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K4.10 HEALTH AND SAFETY 
The evaluation of impacts on human health and safety is a component of the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) as it pertains to negative and beneficial consequences of a 
proposed project on potentially affected communities. This appendix supports the health and 
safety evaluation of the potentially affected communities and workforce crossover issues “outside 
the fence” for Section 4.10, Health and Safety. 
The Alaska Department of Health and Social Services (ADHSS) defines health as “the reduction 
in mortality, morbidity and disability due to detectable disease or disorder and an increase in the 
perceived level of health,” as discussed in Section 3.10 and Section 4.10, Health and Safety 
(ADHSS 2015). Because health is a multi-dimensional concept with physical, mental, and social 
aspects, the project could affect aspects of health at a localized or individual level, a community 
level, a regional level, or a state-wide level, depending on the nature of the effect. 
Human health impacts were evaluated in accordance with NEPA practice, and generally followed 
the ADHSS methodology. The terminology used for descriptions and rankings of health impacts 
in this section generally correspond to the terms and ratings used in the ADHSS Health Impact 
Assessment (HIA) guidance. This guidance uses the concept of Health Effect Categories. A 
Health Effect Category (HEC) groups similar health effects so that they can be discussed and 
evaluated more easily and efficiently. A health effect can be a health outcome (e.g., a documented 
health event, such as a clinic visit, the birth of an infant, or an incidence of a disease), or a health 
determinant (a social, environmental, or economic reality that influences health outcomes, such 
as education level, income, or access to healthcare). By assessing both determinants and 
outcomes, an evaluation of health status, health needs, health impacts, and mitigation/monitoring 
recommendations (if warranted) can be developed that are based on a good understanding of the 
project and its connections with the affected communities. 
A characteristic of this guidance is that the individual dimensions of health impacts (i.e., nature of 
health effect, duration, magnitude, extent, and likelihood) are each given their own descriptive 
terms for the estimated relative degree of occurrence and a final consolidated health impact rating 
for each health metric or HEC that is numerical (Category 1 through 4). The guidance suggests 
that impact ratings of 2 or higher may markedly increase or decrease illness and injury rates, and 
may warrant interventions, if negative (ADHSS 2015). 
In accordance with NEPA practice and ADHSS (2015), the scope of this health and safety 
evaluation is limited to affected communities “outside of the fence,” (outside the mine site and 
other mine-related components). Accordingly, the health and safety evaluation does not include 
a direct evaluation of the anticipated workforce safety and health issues (“inside the fence”) 
because the project would be governed by the Occupational Safety and Health Administration 
(OSHA) and the Mine Safety and Health Administration (MSHA) regulations in the areas where 
project activities would occur. However, this evaluation does consider “crossover issues,” such 
as areas where workers are housed, or where workforce behaviors result in interactions/overlap 
with the affected communities. Additionally, the USACE cannot commit that Pebble Limited 
Partnership (PLP) would comply with MSHA, OSHA, and other regulations. 
The analysis of potential consequences to human health for the affected communities using 
ADHSS (2015) criteria is consistent with the principles of analysis required by NEPA. The first 
step is to determine the impact score, which takes into consideration four impact dimensions: 
severity of potential health effects (which can be positive or negative and considers the need for 
intervention if the impact is negative), duration, magnitude, and extent of the impact 
(Table K4.10-1). Each component of the impact dimension is assigned a score of 0, 1, 2, or 3 to 
derive the overall impact rating score. 
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Table K4.10-1: Step 1—Impact Dimensions 

Step 1 

Impact 
Rating 
Score 

A—Health 
Effect (±) B—Duration C—Magnitude D—Extent 

0 Effect is not perceptible Less than 1 month Minor Individual cases 

1 (±) minor benefits or 
risks to injury or illness 
patterns (no 
intervention needed) 

Short-term: 
1 to 12 months 

Those impacted would: 
1) be able to adapt to the 
impact with ease and maintain 
pre-impact level of health; or 
2) see noticeable but limited 
and localized improvements to 
health conditions. 

Local: small; limited 
impact to households 

2 (±) moderate benefits or 
risks to illness or injury 
patterns (intervention 
needed, if negative) 

Medium-term: 
1 to 6 years 

Those impacted would: 
1) be able to adapt to the health 
impact with some difficulty and 
would maintain pre-impact level 
of health with support; or 
2) experience beneficial 
impacts to health for specific 
populations; some maintenance 
may still be required. 

Entire Potentially 
Affected 
Communities; village 
level 

3 (±) severe benefits or 
risks: marked change in 
mortality and morbidity 
patterns (intervention 
needed, if negative) 

Long-term: more 
than 6 years/life of 
project and 
beyond 

Those impacted would: 
1) not be able to adapt to the 
health impact or to maintain 
pre-impact level of health; or 
2) see noticeable major 
improvements in health and 
overall quality of life. 

Extends beyond 
Potentially Affected 
Communities; 
regional and 
state-wide levels 

Source: ADHSS 2015 

Next, the severity and likelihood of each type of impact is evaluated, and those ratings are used 
to develop an overall significance impact rating category of 1, 2, 3, or 4 (Table K4.10-2). 
Recommended actions for negative impacts are listed by category below: 

• Category 1: Actions to reduce negative impacts are not needed 
• Category 2: Recommend that decision-makers assess whether actions to reduce 

negative impacts would be helpful for reducing negative impacts 
• Category 3: Recommend that decision-makers develop and implement actions to 

reduce negative impacts 
• Category 4: Strongly recommend that decision-makers develop and implement 

actions to reduce negative impacts 
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Table K4.10-2: Steps 2, 3, and 4—Likelihood and Overall Impact Ratings 

Step 2 Step 3 

Impact Severity Level 
(Sum Scores from 

Step 1 to choose range) 

Likelihood Rating 

Extremely 
Unlikely 

(<1%) 

Very 
Unlikely 
(1-10%) 

Unlikely 
(10-33%) 

About as 
likely as Not 

(33-66%) 

Likely 
(66-90%) 

Very Likely 
(90-99%) 

Virtually 
Certain 
(>99%) 

1 to 3 ♦ ♦ ♦ ♦ ♦♦ ♦♦ ♦♦ 

4 to 6 ♦ ♦ ♦ ♦♦ ♦♦ ♦♦ ♦♦♦ 

7 to 9 ♦♦ ♦♦ ♦♦ ♦♦♦ ♦♦♦ ♦♦♦ ♦♦♦♦ 

10 to 12 ♦♦♦ ♦♦♦ ♦♦♦ ♦♦♦♦ ♦♦♦♦ ♦♦♦♦ ♦♦♦♦ 

Step 4 Impact Rating 

 Category 1 = ♦ Category 2 = ♦♦ Category 3 = ♦♦♦ Category 4 = ♦♦♦♦ 
Source: ADHSS 2015 

Although the framework used for the evaluation of health and safety impacts is generally 
consistent with ADHSS guidance, and the data are considered sufficient for analysis in this 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), it is important to note that any evaluation of potential 
impacts is subject to several types of uncertainty, as summarized below. 

• Baseline data used to describe current health status and conditions vary along the 
spatial and temporal scales; the reported data may range from current, to several 
years since data were collected; some data are available at the level of individual 
communities, while others are regional- or state-level in scale. For example, Lake and 
Peninsula Borough (LPB) regional-level baseline data (from 2016-2017) are available 
for leading causes of hospitalizations by diagnosis, leading causes of non-fatal 
injuries, and leading causes of death (see Section 3.10, Health and Safety, HECs 2 
and 7), while similar regional-level data are not available for the Nushagak/Bristol Bay 
communities. In other cases, Iliamna Lake/Lake Clark community-level baseline data 
are available for unintentional injury death rates (2016) but are not available for the 
Nushagak/Bristol Bay communities (see Section 3.10, Health and Safety, HEC 2). For 
many health status indicators such as adult alcohol consumption, infectious diseases, 
chronic diseases, and others, baseline health data are available only at the regional 
or state level, and are reported at the larger scale. Therefore, not all health conditions 
are described or evaluated at the same level of precision and timeliness. 

• Health consequences related to changes in environmental conditions—such as soil 
quality and water quality, which can potentially lead to bioaccumulation in foods—are 
subject to uncertainties. Although the concentrations of chemicals in environmental 
media under baseline conditions may be known, future concentrations (e.g., as related 
to end-of-mine life and closure) are evaluated by using conservative modeling 
approaches that meet NEPA requirements (see Section 4.20, Air Quality; 
Section 4.14, Soils; and Section 4.18, Water and Sediment Quality). It is likely that 
these modeling approaches lead to overestimation of the potential for impacts, but do 
not necessarily represent “worst-case scenarios.” 

• Although the presentation of baseline health conditions may be based on data of 
varying levels of completeness and quality, the evaluation of health impacts is 
generally more qualitative; and some potential health consequences, by their very 
nature, are complex, and not easily quantifiable. The evaluation of social determinants 
of health is particularly subject to uncertainty, because many of the choices that affect 
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social and mental health and behavioral risk factors are made at the level of the 
individual, and many of the choices may have both beneficial and negative aspects 
associated with them. Two individuals exposed to the same situation may make very 
different behavioral choices; therefore, there is uncertainty in trying to predict the 
aggregate of individual choices at a community level in terms of overall severity, 
likelihood, and impact rating. The evaluation uses published literature, where feasible, 
to provide context for this type of uncertainty. In addition, effects related to 
communicable and non-communicable diseases typically cannot be quantified, 
because their prevalence depends on numerous environmental, behavioral, and 
genetic factors. The potential for these indirect health effects to occur is included in 
the evaluation, based on reports of their occurrence at other projects and sites, but the 
severity and likelihood of their occurrence in relation to the project cannot be precisely 
estimated. 
Where quantifiable evaluations are not possible, qualitative evaluations strive for 
transparency in professional judgement. To this end, the components of the severity 
ranking system and the likelihood ranking system follow the gradations described in 
the ADHSS guidance, and the final impact ratings are based on a combination of 
severity and likelihood considerations. This allows the reader to clearly understand the 
basis of the ratings for project-related health consequences. 

• Another source of uncertainty is the rating system for “likelihood” of impacts that is 
employed by the ADHSS guidance. Uncertainties regarding the reliability of impact 
ratings and the methodology have been pointed out by several authors 
(Thomson 2008; Petticrew et al. 2007). Uncertainty in estimating likelihood is easier to 
describe and quantify for certain types of health impacts such as exposure to 
potentially hazardous materials; and more difficult for other kinds of impacts such as 
social determinants of health, or diseases (both infectious and non-communicable). 
For this health and safety evaluation, estimation of likelihood is based on a general 
understanding of baseline health status and trends; project description, including 
proposed programs and measures to avoid or minimize health impacts; the detailed 
evaluation of certain types of impacts in other sections of the EIS (e.g., air quality, 
water quality, socioeconomics, subsistence, and transportation); and publicly available 
literature regarding these impacts on other, similar projects. The actual likelihood of 
the impacts may vary from the estimated level. 

The health and safety evaluation presented herein falls between a “desktop” HIA (qualitative and 
brief assessment) and a “rapid appraisal” HIA (more in-depth than desktop) as defined in the HIA 
guidance (ADHSS 2015), using available or accessible health information, limited stakeholder 
engagement, and key informant input, but without conducting new field surveys. For each 
alternative, the consequences of the project activities are described with regard to relevant issues 
and concerns associated with the eight HECs described in the HIA guidance (ADHSS 2015). 
Although all project components (mine, transportation corridor, port, and natural gas pipeline) 
were considered, the project was primarily analyzed as a whole, because effects could not be 
attributed to a single component (i.e., there was overlap of affected communities for multiple 
components). Finally, the health consequences are summarized by HEC, and for each alternative 
as a whole; and expressed as Category 1, 2, 3, or 4. ADHSS does not provide narrative 
descriptions for these numeric impact category rankings, and only suggests that they be used to 
propose recommendations for actions. 
For the purposes of this evaluation, the EIS analysis area is defined as an area that may be 
affected by physical releases, or changes in economic, subsistence, and health resources and 
activities. Overall, it includes eight communities in the LPB, seven communities in the Dillingham 
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Census Area, three communities in the Kenai Peninsula Borough (KPB), two communities in 
Bristol Bay, as well as the surrounding regions and the Municipality of Anchorage. Not all 
communities are assessed for all health effects because some effects may be more relevant to 
some communities than others. A complete listing of the communities in the EIS analysis area, 
and the HECs for which they are evaluated, is provided in Section 3.10, Health and Safety. 
Best management practices (BMPs) and industry standards applicable to the project are a form 
of mitigation and are considered when assessing the impacts of the project in the EIS. In addition, 
PLP’s mitigation measures and design features were also factored into the EIS evaluation, when 
appropriate and possible (e.g., stationary source air emissions). The additional mitigation 
measures suggested during the EIS process were not assumed in the evaluation, but are provided 
in Appendix M1.0, Mitigation Assessment. 

K4.10.1 No Action Alternative 
The current baseline condition is assumed as a reasonable proxy to qualitatively evaluate the 
future in the No Action Alternative. Although there may be some uncertainty associated with the 
many factors and variables that could impact the health of communities in the EIS analysis area 
in the future, current trends can be reasonably assumed to continue in the absence of the project. 
The purpose of this health and safety evaluation is to assess the impacts of the project and its 
alternatives against baseline conditions, as represented by the No Action Alternative. As a result, 
no independent quantitative impact discussion (i.e., impact rating) is presented for the No Action 
Alternative. 
The No Action Alternative would have direct impacts related to the PLP exploration activities, as 
discussed in Section 4.3, Needs and Welfare of the People—Socioeconomics. PLP exploration-
related employment and income, which were realized in the Bristol Bay region over the previous 
decade, would cease. The PLP employed around 100 to 150 local community members annually 
at the site during the pre-development phase of the project, which ended in 2012 (Loeffler and 
Schmidt 2017). Since then, PLP has had a minimal number of workers at the site for exploration 
and maintenance activities. The exploratory phase of the project revealed that the income earned 
by residents employed by the project was an important part of the total income earned in local 
communities, especially those communities close to the mine site; and the income earned by 
residents close to the mine was greater than the income earned for commercial fishing, indicating 
that even the limited employment during the exploratory phase had large impacts on nearby 
communities. In communities that were further from the mine site, commercial fishing was a larger 
part of total income. Overall, the current number of direct and indirect jobs would remain roughly 
the same, and there would be no impact to the regional economy. 
Human health impacts associated with the loss of employment opportunities (and subsequent 
decrease in median household income) primarily concern potential impacts on social 
determinants of health (SDH) (e.g., income, psychosocial stress, substance abuse, violent crime, 
and family stress and stability). Any expected changes in SDH would be relatively minor in 
magnitude, relative to the baseline, and would largely be confined to the communities closest to 
the mine site (Nondalton, Iliamna, and Newhalen).There would be no impact to more distant 
communities in the lower Bristol Bay watershed, such as Dillingham, other than removing 
uncertainty about the fate of this project. Other health factors would likely be similar to current 
conditions (baseline), such as potential rates of accidents and injuries, communicable and 
non-communicable diseases, exposure to hazardous constituents, and access to healthcare 
services. 
Health impacts from the No Action Alternative would not be perceptible, or those impacted would 
be able to adapt to the impact with ease, and not require medical intervention. Direct effects would 
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be largely similar to baseline levels of health. Current health conditions and trends, as described 
in Section 3.10, Health and Safety, would continue in the EIS analysis area. 

K4.10.2  Alternative 1a 
This section presents the environmental consequences to community health for Alternative 1a. 
This evaluates potential impacts (both positive and negative) to the affected communities from 
the project during all three phases. The communities potentially affected by the project range from 
small, remote, and rural communities to larger regional and urban centers, as discussed in 
Section 3.10, Health and Safety. The eight communities identified in that section in the LPB would 
be most closely affected by multiple project components. In addition, three Nushagak/Bristol Bay 
communities in the Dillingham Census Area were also identified as potentially affected by project 
components. The Kenai Peninsula Borough and Anchorage would also be potentially affected 
economically by all components of the project, at a relatively minor level, due to their larger 
population size, as noted in Section 4.3, Needs and Welfare of the People—Socioeconomics. In 
addition, more communities have been identified as using the EIS analysis area for subsistence; 
therefore, these communities could also be potentially affected by all of the components of the 
project (see Section 3.9, Subsistence). 
The consequences (described per HEC in the subsections below) for all project components 
would be expected to be more noticeable in smaller, rural communities and less perceptible in 
the Municipality of Anchorage. The HECs discussed in the subsections below were evaluated for 
potential negative (adverse) and positive (beneficial) impacts from the project. 
This section does not independently evaluate the human health impacts from potential spills or 
failures because evaluations of potential impacts are provided in Section 4.27, Spill Risk. The 
potential health impacts from exposure to chemicals due to a spill or failure are of low likelihood, 
and are typically short-term, acute exposures, but may also lead to chronic exposure depending 
on the nature, duration, and migration of the spill. The following summarizes the health and safety 
evaluation included in Section 4.27, Spill Risk. Hypothetical spills of diesel fuel, natural gas, 
copper-gold ore concentrate, chemical reagents, bulk and pyritic tailings, and untreated contact 
water are assessed using estimates of release rates, volume, and likelihood of occurrence, based 
on their spill potential and potential spill consequences. Project design measures, standard permit 
conditions, and BMPs would be implemented for preventing and reducing impacts from potential 
spills (see Section 4.27, Spill Risk; and Chapter 5, Mitigation). Health impacts related to spills may 
include psychosocial stress and anxiety regarding the possible or actual occurrence of spills; 
potential temporary releases of hazardous chemicals to air, water, and soil; and possible 
exposures to chemicals by subsistence resources that are ultimately consumed by humans. 
Planned measures to address these potential impacts include prompt measures for spill 
containment, rapid community outreach and notifications, and testing and monitoring of 
environmental media such as air, water, and subsistence food resources. Additional details are 
provided in Section 4.27, Spill Risk. 

K4.10.2.1 HEC 1: Social Determinants of Health 
The following sections present the evaluation of potential health impacts, both beneficial and 
adverse, that are often correlated with SDH. Table K4.10-3 summarizes the potential impact 
levels and categories for the SDH, including the health effect consequences, magnitude, duration, 
and geographic extent of the impact, and likelihood of the impact occurring. 
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Table K4.10-3: Summary of HEC 1 Impacts: Social Determinants of Health 

Potential 
Impact 

Project 
Phase 

Negative/
Positive 

Health 
Effect Magnitude Duration Geographic 

Extent 
Severity 
Ranking 

Likelihood 
Rating 

Impact 
Rating 

Impact 
Category 

Increase in 
household 
incomes, 
employment, 
and education 
attainment 

Construction + 1 

2, beneficial impacts to 
health for affected 
population during 
construction and 
operation 

2, medium-
term 

2, entire small 
communities and 
limited households 
in large 
communities that 
benefit from 
regional economic 
opportunities 

7 66 to 90% ♦♦♦ 3 

Operations + 1 3, long-term 8 66 to 90% ♦♦♦ 3 

Closure - 1 1, negative impacts 
due to reduced 
income, but able to 
adapt to the change 
during closure 

3, long-term 1, limited number of 
households 

6 66 to 90% ♦♦ 2 

Psychosocial 
stress 

Construction ± 2 2, able to maintain pre-
impact levels of 
health with support; 
negative and 
beneficial impacts to 
health for affected 
population during 
construction and 
operation 

2, medium-
term 

2, entire small 
communities and 
limited households 
in large 
communities 

 

8 33 to 66% ♦♦♦ 3 

Operations ± 2 3, long-term 9 33 to 66% ♦♦♦ 3 

Closure ± 1 1, negative impacts, 
but would expect 
and adapt to the 
change during 
closure 

3, long-term 7 10 to 33% ♦♦ 2 

Family stress 
and stability 

Construction 

± 1 

2, able to maintain pre-
impact levels of 
health with support; 
beneficial impacts to 
health for specific 
population 

2, medium-
term 

1, limited number of 
households 

6 10 to 33% ♦ 1 

Operations 3, long-term 7 10 to 33% ♦♦ 2 

Closure 3, long-term 7 1 to 10% ♦♦ 2 
Notes: 
The sum of the impact dimensions (Table K4.10-1) are used to determine the severity ranking. The severity ranking and likelihood rating determines the impact rating (1 to 4 diamonds), 
which indicates the corresponding overall significance impact rating category of 1, 2, 3, or 4 (Table K4.10-2). 
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Household Incomes, Employment, and Education Attainment 
Increases in household incomes, employment rates, and education attainment would likely result 
in an improvement to the overall health and well-being of residents living in the communities from 
which the workforce for the project would be employed, and where ancillary municipal tax revenue 
might be spent during construction and operations. The economic impacts of household incomes, 
employment rates, and education attainment are discussed in Section 4.3, Needs and Welfare of 
the People—Socioeconomics. The following summarizes the findings: 

• The project would result in 2,000 jobs during the construction phase, and 850 jobs 
during the operations phase, and some jobs would continue during closure, although 
employment would substantially decrease. PLP has stated that its objective is to 
maximize opportunities for local hire: first, directly to residents of the EIS analysis area, 
or those with close ties to the area, and then to Alaska residents in general. It is 
estimated that 250 employees would come from surrounding communities, and the 
remaining 600 would be flown to the project from Anchorage or Kenai. However, it is 
likely that during the construction phase, significant non-Alaskan labor would be 
required to fill the anticipated 2,000 jobs—potentially as high as 50 percent of hires 
(PLP 2018-RFI 027). In addition, indirect employment would increase from the 
services that would be needed to support construction and operation activities (e.g., 
air services, goods, and supplies). These activities could potentially create a large 
number of direct and indirect jobs in the region, relative to the population. 

• Because mining jobs pay higher than most industry categories, the wages earned 
would likely be higher than the median household incomes of the potentially affected 
communities. 

• Additional impacts could include potentially stemming the current trend of 
out-migration, increasing or maintaining the number of schools in the region, and other 
indirect economic benefits (e.g., taxes, sales/revenue, and other fiscal effects to the 
regional and local communities). 

• The benefits would be more apparent in the small, rural communities closest to the 
mine site (LPB communities), where even small changes in their economies could 
have a measurable impact on their overall health and well-being. 

• The benefits of these employment opportunities would be felt most in the households 
of those employees, but the ancillary sales and taxes would benefit the communities, 
regions, and state as a whole. However, it cannot be assumed that the economic 
benefits to the communities and region would directly correspond to increased 
healthcare spending or enhancement or development of community healthcare 
facilities, because these decisions may require involvement from multiple levels of 
government. 

• During the closure phase, there would be negative impacts related to job losses and 
decreased income for communities and households, who would then need to adjust to 
this change. Sensitive sub-groups such as children, the disabled, elderly, and 
low-income households, and indigenous communities can be disproportionately 
affected by impacts to socioeconomic changes (e.g., could result in short-term 
nutritional dislocations for children in households living below the poverty threshold, 
which has the potential to impact their development [short-term impact] and throughout 
their lifetime [long-term impact]). 

The positive relationship between educational attainment and income or wealth status is well 
known (Wolla and Sullivan 2017). The summary impact to human health due to increased 
household incomes, employment rates, and education attainment for the potentially affected 
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communities would be Category 3 (beneficial) for the construction and operations phases 
(Table K4.10-3), because health benefits are expected to result in perceptible minor benefits, and 
more apparent benefits in the small rural communities, although they may extend to a state-wide 
level. The duration ratings for this potential impact, as well as all potential impacts/HECs, would 
correlate with the expected duration of the three phases of the project. The possibility of this 
benefit occurring is considered likely, because PLP has committed to filling as many positions as 
possible within the region. The summary impact is considered Category 2 (adverse) for the 
closure phase, because the affected households would need to replace or adjust to reduced 
employment and income. 

Psychosocial Stress 
As defined by ADHSS (2015), the term psychosocial refers “to social situations that produce 
psychological distress or psychological relief.” Adverse health behaviors may be adopted by 
people to cope with psychological stress. Likewise, beneficial health behaviors may be fostered 
during times of perceived optimism and hopefulness (e.g., change in economic and education 
status, increased food security, improved infrastructure, and access to healthcare services). 
Poverty, lack of employment, rural and urban isolation, impacts to subsistence practices, cultural 
change, family instability, and outward and inward migration are some of the social factors that 
may impact psychological stress. Sensitive sub-groups such as children, the disabled, elderly, 
low-income households, and indigenous communities can be disproportionately affected by 
impacts to psychosocial stressors. An example would be a community’s fear that a proposed 
project could impact their environment and subsistence resources for current generations and the 
ones to come, leading to decreased mental health. Increased stress could also occur from 
increased exposure to physical stressors such as noise, vibration, and light. 
Mine site activities during all phases would increase noise levels above existing outdoor ambient 
concentrations in proximity of the mine, which could lead to sleep disturbance for recreational or 
subsistence hunters sleeping outdoors, as discussed in Section 4.19, Noise; and Section 4.5, 
Recreation; however, beyond 10 miles from the mine site, noise impacts would be well below the 
existing outdoor sound level. Similarly, the transportation corridor, Amakdedori port, and natural 
gas pipeline could result in noise impacts that may result in sleep disturbance for overnight 
recreational and subsistence receptors, depending on their location and proximity to these 
features, particularly during construction and operations. The noise generated by these activities 
would also likely displace wildlife from the vicinity of the noise-impacted area, thereby reducing 
the likelihood of hunting success close to project components. Therefore, subsistence and 
recreational users would likely stop using these noise-impacted areas. It would result in minimal 
displacement to other areas with similar habitats during construction, operation, and closure 
activities. In addition, noise impacts may also be realized for inhabited structures near the 
Kokhanok spur road, depending on their potential location. Vibration and light could be increased 
at the mine site, particularly during construction and closure, but the nearest communities 
(Nondalton, Iliamna, and Newhalen) would be approximately 17 miles away. Overall, noise 
impacts to communities would be expected to be minimal. Therefore, physical stressors could 
increase psychosocial stress for individuals on overnight recreational or subsistence trips. 
However, it is also possible that recreational and subsistence receptors would adapt and sleep 
outside the noise-impacted areas, and therefore not experience an increase in psychosocial 
stress. 
Although it is difficult to predict changes in the direction and magnitude of psychosocial stresses 
and indicators, it is considered that both positive and negative impacts may occur in the area of 
psychosocial stress. Although the nature of the positive (e.g., financial security) and negative 
(e.g., increased cultural alienation and depression) effects are well-known and can be qualitatively 
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described, quantitative predictions of the level of change are difficult to estimate. Because the 
same household and/or individual may be impacted by both positive and negative factors resulting 
from the project, the nature of the impacts would vary among different populations, and as a result, 
the likelihood of the different impacts would also be expected to be variable for the project phases. 
Some potential health outcomes of psychosocial stress (i.e., indicators) may include substance 
abuse, crime, suicide (overlaps with HEC 2), and mental health issues. Community members 
have expressed that increases in crimes, drug and alcohol use, and violence against women and 
girls (also see family stress and stability) due to the workforce employed by the project are primary 
concerns for the potentially affected communities. For other mine projects, some women reported 
excessive drinking and anger in some spouses when they returned from their mine rotation (UBC 
2014). It is difficult to predict the impact of the project on violent crime rates, in part because 
violent crime rates were not readily available for the potentially affected communities closest to 
the project, LPB, or Bristol Bay Borough. Compared to the urban Anchorage region, state, and 
national rates, the Dillingham Census Area and Kenai Peninsula reported higher baseline rape 
rates and the Dillingham Census Area reported higher aggravated assault rates (see 
Section 3.10, Health and Safety and Appendix K3.10), while robbery rates in the Dillingham 
Census Area and Kenai Peninsula appear to be similar to or less than the urban Anchorage, state, 
and national rates. Increases in psychosocial stress may result in increases of violent crime in the 
potentially affected communities (e.g., increased anger, substance abuse, and poor mental health 
could lead to increases in aggravated assault and rape), which could be especially hard on 
communities with elevated baseline rates. Conversely, decreases in psychosocial stress may do 
the opposite and result in decreases of violent crime. The project would likely have a drug- and 
alcohol-free workplace, with a zero-tolerance policy and targeted and random drug testing. Such 
workplace programs may assist in decreasing existing incidence or habits of drug or alcohol 
overuse among employees, thereby providing a secondary benefit to their families and 
communities. There is also the potential for decreases in psychosocial stress from improved 
economic opportunities, increase in jobs available in the region, and increased employment (see 
Section 3.10, Health and Safety). New jobs and increased income could contribute to increased 
family stability, and subsequently lead to decreased rates of poor mental health and lower rates 
of substance abuse. 
There is also the potential for increases in psychosocial stress in the potentially affected 
communities related to fear of changes in lifestyle and cultural practices, land encroachment, 
impact to the environment, and food security and quality associated with both commercial and 
recreational fishing, and with subsistence activities. Increased travel time and distances to 
subsistence resources may add to the difficulty of maintaining a subsistence-oriented diet and 
lifestyle, and could result in an increase in psychosocial stress. The addition of new stressors to 
the populations in the EIS analysis area could potentially worsen existing mental health 
conditions, primarily for those individuals that are susceptible and who are not benefiting from 
increased economic security related to the project or accessory economic development. In the 
area of the affected communities, there are currently shortages of mental health professionals as 
a contributing factor to its Medically Underserved Area/Population and Health Professional 
Shortage Area designations, as noted in Section 3.10, Health and Safety. Any substantial 
increases in mental health disorders would further strain an already underserved system. 
The summary impact to human health due to changes in psychosocial stress for the potentially 
affected communities is rated as Category 3 (beneficial and adverse) for construction and 
operations, and as Category 2 for closure (Table K4.10-3). The health effect is expected to result 
in moderate benefits and risks. However, the likelihood of this impact occurring is considered 
about as likely as not for the construction and operation phases, and unlikely for the closure 
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phase, because it is a multi-dimensional aspect that is influenced by many factors, and the 
probability of a significant contribution from any one factor would be low. 

Family Stress and Stability 
As with psychosocial stress, there may be both decreases and increases in family stress and 
instability, with different potential causes and effects in different segments of the potentially 
affected communities. Sensitive sub-groups such as infants, children, the disabled, elderly, low-
income households, and indigenous communities can be disproportionately affected by impacts 
to family stress and stability. For example, emotional stress to the infant or child from family stress 
and instability can negatively impact infant and child development, and can continue throughout 
their lifetimes. 
Increases in family stress and instability could occur due to long-term work rotations (living at the 
mine site while working and going home during off periods). As noted previously, community 
members have expressed that increases in violence against women and girls due to the workforce 
employed by the project is a primary concern for the potentially affected communities. 
Approximately 50 percent of adult women in Bristol Bay, Kenai Peninsula, and Anchorage/
Matanuska-Susitna Regions, as well as Alaska overall, report experiencing violence in their 
lifetime (AVS 2015). Approximately 43 percent of adult women in Bristol Bay, Kenai Peninsula, 
and Anchorage/Matanuska-Susitna regions, as well as Alaska overall, report experiencing 
intimate partner violence in their lifetime, while approximately 32 percent experience sexual 
violence in their lifetime (AVS 2015). Rotational work schedules can increase stress and instability 
in families, put a strain on relationships and child care, and may increase feelings of fatigue, 
anxiety, worry, and jealousy, contributing to domestic violence, extra-marital affairs, and 
unwanted sexual harassment—particularly of women (Czyewski et al. 2014; Status of Women 
Council of the NWT 1999). Women reported an increase in spousal assaults as a result of mine 
employment and long-distance commuting, as well as noticeable strains on marriages and 
relationships (Status of Women Council of the NWT 1999). The rotation schedules and long 
absences also led to more disruptive behavior in children and reported difficulties in managing 
older children when the parent was away (Status of Women Council of the NWT 1999). In several 
communities, additional stress was noted for extended family members (such as grandparents) 
who provided child care while a parent was away working at the mines (UBC 2014; Status of 
Women Council of the NWT 1999). However, potential decreases in family stress and increases 
in family stability could also occur due to the increase in jobs available in the region and increase 
in household income. Proportions of adverse and beneficial effects cannot be predicted, because 
the causes and effects would vary among different portions of the population. 
The summary impact on human health due to increased family stress for the potentially affected 
communities is rated as Category 1 (beneficial and adverse) for construction and Category 2 
(beneficial and adverse) for the operations and closure (Table K4.10-3). The health effect is 
expected to result in minor benefits and risks. Similar to psychosocial stress, the nature and 
likelihood of project effects on family stress and stability may be highly variable and unpredictable. 
Construction and operation are assigned a slightly higher likelihood than closure because it would 
be expected that individuals in the potentially affected communities would be more directly and 
extensively affected during the initial phases of the project. 

Summary 
The Category Impact ratings for SDH range from 1 to 3 for the construction and operations 
phases, and is 2 for the closure phase, and may include both positive and negative impacts. 
Therefore, it is recommended that decision-makers develop and implement plans and actions to 
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reduce negative impacts for SDH, such as monitoring for exclusion from project-related economic 
benefits and increases in psychosocial stress, family stress, and instability. 

K4.10.2.2 HEC 2: Accidents and Injuries 
Accidents (e.g., motor vehicle crashes, falls, and fires) can result in unintentional injuries. 
Unintentional injury (e.g., falls, poisoning, drowning, motor vehicle crashes) is the third leading 
cause of death in the state and most regions (ADHSS 2017a; ANTHC 2017i). Intentional injuries 
include homicide and suicide (note: suicide overlaps with HEC 1, psychosocial stress). Non-fatal 
and fatal intentional and unintentional injuries can place a substantial burden on available 
healthcare resources (such as hospitals, clinics, and ambulances). 

Transportation Accidents 
Project impacts may be related to surface, water, or air transportation along the transportation 
corridor. Transportation-related unintentional accidents and injuries are a leading cause of 
hospitalizations in the state and in the EIS analysis area (see Section 3.10, Health and Safety). 
Land transportation and motor vehicle incidents are among the three leading causes of 
hospitalization in the LPB, the Dillingham Census Area, and Bristol Bay Borough, as noted in 
Appendix K3.10. This is also similar to the state as a whole, although reliable data on actual rates 
of transportation-related accidents and injury are not readily available for the small rural 
communities among the potentially affected communities. 
The evaluation of potential impacts from transportation (air, surface, and water) and navigation 
(water) activities is presented in Section 4.12, Transportation and Navigation. Road and ferry 
terminals would be sited to avoid environmentally sensitive areas, archaeological resources, and 
areas of known high subsistence use. During project construction, operations, and closure, public 
access to or through the mine site would be restricted for safety. Along the transportation corridor, 
spur roads would be gated to prevent traffic on the mine and port access roads. Known trail 
crossings would be marked, and traffic controls would be implemented for safety (PLP 2018-RFI 
027). Additional public access, if any, would be coordinated between the State of Alaska, the LPB, 
PLP, and landowners. No access would be allowed beyond the mine site safety boundary. The 
boundary would be reduced during the post-closure phase of the project. 
Potential surface transportation impacts to the public from the project could occur related to taking 
alternate routes, crossing the access roads at marked crossing points, or other potential 
community uses such as potential shared use of the project roads and use of the ferry to transport 
the public and all-terrain vehicles (ATVs)/snowmachines. Increased travel distances in pursuit of 
more distant or alternative subsistence resources may also increase the potential for accidents 
and injuries for community members engaging in subsistence activities. 
When Iliamna Lake is frozen, it is used as a travel way for the public on snowmachines and 
occasional passenger vehicles. Open water created by the ice-breaking ferry would disrupt some 
cross-lake snowmachine routes and could create a safety hazard. PLP would work with 
communities (and supply funding) to provide for the marking and maintenance of snowmachine 
trails between communities across Iliamna Lake, when lake ice is thick enough to support such 
traffic (PLP 2018-RFI-071a). Alternatively, marked routes would avoid the ferry path, but would 
have the potential to add to travel time and distance. The construction of the natural gas pipeline 
corridor would impact a high-traffic area of Cook Inlet and could cause navigational hazards for 
vessels passing nearby on Cook Inlet and Iliamna Lake. Traffic in the community of Kokhanok 
would see an increase between the airport and the ferry terminal site. 
Accidents and injuries (impacting mortality and morbidity rates) could occur for mine site workers 
and for the public at surface access road crossings (at a minimum) if alternate safe routes or 
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mitigation measures were not taken across Iliamna Lake, and from navigation hazards during 
pipeline construction (see Section 4.12, Transportation and Navigation), including where the 
transportation corridor would cross the Gibraltar and Newhalen rivers. For transportation-related 
accidents and injury, the summary impact to human health due to air, surface, and water 
transportation are rated Category 2 for all phases (Table K4.10-4). The health effect is assigned 
a score of 3 (severe) due to the potential for serious health injury and loss of life for all modes of 
transportation. The magnitude of the effect is assigned a score of 2 for surface and water 
accidents, because those affected may require medical intervention to maintain a pre-impact level 
of health, while air accidents are assigned a score of 3, because air accidents have a higher 
likelihood of death, and those affected may be unable to maintain pre-impact level of health. The 
geographic extent of potential transportation and navigation impacts is assigned a score of 0, 
because impacts would be limited to individual cases, although the individuals may come from 
any of the communities in the EIS analysis area. The likelihood of these project-related accidents 
occurring range from extremely unlikely for air transport (they generally occur rarely), to unlikely 
for surface transportation (given the currently planned potential for limited public access except 
at designated crossings, and that service capacity of roadways is expected to be below capacity, 
even if final use designation of certain transportation corridor segments also become available to 
the public), to unlikely for water navigation (given low nautical speeds, but shared waterbodies). 

Other Unintentional Injuries 
Unintentional injuries from falls are the primary leading causes of hospitalizations in Alaska, the 
LPB, and the Dillingham Census Area, as well as the second leading cause in Bristol Bay Borough 
(see Section 3.10, Health and Safety). It is difficult to predict changes in direction and magnitude 
of these types of injuries due to their unintentional nature. The project would provide relevant and 
appropriate safety training by competent and qualified person(s) for all employees; health and 
safety plans would be developed and implemented; and public access would be prohibited in 
industrial facilities. Therefore, it is assumed that the project workforce would adhere to the 
project’s safety procedures when traveling or operating in the public domain and promote the 
safety culture outside of standard work operations as well (i.e., “outside the fence”). Based on 
this, the summary impact to human health from increases in non-transportation unintentional 
injury rates would be Category 2 for all project phases (Table K4.10-4). The health effect would 
be considered severe due to the potential for serious health injury and loss of life. The likelihood 
of this impact occurring is considered very unlikely, because of the potential for promotion of 
safety awareness and culture, and its likely limited scale. 
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Table K4.10-4: Summary of HEC 2 Impacts: Accidents and Injuries for Alternative 1a 

Potential 
Impact Project Phase Negative/

Positive 
Health 
Effect Magnitude Duration Geographic 

Extent 
Severity 
Ranking 

Likelihood 
Rating 

Impact 
Rating 

Impact 
Category 

Increase in 
unintentional 
accidents and 
injuries, 
morbidity, and 
mortality rates 
due to air, 
surface, and 
water 
transportation 
along 
transportation 
corridor 
(same rating 
unless 

Construction 

- 3 

air = 3, unable to 
maintain pre-
impact level of 
health 
 
surface and 
water = 2, able to 
maintain pre-
impact level of 
health with 
medical 
intervention 

2, medium-
term 

0, individual 
cases 

8 (air) 
7 (water/

surface) 

<1 % (air) 
 
10 to 33% 
(surface) 
 
10 to 33% 
(water) 

♦♦ 2 

Operations 3, long-
term 

9 (air) 
8 (water/

surface) 

♦♦ 2 

Closure 3, long-
term 

9 (air) 
8 (water/

surface) 

♦♦ 2 

otherwise 
noted) 
Increase in 
other 
unintentional 
injury (e.g., 
falls, cuts, 
poisoning) 

Construction 

± 3 

2, able to 
maintain pre-
impact level of 
health with 
medical 
intervention 

2, medium-
term 

0, individual 
cases 

7 

1 to 10% 

♦♦ 2 

Operations 3, long-
term 

8 ♦♦ 2 

Closure 3, long-
term 

8 ♦♦ 2 

Increase in 
intentional 
injury: suicide 
rate 

Construction 

- 3 

3, unable to 
maintain pre-
impact level of 
health with 
medical 
intervention 

2, medium-
term 

0, individual 
cases 

8 

1 to 10% 

♦♦ 2 

Operations 3, long-
term 

9 ♦♦ 2 

Closure 3, long-
term 

9 ♦♦ 2 

Notes: 
The sum of the impact dimensions (Table K4.10-1) is used to determine the severity ranking. The severity ranking and likelihood rating determines the impact rating (1 through 4 
diamonds), which indicates the corresponding overall significance impact rating category of 1, 2, 3, or 4 (Table K4.10-2). 
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Intentional Injury: Suicide Rate 
Across the state, suicide was the fourth leading cause of death among Alaska Native people 
during the period from 2012 to 2015 (ANTHC 2017f). Baseline suicide mortality rates vary by 
region, but are generally similar to state rates for Alaska Native people (age-adjusted rate of 40.9 
per 100,000 population, which equates to approximately 0.04 percent of the population), as 
discussed in Section 3.10, Health and Safety. However, regional rates are based on less than 20 
cases/counts, and may not be statistically reliable. Suicide, in general, is considered to be an 
unlikely action but high consequence. Similar to psychosocial stress and family stability (HEC 1), 
it is difficult to predict changes in the direction and magnitude of impacts to suicide rates because 
it is influenced by complex, multi-dimensional contributing factors. Increases in suicide rates could 
potentially occur due to increases in psychosocial stress and decreases in family stability. 
Conversely, decreases in psychosocial stress and increases in family stability may also occur, 
and could potentially result in decreased suicide rates. Note that although baseline suicide rates 
for the Bristol Bay region and the Kenai region may appear to be higher than the state average, 
the data may not be statistically significant due to the low number of reported cases, and any 
interpretations should be viewed with caution. 
The summary impact to human health due to increases in suicide rates would be Category 2 for 
all project phases (Table K4.10-4). The health effect would be considered severe due to the 
potential for loss of life. The magnitude of the effect is assigned a score of 3, because those 
affected would not maintain pre-impact level of health; that is, the negative health effects of suicide 
are permanent. The geographic extent of this potential impact is assigned a score of 0, because 
impacts would be limited to individual cases. The likelihood of this impact occurring is considered 
very unlikely on a large scale (1 to 10 percent). Because the overall impact rating is Category 2, 
monitoring for noticeable changes in selected key indicators of accidents and injuries, such as 
surface, water, and air-related accidents, and rates of homicide and suicide is recommended to 
help decision-makers assess whether actions to reduce negative impacts would be helpful for 
reducing negative impacts. 

K4.10.2.3 HEC 3: Exposure to Potentially Hazardous Materials 
This section evaluates the health determinants and outcomes from potential exposure to project-
related hazardous materials, relative to baseline conditions, consistent with ADHSS (2015) and 
NEPA practice. A qualitative evaluation of the potential for human exposures to project-related 
chemicals to occur is discussed, followed by a screening-level assessment of the magnitude of 
the exposures and potential for adverse health effects, relative to baseline conditions. As noted, 
this section does not independently evaluate human health impacts from potential spills or 
failures, but includes a summary of the health and safety evaluation provided in Section 4.27, Spill 
Risk. 
The key health outcomes considered are the potential for increases and decreases in illnesses 
or exacerbation of illnesses commonly associated with exposure to chemicals of potential concern 
(COPCs) through inhalation, physical (dermal) contact, and direct or indirect ingestion (e.g., direct 
exposure through incidental soil ingestion, indirect exposure through ingestion of subsistence 
foods that have the potential to bioaccumulate COPCs). 
The health effects are grouped as non-cancer (e.g., reproductive, developmental, and metabolic 
effects) and cancer effects, in the context of the Alaska Department of Environmental 
Conservation’s (ADEC’s) and US Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA’s) commonly used 
conceptual frameworks to evaluate exposures to hazardous chemicals. Many chemicals may 
exert adverse noncancer effects on humans, but only a few are considered to be known or 
probable carcinogens. To simplify initial evaluations of exposure to hazardous chemicals, 
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ADEC, EPA, and other agencies have developed health-protective “screening levels” for a 
variety of chemicals. These values represent concentrations of each chemical in a medium such 
as soil, water, or air, where long-term exposure by people would have extremely low likelihood 
of adverse cancer or noncancer health effects (including adults and sensitive sub-groups such 
as children, infants, nursing mothers, etc.). The values are intentionally biased to include a large 
margin of safety. One can understand whether there is potential for a health concern by 
comparing concentrations at a particular site to these screening levels. The potential for cancer-
related health effects is expressed as a statistical probability or “risk”; and the potential for 
noncancer effects is expressed as a ratio to a safe dose, called a hazard quotient. If the 
screening levels are exceeded, it does not mean that health effects would occur—only that 
some additional evaluation may be warranted. The non-cancer screening levels used for 
comparison were adjusted to one-tenth the acceptable level to be protective of simultaneous 
exposure to multiple chemicals. 

Exposure-Based Evaluation 
The first step in the evaluation for this HEC is the exposure pathway identification. This step 
includes the identification of the primary potential project-related sources of contamination, 
COPCs, determination of exposure pathway completeness, and an evaluation of the likelihood 
of exposure (e.g., complete but insignificant). The presence of a complete exposure pathway is 
established when there is an unbroken chain from a project-related COPC source to exposure 
point for a receptor. If a pathway is incomplete, then there is no exposure and no associated 
risk. 
One way to show the exposure pathway analysis is through the use of a conceptual site model 
(CSM) that illustrates the potential project COPC source(s), release mechanism(s), secondary 
source(s), exposure media, exposure routes, and types of human receptors, as well as the 
likelihood of exposure. Likelihood of exposure may be deemed insignificant based on multiple 
factors; including, but not limited to, expected project mitigation measures or geographical 
distance from the source. Two Pebble Project CSMs were developed, and are presented in 
Figure K4.10-1 (mine site) and Figure K4.10-2 (transportation corridor, Amakdedori port, and 
natural gas pipeline). 
The two types of receptors most likely to be exposed to project-related chemicals are identified 
as residents (adults and children), and area users, including people engaged in recreational or 
subsistence activities such as fishing, hunting, and gathering. Many of the residents and 
subsistence users may be the same people. The residential communities closest to the mine site 
are Iliamna, Newhalen, and Nondalton, each of which is approximately 17 miles away from the 
mine site. Similarly, the community closest to the transportation corridor and pipeline route is 
Kokhanok, which would have a spur road to the community. Therefore, everyday exposure by 
residents to project-related chemicals may be limited; it is more likely that recreational and 
subsistence activity users may be the most frequent visitors to the areas impacted by 
project-related chemicals. These users may be residents drawn from the potentially affected 
communities identified in the EIS analysis area or visitors from other areas. 
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NOTES
(1) The closest communities to the mine site are Iliamna, Newhalen, and Nondalton (within the Lake and Peninsula Borough), each of which are approximately 17 miles from the deposit. 
An additional five Lake and Peninsula Borough communities are in the EIS analysis area, but are further from the mine site (Kokhanok, Port Alsworth, Pedro Bay, Levelock, and Igiugig). 
In addition, three Nushagak/Bristol Bay communities in the Dillingham Census Area were also identified as near the EIS analysis area (New Stuyahok, Koliganek, and Ekwok). Residential 
exposure to harvested biota shared by subsistence users is captured and evaluated under subsistence receptors. Likewise, residential direct exposure during recreational activities is 
captured and evaluated under direct media exposure for subsistence receptors. 
(2) Nineteen communities, including the eight in Lake and Peninsula Borough and two in Nushagak/Bristol Bay (Ekwok data insufficient), are known to use the EIS analysis area for 
subsistence (see Section 3.10, Health and Safety; and Section 3.9, Subsistence). 
(3) Mine site construction and operations near-field impact assessments show criteria pollutant annual emissions would be below air quality standards and PSD Class II increments. Mine 
site closure emissions and impacts are expected to be similar to construction. Mine site HAP annual emissions for all phases are below Title V permit thresholds (see Section 4.20, Air 
Quality). 
(4) Mine site overland flow would not occur; non-contact and contact water would be captured and sent to the water treatment plant (i.e., incomplete). 
(5) Mine site dust deposition modeling and estimated media (soil, sediment, surface water) impacts indicate that increases would be negligible, with increases of less than 3.2 percent for 
antimony, and less than 1 percent for all other metals. Therefore, risks/hazards would be expected to be indistinguishable from baseline (i.e., incremental increase insignificant). See the soil 
exposure pathway discussions in Section K4.10.2.3, as well as Soils, Section 4.14. 
(6) Mine site non-contact and contact water would be treated, and effluent would meet permitting requirements prior to discharge (i.e., insignificant). 
(7) During the life of the mine, mine site operations and tailings impacts to groundwater would remain within the mine site boundaries (i.e., incomplete). During post-closure, once 
groundwater monitoring indicates water quality criteria are met, then direct discharge would occur (i.e., insignificant). 
(8) Mine site dust deposition modeling and estimated soil concentrations at the boundary are less than migration to groundwater criteria (i.e., insignificant). 
(9) Because soil, sediment, and surface water impacts from mine site dust deposition would be negligible relative to baseline (see Note 5), impacts to wild foods would similarly be expected 
to be negligible to slight, relative to baseline. Therefore, risk/hazards from ingesting impacted wild foods would be expected to be indistinguishable from baseline (i.e., insignificant). In 
addition, caribou and moose are likely to avoid areas impacted by dust deposition, and subsistence users may avoid harvesting resources near the mine site and transportation corridor due 
to air/dust deposition concerns. Therefore, potential dietary exposure to terrestrial wild foods impacted by dust deposition would be anticipated to be low for subsistence users. 
(10)  There could be a potential for waterfowl to be exposed to mine site standing waterbodies (e.g., pit lake, freshwater impoundments, tailings pond); be impacted by contamination; and 
then harvested “outside the fence” and ingested by the affected communities. However, the pit lake is not anticipated to provide suitable foraging habitat for waterbirds, and therefore, the 
most likely potential route of exposure is from drinking water from the pit lake. Because waterbirds would have multiple other nearby water sources to drink from that provide higher-quality 
habitat, they are likely to favor those locations (Section 4.23, Wildlife Values). In addition, impacts to wildlife from all aspects of the project, including around the pit lake, would be minimized 
or mitigated through PLP’s development and implementation of a Wildlife Management Plan (see Chapter 5, Mitigation). Therefore, substantive exposure of wildlife, including waterfowl, is 
not anticipated (i.e., insignificant). Figure K4.10-1

Mine Site
Conceptual Site Model

LEGEND
The CSM is based on Alternative 1a, and does not 
evaluate exposure pathways based on unanticipated 
scenarios (accidents, spills, or failures of mitigation 
measures) or health impacts to the project-related 
workforce at the mine site. 
Exposure Pathways:  
•	 “Complete” refers to a potential exposure pathway  
	 resulting in receptor exposure of project-related  
	 hazardous constituents in various media during  
	 any of the project phases. 
•	 “Incomplete” refers to a potential exposure pathway with  
	 a break in the path that prevents receptors from exposure  
	 to project-related hazardous constituents.

Transport Pathway Is Complete, but Insignificant
Transport Pathway Is Incomplete

Transport Pathway Is Complete

H:\Graphics\Pebble Mine\05-2020 CSModel - Mine Site.INDD - VMG 05/21/2020
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HUNTER/FORAGER/FISHER (2)

HUMAN RECEPTORS
Spatial Limit: Transportation Corridor, Port & Pipeline Vicinities in EIS Analysis Area

AMAKDEDORI 
PORT
Exhaust Emissions
& Dust Released 
During:
- Construction
- Operation

NATURAL GAS 
PIPELINE
Exhaust Emissions
& Dust Released 
During:
- Construction
- Operation

Deposition

NOTES
(1) The same 11 affected communities evaluated for the mine site were evaluated for these components, given geographic proximity to the EIS analysis area (see Figure K4.10-1).  
The eight Lake and Peninsula Borough communities are closest to the transportation corridor, while Kokhanok is the closest community to Amakdedori port (25 miles away). Residential 
exposure to harvested biota shared by subsistence users is captured and evaluated under subsistence receptors. Likewise, residential direct exposure during recreational activities is 
captured and evaluated under direct media exposure for subsistence receptors. 
(2) Nineteen communities, including the eight in Lake and Peninsula Borough and two in Nushagak/Bristol Bay (Ekwok data insufficient), are known to use the EIS analysis area for 
subsistence (see Section 3.10, Health and Safety; and Section 3.9, Subsistence). 
(3) The Amakdedori port, ferry terminals, and natural gas pipeline compressor station operations near-field impact assessments show NO2 annual emissions would be below air quality 
standards.  Because of lower activity level and criteria pollutant annual emissions for all these project components and phases relative to the mine site operations, it is anticipated that 
they would have lower near-field impacts than those estimated for the mine site operations, which were found to have near-field modeling less than air quality standards and PSD Class 
II increments. Total HAP annual emissions for all components and phases are expected to be below Title V permit thresholds (see Section 4.20, Air Quality). 
(4) Transportation corridor, Amakdedori port, and the natural gas pipeline activities could result in dust deposition onto soil, surface water, sediment, and vegetation. Because baseline 
soils would be disturbed during construction, and local rock sources would be used for construction of the roadways, dust deposition would not be expected to increase metal 
concentrations above baseline conditions. Therefore, any potential impacts would be expected to be indistinguishable from baseline (i.e., insignificant).  
(5) Because dust deposition would not be expected to increase metals concentrations above baseline (see Note 4), any subsequent leaching to groundwater would not be expected to 
result in concentrations above baseline (i.e., insignificant). 
(6) Because air emissions would be expected to be below air quality standards and PSD Class II increments (Note 3), and dust deposition would not be expected to increase metals 
concentrations above baseline (see Note 4), impacts to wild foods above baseline would not be expected (i.e., insignificant). See the air, soil, water, and subsistence exposure pathway 
discussions in Section K4.10.2.3. Also see Section 4.20, Air Quality; Section 4.14, Soils; Section 4.18, Water and Sediment Quality; and Section 4.9, Subsistence. Figure K4.10-2

Transportation Corridor, Amakdedori Port,
Natural Gas Pipeline

Conceptual Site Model

LEGEND
The CSM is based on Alternative 1a, and does not 
evaluate exposure pathways based on unanticipated 
scenarios (accidents, spills, or failures of mitigation 
measures) or health impacts to the project-related 
workforce at the mine site. 
Exposure Pathways:  
•	 “Complete” refers to a potential exposure pathway  
	 resulting in receptor exposure of project-related  
	 hazardous constituents in various media during  
	 any of the project phases. 
•	 “Incomplete” refers to a potential exposure pathway with  
	 a break in the path that prevents receptors from exposure  
	 to project-related hazardous constituents.

Transport Pathway Is Complete, but Insignificant
Transport Pathway Is Incomplete

Transport Pathway Is Complete

H:\Graphics\Pebble Mine\05-2020 CSModel-Combo.INDD - VMG 05/21/2020
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If humans could be exposed to project-related chemicals, then it is important to know what those 
chemicals are and how high or low that level of exposure might be. For those pathways that are 
deemed potentially complete, the concentration of any COPCs at the expected exposure points 
is determined when possible (the geographical locations where an individual comes in contact 
with the source material, such as air, soil, groundwater, sediment, surface water, or subsistence 
foods). Future media-specific exposure point concentrations are estimated, when possible, by 
modeling expected project-related increases from baseline concentrations. Then, baseline 
conditions and estimated future concentrations (when available) can be compared to health-
protective criteria (also known as screening levels) to determine if health impacts from exposure 
to hazardous chemicals is unlikely to or could potentially result in human health concerns. In the 
absence of available estimated future exposure point concentrations, a more qualitative 
evaluation may be performed to assess potential future exposure and effects. These quantitative 
and qualitative evaluations are then used to inform risk-management decisions (e.g., impact 
avoidance, monitoring, and mitigation measures). 
The following subsections present the anticipated project sources and COPCs, and the 
media-specific exposure pathway analysis and exposure concentrations evaluation when 
relevant. 

Anticipated Project Sources and Chemicals of Potential Concern 
The primary anticipated project sources of potential contamination are from hazardous 
chemicals used, released, or present during construction, operations, and closure. Based on 
the information presented in Chapter 2, Alternatives, as well as the sections discussing 
chemical impacts to individual media such as air, soils, water, and others, specific project 
sources and general categories of COPCs and the media in which they might occur are 
summarized below: 

• Criteria air pollutants and hazardous air pollutants emitted to air—Mine site, 
transportation corridor, Amakdedori port, and the natural gas compressor station on 
the Kenai Peninsula air emissions during construction, operations, and closure from 
stationary sources (e.g., turbines, generators, boilers), mobile sources (e.g., vehicle 
and mobile equipment exhaust), and fugitive sources (e.g., air particulates from 
blasting, drilling, vehicle road dust, and wind erosion). The air emission–associated 
COPCs include criteria air pollutants and hazardous air pollutants (HAPs). 

• Metals from materials and handling deposited onto surfaces—Mine site fugitive 
dust emissions from material and handling activities (mined ore, quarry rock, 
overburden, and waste rock) could result in wet and dry dust deposition onto soils, 
waterbodies, and vegetation (e.g., berries). This could result in increased 
concentrations of metals COPCs above baseline in and outside of the mine site due 
to the concentration of heavy metals found in orebody materials. The transportation 
corridor, Amakdedori port, and natural gas pipeline fugitive emissions also have the 
potential to result in dust deposition. However, because only existing soils with 
baseline levels of naturally occurring metal concentrations would be disturbed 
during construction, and local non-potentially acid generating (PAG) rock sources 
would be used for construction of the roadway, dust deposition would not be 
expected to increase metals concentrations above baseline conditions (see 
Section 4.14, Soils). 

• Metals from non-PAG waste rock in mine site—Mine site use of non-PAG waste 
rock for infrastructure construction at the mine (e.g., tailings storage facility [TSF] 
embankments, water management pond embankments, and roads) could result in 
negligible metals releases compared to other mine sources, such as material and 
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handling fugitive dust emissions (see Section 4.14, Soils). Non-PAG waste rock is 
considered to have a low susceptibility to hydraulic and wind erosion. Therefore, the 
use of non-PAG waste rock for infrastructure construction in the mine site is 
considered an insignificant source of COPCs (e.g., metals) “inside the fence” at the 
mine site, and an incomplete source-receptor pathway “outside the fence.” 

• Metals in runoff and contact water—Mine site surplus water (e.g., non-contact 
stormwater runoff and contact water) would be collected separately on site and 
discharged to downstream drainages during operations and closure after treatment 
under permits. Contact water influent COPCs would include metals and general water 
quality parameters (see Section 4.18, Water and Sediment Quality). 

• Metals in groundwater—Mine site operations and facilities (e.g., tailings, waste rock, 
and contact water storage) would directly impact groundwater quality at the mine site. 
During the life of the mine, groundwater would not be expected to impact the mine 
drinking water wells north of the core facility, and groundwater impacts would be 
expected to be captured by the seepage collection systems or contained in the open 
pit cone of depression, remaining within the mine site boundaries (see Section 4.17, 
Groundwater Hydrology; Section 4.18, Water and Sediment Quality; and Chapter 2, 
Alternatives). Therefore, mine site groundwater is not considered a source “outside 
the fence” during the operations phase and would not contribute to any complete 
exposure pathways. Post-closure, once groundwater seepage collection system 
monitoring indicates that the water quality meets the approved criteria for discharge 
without treatment, direct discharge would occur. Similar to mine site effluent, post-
closure groundwater COPCs would include metals and other water quality parameters. 
As discussed in Appendix K.4.17, groundwater levels would be monitored during mine 
operations to maintain hydraulic containment. Monitoring and contingencies would be 
further developed as design progresses. 

• Metals in dust—Mine site dust deposition could result in increased concentrations of 
metal COPCs in soil (see discussion above) that could subsequently leach to 
groundwater. 

• Metals in ponds and impoundments—Mine site activities would create new areas 
of standing water (freshwater storage impoundments, tailings pond, and pit lake). A 
variety of birds could potentially be affected by environmental contamination by 
contact with water and foraging in these locations (see Section 4.23, Wildlife Values). 
These birds may then be harvested “outside the fence” and ingested by human 
subsistence receptors (see Section 4.9, Subsistence). COPCs would include metals 
and other water quality parameters. 

• Petroleum-related chemicals in soils and waterways—Transportation corridor 
operations would include the use of fuel, oil, and lubricants during the normal course 
of roadway and ferry operations, and these materials could be inadvertently released 
onto roadbeds or into a waterbody. These materials are petroleum hydrocarbon 
COPCs. 

Table K4.10-5 presents a list of the project-related COPCs for the health evaluation, individually 
listing metals, because they are COPCs in multiple media. 
If people are exposed at high enough doses, many metals may exert adverse short- and long-term 
non-cancer effects (e.g., reproductive, developmental, and metabolic effects) on humans, but only 
a few are considered to be known or probable carcinogens. Table K4.10-6 presents some of the 
health effects associated with the metals listed in Table K4.10-5. 
An evaluation of the potentially complete media-specific exposure pathways are presented below 
for those project sources identified above that could be sources of COPCs to the affected 



PEBBLE PROJECT APPENDIX K 
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT SECTION 4.10: HEALTH AND SAFETY 

JULY 2020 PAGE | K4.10-21 

communities. Those project components that were identified as being an incomplete source of 
COPCs are not evaluated further below. 

Air Exposure Pathways 
Project air emissions could potentially be inhaled by the affected communities, including adult and 
child residents, subsistence, and recreational users in the vicinity of these project components 
and phases (e.g., inhalation of particulate matter [PM] from vehicle traffic along the transportation 
corridor). As noted in ADHSS (2015), air emissions that are in compliance with permits are 
presumed to be protective of human health; however, unregulated emissions (e.g., particulate 
deposition from fugitive dust that may contain heavy metals or other potentially toxic substances) 
may impact wild foods (e.g., berries and other wild plants consumed) and may require evaluation 
prior to human consumption. 

Table K4.10-5: Pebble Project COPCs 

Chemicals 
and 

Compounds 

Mine Site, 
Materials 

Reagents and 
Concentrates1 

Air 
Pollutants2 

Mine Site 
Storage 

Ponds and 
WTP3 

Groundwater4 
Fugitive Dust 
Deposition on 

Soil and 
Waterbodies5 

Bioaccumu-
lative and 

Potential for 
Subsistence 

Concern6 

Mine Site 
Materials and 
Reagents 

X      

Mine Site 
Concentrates X      

Criteria Air 
Pollutants  X     

Hazardous 
Air Pollutants 

 (HAPs)
 X     

Aluminum 
(Al)   X X   

Antimony 
(Sb)   X X X  

Arsenic (As)   X X X X 

Barium (Ba)   X X   

Beryllium 
(Be)   X X X  

Bismuth (Bi)   X X   

Boron (B)   X X   

Cadmium 
(Cd)   X X X X 

Chromium, 
total (Cr)   X X X X7 

Cobalt (Co)   X X X  

Copper (Cu) X1  X X X X 
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Table K4.10-5: Pebble Project COPCs 

Chemicals 
and 

Compounds 

Mine Site, 
Materials 

Reagents and 
Concentrates1 

Air 
Pollutants2 

Mine Site 
Storage 

Ponds and 
WTP3 

Groundwater4 
Fugitive Dust 
Deposition on 

Soil and 
Waterbodies5 

Bioaccumu-
lative and 

Potential for 
Subsistence 

Concern6 

Lead (Pb)  

Negligible 
(less than 
0.001 ton 
per year) 

X X X X 

Manganese 
(Mn)    X X  

Mercury (Hg)   X X X X7 

Molybdenum 
(Mo) X1  X X   

Nickel (Ni)   X X X X 

Selenium 
(Se)   X X X X 

Silver (Ag)   X X  X 

Thallium (Tl)   X X   

Silicon (Si)   X X   

Tin (Sn)   X X   
Vanadium (V)   X X   
Zinc (Zn)   X X  X 
Other Water 
Quality 

 Parameters6
  X X   

Notes: 
1Individual mine site materials and reagents are presented and discussed in Chapter 2, Alternatives, and Appendix K2. Mine site 
concentrates include copper-gold concentrate and molybdenum concentrate, which both contain sulfide minerals and other metals 
present in ore material. Potential mine site reagent, compound, and concentrate releases to the environment are not anticipated, but 
are evaluated in Section 4.27, Spill Risk. 
2Criteria pollutants include carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen oxides (NOx), particulate matter (PM), sulfur dioxide, volatile organic 
compounds, and lead. Among the 189 chemicals that are regulated as HAPs, the project-related metals HAPs are Sb, As, Be, Cd, Cr, 
Co, Pb, Mn, Hg, Ni, and Se. The project-related organic HAPs with the largest emissions would be: acetaldehyde, benzene, 
formaldehyde, hexane, hydrochloric acid, and toluene. For further details, see Air Quality, Section 4.20, and Appendix K4.20. 
3The chemicals/compounds listed for mine site storage ponds and water treatment plant (WTP) inflows and effluent do not include 
essential nutrients (e.g., calcium, iron, magnesium, potassium, sodium) or other water quality parameters (e.g., pH, total dissolved 
solids, hardness, chloride, sulfate). For further details, see Section 4.18, Water and Sediment Quality, and Appendix K4.18. 
4Groundwater has the potential to be impacted by the mine site storage pond and WTP compounds and from fugitive dust compounds. 
Therefore, the potential compounds in groundwater are the same as those potential sources. For further details, see Section 4.18, 
Water and Sediment Quality, and Appendix K4.18. 
5HAP metals (Sb, As, Be, Cd, Cr, Co, Pb, Mn, Hg, Ni, and Se) and Cu from mine site fugitive wet and dry dust deposition (PLP 2018-
RFI 009 and PLP 2019-RFI 009b) to soil and waterbodies were evaluated in Section 4.14, Soils; Section 4.18, Water and Sediment 
Quality; and Appendix K4.18. 
 
6Bioaccumulative compounds as identified by ADEC 2017b, Appendix C, Bioaccumulative Compounds of Potential Concern. 
7Only specific forms of chromium and mercury are bioaccumulative: hexavalent chromium and methyl mercury. As noted in 
Section 4.14, Soils, there are no anthropogenic sources of hexavalent chromium, nor are mineral assemblages considered favorable 
for hexavalent chromium genesis (e.g., chromite). 
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Table K4.10-6: Potential Health Effects for Metal COPCs 

Inorganic Chemicals Carcinogenic Non-Carcinogenic 

Aluminum (Al) Not listed Neurotoxicity and developmental effects 

Antimony (Sb) Not listed Hematologic effects 

Arsenic (As) Lung, liver, kidney, bladder, skin Hyperpigmentation, keratosis, and 
possible vascular complications 

Barium (Ba) Not listed Nephropathy 

Beryllium (Be) Lung Small-intestine lesions 

Bismuth (Bi) Not listed Low toxicity 

Boron (B) Not listed Developmental effects (decreased fetal 
weight) 

Cadmium (Cd) Lung Significant proteinuria (renal toxicity) 

Chromium (Cr)1 Not listed Reduction in absolute weight of liver and 
spleen 

Cobalt (Co) Lung Hematopoietic, thyroid, pulmonary, 
developmental effects 

and 

Copper (Cu) Not listed Gastrointestinal system irritation 

Lead (Pb) Kidney 

Neurotoxicity, developmental delays, 
hypertension, impaired hearing acuity, 

impaired hemoglobin synthesis, and male 
reproductive impairment 

Manganese (Mn) Not listed Central nervous system effects 

Inorganic Mercury (Hg) Not listed 

Hand tremor, increases in memory 
disturbances, slight subjective and 
objective evidence of autonomic 

dysfunction 

Molybdenum (Mo) Not listed Increase in uric acid levels 

Nickel (Ni) Lung Decreased body and organ weights 

Selenium (Se) Not listed 
Clinical selenosis (degenerative and 

fibrotic changes, especially of the liver 
and of the skin and its derivatives) 

Silver (Ag) Not listed Argyria (permanent dark 
skin) 

discoloration of 

Thallium (Tl) Not listed Hair follicle atrophy 

Silicon (Si) Not listed Low toxicity 

Tin (Sn) Not listed Renal and hepatic lesions 

Vanadium (V) Not listed Decreased hair cystine 

Zinc (Zn) Not listed Decrease in erythrocyte Cu, Zn-
superoxide dismutase activity 

Notes: 
Not Listed = Not Listed as a carcinogen by EPA 
1 Information for trivalent chromium (Cr3+) is presented because there are no anthropogenic sources of hexavalent chromium (Cr6+), 
nor are mineral assemblages considered favorable for Cr6+ genesis (e.g., chromite) (see Section 4.14, Soils). 
Sources: EPA 2006, 2008; IRIS 1987, 1988a, 1988b, 1989, 1991a, 1991b, 1992, 1994b, 1995a, 1995b, 1998a, 1998b, 2004a, 2004b, 
2005a, 2005b, 2009; HEAST 2000a, 2000b; NLM 2019a, 2019b. 
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This section describes air quality impacts to health in the context of three types of sources: 
• Stationary point sources (air permits required) 
• Mobile sources (permits not required) 
• Fugitive sources (permits not required) 

As detailed in Section 4.20, Air Quality, air emissions were modeled for all project components 
and phases, except closure phases, for the transportation corridor, Amakdedori port, and the 
natural gas pipeline. Near-field impact evaluation was performed for mine site closure and 
operations (stationary and fugitive sources), Amakdedori port, ferry terminal operations 
(stationary sources), and the natural gas pipeline compressor station operations (stationary 
source). For the mine site, dispersion modeling was based on the ambient air boundary at the 
safety zone boundary established around the mine site, from which the public would be precluded 
to ensure the public would not be exposed to potential work-site safety risks. The predominant 
wind directions are from the southeast and northwest (PLP 2018 RFI-009). For the near-field 
impact evaluation, dispersion modeling was used to calculate maximum predicted ambient air 
concentrations (project plus background) for relevant criteria pollutants at the end of each project 
component and phase (see Section 4.20, Air Quality). 
The results of the near-field impact evaluation show that mine site closure and operations, 
Amakdedori port operations, and the natural gas compressor station operations would result in 
localized impacts, but that criteria pollutant concentrations would be below Prevention of 
Significant Deterioration (PSD) Class II increments, and below applicable ambient air quality 
standards (AAQS), which are protective of human health and the environment. Impacts would 
dissipate when the activities ceased (PLP 2018-RFI 009). In the future, the mine, port, and 
pipeline would undergo a complete permitting analysis, and would be expected to operate in 
compliance with these permits (Section 4.20, Air Quality). Table K4.10-7 summarizes the 
near-field modeling performed by component and phase, as well as the results. 
The highest emissions are expected to be generated during mine site operations, and emissions 
from all other project phases and components are expected to be lower in comparison. Therefore, 
if emissions from mine site operations are considered to be acceptable for human health, it is 
unlikely that other components or phases would be of concern. Mine site closure, transportation 
corridor construction and operations, Amakdedori port construction and operations, and the 
natural gas pipeline compressor station construction and operations total annual emissions from 
all sources (stationary, fugitive, and mobile) are all estimated to be less than mine site operations 
total annual emissions (see Section 4.20, Air Quality). Because of lower activity level and 
emissions during these components and phases relative to the mine site operations, it is 
anticipated that they would have lower near-field impacts than those estimated for the mine site 
operations, which were found to have near-field modeling less than AAQS. The transportation 
corridor, Amakdedori port, and the natural gas pipeline closure/post-closure activities and 
emissions, which were not estimated, are expected to be similar to construction phases for their 
respective components within a given year (see construction evaluations/discussions above). In 
summary, criteria air pollutant emissions for all project components and phases are expected to 
result in localized impacts during project activities; are anticipated to have near-field impacts 
below AAQS; and air quality impacts would dissipate when the activities cease. 
The near-field impact evaluation did not include HAPs. For this health evaluation, the total HAP 
annual emissions from all project components, phases, and sources (stationary, mobile, and 
fugitive) were compared to the stationary source Title V HAP permit thresholds, which are set at 
limits protective of human health and the environment. Although this threshold is designed for 
stationary source permitting evaluations, it is sufficient for the purposes of the EIS to identify if 
HAP emissions are likely to be a potential health concern (e.g., if total HAP annual emissions are 
greater than the thresholds). As shown in Table K4.10-7, total HAP annual emissions for all 
project components and phases are below the individual HAP and total HAP Title V permit 
thresholds, which are set at limits protective of human health. 
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Table K4.10-7: Annual HAP and PM Comparison 

Project 
Component Phase 

Hazardous Air Pollutants Criteria Pollutants1 

Annual 
Total 

HAPs1 (tpy) 

Annual 
HAP 

Threshold3 
(tpy) 

Criteria Pollutants 
Annual Emissions 

Estimated? 
Near-field Modeled? Near-field Model Result or 

Comparison to Operations Phase 

Mine Site 

Construction 5.5 

10/25 

Yes; All Criteria 
Pollutants 

Yes; All Criteria Pollutants from 
Stationary and Fugitive Sources 

All Criteria Pollutants Below AAQS 
and PSD Class II Increments 

Operations 9.1 Yes; All Criteria 
Pollutants 

Yes; All Criteria Pollutants from 
Stationary and Fugitive Sources 

All Criteria Pollutants Below AAQS 
and PSD Class II Increments 

Closure 4.7 Yes; All Criteria 
Pollutants No; Not Required Would be less than Mine Site 

Operations Emissions4 

Transportation 
Corridor 

Construction 7.35 Yes; All Criteria 
Pollutants No; Not Required Would be less than Mine Site 

Operations Emissions4 

Operations 2.6 Yes; All Criteria 
Pollutants No; Not Required Would be less than Mine Site 

Operations Emissions4 

Closure No2 No2 No; Not Required Would be less than Mine Site 
Operations Emissions4 

Amakdedori 
Port 

Construction 3.6 Yes; All Criteria 
Pollutants No; Not Required Would be less than Mine Site 

Operations Emissions4 

Operations 8.9 Yes; All Criteria 
Pollutants 

Yes; Only NO2 from Stationary 
Sources 

Below AAQS for NO2; All would be 
less than Mine Site Operations 

Emissions4 

Closure No2 No2 No; Not Required Would be less than Mine Site 
Operations Emissions4 

Natural Gas 
Pipeline 
Compressor 
Station 

Construction 0.02 Yes; All Criteria 
Pollutants No; Not Required Would be less than Mine Site 

Operations Emissions4 

Operations 0.22 Yes; All Criteria 
Pollutants 

Yes; Only NO2 from Stationary 
Source 

Below AAQS for NO2; All would be 
less than Mine Site Operations 

Emissions4 

Closure No2 No2 No; Not Required Would be less than Mine Site 
Operations Emissions4 

Notes: 
AAQS = Ambient Air Quality Standards  HAP = hazardous air pollutants NO2 = nitrogen dioxide  PSD = Prevention of Significant Deterioration 
PM = particulate matter   tpy = tons per year 
1 For further details on criteria pollutant and HAP annual emissions for each project component and phase, see Section 4.20, Air Quality. 
2 Closure/post-closure emissions were not estimated because they are expected to be similar to construction emissions within a given year (Section 4.20, Air Quality). 
3 Title V Major Source (Permit) Thresholds for individual (10 tpy) and combined (25 tpy) HAPs (EPA 2019b). 
4 Because of lower activity level and emissions during these components and phases relative to the mine site operations, it is anticipated that they would have lower near-field impacts 
than those estimated for the mine site operations. 
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Fugitive Air Emission Project Design and Mitigation Measures 
The fugitive air annual emission estimates evaluated above did not account for project design and 
mitigation measures. Therefore, the following summarizes the measures that PLP would 
implement to reduce localized and near-field air quality fugitive dust emissions and impacts: 

• Coarse ore would be stockpiled in a covered steel-frame building to minimize dust 
emissions. Baghouse-type dust collectors would be present where appropriate. Water 
would be added during operations to suppress dust. Specialized bulk cargo containers 
equipped with removable locking lids would contain thickened concentrates for 
transport to Amakdedori port. The pyritic tailings and PAG waste would be stored 
subaqueously during operations, removing the potential for wind erosion and dust 
dispersion. During closure, the bulk TSF would be reclaimed for revegetation and 
surface stabilization, eliminating the beaches as a dust source (see Section 4.14, 
Soils). 

• Fugitive emission project sources would not be in close proximity to the potentially 
affected communities. Potentially affected communities are at distances of at least 
17 miles from the Pebble deposit, and greater than 1 mile from the port access road 
under all alternatives, with the exception of Pedro Bay under Alternative 3. Fugitive 
dust deposition, snow plow deposition, and other gravel spray impacts would be 
expected to be fairly localized in the vicinity of the mine project activity, and linearly 
along either side of the port and access roads. The heaviest dust deposition along the 
roads would be anticipated to occur within 35 feet (Wolla and Sullivan 2017), but could 
occur at distances of 330 feet (see Section 4.26, Vegetation). Subsistence and 
recreational users would likely adjust the resource use areas to target resources that 
would be less affected by dust deposition (see Section 4.9, Subsistence). 

• Mitigation measures would be used to control dust generation at the mine site and 
along the transportation corridor during operations activities, as well as during 
construction and closure activities for all components (see Section 4.20, Air Quality). 
PLP developed a Conceptual Fugitive Dust Control Plan (FDCP) to reduce the 
potential for airborne dust and control fugitive dust emissions from the activities 
associated with the construction, operation, and closure of the mine (PLP 2019-RFI 
134). The Final FDCP would be developed during feasibility design work to support 
state permitting, and would be in place prior to construction commencement. Per the 
Conceptual FDCP, PLP would implement design features and active and passive 
controls to reduce fugitive dust emissions from the project. The Conceptual FDCP 
describes the equipment, methodology, training, and performance assessment 
techniques that would be used to control fugitive dust from the activities of the project. 
The PLP has committed to updating the Conceptual FDCP, as required, through mine 
permitting and operations. Specific measures suggested by the public for controlling 
fugitive dust (that are not already covered by existing design features, the Conceptual 
FDCP, or measures presented in Chapter 5, Mitigation) have been added to 
Appendix M1.0, Mitigation Assessment, for a comprehensive list of all measures 
identified during the NEPA process. All suggested measures have been assessed 
based on three factors described in Chapter 5, Mitigation, (Effective, Jurisdiction/
Enforcement, Reasonable), with the goal of disclosing the likelihood that the measures 
would be adopted by the Applicant or implemented as a condition in a state, federal, 
or local permit by the responsible agencies as part of their permit decisions following 
completion of the NEPA process. Within the limits of its regulatory authority, ADEC 
can require an assessment of ambient air quality to verify whether fugitive dust is 
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causing or significantly contributing to concentrations of particulate matter above 
ambient air standards. 

Summary of Air Exposure Pathway 
In summary, the air inhalation exposure pathway from all project components would not be 
expected to impact the health of the affected communities, including residents, subsistence 
receptors, and recreational users, based on the air emission quantitative evaluations discussion 
above (near-field impact assessments and comparisons to HAP thresholds), and qualitative 
evaluations (annual emission comparisons and project design features). With implementation of 
dust mitigation measures, the potential fugitive dust impacts from the project would be further 
reduced. Therefore, the air inhalation exposure pathway “outside the fence” would be considered 
a complete but insignificant exposure pathway. Potential impacts from mine site dust deposition 
onto soil, waterbodies, and wild foods “outside the fence” are discussed below. 

Soil Exposure Pathways 
People may come in contact with chemicals in soil by oral (incidental ingestion), dermal, and dust 
inhalation routes. Mine site material and handling activities (mined ore, quarry rock, overburden, 
and waste rock) and wind erosion of exposure bulk tailings could result in fugitive emissions and 
wet and dry fugitive dust deposition in the mine site and “outside the fence,” resulting in increased 
metals in soil. The metals present in dust may include those already evaluated in the air quality 
evaluation under the category of HAPs, as well as metals that may be present, but are not listed 
as HAPs. 
The predominant wind directions are from the southeast and northwest (PLP 2018 RFI-009).At 
the mine site, the employee camp would be situated northeast of the core mine facility, away from 
the predominant wind directions. In addition, the mine camps would implement dust deposition 
mitigation measures, and follow PLP’s health and safety plans, which would be protective of the 
health of mine employees while on-duty, and while off-duty at the on-site camp. Mine site fugitive 
emissions would not be expected to be a substantial source of metals from dust deposition to off-
duty employees at the mine site camp. Therefore, the soil exposure pathway to resident 
employees “inside the fence” would be considered a potentially complete but insignificant 
exposure pathway. Health impacts to potentially affected communities “outside the fence” due to 
mine site dust deposition is evaluated in the following subsections. 

Deposition of HAP metals and Copper onto Soil 
Outside the mine site, members of the affected communities, such as human subsistence 
receptors and recreational users, could come into direct contact with soil potentially impacted 
from mine site dust deposition “outside the fence.” As discussed in Section 4.14, Soils, potential 
increases of HAP metal concentrations in soils at the mine site from fugitive dust deposition were 
estimated using the AERMOD modeling data, dust deposition rates (PLP 2018-RFI 009), and 
baseline soil data. In addition, potential increases of copper concentrations in soils at the mine 
site from fugitive dust deposition were also estimated using AERMOD modeling data, dust 
deposition rates (PLP 2019-RFI 009b), and baseline soil data. Although copper is not an HAP 
metal, deposition modeling was performed because comments were received in public hearings 
regarding the potential for copper in mine site dust to impact fish in downstream watersheds. Dust 
deposition rates were estimated at the maximum point along the ambient air boundary of the mine 
site (“at the fence”). Section 4.14, Soils, presents the predicted change in soil quality from mine 
site dust deposition. These results indicate a small expected increase in metals concentration in 
soil due to dust deposition “at the fence.” Expected concentration increases in the future relative 
to baseline for all HAP metals (Table K4.10-5) ranged from 0.11 percent (inorganic mercury) to 
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0.72 percent (cadmium), with the exception of antimony, which would be expected to increase by 
3.04 percent. For copper, the expected concentration increase in the future relative to baseline 
would be 6.18 percent. See Section 4.14, Soils, for further details on selection of fugitive dust 
COPCs and dust deposition calculations for soils. 
At the end of 20 years of mine operations, the concentrations of all evaluated metals in soils would 
be barely distinguishable from baseline concentrations, and would remain below human health-
protective thresholds, with a minor exception for arsenic, cobalt, and manganese. In Section 4.14, 
Soils, the concentrations of the HAP metals and copper at the end of mine site operations 
(baseline plus 20 years of dust deposition) were compared to human health comparative action 
levels (CALs) based on ADEC Method Two – Soil Cleanup Levels. Only arsenic would be 
expected to have estimated concentrations in the future above the human health CALs. However, 
given that arsenic baseline concentrations also exceed the CAL, and the negligible increase 
estimated at end of mine site operations (0.57 percent increase), estimated concentrations in the 
future would be expected to have negligible increased cancer risk and hazard compared to 
baseline conditions (increased concentration in the future would be indistinguishable from the 
cancer and noncancer risks associated with baseline concentration). The natural occurrence of 
elevated arsenic concentrations in soil is acknowledged in Notes 11 and 12 of Table B1 (ADEC 
2018b). Arsenic naturally occurs throughout Alaska (from volcanic releases and natural 
weathering of minerals and ores) and represents natural background concentrations as long as 
there are no known anthropogenic sources (e.g., contamination from commercial and industrial 
processes and materials) (ADEC 2018j). Because no contaminated site records coincided with or 
were in proximity to the project footprint (see Section 3.14, Soils), the baseline conditions 
represent naturally occurring elevated arsenic background. In the remaining metals, the increases 
from dust deposition would not cause exceedances of the human health CALs, based on available 
ADEC levels. 
For cobalt and manganese, which lack human health CALs based on ADEC levels, the baseline 
and estimated concentrations at the end of mine operations were compared to the EPA residential 
soil Regional Screening Levels (RSLs) of 2.3 milligrams per kilogram (mg/kg) and 180 mg/kg, 
respectively (EPA 2018a; at target hazard quotients of 0.1). Both baseline and estimated 
concentrations at the end of mine site operations of cobalt and manganese were above the EPA 
residential RSLs; however, the estimated future hazards would be indistinguishable from baseline 
hazards, given the negligible increases estimated for concentrations in the future for cobalt 
(0.30 percent increase) and manganese (0.18 percent increase). 

Deposition of non-HAP Metals onto Soil 
In addition to the HAP metals evaluated for dust deposition above, non-HAP metals may be 
present in mine site fugitive dust (e.g., present in soils/ore at mine site). These include aluminum, 
barium, bismuth, boron, copper, molybdenum, silicon, silver, thallium, tin, vanadium, and zinc. Of 
these non-HAP metals, copper was evaluated for dust deposition above. For the remaining non-
HAP metals, the mean concentrations in the mine site EIS analysis area surface soil (see 
Appendix K3.14) were compared to ADEC levels (over 40-inch zone), if available; or to EPA 
residential RSLs at a target hazard quotient of 0.1 (EPA 2018a): 

• The baseline mean mine site soil concentrations of the majority of metals were less than 
ADEC levels, or EPA RSLs for soil. Baseline mean mine site soil concentrations of barium 
(84.9 mg/kg), silver (0.11 mg/kg), tin (1.94 mg/kg), vanadium (46.4 mg/kg), and zinc 
(43.9 mg/kg) were much lower than their ADEC levels: barium (1,700 mg/kg), silver 
(410 mg/kg), vanadium (420 mg/kg) and zinc (25,000 mg/kg). In addition, the thallium 
baseline mean concentration (0.24 mg/kg) was lower than the ADEC soil cleanup level 
(0.83 mg/kg). Boron and molybdenum, which lack ADEC levels, had baseline mean 
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concentrations (4.82 mg/k boron and 1.82 mg/kg molybdenum); much lower than the EPA 
residential RSLs for soil (1,600 mg/kg boron and 39 mg/kg molybdenum). 

• Aluminum, which lacks an ADEC level, had a baseline mean concentration (17,644 mg/kg) 
that exceeded the EPA residential RSLs for soil (7,700 mg/kg at a target hazard quotient 
of 0.1). At the more realistic target hazard quotient of 1, the aluminum mean concentration 
would not exceed the EPA RSLs. Bismuth and silicon did not have ADEC or EPA soil 
criteria but are typically considered to be of low human health toxicity. 

Many of these metals, particularly barium, boron, molybdenum, silver, tin, vanadium, and zinc, 
are considered to have low human health toxicity, as indicated by the higher magnitude of their 
soil screening criteria. In addition, bismuth and silicon are typically considered to be of low human 
health toxicity. For all of these non-HAP metals, the potential increase from dust deposition over 
the 20-year mine site operations would be expected to be negligible, similar to HAP metals and 
copper (all had less than 1 percent increase from baseline, with the exception of antimony 
[3.04 percent increase] and copper [6.18 percent]). Therefore, any increased non-HAP metal 
concentrations at the end of mine site operations would be expected to have cancer risks or 
noncancer hazards indistinguishable from baseline risks/hazards. 
Overall, after the operations phase is concluded, it is expected that concentrations of HAP and 
non-HAP metals in soils would be almost indistinguishable from current baseline concentrations, 
and would not result in any new exceedances of health-based criteria. Based on the evaluations 
and discussions presented above, dust deposition impacts to soil would not be expected to impact 
the health of the affected communities, including subsistence receptors and recreational users, 
through direct exposure, relative to baseline conditions. Therefore, the soil exposure pathway 
from dust deposition “outside the fence” would be considered a complete but insignificant 
exposure pathway. 

Water Exposure Pathways 
Mine Site Discharges to Surface Waterbodies—Water discharges from the mine site would be 
controlled and managed. As discussed in Section 4.18, Water and Sediment Quality, and 
Appendix K4.18, the stormwater runoff from mine site facilities that does not come in direct 
contact with mining infrastructure would be treated for sediment prior to discharge (Knight Piésold 
2018a). Mine site contact water would be treated before being discharged to the environment to 
ensure compliance with the most stringent applicable Alaska water quality standards (WQS), 
which were selected as the lowest of human health, drinking water, water supply, irrigation water, 
effluent limits, and ecological criteria for each chemical (see Appendix K3.18). 
During operations, the mine site would have two WTPs, and both would be constructed with 
multiple, independent treatment trains, which would enable ongoing water treatment during 
mechanical interruption of any one train. Both WTPs would use treatment plant processes 
commonly used in the mining and other industries around the world. Non-contact and contact 
water discharges would be regulated by ADEC through various permits, and would be treated to 
meet permit requirements prior to discharge (Section 4.18, Water and Sediment Quality, and 
Appendix K4.18). As with air, water discharges that are in compliance with permits would be 
presumed to be protective of human health (ADHSS 2015). Because mine site effluent would be 
treated to meet permitting requirements prior to discharge, the mine site effluent would not be 
expected to result in impacts to surface water quality, and would be presumed to be protective of 
human health, even for the most intensive uses, such as potable use and household water supply. 
Therefore, the treated mine site effluents (non-contact stormwater and WTP discharges) would 
not be considered a significant source of COPCs to human receptors “outside the fence.” This 
potential exposure pathway would be complete, but insignificant. 
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Once groundwater seepage collection systems post-closure monitoring indicates that water 
quality meets the approved criteria for discharge without treatment, direct discharge would occur. 
This would occur at approximately Year 50 post-closure (Section 4.18, Water and Sediment 
Quality). Similar to mine site treated effluents, direct discharge of post-closure mine site 
groundwater would only occur once water quality criteria are met; therefore, it would be 
considered a complete but insignificant exposure pathway. 
Transportation Corridor Minor Releases to Surface Waterbodies—Inadvertent release of 
hydrocarbons to surface waterbodies would result in a direct impact to surface water quality. As 
discussed in Section 4.18, Water and Sediment Quality, the likelihood of small hydrocarbon spills 
(small amounts of vehicle- or ferry-related pollutants) from transportation-related sources would 
be reduced through the application of BMPs and fuel handling requirements. Should a small spill 
occur, controls would be implemented, including an in-place spill response plan. In addition, 
based on the fate and transport of hydrocarbons, it would be expected that lighter-weight 
hydrocarbons would volatilize from the surface water, while heavier hydrocarbons would partition 
to sediment. See the discussion below under “Potential Minor Releases to Sediment”. Therefore, 
this potential exposure pathway would be considered potentially complete, but insignificant. 
Transportation Corridor Minor Releases to Sediment—Transportation corridor operations 
could result in the inadvertent release of vehicle- or ferry-related materials (fuel, oil, and 
lubricants) during the normal course of operations. These inadvertent releases could occur onto 
the roadbed and runoff into stream or pond substrates, or be released into Iliamna Lake and 
incorporated into lakebed substrate. As discussed in Section 4.18, Water and Sediment Quality, 
these potential impacts on freshwater sediment contamination would extend throughout the life 
of the mine and into post-closure. Similarly, marine vessel operations could result in inadvertent 
releases of materials (fuel, oil, and lubricants) during normal operations to Kamishak Bay and 
Cook Inlet waters, and become incorporated into seafloor sediment. However, any marine 
sediment contamination would be expected to contribute a negligible amount of contamination to 
baseline levels, given the dilution and flushing at Amakdedori port, and the ongoing flushing of 
seawater at Cook Inlet (see Section 4.18, Water and Sediment Quality). In addition, should a 
small spill occur, it would be expected that potential impacts would be minimized or mitigated 
because control measures would be immediately implemented to reduce impacts to the 
environment. Therefore, this potential exposure pathway would be considered potentially 
complete, but insignificant. 
Mine Site Fugitive Dust Deposition to Surface Waterbodies—Mine site material and handling 
activities (mined ore, quarry rock, overburden, and waste rock) would result in fugitive emissions 
that could result in wet and dry dust deposition “outside the fence,” and could result in increased 
HAP metals in waterbodies. As discussed in Section 4.18, Water and Sediment Quality, and 
Appendix K4.18, potential increases of HAP metal and copper concentrations in sediments at the 
mine site from fugitive dust deposition were estimated using the AERMOD modeling data, dust 
deposition rates (PLP 2018-RFI 009 and PLP 2019-RFI 009b), and baseline sediment data. Dust 
deposition rates were estimated at the maximum point along the ambient air boundary of the mine 
site (i.e., “at the fence”). Appendix K4.18 presents the predicted change in sediment quality from 
mine site dust deposition. These results indicate a small expected increase in metals 
concentration in sediment due to dust deposition. Expected concentration increases in the future 
relative to sediment baseline for all metals ranged from 0.11 percent (manganese) to 0.66 percent 
(cadmium), with the exception of antimony and copper, which would increase by 3.17 percent and 
5.84 percent, respectively. See Appendix K4.18 for further details on these calculations. 
Similar to soils, the estimated sediment HAP metal concentrations at the end of mine site 
operations were compared to soil-based human health CALs, under the assumption that people 
may come in direct contact with sediments during fishing or other recreational activities. As 
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presented in Appendix K4.18, arsenic is the only metal with estimated concentrations in the future 
above the human health CALs based on ADEC levels, but baseline concentrations also exceed 
the CAL. For cobalt and manganese, which lack human health CALs based on ADEC levels, the 
baseline and estimated concentrations in the future were compared to the EPA residential soil 
RSLs (at target hazard quotients of 0.1) of 2.3 mg/kg and 180 mg/kg, respectively (EPA 2018a). 
Both baseline and estimated concentrations of cobalt and manganese at the end of mine 
operations were above the EPA residential RSLs. The estimated future risk/hazards for arsenic, 
cobalt, and manganese would be indistinguishable from baseline risk/hazards, given the 
negligible increases estimated for sediment concentrations in the future for arsenic (0.41 percent 
increase), cobalt (0.25 percent increase), and manganese (0.11 percent increase). Therefore, 
mine site dust deposition impacts to sediment would not be expected to impact the health of the 
affected communities, including subsistence receptors and recreational users, through direct 
exposure, relative to baseline conditions. Therefore, the sediment exposure pathway from dust 
deposition “outside the fence” would be considered a complete but insignificant exposure 
pathway. 
Next, the potential increases of HAP metal and copper concentrations in surface water at the 
mine site from fugitive dust deposition were evaluated. Baseline mean concentrations of HAP 
metals and copper were below the Alaska WQS. First, future concentrations were estimated 
based on a semi-quantitative sediment-to-surface-water partitioning approach to predict the 
change in surface water quality from dust deposition at the North Fork Koktuli (NFK) watershed, 
South Fork Koktuli (SFK) watershed, Upper Talarik Creek (UTC), and Frying Pan Lake, as 
detailed in Appendix K4.18. These results indicate a small expected increase in metals 
concentration in surface water at each of these watersheds/waterbodies due to dust deposition. 
Expected concentration increases at the end of mine operations relative to baseline ranged from 
0.11 percent (manganese) to 0.66 percent (cadmium), with the exception of copper, which would 
increase by 5.84 percent. None of the estimated future concentrations of HAP metals and copper 
at the end of mine site operations, using the partitioning approach, resulted in exceedances of 
the most stringent Alaska WQS, which are presumed to be protective of human health. Secondly, 
future concentrations were estimated for Frying Pan Lake to provide a more conservative analysis 
of potential impacts of fugitive dust deposition to surface waterbodies; this assumes that 
100 percent of fugitive dust deposited over the lake is entrained in and mixed in the water column, 
and includes WTP discharges (i.e., mixing model), as detailed in Appendix K4.18. Then, 
the percent change of constituent concentrations in Frying Pan Lake was applied to other mine 
site waterbodies (NFK watershed, SFK watershed, and UTC) as a conservative estimate of 
maximum potential increase of surface water concentrations due to fugitive dust deposition. 
Appendix K4.18 presents the predicted change in surface water quality from the surface water 
mixing model. The mixing model results indicate no exceedances of the most stringent Alaska 
WQS. Therefore, the surface water exposure pathway from dust deposition “outside the fence” 
would be considered a complete but insignificant exposure pathway. 
Mine Site Fugitive Dust Deposition to Groundwater—As discussed above under the soil 
exposure pathways, mine site wet and dry dust deposition impacts were estimated at the mine 
site safety boundary and could result in negligible increases of HAP metals and copper 
concentrations in soil. Metals in soil may subsequently leach to groundwater, representing a 
potential source of increased metals to groundwater in the EIS analysis area. 
Because the dust deposition modeling used in the future media estimations in Section 4.14, Soils; 
and Section 4.18, Water and Sediment Quality was based on maximum rates at the boundary of 
the mine site, this evaluation used estimated future media concentrations (soil, groundwater, 
surface water, sediment) expected immediately outside the mine, which would be protective of 
potential project-related dust deposition impacts farther away, including existing drinking water 
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protection areas near the project and the potentially affected communities. The closest potentially 
affected communities to the mine site are Iliamna, Newhalen, and Nondalton, each of which is 
approximately 17 miles away. All three have community drinking water wells. The dust deposition 
impacts would be less in proximity to these communities, and other potentially affected 
communities farther away, than those modeled at the mine site boundary. However, any dust 
deposition onto soils near the communities may subsequently leach to groundwater, which could 
be used as drinking water by the affected communities. 
Appendix K4.18 uses the baseline and estimated soil concentrations of HAP metals and copper 
in soil at the end of mine operations from dust deposition, and compares them to CALs, based on 
ADEC levels. The migration to groundwater CAL represents the soil concentration level at which 
there would be potential for substances to leach to groundwater and pose a human health risk or 
hazard (ADEC 2017b). With the exception of arsenic, baseline and predicted concentrations of 
metals in soil at the end of mine operations would be below the migration to groundwater CALs 
based on ADEC levels, below which human health is presumed to be protected, as shown in 
Appendix K4.18. Although estimated future arsenic concentrations in soil exceed the migration to 
groundwater CAL, this is primarily due to the baseline soil conditions that also exceed the 
migration to groundwater CAL. Given the low magnitude of increase of arsenic in soil at the end 
of mine operations relative to baseline (0.57 percent), the migration of arsenic in soils to 
groundwater at the end of mine operations would be expected to be indistinguishable from 
baseline soil-to-groundwater migration, and could result in potential negligible increases of 
arsenic in groundwater in the future, relative to baseline. 
For cobalt, lead, and manganese, which lack migration to groundwater CALs based on ADEC 
levels, the baseline and estimated concentrations at the end of mine operations were compared 
to the EPA residential soil to groundwater RSLs of 0.027 mg/kg, 14 mg/kg, and 2.8 mg/kg, 
respectively (EPA 2018a; at target hazard quotients of 0.1). Lead baseline and future estimated 
concentrations were below the EPA residential RSL. Both baseline and estimated future 
concentrations of cobalt and manganese were above the EPA residential RSLs; however, the 
estimated future hazards would be indistinguishable from baseline hazards, given the negligible 
increases estimated for concentrations at the end of mine operations. Therefore, the incremental 
cobalt and manganese risk/hazard from exposure to future groundwater would be expected to be 
indistinguishable from baseline risk/hazard in groundwater. 
Based on the evaluations and discussions presented above, dust deposition impacts to soil and 
subsequent potential migration to groundwater would not be expected to impact the health of the 
affected communities relative to baseline groundwater conditions. Therefore, the groundwater 
exposure pathway from dust deposition “outside the fence” would be considered a potentially 
complete but insignificant exposure pathway. 

Subsistence Foods Exposure Pathways 
Exposure to project-related chemicals through food may occur in two ways: first, people may 
consume food resources on which dust containing chemicals has been deposited directly, such 
as berries and other plant produce. Second, people may consume food that has taken up project-
related chemicals from the surrounding environmental media by a process of bioaccumulation 
(e.g., uptake of metals by edible fish from water or invertebrate prey items, or uptake by plants 
from soils). The potential for bioaccumulation varies greatly among metals, and this evaluation 
considers only those metals identified by ADEC or EPA as bioaccumulative. ADEC considers 
several metals to be potentially bioaccumulative (e.g., arsenic, cadmium, hexavalent chromium, 
copper, lead, methyl mercury, nickel, selenium, and zinc) (ADEC 2017b). As noted in 
Section 4.14, Soils, there are no anthropogenic sources of hexavalent chromium, nor are mineral 
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assemblages considered favorable for hexavalent chromium genesis (e.g., chromite); therefore, 
chromium is not evaluated for the bioaccumulative food exposure pathways. 
Affected communities, particularly rural residents, consuming a subsistence diet may be exposed 
to higher levels of bioaccumulative compounds because subsistence foods may compose a very 
large portion of their daily dietary intake. Section 4.9, Subsistence, notes that subsistence users 
may avoid harvesting resources near the mine site and transportation corridor due to air/dust 
deposition concerns; and may avoid harvesting waterfowl because of concerns about birds 
becoming contaminated from landing on and using open water at mine site facilities. However, 
this evaluation also assesses the potential exposure of project-related chemicals that may be 
released to primary media (e.g., soil, surface water, sediment) and may be bioaccumulated in 
biota (e.g., subsistence foods), which in turn could be ingested by subsistence receptors. The 
subsistence receptor evaluation is protective of residential exposure to harvested biota shared by 
subsistence receptors, and of residential recreational exposure. Because the subsistence 
receptor evaluation captures and is protective of these potential exposure pathways (i.e., 
residential exposure to subsistence foods and residential recreational exposure), they are not 
evaluated separately. 
Consumption of Terrestrial Plant Foods Impacted by Mine Site Dust Deposition—As 
previously discussed, mine site fugitive emissions would result in direct dust deposition to soil and 
vegetation (e.g., berries) in the EIS analysis area. In addition, vegetation may uptake metals in 
soil impacted by dust deposition. As discussed in Section 4.26, Vegetation, the duration of the 
effects from fugitive dust on vegetation may be seasonal, because dust is washed off the 
vegetation/berries surrounding the project during winter months, or can occur throughout the 
duration of project activities. The geographic extent of effects to vegetation from fugitive dust is 
areas adjacent to the construction activities, active mine site, and roads with vehicle traffic or in 
unpaved surface areas, with the highest concentrations of dust closest to the source (see 
Section 4.26, Vegetation). The heaviest dust deposition along the roadways would be anticipated 
to occur within 35 feet of the roadways (Walker and Everett 1987), but could occur at distances 
of 330 feet (Walker et al. 1987a; Section 4.26, Vegetation). In addition, because mine site dust 
deposition from fugitive emissions is expected to result in only slight increases in metal 
concentrations in soil at the mine site boundary (all less than 1 percent increase, except antimony 
and copper with expected increases of 3.2 percent and 6.18 percent, respectively), potential 
uptake of metals into plants from dust-impacted soil would be expected to be indistinguishable 
from baseline. Therefore, potential dietary exposure to plant foods impacted by dust deposition 
would be anticipated to be low for subsistence users. Given these considerations, this exposure 
pathway (consumption of plant foods potentially impacted by mine site dust deposition) is 
considered potentially complete, but insignificant. 
Consumption of Terrestrial Wildlife Resources with Bioaccumulative Chemicals—As noted 
above, mine site fugitive dust emissions have the potential to directly deposit onto vegetation, or 
may result in plant uptake of metals in soil impacted by dust. In turn, this vegetation has the 
potential to be ingested by herbivorous and omnivorous wildlife, which may subsequently be 
harvested and consumed by subsistence users. As noted earlier, the potential for bioaccumulation 
varies greatly among metals, and this evaluation considers only those metals identified as 
bioaccumulative. 
As discussed in Section 4.23, Wildlife Values, caribou are likely to avoid the mine site facilities 
and may avoid a 6.8- to 8.7-mile radius around the mine site. The Mulchatna caribou herd 
currently does not typically range in the area of the transportation and natural gas pipeline 
corridors. They are not anticipated to occur in large numbers in the area of the project, and may 
only be encountered on rare occasions. Moose densities are low in the vicinity of the mine site 
due to a lack of suitable habitat. Moose are known to occur more commonly in the transportation 
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corridor (due to higher-quality habitat); however, moose are anticipated to avoid areas along the 
roadways, with avoidance areas of approximately 0.6 mile on either side of the roadways. The 
level of avoidance would vary depending on time of day and actual vehicular traffic (see 
Section 4.23, Wildlife Values). Given these considerations, potential for dietary impacts to caribou 
and moose from mine site dust deposition onto vegetation would be anticipated to be low. 
Increases of terrestrial wildlife (upland game) at the end of project operations would be expected 
to be negligible to slight, given the predicted negligible increases of HAP metals and copper in 
abiotic media at the end of project operations. In addition, the other non-HAP metals that are 
potentially bioaccumulative (silver and zinc) would also be expected to have negligible increases 
from baseline, and are considered to have low human health toxicity, as indicated by their higher 
ADEC levels (see Soil Exposure Pathway, above). Therefore, risks and hazards to the affected 
communities from harvesting and ingesting terrestrial wildlife would be expected to be 
indistinguishable from baseline. In addition, caribou and moose are likely to avoid areas impacted 
by dust deposition, and subsistence users may avoid harvesting resources near the mine site and 
transportation corridor due to air/dust deposition concerns. Therefore, potential dietary exposure 
to terrestrial wildlife impacted by dust deposition would be anticipated to be low for subsistence 
users. Given these considerations, this exposure pathway (consumption of wildlife with 
bioaccumulative metals potentially impacted from mine site dust deposition) is considered 
potentially complete, but insignificant. 
Consumption of Fish and Waterbirds with Bioaccumulative Metals—As previously 
discussed, mine site fugitive emissions would result in direct dust deposition to surface 
waterbodies in the EIS analysis area. In addition, mine site activities would create new areas 
of standing water in the mine site that may attract waterbirds, including various freshwater 
storage impoundments, the tailings pond, and the pit lake. Edible fish have the potential to 
uptake bioaccumulative metals from water, sediments, or invertebrate prey items; and 
waterbirds have the potential to uptake bioaccumulative metals in water and aquatic prey 
items. The edible fish and waterbirds may then be harvested “outside the fence,” and 
consumed by subsistence users. 
Fish—Estimated concentrations of HAP metals and copper at the end of mine site operations 
would cause no exceedances of the most stringent Alaska WQS (see Appendix K4.18). Selection 
of the most stringent Alaska WQS included evaluation of criteria protective of the environment 
and human health (see Water Exposure Pathways, above), including evaluation of available 
ADEC human health criteria based on consumption for aquatic organisms. Of the bioaccumulative 
HAP metals, human health criteria based on consumption for aquatic organisms were available 
for mercury, nickel, and selenium (although other criteria were ultimately selected as the most 
stringent Alaska WQS). Likewise, human health criteria based on consumption of aquatic 
organisms were available for copper, which is also bioaccumulative (although other criteria were 
ultimately selected as the most stringent Alaska WQS). 
ADEC human health criteria based on consumption of aquatic organisms were available for one 
of the two other potentially bioaccumulative non-HAP metals (zinc at 69,000 micrograms per liter 
[μg/L]). Given the slight increases estimated for the HAP metals and copper in surface water (less 
than 1 percent for all HAP bioaccumulative metals and less than 6 percent for copper), and the 
baseline concentrations for zinc are well below its criteria (see Appendix K3.18), any potential 
increases at the end of mine life would be expected be below the criteria protective of consumption 
of aquatic organisms. 
Although ADEC human health criteria based on consumption of aquatic organisms were not 
available for the remaining bioaccumulative HAP metals (arsenic, cadmium, and lead), or for the 
remaining non-HAP bioaccumulative metal (silver), ADEC drinking water criteria were available 
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for arsenic and cadmium, and were considered in the selection of the most stringent Alaska WQS, 
for which predicted surface water concentrations at the end of mine site operations did not exceed. 
Another criterion for cadmium was selected because it was more stringent. In addition, surface 
water concentrations at end of mine operations for lead and silver (see Appendix K3.18, Water 
and Sediment Quality) were below EPA RSLs for tapwater (EPA 2018a): 15 μg/L for lead, and 
9.4 μg/L for silver. 
In summary, surface water concentrations are expected to be below water quality criteria 
protective of the environment and human health (although based on drinking water in some 
instances). Increases of all bioaccumulative metals in fish at the end of the project operations 
phase would be expected to be negligible to slight, given the predicted negligible increases of 
HAP metals in surface water at the end of project operations. Given these considerations, this 
exposure pathway (consumption of fish with bioaccumulative metals potentially impacted from 
mine site dust deposition) is considered potentially complete, but insignificant. 
Waterbirds—A variety of birds could potentially use the new areas of standing water at the mine 
site, especially the pit lake, during migration; and be affected by environmental contamination 
through contact with water and foraging in these locations (see Section 4.23, Wildlife Values). 
These birds may then be harvested “outside the fence,” and ingested by human subsistence and 
recreational receptors (see Section 4.9, Subsistence). 
Appendix K4.18 presents the predicted concentrations of metals and water quality parameters in 
mine site standing waterbodies during operations and post-closure (extending from 20 years to 
125 years post-closure). Multiple bioaccumulative metals (arsenic, cadmium, copper, lead, 
mercury, nickel, selenium, silver, and zinc) would be predicted to exceed their water quality criteria 
in one or more of the standing water features. The concentrations of these metals would vary 
throughout the decades post-closure; however, even at 125 years post-closure, these metals 
would still be elevated above water quality standards (see Section 4.23, Wildlife Values). 
Waterbirds can ingest metals from a variety of sources, including directly from drinking water, 
food, substrate, and vegetation. The pit lake is not anticipated to provide suitable foraging habitat 
for waterbirds, because it is anticipated to be deep; contain no shallow water habitats (due the 
steep sides); and not support freshwater vegetation that is attractive to many species of waterfowl 
and shorebirds. Although waterbirds could still potentially use the pit lake as a source of drinking 
water, this is unlikely because waterbirds would have multiple other water sources to drink from 
(such as nearby Frying Pan Lake to the south, and Long and Nikabuna lakes to the north) that 
provide higher-quality habitat, and they are likely to favor those locations (see Section 4.23, 
Wildlife Values). 
Overall, bioaccumulation potential is expected to be low for migratory waterfowl, because they 
would not be expected to have sufficient exposure to the mine site water storage features, 
including the pit lake. Impacts to wildlife from all aspects of the project, including around the pit 
lake, would be minimized or mitigated through PLP’s development and implementation of a 
Wildlife Management Plan (WMP). The WMP would be developed for the project prior to 
commencement of construction. The WMP would detail the BMPs, including describing the 
equipment, methodology, training, and assessment techniques that would be used to minimize 
the potential for wildlife interaction and minimize impact to species (see Section 4.23, Wildlife 
Values; and Chapter 5, Mitigation). Based on the discussions presented above, this potential 
exposure pathway (consumption of waterbirds with bioaccumulative metals potentially exposed 
to mine site standing water areas) is considered potentially complete, but insignificant. 
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Evaluation of Mercury 
The potential impacts of all the metals considered to be COPCs have been evaluated under 
HEC 3 and are not expected to be a concern. Mercury is often mentioned as a particular concern 
by stakeholders and the communities, and its evaluation is briefly summarized here. For this 
project, mercury occurs only as a naturally occurring metal in soils and ores and is not used as a 
processing chemical or reagent during any part of the mining, extraction, processing, or 
transportation processes. Therefore, the only source of mercury in this project would be release 
of naturally occurring mercury from handling of soils and ores. 
Although mercury is present in many chemical states, it is most often characterized as the less-
toxic inorganic mercury than the more-toxic organic form called methylmercury. Inorganic mercury 
also has the potential to be moderately volatile in the environment. Methylmercury is typically 
formed through biological activity only in reducing environments such as sediments with low 
oxygen content and available sulfides. It then accumulates in aquatic tissues, particularly fish, 
and can thereby be consumed by humans. 
Mercury can be toxic to adults and children, including infants and developing fetuses 
(ATSDR 1999). Exposure to high levels of metallic, inorganic, or organic mercury can 
permanently damage the brain, kidneys, and developing fetus. Very young children are more 
sensitive to mercury than adults. Mercury in the mother’s body passes to the fetus and may 
accumulate there, possibly causing damage to the developing nervous system. It can also pass 
to a nursing infant through breast milk. Mercury’s harmful effects that may affect the fetus include 
brain damage, mental retardation, incoordination, blindness, seizures, and inability to speak. 
Children poisoned by mercury may develop problems of their nervous and digestive systems, and 
kidney damage. 
In this evaluation, the status of naturally occurring mercury in the environmental media has been 
demonstrated to be as follows: in air, mercury is included in “total HAPs,” which are below AAQS 
and Class II PSD increments for the modeled components and phases, including mine site 
operations. Other components and phases have lower activity level and emissions relative to the 
mine operations; therefore, it is anticipated that they would have lower impacts than those 
estimated for the mine operations. In soil, the projected increase in mercury concentrations at the 
end of mine operations is a 0.11 percent increase in inorganic mercury, which would be 
indistinguishable from current baseline levels. Mercury discharges to surface water from mine 
operations are not expected to be a concern, because anticipated total mercury would be less 
than the lowest of criteria that are protective of human health and aquatic life. Mercury deposition 
to surface water and sediment is also expected to be lower than the most stringent health-
protective surface water and soil criteria. Because the increases of mercury in soil, surface water, 
and sediment are expected to be almost indistinguishable from current baseline levels, no 
measurable increases are expected in plant life, terrestrial wildlife, or aquatic biota, including fish. 
The levels in fish would be lower than Alaska water quality standards for human fish consumption. 
Although waterfowl in standing-water ponds may be exposed to mercury in water and 
subsequently consumed by people, the WMP would be used to minimize/mitigate exposure, and 
waterbirds are likely to favor other waterbodies outside the mine site because they would provide 
higher-quality habitat. 
Overall, although the toxicity of mercury is an understandable concern for stakeholders, it is not 
expected to be a health concern for this project, because it is not used in processing; future 
concentrations are not expected to be distinguishable from current baseline levels and/or 
exceed health-protective screening levels; and exposure reduction plans would be in place for 
waterfowl. 
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Summary of HEC 3 Impacts 
The mine site CSM (Figure K4.10-1) and transportation corridor, Amakdedori port, and natural 
gas pipeline CSM (Figure K4.10-2) present an illustrated summary of the exposure pathway 
analysis. All potential exposure pathways were either incomplete; potentially complete but 
insignificant; or complete but insignificant. 
Table K4.10-8 summarizes the potential impact levels for the potentially complete hazardous 
chemical exposure pathways, including the potential health effect consequence, magnitude, 
duration, and geographic extent of the impact, and likelihood of the impact occurring based on 
the evaluations presented above. 
The summary impact to human health is rated Category 2 for potential increased risk of exposure 
to potentially hazardous chemicals in air, soil, surface water, sediment, groundwater, and wild 
foods. For the transportation corridor, Amakdedori port, and the natural gas pipeline during all 
phases, the health effect was assigned a score of 1 (minor risks to illness or injury patterns), 
because most environmental changes would be similar to or only slightly above baseline. 
Although the exposure pathways for all project components were deemed complete but 
insignificant, given the potential for potential exposure of water birds to mine site standing water 
and the potential for activities to impact subsistence foods (e.g., dust deposition onto berries), the 
health effect was assigned a score of 2 (moderate risks to illness or injury patterns and 
intervention may be needed). The magnitude of these impacts is expected to be minor, and is 
assigned a score of 1, because those impacted are expected to adapt, such as though avoidance 
of dust-deposited foods. The geographic extents of these impacts are assigned a score of 2, 
because the affected communities could be impacted at a community level. The likelihood of 
these impacts occurring is very unlikely (1 to 10 percent) for the transportation corridor, 
Amakdedori port, and the natural gas pipeline, because impacts above baseline would not be 
expected. The likelihood of impacts from the mine site would be unlikely (10 to 33 percent), 
because the potential incremental cancer risk and non-cancer hazards would be expected to be 
indistinguishable from baseline risks and hazards. Likewise, the likelihood of impacts for 
subsistence foods would be very unlikely (1 to 10 percent) for the transportation corridor, 
Amakdedori port, and the natural gas pipeline, given the limited sources and negligible impacts 
from these phases compared to the mine site. Although the mine site exposure pathways are 
either incomplete or complete but insignificant, the likelihood of impacts for subsistence foods 
would be unlikely (10 to 33 percent) for the mine site given the potential exposure of shorebirds 
and wildlife to standing waterbodies at the mine, which would be mitigated by PLP’s WMP and 
other BMPs. 
The overall rating of Category 2 means that measures for the avoidance of negative impacts may 
be considered. There is some inherent uncertainty in the estimates of concentrations of chemicals 
in environmental media and subsistence organisms for a period of 24 years in the future. This 
uncertainty is minimized by using conservative assumptions that may tend to overestimate future 
concentrations but could also benefit by field validation in the form of monitoring programs to track 
COPC concentrations in environmental media in the areas where people may come in contact 
with soil, water, and other resources. In addition, dependence on behavioral factors by people 
and wildlife, such as avoidance of dust-deposited plant materials and metal-contaminated pit 
lakes and impoundments, may also benefit by surveys and monitoring programs to confirm that 
such avoidance is occurring to help reduce exposure. 
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Table K4.10-8: Summary of HEC 3 Impacts: Exposure to Potentially Hazardous Materials 

Potential Impact Project 
Phase 

Negative/
Positive 

Health 
Effect Magnitude Duration Geographic 

Extent 
Severity 
Ranking 

Likelihood 
Rating 

Impact 
Rating 

Impact 
Category 

Increased risk of 
exposure to 
potentially hazardous 
chemicals in air 

Construction 

- 

1 (M), 
 

1 (T, Pi, 
Po) 

1 

2, medium-term 

2, potentially 
affected 

community 

6 (M) 
6 (T, Pi, 

Po) 10 to 33% 
(M) 

 
1 to 10% 

(T, Pi, Po) 

♦ 1 

Operations 3, long-term 
7 (M) 

7 (T, Pi, 
Po) 

♦♦ 2 

Closure 3, long-term 
7 (M) 

7 (T, Pi, 
Po) 

♦♦ 2 

Increased risk 
exposure to 
potentially hazardous 
chemicals in surface 
water and sediment 

Construction 

- 

1 (M), 
 

1 (T, Pi, 
Po) 

1 

2, medium-term 

2, potentially 
affected 

community 

6 (M) 
6 (T, Pi, 

Po) 10 to 33% 
(M) 

 
1 to 10% 

(T, Pi, Po) 

♦ 1 

Operations 3, long-term 
7 (M) 

7 (T, Pi, 
Po) 

♦♦ 2 

Closure 3, long-term 
7 (M) 

7 (T, Pi, 
Po) 

♦♦ 2 

Increased risk of 
exposure to 
potentially hazardous 
chemicals in 
groundwater 

Construction 

- 

1 (M), 
 

1 (T, Pi, 
Po) 

1 

2, medium-term 

2, potentially 
affected 

community 

6 (M) 
6 (T, Pi, 

Po)  
 

1 to 10% 
(M, T, Pi, 

Po) 

♦ 1 

Operations 3, long-term 
7 (M) 

7 (T, Pi, 
Po) 

♦♦ 2 

Closure 3, long-term 
7 (M) 

7 (T, Pi, 
Po) 

♦♦ 2 

Increased risk of 
exposure to 
potentially hazardous 
chemicals in soil 

Construction 
- 

1 (M), 
 

1 (T, Pi, 
Po) 

1 
2, medium-term 2, potentially 

affected 
community 

6 (M) 
6 (T, Pi, 

Po) 

10 to 33% 
(M) 

 
1 to 10% 

♦ 1 

Operations 3, long-term 7 (M) ♦♦ 2 
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Table K4.10-8: Summary of HEC 3 Impacts: Exposure to Potentially Hazardous Materials 

Potential Impact Project 
Phase 

Negative/
Positive 

Health 
Effect Magnitude Duration Geographic 

Extent 
Severity 
Ranking 

Likelihood 
Rating 

Impact 
Rating 

Impact 
Category 

7 (T, Pi, 
Po) 

(T, Pi, Po) 
 

7 (M) 
Closure 3, long-term 7 (T, Pi, ♦♦ 2 

Po) 

Increased risk of 
exposure to 
bioaccumulated 
chemicals in Fish, 
Waterfowl, Wildlife, 
and Plant Foods 

Construction 

- 

2 (M), 
 

1 (T, Pi, 
Po) 

1 

2, medium-term 

2, potentially 
affected 

community 

7 (M) 
6 (T, Pi, 

Po) 10 to 33% 
(M) 

 
1 to 10% 

(T, Pi, Po) 

♦♦ 
♦ 1 

2 (M) 
(T, Pi, 
Po) 

Operations 3, long-term 
8 (M) 

7 (T, Pi, 
Po) 

♦♦ 2 

Closure 3, long-term 
8 (M) 

7(T, Pi, 
Po) 

♦♦ 2 

Notes: 
Project-specific indicators: M = Mine Site; T = Transportation Corridor; Po = Amakdedori Port; Pi = Natural Gas Pipeline 
The sum of the impact dimensions (Table K4.10-1) is used to determine the severity ranking. The severity ranking and likelihood rating determine the impact rating (1 through 4 diamonds), 
which indicates the corresponding overall significance impact rating category of 1, 2, 3, or 4 (Table K4.10-2). 
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K4.10.2.4 HEC 4: Food, Nutrition, and Subsistence Activity 
Most of rural Alaska sustains a “mixed, subsistence-market” economy, wherein families invest 
money into small-scale, efficient technologies to harvest wild foods (ADHSS 2015). In the 
non-urban areas of the state, many households depend on a mix of cash, subsistence (hunting, 
fishing, and gathering), sharing, and non-cash trading; and many of the communities in the vicinity 
of project components have a high participation in subsistence harvest activities and 
consumption. Potential impacts, either positive or negative, on food security and subsistence 
resources, could have large and persistent impacts on community health. The potential 
environmental consequences to socioeconomics from the project, including impacts to cost of 
living and price of food, which subsequently can impact community nutrition and food security, 
are evaluated in Section 4.3, Needs and Welfare of the People—Socioeconomics. The potential 
consequences to subsistence activity and associated community nutrition and food security are 
evaluated in Section 4.9, Subsistence. This section summarizes those findings and incorporates 
them in the generation of this HEC ranking. 

Food, Nutrition, and Food Security 
Food security includes both physical and economic access to enough safe and nutritious food to 
meet healthy dietary requirements, and includes four supporting factors: availability, access, 
utilization, and stability (FAO 2006). For Native Alaskans, food security may also include the ability 
to maintain a subsistence lifestyle, including access to quality traditional foods and maintaining 
cultural values. The socioeconomic evaluation concluded that the project could result in increases 
in economic opportunities, which in turn could result in steady income throughout the year and 
help reduce seasonal fluctuations prevalent in the region (Section 4.3, Needs and Welfare of the 
People–Socioeconomics). The project also has the potential to lower the cost of living for nearby 
communities and increase the affordability and access aspects of food security. However, 
increased incomes and higher public revenues could also lead to overall price increases in market 
foods. Food security might decrease for those members of a community who do not derive 
economic benefits from the project; who may reduce subsistence food consumption due to 
concerns regarding food contamination; and who may be less able to afford further increases in 
food prices. Potential food security impacts would particularly apply to the 5 to 28 percent of the 
community populations who currently live below the poverty threshold (e.g., Kokhanok, 
Nondalton, Newhalen, Levelock, Iliamna, Port Alsworth, New Stuyahok, Ekwok, and Koliganek) 
(see Appendix K3.10), and to sensitive sub-groups such as children, the disabled, elderly, low-
income households, and indigenous communities. For example, decreases in access to safe and 
nutritious food could result in short-term nutritional dislocations for children in households living 
below the poverty threshold, which has the potential to impact their development (short-term 
impact) and throughout their lifetime (long-term impact). 
The potential for impacts from the standpoint of nutrition and utilization was also considered. If 
community members reduce their level of subsistence food consumption, the impacts could result 
in replacement of subsistence foods with store-bought foods with lower nutritional value and/or at 
greater expense. More than 75 percent of the populations of the potentially affected communities 
self-reported a subsistence lifestyle, with consumption of fish, mammals, and plant foods (see 
Section 3.10, Health and Safety). Reductions in the diversity or quantity of access, availability, or 
consumption of these foods, and replacement by processed, store-bought foods, could result in 
a less-nutritious diet and associated health effects such as weight gain and chronic conditions. 
The potential for dietary changes to consumption of subsistence resources was evaluated as low, 
although more effort to access these resources might be necessary. This is described in further 
detail below. 

Subsistence Activity 
The Bristol Bay Region reports that subsistence activities are one of the most important parts of 
the community members’ lives (BBRV 2011). In addition to the nutritional benefits of a subsistence 
lifestyle, a subsistence lifestyle can also maintain cultural values, now and into the future, through 
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teaching children subsistence skills and connection with and stewardship of the environment. 
Project impacts to subsistence-level food security and nutrition could result in both adverse and 
beneficial potential impacts (see Section 4.9, Subsistence). Potential negative impacts could 
come from actual or perceived decreases in access to, availability/quantity of, and/or quality of 
subsistence recourses, which could also adversely impact community health/well-being and 
cultural identity and values. This may happen if community members need to travel farther for 
subsistence resources, and/or adapt to different species of subsistence resources. Availability of 
resources would not be heavily impacted, because no population-level impacts to fish are 
anticipated; and while individual mammals could face individual mortality from collisions with 
vehicles, it would not affect the availability of wildlife for subsistence. 
Subsistence users would likely adjust the seasonal round, resource use areas, and species 
composition of harvest resources to target resources that would be less affected by project 
activities. Although these adaptive approaches would likely sustain harvest levels for affected 
communities, they may increase expenses and time needed to harvest subsistence resources 
and add to psychosocial stress and anxiety. However, benefits may also occur, because 
increased incomes and employment can positively affect subsistence harvest levels and 
participation in a myriad of ways, including making procurement of hunting and fishing equipment 
more affordable. Once constructed, the transportation corridor roads and the natural gas pipeline 
right-of-way are expected to restrict access to the public, but could have a positive effect on 
access to subsistence resources (depending on the level of access agreed to between the State, 
PLP, and the LPB); because these cleared routes could facilitate overland travel by ATVs and 
snowmachines. The ferry could also facilitate access to subsistence resources by transporting 
residents and their vehicles across the lake. PLP would work with local communities to find 
solutions for ferry transportation use (PLP 2018-RFI 027). 
In addition, the HEC 3 evaluation on potential exposure to hazardous chemicals through 
subsistence wild foods, including plants, fish and wildlife, was taken into consideration. The 
HEC 3 evaluation concluded that project-related hazardous chemical increases to the 
environment from the mine site would be expected to be negligible compared to baseline 
concentrations, while the other project components would be insignificant. Anticipated avoidance 
behavior by people, wildlife, and other biota that may be exposed to bioaccumulative metals would 
also assist in reducing exposure to project-related chemicals in subsistence foods. Therefore, 
adverse impacts to high-quality, high-volume salmon resources are not likely to occur, nor to any 
other kind of subsistence food. Any increased risks or hazards to human health from the project 
would be expected to be indistinguishable from baseline. 

Summary 
The potential impact levels for food, nutrition, and subsistence activity are summarized in 
Table K4.10-9. This includes the potential health effect consequence, magnitude, duration, and 
geographic extent of the impact, and likelihood of impact occurrence, based on the evaluations 
presented in Section 4.3, Needs and Welfare of the People—Socioeconomics; Section 4.9, 
Subsistence; and HEC 3. The summary impact to human health is rated Category 2 for potential 
health benefits due to the potential for decreased food cost relative to income, because economic 
benefits are likely to make food purchases more affordable. The summary impact to human health 
relative to access to, and quantity and quality of subsistence resources is rated Category 3 for 
mine site construction and operations. It is rated Category 2 for construction of the other project 
components, and Category 3 for operations and closure for other project components and all 
closure phases for both negative (adverse) and positive impacts (potential for decreased access 
to and/or quantity of subsistence resources, and increased income for subsistence equipment). 
Monitoring to assess the need to reduce potential negative impacts is recommended for impact 
ratings of Category 2 and Category 3. This may include monitoring access to, availability of, and 
quality of (as represented by tissue analyses for chemicals) subsistence resources as 
recommended, particularly for edible fish species and waterfowl. Monitoring of food security, in 
terms of trends in market food prices and affordability for community members living near or below 
the poverty threshold, is also recommended. 
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Table K4.10-9: Summary of HEC 4 Impacts: Food, Nutrition, and Subsistence 

Potential 
Impact Project Phase Negative/

Positive 
Health 
Effect Magnitude Duration Geographic 

Extent 
Severity 
Ranking 

Likelihood 
Rating 

Impact 
Rating 

Impact 
Category 

Decrease in 
food cost 
relative to 
income 

Construction + 1 1, noticeable, but 
limited and 
localized 

2, medium-
term 

1, limited to 
households 
that benefit 
from 
economic 
opportunities 

5 

66 to 90% 

♦♦ 2 

Operations + 1 1, noticeable, but 
limited and 
localized 

3, long-
term 

6 ♦♦ 2 

Closure + 0 0 3, long-
term 

4 ♦♦ 2 

Access to, 
quantity and 
quality of 
subsistence 
resources 

Construction ± 2 (M) 
1 (T, Pi, 

Po) 

1 2, medium-
term 

2, communities 
and 
households 
that share 
subsistence 
resources 
and harvest 

7 (M) 
6 (T, Pi, 

Po) 

33 to 66% 

♦♦♦ 
♦♦ 

3 (M) 
2 (T, Pi, 

Po) 
Operations ± 2 (M) 

1 (T, Pi, 
Po) 

1 3, long-
term 

8 (M) 
7 (T, Pi, 

Po) 

♦♦♦ 3 

Closure ± 1 (M) 
0 (T, Pi, 

Po) 

0 3, long-
term 1, limited to 

households 

5 (M) 
4 (T, Pi, 

Po) 

♦♦ 2 

Decrease or 
increase in food 
security, relative 
to impacts to 
cost of living/
food and 
subsistence 
resources 

Construction ± 1 1, noticeable, but 
limited and 
localized, offset 
by increased 
income 

2, medium-
term 

1, limited to 
households  

5 

33 to 66% 

♦♦ 2 

Operations ± 1 1, noticeable, but 
limited and 
localized, offset 
by increased 
income 

3, long-
term 

6 ♦♦ 2 

Closure ± 0 0 3, long-
term 

4 ♦♦ 2 

Notes: 
Project-specific indicators: M = mine site; T = transportation corridor; Po = Amakdedori port; Pi = natural gas pipeline 
The sum of the impact dimensions (Table K4.10-1) is used to determine the severity ranking. The severity ranking and likelihood rating determine the impact rating (1 through 4 diamonds), 
which indicates the corresponding overall significance impact rating category of 1, 2, 3, or 4 (Table K4.10-2). 
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K4.10.2.5 HEC 5: Infectious Diseases 
The following sections present the evaluation of the potential impacts on rates of infectious 
diseases, including sexually transmitted infections (STIs) (e.g., gonorrhea, chlamydia, 
Hepatitis C, and HIV); respiratory diseases (e.g., influenza and pneumonia); foodborne illness 
(e.g., salmonella and E. Coli); and zoonotic diseases (disease that is passed between animals 
and humans). Table K4.10-10 summarizes the potential impact levels for infectious diseases, 
including the potential health effect consequence, magnitude, duration, and geographic extent of 
the impact, and likelihood of the impact occurring. Poverty levels and health disparities for 
indigenous communities and other sensitive subgroups such as children, the disabled, and elderly 
have the potential to impact other HECs (e.g., socioeconomics under HEC 1 and food security 
under HEC 4), which in turn have the potential to impact infectious diseases. For example, low-
income households that are food insecure may be affected by malnutrition, which can affect a 
person’s immune system and increase susceptibility to infectious diseases. Low-income 
households may not have access to preventative healthcare (such as getting routine vaccinations, 
which would reduce communicable disease transmission to individuals and reduce the spread of 
such diseases in local communities). The mine site personnel camp facilities would include a main 
construction camp to accommodate 1,700 workers. The total number of direct-hire project 
employees is expected to be around 2,000 workers during the construction phase and 850 during 
operations. During construction and operation, the camp facilities would include a potable water 
supply from a series of groundwater wells north of the mine site, outside of the estimated cone of 
depression around the open pit. The camp facilities would likely include common wash modules 
containing toilets, showers, and personnel laundry facilities. Temporary camps would be used 
during construction that would be moved as construction progresses. The Amakdedori port shore-
based complex would include employee accommodations and common washrooms during 
operations. 

A groundwater well would be installed at the port to supply potable water for use by personnel. 
The well would be situated upland from the shoreline to avoid potential saltwater intrusion. PLP 
would likely conduct worker code of conduct training and implement a closed work camp and 
workforce health education programs that would promote awareness of infectious diseases and 
preventive measures. The project would likely provide a place where workers who have infectious 
diseases (of any kind) could be diagnosed and treated, and measures would be taken to avoid 
transmittal of diseases to others. See Chapter 2, Alternatives; and Section 4.17, Groundwater 
Hydrology, for more project details. During project construction, operations, and closure, public 
access to or through the mine site would be restricted for safety, which would include the mine 
site worker camp, further reducing the potential for transmission of infectious disease into or out 
of the worker camps. This would also be true of the worker camps planned for the transportation, 
pipeline, and port facilities. 

The following sections describe the potential project impacts on affected communities due to 
potential increases or decreases in rates of infectious disease. 

Increases in Sexually Transmitted Infection Rates 
Increases in STI rates could occur from employment of workers from outside the region, and/or 
the rotation of the workforce during the various project phases; particularly construction. 
Residents living in the vicinity of the project workforce camps are the most vulnerable receptors 
to increases in STIs due to their proximity. Because the mine site and Amakdedori port would be 
in remote areas, the probability of worker interactions with the residents living in local communities 
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would be lower, relative to the construction workforce camps for the transportation corridor and 
natural gas pipeline. 

Chlamydia and gonorrhea are reported as higher than national prevalence rates for the state, but 
particularly among Alaska Native populations (Section 3.10, Health and Safety). Chlamydia 
trachomatis was reported as 4 times more common than gonorrhea. In the Bristol Bay Region, 
rates of chlamydia are higher than state-wide Alaska Native populations, while chlamydia rates in 
the Kenai Peninsula Region are lower than state-wide Alaska Native populations, but still much 
higher than non-white Alaska Native state populations and nationally. Although the Bristol Bay 
and Kenai Peninsula regions appear to have gonorrhea rates less than the state-wide Alaska 
Native rates, both had fewer than 20 cases of gonorrhea during the reporting period, and the rate 
may not be statistically reliable. 

The potential impact of increases in STI rates for the potentially affected communities is rated 
Category 1 for all phases and components, except for during construction of the transportation 
corridor and natural gas pipeline, which are rated Category 2 (Table K4.10-10). For all 
components and phases, the health effect is considered to pose a minor risk of health injury. 
Because the project would use individuals primarily from the region for the workforce (i.e., there 
would not be a major influx of workers from outside the region), and statewide STI rates are lower 
than the local regional rates, it is expected that STI rates would not show a discernable change. 
Therefore, the likelihood of increased STI rates is considered as likely as not (33 to 66 percent) 
for the construction of the transportation corridor and pipeline, due to the larger workforce 
(including those that already have STIs and may transmit to others) that would be housed in 
temporary camps near local communities; but unlikely (10 to 33 percent) for all phases at the 
mine site and Amakdedori port due to geographic remoteness. 

Increases in Infectious Diseases 
Increases in infectious disease rates could occur from employment of workers from outside the 
region and/or the rotation of the workforce during the project phases. Influenza and pneumonia 
were the tenth top cause of death statewide (ANTHC 2017i). Influenza and pneumonia rates of 
death are higher for Alaska Natives than those experienced by non-Alaska Natives and nationally. 
In addition, Alaska continues to have some of the highest tuberculosis rates in the nation (ADHSS 
2017b), with Alaska Natives experiencing the greatest rates (see Section 3.10, Health and 
Safety). 

Impacts to human health from increases in infectious disease rates would be the same as 
discussed for sexually transmitted diseases. The potential impact of increases in infectious 
(respiratory) diseases rates for the potentially affected communities is rated Category 1 for all 
phases and components, except for during construction for the transportation corridor and natural 
gas pipeline, which are rated Category 2. 

Increases in Rates of Foodborne Illnesses and Zoonotic Diseases 
Increases in rates of foodborne illnesses and zoonotic diseases could occur due to improper food 
handling/catering services and food disposal at the project workforce camps during the project 
phases. Food-borne illnesses or zoonotic diseases from improper food disposal practices, such 
as harboring and feeding of wildlife near project camps, could occur at the project workforce 
camps, and be transmitted to the local communities via rotating staff. The potential for increased 
rates of foodborne illnesses and zoonotic diseases would be expected to impact primarily the 
local communities near the project components. This scenario is considered unlikely if the project 
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adheres to and enforces regulations related to food services (such as 18 Alaska Administrative 
Code 31) and wildlife interactions at the base camps or workforce housing. 

The potential for increases in rates of foodborne illnesses and zoonotic diseases would be 
greatest in project workforce camps or workforce housing, with camps at all project components 
during construction, and at the mine site and Amakdedori port during operations and closure. The 
potential impact of increases in rates of foodborne illnesses and zoonotic diseases is rated 
Category 1 for all project phases (Table K4.10-10). For all project phases, the health effect is 
considered a minor risk of health injury. The magnitude of this impact is assigned a score of 1, 
because those affected would be expected to easily adapt to this impact with some intervention. 
The geographic extent of this impact is assigned a score of 0, because this impact would be 
limited to individual cases. The likelihood of this impact occurring would be very unlikely (1 to 
10 percent), because the base camps would have safe food handling and disposal protocols in 
place to manage the food handling and catering services that would be provided for the project 
workforce. 

Summary 
Impacts related to infectious diseases are rated as Category 1 for the operations and closure 
phases for all project components for the operations and closure phases. Therefore, actions to 
reduce negative impacts would not be needed, as long as the planned project policies and 
procedures are implemented. Two exceptions were ranked as Category 2: the potential for 
occurrence and transmission of STIs and infectious respiratory diseases during the construction 
phase, in the context of construction workforce camps and their possible interactions with their 
own families and local communities. Development and implementation of health education and 
training programs to avoid and minimize the spread of infectious diseases is recommended as a 
best practice. On-site healthcare facilities and clinics to detect, treat, and monitor the occurrence 
of infectious diseases are recommended as mitigation measures. 
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Table K4.10-10: Summary of HEC 5 Impacts: Infectious Diseases 

Potential Impact Project 
Phase 

Negative/
Positive 

Health 
Effect Magnitude Duration Geographic 

Extent 
Severity 
Ranking 

Likelihood 
Rating 

Impact 
Rating 

Impact 
Category 

Increase in STI 
rates (including 
gonorrhea, 
chlamydia, 
Hepatitis C, and 
HIV) 

Construction 

- 

1 1, noticeable, but 
limited and 
localized 

2, medium-
term 

1, limited to 
infected 
individuals and 
their 
households 

5 33 to 66% 
(T, Pi) 

10-33% (M, 
Po) 

♦♦ 
♦ 

2 (T, Pi) 
1 (M, Po) 

Operations 1 1, noticeable, but 
limited and 
localized 

3, long-
term 

6 10 to 33% ♦ 1 

Closure 1 1, noticeable, but 
limited and 
localized 

3, long-
term 

6 10 to 33% ♦ 1 

Increase in 
infectious 
(respiratory) 
disease morbidity 
and mortality 
rates (e.g., 
influenza and 
pneumonia) 

Construction 

- 

1 1, noticeable, but 
limited and 
localized 

2, medium-
term 

1, limited to 
infected 
individuals and 
their 
households 

5 33 to 66% 
(T, Pi) 

10-33% (M, 
Po) 

♦♦ 
♦ 

2 (T, Pi) 
1 (M, Po) 

Operations 1 1, noticeable, but 
limited and 
localized 

3, long-
term 

6 10 to 33% ♦ 1 

Closure 1 1, noticeable, but 
limited and 
localized 

3, long-
term 

6 10 to 33% ♦ 1 

Increase in rates 
of foodborne 
illness and 
zoonotic diseases 

Construction 

- 

1 1, noticeable, but 
limited and 
localized 

2, medium-
term 

0, limited to 
individual 
cases 

4 1 to 10% ♦ 1 

Operations 1 1, noticeable, but 
limited and 
localized 

3, long-
term 

5 1 to 10% ♦ 1 

Closure 1 1, noticeable, but 
limited and 
localized 

3, long-
term 

5 1 to 10% ♦ 1 

Notes: 
Project-specific indicators: M = Mine Site, T=Transportation Corridor, Po= Amakdedori port, Pi = Natural Gas Pipeline Corridor 
The sum of the impact dimensions (Table K4.10-1) is used to determine the severity ranking. The severity ranking and likelihood rating determine the impact rating (1 through 4 diamonds), 
which indicates the corresponding overall significance impact rating category of 1, 2, 3, or 4 (Table K4.10-2). 
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K4.10.2.6 HEC 6: Water and Sanitation 
This section presents the evaluation of the potential impacts of increases in morbidity and 
mortality rates due to the availability and quality of water and sanitation services. Lack of in-home 
water and sewer service in some locations of rural Alaska causes severe skin infections and 
respiratory illnesses; residents of Southwest Alaska suffer rates of invasive pneumococcal 
disease that are among the highest in the world (ADEC 2018d). Poverty levels and health 
disparities for indigenous communities and other sensitive subgroups such as children, the 
disabled, and the elderly have the potential to impact other HECs (e.g., socioeconomics under 
HEC 1), which then have the potential to impact water and sanitation. For example, low-income 
households may not be able to afford in-home water and sewer services. 
As discussed in Section 3.10, Health and Safety, as of 2016, 83.5 percent of rural Alaska Native 
communities were served by water and sewer services (a significant increase since 2004). In the 
Bristol Bay region, 99 percent of households had water and sewer services; and in the Kenai 
Peninsula region, service was 100 percent (ANTHC 2017n). It is unlikely that the project would 
directly affect access to water and sanitation services in the local communities. 
The potential impact of increases in mortality and morbidity rates due to change in the availability 
and quality of water and sanitation services is rated Category 1 for the potentially affected 
communities for all project phases (Table K4.10-11). Because the majority of potentially affected 
communities have high baseline rates of water and sanitation service, it would be unlikely that 
there would be any perceptible changes from baseline to the affected communities due to the 
project. Therefore, the health effect and magnitude of impact are both assigned scores of 0 for all 
phases. The geographic extent of this impact is assigned a score of 0, because this impact would 
be limited to individual cases and households, if it does occur. The likelihood of increasing 
mortality and morbidity rates due to change in the availability and quality of water and sanitation 
services of communities near the project would be considered extremely unlikely (<1 percent). 

Summary 
The potential for project-related impacts on health effects in the context of water and sanitation 
facilities is ranked as a Category 1 impact. No actions to reduce negative impacts would be 
necessary. 
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Table K4.10-11: Summary of HEC 6 Impacts: Water and Sanitation 

Potential Impact Project 
Phase 

Negative/
Positive 

Health 
Effect Magnitude Duration Geographic 

Extent 
Severity 
Ranking 

Likelihood 
Rating 

Impact 
Rating 

Impact 
Category 

Increase in Construction 2, medium-term 2 ♦ 1 
morbidity and 
mortality rates due 
to the availability 
and quality of water 
and sanitation 
facilities 

- 0 0 0, individual 
cases <1% Operations 3, long-term 3 ♦ 1 

Closure 3, long-term 3 ♦ 1 
Note: 
The sum of the impact dimensions (Table K4.10-1) is used to determine the severity ranking. The severity ranking and likelihood rating determine the impact rating (1 through 4 diamonds), 
which indicates the corresponding overall significance impact rating category of 1, 2, 3, or 4 (Table K4.10-2). 
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K4.10.2.7 HEC 7: Non-Communicable and Chronic Diseases 
This section presents the evaluation of the potential impacts of increases in non-communicable 
and chronic morbidity and mortality rates in the potentially affected communities (such as cancer, 
cardiovascular, and respiratory). Although several factors (such as excess weight, physical 
activity, diet and nutrition, diabetes, and tobacco use) can contribute to increases in non-
communicable and chronic morbidity and mortality rates, the evaluation of potential impacts 
focused on factors that could be directly attributed to the project. Potential exposure to project-
related hazardous chemicals could result in increases in non-communicable and chronic (such 
as cancer, respiratory, and cardiovascular) morbidity and mortality rates in the potentially affected 
communities. For example, increased cancer rates in affected communities could occur from 
hazardous chemical exposure through ingestion of bioaccumulative and carcinogenic chemicals 
in subsistence foods. Poverty levels and health disparities for indigenous communities and other 
sensitive subgroups such as children, the disabled, and the elderly have the potential to impact 
other HECs (e.g., socioeconomics under HEC 1 and food security under HEC 4), which in turn 
have the potential to impact non-communicable and chronic diseases. For example, changes in 
subsistence habits, diet, and nutrition, and changes in activity patterns could also affect the 
incidence of chronic diseases among indigenous communities. 

Chronic Disease Impacts from Diet, Nutrition, and Exercise 
As discussed for HEC 4, the project would be expected to decrease food costs and increase food 
security, related to increased income levels for those who benefit economically from the project; 
while impacts to access to, and quantity and quality of subsistence resources could be both 
negative and positive (Table K4.10-9). Subsistence activities are a central feature of Alaska 
Native history and society, and support healthy diet and nutrition, physical activity needs, and are 
an important aspect of preserving cultural heritage and mental health (see Section 3.10, Health 
and Safety). 
All the affected communities report higher baseline subsistence lifestyle (75 percent or higher) 
compared to Alaska overall (31 percent), while LPB and Bristol Bay Borough report higher 
percentages of adults who believe they get enough physical activity. With increased food security 
and decreased food costs (relative to income), it is possible that subsistence activities could be 
reduced in some community households and lead to lower rates of physical activity; but it is also 
possible that increased income would be used to supplement the subsistence lifestyle. In addition, 
subsistence users would likely adjust the resource use areas to target resources that would be 
less affected by actual or perceived impacts from the project (see Section 4.9, Subsistence) For 
community members employed by PLP, the project could increase rates of physical activity for 
some, while reducing physical activity rates for those in less physically active positions (i.e., 
vehicle drivers and equipment operators). In addition, individuals who may obtain full-time 
employment on the project may have reduced availability to engage in subsistence activities, 
thereby simultaneously experiencing increased incomes and reduced levels of fitness and 
subsistence activities, as reported in several other studies for Alaskan populations (Nobmann et 
al. 2005; Redwood et al. 2008). 
The summary impact level for increased or decreased morbidity and mortality rates for cancer, 
respiratory, and cardiovascular diseases from changes in diet, nutrition, and physical activity for 
the potentially affected communities is rated Category 2 (Table K4.10-12). For all three 
components and project phases, the health effect was assigned a score of 1 (minor), given both 
the positive and negative potential impacts to diet, subsistence, and physical activity. The 
magnitude of impact was also assigned a score of 1, given the possible noticeable but limited/
localized positive or negative project impacts to diet and nutrition, and that those potentially 
negatively impacted are expected to be able to adapt and maintain a pre-impact level of health. 
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The geographic extent of this impact is assigned a score of 1, because impacts would be limited 
to a number of households. The likelihood of increased or decreased cancer, respiratory, and 
cardiovascular morbidity and mortality rates due to increased or decreased diet/nutrition and 
increased or decreased physical activity is considered as likely as not (33 to 66 percent). 

Chronic Disease Impacts from Exposure to Hazardous Chemicals 
Based on the findings of the evaluation on potential exposure to hazardous chemicals, as 
presented for HEC 3, the project-related hazardous chemical increases to the environment from 
the mine site would be expected to be negligible compared to baseline concentrations, while the 
other components would be insignificant. Any increased risks or hazards to human health would 
be expected to be indistinguishable from baseline. In addition, mitigation measures and BMPs 
would be implemented to further minimize potential exposures of hazardous chemicals to 
receptors in the potentially affected communities. 
The summary impact level for increased morbidity and mortality rates for cancer, respiratory, and 
cardiovascular diseases for the potentially affected communities is rated Category 1 
(Table K4.10-12). For the mine site during all phases, the health effect and magnitude of impact 
are assigned scores of 1 and 0, respectively (minor increases compared to baseline). For the 
other components during all project phases, the health effect and magnitude of impact are both 
assigned a score of 0 (not perceptible and minor, respectively). The geographic extent of this 
impact is assigned a score of 2, because the communities in the vicinity of the EIS analysis area 
could potentially be affected. Based on the HEC 3 findings, the likelihood of increased cancer, 
respiratory, and cardiovascular morbidity and mortality rates due to increased exposure to 
potentially hazardous chemicals is considered unlikely (10 to 33 percent) for the mine site, and 
very unlikely (1 to 10 percent) for the other three components. 

Summary 
Overall, positive or negative impacts related to changes in chronic, non-infectious diseases is 
rated as Category 2 with respect to food, nutrition, and physical activity determinants (including 
bioaccumulation concerns for subsistence foods). Impacts on chronic diseases due to exposure 
to hazardous chemicals is rated as Category 1. Consideration of monitoring of key metrics related 
to food availability and affordability is recommended to avoid negative impacts on chronic disease 
and long-term health status. Monitoring of exposure to project-related hazardous chemicals in 
dietary media may be considered to address uncertainties in exposure and use assumptions. 
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Table K4.10-12: Summary of HEC 7 Impacts: Non-communicable and Chronic Diseases 

Potential 
Impact Project Phase Negative/

Positive 
Health 
Effect Magnitude Duration Geographic 

Extent 
Severity 
Ranking 

Likelihood 
Rating 

Impact 
Rating 

Impact 
Category 

Increase or Construction 2, medium-term 5 ♦♦ 2 
decrease in 
cancer, 
respiratory, 
cardio-vascular, 
developmental, 
and 
neurological 
morbidity and 

± 1 1 1, limited number 
of households 33 to 66% 

Operations 3, long-term 6 ♦♦ 2 

Closure 3, long-term 6 ♦♦ 2 
mortality rates 
due to change 
in diet, nutrition, 
and physical 
activity 

Increase in Construction 2, medium-term 5 (M) ♦ 1 
cancer, 4 (T, Pi, 
respiratory, Po) 
cardio-vascular, 
developmental 
and 
neurological 
morbidity and 
mortality rates 
due to exposure 
from hazardous 
chemicals 

- 
1 (M) 

0 (T, Pi, 
Po) 

0 
2, potentially 

affected 
community 

10 to 33% 
(M) 

1 to 10% 
(T, Pi, Po) 

Operations 3, long-term 6 (M) 
5 (T, Pi, 

Po) 

♦ 1 

Closure 3, long-term 6 (M) 
5 (T, Pi, 

Po) 

♦ 1 

Notes: 
Project-specific indicators: M = Mine Site, T=Transportation Corridor, Po= Amakdedori port, Pi = Natural Gas Pipeline Corridor 
The sum of the impact dimensions (Table K4.10-1) is used to determine the severity ranking. The severity ranking and likelihood rating determine the impact rating (1 through 4 diamonds), 
which indicates the corresponding overall significance impact rating category of 1, 2, 3, or 4 (Table K4.10-2). 
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K4.10.2.8 HEC 8: Health and Safety Services Infrastructure and Capacity 
Access to health and safety services is important for achieving health and safety equity and 
increasing the quality of life for all individuals. The level of access to health services can impact 
life expectancy, mortality, and morbidity rates; early detection and treatment of health conditions; 
and control of infectious diseases through increased access to vaccines. The level of access to 
safety services can impact psychosocial and family stress, while response to accidents and 
injuries can potentially increase accident/injury severity outcomes. Poverty levels and health 
disparities for indigenous communities and other sensitive subgroups such as children, the 
disabled, and the elderly have the potential to impact other HECs (e.g., socioeconomics under 
HEC 1), which then have the potential to impact access to health and safety services. For 
example, low-income families living just above the poverty line may not be able to afford 
healthcare or dental insurance and may not qualify for financial assistance. 
The following sections present the evaluation of the potential impacts from decreased access to 
healthcare and safety services under routine conditions and emergency situations that could 
overwhelm local and regional healthcare and safety service capacities. Table K4.10-13 
summarizes the potential impact levels for health and safety services infrastructure and capacity, 
including the potential health effect consequence, magnitude, duration, and geographic extent of 
the impact, and likelihood of the impact occurring. 

Access to Routine Healthcare and Safety Services 
Several entities provide healthcare services in the EIS analysis area (see Section 3.3, Needs and 
Welfare of the People—Socioeconomics). Every LPB community has a health clinic (Nondalton, 
Kokhanok, Newhalen, Iliamna, Levelock, Pedro Bay, and Igiugig), with the exception of two 
communities (Port Alsworth and Ugashik). The three Nushagak/Bristol Bay communities in the 
Dillingham Census Area in close proximity to the EIS analysis area (New Stuyahok, Koliganek, 
and Ekwok) each have a health clinic. In addition, health clinics are in every community in the 
Dillingham Census Area, except Portage Creek and Ekuk, which had a population of zero in 2009 
(McDowell Group et al. 2011a; McDowell Group 2018b). 
The potentially affected communities closest to the project have lower access to safety services 
than larger nearby communities, such as Dillingham, which has a police department and a 
hospital (McDowell Group 2018a, 2018b) and Anchorage. Although two of the three Nushagak/
Bristol Bay communities in the Dillingham Census Area (New Stuyahok and Koliganek) have 
village public safety officers (VPSO) and/or village police officers (VPO), the eight Iliamna Lake/
Lake Clark communities in the LPB (Nondalton, Kokhanok, Newhalen, Iliamna, Levelock, Pedro 
Bay, Igiugig, Port Alsworth, and Ugashik) and the third Nushagak/Bristol Bay community in the 
Dillingham Census Area (Ekwok) are not served by a VPSO or VPO, and instead rely on Alaska 
State Trooper coverage (see Section 3.10, Health and Safety). Although three communities 
(Newhalen, Nondalton, and Iliamna) were served by an ambulance, fire truck, and emergency 
medical technicians, the remaining communities were underserved by these other first 
responders. Two communities (Port Alsworth and Ekwok) are not served by any of these other 
first responders, while the remaining communities were only served by one or two (Section 3.10, 
Health and Safety). 
The project has the potential to impact access to routine healthcare and safety services. On-site 
mine rescue and medical emergencies would likely be handled by a mine rescue team. On-site 
mine and Amakdedori port safety would be handled by project security and on-site medical 
services. Medical evacuation would be available by fixed-wing aircraft or helicopter to fly injured 
workers to medical facilities—likely in Anchorage. All project workforce camps would include first-
aid provisions. Some project employees might obtain healthcare from healthcare facilities in 
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nearby communities (e.g., Kokhanok, Iliamna, or Newhalen), although that would not be expected 
to occur often, because the mine site would have on-site medical facilities to support workers. 
Additionally, some project employees, when outside of the mine site, might require public safety 
services from nearby communities (e.g., Kokhanok, Iliamna, or Newhalen). For example, if a mine 
vehicle accident occurred along the transportation corridor near one of these communities, then 
local public first responders may be the first on scene. This would not be expected to occur often 
because of project mitigations, including employee training, traffic/speed controls, and mine first 
responders. It is unclear what impacts the project may have on crime (see HEC 1), but if violent 
crimes increase due to increased psychosocial and family stress, it is possible that this could put 
additional strain on the health and safety services of the potentially affected communities. 
In addition, positive impacts may also occur related to routine healthcare and safety services. 
Municipal tax revenues generated by the project and increased revenue stream to the LPB may 
result in the hiring of VSPO or VPO in one or more of these communities, and expansion or 
improvements to existing healthcare facilities and other health and safety services. Therefore, 
these positive impacts may result in net benefits to all members of the community with regard to 
access and quality of healthcare and safety services (see Section 4.3., Needs and Welfare of the 
People-Socioeconomics). 
Given that the project could have both positive and negative impacts, a noticeable effect on 
access to routine healthcare and safety services would not be expected for residents living in the 
EIS analysis area, including the communities near the mine site. The summary impact level for 
access to routine healthcare and safety services for the potentially affected communities is rated 
Category 1 for all project components and phases (Table K4.10-13). For all project phases, the 
health effect is assigned a score of 1 (minor). The likelihood of this impact occurring would be 
unlikely, because mine site workers would be expected to typically use on-site medical facilities 
and on-site safety services. 

Access to Healthcare and Safety Services due to Large-Scale Emergency 
Situations and Overwhelming Local and Regional Capacities 
Although many of the project workers would be trained in emergency response and first aid and 
the mine would have on-site security and medical facilities to support workers, the mine site safety 
and medical resources may not be adequate to handle life-threating health conditions or multiple 
injured personnel in an emergency, depending on the situation. Due to the remote region and 
terrain, air travel is the primary mode of long-distance transportation, especially for major medical 
or medical emergency issues; although this scenario is possible, the probability of occurrence of 
emergency scenarios would be rare. 
As discussed in Section 3.10, Health and Safety, much of the region is classified as medically 
underserved, or has a shortage of health care professionals; however, the LPB is not listed as 
having a shortage of primary care health professionals. The LPB is serviced by a network of 
healthcare clinics in seven of nine communities (McDowell Group et al. 2011a). The three 
Nushagak/Bristol Bay communities (New Stuyahok, Koliganek, and Ekwok) are each serviced by 
a healthcare clinic (McDowell Group 2018b). These clinics are staffed by medical and dental 
professionals with internet connections to specialists in Anchorage and around the country. 
However, the closest hospital is in Dillingham, approximately 125 miles southwest of the mine 
site, and is only a 16-bed facility. Because air/water transportation service to Anchorage 
(200 miles northeast of the mine site) is better equipped than Dillingham, the affected 
communities in the LPB and the Kenai Peninsula Borough typically receive hospital care and 
other major medical services at the Alaska Native Medical Center in Anchorage (McDowell Group 
et al. 2011a). Mine site workers in need of medical emergency care that surpasses the capabilities 
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of the on-site medical facility would be evacuated (via air, as described above) to appropriate 
medical facilities, likely in Anchorage. 
The summary impact level for access to large-scale emergency healthcare and safety services 
for the potentially affected communities is rated Category 2 for all project components and phases 
(Table K4.10-13). For all project phases, the health effect is assigned a score of 2 (moderate 
injury that may require intervention). Although possible, the probability of occurrence of 
emergency scenarios would be expected to be rare due to project safety protocols that would be 
employed. Therefore, this impact would be considered very unlikely (1 to 10 percent) to occur. 

Summary 
The overall project-related impacts to health and safety services and infrastructure are rated as 
Category 1 for access to routine healthcare and safety services, and Category 2 for access to 
healthcare and safety services during emergencies for all project components during all phases. 
No action is warranted to reduce negative health impacts under routine conditions. Adequate 
planning and periodic monitoring of the adequacy of emergency preparedness services and 
infrastructure may be recommended to avoid negative health impacts to the community during 
emergency situations. 
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Table K4.10-13: Summary of HEC 8 Impacts: Health and Safety Services Infrastructure and Capacity 

Potential 
Impact Project Phase Negative/

Positive 
Health 
Effect Magnitude Duration Geographic 

Extent 
Severity 
Ranking 

Likelihood 
Rating 

Impact 
Rating 

Impact 
Category 

Access to Construction 1, adaptable 2, medium- 5 ♦ 1 
routine and able to term 
healthcare and 
safety services ± 1 

maintain pre-
impact levels 
of health 

1, limited 
number of 
households  

10 to 33% Operations 3, long-
term 

6 ♦ 1 

Closure 3, long- 6 ♦ 1 
term 

Access to Construction 2, able to 2, medium- 8 ♦♦ 2 
healthcare and maintain pre- term 
safety services 
due to 
emergency 
situations and - 2 

impact levels 
of health with 
support 2, potentially 

affected 1 to 10% 

Operations 3, long-
term 

9 ♦♦ 2 

Closure 3, long- 9 ♦♦ 2 
overwhelming term community 
local and 
regional 
healthcare 
capacities 

Note: 
The sum of the impact dimensions (Table K4.10-1) is used to determine the severity ranking. The severity ranking and likelihood rating determine the impact rating (1 through 4 diamonds), 
which indicates the corresponding overall significance impact rating category of 1, 2, 3, or 4 (Table K4.10-2). 
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K4.10.3 Alternative 1 
Impacts from Alternative 1 would be the same as or similar to Alternative 1a, with few exceptions. 
The area of Iliamna Lake used for the ferry would be different and the route would be slightly 
shorter, because the ferry would travel to the north ferry terminal instead of the Eagle Bay ferry 
terminal. The mine access road alignment would route from the north ferry terminal to the mine 
site, with a spur road to Iliamna; and the port access road would be the same as Alternative 1a. 
This alternative’s natural gas pipeline alignment would follow the transportation corridor for the 
entirety and have a slightly shorter route across Iliamna Lake; however, impacts would be the 
same as Alternative 1a. Impacts from the Amakdedori port would be the same as Alternative 1a. 
Socioeconomic impacts under this Alternative would be similar to impacts under Alternative 1a. 
Under the Summer-Only Ferry Operations Variant, communities may wish to stockpile food, fuel, 
and other supplies, or receive shipments via air when the ferry is not operating. In addition, more 
mine site employees (e.g., truck drivers, ferry/terminal workers) would be needed seasonally 
during summer operations, but fewer year-round employees would be needed (PLP 2018-RFI 
065). This variant would likely lower the income earned by community members in the EIS 
analysis area, especially those who are in the smaller, rural communities closest to the mine site, 
for whom alternative income streams may not be readily available. Overall, the high cost of living 
for the communities near the transportation corridor would still be lowered under this variant, but 
not to the extent of the year-round ferry operations. 
As discussed in Section 4.23, Wildlife Values, caribou are likely to avoid the mine site facilities 
and may avoid a 6.8- to 8.7-mile radius around the mine site; moose are anticipated to avoid 
areas along the roadways, with avoidance areas of approximately 0.6 mile on either side of the 
roadways. Similar to Alternative 1a, the level of avoidance would vary depending on time of day 
and actual vehicular traffic, and is likely to increase under the Summer-Only Ferry Operations 
Variant of Alternative 1 (as well as the Summer-Only Ferry Operations Variant of Alternative 2), 
where vehicle traffic would be doubled during the summer (see Section 4.23, Wildlife Values). 
Given these considerations, potential for dietary impacts to caribou and moose from mine site 
dust deposition onto vegetation would be anticipated to be the same as Alternative 1a (i.e., low 
impact) (Section K4.10.2.3). 
Overall, the HEC for which Alternative 1 consequences may be slightly different from Alternative 
1a is HEC 2: Accidents and Injuries due to transportation because the mine access road 
alignment is different, including a slightly shorter ferry route and pipeline crossing of Iliamna Lake. 
Those impacts would be the same as Alternative 1a along the port access road. Along the mine 
access road, the transportation-related accidents and injury summary impact to human health 
would remain the same, and would remain at a Category 2 for all phases and transportation types 
(Table K4.10-14), including the crossing of the Newhalen and Gibraltar rivers. The health effect, 
magnitude, duration, and geographic extent would all remain the same as Alternative 1a. Because 
there would be no difference in the overall number of flights or barge and ferry trips relative to 
Alternative 1a, the likelihood of accidents and injuries related to air and surface water would be 
the same as for Alternative 1a. Similar to Alternative 1a, the overall number of truck trips would 
remain the same, operate year-round, and would have similar use of roads; therefore, the 
likelihood of accidents and injuries related to surface transportation would remain unlikely (10 to 
33 percent). 
If the Kokhanok East Ferry Terminal Variant were to be built, differences in impacts would occur 
relative to the south ferry terminal. The Kokhanok East Ferry Terminal Variant has thicker ice for 
a longer duration than the south ferry terminal. There is a substantial amount of winter traffic 
between Kokhanok and Sid Larson Bay (to the east of the community), and winter travel routes 
would cross the Kokhanok east ferry route. However, the creation of an alternate winter travel 
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route along the Kokhanok east spur road with an access point to the lake east of the terminal 
would mitigate this impact by creating a marked safe route that would not cross ferry traffic, but 
may add travel time, distance, and fuel costs (PLP 2018-RFI 078) (Section 4.12, Transportation 
and Navigation). Navigation on Iliamna Lake at the Kokhanok east ferry terminal site would be 
more sheltered from wind and waves, but would contain more navigational hazards such as 
shallow water and a longer ferry route (PLP 2018-RFI 078). 
If the ferry were to only operate in the summer, the ore concentrate would be stockpiled in the 
winter, and truck and ferry trips would double in the summer. This would mean that winter 
snowmachine traffic across the lake would not be interrupted by an ice-breaking ferry, but vessels 
on the lake in the summer would experience twice as much ferry traffic. 

K4.10.4 Alternative 2—North Road and Ferry with Downstream Dams 
Impacts from the project would be the same as or similar to Alternative 1a, with few exceptions. 
The area of Iliamna Lake used for the ferry would be different, because it would encompass the 
areas at the northern end of the lake around Pedro Bay (as opposed to Kokhanok). Under the 
Summer-Only Ferry Operations Variant, transportation impacts on the lake would be eliminated 
during the winter, but double during the summer; and the air quality impacts from ferry and truck 
traffic would be the same as those for Alternative 1a. Socioeconomic impacts under this variant 
would be similar to impacts under Alternative 1a. This alternative’s natural gas pipeline alignment 
would follow the north access road alignment, and not cross Iliamna Lake; therefore, there would 
be no hazards or impacts at Iliamna Lake during construction of the pipeline, as would occur 
under Alternative 1a. Impacts from the port at Diamond Point would be the same or similar to 
those for Amakdedori port. 
Overall, the HEC for which Alternative 2 consequences may be slightly different from Alternative 
1a is HEC 2: Accidents and Injuries due to transportation. However, even given the differences 
noted above, the transportation-related accidents and injury summary impact to human health 
would remain the same, and would remain at a Category 2 for all phases and transportation types 
(Table K4.10-14), including the crossing of the Newhalen River. The health effect, magnitude, 
duration, and geographic extent would all remain the same as Alternative 1a. Because there 
would be no difference in the overall number of flights or barge and ferry trips relative to Alternative 
1a, the likelihood of accidents and injuries related to air and surface water would be the same as 
for Alternative 1a. Similar to Alternative 1a, the likelihood of accidents and injuries related to 
surface transportation would remain unlikely (10 to 33 percent), because there would be no 
increase in truck trips under Alternative 2. Under the Alternative 2—Summer-Only Ferry 
Operations Variant, like Alternative 1 traffic on the Williamsport-Pile Bay Road would include 
doubled mine-related summer traffic, and continuing or increasing levels of public boat portage. 
Similar to Alternative 1, the potential for a greater likelihood of accidents during the Summer-Only 
Ferry Operations Variant would be reduced if the road was built to handle this increased summer 
capacity. The Newhalen River North Crossing Variant would be the same as Alternative 2. 

K4.10.5 Alternative 3—North Road Only 
Impacts from the project would be the same as or similar to Alternative 1a with exceptions 
discussed below. The use of Iliamna Lake for a ferry would be eliminated, shifting project-related 
transportation impacts to the area around Pedro Bay, rather than around Kokhanok. Impacts from 
the port at Diamond Point would be the same or similar to those as Amakdedori port. The 
Concentrate Pipeline Variant would build a slurry pipeline from the mine to the port, and include 
a dewatering and treatment plant at Diamond Point so that the slurry water could be discharged 
at the port, or returned to the mine site for reuse, by constructing a second pipeline. Potential 
hazardous materials impacts would remain the same as under Alternative 1a because the effluent 
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would be treated to meet the Alaska water quality criteria prior to discharge. This variant would 
likely decrease employment of truck operators, but increase employment at the water treatment 
plant (WTP)/dewatering facility, but with lower overall employment. For the region as a whole, the 
impacts on the cost of living for Alternative 3 would be largely the same as the impacts of 
Alternative 1a, and would likely lower the high cost of living for the communities near the 
transportation corridor, similar to Alternative 2. However, because of the different alignments of 
the transportation corridor and natural gas pipeline, Kokhanok would likely experience less of a 
benefit, while Pedro Bay would likely experience more of a benefit over the long term. 
Similar to Alternative 2, the HEC for which Alternative 3 consequences may be slightly different 
from other alternatives is HEC 2: Accidents and Injuries due to transportation. However, even 
given the differences noted above, the transportation-related accidents and injury summary 
impact to human health would remain the same—at a Category 2 for all phases and transportation 
types (Table K4.10-14). There would be no change in the number of air transportation flights or 
truck transportation trips. The health effect, magnitude, duration, and geographic extent would all 
remain the same as Alternative 1a. Therefore, the likelihood for air transport–related accidents 
and injuries would remain the same, as would surface transportation–related accidents and 
injuries, because the Williamsport-Pile Bay Road would be expected to handle year-round 
capacity needs. Even though the ferry operation on Iliamna Lake would be eliminated, the project 
would continue to use Cook Inlet; therefore, the probability of accidents and injuries related to 
water transportation would be extremely unlikely for Iliamna Lake, and unlikely for Cook Inlet. 
Under the Concentrate Pipeline Variant, the potential for surface transportation related to truck 
transport would decrease even further due to reduced trucks from the mine site to the port. 
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Table K4.10-14: Summary of HEC 2 Impacts: Accidents and Injuries for Alternative 1, Alternative 2, and Alternative 3 

Potential 
Impact Project Phase Negative/

Positive 
Health 
Effect Magnitude Duration Geographic

Extent 
Severity 
Ranking 

Likelihood 
Rating 

Impact
Rating 

Impact
Category 

Alternative 1 

Increase in 
unintentional 
accidents and 
injuries 
morbidity and 
mortality rates 
due to air, 
surface, and 
water 
transportation 
along 
transportation 
corridor 
(same rating 
unless 
otherwise 
noted) 

Construction 

- 3 

air = 3, unable to 
maintain pre-
impact level of 
health 

surface and 
water = 2, able to 
maintain pre-
impact level of 
health with 
medical 
intervention 

2, medium-
term 

0, individual 
cases 

8 (air) 
7 (water/ 
surface) 

<1 % (air) 

10 to 33% 
(surface) 

10 to 33% 
(water) 

♦♦ 2 

Operations 3, long-
term 

9 (air) 
8 (water/ 
surface) 

♦♦ 2 

Closure 3, long-
term 

9 (air) 
8 (water/ 
surface) 

♦♦ 2 

Alternative 2—North Road and Ferry with Downstream Dams 

Increase in 
unintentional 
accidents and 
injuries 
morbidity and 
mortality rates 
due to air, 
surface, and 
water 
transportation 
(same rating 
unless 
otherwise 
noted) 

Construction 

- 3 

air = 3, unable to 
maintain pre-
impact level of 
health 

surface and 
water = 2, able to 
maintain pre-
impact level of 
health with 
medical 
intervention 

2, medium-
term 

0, individual 
cases 

8 (air) 
7 (water/ 
surface) 

<1 % (air) 

1 to 10% to 
10 to 33% 
(surface) 

10 to 33% 
(water) 

♦♦ 2 

Operations 3, long-
term 

9 (air) 
8 (water/ 
surface) 

♦♦ 2 

Closure 3, long-
term 

9 (air) 
8 (water/ 
surface) 

♦♦ 2 
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Table K4.10-14: Summary of HEC 2 Impacts: Accidents and Injuries for Alternative 1, Alternative 2, and Alternative 3 

Potential 
Impact Project Phase Negative/

Positive 
Health 
Effect Magnitude Duration Geographic

Extent 
Severity 
Ranking 

Likelihood 
Rating 

Impact
Rating 

Impact
Category 

Alternative 3—North Road Only 

Increase in 
unintentional 
accidents and 
injuries 
morbidity and 
mortality rates 
due to air, 
surface, and 
water 
transportation 
(same rating 
unless 
otherwise 
noted) 

Construction 

- 3 

air = 3, unable to 
maintain pre-
impact level of 
health 

surface and 
water = 2, able to 
maintain pre-
impact level of 
health with 
medical 
intervention 

2, medium-
term 

0, individual 
cases 

8 (air) 
7 (water/ 
surface) 

<1 % (air) 

10 to 33% 
(surface) 

10 to 33% 
(water) 

♦♦ 2 

Operations 3, long-
term 

9 (air) 
8 (water/ 
surface) 

♦♦ 2 

Closure 3, long-
term 

9 (air) 
8 (water/ 
surface) 

♦♦ 2 

Note: 
The sum of the impact dimensions (Table K4.10-1) is used to determine the severity ranking. The severity ranking and likelihood rating determine the impact rating (1 through 4 diamonds), 
which indicates the corresponding overall significance impact rating category of 1, 2, 3, or 4 (Table K4.10-2). 
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