
Interim 
Record of Decision (ROD) Amendment, 
Upper Basin of the Coeur d’Alene River 

 
Bunker Hill Mining 

and Metallurgical Complex 
Superfund Site 

 
 
 
 

Part 3 Section 4.0  
Responses to Individual Comments 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

United States 
Environmental Protection 

Agency Region 10 

 

 

August 2012  



Responses to Individual Comments 
This section presents EPA’s responses to individual comments received on the Proposed Plan. 
EPA received comments in various forms including letters, emails, and oral testimony at 
community meetings. The comments and EPA’s responses are organized into the following 
attachments (the attachments are provided in electronic format): 

• Attachment A: Index of Commenters and Responses 

• Attachment B: Master Comment List 

• Attachment C: Responses to Federal Agency Comments 

• Attachment D: Responses to State Agency Comments 

• Attachment E: Responses to Native American Tribe Comments 

• Attachment F: Responses to Local Jurisdiction Comments 

• Attachment G: Responses to Local Community/Special Interest Organization Comments 

• Attachment H: Responses to Business Comments 

• Attachment I: Responses to Individual Comments 

Attachment A presents an Index of all comments sorted in two methods. First, all commenters 
are listed alphabetically by the last name of the person or the organization providing the 
comments. It provides the locations (Attachment and page number) of the comments and EPA’s 
responses. Second, all comment are listed alphabetically/numerically by the comment number, 
along with the locations of the comments and responses. 

Many comments address similar issues. In these cases, the response for a given issue is 
provided once. Responses to later comments on the same issue refer to the master comment list 
where this response is provided. These responses are referred to as “master comment 
responses” and are found in Attachment B. When using Attachment B, the user may find that 
the referenced response addresses more issues than he or she raised. In these cases, it is 
expected that the user will be able to identify those parts of the referenced response that apply. 
In other cases, a comment may raise multiple issues. In such cases, the user may be referred to 
several master comment responses for a complete response to all issues raised. An overview of 
the issues raised and EPA’s responses is provided in Part 3, Section 3.0, Responsiveness 
Summary. 

In Attachments C through I, the comments and responses are sorted alphabetically by the last 
name of the commenter. Each comment letter, email, and oral testimony comment was assigned 
a unique identification number (e.g., 1365213). Each comment was assigned a unique comment 
number (e.g., LJ36-1). Many commenters submitted more than one comment letter. In these 
cases, a separate identification number and comment number were assigned for each set of 
comments. This approach helped EPA ensure that all comments were addressed.  

In Attachments C through I, an image of the original comment is shown on the left side of the 
page and includes EPA’s delineation. The right side of the page presents EPA’s response to that 
comment. 



A number of commenters’ names were illegible, and these commenters are listed as 
“Unknown.” EPA has included their comments in Attachment I and has responded to the 
comments where possible.  

As provided in the CERCLA statute, Section 117(b), EPA is only responsible for providing 
responses to each of the “significant” comments, criticisms, and new data. Comments not 
meeting this statutory criterion have nonetheless been recorded in this section, and responses 
have been provided to the extent possible. 
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Idaho Dept. of Environmental Quality (IDEQ), SA4, Letter 
617547 

No comments 
  



PART 3 – RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY: ATTACHMENT D, RESPONSES TO STATE AGENCY COMMENTS 
INTERIM RECORD OF DECISION (ROD) AMENDMENT, UPPER BASIN OF THE COEUR D’ALENE RIVER, BUNKER HILL SUPERFUND SITE – AUGUST 2012 

PAGE D-2 

 

Response to comment SA4-1 
The Selected Remedy in the ROD Amendment includes the remedy protection 
actions as described in the Proposed Plan. EPA appreciates IDEQ’s efforts in 
collaborating on the analysis of remedy protection issues. EPA plans to continue 
collaboration with IDEQ for analysis of remedy protection actions in the side 
gulches (community areas outside the eight primary communities in the Upper 
Basin) and for implementation of remedy protection actions in the Selected 
Remedy. 

Response to comment SA4-2 
The scope of the remedy protection analysis was limited to determining the risk 
posed to existing protective barriers from relatively frequent high precipitation 
events. Therefore, for the purposes of remedy protection EPA and IDEQ modeled 
the expected effects from 5-, 25-, and 50-year storm events. These storm events 
were selected to provide insight regarding the range of risk as a function of large 
(50-year event), medium (25-year event), and small (5-year event) scenarios. The 
50-year event was used as the basis for developing remedy protection actions 
and estimating costs to remain consistent with, and in some cases more 
protective than, design engineering standards developed for the Bunker Hill 
Superfund Site (Welch, Comer & Associates, Inc., March 2, 1994, Bunker Hill 
Superfund Site, Stormwater Management Plan, Criteria and Engineering 
Standards. Final Draft), the State of Idaho Transportation Department (Idaho 
Transportation Department, 2009, Idaho Design Manual), and the Washington 
State Department of Transportation (Washington State Department of 
Transportation, 2008, Highway Runoff Manual). It is important to note that the 
remedy protection actions included in the Selected Remedy are not final designs. 
Additional design and analysis will be completed prior to implementation, and 
the protectiveness of each remedy protection action will be determined based 
on design engineering standards. 

Response to comment SA4-3 
In the Focused Feasibility Study Report and Proposed Plan, EPA clearly stated 
that the scope of remedy protection (as defined in these documents) was limited 
to maintaining or increasing the long-term effectiveness and permanence of the 
soil portion of the Selected Human Health Remedies from the risk posed to 
existing protective barriers from relatively frequent high precipitation events. 
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IDEQ’s comment relates to implementation of future remedial actions conducted at source 
sites (e.g., source control at mine or mill sites.). EPA is committed to implementing the 
Selected Remedies in a manner that emphasizes the long-term effectiveness and 
permanence of the remedy. As stated in the Proposed Plan, during site characterization 
and remedial design of remedy protection, source control, and water quality projects, EPA 
will continue to coordinate with local communities and flood control authorities, the Basin 
Commission, the U.S. Army Corp of Engineers, and the Federal Emergency Management 
Agency. 

Response to comment SA4-4 
Comprehensive flood control is a complex multi-jurisdictional issue that exceeds the 
expertise and regulatory authority of EPA’s CERCLA cleanup program. EPA is eager to 
ensure the long-term performance of the Selected Human Health Remedies and 
understands that local communities are concerned about flood insurance requirements 
and development restrictions associated with updated Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRMs). 
EPA is therefore committed to working with local, state, and federal entities with an 
interest in SFCDR flood issues and, consistent with EPA’s authority, to help craft solutions. 
EPA can and will contribute to efforts to understand SFCDR flooding and, if these efforts 
identify actions that will meet Superfund remedy requirements, EPA will consider such 
activities for future remedial decisions. CERCLA requires that EPA’s contribution to flood 
control work must have a direct connection to the CERCLA remedy. The inclusion of 
remedy protection projects in the Upper Basin Selected Remedy is an example of EPA and 
IDEQ working with local communities to identify flood control projects directly tied to the 
existing Selected Human Health Remedies for OUs 1, 2, and 3. 

Response to comment SA4-5 
Due in part to extensive public concern about the duration and cost of cleanup, EPA has 
decided to significantly reduce the scope of the Selected Remedy by prioritizing the 
remedial actions that were presented as EPA’s Preferred Alternative in the Proposed Plan. 
The Upper Basin Selected Remedy is an interim remedy which identifies the priority 
remedial actions that are expected to provide the greatest reduction of contamination in 
the SFCDR and its tributaries and protection of in-place human health barriers in local 
communities. EPA reduced the scope of Alternative 3+ in the Preferred Alternative for OU 3 
from 345 to 145 mine and mill sites included in the Selected Remedy. The total estimated 
cost of the Selected Remedy as presented in the ROD Amendment is $635 million, a 
significant reduction from the $1.3 billion estimate for the Preferred Alternative identified 

in the Proposed Plan. With help from stakeholders and community members 
involved in the Basin Commission’s Upper Basin Project Focus Team (PFT), EPA 
has developed a logical and transparent prioritization process over the past 
2 years. EPA used this prioritization process to reduce the scope of the Selected 
Remedy as compared to the Preferred Alternative. A site-by-site review was 
conducted to identify the highest priority sites for remedial action and, thus, 
those that are included in the Selected Remedy. The Upper Basin PFT provided 
input to assist EPA in prioritizing actions to include in the Selected Remedy. This 
site-by-site review is described in detail in the FFS Report (EPA, August 2012, 
Final Focused Feasibility Study Report, Upper Basin of the Coeur d’Alene River, 
Bunker Hill Mining and Metallurgical Complex Superfund Site). Key 
considerations for this review included (1) prior remedial actions and 
effectiveness of those actions; (2) active land uses; (3) potential human health 
risks; (4) downstream water quality; (5) site-specific data such as location, 
contaminant concentrations, riparian acreage, and erosion potential; and (6) 
access road requirements. 

Response to comment SA4-6 
See response to Comment No. SA4-5 above regarding the reduced scope of the 
Selected Remedy as compared to the Preferred Alternative identified in the 
Proposed Plan. The comment suggests that the Preferred Alternative identified 
in the Proposed Plan includes actions in Big Creek and the SFCDR upstream from 
Mullan that are unnecessary. The Selected Remedy includes significantly less 
remedial actions at mine and mill sites in Big Creek and the SFCDR upstream 
from Mullan. While the selected remedy still includes some water collection 
actions above Mullan, these sources will be further evaluated over time in order 
to quantify the relative effectiveness and priority for these identified actions. 
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Response to comment SA4-7 
EPA intends to explore all opportunities to reduce the amount of contaminated 
material slated for disposal in regional repositories by making use of waste 
consolidation areas within upstream drainages where practicable. For example, 
work conducted by EPA and the Coeur d'Alene Work Trust during the 2011 field 
season has identified several areas that have the potential to become waste 
consolidation areas in the Ninemile Creek drainage. The potential waste 
consolidation areas identified in Ninemile Creek will have sufficient capacity to 
contain all contaminated material estimated to be generated from source 
control and removal actions in the Ninemile Creek drainage and alleviate the 
need for the approximately 460,000 cubic yards of disposal space in regional 
repositories currently identified. The Selected Remedy has modified typical 
conceptual designs for remedial actions in Ninemile Creek to disposal of material 
in waste consolidation areas versus repositories. EPA is committed to continuing 
to seek out and develop additional upstream drainage waste consolidation areas 
to reduce volumes of material that will need to be placed in regional repositories 
in other areas of the Upper Basin. The use of upstream drainage waste 
consolidation areas presents a cost savings opportunity for the implementation 
of the Selected Remedy, as well as alleviates potential burden on downstream 
communities associated with trucking of contaminated materials and locating 
regional repositories in the main SFCDR valley. 
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Response to comment SA4-8 
EPA is in agreement with IDEQ that the ROD Amendment needs to be flexible 
enough to provide for remediation of additional mine and mill sites that may be 
discovered. Specific language regarding this point is included in the ROD 
Amendment, Part 2, Sections 12.1 and 12.3. The Selected Remedy does include 
15 one-acre “placeholder” actions, where Typical Conceptual Design (TCD) HH-2 
would be used. TCD HH-2 consists of an upland waste pile soil cover. These 
actions are placeholders because there are no known sites at this time where 
they would be applied, although it is assumed that additional sites will be 
identified and will require remedial action. Therefore, an effort was made to 
account for this potential additional cost within the Selected Remedy. In 
addition, EPA acknowledges that adaptive management is a critical component 
of the Selected Remedy because it is not possible for physical and chemical 
conditions to be fully defined and known for this large and complex area. 
Adaptive management considers uncertainty, monitors and evaluates the 
effectiveness of the remedial actions and cleanup technologies, and then 
incorporates the “lessons learned” such that uncertainty is reduced for future 
actions as the cleanup work progresses towards achievement of the overall 
cleanup goals. Uncertainty is unavoidable, and the Selected Remedy must be 
managed and put into action taking this uncertainty into account. There may be 
situations in the future where the lessons learned from the adaptive 
management process may reveal the need to adjust a particular technology or 
cleanup action. Where changes to the Selected Remedy are significant, EPA will 
provide opportunities for public participation consistent with the requirements 
of Section 113(k) of CERCLA and 40 Code of Federal Regulations Section 
300.435(c). Depending on the significance of the changes in cleanup approach, 
there may be additional opportunities for public input. 

Response to comment SA4-9 
Since the Proposed Plan was issued, EPA has conducted a statistical evaluation of 
surface water data collected from selected monitoring stations in the Upper and 
Lower Basins. The methodology and results of this evaluation are documented in 
the Draft Basin Environmental Monitoring Plan/Environmental Monitoring Plan 
(BEMP/EMP) Surface Water Statistical Evaluation (CH2M HILL, 2011). The 
evaluation sought to determine whether statistically significant trends in surface 
water quality are occurring. The evaluation examined station-specific trends over 
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both the full period of the sampling record and the sampling period subsequent to 2002. A 
total of 33 stations, 26 stations in the Upper Basin, were evaluated. Both measured 
variables (metals and nutrient concentrations) and calculated variables (ambient water 
quality criterion [AWQC], AWQC ratios, and loads) were included in the evaluation. Results 
from the evaluation indicate that metals concentrations, AWQC ratios, and metals loads 
show generally decreasing trends at most stations over the full period of the sampling 
record. However, results from the evaluation of post-2002 trends indicated the following:  

• The majority of stations exhibit no significant post-2002 trends, suggesting that 
conditions are unchanging, based on what the post-2002 data can detect.  

• The majority of stations have median post-2002 AWQC ratios that exceed 1, with five 
stations exceeding the dissolved zinc AWQC by more than 20 times and eight stations 
exceeding the dissolved cadmium AWQC by more than 20 times.  

The evaluation concluded that unchanging trends, coupled with AWQC ratios significantly 
exceeding 1, suggest that conditions at the stations with the AWQC exceedances will likely 
continue to exceed AWQC without significant additional cleanup actions that target 
improvements in water quality. Basically this evaluation concludes that water quality in the 
Upper Basin is significantly impacted by mining-related contamination and that condition is 
expected to persist without additional cleanup actions. EPA is committed to continue 
monitoring and analysis of water quality trends through the Basin monitoring program as 
specified in the BEMP/EMP. EPA will conduct additional monitoring of surface water quality 
and other parameters (i.e., ecological) as remedial actions are implemented to assess the 
effectiveness of these cleanup actions, as well as water quality trends in watersheds where 
remedial actions are not being implemented so that water quality trends related to source 
depletion can be evaluated. The selected remedy includes both source control actions and 
water treatment. EPA believes that with the large amounts of inaccessible contamination 
underlying community areas and infrastructure, source control actions alone will not 
provide the necessary improvements to meet water quality standards. Collection and 
treatment of groundwater in selected areas will provide the fastest and most efficient 
mechanism to make significant progress towards achievement of these goals. 

Response to comment SA4-10 
Based on the evaluation presented in response to Comment No. SA4-9 above, natural 
source depletion processes are not expected to provide significant improvements in Upper 
Basin water quality. Water treatment will be needed to address contaminated adit 

discharges and contaminated groundwater that cannot be addressed through 
source control actions:  

• For adit drainages where water diversion is not feasible. Prior to 
implementation of adit drainage collection and treatment, each adit will be 
studied to determine if there are feasible options for water diversion away 
from the adit--“keeping clean water clean.” Where feasible opportunities 
are identified, they will be implemented in lieu of water collection and 
treatment.  

• For contaminated groundwater located beneath communities and 
infrastructure. Contaminated groundwater is present in the Upper Basin 
where groundwater comes into contact with contaminated soils and 
sediments.  

In many areas, it is possible to remove the contaminated materials, which will 
eventually result in improved groundwater and surface water quality. In other 
areas, contaminated soil and sediment removals are not feasible due to the 
presence of communities and infrastructure. This occurs in two specific areas in 
the Upper Basin, Woodland Park and Osburn, where groundwater will be 
collected and treated. Groundwater collection in these two areas allows for 
significant improvements in water quality without the relocation of communities 
and infrastructure. Without water treatment, a significant source of metals 
loading to the SFCDR would continue unabated. Active treatment will only be 
used where it is expected to be the lowest cost treatment alternative, only in the 
Osburn area and Woodland Park in Canyon Creek. Onsite, semi-passive 
treatment options are also expected to provide sufficient effectiveness and will 
be used where they are the lowest cost treatment option, which generally 
applies to more remote sites. As part of the adaptive management process, EPA 
will evaluate future monitoring data throughout remedy implementation to 
determine remedial effectiveness and assess the need for additional actions. If 
water treatment actions are not required in some cases to achieve remedial 
action objectives, they will not be implemented. 
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Response to comment SA4-11 
EPA is required by CERCLA to carry out the cleanup to meet applicable or 
relevant and appropriate requirements (ARARs) unless these are waived. An 
ARAR can only be waived if the waiver results in a cleanup that is protective of 
human health and the environment. In the case of the Upper Basin cleanup, 
water quality standards have been identified as ARARs to protect aquatic life. 
The ARARs for protection of the environment in the Upper Basin are the site-
specific surface water quality standards for cadmium, lead, and zinc developed 
by the State of Idaho (Idaho Administrative Procedures Act [IDAPA] 
58.01.02.285). The site-specific criteria for lead and zinc are higher than the 
federal and state-wide criteria for protection of aquatic life, although they have 
been demonstrated to provide a comparable level of protectiveness within the 
SFCDR Watershed. The site-specific cadmium criterion is lower than the federal 
and state criteria. As described in Sections 4.0 and 12.0 in Part 2 of the ROD 
Amendment, EPA has decided to reduce the scope of its Preferred Alternative 
(identified in the Proposed Plan) in the Upper Basin Selected Remedy. The 
Selected Remedy is an interim, not a final, remedy for the Upper Basin. The 
Selected Remedy will result in significant improvements to surface water quality 
in the Upper Basin and may achieve ambient water quality criteria (AWQC) 
ARARs under the Clean Water Act in many locations following periods of natural 
recovery; however, it may not achieve these ARARs in all locations. The Selected 
Remedy satisfies CERCLA’s protectiveness criteria as applied to an interim 
remedy. The level of protectiveness provided by an interim remedy is evaluated 
by the scope of its actions. Accordingly, the Selected Remedy, by its nature, need 
not be as protective as the final remedy is required to be under the statute. The 
level of protection that the Selected Remedy will provide is commensurate to 
the scope of the remedy, and the Selected Remedy will be adequately protective 
in the context of its scope, even though it does not, by itself, meet the statutory 
protectiveness standard that a final remedy would meet. Subsequent actions 
may need to be taken for the overall remedy for the Upper Basin to be 
considered final. Consistent with 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 
300.430(a)(i)(B) and 40 CFR 300.430(f)(1)(ii)(C)(1), this interim remedy is neither 
inconsistent with nor precludes implementation of a final remedy that will attain 
ARARs. The final remedy will be identified in the subsequent decision 
document(s). In EPA’s experience at complex sites such as the Upper Basin, it is 
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reasonable to expect that considerable time will be necessary to achieve cleanup. 
Considerable uncertainty is associated with predicting cleanup times at such sites. For 
complex sites like these, EPA typically examines the magnitude and extent of 
contamination, selects and implements remedies, and then collects empirical data over 
time to assess the effectiveness of the remedies. EPA uses ecological response metrics and 
ongoing monitoring to assess aquatic life. If EPA determines that aquatic life is being 
protected by cleanup criteria higher than the water quality standards, an ARAR waiver can 
be proposed. Although it is possible that future data may indicate that ARAR waivers are 
appropriate in the Upper Basin, it is not appropriate to attempt to invoke them now before 
any substantive cleanup has taken place. Benefits to aquatic life will begin much sooner 
than when AWQC are finally met. As cleanup actions move forward, reducing metals 
concentrations, aquatic conditions will improve and benefits will accrue as concentrations 
drop further over time. Such benefits will occur much sooner with more aggressive cleanup 
actions. Although the results of early cleanup actions will likely not achieve AWQC or fully 
support aquatic life, the reduced dissolved metals concentrations will bring a substantial 
improvement to the health of the fisheries and the overall ecosystem. The populations and 
species diversity of fish and aquatic organisms will continue to improve as cleanup 
progresses in the Upper Basin. 

Response to comment SA4-12 
The State of Idaho has legislated law concerning the use of water belonging to the state. 
The Idaho state water law is an ARAR for the selected remedy. EPA will comply with the 
Idaho state water law as an ARAR and in accordance with CERCLA. As part of the Selected 
Remedy, groundwater will be collected from the Woodland Park area of Canyon Creek, and 
along the SFCDR near Osburn and in Kellogg (in the Bunker Hill Box). The groundwater 
collection in Kellogg will have no net impact on stream flows because the collected water 
will be treated and discharged at nearly the same location. Groundwater collected from 
Canyon Creek and Osburn will result in a minor reduction in stream flow in both Canyon 
Creek and the SFCDR between Wallace and Kellogg. As discussed in Section 3.7.3 of the 
ROD Amendment, the estimated reduction from these actions under even extreme low-
flow conditions is minimal. For this reason, EPA does not anticipate that the groundwater 
collection and treatment actions will impact existing water rights holders.  

In Canyon Creek, the total volume of water that is associated with either water right 
licenses or statutory claims (surface water and groundwater) in the lower reach, where 
groundwater extraction would occur, is less than 2 cubic feet per second (cfs). During low-

flow conditions, Canyon Creek flows at between 9 and 17 cfs. This means that 
between 80 and 90 percent of the stream flow remains unallocated (i.e., is not 
used to meet any water rights). In the case of Canyon Creek, “low-flow 
conditions” refer to the base flow that occurs in the fall dry season on the high 
end (17 cfs, as measured in 2006) and the 7Q10 flow on the low end (9 cfs), 
which represents the lowest 7-day average flow that occurs on average only 
once every 10 years. The estimated stream flow reduction for Canyon Creek due 
to groundwater collection under 7Q10 conditions is 10 percent. Because of this, 
water rights holders in Canyon Creek likely will not be impacted by the collection 
of contaminated groundwater under low-flow conditions.  

Similarly, in the SFCDR, 65 percent of the river flow is unallocated to water rights 
holders under 7Q10 conditions and 80 percent is unallocated under base-flow 
conditions. This, compared with the estimated reduction in river flow under low-
flow conditions of 16 percent discussed above, indicates that water rights 
holders would not be impacted by the collection of contaminated groundwater 
and adit discharges under the Selected Remedy.  

The Idaho Department of Water of Resources (IDWR) has not approved the 
diversion of contaminated groundwater for treatment. EPA anticipates that 
withdrawal and treatment of contaminated water at the Central Treatment Plant 
(CTP) will be supported by IDWR. All withdrawn water will be returned to the 
South Fork after it is treated. The withdrawal and treatment will improve water 
quality and benefit aquatic life. In addition, EPA believes that withdrawal of 
contaminated water will not interfere with existing water rights that are 
downstream from the points of withdrawal but upstream from the CTP. Lastly, 
EPA intends to work with the IDWR to ensure that implementation of the 
groundwater treatment component of the Selected Remedy does not conflict 
with Idaho water law. 

Response to comment SA4-13 
In response to comments, EPA has worked with Federal Natural Resource 
Trustees (such as USFWS and U.S. Forest Service) and the Upper Basin Project 
Focus Team to develop “ecological response metrics.” Ecological response 
metrics are ways to measure ecological cleanup progress during the cleanup. The 
aquatic ecological response metrics are refined in part from the fishery tiers 
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included in the 2002 ROD for OU 3 (EPA, 
2002; www.epa.gov/superfund/sites/rods/fulltext/r1002032.pdf), and reflect the current 
understanding of the river system. Identification of measurable ecological response metrics 
provides EPA with a means to evaluate, predict, and report on environmental 
improvements associated with the Upper Basin cleanup. These metrics will inform EPA on 
the responses of environmental receptors following implementation of remedial actions. 
This information will provide EPA with the tools to measure the effectiveness of remedial 
actions and modify (or refine) future remedial approaches to ultimately meet remedial 
action objectives (RAOs) and cleanup levels. The metrics will give EPA and the public:  

• Tools to estimate potential environmental and ecological improvements that could 
result from specific remedial actions;  

• Target receptors to evaluate environmental recovery; and  
• A means for measuring environmental recovery and progress toward cleanup goals 

following the implementation of remedial actions. 

Response to comment SA4-14 
EPA agrees that the Box is a significant source of loading to the SFCDR. As noted in the 
Proposed Plan and Focused Feasibility Study (FFS), it will be necessary to evaluate the exact 
technology to be employed to address groundwater that is loading the SFCDR as it passes 
through the Bunker Hill Box during remedial design. In particular, EPA will collect additional 
data during the pre-design phase of the project and conduct additional evaluations as 
appropriate for the design identified in the FFS and Selected Remedy. EPA is sensitive to 
IDEQ’s availability of funds concerns and set up a mechanism to potentially address them 
as part of the recent settlement with Hecla. EPA looks forward to successfully negotiating 
this mechanism with the State of Idaho and moving forward on implementing the 
additional water collection and treatment in the Box. 

  

http://www.epa.gov/superfund/sites/rods/fulltext/r1002032.pdf�
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Response to comment SA4-15 
EPA is confident that cleanup and mining can coexist. The Upper Basin cleanup 
will address historical contamination from mining activities that began in the 
1880s. Historical mine waste disposal practices were much different than they 
are today. For example, until 1968, significant amounts of mine wastes were 
discharged directly into creeks and rivers. This widespread contamination from 
past mining and smelting activities led to the necessity of CERCLA cleanup 
actions. Today, ongoing mining activities are regulated by state and federal laws 
other than CERCLA. In response to public comments and concerns, the Upper 
Basin ROD Amendment clarifies the decision process for whether CERCLA 
cleanup actions will be conducted at “Active Facilities” (i.e., mining facilities 
among others). This process was developed through cooperation between EPA, 
IDEQ, and the community members and stakeholders involved in the Basin 
Environmental Improvement Project Commission’s Upper Basin Project Focus 
Team. For the purposes of the ROD Amendment, an Active Facility is defined as a 
property where the owner is actively managing the risk of a release, or potential 
release, of a hazardous substance through regulatory mechanisms outside 
CERCLA that enforce compliance to protect human health and the environment. 
Active Facilities will continue to operate under those governing regulations and 
will be required to address the release of hazardous substances, as necessary, 
under those governing regulations. CERCLA cleanup actions will be conducted if 
data indicate that a release of hazardous substances has occurred or is occurring 
from a facility that poses risks to human health or the environment, and that this 
release is not being satisfactorily managed or addressed by the facility under an 
existing regulatory program. EPA is confident that cleanup and mining can 
continue together in the Upper Basin. Where cleanup of historical contamination 
from past mining activities is planned in areas that are being currently mined, 
developed, or expanded, EPA will coordinate investigation, design, and cleanup 
work with the property owners. This approach will minimize disruption to Active 
Facilities. One of the provisions of the Consent Decree between Hecla and EPA is 
for both parties to attend an annual planning meeting to coordinate the cleanup 
with ongoing exploration or development by Hecla. EPA is willing to coordinate 
with other mining companies in the Basin in a similar way, and welcomes further 
discussions with them. Cleanup is not expected to restrict future mining and 
exploration in the Silver Valley. EPA is aware that mining has been an important 
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part of the history and economy of the Silver Valley and will continue to be in the future. 
EPA also understands that mining companies need certainty for planning and investing, and 
is committed to completing cleanup actions in ways that allow mining operations to 
continue in compliance with environmental regulations. 

Response to comment SA4-16 
Upon consideration of comments received on the Proposed Plan, EPA has reduced the 
scope of floodplain removals in the Selected Remedy. EPA is eager to ensure the long-term 
performance of the Selected Remedy and agrees that the planned floodplain sediment 
removals will require careful planning, design, and coordination. EPA is committed to 
working with local, state, and federal entities with an interest in SFCDR flood issues and, 
consistent with EPA’s authority, to help craft solutions. EPA can and will contribute to 
certain work to understand SFCDR flooding and, if these efforts identify flood control 
actions that would meet Superfund remedy requirements, EPA will consider such activities 
for future remedial decisions. 

Response to comment SA4-17 
Due in part to extensive public concern about the duration of cleanup, EPA has decided to 
reduce the scope of the Selected Remedy by prioritizing the remedial actions that were 
identified as EPA’s Preferred Alternative in the Proposed Plan. This resulted in a reduction 
in estimated cost from $1.3 billion to $635 million. The Upper Basin Selected Remedy is an 
interim remedy which identifies the priority remedial actions that are expected to provide 
the greatest reduction of contamination in the SFCDR and its tributaries and protection of 
in-place human health barriers in local communities. EPA’s goal is to complete cleanup in 
the Upper Basin as quickly as possible and with minimum disruption. Most of the cleanup 
work will be in the areas of greatest contamination, which are generally in less populated 
areas higher in stream drainages. Implementation of the Selected Remedy is expected to 
take about 30 years. As noted in the response to Comment No. I828-10, EPA has reduced 
the scope of the water collection and treatment component of the remedy. Nevertheless, 
EPA believes that the collection and treatment of contaminated waters upstream from the 
Box is essential to achieving the water quality goals of the Selected Remedy. How long it 
takes to implement the Selected Remedy will ultimately depend upon the annual funding 
rate, the ability to work in multiple areas simultaneously, the overall pace of cleanup, and 
how well the environmental system responds to cleanup actions. As the cleanup 
progresses, EPA will routinely look for opportunities to speed up cleanup activities while 
identifying locations where no further or more limited action is required. Using the 

adaptive management process, EPA will also continually evaluate the 
effectiveness of the cleanup actions, as well as the need for additional actions. 
EPA is committed to addressing contaminated mine waste in the Lower Basin. As 
noted in Section 4.3.1 of the ROD Amendment, EPA is currently evaluating 
environmental conditions in the Lower Basin to provide decision-makers with 
information sufficient to evaluate remedial alternatives. EPA intends to manage 
settlement recoveries such that it will be able to address the Lower Basin; 
however, EPA recognizes that it may take additional resources and require 
additional federal and state funding. 

Response to comment SA4-18 
EPA has been, and will continue to be, committed to meaningful community 
participation throughout the Superfund process in the Coeur d’Alene Basin. A 
long-term Selected Remedy does not mean an end to public involvement; the 
public will have continuing opportunities to comment on how the cleanup is 
being implemented. EPA has committed to implement remedial actions in the 
Upper Basin through the Basin Commission process. This includes developing 
implementation plans for specific remedial actions, field investigations, 
monitoring, and other activities associated with the Selected Remedy. EPA will 
work with the Basin Commission to develop those implementation plans, and 
the public will have opportunities to comment and provide input on those plans. 
In addition, EPA will continue to conduct Five-Year Reviews, as required by 
CERCLA, and the public will be invited to comment on those. EPA cannot and will 
not change the Selected Remedy without meaningful public participation. In fact, 
if EPA determines in the future that significant changes to the remedy are 
necessary, then EPA is legally obligated by CERCLA to address these changes 
through either an Explanation of Significant Differences or another ROD 
Amendment. 
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Response to comment SA4-19 
As discussed in response to Comment No. SA4-17 above, EPA has reduced the 
scope of the Selected Remedy and it is an interim remedy. The cleanup activities 
in the Selected Remedy primarily focus on remedial actions in Canyon Creek, 
Ninemile Creek, along the SFCDR between Wallace and Elizabeth Park, and the 
Bunker Hill Box and remedy protection actions identified throughout the Upper 
Basin. 

Response to comment SA4-20 
EPA agrees that $1.3 billion is a considerable amount of money and has 
significantly reduced the scope of the Selected Remedy so that the total 
estimated cost is decreased by about half to $635 million. This includes capital 
costs as well as long-term operation and maintenance costs. EPA’s 
implementation planning process will also ensure that money is spent wisely to 
protect human health and the environment. Under the Superfund law, EPA has a 
responsibility and the authority to take actions to ensure that the contamination 
in the Coeur d’Alene Basin is cleaned up to protect human health and the 
environment, and to communicate this cleanup to the public. The Preferred 
Alternative as identified in the Proposed Plan provided an overall vision of the 
required cleanup in the Upper Basin. Upon consideration of comments received 
on the Proposed Plan, EPA decided to reduce the scope of the ROD Amendment. 
The Selected Remedy is an interim remedy which identifies the priority remedial 
actions that are expected to provide the greatest reduction of contamination in 
the SFCDR and its tributaries and protection of in-place human health barriers in 
local communities. The Selected Remedy will make substantial progress toward 
the overall cleanup goals. EPA will ensure that settlement monies are spent 
wisely and will maximize the cleanup completed using these funds so that work 
in both the Upper and Lower Basins can be completed over the full course of 
time. This will be accomplished by rigorous implementation planning and pacing 
cleanup over time, allowing interest to accrue on the settlement monies. 

Response to comment SA4-21 
EPA will continue to prioritize the protection of human health in the Basin. EPA 
agrees with IDEQ that concluding the work under the Basin Property 
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Remediation Program is a priority. EPA and IDEQ are currently working together 
along with local communities members to develop a strategy to address 
damaged roads that are serving as protective barriers. 

Response to comment SA4-22 
During the planning for remedial action implementation, the consideration of 
adequate funding for operation and maintenance (O&M) of remedial actions is 
critical. A preference for implementation of low O&M remedial actions, where 
practicable, will be included in the implementation planning process. As noted 
above, some settlement monies can potentially fund O&M costs, particularly for 
actions conducted by the Coeur d’Alene Work Trust. EPA will continue to work 
with the state and local jurisdictions to ensure that adequate O&M 
commitments are available prior to proceeding with cleanup actions. In regards 
to road work, EPA is working with the state and local jurisdictions on a policy for 
implementation of road repairs as barriers. This work is being conducted under 
previous decision documents. 
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Response to comment SA4-23 
Comment noted. EPA has similar goals and believes the Selected Remedy makes 
significant progress toward accomplishing these goals. Regarding community 
support, see response to Comment No. I295-2. 

Response to comment SA4-24 
Thank you for your comment. 
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No comments 
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Response to comment SA4-25 
See response to Comment No. I58-1. The Selected Remedy includes a 
combination of source control and water treatment actions that will be 
prioritized based on their overall effectiveness. Collection and treatment of 
contaminated groundwater is a priority in that it can provide substantial 
improvement of water quality in a relatively short period of time. It will take a 
significant number of source control actions over an extended period of time to 
achieve the same results. 

Response to comment SA4-26 
Comment noted. EPA shares IDEQ's goal "to provide tangible environmental 
improvements at a reasonable cost" and believes the Selected Remedy will 
accomplish this. See also responses to Comment Nos. I58-1 and I899-7. 
Regarding changes in water quality over time, since the Proposed Plan was 
issued, EPA has conducted a statistical evaluation of surface water data collected 
from selected monitoring stations in the Upper and Lower Basins. The 
methodology and results of this evaluation are documented in the Draft Basin 
Environmental Monitoring Plan/ Environmental Monitoring Plan (BEMP/EMP) 
Surface Water Statistical Evaluation (CH2M HILL, 2011). The evaluation sought to 
determine whether statistically significant trends in surface water quality are 
occurring. The evaluation examined station-specific trends over both the full 
period of the sampling record and the sampling period subsequent to 2002. A 
total of 33 stations, 26 stations in the Upper Basin, were evaluated. Both 
measured variables (metals and nutrient concentrations) and calculated 
variables (ambient water quality criteria [AWQC], AWQC ratios, and loads) were 
included in the evaluation. Results from the evaluation indicate that metals 
concentrations, AWQC ratios, and metals loads show generally decreasing trends 
at most stations over the full period of the sampling record. However, results 
from the evaluation of post-2002 trends indicated the following:  

• The majority of stations exhibit no significant post-2002 trends, suggesting 
that conditions are unchanging, based on what the post-2002 data can 
detect.  
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• The majority of stations have median post-2002 AWQC ratios that exceed 1, with five 
stations exceeding the dissolved zinc AWQC by more than 20 times and eight stations 
exceeding the dissolved cadmium AWQC by more than 20 times.  

The evaluation concluded that unchanging trends, coupled with AWQC ratios significantly 
exceeding 1, suggest that conditions at the stations with the AWQC exceedances will likely 
continue to exceed AWQC without significant additional cleanup actions that target 
improvements in water quality.  
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Response to comment SA4-27 
Comment noted and appreciated. EPA believes the Selected Remedy will 
accomplish our shared goals that you have articulated, and looks forward to 
continuing to work with IDEQ in a collaborative manner on this challenging 
endeavor. 
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Response to comment SA4-28 
Comments noted and appreciated. EPA shares your interest in the protection of 
human health and the environment, and looks forward to collaboratively 
working with the Bureau of Homeland Security along with other local, state and 
federal flood control authorities on the cleanup. Regarding the issue of flooding, 
see response to Comment No. LJ36-3. 
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No comments 
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Response to comment SA4-29 
Regarding the reduced scope of the Selected Remedy, water rights and 
anticipated flow reductions, see responses to Comment Nos. I58-1, SA4-12, and 
I54-8. 

Response to comment SA4-30 
Comments noted. EPA looks forward to collaboratively working with your 
department on this endeavor. Regarding the issues of flooding, ecological 
protection, and anticipated reductions in flow, see responses to Comment Nos. 
LJ36-3, LC33-10, and I54-8, respectively. With regard to potential damage caused 
by catastrophic floods, it should be noted that such floods may damage 
property, buildings, roads, and other community infrastructure unrelated to 
implemented cleanup actions. Consequently, efforts to mitigate the effects of 
such potentially large-scale floods are within the responsibility of several 
entities, including local, state, and federal. 
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No comments 
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No comments 
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Response to comment SA4-31 
Comments noted and appreciated. EPA shares your interest in the protection of 
human health and the environment and the use of adaptive management in 
implementing the cleanup, and looks forward to collaboratively working with 
Idaho Department of Fish and Game on this endeavor. 

  



PART 3 – RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY: ATTACHMENT D, RESPONSES TO STATE AGENCY COMMENTS 
INTERIM RECORD OF DECISION (ROD) AMENDMENT, UPPER BASIN OF THE COEUR D’ALENE RIVER, BUNKER HILL SUPERFUND SITE – AUGUST 2012 

PAGE D-25 

 

No comments 
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No comments 
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No comments 
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No comments 
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No comments 
 

 

  



PART 3 – RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY: ATTACHMENT D, RESPONSES TO STATE AGENCY COMMENTS 
INTERIM RECORD OF DECISION (ROD) AMENDMENT, UPPER BASIN OF THE COEUR D’ALENE RIVER, BUNKER HILL SUPERFUND SITE – AUGUST 2012 

PAGE D-30 

Washington State Dept. of Ecology, SA5, Letter 1365179 

 

Response to comment SA5-1 
EPA shares your goals of reducing upstream contamination in the Coeur d'Alene 
River Basin and having a timely and effective plan. The Selected Remedy 
represents a significant step in the cleanup of the Basin. 

Response to comment SA5-2 
EPA concurs with this assessment. The Focused Feasibility Study Report (EPA, 
August 2012, Final Focused Feasibility Study Report, Upper Basin of the Coeur 
d’Alene River, Bunker Hill Mining and Metallurgical Complex Superfund Site) 
includes a rationale for determining the type of passive treatment assumed for 
each site for a given remedial alternative. 
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Response to comment SA5-3 
Comment noted. 

Response to comment SA5-4 
EPA is in agreement that cleanup actions in the Lower Basin will ultimately be 
needed to protect human health and the environment and the judicious use of 
funding is important to meeting adequate levels of protectiveness. Although the 
Lower Basin is not included in the Selected Remedy, cleanup of the Upper Basin 
will improve water quality and reduce movement of contaminated sediment 
downstream in the Lower Basin. Thus, the Upper Basin cleanup will help EPA get 
a much better understanding of the cleanup needs for the Lower Basin. EPA 
continues to pursue data collection and analysis efforts in the Lower Basin to 
support the evaluation of remedial alternatives. 

Response to comment SA5-5 
Due in part to extensive public concern about the duration of cleanup, EPA has 
decided to reduce the scope of the Selected Remedy by prioritizing the remedial 
actions that were identified as EPA’s Preferred Alternative in the Proposed Plan. 
This resulted in a reduction in estimated cost from $1.3 billion to $635 million. 
The Upper Basin Selected Remedy is an interim remedy which identifies the 
priority remedial actions that are expected to provide the greatest reduction of 
contamination in the SFCDR and its tributaries and protection of in-place human 
health barriers in local communities. EPA’s goal is to complete cleanup in the 
Upper Basin as quickly as possible and with minimum disruption. Most of the 
cleanup work will be in the areas of greatest contamination, which are generally 
in less populated areas higher in stream drainages. Implementation of the 
Selected Remedy is expected to take about 30 years. How long it takes to 
implement the Selected Remedy will ultimately depend upon the annual funding 
rate, the ability to work in multiple areas simultaneously, the overall pace of 
cleanup, and how well the environmental system responds to cleanup actions. 
As the cleanup progresses, EPA will routinely look for opportunities to speed up 
cleanup activities while identifying locations where no further or more limited 
action is required. Using the adaptive management process, EPA will also 
continually evaluate the effectiveness of the cleanup actions, as well as the need 
for additional actions. 
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Response to comment SA5-6 
EPA agrees with the comment and in fact has identified the water treatment components 
of the Selected Remedy as a high priority. Also see response to Comment No. LC37-9. For 
further information regarding EPA's plans for implementing the Selected Remedy, see the 
ROD Amendment, Part 2, Section 12.3. 
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