit application from the 
Pebble Limited Partnership (Applicant). The EIS process will take several months to complete a Draft EIS 
for public review, with a Final EIS expected within 24 months. The estimated schedule for the EIS is below. 

 

 

The USACE released a Notice of Intent to the United States 
Federal Register in March 2018. This initiated the process to 
prepare an EIS and began the scoping process. 

The 30 day scoping process kicks off on April 1, 2018. Public 
meetings will be held at specific locations within the Bristol 
Bay region, and in Homer and Anchorage in April. Scoping 
offers a chance for the public to comment on the proposed 
project and alternatives.  

Determining the alternatives to analyze, and then preparing 
the Draft EIS will happen immediately following the scoping 
period. The Draft EIS is anticipated to be released for public 
review and comment in 2019. 

After the Draft EIS is released, the public will have a 
minimum of 45 days to submit comments. During that time, 
the USACE will plan public meetings, in the same locations 
that occurred during scoping, estimated for 2019.  

The Record of Decision will lay out USACE’s decision on the 
application submitted by the Applicant. Three decisions are 
possible: issue a permit, issue a permit with conditions, or 
denial of the application. This is estimated to be released in 
2020. 

The USACE will assess all public comments submitted on the 
Draft EIS, and incorporate changes into the Final EIS before 
release in 2019. 

March 2018 

April 2018 

Estimated Jan. 2019 

Estimated early 2019 

Estimated late 2019 

Estimated early 2020 
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EIS Outline 

The purpose and need of a 
project is essential in establishing 
a basis for developing the range 
of reasonable alternatives 
required in an EIS and identifying 
and selecting a preferred 
alternative. 

How the Draft and Final EIS will be Organized 

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) will analyze the potential impacts to the biological, 
physical, and social environments. The EIS will be organized into chapters to address the specific 
requirements in the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). By understanding the layout of the 
document ahead of time, readers can more easily find the specific sections they may be 
interested in reviewing and providing comments.  

Executive Summary – Provides overview of the Draft and Final EIS, summarizes draft findings of 
potential impacts, and serves as a guide for where to find 
details. 

Chapter 1. Purpose and Need – Describes the purpose of 
the proposed project to inform the range of alternatives 
analyzed in the EIS. 

Chapter 2. Alternatives – Describes alternatives to be 
analyzed, including a No Action Alternative, the Proposed 
Action (as designed by the Pebble Limited Partnership), and reasonable and practicable 
alternatives to address issues raised during scoping and the EIS process, such as, but not limited 
to, tailings and mine water management, alternate pipeline routes, surface access to the mine site 
and vehicle traffic levels, and port/ferry facilities, location, and traffic levels.  

Chapter 3. Affected Environment – Describes the baseline conditions of key resource topics in 
the proposed project environment (such as fish and wildlife, water quality, economics, food 
production, commercial fishing, and recreation).  

Chapter 4. Environmental Consiquences of Action – Analyzes the potential direct, indirect, and 
cumulative impacts, as well as potential mitigation measures relevant to each of the resources 
from the proposed action and each alternative.  

Chapter 5. List of Preparers – Presents the list of contributors to the preparation of the EIS, 
including their affiliation, project role, educational background, and years of experience. 
Cooperating agency roles and responsibilities are also described in Chapter 5.  

Chapter 6. List of Agencies, Organizations, and Persons to Whom Copies of the Statement 
Have Been Sent – Describes the distribution of the Draft and Final EIS documents for 
informational purposes and to identify public locations where the document is available. 

Chapter 7. References – Presents the references used in preparing the EIS. 

Chapter 8. Appendices – Presents the in-depth analyses, comments/response to comments, 
coordination, consultations, mailing lists and other information used in the analysis of the 
applicant’s project. 
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• Become familiar with the proposed project — Review the project or agency 
website, read the project description, monitor local newspapers, and attend public 
meetings. The website for the Pebble Project EIS is www.PebbleProjectEIS.com. 

• Learn about the steps in the NEPA process and opportunities for submitting to the 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE). Public comment periods are during scoping, 
and at the draft EIS.  

• Keep your comments focused and as specific as possible on the proposed project 
under consideration, what you think the EIS analysis needs to address and why. 

• Submit your comments within the timeframes announced to ensure that your 
concerns are considered and addressed during the drafting of the EIS; the Scoping 
Comment period is from April 1 through April 30. 

• Be specific. For example, if you are concerned about wildlife, focus on a particular 
problem or issue, such as a species that you feel should be analyzed, instead of 
making a broad statement such as “I am concerned about the impacts to wildlife.” 

• Support your statements with explanations, facts, and references, as appropriate. 

• Make suggestions, including resources that should be analyzed, new data or analytic 
tools that should be used, and substantially different alternatives that should be 
evaluated in the EIS. 

How to Comment 

Public participation is an important part of developing an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) under the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). Submitting substantive and concise comments during the 
scoping period is an important role the public plays in the NEPA process, and can influence the scope of 
analysis for the EIS. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Comments on the project are not counted as votes; they are used to determine the appropriate scope of 
issues analyzed and contents of the EIS and to ensure that the impacts are adequately disclosed before 
the USACE makes a final decision on the permit application. Avoid simply agreeing or disagreeing with the 
proposed project. It is more important to identify specific relevant issues, alternatives, mitigation 
measures/conditions of permitting, and analytic tools so they can be used to inform the EIS analysis. The 
more clear, concise, and relevant your comments are, the more effective they will be in shaping the 
development of the EIS. For a citizen’s guide to NEPA, visit https://ceq.doe.gov/get-
involved/citizens_guide_to_nepa.html.  

 

 

 

 

General recommendations 

Tips for Writing Effective Comments 
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Pebble Project EIS Comment Form

You can submit comments using the form on the website (www.PebbleProjectEIS.com), to a court reporter at a public
scoping meeting, or in writing (using computers available at a meeting or by mail). We will not be taking public
testimony at large meetings in Anchorage, Homer, and Dillingham. If you’d like to mail your comments or submit
them at a meeting, please feel free to use this form and attach additional sheets as needed. Write your comments,
questions, and suggestions below, then fold this page in thirds so that the mailing address is visible. Remember to

affix first-class postage before putting it in the mail, postmarked by the comment deadline of June 29, 2018.

The following questions may help:

• What are your specific concerns about this project and how should they be addressed in the EIS?
• Are there particular fish and wildlife resources, subsistence activities/use areas, or other places that you use

and how might they be affected by the project?
• Are there alternative ways of developing any of the components of the Pebble Project that should be

considered in preparing the EIS?

Please note that all public comments, including names and addesses of of individuals and organizations, are
publically available as part of documenting public involvement in preparing the EIS. The US Army Corps of Engineers
intends to place public comments received during scoping on the project website.

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Please place 
first-class 

postage here. 

fold here 
fold here 

From: 

Program Manager 
US Army Corps of Engineers Regulatory Division 
P.O Box 6898 
Joint Base Elmendorf Richardson, AK 99506-0898 
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Frequently Asked Questions 

What is the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers’ relationship with the applicant?  

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) has no relationship with the applicant and is neither for or 
against the project. The USACE has a responsibility to review the applicant’s proposed project with the 
same objectivity as it would any permit application and make a permit decision under the USACE statutory 
authorities. 

Is the Pebble Project already approved and going to be built?  

No. 

What is the USACE’s role in reviewing this project? 

The applicant has applied for authorization under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act and Section 10 of 
the Rivers and Harbors Act. It is the USACE's responsibility to evaluate their application and ultimately 
make permit decisions (approval or denial) under the USACE's Clean Water Act and Rivers and Harbors 
authorities. 

Why is the USACE conducting an EIS for this project?  

The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) mandates an EIS-level of analysis should be conducted for 
review of any potential federal authorizations that could “significantly affect the quality of the human 
environment.” The USACE has reviewed the permit application and has determined that the proposed 
project could “significantly affect the quality of the human environment.” 

Are any other federal decisions required based on the applicant's submittal of the permit 
application? 

Two additional federal agencies have federal decision making authority: the U.S. Department of the Interior 
Bureau of Safety and Environmental Enforcement, and the U.S. Coast Guard. 

Will the USACE seriously consider the No Action Alternative and what factors might lead to its 
selection? 

The USACE cannot be pre-decisional, therefore, the process will be required to analyze and consider the 
No Action Alternative. In the context of USACE's evaluation, the No Action Alternative constitutes an 
action that would not include the discharge of fill material into waters of the United States. 

What is the role of cooperating agencies that do not have federal decisions to make? 

The role of cooperators invited due to specific expertise is to support the lead agency in developing the 
environmental analysis and providing technical assistance at the request of the lead agency. 
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What is the role of federally recognized Alaska Native Tribes in the EIS process? 

Thirty five federally recognized Alaska Native Tribes have been asked to consult directly with the USACE as 
lead agency throughout the entire decision making process to include the development of the 
environmental impact statement. 

When and how will my comments be considered in preparing the EIS? 

Public comments can be submitted at any time during the preparation of an EIS. Formal requests for 
comment occur during two important phases of an EIS: 

 During the Scoping Period, the public is asked to comment on the issues and potential impacts 
that should be addressed in the EIS. The public is also asked to suggest alternatives to the 
proposed action that should be considered for evaluation in the EIS. 

 Once the Draft EIS is released for public review and comment, the public is given the opportunity 
to submit comments in written form via the project website and orally at public meetings on the 
Draft EIS. 

 All comments submitted will be put into the record, analyzed, and considered in determining the 
scope and potential impacts within the EIS and in making changes to the Draft EIS during the 
preparation of the Final EIS. 

 The USACE is required to prepare responses to comments submitted on the Draft EIS; comments 
submitted and response will be included in the Final EIS. 

 



Scoping Notice

The U.S. Army Corps of  Engineers 
(USACE) Alaska District is conducting 
an Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS) level of  analysis to evaluate 
Department of  the Army permit 
application POA-2017-271 submitted 
by Pebble Limited Partnership (PLP). 
PLP’s application states the purpose 
of  discharges of  dredged and/or fill 
material into jurisdictional waters of  
the United States is for the purpose of  
developing a copper-gold-molybdenum 
porphyry deposit as an open-pit mine, 
with associated infrastructure, in 
southwest Alaska. The EIS scoping 
period begins April 1 and ends April 
30, 2018.

The scoping period provides 
opportunities for any person interested 
in the proposed project to share 
information that can help shape the 
scope of  analysis of  the EIS. This may 
include ideas for alternatives to the 
applicant’s proposed action as identified 
in the permit application (publically 
available at pebbleprojecteis.com) 
that could have lesser environmental 
impacts and identifying areas and/or 
issues of  particular concern.

About PLP’s                       
Permit Application

PLP is proposing to develop the Pebble 
Deposit which is located under rolling, 
permafrost-free terrain in the Iliamna 
region of  southwest Alaska, approximately 
200 miles southwest of  Anchorage 
and 60 miles west of  Cook Inlet. The 
closest communities are the villages of  
Iliamna, Newhalen, and Nondalton, each 
approximately 17 miles from the Pebble 
Deposit. Portions of  the proposed project 
lie within the Lake and Peninsula and Kenai 
Peninsula boroughs. Development of  
the Pebble Deposit would require federal 
permits from the USACE, The United 
States Coast Guard, and the Bureau of  
Safety and Environmental Enforcement 
for various aspects of  the major project 
components. These three federal agencies 
are required to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act and thus will be 
using the EIS to inform their respective 
federal decisions. The major project 
components are briefly described here 
followed by an overview of  the EIS  
process.

Major Project  
Components

Mine Site. The fully developed Mine Site 
would include the open pit mine, a tailings 
storage facility, a low grade ore stockpile, 
overburden stockpiles, material sites, water 
management ponds, milling and processing 
facilities, and supporting infrastructure such 
as a power plant, water treatment plants, 
camp facilities, and fuel and material storage 
facilities.

Transportation Corridor. The 
Transportation Corridor would connect the 
Mine Site to the Amakdedori Port on the 
west side of  Cook Inlet. It has three main 
components: 

1.	 A private, double-lane road 
extending 30 miles south from the 
Mine Site to a ferry terminal on 
the north shore of  Iliamna Lake.

2.	 An ice-breaking ferry to transport 
materials, equipment, and ore 
concentrates 18 miles across 
Iliamna Lake between ferry 
terminals on the north and south 
shores of  the lake.

3.	 A private, double-lane road 
extending 35 miles southeast from 
the South Ferry Terminal near the 
community of  Kokhanok, to the 
Amakdedori Port on the west side 
of  Cook Inlet. 

Amakdedori Port. The Amakdedori 
Port would be located near Amakdedori 
Creek on the western shore of  Cook Inlet, 
approximately 190 miles southwest of  
Anchorage and approximately 95 miles 
southwest of  Homer. It would include 
shore-based and marine facilities for the 
shipment of  ore concentrates, freight, and 
fuel for the project. A 1300-foot earthen 
causeway with a 700-foot wharf  would 
connect the port site with the docking 
facility. A 50-foot deep turning basin would 
be dredged adjacent to the docking facility, 
along with a 50-foot deep access channel. 
Other facilities would include fuel storage 
and transfer facilities, power generation and 
distribution facilities, maintenance facilities, 
employee accommodations, and offices.

SCOPING PROCESS BEGINS

Pebble Project EIS
NEWSLETTER 1  |  April 2018  |  www.PebbleProjectEIS.com

www.PebbleProjectEIS.com



Natural Gas Pipeline. Natural gas, 
sourced from the existing natural gas 
supply infrastructure for the Cook Inlet 
area, would supply power generation for 
the Pebble Project, and would require 
the construction of  a 188-mile pipe. The 
gas pipeline alignment would connect to 

existing infrastructure near Happy Valley 
on the Kenai Peninsula and travel south, 
paralleling the Sterling Highway for 9 miles 
to a compressor station near Anchor Point. 
From the compressor station, the pipeline 
would head southwest across Cook Inlet for 
60 miles, before turning west for 35 miles to 

Notice of Intent to
Prepare an EIS

March 2018

Draft EIS

Final EIS

Record of Decision

Scoping:
Meetings and

Comments

We
Are

Here

Public Review
of Draft EIS:

Meetings and
Comments

a landfall at the Amakdedori Port. A second 
compressor station and offtake point would 
be located at the port site. The pipeline 
would then follow the transportation 
corridor from the port to the mine site, 
including crossing Iliamna Lake on the 
lakebed.

About the EIS

The USACE is serving as the lead federal agency for this EIS. 
The Bureau of  Safety and Environment Enforcement and 
the United States Coast Guard have federal decision-making 
authority over portions of  the applicant’s proposed project and 
will serve as cooperating agencies. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service, Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, the State 
of  Alaska (multiple divisions), the Lake and Peninsula Borough, 
the Pipeline and Hazardous Materials and Safety Administration, 
and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency will serve as 
cooperating agencies to provide technical assistance for specifically 
identified special expertise. Thirty-five federally recognized tribal 
governments have been invited to participate directly through 
government-to-government consultation. 
 
The EIS will identify potential impacts and potential benefits of  
the proposed project and reasonable altenatives on the physical, 
biological, and social environment from all phases of  the project, 
including construction, operations, and post-closure. The EIS will 
also look at mitigation methods—ways in which potential negative 
impacts could be lessened. The USACE will use available scientific 
literature and subsequent data collected, alongside traditional 
knowledge and observations provided by the public. 
 
We welcome your comments and information on the resources 
that are important to you. For example, many communities will be 
concerned about potential impacts to subsistence resources and 
land uses during project construction, operations, and closure. 
The EIS will address long-term cumulative effects, consider a 
reasonable range of  alternatives, and analyze a range of  practical 
mitigation and monitoring measures for protecting public health, 
water quality, wildlife, and subsistence resources.

ABOUT THE EIS

www.PebbleProjectEIS.com2



TO PARTICIPATE...

Providing ample opportunities for the public to submit scoping comments on the Pebble Project EIS is of  utmost importance to the 
USACE.  Come to scoping meetings and share your thoughts regarding project impacts and benefits and ideas for alternatives. Give your 
comment orally to a dedicated court reporter, or electronically submit using one of  a number of  dedicated laptop computers. You can 
also bring written comments to a meeting, use the comment form on the project website (www.PebbleProjectEIS.com), or send them to: 	

	 Program Manager, Regulatory Division
	 US Army Corps of  Engineers
	 PO Box 6898
	 Joint Base Elmendorf  Richardson, 
	 AK 99506-0898

Let us know what aspects of  the proposed project are important to you! 
 

Participate!

All interested parties are invited to 
participate in the EIS process. The goals  
of  the public scoping process are to: 

•	 Gather comments and suggestions 
from interested parties to help 
determine issues and concerns 
that are relevant to the analysis of  
potential impacts 

•	 Help define a reasonable range of  
alternatives to evaluate in the EIS

•	 Capture information that will lead to 
the development of  good mitigation 
and monitoring measures

Naknek

Kokhanok April 10, 2018, 3:30 pm

April 11, 2018, 5:30 pm

April 12, 2018, 3:30 pm

April 16, 2018, 3:30 pmNondalton

Newhalen

Homer*

Dillingham*

Iguigig

Anchorage*

*To avoid long wait times, a hot mic format will not be used.

April 17, 2018, 5:00 pm

April 18, 2018, 3:30 pm

April 9, 2018, 3:30 pm

April 19, 2018, 5:00 pm

High School

Middle School

Naknek School

Tribal Hall

Newhalen School

Tribal Center

Community Building

Dena’ina Center

COMMUNITY DATE AND TIME LOCATION

Written scoping comments can be submitted through April 30, 2018. 
Comments received/postmarked after April 30 will be considered, but may not be included in the scoping report.  

Comments will be reviewed and incorporated into the Draft EIS, as appropriate

Public Scoping Meetings

USACE has chosen to conduct scoping in multiple ways including scoping meetings in 
addition to our newsletters, website, and other communication methods.  The scoping 
schedule includes meetings across the project area, as well as in Anchorage and Homer.  
The public meeting schedule is listed below.

www.PebbleProjectEIS.com 3



Program Manager
Regulatory Division
US Army Corps of Engineers
PO Box 6898
Joint Base Elmendorf Richardson AK 99506-0898









US Army Corps of Engineers 

Invites You to Attend Public Scoping 

for the 

Pebble Project EIS 

The Alaska District, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) invites the public to attend public scoping meetings for the  
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) analysis for the Pebble Limited Partnership’s proposed project, which would be located 
17 miles west/northwest of the villages of Iliamna, Newhalen, and Nondalton, Alaska. 

The EIS will analyze potential impacts, benefits, and alternatives from the proposed mine that would produce copper, gold, and 
molybdenum from the Pebble porphyry deposit. The proposed project also includes a 188-mile natural gas pipeline from the Kenai 
Peninsula across Cook Inlet to the Mine Site, an Amakdedori Port facility on the western shore of Cook Inlet, and an 83 mile  
transportation corridor that includes an 18-mile ferry crossing of Lake Iliamna. 

These meetings are an opportunity for members of the public to provide comments and suggestions to help determine important 
issues and help define a reasonable range of alternatives to evaluate in the EIS. 

To learn more about scoping and the EIS, please visit the web site: www.PebbleProjectEIS.com.  

Public comments may be submitted from April 1, 2018 through April 30, 2018 in person at one of the meetings, online at 
www.PebbleProjectEIS.com, or mailed to Pebble EIS Program Manager, Regulatory Division, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers,  
P.O. Box 6898, Joint Base Elmendorf Richardson, AK 99506-0898 

Please note that public scoping meetings are not public hearings. Scoping input can be submitted in person at public meetings via 
directly into the provided computers, handing in written comments, or speaking to a court reporter  

Naknek Mon. April 9, 2018 3:30—7:30 pm Naknek School 

Kokhanok Tue. April 10, 2018 3:30—7:30 pm Community Hall 

Homer* Wed. April 11, 2018 5:00—9:00 pm Homer High School 

Newhalen Thurs. April 12, 2018 3:30—7:30 pm Newhalen School 

New Stuyahok Fri. April 13, 2018 1:00—4:30 pm Community Building 

Nondalton Mon. April 16, 2018 3:30—7:30 pm Tribal Center 

Dillingham* Tue. April 17, 2018 5:00—9:00 pm Middle School 

Igiugig Wed. April 18, 2018 3:30—7:30 pm Community Building 

Anchorage* Thurs. April 19, 2016 
Comments accepted beginning 

11:00 am—9:00 pm Dena’ina Center 

*To avoid long wait times, a hot mic format will not be used. 



































































































































































































































































































































































































 



• Located on state of Alaska land 

• Project operating life of 20 years 

• Employment of 2,000 people for construction and 850 for operation 

• Gas pipeline from Anchor Point and gas-fired power plant at site

• Road and lake ferry to Cook Inlet 

• Segregated storage of bulk and pyritic tailings

OVERVIEW1

MINING2

TAILINGS3

WATER4

ROADS5

PORT8

POWER9

CLOSURE10

FERRY7

THE PEBBLE PROJECT
Pebble Limited Partnership (PLP) is proposing to develop the Pebble copper-gold-

molybdenum porphyry deposit (Pebble Deposit) in southwest Alaska as an open-pit 

mine, with associated infrastructure.

SUMMARY INFORMATION

PROJECT DESCRIPTION DETAILS

LAND6



• Mining rate up to 90 million tons per year

• Milling rate up to 58 million tons per year 

• Annual copper/gold concentrate production of 600,000 tons 

• Annual molybdenum concentrate production of 15,000 tons

MINING & PROCESSING
The Project will mine approximately 1.1 billion tons of mineralized material throughout

the 20-year mine life.

SUMMARY INFORMATION

MINING2

DRILLING & BLASTING HEAVY EQUIPMENT GRINDING MILLOPEN PIT RENDERING

AN OVERVIEW OF MINERAL PROCESSING



TAILINGS STORAGE
Pebble Limited Partnership (PLP) conducted a multiyear, multidisciplinary evaluation to 

select a Tailings Storage Facility (TSF) location that meets all engineering and 

environmental goals. It will store ground-up material after minerals have been extracted.

TAILINGS3

PYRITIC TAILINGS

BULK TAILINGS

TAILINGS STORAGE FACILITY

• Designed to meet Alaska Dam Safety Program standards 

• Separate cells for bulk and pyritic tailings 

• Minimize water storage in bulk tailings to keep water away from embankment 

• Fully-lined cell for pyritic tailings with water cover 

• Rock-filled embankments (600’ high at main embankment) 

• Seepage collection facilities for all embankments

SUMMARY INFORMATION



WATER MANAGEMENT
Pebble Limited Partnership (PLP) has designed the water management plan to 

minimize the volume of water diverted from natural flows and to treat and condition 

all water to meet quality standards before discharge.

MONITORING AND TREATMENT

SUMMARY INFORMATION

• All water is tracked and managed from rainfall to discharge 

• One water treatment plant for pit-related water 

• One water treatment plant for tailings, stockpile, and process contact water 

• All water treated and conditioned to meet quality standards before release 

• Discharge locations in each of three drainages 

• No mixing zones will be required 

• Discharge managed based on downstream habitat needs

WATER4



ROADS & TRANSPORT
An 83-mile transportation corridor runs from the mine site to a port site on Cook 

Inlet. The route was selected to minimize impact on wetlands, minimize stream 

crossings, and avoid area of known subsistence and recreational use.

NORTH & SOUTH ROAD SEGMENTS

• Personnel flown to Iliamna Airport and driven to mine site 

• 30-mile (north segment) and 35-mile (south segment) private roads 

• Spur roads connecting to the villages of Iliamna, Newhalen, and Kokhanok 

• Stream crossings designed to state of Alaska standards 

• Up to 35 round trips by truck each day (one by ferry) 

• Concentrate hauled in bulk containers with locking lids 

• Fuel hauled in 6350-gallon sealed tank containers

ROADS5

TRANSPORT BY TRUCK CONCENTRATE CONTAINERS

SALMON PASSAGE

SUMMARY INFORMATION



LAND STATUS
The mine site — including the pit, tailings storage, and all primary facilities — is 

located on state of Alaska land. The transportation corridor includes state of Alaska 

and ANCSA land.

MINE SITE & CORRIDOR LAND OWNERSHIP

• Access Road = 65% state of Alaska + 35% Alaska Peninsula Corporation 

• Iliamna Airport Spur = 55% state of Alaska + 45% Iliamna Natives Limited 

• Iliamna Lake Crossing = 100% state of Alaska 

• Kokhanok Airport Spur = 100% Alaska Peninsula Corporation

SUMMARY INFORMATION

LAND6



FERRY & TERMINALS
A custom-built ice breaking ferry will transit Iliamna Lake year round, carrying inbound 

supplies from the Amakdedori Port to the mine site and returning with copper-gold and 

molybdenum concentrates.

ILIAMNA LAKE CROSSING

SUMMARY INFORMATION
• The one-way ferry trip across Iliamna Lake is about 18 miles 

• An average of one round trip per day will be required 

• Vessel is designed to operate year-round, in all ice conditions 

• Symmetrical forward and aft with two ice-breaking bows 

• 12 crew members may be accommodated on the ferry

FERRY7



AMAKDEDORI PORT
Incoming supplies such as equipment, reagents, and fuel will be barged to the 

Amakdedori Port and then transported by truck to the mine site.

DESIGN & OPERATIONS

SUMMARY INFORMATION

• 50-foot deep channel dredged to provide access for Handysize bulk carriers 

• Mineral concentrate will be direct-loaded from the containers onto the vessels 

• Equipment and supplies delivered by barge 

• Shore-based facilities will receive and store containers and fuel 

• Up to 25 concentrate shipments annually 

• Up to 30 marine barge loads annually

PORT8

DREDGE MATERIAL STOCKPILE



POWER GENERATION
The power plant will be sized to meet the anticipated load of 230 megawatts using 

high-efficiency turbine or reciprocating engine generators operating in a combined-

cycle configuration.

NATURAL GAS PIPELINE + POWER PLANT

SUMMARY INFORMATION

• Pipeline will connect to existing gas supply infrastructure near Happy Valley 

• Buried pipe will transport gas to a compressor station near Anchor Point 

• 94-mile subsea pipeline across Cook Inlet will come ashore near port site,

follow road to site, and cross the bed of Iliamna Lake 

• Gross flow rate of 50 million standard cubic feet per day 

• 10” pipeline on land, 12” pipeline for water crossings 

• Emergency backup power provided by diesel generators

POWER9



CLOSURE & RECLAMATION
Pebble Limited Partnership (PLP) is committed to conducting all mining operations, 

including reclamation and closure, in accordance with all local, state, and federal 

regulations.

PEBBLE: DESIGNED FOR CLOSURE

SUMMARY INFORMATION

• Removal of mill and other facilities not used after closure 

• Hauling of PAG waste rock into the open pit for under water storage 

• Recontouring and placement of overburden for revegetation 

• Plan and infrastructure for long term water management and treatment

• Financial assurance for closure and long term site

management is required before construction

CLOSURE10

RECLAMATION

AFTER…
YEARS

YEARS

YEARS

5

20

30

Most buildings removed 

Terrain resculpted 

Native plants resown

Vegetation well-established
in reclaimed areas 

Pit continues to
fill with water

Pit lake has formed 

Water is pumped from pit
for treatment and discharge
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        Pebble Limited Partnership Project Proposed Natural Gas Pipeline 
 
Background 
The Bureau of Safety and Environmental Enforcement (BSEE) is a cooperating 
agency on the Environmental Impact Statement that the United States Army Corps of 
Engineers, Alaska District, is preparing for the Pebble Limited Partnership project. 
 
The Pebble Limited Partnership is proposing to develop the Pebble copper-gold-
molybdenum porphyry deposit as an open-pit mine, with associated infrastructure, in 
southwest Alaska. The proposed project infrastructure will include an approximately 
230-megawatt power plant that will be fueled using natural gas. Natural gas would 
be supplied to the site using a roughly 190-mile pipeline that would connect to the 
project site from a tie-in on the Kenai Peninsula near Happy Valley. 
 
While BSEE has no regulatory oversight of onshore mining, our role will include a 
Pipeline Right-of-Way grant approval process for the proposed pipeline crossing 
federal waters of the Outer Continental Shelf in Cook Inlet. 
 
Proposed Pipeline 
The gas pipeline alignment, as currently proposed, would start near Happy Valley on 
the Kenai Peninsula and travel south paralleling the Sterling Highway for 
approximately 9 miles to a compressor station. From the compressor station, the 
pipeline heads southwest across Cook Inlet for 60 miles, before turning west for 35 
miles to a landfall at the proposed Pebble port site near the mouth of Amakdedori 
Creek. A second compressor station and offtake point is located at the port site. The 
pipeline then follows the proposed road alignment from the port to the mine site, 
including crossing Iliamna Lake on the lake bed for approximately 18 miles. BSEE’s 
jurisdiction for the proposed pipeline will likely only cover 63 miles, the portion that 
crosses federal waters of Cook Inlet.  
 
The pipeline, as currently proposed, would be constructed of steel and designed to 
have a gross flow rate of 50 million standard cubic feet of natural gas per day. The 
onshore portions of the pipeline would be 10-inch diameter, while the offshore portion 
would be constructed using heavy wall 12-inch diameter pipe with negative buoyancy. 
All appropriate federal regulations would be followed in the design, construction, and 
operation of the pipeline. 
 
Right-of-Way Decision Process 
Pipeline right-of-way requirements for permitting are detailed in the 30 Federal Code 
of Regulations Part 250—Oil And Gas And Sulphur Operations In The Outer 
Continental Shelf Subpart J—Pipelines and Pipeline Rights-of-Way.  
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Pebble Project Proposed Natural Gas Pipeline
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Applications for permits must be submitted to the BSEE Regional Supervisor and 
will include detailed information about the right of way, including consideration of 
effects from water currents, storm or ice scouring, soft bottoms, mudslides, 
earthquakes, permafrost, and other relevant environmental factors.  
 
While the pipeline in this case will ultimately be regulated by the U.S. Department 
of Transportation, Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety Administration, 
BSEE’s interest is to have the requisite level of information that enables a well-
informed right-of-way decision process, with the knowledge that environmental 
and safety factors have been considered and addressed. 
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