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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):

e Attachment A: Index of Commenters and Responses

e Attachment B: Master Comment List

e Attachment C: Responses to Federal Agency Comments

e Attachment D: Responses to State Agency Comments

e Attachment E: Responses to Native American Tribe Comments

e Attachment F: Responses to Local Jurisdiction Comments

e Attachment G: Responses to Local Community/Special Interest Organization Comments
e Attachment H: Responses to Business Comments

e 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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Benewah County, LJ38, Letter 1365217 Response to comment LJ38-1
See response to Comment No. 1822-14.

Response to comment LJ38-2
See responses to Comment Nos. I58-1 and 1474-2.

Response to comment LJ38-3
See response to Comment No. SA4-11.

Response to comment LJ38-4
See responses to Comment Nos. 158-5 and 1474-1.

Response to comment LJ38-5
Thank you for your comment.
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Board of

Kootenai County Commissioners, LJ58,

Letter 617578

LJ58-1

LJ58-2

LJ58-3

LJ58-5

LJ58-6

LJ58-7
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Superfund ROD Amendment
Lori Cogley

to:

CDABasin

11/23/2010 03:51 PM

Show Details

23 November 2010

Cocur d’” Basin Team

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 6th Avenue Suite 900

MS ECL-113

Seattle, Washington 98101

To Whom It May Concern:

Kootenai County is pleased to submit comments on the Proposed Plan for a ROD Amendment for the Upper Basin of the Cocur d” Alene
River, Bunker Iill Mining an Metallurgical Complex Superfund Site.

EPA’s Proposed Superfund ROD Amendment contains some parts that we support and those areas we oppose and the priorities for both
cases. We also believe that the cost of the proposal is excessive and the time for completion should be reduced. Following are the efforts
that Kootenai County supports and opposes:

Support
- Remedy Protection;
+  Excavation of contaminated sediment from the South Fork and tributary stream channels including those in the Box and
placement in secure repositories;
*  Collection and treatment of contaminated groundwater to improve stream water quality.

Stabilization of streambanks provided it is demonstrated that the remedy willreduce the severity of flooding in adjacent developed
arcas.

Consolidating and capping of mine wastes in the upper drainage's of tributarics if the piles contain contaminants of concern above
action levels particularly those that are leaching or actively eroding.

Oppose::

Selection of ROD Remedies calling for construction or installation of features in the stream channels of the South Fork and its
ributaries adjacent to houses or other development until after a detailed analysis, including of the effects of remedies on floodwater
mullng and the efTects of Noods on the remedics is done;

Seleetion of ROD Remedies calling for impervious eaps or slurry walls on or around leachable materials in the area where
groundwater collection for treatment will be done unless it can be demonstrated that the overall cost of remediating will be less with the
cap and/or slurry wall than it will be with groundwaier collection and treatment alone;

+  Selection of ROD Remedies (other than groundwater collection and treatment) for active mine sites;

Selection of ROD Remedies (other than g and treatment) for sites that have already been remediated such as
The Hereules Millsite, The Coeur d” Alene Millsite, The Goleonda Millsite, the Rex Area, Rails to Trails or any area where the yard
program has installed an adequate cap:

Selection of EPA remedies for wasle piles or adits on Federal lands controlled by the BLM or USFS:

Selection of remedies for waste piles where EPA has no analytical data to show if contaminants of concern are present;

Water treatment of adit flows unless it can be demonstrated that it will provide significant improvement io fish and aquatic life
habitat,

Tollowing is the rationale that we used in arriving at our conclusions;

In in our opinion, a lot of the proposed Red Amendment has not been developed in enough detail for either the public or EPA to really
evaluate the probable impacts in the Silver Valley and beyond. EPA waved their own oralhu Executive Branch procedures in developing
the Rod Amendment. EPA procedure 40CFR300. 4stmlcs “The pment and evals n of alternatives shall reflect the scope and
complexity of the remedial action under consideration . . .” and Executive Order 11,988 siates “In carrying out the activities described in
Section 1 ol this order, each agency has the rc\phl‘lﬁihl“l.\r to evaluate the potential effects of any actions it may take in a Flood plain, .. .".
The waver was granted because FPA claimed the superfund area was far ta large and not enough “technical data” was available to make
informed decisions. This fact can clearly be illustrated. We believe by waving these key procedures it allows EPA to write most any
cleanup action in the affeet area into the document with very little or any supporting documentation to aceoplish their cleanup aetions.
T'he National Academy of Science (NAS) agrees mm this position (i.e., page 136 m their report on the CDA Basin "Lessons Learned
from the CDA Basin™) #11 “LPA has not cterized the wydrol and climactic variations that ean oceur in the
Basin™.

A good example (o il lustrate our point about the ROD Amendment i the proposed action of dredging, placement of a liner in the channel

0 0 O
617578
v file://C:\Documents and Settings\mcaple\Local Settings\Temp'notesBAAA2S\~web1047.... 11/24/2010
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Response to comment LJ58-1
Comment noted and appreciated.

Response to comment LJ58-2

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. This
coordination will ensure that cleanup actions do not exacerbate flooding
concerns along the SFCDR and Pine Creek, and will leverage future work by the
various entities involved in SFCDR and Pine Creek activities. In addition, EPA will
implement the Upper Basin Selected Remedy in compliance with applicable or
relevant and appropriate requirements (ARARs) and will refer to information “to
be considered” (TBC), including official documents that address flooding such as
Executive Order 11988, Protection of Floodplains. Among other things, Executive
Order 11988 requires federal agencies performing actions within a floodplain to
minimize potential harm to or within the floodplain and to avoid long- and short-
term adverse impacts caused by floodplain modifications. Thus, as cleanup work
is carried out within the floodplains of the SFCDR and Pine Creek, efforts will be
made to comply with the mandate of that Executive Order.

Response to comment LJ58-3

In response to comments, EPA has significantly reduced the scope of the
Selected Remedy and is not including all the remedial actions that were
identified in EPA’s Preferred Alternative for the Upper Basin in the Proposed
Plan. As to selection of exact details regarding remedial techniques, these are
appropriately reserved to the remedial design phase. However, there certainly
will be locations where mere groundwater collection and treatment will be
insufficient to adequately control problems over time, and more permanent
measures will be appropriate. As to active mine sites, the Selected Remedy no
longer includes remedial actions at active facilities. As to remediation at sites
that have already been remediated, there are a number of sites within the Upper
Basin where cleanup actions have previously been conducted as a removal
action or as part of the 2002 Record of Decision for OU 3 (EPA, 2002;
www.epa.gov/superfund/sites/rods/fulltext/r1002032.pdf), but the
effectiveness of those cleanup actions is still being evaluated through routine



http://www.epa.gov/superfund/sites/rods/fulltext/r1002032.pdf�

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

monitoring and the Five-Year Review process. Most of these sites were included in the
Preferred Alternative, but are not included in the Selected Remedy. The potential need for
additional cleanup actions at these sites will be evaluated through the Five-Year Review
process, consistent with the National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency
Plan. If it is determined that more actions are needed, they will be implemented by EPA
under the existing authority of the 2002 ROD.

Response to comment LJ58-4
See responses to Comment Nos. LI39-5 and 158-1.

Response to comment LJ58-5
See response to Comment No. 1899-7.

Response to comment LJ58-6

In selecting the remedy in the ROD Amendment, EPA did not provide any waivers as the
commenter suggests. On the contrary, the remedy selected in the ROD Amendment is
based upon, among other things, an evaluation of remedial alternatives that satisfies the
requirements of the National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan. In
addition, as described in Section 13.2 of the ROD Amendment, EPA will consider Executive
Order 11,988 as it designs and implements components of the Selected Remedy in areas
within the floodplain. This will ensure that, to the extent possible, adverse impacts on the
floodplain will be avoided as a result of cleanup actions undertaken in the floodplain. See
Responses to Comments Nos. LJ39-5 and LJ27-8.

Response to comment LJ58-7

See response to Comment No. 1828-10 regarding water treatment actions (including liners
and drains) along the SFCDR. See response to Comment No. LJ36-3 regarding flooding
issues in the Upper Basin.
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Response to comment LJ58-8
Lining streams with a synthetic gecomembrane to reduce surface water flow into

Page 2 of' 3

contaminated subsurface material, then collecting contaminated groundwater

of'the South Fork of the CDA River (SFCDAR) between Wallace and Kellogg, and French Drains. The stream channel designs as
proposed in the ROD Amendment for the SFCDAR in the proposed plan result in increased flooding in the area of Wallace. EPA, in . . . . .
LJ58.7 - 5::;;::1;;&.};;Kx;ﬁ:u\':;d«::w that they don’t passes the technical expertise or (he regulatory authority  aceomplish s task using drains before it flows into a strea m,isa technol ogy approac h called

A ent The waork on the stream channels requires more engineering development, coordination with other
Federal and State Agens corporating into any Rod Amendment.
v Authority and Technical expertise to develop a Supplemental Feasibility Study that adequately evaluates all the
effects including floodwater routing through the Silver Valley. Additionally, French Drains will not accom their task in 1l
—or any other proposed use and should be replaced by extraction wells which are more economical and efficient in accomplishing the tasl

5
cfmuccnr‘u.; contaminated ground ater. Koatenat C‘manl} s comelusion is that this svork should not be inchuded in the cumcnt Rod } LJ58-8 evaluate grou ndwater-surface water interactions and characterize a qu ifer

Amendment.

and official approval by the Army Corps of Engineers{ COL) before

“hydraulic isolation.” Since the NAS review, EPA has conducted studies to

properties in key areas of the Upper Basin, conducted pilot studies for

Koozew County supports the work for surface and‘or gmmdmverlreamlem (i.e..Bunker Hill Groundwater, Woodland Park Ground
1J58-9 - Water including Water from the Gem Portal), with the exception of the use of “French Drains”. Along with the uﬂ\]cuhon and treatment of . . .
faociaround water in Canyon and Nine Mile Crecks, Kootenal County belicves that this work will have the largest effeet in reduchys the groundwater treatment, and evaluated the cost of implementing various

| soluble zinc in the lower basin and CDA Lake for the lowest expenditure of money, EPA should assign the highest priority to this work.

[ However. Kootenal County belicves even afier the work pertaining to surface and’or ground treatment, the SFCDAR will not meet the H HP H H

LU5BAQ]  coment fhe Wate Oualy Sandand. We hlive the SFCDAR.whoso enohea s a ot hahry, s  fr focorservati o groundwater treatment technologies. This information has enabled hydraulic
Site Specific Water Quality Standard. Idaho DEQ should uegnllale with EPA to change the standard from chemical derived standards to

[__Biological monitoring. NAS recommended this appraach ( i.e., using Biological Monitoring) in their report (i.e., "Lessons Learned from

the CDA Basin™). On page 363 paragraph of the NAS report they state * . . . is that contaminated water is only one of the threats facing

the native species of fish .. . Later on in paragraph 4 they continue “Thus, in the casc of fish, the ARARS n.prum( aclear, measurable

indicator of when the cleanup s successful. However, it may not be possible to ¢ the ARARs, and even it they i

improved water quality alone may not be sufficient to ensure the viability of the fish population of concern. . Continuing on paragraph 2,

page 364 “LPA could exempt the cleanup from meeting water-quality standards il the agency umlddmnonslm: that fish and aquatic life

can be protected without achieving these standards.™. It continues to state *“The approach of us m biological indicators rather than

chemical concentrations to evaluate water quality is well-established in seientific literature . ...". The cost of the proposed cleanup
appears to be cxcessive and driven by the conservative Idaho Site Specific Water Quality Standards. In the Proposed Rod Amendment, H H H ( H )

Figie 16 demeoisas ha Tuh o vl ot o i ety v by EDA's bt o tes o o, st Ol compared to the passive water collection options (French drains), the number of
rds, EPA also acknowledges the proposed program will not meet the standard. Kootenai County proposes that EPA and 10 DEQ A ) 3 ) .

negotiate an equally protective Site Specific Water Quality Standard based on Biological monitoring. The current Site Specifie Standard wells needed to rep|ace the function of the drains is relat|ve|y h |gh . For exam ple
was negotiated in 2000 and was suppose o protect the use of the South Fork of the Coeur d” Alene River (SFCDAR) as a trout fishery. 4
However, currently the SFCDAR has a trout fishery as Silver Valley residents ¢ cut throat regularly and as acknowledge by EPA in

L5812~ Figure F.-9 of the proposed plan. Figure E-9 clearly sates that the SFCDAR has a Tier 3 fishery which has 2 moderate trout fishery. an estimated 41 wells would be needed in Woodland Park to replace the

Koaotenai Count\ believes by accomplishing the Bu\ s ground water program, the Canyon creek effort and removing the contaminated

Sl o s M DY e Regalaory Aoy, o, Cleon Wete e provales or Bt L Aty Amts planned French drain in that location. These wells would need to be constantly

standard is that since Idaho DEQ is the Regulatory Agenc y
(UAA) to evaluate what can really be achieved and the cost-benefit trade off. Idaho DEQ could doa Use Attainability Analysis (UAA) for

isolation actions to be refined. For example, as a result of this work it was

LJ58-11 determined that though active water collection options (extraction wells) have

relatively low estimated capital and 30-year net present value (NPV) costs

the SFCDAR and change 1o Biological indicators in place of current chemical indicators. 1f EPA s these suggestions, a third vlable monitored and adjusted to maintain the desired hydrau“c control with
alternative is to waive the applicable ARARs on the SFCDAR as suggested by NAS as quoted from their report above.
[ In the ROD Amendment, many of the prajeers listed provide very little benefit for the cost. An example of this fact is the approximately seasona I Iy ﬂ u Ctuatl ng ﬂ ows. Fre nCh d ra i ns Wi I | be tested at the Site prlor to
1J58-13- 22 mill sites where EPA proposes “Site mini-treatment facilities™ which are propose to reduce metal content in the surface water. Work

done in the Pine Creek drainage in recent vears by BLM showed this method to be costly and inefTicient.
walter treatment sites are in drainages where there is not even a problem (i.e. they meet water quality standards.

[ Wealso believe that including active mine facititics in the cleanup plan is stretching EPA’s authority, and has never bntn.\tlrw.n'dmf by dECiSiOI’]S about groundwater collection methods to be USEd throughout the

EPA . Selection of remedies for active mine sites such as KLE 053, KLE 026, KLE 03 LE 054, KLW 061, KL
WAL 020, WAL 036, MUL 019, MUL 038, and MUL 053. If EPA really intends to encourage the continuation of mining in the Silver . . e . .
Valley we do not see how the decision maker can select & remedy al this ime Tor a facility tha may be signifieantly be allered in he Bunker Hill Superfund Site. Specific groundwater collection methods will also be
LJ58-14 course of mining operations. Mine waste dumps may be added to or hauled away to construct other facilities. Tailings ponds may be

expanded or capped with structural fill to allow construction of other facilities. These facilities should also have NPDES and Stormwater . . . . . . . of:
Permits that are defined as not being a release under CERCLA. It is only when operators wish to terminate those permits that a suitable eva | u ated ona Slte-by-Slte baS IS d uri ng re med Ia | d es |gn, Wh en more s |tE's pECIfI C
closure plan must be developed. If the permits are terminated without addressing continuing problems then those discharges can become

releases under CERCLA and EPA has jurisdiction to develop and impose a remedy. Until then remedies for thase passible source arcas information will be available. If the results of drain testing and site-specific

should not be included in a ROD Amendment.

[ Kootenai County's final comment regarding the Rod Amendment is that we have some concern about EPA"s use of Adaptive design activities indicate that an alternative groundwater collection method

Management. EPA’s justification for presenting remedies that are not adequately developed is that they are gaing o use “adaptive
management” as recommended by the National Academy of Sciences. EPA will collect more information and develop more detailed plans

many of the proposed

implementation. Information collected during testing will be used to inform

after the RO is issued during the Remedial Design / Remedial Activities phase ofthe cleanup. However, our reading of *40CFR300435 (such as wells) would be most appropriate for a given site, then those alternative
/ RA activities shall be in conformance with the remedy selected and set forth in the ROD or other
i A for site.” tells us that EPA does not have much latitude for adaptive management alter selecting a remedy and H H H H B ’ 2
aROD. Can EPA ignore this guidance and substantially chunge a remedy without issuing an Explanation of Significant methods will be used. This approach is consistent with EPA’s adaptive

nces document or another ROD Amendment? Are the details of specific source area remedies presented in the cost estimate an

LJ58-15— | part of the remedy description by which 1o judge RD/RA activity conformance? Given EPA’s publicly expressed reluctance to ma nagement st rategy for the site
g ROD Amendments it appears to us adaptive management should precede formal selection of a remedy in a ROD. Preser :
well developed plans supported by real data would also greatly improve relations with the local community by giving them the opportunity
10 evaluate and comment on remedics EPA really intends to implement. The present Typical Conceptual Design approach has the
Response to comment LJ58-9
Comment noted. EPA agrees and is identifying the groundwater and adit
y lile/C:\Documents and Settings\meaple\Local Settings\TempinotesBAAA25\-web1047.... 11/24/2010

collection actions in Canyon Creek, Ninemile Creek, Osburn, and the Bunker Hill

Box as a high priority to reduce metals loading to the Lower Basin and CDA Lake.

Response to comment LJ58-10
See responses to Comment Nos. SA4-11 and SA4-13.
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Response to comment LJ58-11
See responses to Comment Nos. SA4-11 and SA4-13.

Response to comment LJ58-12
See responses to Comment Nos. SA4-11 and SA4-13.

Response to comment LJ58-13
See responses to Comment Nos. 1899-7 and 1822-14.

Response to comment LJ58-14
As described in the ROD Amendment, Part 2, Section 14, EPA has removed active facilities
from the Selected Remedy.

Response to comment LJ58-15

Adaptive management does not mean that EPA can 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. Within the context of the Selected Remedy, adaptive management simply
means that EPA will implement specific cleanup actions included in the remedy, monitor
the effectiveness of those actions to determine whether cleanup goals are being achieved,
and make adjustments to future cleanup actions to benefit from the information gained
through the effectiveness monitoring. If these adjustments require significant changes to
the Selected Remedy, EPA will prepare a new decision document that will be submitted for
public comment. Adaptive management does not relieve EPA of these obligations under
law and policy, or of its commitment to work with the affected communities. EPA
anticipates that changes from the typical conceptual designs specified in the ROD
Amendment to the site-specific remedial designs will be small and primarily related to
guantities (e.g., the volume of soil requiring excavation) rather than to remedial
technologies. However, it is possible that some significant decisions will need to be made
after the ROD Amendment is issued. EPA will determine whether these warrant separate
decision processes, such as another ROD Amendment or an Explanation of Significant
Differences. In any event, the public will have the opportunity to review implementation
plans, site-specific remedial design documents, and any future decision documents.
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LJ58-15

LJ58-16

Page 3 of 3

practical effect of denying the local community that opportunity.

In summary, Kootenai County supports some of the technical work to be done by LPA as proposed in the ROD Amendment, but most
importantly it opposes the $1.39 billion cost and its extreme time duration. By our analysis the cost of the Rod Amendment could be
approximately 8500 million with a duration of approximately 20-30 ummarized those portions of the Rod
Amendment we support and those portions we oppose in this letter (i.e. para. 3 ) our rationale and suggestions on how
EPA can reduce the programs cost (i.e. ID DEQ conducting a UAA and or waiver of applicable ARARS on the SFCDAR) and hence the
program will not take as long to complete based on the lower cost of the program. We also implore EPA to find sufficient funding to

i i the surface water/groundwater work in the “BOX * and Canyon Creek, which would immediately reduce the soluble
zinc in the SFCDAR by up to 60 percent, That program yiclds the largest reduction in the whole Rod Amendment at the lowest cost.
Kootenai County stands ready to answer and questions that EPA may have regarding their rationale.

Very truly yours

Board of Kaotenai County Commissioners

cc- Toni Hardesty Director ID DEQ
Congressional Delegation
Koolenai Co Legislalors

file://C:\Documents and Settings\mcaple\Local Settings\Temp'notesBAAA25\~web1047.... 11/24/2010
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Response to comment LJ58-16
See responses to Comment Nos. 158-1 and 158-2.
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Broadsword, Senator Joyce, LJ8, Letter 616015-7

Response to comment LJ8-1
See response to Comment No. 158-1.

Response to comment LJ8-2
See responses to Comment Nos. 158-1 and 158-2.

Response to comment LJ8-3
See response to Comment No. 154-5.

Response to comment LJ8-4

The 50-year flood 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 LJ8-5
See response to Comment No. I58-5.

Response to comment LJ8-6
See response to Comment No. 154-8.

Response to comment LJ8-7
See response to Comment No. 154-6.

Response to comment LJ8-8
Thank you for your comments.
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Broadsword, Senator Joyce, LJ51, Letter 619651-6 Response to comment LJ51-1
Comment noted.

Response to comment LJ51-2
Thank you for your comment.

Response to comment LJ51-3
See responses to Comment Nos. 154-5 and LJ36-3.
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Response to comment LJ51-4
See response to Comment No. 158-1.
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Broadsword, Senator Joyce, LJ60, Letter 610097-18

68
Response to comment LJ60-1
See response to Comment No. I58-1.
1 SENATOR JOYCE BROADSWORD: I appreciate
2 that, but I hope you will allow me just a little Response to comment LJ60-2
3 bit of latitude as I am speaking not only for See responses to Comment Nos. 1474-1 and 158-5.
4 myself but for Representative Harwood, who
5 couldn't be here this evening due to a health
6 issue, and Representative Shepherd.
7 I'm hearing from the back I have to pick
8 up both mics. Okay. I didn't know my friend Hap
9 was a stand-up comedian.
10 We represent thousands of constituents
11 throughout Benewah, Bonner, Kootenai and Shoshone
12 Counties. Like our constituents, we live and work
13 around the Upper Basin. We greatly appreciate the
14 opportunity to comment on USEPA's Proposed Coeur
15 d'Alene River Basin Cleanup. But we have some
16 serious questions and concerns.
17 Anne, you don't have to write all this
18 because I'm going to give you my written comments.
19 Just saving your fingers.
[ 20 We're concerned with the Plan's 50- to

21 90-year implementation time. This figure is

LJB0-1 4 22 enormous and it is our feeling that the Plan of
23 this extensive length is not in the best interest

| 24 of the citizens of the Silver Valley.
LJGO.Q-i 25 We are concerned that a plan of this

PAGE F-10



PART 3 — RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY: ATTACHMENT F, RESPONSES TO LOCAL JURISDICTION COMMENTS

INTERIM RECORD OF DECISION (ROD) AMENDMENT, UPPER BASIN OF THE COEUR D’ALENE RIVER, BUNKER HILL SUPERFUND SITE —AUGUST 2012

LJ60-2

LJ60-3

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25
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length could potentially have serious impacts on
the economy in terms of not only natural resource
extraction and related jobs but our growing
tourism sector.

The Silver Valley is consistently one of
the counties with the highest unemployment rates
in the nation, and it's our feeling that a
prolonged, extensive Cleanup Plan will do more
harm than good.

The Proposed Plan also comes with an
inflated price tag. A $1.3 billion cleanup
strikes us as unconscionable, particularly in our
present eccnomy. We agree that clean is an
admirable goal, but the State of Idaho is facing a
budget crisis of unprecedented proporticns. We
cannot be expected to foot the bill for certain
aspects of this Plan.

The Superfund Cleanup efforts require a
10 percent match from the State. We understand
that the Asarco funds don't have to be matched,
but the $1.3 billion price tag includes more than
the Asarco funds. We're concerned that the
operations and maintenance costs of that funding
in the future will be detrimental to the State, to

Shoshone County, and to the citizens who live

PAGE F-11

Response to comment LJ60-3

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 the
commenter noted, some settlement monies can potentially fund O&M costs.
Also see responses to Comment Nos. 158-1 and 158-2.
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LJ60-3

LJ60-4 <

LJ60-5
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here.

Furthermore, we are concerned that the
majority of the funding in this plan does not
include protection for the remediated yards and
home sites in the populated areas of the Valley.
In our collective estimation, this work has
already occurred at a high cost and should be
protected and stabilized with available funding.
We are concerned about the possibility of a
100-year flood event and the potential impacts on
the Valley.

We would respectfully ask you to address
the impact of a major flood event on the South
Fork of the Coeur d'Alene River and the potential
disaster waiting to happen if steps are not taken
to repair and protect the current levy system.

Both Kellogg and Pine Creek are possible
breaking points for the levies, and they would
wash through their towns and wipe out all the
remediation work that has been done to date.

This Proposed Plan can also be interpreted
as a threat to current and future mining jobs in
the Silver valley. EPA's language in this plan
states that mining activity is, quote, likely to

continue. We feel that language is vague and does

PAGE F-12

Response to comment LJ60-4

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. 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 define and select these activities in
future decision documents. CERCLA requires that EPA’s contribution to flood
control work must have a direct connection to the CERCLA remedy.

Response to comment LJ60-5
See response to Comment No. I58-5.
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LJ60-7 4

10

11

12

13

14

15

1le

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

71

not provide any certainty or security to the
mining industry, which is hugely important to the
Silver Valley and to the State of Idaho. 23.3
percent of mining in the State of Idaho happens in
Shoshone County, and our mining represents over 11
percent of the jobs in the county. Mining is a
part of our heritage, and these jcbs pay well, are
year-round, and provide an economic engine for the
area. We need this to continue.

We strongly request that EPA reconsider
the language in the Proposed Plan with regards to
the mining industry and any other industries which
stand to be affected by the Proposed Plan.

And I'm getting real close.

Additionally, we are highly dismayed to
learn that there is only one 45-day comment
period. The Proposed Plan is a massive document,
and it is our feeling that the citizens of the
Valley, especially those who have only recently
come to the area, need more than 45 days to learn
the history of the EPA process in the Valley as
well as to consider the Proposed Plan and its
potential ramifications. We respectfully request
an extension to the current 45-day comment period.

We're also concerned that the Proposed

PAGE F-13

Response to comment LJ60-6
See response to Comment No. 154-6.

Response to comment LJ60-7
See response to Comment No. 154-8.
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Plan will reduce the amount of water in the
Coeur d'Alene River and its tributaries. We have
concerns about any amount of water that is removed
from the upper reaches and not replenished back
into the same area from which it was removed. The
potential ecological ramifications of this course
of action, particularly in years of bad drought or
fire danger, are potentially staggering.

It is our official position that as
elected representatives of this region, the EPA
should shorten the proposed timeline, reduce the
overall cost of the Plan, focus on the protection
of areas that have already been treated, focus on
storm water runoff prevention to protect populated
areas which have already been cleaned up,
specifically protect current and future mining
opportunities in the Valley, determine the best
way to treat surface water without dewatering the
tributaries to the Coeur d'Alene River, extend the
comment period, and provide numercus opportunities
for meaningful public input.

We appreciate the opportunity to provide
these comments. Thank you.

BOB WHEELER: Thank you, Senator. Again,

Terry Harris. And we have seven pages left to go,
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Response to comment LJ60-8
See responses to Comment Nos. 158-1 and 158-2.

Response to comment LJ60-9
See response to Comment No. 154-5.

Response to comment LJ60-10
See response to Comment No. 158-5.

Response to comment LJ60-11
See response to Comment No. 154-8.

Response to comment LJ60-12
See responses to Comment Nos. 154-6 and LJ11-2.
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Central Shoshone County Water District, LJ19,
Letter 1308804

BRWIF
. 533
EPA Written Comments
Er?\iti(regn?-:;t:fal Protection H /D 3/10
Agency

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) invites your comments on its Proposed Plan for cleaning up
contamination in the Upper Basin of the Coeur d’Alene River. Your comments are encouraged to help shape
the final cleanup plan. EPA will consider all comments received during the public comment period from

July 12,2010 to November 23, 2010.

Are you interested
NAME e Erat AFFILIATION  infiture maiings?
Check Here.
D ) T Carmae
(FUEE (Bmw Suosupnr  Con D
N /Mnscn@csc aree ssmescr. 0] wi ren 35T, ¢
oRRrs wose Ceng Cavecr.

YOUR COMMENTS
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A 12Y Warepuane  Tw Pigec To Sueecy  Inpostegal brauriq
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Wezy To Fru Epsr  Wesr frsg Revossroey Fo Gearty
er Ceovan . gUT' Mo To Tace Teo

Cavee  frasiems To SECRSD Teenrmewr Farvd |

If you would like more time to consider your comments, please take this with you. To mail it from home,
i please fold it twice (see the markings on the back), staple or tape it shut. Add a postage stamp and mail it not

LJ19-2+

later than November 23, 2010.
Or, e-mail your comments to edabasin@epa.gov

USEPA SF

naiili

880
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Response to comment LJ19-1

Comment may be referring to a range of possible Box Institutional Controls
Program (ICP) repository locations evaluated by IDEQ and EPA in 2010. The
agencies subsequently determined that expanding the existing Page Repository
into the West Page swamp provided the best tradeoff of benefits and costs to
meet long-term Box ICP disposal needs. Alternatives 15, 16, and 17 involved use
of Government Gulch as an ICP repository. While the Government Gulch location
was not the selected location for a long-term Box ICP repository, EPA is open to
use of Government Gulch for disposal of ICP waste with appropriate design,
operation, and maintenance considerations and is consistent with the Selected
Remedy.

Response to comment LJ19-2

Thank you for your comment. EPA has appreciated the input received from both
the South Fork Sewer District and Bunker Hill Task Force on the siting and
conceptual design of the long-term Box ICP repository. EPA and IDEQ look
forward to continuing to work together on the Page Repository expansion
design.
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Chadderdon, Marge, LJ42, Letter 1365278 Response to comment LJ42-1

Thank you for your comments. EPA shares the goal of conducting a cleanup that
will benefit the local residents and economy. EPA has been, and will continue to
be, committed to meaningful community participation throughout the
Superfund process in the Coeur d'Alene Basin.
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City of Coeur d'Alene, LJ13, Letter 616015-20

Wendy Gabriel:

Sandy Patano:

LI13-1 ~

—Wéndy Gabriel, City Administrator for the City of Coeur d'Alene. Cn
behalf of the Mayor and City Council, thank you very much for your
diligence and efforts working on this very important issue. | represent
the Mayor and Council tonight and request for an extension for the
period of time within which to comment. In any decison of a
significant public nature, aflaw in the process is generally a reason for
failure in the outcome. Fease allow, in this process, an adequate
period of time within which to do a substantive review and provide
comment and | would request a minimum of 180 days but because I'm
going 1o be asking our Legislature for something this legislative sassion,

I"ll concur with them in say at the end of this session.

For a 2.000-page document, a 50 to 90-year plan and a multibillion-
dollar price tag deserves the wote of Congress, not a bunch of
bureaucrats from Seattle. They ve asked the public 1o respond in 45
days. After two weeks of decison-making, they decided that they will
extend it. They just don't know how long. They want the public to
digest it and they want them to approve It. Many years ago when they
were deciding whether they should make the Coeur d Alene Lake a
Superfund site, we said that maybe we should have a sign or place an
ad in major newspapers across America that said, “ The EPA would like
to spend the next 30 years here, wouldn't you? MNow, | think we might
needs signs coming to the —for Rv-ers and people driving through the
Siver Valley that says " The EPA would like to spend the next 80 years,
wouldn't you? [Audio Gap| give me this opportunity. |'ve sat through
many meetings in the last twenty years and the majority of those
meetings had bureaucrats and people from government agenciestelling
people what should happen in this valley. There was very little input
trom the people that live here, from the industries that employ people
that create real jobs and generate real wealth for America. Isthis just
one more industry that we're geing to view like we do the oil industry
where we become dependent on foreign suppliers, foreign nations
jeopardize American productivity and ingenuity, drive costs up so that
people have a lower standard of living? This is not the way America
should be. Our elected officials smply must say, " This plan has to go
slart over.”
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Response to comment LJ13-1
See responses to Comment Nos. 154-6 and LJ39-5.
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City of Osburn, LJ3, Letter 1357408 No comments
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Response to comment LJ3-1
See responses to Comment Nos. 158-1, 1295-1, 154-2, and 158-5.

Response to comment LJ3-2
See responses to Comment Nos. 154-3 and 1295-3.

Response to comment LJ3-3
See responses to Comment Nos. 158-1 and 1295-3.

Response to comment LJ3-4
See responses to Comment Nos. 1295-3 and 154-5.

Response to comment LJ3-5
See response to Comment No. 154-6.
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Response to comment LJ3-6
See response to Comment No. LJ11-2.

Response to comment LJ3-7
See response to Comment No. 154-8.

Response to comment LJ3-8
See response to Comment No. 158-5.

Response to comment LJ3-9
See responses to Comment Nos. LJ32-2 to LJ32-8.
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No comments
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City of Wallace, LJ41, Letter 1365275
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Response to comment LJ41-1

EPA, as a federal agency, is obligated to make sound scientific decisions. EPA is
dedicated to its mission and mandate to protect people’s health and the
environment, even if our actions are unpopular. EPA takes public input seriously
and always considers the information and comments provided by citizens. EPA
may, at times, make decisions that some people do not agree with. This does not
mean that the agency is not listening to concerns or is carelessly disregarding
public input. In these instances, the agency is listening but has not heard or seen
information which would cause a change in conclusions. In the case of this
cleanup plan, EPA has made many significant changes in response to public
comments. The remedy selection process was conducted in a manner consistent
with the National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan, as
required by CERCLA. See responses to Comment Nos. 1474-2, 158-1, and 1295-2.

Response to comment LJ41-2
Comment noted. See response to Comment No. 1474-2.
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Response to comment LJ41-3
Thank you for your comments.
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Response to comment LJ41-4
Comment noted.

Response to comment LJ41-5
See responses to Comment Nos. 158-1, 158-5, and 154-2.

Response to comment LJ41-6
See responses to Comment Nos. 158-2.

Response to comment LJ41-7
See response to Comment No. 1474-2.

Response to comment LJ41-8

The authority for making Superfund cleanup decisions has been delegated from
the EPA Administrator to the Directors of the Superfund cleanup programs
around the country. Regional Administrator McLerran was pleased to have the
opportunity to discuss EPA's proposed cleanup plan with local elected officials on
November 16, 2010, in Wallace. As a Basin Commissioner, Regional
Administrator McLerran has also attended many Commission meetings in
support of site cleanup work and regularly receives updates on site work, issues,
and public input from EPA staff. Other EPA senior executives including Deputy
Regional Administrator Michelle Pirzadeh and Director of the Office of
Environmental Cleanup Dan Opalski have also attended many meetings in the
Silver Valley related to the Upper Basin ROD Amendment and other important
issues. In addition, EPA has provided a wide range of opportunities for
community participation in selection of a remedy for the Upper Basin. Since late
2008, EPA has hosted and/or attended over 70 meetings to share information
and gather input about development of the Focused Feasibility Study Report and
Proposed Plan. EPA has engaged local residents, elected officials, community
groups, and many other stakeholders in the decision process. This outreach
included working with the Basin Commission, its Technical Leadership Group
(TLG) and the Citizens’ Coordinating Council (CCC). EPA also submitted drafts of
the Focused Feasibility Study Report to stakeholders and the Basin Commission
for review and comment to assist EPA in preparing a final report. Based on
requests from the public after the Proposed Plan was issued, the comment
period was extended 90 additional days, for a total of 135 days for comment on
the Proposed Plan and Draft Final Focused Feasibility Study Report. During the
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comment period, EPA held three informal open houses, hosted a formal public comment
meeting that was transcribed, attended numerous community meetings, and hosted a
public tour of some of the sites included in the Proposed Plan. EPA also participated in U.S.
Senator Crapo’s Town Hall meeting in Kellogg and the Wallace Town Hall meeting
sponsored by the Upper Basin mayors.
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Response to comment LJ41-9

Due in part to extensive public concern about the duration of cleanup as
expressed in this comment, 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. 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. EPA's goal is to
complete cleanup in the Upper Basin as quickly as possible and with minimal
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, depending on funding rates.

EPA believes that the cleanup will benefit the local economy in a variety of ways.
The Selected Remedy will boost economic growth by significantly improving the
environment for residents and tourists, creating jobs with the money that will be
spent on the Upper Basin cleanup, and providing opportunities for formerly
contaminated land to be redeveloped. Cleanup of additional properties in the
Silver Valley will provide opportunities for development that do not currently
exist. EPA is committed to working with the mining industry and all Silver Valley
businesses and landowners to conduct the cleanup in ways that are consistent
with the current and future land uses desired by the community.
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Response to comment LJ41-10
Please see Document LJ33 for full responses to this resolution.
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No comments
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October 20, 2010

EPA Comments Public Hearing-Revised

Fage 2
October 20, 2010; 6:07 p.m.
PROCEEDINGS
<000

MAYORVESTER: We're going to get started,
Tolks. On behalf ail the Siiver Valiey mayors, Twould
Wi to welcome everybody tonight. We reafly appreclate
ipeaple for taking thelr time on @ busy night to come cut
and elther speak or listen to comments by cther
speakers

Ag we 5 know, this Is a very important [ssue
Ehist eould impact 88 of us for many years. I'd like to
et started by introducing the head tble. This meeting
Is bedng hosted by the seven Siver Valley mayors.
Myself, I'm Dick Vester, the mayor of Wallaoe, We have
Mike: Dunnigan fram Mulian, Bob MePhall from Ostum, Mac
Pogler from Keliogg, JoAnn Groves from Wardner, Tom
Bensen from Smenerviie, and Jay Huber from Pinehurst.
Thartks 3 ot, fellas and tady, for helping us host this
thing,

How, I can't sy with 100 percent cartainty,
bt I'm almost positive that this s the first meeting
In Sliver Valley histary that's been hested by all seven
mriayors, and 1 thirik that epenks o the Impartance of
this Issue and It spesks ta the prssion that we all have
abaut this lssse, So it's going - we're interested and

W om o o a w R s
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same elected officlals and the problem — ar thelr
representatives. And the problem with that Is, I'm
golng to leave somebody ot So when 1 get done, i
Tve left sy elected oificlals out, | would Bke you to
stand yp and introduce yoursed and tefl us under what
capacity you serve. W hane with us Katie Brodie wha (s
representing Gevernor Butch Orter. Kathe, if you oould
sand up. Thank you.

Wi have Sid Smith from the office of Senator
Jim Risch. Thank you for coming. Karen Roetter from
the office of Senator Mike Crape. Thanks very much for
ooming, We have Mark Willams from the office of
Represenitative Walt Mirnick. Thanis for coming. We
e with us State Senator Joyos Broadsword, Thanks,
Joyee. Some of these peopie will be making comments for
the recard and some of the penple wen't, and that's
their chite:

Stpte Sensbor Mary Lou Shepherd. Thank you,
Mary Lou, State Representative Dick Harwood. And all
the wany up frem Koatenal County Stete Represeniative Bob
Nenini, Thank you far coming.

Is there any cther elected officials that |
didn't == wee didn't have 2 Est of all the Shoshone:
County ehected officials. If thene's somebody elsa,
we'd He o have you stand up and be recognized.
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the EPA folks are poing o be interesied In headng the
comments taright.

W alio have with us tonight at the head table
Jon Cantamessa, courty comenissionas, and alga chalrs the
Basin Commission Commites. And en our far dght i
Sereng Carlsor, who will be the timekeeper. And looking
at the rasmber of pecple that are speaking, 1 think we're
going to have about & theee-minute limit, which is o
litthe longer than some of the ther town hall meetngs.

Tt St QAT 1 00N in B reaonable time,
W also have ot the head table the
Protection Agency's Camit
Grandinetti. ['ve got It right. I didn't practice that
a litfe bit, but welcoma.

Bafiore 1 get 1o introducing the ather elected
officlals and guests that are here, 1 would ke to say
that - make a request that pecple’s publl bre
about the lssue and [ hope will be respectfud of our
guests from the EPA. We all fed passionate shout the
Issue, but theng B Quests here this evening and we
wank ko have positive comments. abaut this issue,

Twend B also o point out that this will
e transcribed, 50 It's past of the public record that
will be furnished 35 part of this process befiors the
rexcord of decision s done, 50 I'm going to intoduce:
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RICH CURRIE: Rick Currie, Kostenal County
Comnmissioner,

MAYOR VESTER: Thanks very much for coming,
Rick. With that, wa're gaing to continye the sige-up
sheet for probably anolher 20 minutes cutside. We're
going to start the comment period with just the mayors
from the head table, and T'm not sure if anybody’s
spealing. Mayor Pooler was going o speak and then
we'll gorto the rest of the pecple.

MAYOR POOLER: Thank you, Mayo: Vester, I'm
going ko sit down. My comments wil be brief. Back
wihen the Superfund site tlean-up In the Kellogg area was
callad the Bax and 1 was mayor theough that period
working with EPA and DEQ, we leamed some valuable
fessong. AS the ROD, or ROO that they're trying to get
aporoval on, stll holds some areas that [ feel the
citizens in the valley should kngw. They spent @ lat of
maney In Kislogg in the Box to d the remediation.

The problem lies within the kevies that run
through Kellogg. The potentsal for food In that area
woukd dedimate 2l the rehabiitation they've done
through the Kellogg area down into Smeltervile, T
don't kngw what the final figure. 1 donit know If
anybody knows what It was on the dean-up in Kellogg
atea. ve hedrd 30,000,000, 1ve heard on up.

Coeur d’Alene Reporting
Phone: 208-765-3666

Fax: 208-676-89!
Toll Free 888-894-CDAR (2327)
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The hearing transcript for the EPA Comments Public Meeting held on October
20, 2010, was attached to Document LJ41. Comments received during the
October 20 meeting have been addressed individually in Letter 619651-1
through 619651-40.
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No comments
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No comments
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L3

I'd ke to follow-up with a couple more of
the toplcs that the EPA has been giving s to think
about. ©n Septerber 2%th, they gave us topic No. 3.
And T quote, “As dear-up in Kellagg, Wardner,
Smeiervile, and Pinehurst has brought damatc
improvements, hillsides have increased and plants grow
again, highly eontaminated mining water successfully
treated and conteminated soll remaved so It's away from
residents and recreational places," unguate.

You've already heard about Ed Pommerening, the
Bunker Hi-inspired improvements to the hillside, sa
won't brelabor that point. No. 2 is the contaminated
water be successfully treated, There are & lot of very
inteifigent people who would take issue with the claim
that the EPA's discharge to the South Fork of the Coeur
dAlene River Is being suctessfully treated.

The daim that contaminated sail has been
removed so it's away from residents In recreational
places probably does nat =i very well with those who
have been adamantty opposed 10 the loc2Ban in the East
Miission Fiats repository.

On the 13th of October, they gave us topic
Mo. 4. Again, T quote, “The EPA Is confident that
lean-up and responsible mining can continue together.
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don't third any of us are to the need for continued
work, but 1 Just don't have any faith whatsoever in 8
process — in the procest that EPA is propasing, Thave
na faith that it will proceed with what's truly needed
o privtde anything that's cose 1o 2 cost-effective
soubion, §1.24 billon over 50 years 1 preposténous.
We nead to establish what should be done in the next ten
years and move ahesd, and when more work 15 done, mare
work can continue, When this work’s been accomplished,
i Can Bssess the resulls, loritive that next level of
wiork ond contioue.  Cnce sgain, Mayors, T thonk you for
tha opportunity to speak.

(Applause.}

MAYOR VESTER: et up 5 Mike Clary followed
by Byron Bratten.

MIKE CLARY: Thank you, Mayor Vester, and i
Tellow mayors for this opportunity to speok this
evering, My name Is Mike Clary and T'm currently sn
attomey at Heda Mining Company. [n recent manths the
EPA ks claimed that it's proposed masshve work plan
Wil create jobs and soonomic benefit for the
communities of the Siver Valley. While creafing jobs
and economic development is a lsudable goal, It is
certainly not & rele EPA & qualfied to play, nor 15 it
part of CERCLAS mandste.
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Where clean-up is planned in Brexs that are being mined,
developed or expanted, the EPA would coordinate
Irvestigation designed to clean up with the property
ovmers. This approdch would sliow EPA 1 work with
mining comparnies 85 clean-up i implemented, Oean-up
i not expected to restrict future mining and
exploration in the Sitver Valiey, The EPA knows that
the mining is an iImportant part of the history and
future af the Sives Valley. The EPA alse understands
that mining companies need certalnty for planning and
Investing. We're committed to completing dean-up
actons In ways that would allow responsible mining
operations to conginue in compliance with emvireamental
regulations,” unguote.

First off, why do we — they Insist on the
ward resporsible mining. Wiy not just say mining,
Miriing €2 corftinue, We aiready understand that mining
operations hinve to deal and comply with emviroamental
regulations. Second, instead of saying dean-up ts not
expectid to restrict future mining and exploration in
the Silver Valley, why not just say dean-up will not
restrict mining In the Siver valley,

As ta certainty, I can't think of amything
ess certain than EPA's plan for 90 years for the
promitse of adaptive management. Tm not blind to and 1

P v T e
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The Silver Valley economy gepends on
stabie family-wage Jobs. The sconomic strength comes.
From the contributions healthy businesses make in our
communities. For instange, for the five-year period
from 2005 through 2010, Hecly will have spent
approvdmeately $400 milion to nan its Ludky Friday mine
in Mulian, Idaho, A significant percentage of that four
hundred million dolars has been spent in the Sitver
Valley, inchuding expendiures for payroll, explorition,
development, and the purchase of goods and services from
ol vendors.

Hecla employs approxamately 267 men and women
&t the Lucky Friday and In addtion pays over 100

pr dalitional suchas
welders, construction warkers and engineers. This Is
real employment sed econemic development Bt opposed 1o
he seasanal Jobs bypecaly provided by EPAS past
wiork bn the Sileer Vlley,

Tspent my first ten years at Hecls sendng a3
persormel manager at the Lucky Fridey mine. And during
that time, I recall countless oogasions when pacple who
had been warking far E°A-related contractors i the
Silver Valley came into nvy office looking fior ful-time,
nonseasonal family-wage jobs that induded benefis.
The evernge job et the Lucky Friduy valued ot

Coeur d’Alene Reporting
Phone: 208-765-3666

Fax: 208-676-8903
Toll Free 883-894-CDAR (2327)
www.cdareporting. com
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that people are thinking about trying to do this
effectively Instead of just (inaudibie) on the EPA and
time to go home.
i hawe experience with concrete and
(inaudible) sontractor versus the milroad business. 1
understand how to do things real quick because when you
have a railroad, you need to; otherwise, you're out of
business,
Mitwaukee refilied Its fire-ravaged line over
the summit In two weeks after the 1910 fire. Intwo
weeks they were back and nmning. T have two lssues
with the EPA's ROD plan. 1 thnk It & & foke in benms
of the 90-year plan. [ heard the commaents made by
cthers and my notion of finding an altemate way of
water into the i
by damming up or phaaging up unused sdits, mines.
T'm working with a company that has products
for this via concrete and urethana foam Ener that can
e ety piacedd into the mines 3t the peints of the —
the aquifer In respect 1o the mine. This can be done
iy, can be easlly monitored. You don't have the
coastant kazy costs associated with the Bunker Hill bit
where we're spending a milian dollars a year to watch
dirty water go around on the ground.
And 1 implore the EPA to listen to me on this,
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s Resolution 2010-180. The resolution
establishing an official position by the City of
Wraliace, Idahe, ¢n the propesed extansion of the recond
of decision of the Emvrenmental Protection Agency for
an additional 50 bo 90 years. Whernas, the City of
Waltace, Idaho, in ceder to protect its citizens and
[prowide human heakth, safety and wellare hereby submits
in this resolution an official passtion with regard to
the praposed extersion of the EPA's record of decision
for an additional period of 50 to 90 years. We're
asking, as the city councll's position, that this
extersion i nat in the public’s best Intergst, will net
promote tourism, provide for incentives for new
businesses in the Wallace community, nar provide
encouragement i Indhiduats and/or famies to nelocte
to Wallpce, Idaho. Whereos, the city council befieves
this action proposed by the EPA Is a divect conflkt of
the best Interests of Its citizens of Waltace, Idaho,
and Its business community.

e, therefore herety resobved by the mayor
and the city coundil of the City of Wallace, Shashane
Caunty, Idaho, as follows: The RGO should nat be
authorized to go on indefinitely. The EPA is to !
Inplement a plan to complete the ROD within & ten-year i
perfod. The ERA should provide for and solidt rumenous
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and 1 invite comments and [ would Bee to work with the
mayors o promating this kind of thinking in, you know,
creating a pian for this. And [ welcome them trying to
contact me and disguss the (ssues with me and sa they
can have 2 united frant on this.

And the second tssue |s economics. Folks, the
Silver Valley spenit a dispropartionate amount of thelr
expendable Income on transportation. Adeptive
raiktrail comidar would give me, my company, the funds
to fox the: clean-up of the trail corridor properdy
instead of & It s nowi, @ band-sid solution, because T
would have a passenger rall service an the nest — next
10 the trall and you have an economic benefit as well as
# recreational benefit. Thank you.

{hoplause.)

MAYOR VESTER: Dean Cooper followed by Chuck
Reitz.

DEAN CODPER: Dean Cooper with the Wallace
City Council. Great to see all the mayors together and
ebvigusly t's an important matter If we're ol here
spending our rights woeking on this. And on
September 21st, the Wallace City Coundll met Ina.
special meeting and finalized our resalution, how we
feel about this ROD for cur citizens, 5o I'd ke to
read that into the recard,

T i P
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oppartunities from many peaple for pubiic comment and
input throughout the period of the amended ROD. H

This resclution provides for specific protest
against a long-term dean-up plan that will adversely
affect current and future mining oppartunities in the
Siver Valley. This resolustion provides for spacic
oabjection to the provisions for additicnal repositry
stes throughout the Siiver Valey, The resclution
respectfully requests that the EPA specifically focus on
Sarmwater run-off prevention throughout the Sitver
Walley to prevent recontemingtion of property already
remalning.

Sextion 6 of this resolution requests that the
ERB be respectful and follow ciosely all current legal
requirements imvohing surface water rights and shall
nat adversely affect any existing waterways or
tributaries. 1t wes passed unantnously by the members
at the ity councll on the 2ist day of September, 2010,
and signed by Honarable Dick Vester, Thank you.

Appiause.}

MAYOR VESTER: Chuck Reitz followed by Todd
Gaodsan. :

CHUCK REITZ: Sterms o me I come to every one
of these and make 8 statement, but on that - of course:

Court and Depasition Reporters
Phone: 208-765-3666

my word isn't flandess, I'm here to ask everyane, L

Fax: 208-676-8903
‘Toll Free 888-894-CDAR (2327)
www.cdareporting.com
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Ressurces, which is now Kellogg City Hall, making it
quite knewn what offices they wish to oceuy. This was
abig game for them as they laughed in the halfway as.
they claimed upper management offices on thelr way - as
their own before the keys were ever fumed over to them,
The following week, lie dodework, upper
msnagement handed the keys ver to Mr. Liverman without
Incident. Looking back st this now, [ fesl this was &
setup for EPA to gain more control of the company and
the people of this comaunity. 1 have mixed emgtions a5
of today how EPAs handiing things. I feel ey have
betn good stewards for us In the dean-up of human
haalth issues along with DEQ; however, with this rew
ROD, I'm dramatically concerned sbout increasing the
scope of questionable human health issues and
liabilties of mandates for the city of Shoshone County
ond the state of Idaho.
There are two things | find disturbing in the
ROD. First, llpbilties we face; and second,
revenue-penerating lssues. The Hatilities to all of us
Bre going o be huge. Once thess mandates are in place,
wiha s going 1o take care of them? If we have &
1bi-year old Tieod and it takes out some of the work EPA
has done; are we on the hook for unfunded mandates? Who
s guing to pay for this? Nothing 1s being done about

Page 64 |:

1have one question for every mayor and
comnissioner, how many peaphe have 8 copy of this ROD at
heir city hall? I would strongly recomamend that EPA
wxtend its comment period for the ROD and that coples of
this ROD are distributed to 8l elected officials In
Shashone County and In Kootenal County, as well as the
gevernar, bevtenant governer, Idaho atiomey general,
and the state finance and budget commiltee,

T would also ke just to be extended until
the legislators are back in session and have the
oppoertunity toread this ROD. We are talking about
something that Is gaing to be with the Silver Valley and
the state foraver, 1t should be clear to us with the
federal government unable to propesy fund itself, that
we a5 citizens will have unfurded mandztes that will
require maore Idaho togaryer dollars to fund these
mandates. Thank you,

(Applause.)

MAYOR VESTER: Lamy Yergher followed by James
McMilian.

LARRY YERGHER: Thard you, Mayors and County
Commissioner Contamessa. Loy Yergher, ide-long
resident, ‘business owner (n the valley and cument
candidate for eounty commissioner. I'd Fe to start
with a stary. Trans-Texas Comidor was & super highway
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the levies If they should fall. Are the cities, county
and state on the hook to fi the problems?

Over the long term, wha Is geing 1o manage the
liability of these projects and when do they come back
into the ¢ty, county or state to manage?

Second, revenye genemtion. The language In
this ROD appears to be a victorlal power by EPA. The
ROD increases the reach by EPA, which is dear to me
because I hive seen nothing -- séen amything In it to
protect our Industries or recreations such as mining,
ATV recreation, boating on the Cosur d'alent River,
logging, and the list goes on and on,

A very-well financed company has fimanced the
sunghinge. Do we want people ke this to be run off and
put their money ntn ather economies like Romanka? 1
got to finish. Somy. There needs to be rules In this
ROD that say we, what {s expected of mining and
exploration in the valley and addresses both recreation,
as wall.

“This should be sdministered by DEQ where
peoph can talk at local levels. The Coeur d'alene
Basin |s 2 nice place to describe — nice phase o
describe the area of Mullan, the Harrison and Lake Coeur
dialene area; hawever, The fact remains 1 is labeled by
EPA under It designation a5 b Superfund site.
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that was suppased to go thraugh Texs from Medeo o
Canada with 16 lanes, express lanes, truck nes, didn't
even have (2 stop at the border. Was going to go
through four small towns in Texas. Wendd wipe i aut
complataly. It b guarter mils wide.

The four towng 5 an entity became a joint
paower's entity, stopped the Trans Texas Comtdor. They
formed a commities, went 1o court. The court ruled that
because the four cities had — the plan had been werking
for 15 yeers, the four ciies got 15 years to study the
pian ang COME up with their own plan,

My speech tonight is on coordination. Folks,
we all know the public comment has dent nething to halt
the activities of the EPA. What most peaple do not know
s that they are ko required by law, mandated by
Congress through the NEPA A, the National
Envircnmental Protection A, and the National Forest
and Land Protection Act to work
with local government.

Coordingtion In the process i mandated by
federal law that requires federal agencies [ coordinate
their plans, programs and managemernt acthilies with
lacal govemments. It's a pewenul tool and can be used
1o pretect private prperty tights, productive uses of
lpned and local economies through burdensome gavemiment

T

Coeur d’Alene Reporting
Court and Deposition Reporters
Phone: 208-765-3666

Fax: 208-676-8903
Toll Free 888-894-CDAR (2327)
www.cdareporting.com
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Commissioner Cantamessa, LJ49, Letter 619651-4 Response to comment LJ49-1
See response to Comment No. 1295-2
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Response to comment LJ49-2
See response to Comment No. 1295-2.

Response to comment LJ49-3
See response to Comment No. [295-2

Response to comment LJ49-4

In 2002, Congress instructed EPA to ask the National Research Council (NRC) to
conduct an independent evaluation of the Bunker Hill Superfund Site. The NRC
established the Committee on Superfund Site Assessment and Remediation in
the Coeur d’Alene Basin to evaluate the 2002 ROD for OU 3 (EPA, 2002;
www.epa.gov/superfund/sites/rods/fulltext/r1002032.pdf) and supporting
documents, and to examine EPA’s scientific and technical practices at the Site.
NAS issued its resulting report in 2005 (National Academy of Sciences, 2005,

http://www.epa.gov/superfund/accomp/coeur/). The report’s conclusions and

recommendations cover the remedial investigation, human health risk
assessment, and ecological risk assessment of the Coeur d’Alene Basin, and
remediation objectives and approaches. Many of the recommendations relate to
EPA’s approach to protection of the environment presented in the 2002 ROD for
OU 3 and the 2001 Feasibility Study (FS) Report (EPA, October 2001, Final
[Revision 2] Feasibility Study Report, Coeur d’Alene Basin Remedial
Investigation/Feasibility Study). The NAS review validated much of the 2002 ROD
for OU 3, and the recommendations for areas of improvement primarily focused
on ecological protection. EPA carefully considered the NAS report and its
recommendations, and conducted studies and evaluations to address the major
recommendations. The results of those efforts are reflected in the actions
identified in the Upper Basin Selected Remedy. EPA believes the Selected
Remedy presented in the ROD Amendment addresses the NAS report’s
recommendations, while recognizing EPA’s statutory obligations under CERCLA.
Since the ROD for OU 3 was issued in 2002 and the NAS report in 2005, EPA has
continued to collect environmental data and conduct additional studies
throughout the Coeur d’Alene Basin, particularly in the Upper Basin. The
additional data and studies have improved EPA’s understanding of the Upper
Basin, and enabled EPA to address key NAS recommendations involving: the fate
and transport of dissolved metals in the subsurface; the role that groundwater
plays in contaminant loading to surface water; approaches to groundwater


http://www.epa.gov/superfund/sites/rods/fulltext/r1002032.pdf�
http://www.epa.gov/superfund/accomp/coeur/�
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treatment; the development of predictive tools to assess the effectiveness of remedial
actions; evaluation of the SFCDR Watershed as a whole, including the Bunker Hill Box; and
improving the use of the adaptive management approach. Also see response to Comment
No. 1295-2
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No comments
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Dunningan, Mayor Michael and Council Members, LJ30,
Letter 619512
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Response to comment LJ30-1
See response to Comment No. 154-6.

Response to comment LJ30-2
See responses to Comment Nos. I58-1 and 154-12.

Response to comment LJ30-3
See responses to Comment Nos. 158-1 and 1295-2.

Response to comment LJ30-4
See response to Comment No. 154-3.

Response to comment LJ30-5
See response to Comment No. |158-5.

Response to comment LJ30-6
See responses to Comment No. 154-5.

Response to comment LJ30-7
See response to Comment No. 154-8.
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Goedde, Senator John W., LJ59, Letter 1308972
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Response to comment LJ59-1
See responses to Comment Nos. I58-1 and 1474-2.

Response to comment LJ59-2

EPA is required under CERCLA, the Superfund law, to address risks to human
health and the environment at the Bunker Hill Superfund Site. While significant
cleanup has taken place in the Basin, there is still contamination in site soil,
sediments, groundwater, and surface water that poses risks to people, wildlife,
fish, and the environment. The levels of contamination significantly exceed
acceptable state and site-specific water quality standards. Contaminants include
lead, zinc, cadmium, arsenic, and other metals.

Response to comment LJ59-3
See responses to Comment Nos. LC33-10 and SA4-12.

Response to comment LJ59-4
See response to Comment No. LJ27-8.

Response to comment LJ59-5

The State of Idaho is not required to provide funds for remedial actions funded
by monies EPA recovers from settlements. Settlement funds can be used to
reduce both federal and state costs associated with cleanup. EPA has received
approximately $691 million from its settlements with ASARCO Inc. and the Hecla
Mining Company, and is committed to careful use of these funds to protect
human health and the environment over the long-term. However, when cleanup
costs exceed the money recovered, the federal government pays directly for
cleanup, and the state is required to fund 10 percent of the construction costs
and 100 percent of the O&M costs. To date the State has never assumed the
operating costs of the water treatment plant. EPA continues to operate this plant
using either federal dollars or money from settlements. In addition EPA has
allocated money from the settlement with Hecla to operate this plant in
perpetuity. This money could be used by either the State of Idaho upon
successful negotiation of a State Superfund Contract or by EPA.

Response to comment LJ59-6
Comment noted.
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Response to comment LJ59-7

LJ59-6 in support nor can I find official support from any public entity in the Silver See response to Comment No. LJ39-5.
Valley.
7. The Idaho Legislature needs to engage on the proposed changes to the ROD and,
LI59-7 { under the current timeframe, that process cannot happen.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comment.

John W Goedde
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No comments

PAGE F-63



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

No comments

PAGE F-64



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

Goedde, Senator John, LJ9, Letter 616015-8 Response to comment LJ9-1
Thank you for your comment. See response to Comment No. 154-6.

PAGE F-65



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

No comments

PAGE F-66



PART 3 — RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY: ATTACHMENT F, RESPONSES TO LOCAL JURISDICTION COMMENTS

INTERIM RECORD OF DECISION (ROD) AMENDMENT, UPPER BASIN OF THE COEUR D’ALENE RIVER, BUNKER HILL SUPERFUND SITE —AUGUST 2012

Groves, Mayor JoAnn, LJ48, Letter 619651-3
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Response to comment LJ48-1

The Milo Creek drainage and diversion structures were reconstructed by FEMA
and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers following the 1997 Milo Creek flood event.
This drainage and diversion structure was designed to handle a 100-year flood.
Additional work was conducted of the diversion system to convey flows safely
across the Reed Landing and surround mining areas. That work was conducted
initially along with the diversion project and later supplemented by EPA.
Currently EPA is funding Operations and Maintenance (O&M) of the Reed
Landing conveyance system. The Milo Creek Watershed District is responsible for
O&M of the remaining Milo Creek drainage and diversion system.
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Idaho House of Representatives, ldaho State Senate, LJ37,

Letter 1365215
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Response to comment LJ37-1

EPA’s decisionmaking process was a careful and collaborative effort consistent
with the National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan and
included input from state and local governments, Tribes, other federal agencies,
the Basin Commission, and the public. EPA has been, and will continue to be,
committed to meaningful community participation throughout the Superfund
process in the Coeur d’Alene Basin. Over the years, EPA has spent considerable
time and energy to engage the public through all phases of our work. Most
importantly, we have encouraged the public to provide comments and input on
remedy selection. As required, EPA received public comments on its Proposed
Plan and is now selecting a remedy. An initial public comment period of 30 days
is required by CERCLA for Proposed Plans. Anticipating high public interest, EPA
set the initial public comment period for the Upper Basin Proposed Plan at 45
days. In response to requests for an extension, EPA extended the comment
period an additional 90 days, for a total of 135 days. During that time, some
members of the Idaho State Legislature reviewed and submitted formal
comments on the Proposed Plan.

Response to comment LJ37-2
See response to Comment No. 154-2.

Response to comment LJ37-3
See response to Comment No. LJ27-8.

Response to comment LJ37-4

As it implements the Selected Remedy EPA intends to satisfy State water law as
required by CERCLA. See response to Comments No. SA4-12 and the ROD
Amendment, Part 3, Section 3.7.4.

Response to comment LJ37-5
See responses to Comment Nos. 158-1 and 1295-1.



PART 3 — RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY: ATTACHMENT F, RESPONSES TO LOCAL JURISDICTION COMMENTS

INTERIM RECORD OF DECISION (ROD) AMENDMENT, UPPER BASIN OF THE COEUR D’ALENE RIVER, BUNKER HILL SUPERFUND SITE —AUGUST 2012

PAGE F-70

Response to comment LJ37-6
See responses to Comment Nos. 158-2 and 154-12.

Response to comment LJ37-7
See response to Comment No. 1474-2.

Response to comment LJ37-8
See response to Comment No. 1474-2.
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Response to comment LJ37-9
EPA acknowledges receipt of this resolution and understands that it was

introduced for consideration by the Idaho legislature but not acted on.

Response to comment LJ37-10
See response to Comment No. LJ39-5.
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No comments
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Idaho House of Representatives; Bob Nonini, Frank
Henderson, Jim Hammond, LJ57, Letter 1357189 Response to comment LI57-1

Thank you for your comments.

Response to comment LJ57-2

Comment noted. EPA responded to IDEQ’s 3-15-10 technical review of the
Focused Feasibility Study (see responses to IDEQ Comment Nos. SA4-23 through
SA4-27).

Response to comment LJ57-3
Comment noted.
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Response to comment LJ57-4

Selection of a remedial action by EPA does not require concurrence by the
Governor of the state in which the remedial action will occur. Nevertheless EPA
has worked closely with the State in developing the Selected Remedy and seeks
concurrence from the Governor. EPA's issuance of the Selected Remedy does not
violate the 10th Amendment of the U.S. Constitution.

Response to comment LJ57-5
See response to Comment No. SA4-12.

Response to comment LJ57-6

See response to comments LC33-10 and SA4-12. EPA will work with the State of
Idaho to comply with the substantive requirements of the North Idaho Water
Adjudication Program as they apply to implementation of the Selected Remedy.
The collection of contaminated water for treatment will have no effect on
existing remedies in the Upper Basin.

Response to comment LJ57-7

EPA believes that the collection and treatment of contaminated water is a
beneficial use of water and is permissible use under federal and Idaho law. See
response to Comment No. SA4-12, and the ROD Amendment, Part 3, Section
3.7.4.

Response to comment LJ57-8
Comment noted. Regarding funding of the Selected Remedy, see response to
Comment No. 1295-3.

Response to comment LJ57-9

Comment noted. The remedy protection component of the selected remedy will
specifically provide protection for actions that have already been taken in
community areas. Also see response to Comment No. 158-1. As part of the
adaptive management process additional information and new technologies will
be considered as the cleanup moves forward in order to provide the most
efficient and effective cleanup.
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I[daho State Senate, LJ39, Letter 1365230
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Response to comment LJ39-1

EPA has been working on the development of the Selected Remedy since 2008.
During this time, input from stakeholders and the community has been carefully
considered, and the Remedy has been modified in response. EPA believes that
the Selected Remedy will improve conditions in the Silver Valley by providing a
cleaner environment for residents and tourists, creating jobs, and returning
currently contaminated land to the community for beneficial use and
development.

Response to comment LJ39-2
See responses to Comment Nos. 158-1 and 158-2.

Response to comment LJ39-3

EPA agrees that this is a considerable amount of money and reduced the scope
of the Selected Remedy so that the total cost is decreased. EPA's
implementation planning process will also ensure that money is spent wisely to
protect human health and the environment. EPA will pay for much of the
proposed cleanup with funds from legal settlements between mining companies
and the federal government. See responses to Comment Nos. [58-2 and 154-2.

Response to comment LJ39-4
See response to Comment No. 1474-2.

Response to comment LJ39-5

Under the Superfund law, EPA has a responsibility and the authority to take
actions to protect human health and the environment. EPA's decisionmaking
process has been a careful, National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution
Contingency Plan-consistent, and collaborative effort, which included input from
state and local governments, tribes, other federal agencies, the Basin
Commission, and the public. During the Focused Feasibility Study for the Upper
Basin, EPA met regularly with the Basin Commission’s Upper Basin Project Focus
Team (PFT), a group focused on technical issues related to cleanup and primarily
composed of interested citizens and representatives from the State of Idaho,
Shoshone County, the U.S. Bureau of Land Management, the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service, the U.S. Forest Service, the Coeur d’Alene and Spokane Tribes,
and the State of Washington. Additional stakeholders participated in some of
these meetings, including mining industry representatives. During the 135-day
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Proposed Plan comment period, some members of the Idaho State Legislature reviewed
and submitted formal comments on the Proposed Plan.

Response to comment LJ39-6
See response to Comment No. 1474-2.
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Idaho State Senate, LJ20, Letter 617286
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Response to comment LJ20-1
Thank you for your comment.

Response to comment LJ20-2
See response to Comment No. 1295-1.

Response to comment LJ20-3
See responses to Comment Nos. 158-1 and 154-2.

Response to comment LJ20-4
See response to Comment No. 158-5.

Response to comment LJ20-5

Water treatment is a key part of the Selected Remedy because it will (1) address
subsurface materials too deep or impractical to be removed, (2) generally
provide a high degree of metals load reduction for a relatively low cost, and (3)
achieve immediate improvements to water quality. Much of the infrastructure
and numerous communities within the Upper Basin have been built on top of
significant amounts of mine waste, which is a major source of groundwater
contamination and ultimately leads to surface water contamination. This
underlying mine waste cannot be removed without disrupting the populated
communities in the Upper Basin. The NAS review recommended that
groundwater “be addressed directly if loading to the groundwater is determined
to stem from subsurface materials too deep or impractical to be removed”
(National Academy of Sciences, 2005,
http://www.epa.gov/superfund/accomp/coeur/). In addition, the NAS review

urged EPA to continue research into low-cost innovative groundwater treatment
systems. Since the NAS review, EPA has conducted studies to evaluate
groundwater-surface water interactions and characterize aquifer properties in
key areas of the Upper Basin (CH2M HILL, 2007, Draft Remedial Component
Screening for the Woodland Park Area of Canyon Creek; CH2M HILL, 2009,
Technical Memorandum: OU 2 Direct-Push Field Investigation Summary;
Technical Memorandum: Bunker Creek Pilot Study Summary; Technical
Memorandum: OU2 2008 Groundwater/Surface Water Interaction Monitoring
Data Summary; South Fork of the Coeur d’Alene River Watershed: Basinwide
Groundwater Flow Model Documentation; Technical Memorandum: Osburn Flats
Subsurface Exploration and Well Installation Summary, Upper Coeur d’Alene
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Basin Field Investigation, Osburn, Idaho, October 2008; 2008 High-Flow and Low-Flow
Surface Water Study Report, Upper Basin of the South Fork Coeur d’Alene River, Bunker Hill
Superfund Site, Shoshone County, Idaho; Technical Report, Osburn Flats Groundwater-
Surface Water Interaction Study, Upper Coeur d’Alene Basin, Osburn, Idaho; Groundwater
Monitoring Report, Upper Basin Field Studies, Phase 1 and Phase 2 Investigations, Bunker
Hill Mining and Metallurgical Complex Superfund Site; Technical Memorandum: Operable
Unit 3 Direct-Push Field Investigation Summary, Bunker Hill Mining and Metallurgical
Complex Superfund Site; Technical Memorandum: Osburn Flats Aquifer Testing Summary,
Upper Coeur d’Alene Basin Field Studies, Phase 2 Investigation, Bunker Hill Mining and
Metallurgical Complex Superfund Site; Technical Memorandum: Conceptual Site Model,
Osburn Flats in Operable Unit 3, Bunker Hill Mining and Metallurgical Complex Superfund
Site; Draft Data Summary Report for the Coeur d’Alene Basin Remedial Action Monitoring
Program); conducted pilot studies for groundwater treatment (CH2M HILL, 2006, Technical
Memorandum: Canyon Creek Preliminary Design Data Review; McCloskey, L., February 8,
2005, Presentation at the Coeur d’Alene Basin Project Focus Team Meeting, Coeur d’Alene,
Idaho, MISE Technology Applications, Inc.); and evaluated the cost of implementing various
groundwater treatment technologies (EPA, 2007, A Predictive Analysis of Post-Remediation
Metals Loading). These studies found that for some areas within the Upper Basin,
collection of groundwater and treatment at the Central Treatment Plant (CTP) in Kellogg is
the lowest-cost treatment option. Contaminated groundwater is one type of water that will
be collected for treatment under the Selected Remedy. Contaminated adit discharges are
another. Some of the adit discharges will be treated onsite, near the point of collection
from the adit, and the treated water will be discharged to the nearest surface water body.
Others will be collected and conveyed to the CTP for treatment. The decision to treat a
specific contaminated water onsite or at the CTP was made based on lowest cost. In
general, the more remote sites will be treated onsite and the contaminated groundwater
at sites nearer to major roadways will be treated at the CTP.

Response to comment LJ20-6
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. Uncertainty is unavoidable, and the Selected Remedy must be managed
and put into action taking this uncertainty into account. The adaptive management process
will provide valuable information to prioritize cleanup actions so the greatest amount of
effective cleanup is achieved for the lowest cost. EPA previously identified the need to
adaptively manage cleanup activities in the Coeur d’Alene Basin in the ROD for OU 3 (EPA,
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2002; www.epa.gov/superfund/sites/rods/fulltext/r1002032.pdf) and through
the phased approach used to implement the remedy for non-populated areas of

the Bunker Hill Box (OU 2) following bankruptcy of the potentially responsible
party. In addition, the NAS agreed with EPA’s decision documented in the 2002
ROD to perform the cleanup through the “establishment of a rigorous adaptive
management process” for the planning, implementation, and management of
environmental cleanup activities at the Bunker Hill Superfund Site (National
Academy of Sciences, 2005, http://www.epa.gov/superfund/accomp/coeur/).

EPA is committed to using an adaptive management framework to manage and
carry out the Selected Remedy for the Upper Basin, in accordance with its
previous decision documents and the recommendations of the NAS.

Response to comment LJ20-7
See responses to Comment Nos. 154-5 and LJ36-3.

Response to comment LJ20-8

The RODs for OUs 1, 2, and 3 address cleanup of rights-of-way (ROWSs) in the
Bunker Hill Box and the Coeur d’Alene Basin, as appropriate, to respond to risks
to human health. The RODs allow ROWs to be cleaned up such that they provide
barriers to underlying metals contamination. Many ROWs have been cleaned up
as residential and commercial properties have been remediated in the Box and
Basin communities. However, EPA and IDEQ recognize that some pre-existing
paved roadways may not provide adequate long-term barriers to underlying
contaminated material, and that local and state entities are responsible for the
long-term road development and maintenance efforts. As a result, the agencies
are developing an approach under the existing RODs to address this issue
collaboratively with local, county, and state entities responsible for providing
and maintaining roadways in their communities. The objective of this effort is to
develop and implement a strategy that ensures the long-term effectiveness of
barriers installed in ROWs, and also aligns with the transportation and
maintenance needs of the Box and Basin communities.

Response to comment LJ20-9
See responses to Comment Nos. 158-1 and 154-3.
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Response to comment LJ20-10
See response to Comment No. SA4-11 regarding water quality standards. See
response to Comment No. LC33-8 regarding background concentrations.

Response to comment LJ20-11
See response to Comment No. 158-5.

Response to comment LJ20-12

EPA is required under CERCLA, the Superfund law, to address risks to human
health and the environment at the Bunker Hill Superfund Site. Although
significant cleanup has taken place in the Basin, there is still contamination in
site soil, sediments, groundwater, and surface water that poses risks to people,
wildlife, fish, and the environment. The No Action Alternative was evaluated as
part of the recent Final Focused Feasibility Study (FFS) process (EPA, August
2012, Final Focused Feasibility Study Report, Upper Basin of the Coeur d’Alene
River, Bunker Hill Mining and Metallurgical Complex Superfund Site). However,
evaluation results indicate the No Action Alternative would not be protective of
human health and the environment.

Response to comment LJ20-13
See responses to Comment Nos. 158-1, LJ20-5, 1899-7 and SA4-12.

Response to comment LJ20-14
Comment noted. See responses to Comment Nos. 158-1 and 158-2.
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Mayor of Wallace, LJ12, Letter 616015-18 Response to comment LJ12-1
Thank you for your comment.

Response to comment LJ12-2
See response to Comment No. 154-6.

Response to comment LJ12-3
See responses to Comment Nos. 158-1 and 1474-2.
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McPhail, Mayor Robert and Council Members, LJ32, Response to comment LJ32-1
Letter 619514 See responses to Comment Nos. 154-8 and 158-1.

Response to comment LJ32-2
See response to Comment No. 154-6.

Response to comment LJ32-3
See responses to Comment Nos. 158-1 and 154-12.

Response to comment LJ32-4
See responses to Comment Nos. 158-1 and 1295-2.

Response to comment LJ32-5
See response to Comment No. 154-3.

Response to comment LJ32-6
See response to Comment No. I58-5.

Response to comment LJ32-7
See response to Comment No. 154-5.

Response to comment LJ32-8
See response to Comment No. 154-8.
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Minnick, Walt, LJ7, Letter 616015-5 Response to comment LJ7-1

Thank you for your comments.

Response to comment LJ7-2

See response to Comment No. I58-5.
Sen. Mike Crapo: | will convey to Senator Risch your appreciation of his remarks. MNext,

we'll go to Congressman Mnnick.
Response to comment LJ7-3
Rep. Walt Minnick: Hello and thank you for inviting me to speak tonight. | regret being Comment noted.
unable to attend in person and | would like to thank Senator Mike Crapo
for convening this listening session. I'm very sorry that longstanding
scheduled commitments in Southern daho have made it impossible to
be with you in person today. | do want to commend EPA Region 10
Administrator Dennis Mclerran for finding the time in his very busy
schedule to be with us and for his willingness to ligen te our concerns,
Dennis has a very large responsibility and many competing priorities.
LI7-1= We all appreciate his giving his personal attention to the critical issues
tacing us in the Slver Valley and most importantly, | extend a special
thank you to all of you who have taken time from a busy workday to let
us, your public servants, know what kind of a future you want for this
valley, your home and for your children. It isfitting that this session is
being held in a public school. Everyone at Shoshone County knows that
without a strong and profitable mining industry, there would be no
funds for education, law enforcement or other public services and far
fewer families here with kids 1o fill our classooms. [t is vitally
important, as we plan the next phase of the Superfund Cleanup, that
we do whatever is necessary to protect the health and safety of our
children but do so in a thoughtiul way which protects both our quality
of life and the economic viability of the mining industry which as it has
for so many generations, remainsthe key to the future of our economy.
It's an exciting time for all of us. Precious metal prices have finally
e risen to levels where the mining industry faces a buoyant future where
it can expand and add new high-paying, long-term jobs jobsthat we o
desperately need in this time of high unemployment and national
recession. Let's be careful as we contemplate the next phase of our
cleanup that we not strangle the golden goose by shackling our mining
companies with costs and obligations which are so onerous that these
jobs go elsewhere or that we not impose costs so high that when the
next inevitable downward cycle in erisis occurs that these companies
| can no longer operate here and keep our citizens employed. | agree
that EPA should take serioudy its role in proteciing the health of this
region’s citizens and make sure that our soil and water are cleaned up

L17-3 +
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Response to comment LJ7-4
See response to Comment No. 158-2.

Response to comment LJ7-5
See responses to Comment Nos. 154-2 and 158-5.

Response to comment LJ7-6
Thank you for your comment.

Response to comment LJ7-7
See response to Comment No. 154-6.

Response to comment LJ7-8
Thank you for your comments.
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Nonini, Representative Bob, LJ10, Letter 616015-9
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Response to comment LJ10-1

CERCLA does not require EPA to obtain a governor's concurrence prior to
selecting remedial actions. However it is EPA's preference to do so and EPA will
seek concurrence from the State of Idaho for this action.

Response to comment LJ10-2

The FFS, Proposed Plan and ROD Amendment were developed in a manner
consistent with the National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution
Contingency Plan, as required by CERCLA and do not violate the Tenth
Amendment. Also see response to Comment No. 1295-2 regarding the significant
involvement of the State of Idaho, community and others in the decision-making
process.

Response to comment LJ10-3
See responses to Comment Nos. 154-8 and SA4-12.

Response to comment LJ10-4
Thank you for your comments.
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Response to comment LJ10-5
See response to Comment No. 154-6.
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Otter, Governor Bu

Gov. Butch Ctter:

Lia-1—+

L1g-2

LI4-3

tch, LJ4, Letter 616015-1

Both Senator Risch and Congressman Minnick wanted to be here tonight
but because of their schedules. they had previous commitments
elsewhere, At this point, I'd like to introduce Governor Otter 1o speak
followed by Chief Allan then Commissioner Cantamessa and finally,
Administrator —well, | was going to say Administrator Mclerran but
Cleanup Director Cpalski but Governor, please proceed.

["Well, thank you, Senator and | would begin my comments by qualifying
them and saying that we are in the process of vetting the plan thal has
been offered and so what | would like to do is probably go through
firgt, through the things where —that | absolutely support and then
finish up by the things that | think would be impossible for me 1o
support. Number one, the employment of local contractors, vendors,
and workers to the greatest extent possible work in the past that's
helped create jobs and contributed to the local economy through the

| expenditures of millions of dollars in the Siver Valley. Number two,
protection of the past human health cleanup work by completion of the
water runoif control projects and the local drainages in the

_communi!ies inside gulches. Number three, to prioritize remediation
of contaminated sources, areas to be improved —io improve water
quality but | will not support an open-ended bureaucratic process that
amountsto a blank check for the Environmental Protection Agency, any
provision in the ROD that inhibit the existing or future mining, water
collection and treatment work in the Upper Basin before significant

source control has been completed and finally, water treatment in the

Sen. Mke Orapo:

Chief James Allan:

box that isnot affordable for the state of Idaho, End of story.

Thank you very much, Governor. Thank you. We appreciate your being
here with ustonight. Thank you. | know that you have to make some
signiticant effort to be here. We appreciate it. Chief Allan?
Senator, thank you for inviting me here to this meeting. As the
Chairman of the Coeur d Alene Tribe, I'm here to listen and to let
everybody know that, as always, the Coeur d' Alene Tribe will give their
word and our word is always that we always stand by our word and we
will work with the local communities and the local government to

[getting] a solution that benefits all and that's what we've always
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Response to comment LJ4-1
EPA encourages the hiring of local businesses and workforce for the cleanup
work. See response to Comment No. LC32-2.

Response to comment LJ4-2

Thank you for your comment. The remedy protection actions included in the
Selected Remedy will be high priorities for implementation. Remedy protection
includes actions such as local drainage controls to ensure that clean gravel or soil
barriers are not washed away or recontaminated during heavy rain or snow
events or by tributary flooding. These remedy protection actions will help
protect remediated properties from SFCDR tributary stormwater runoff.

Response to comment LJ4-3

See responses to Comment Nos. 158-1 (Selected Remedy), 1822-14 (prioritization)
and 158-5(working with mining). The Selected Remedy includes collection and
treatment of contaminated adit discharges and groundwater that has become
contaminated through contact with mining-related contamination present
beneath communities and infrastructure. Groundwater treatment is included for
three areas in the Selected Remedy: Woodland Park, Osburn, and the Box. In
each of these areas, source control is not a feasible option because it would
require the displacement of communities and water treatment is the only way to
prevent the continued discharge of metals to surface water. The combined
dissolved zinc loading from groundwater to surface water in these areas is
estimated to be more than 600 pounds per day on average. Without
groundwater treatment, this loading will continue to result in significantly
degraded water quality in Canyon Creek and the SFCDR. Similarly, in most cases,
source control actions cannot be used to address contaminated adit discharges
because they are the result of groundwater, surface water, or both coming in
contact with the minerals within a mine. There may be mine sites where it is
possible to create surface water diversions and prevent the flow of water into
the mine and thus, the discharge of adit drainage. Opportunities for water
diversion and "keeping clean water clean" will be explored on a site-by-site basis
during design. Currently the State is not required to provide funds for remedial
actions funded by monies EPA recovers from settlements. Settlement funds can
be used to reduce both federal and state costs associated with cleanup. EPA has
received approximately $691 million from its settlements with ASARCO Inc. and
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the Hecla Mining Company, and is committed to careful use of these funds to protect
human health and the environment over the long-term. However, when the federal
government, and not settlement funds, pays directly for cleanup, the state is required to
fund 10 percent of the construction costs and 100 percent of the O&M costs.

PAGE F-87



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

Panhandle Health District, LJ44, Letter 1365461 No comments
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No comments
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Response to comment LJ44-1

See response to Comment 158-1 regarding the reduced scope of the Selected
Remedy compared to the Preferred Alternative identified in the Proposed Plan.
See response to Comment No. 1295-3 regarding additional information on
funding sources. EPA is in agreement with PHD that cleanup must be completed
and maintained as necessary to achieve long term permanence of the Selected
Remedy. EPA believes the adaptive management process will allow
implementation of remedial actions in ways that will increase the long term
permanence of the remedy.

Response to comment LJ44-2
See response to Comment No. LJ44-1 above.



PART 3 — RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY: ATTACHMENT F, RESPONSES TO LOCAL JURISDICTION COMMENTS

INTERIM RECORD OF DECISION (ROD) AMENDMENT, UPPER BASIN OF THE COEUR D’ALENE RIVER, BUNKER HILL SUPERFUND SITE —AUGUST 2012

PAGE F-91

Response to comment LJ44-3
EPA agrees that accurately estimating O&M costs as early as practicable is
important. Regarding funding, see response to Comment LJ44-1 above.

Response to comment LJ44-4

EPA recognizes the need to manage settlement funds prudently, however the
scope of the environmental contamination may require State and federal
funding. See response to Comment No. LJ44-1 above.

Response to comment LJ44-5

It is important for the State and local communities to partner with EPA where
appropriate. EPA is committed to funding remedy protection and road repair
actions as part of the Selected Remedy. Once these actions are completed, it
may be preferable for State and local entities to assume O&M responsibilities as
it may result in more efficient implementation of 0&M, and it will allow EPA to
devote more resources to cleanup. EPA and IDEQ recognize that some pre-
existing paved roadways may not provide adequate long-term barriers to
underlying contaminated material, and that local and state entities are
responsible for the long-term road development and maintenance efforts. As a
result, the agencies are developing an approach under the existing RODs to
address this issue collaboratively with local, county, and state entities
responsible for providing and maintaining roadways in their communities. The
objective of this effort is to develop and implement a strategy that ensures the
long-term effectiveness of roads that also serve as barriers, and aligns with the
transportation and maintenance needs of the Box and Basin communities. The
Selected Remedy includes estimated costs for constructing roads to access sites
and to repair damage to existing roads due to activities associated with the
Selected Remedy. Also see response to Comment No. 154-5.

Response to comment LJ44-6

See response to Comment No. LI27-8 regarding how EPA has addressed issues
raised by the NAS in 2002.A key component of the adaptive management
process will be refinement of the implementation processes and remedial
approaches as new information becomes available that clarifies uncertainties
regarding the understanding of the site, the effectiveness of the remedial
approaches and technologies used, and the responses of environmental
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receptors to changes in contaminant concentrations, ecological conditions and habitat.
Updates of and changes to the schedule, priorities, and/or sequencing will be documented
through updates to the Implementation Plan, and such changes will not be considered
remedy changes. However, 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 CFR 300.435(c). Depending on the significance of the
changes in cleanup approach, there may be additional opportunities for public input as
discussed in the ROD Amendment, Part 2, Section 12.3.2.

Response to comment LJ44-7
EPA agrees that funding for the ICP is important and EPA notes that the State of Idaho has
received substantial funding for this purpose from settlements.

Response to comment LJ44-8

EPA agrees that some infrastructure in the Coeur d’Alene Basin is integral to the
permanence of the remedy, and has included remedy protection and road repair projects
as part of the Bunker Hill cleanup. However, not all community infrastructure needs fit
within the scope of the Bunker Hill cleanup. For example, maintenance of water delivery
and sewer systems is not integral to this cleanup. As discussed in detail in the ROD
Amendment, Part 3, Section 3.3.2, 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 efforts to understand SFCDR flooding
and, if these efforts identify actions that will meet Superfund remedy requirements, EPA
will define and select these activities in future decision documents.
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Response to comment LJ44-9

The comment mischaracterizes EPA’s community involvement efforts. EPA does
not merely “show up in town every 10 years.” To the contrary, EPA maintains a
significant and continual presence in the community. . EPA has been, and will
continue to be, committed to meaningful community participation throughout
the Superfund process in the Coeur d’Alene Basin. Over the years, EPA has spent
considerable time and energy to engage the public through all phases of its
work. The ongoing involvement of the community will be an important part of
the cleanup as it moves forward.
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Response to comment LJ44-10

EPA acknowledges that communities within the Site have for a number of
reasons suffered economically. EPA believes that cleanup has and will continue
to benefit the local economy. EPA is committed to assisting communities to the
degree allowed under CERCLA. Also see responses to Comment Nos. LJ44-1,
LJ44-5 and LJ41-8 above.



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

Response to comment LJ44-11

EPA appreciates your understanding of the limits of this Interim ROD
Amendment. EPA agrees that information needed to support SFCDR cleanups
may also be useful in understanding flood control issues. To this end, EPA is
committed to working with local communities and flood control authorities, the
Basin Commission, the U.S. Army Corp of Engineers, and the Federal Emergency
Management Agency during pre-design data collection, design and
implementation of cleanups that may impact surface water flows. The comments
references cleanup actions that while proposed are not included in the Selected
Remedy. The scale of work along the South Fork of the Coeur d’Alene River has
been reduced. Also see response to Comment No. LJ36-3. In addition, EPA will
implement the Upper Basin Selected Remedy in compliance with ARARs and will
refer to information “to be considered” (TBC), including official documents that
address flooding such as Executive Order 11988, Protection of Floodplains.
Among other things, Executive Order 11988 requires federal agencies
performing actions within a floodplain to minimize potential harm to or within
the floodplain and to avoid long- and short-term adverse impacts caused by
floodplain modifications. Thus, as cleanup work is carried out within the
floodplains of the SFCDR and Pine Creek, efforts will be made to comply with the
mandate of that Executive Order.
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Response to comment LJ44-12

The RODs for OUs 1, 2, and 3 address cleanup of rights-of-way (ROWs) in the
Bunker Hill Box and the Coeur d’Alene Basin, as appropriate, to respond to risks
to human health. The RODs allow ROWs to be cleaned up such that they provide
barriers to underlying metals contamination. Many ROWs have been cleaned up
as residential and commercial properties have been remediated in Box and Basin
communities. However, EPA and IDEQ recognize that some pre-existing paved
roadways may not provide adequate long-term barriers to underlying
contaminated material, and that local and state entities are responsible for the
long-term road development and maintenance efforts. As a result, the agencies
are developing an approach under the existing RODs to address this issue
collaboratively with local, county, and state entities responsible for providing
and maintaining roadways in their communities. The objective of this effort is to
develop and implement a strategy that ensures the long-term effectiveness of
barriers installed in ROWs, and also aligns with the transportation and
maintenance needs of the Box and Basin communities. The Selected Remedy
includes estimated costs for constructing roads to access sites and to repair
damage to existing roads due to activities associated with the Selected Remedy.
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Response to comment LJ44-13

The Selected Remedy does not prohibit the construction or use of groundwater
wells in the Upper Basin. Pursuant to the 2002 ROD, EPA provides hook-ups to
existing water systems, point of use treatment, or new ground water wells
installed in a potable aquifer for homes whose source of domestic water is
contaminated. EPA does not contemplate the development of an area of drilling
concern as part of the cleanup. The State of Idaho has the authority to establish
an area of drilling concern, however EPA does not believe that the State intends
to establish one for the Upper Basin.

Response to comment LJ44-14

EPA agrees that certain work within the Milo Creek drainage is an important part
of protecting human health and the environment. For this reason, IDEQ and EPA
have modeled flow conditions in the drainage. In addition in the Implementation
Plan, EPA has placed a high priority on the Bunker Hill Mine acid drainage
cleanup, an element of the Selected Remedy. In addition, the referenced letter
identifies potential surface water management issues associated with property
within the boundaries of an active mining operation. The owner of this operation
is responsible for referenced issues.

Response to comment LJ44-15

EPA supports local efforts to resume dredging as a means of increasing flow
capacity so long as in-water work is coordinated with the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers and contaminated material is managed appropriately. EPA also
supports sorting of dredged material from both local and EPA projects to allow
for reuse and to save limited repository space.

Response to comment LJ44-16
See response to Comment No. 154-3 regarding repositories.
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Response to comment LJ44-17

EPA strongly supports effective planning and coordination with local
communities, wherever possible, while recognizing that a significant amount of
the remedial work associated with the Selected Remedy will be outside the
community boundaries.
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No comments
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Response to comment LJ44-18

Adaptive management considers uncertainty, and monitors and evaluates the
effectiveness of the remedial actions and cleanup technologies including
progress (ecological response metrics) towards long-term cleanup goals.
Adaptive management is a part of the overall implementation planning. EPA has
begun the critical process of implementation planning and prioritizing the
actions in the Selected Remedy in collaboration with the Basin Commission and
the Upper Basin PFT. The outcome of this process will be an initial
Implementation Plan that will guide project-specific cleanup actions into the
future, with the objective of ensuring that the actions taken are the most
effective in achieving the overall goals of protecting human health and the
environment and providing opportunities for substantive input to project
stakeholders and community representatives.



PART 3 — RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY: ATTACHMENT F, RESPONSES TO LOCAL JURISDICTION COMMENTS

INTERIM RECORD OF DECISION (ROD) AMENDMENT, UPPER BASIN OF THE COEUR D’ALENE RIVER, BUNKER HILL SUPERFUND SITE —AUGUST 2012

PAGE F-101

Response to comment LJ44-19

See response to Comment No. 154-2 about how the cleanup will benefit the local
economy. EPA is confident that cleanup and mining can coexist. Throughout the
duration of the cleanup, there will be timely opportunities for the public to
provide input on implementation planning through the established Basin
Commission process.
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No comments
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Pooler, Mayor Mac, LJ47, Letter 619651-2 Response to comment LJ47-1
See response to Comment No. LJ36-3.
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Response to comment LJ47-2

The RODs for OUs 1, 2, and 3 address cleanup of rights-of-way (ROWSs) in the
Bunker Hill Box and the Coeur d’Alene Basin, as appropriate, to respond to risks
to human health. The RODs allow ROWs to be cleaned up such that they provide
barriers to underlying metals contamination. Many ROWs have been cleaned up
as residential and commercial properties have been remediated in Box and Basin
communities. However, EPA and IDEQ recognize that some pre-existing paved
roadways may not provide adequate long-term barriers to underlying
contaminated material, and that local and state entities are responsible for the
long-term road development and maintenance efforts. As a result, the agencies
are developing an approach under the existing RODs to address this issue
collaboratively with local, county, and state entities responsible for providing
and maintaining roadways in their communities. The objective of this effort is to
develop and implement a strategy that ensures the long-term effectiveness of
barriers installed in ROWs, and also aligns with the transportation and
maintenance needs of the Box and Basin communities.

Response to comment LJ47-3
See responses to Comment Nos. 158-1 and 158-2.



PART 3 — RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY: ATTACHMENT F, RESPONSES TO LOCAL JURISDICTION COMMENTS

INTERIM RECORD OF DECISION (ROD) AMENDMENT, UPPER BASIN OF THE COEUR D’ALENE RIVER, BUNKER HILL SUPERFUND SITE —AUGUST 2012

Resident of Hayden Lake Representing Governor Otter,
LJ50, Letter 619651-5
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Response to comment LJ50-1
See response to Comment No. 1474-1.

Response to comment LJ50-2

As described in response to Comment No. 1295-1, human health is also EPA's
priority. As to the relationship between the Selected Remedy and the local
economy, see response to Comment No. 154-2. Regarding mining specifically, as
described in the response to Comment No. I158-5, EPA is confident that cleanup
and mining can coexist.
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Response to comment LJ50-3
See response to Comment No. 158-5.

Response to comment LJ50-4
See response to Comment No. 154-2.

Response to comment LJ50-5
Comment noted.

Response to comment LJ50-6

Comment noted. See responses to Comment Nos. I58-1 and 1822-14 regarding
the reduction of scope of the Selected Remedy compared to the Preferred
Alternative identified in the Proposed Plan.

Response to comment LJ50-7
See response to Comment No. 158-5.

Response to comment LJ50-8
See responses to Comment Nos. 158-1 and 158-4.
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Response to comment LJ50-9
See response to Comment No. 1295-2.

Response to comment LJ50-10

EPA is eager to ensure the long-term performance of the Selected Human Health
Remedies. 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 define and select these activities in
future decision documents. CERCLA requires that EPA’s contribution to flood
control work must have a direct connection to the CERCLA remedy.

Response to comment LJ50-11

EPA agrees that it is important to ensure that operation and maintenance funds
are available for the long term. Settlement funds, including those held by the
CDA Work Trust can be managed for such expenses. Also see response to
Comment No. 1295-3.

Response to comment LJ50-12
Comment noted and appreciated. EPA shares these desired goals and believes
the Selected Remedy will accomplish them.
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Risch, Senator James, LJ6, Letter 616015-4

Sen. Mike Qrapo:

Sen. James Risch:

LI6-1 —

Wicom —Lower Cost, b

consgistent with the continuation and health of responsible mining in
the Slver Valley and we are committed to that proposition. We are
ready 1o roll up our sleeves and work towards that end as we would
implement our actions, whatever we ultimately decide. | do want to
acknowledge in any one of those conversations we were working with
that we can't do that alone. We have to have people working with us
as Jon talked about and we would look forward to doing that to make
sure thal responsible mining is viable here in the valley into the very
tar future. S with that. | again, thank you for the time and I'm
looking very much forward to hearing from all of you tonight.

Thank you very much, M. Opalski and we do appreciate your being
here with us. | can say to each of you that the congressional
delegation, Senator Fisch and Congressman Mnnick and | are very
committed to making sure that this process does work properly and
that we do work to make sure that we have a local involverment, the
gate, the tribe, our local officials and our local community involved in
helping to make the right decisions for how we establish our land
management policies and decisions here in the state of Idaho and in
this region. As | indicated earlier, Senator Fisch and Congressman
Minnick both wanted to be here with us this evening but unfortunately,
both have previous commitments elsewhere and were not able to make
it. To show their support for this forum, both of them have taped a
short video greeting for ustenight and at this point, if everything works
right, we are going to hear from Senator Risch first and then |

understand from Congressman Minnick.

Hello, I'm Jim Risch. Thank you for your interest in the EPA s proposed
cleanup expansion plan for the Upper Coeur d' Alene River Basin. Let
me begin by saying | have sericus concerns with the fundamental shift
of EPA's approach to cleanup in the Basin, In 2002, the EPA made a
commitment to the community stakeholders and Coeur d' Alene to the
Slver Valley to undertake a 30-year cleanup plan. Now, only eight
years later, the EPA has broken that commitrment and proposed an
expansion to a $1.34-billion plan that will take 50 to 90 years to
implement and EPA is asking you, the people who live in the

communities most impacted by the plan, to read, understand and
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Response to comment LJ6-1
See responses to Comment Nos. 158-2, 158-1, and 154-6.
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Response to comment LJ6-2
See responses to Comment Nos. 158-1 and 158-2.

Response to comment LJ6-3
See response to Comment No. 158-5.

Response to comment LJ6-4
See response to Comment No. 158-5.

Response to comment LJ6-5
See response to Comment No. 154-6.

Response to comment LJ6-6
See responses to Comment Nos. 158-1, 158-2, and 1295-2.

PAGE F-109



PART 3 — RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY: ATTACHMENT F, RESPONSES TO LOCAL JURISDICTION COMMENTS

INTERIM RECORD OF DECISION (ROD) AMENDMENT, UPPER BASIN OF THE COEUR D’ALENE RIVER, BUNKER HILL SUPERFUND SITE —AUGUST 2012

Shepard, Representative Mary Lou, LJ11, Letter 616015-10
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Response to comment LJ11-1
See responses to Comment Nos. 158-2 and 158-4.

Response to comment LJ11-2

Adaptive management does not mean that EPA can change the Selected Remedy
without meaningful public participation. In fact, if EPA determines in the future
that significant or fundamental changes to the remedy are necessary, EPA is
legally obligated by CERCLA to address these changes through an Explanation of
Significant Differences or another ROD Amendment. Within the context of the
Selected Remedy, adaptive management simply means that EPA will implement
specific cleanup actions included in the remedy, monitor the effectiveness of
those actions to determine whether cleanup goals are being achieved, and make
adjustments to future cleanup actions to benefit from the information gained
through the effectiveness monitoring. If these adjustments require significant or
fundamental changes to the Selected Remedy, EPA will prepare a new
appropriate decision document. In such circumstances, consistent with the
requirements of Section 113(k) of CERCLA and 40 CFR Section 300.435(c), EPA
will provide opportunities for public participation. Depending on the significance
of the changes in cleanup approach, there may be additional opportunities for
public input. Adaptive management does not relieve EPA of its obligations under
law and policy, or of its commitment to work with the affected communities. See
response to Comment No. 158-5 regarding working with the mining industry.

Response to comment LJ11-3
See responses to Comment Nos. 158-5 and LC32-2.
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Shoshone County Commissioner, LJ5, Letter 616015-3 Response to comment LJ5-1
EPA has been, and will continue to be, committed to meaningful community

participation throughout the Superfund process in the Coeur d’Alene Basin. Also
see response to Comment No. 1295-2.
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Shoshone County Commissioners, LJ36, Letter 1365213
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Response to comment LJ36-1

The commenter raises issues regarding the lengthy cleanup time. CERCLA and
the regulations that govern its implementation, the National Oil and Hazardous
Substances Pollution Contingency Plan, obligate EPA to respond to releases or
threatened releases of hazardous substances that pose unacceptable risks to
human health and/or the environment regardless of the scale of the
environmental problem and cleanup response thereto. EPA has responded to
releases at other large sites that will take long periods of time to cleanup. The
cleanup effort in the Upper Basin is commensurate to the human health and
environmental risks presented by the release of mine waste contamination. A
large complex site like the Upper Basin of the Coeur d’Alene River, which
contains a massive amount of hazardous substances deposited over about a
century of mining activities, can logically be expected to take a long time to
remediate and cleanup.

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. The commenter expresses
the belief that water quality criteria (presumably ambient water quality criteria
[AWQC]) are “unrealistic and unreachable.” The Selected Remedy is expected to
result in significant improvements to surface water quality in the Upper Basin
and may achieve AWQC applicable and relevant or appropriate requirements
(ARARs) under the Clean Water Act in many locations; however, it may not
achieve these AWQC ARARs at all locations. The Selected Remedy is also
expected to greatly reduce both groundwater contamination levels and the
contribution of contaminated groundwater to surface water. However, given the
pervasive nature of the subsurface contamination, the Selected Remedy is not
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expected to achieve the groundwater ARARs under the Safe Drinking Water Act at all
locations. EPA will evaluate future monitoring data to determine whether additional
actions are needed or would be effective in meeting drinking water standards and AWQC.
If further actions would not be effective, EPA may evaluate whether a Technical
Impracticability (TIl) waiver is warranted at specific locations where groundwater and
surface water do not achieve drinking water standards and AWQC, respectively.

Regarding the issue of flood protection, see response to Comment No. LJ36-3 below. The
commenter also references the NAS review and questions whether EPA has followed NAS
recommendations. The NAS review validated much of the 2002 ROD for OU 3 (EPA, 2002;
www.epa.gov/superfund/sites/rods/fulltext/r1002032.pdf), and the recommendations for

areas of improvement primarily focused on ecological protection. EPA carefully considered
the NAS report and its recommendations, and conducted studies and evaluations to
address the major recommendations. The results of those efforts are reflected in the
actions identified in the Upper Basin Selected Remedy. EPA believes the Selected Remedy
presented in the ROD Amendment addresses the NAS report’s recommendations, while
recognizing EPA’s statutory obligations under CERCLA. The Upper Basin ROD Amendment
selects an interim remedy which includes priority cleanup actions. Since the Selected
Remedy for the Upper Basin is an interim remedy, EPA may need to issue additional ROD
Amendments in the future to achieve a final remedy. EPA anticipates that through the
adaptive management process and development of additional decision documents as
necessary, cleanup actions can be modified, if necessary, over time. The public will have
continuing opportunities to provide input on how the cleanup is being implemented. EPA
has committed to implementing remedial actions in the Upper Basin through the Basin
Commission process. This includes implementation planning for specific remedial actions
associated with the Selected Remedy.
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Response to comment LJ36-2

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 includes changes to the water treatment actions selected in the ROD
Amendment. Most significantly, the Selected Remedy modifies the Preferred
Alternative’s groundwater collection and treatment actions along the SFCDR
between Wallace and Elizabeth Park. Although the scope of the Selected
Remedy is reduced, water treatment remains a key part of the Selected Remedy
because it will (1) address subsurface materials too deep or impractical to be
removed, (2) generally provide a high degree of metals load reduction for a
relatively low cost, and (3) achieve immediate improvements to water quality.
The NAS review recommended that groundwater “be addressed directly if
loading to the groundwater is determined to stem from subsurface materials too
deep or impractical to be removed” (National Academy of Sciences, 2005,
http://www.epa.gov/superfund/accomp/coeur/). In addition, the NAS review

urged EPA to continue research into low-cost innovative groundwater treatment
systems. Since the NAS review, EPA has conducted studies to evaluate
groundwater-surface water interactions and characterize aquifer properties in
key areas of the Upper Basin, conducted pilot studies for groundwater
treatment, and evaluated the cost of implementing various groundwater
treatment technologies (citations to these studies are provided in Document
LJ20). These studies found that for some areas within the Upper Basin, collection
of groundwater and treatment at the Central Treatment Plant (CTP) in Kellogg is
the lowest-cost treatment option.

Response to comment LJ36-3

Comprehensive flood control is a complex multi-jurisdictional issue that exceeds
the expertise and regulatory authority of EPA’s CERCLA cleanup program. EPA
has the responsibility to ensure the long-term protectiveness of CERCLA
remedies, including addressing damage to existing remedies from major
flooding. EPA 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
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contribute to efforts to understand SFCDR flooding and, if these efforts identify actions
that will meet Superfund remedy requirements, EPA will define and select these activities
in future decision documents. 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. 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. This coordination will ensure that cleanup actions do not exacerbate flooding
concerns along the SFCDR and Pine Creek, and to the extent possible will leverage future
work by the various entities involved in SFCDR and Pine Creek activities. Where planning
and logical work-sequencing allow, EPA will work collaboratively with other entities
performing flood control projects to coordinate the cleanup work in a manner that
provides joint benefits.

Response to comment LJ36-4
Contrary to the commenter's suggestion, the NAS complimented EPA's methodology for
calculating background levels of metals in soil. In addition the NAS noted that any problems
associated with background calculations have little practical effect given the difference
between background and lead concentrations in affected areas (i.e., background lead
concentrations in soil and sediment at 47.3 parts per million (ppm) and action levels of 530
ppm lead for ecological protection and 700 ppm for human health.) Regarding the issue of
speciation of metals sufficient information has been collected to quantify the unacceptable
risks and conditions, and select appropriate remedies. As EPA implements the Selected
Remedy and proceeds with design, EPA will consider "available information on the sources,
deposition, and transport of metals and sediments" as recommended by the NAS. In
regards to the scientific support for arsenic remediation, EPA notes that the NAS concluded
that EPA followed guidance for determining human exposure to metals, including arsenic,
and thus supported EPA's methodology for determining risk posed by arsenic and other
metals at the site. The NAS also recommended that EPA continue to support biomarkers of
human arsenic exposure. The human health risk assessment supporting the 2002 interim
ROD, as well as this interim ROD Amendment, identifies health risks related to arsenic
exposure. Because arsenic, lead, and other heavy metal contamination are co-located at
this site, remedial efforts to address lead will also address arsenic.
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Response to comment LJ36-5

EPA developed information in support of the ROD Amendment that further
characterized source areas contributing dissolved metals to surface water and
ground water. This information was used to develop and accurately define
remedial strategies for this ROD Amendment as demonstrated by the selection
of focused water collection efforts in Canyon Creek, Osburn, and the Bunker Hill
Box. EPA believes that these efforts will substantially reduce zinc loads in the
SFCDR. EPA agrees the Box actions that reduce loading to the SFCDR are a high
priority. In regard to comments directed at actions for the Lower Basin, EPA
notes that this ROD Amendment does not select actions for the Lower Basin.
Nevertheless, it is noteworthy that the NAS concluded that the waterfowl
assessment in the ecological risk assessment was supported by multiple lines of
evidence, including site-specific data that reflect effects of multiple
contaminants. The NAS further concluded that the dose-response relationships
for waterfowl and risk posed by lead are especially strong. In regards to the cited
NAS conclusion, EPA has revised its approach for addressing zinc contamination
in the Upper Basin and believes that aquatic receptors will benefit by
implementation of the Selected Remedy.

Response to comment LJ36-6

Regarding the issue of background levels in groundwater, see response to
Comment No. LI36-4 above. In response to comments received on the Proposed
Plan EPA, in collaboration with the Natural Resource Trustee Restoration Team
(the Coeur d’Alene Tribe, Bureau of Land Management, U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service, U.S. Forest Service, and the State of Idaho) has developed ecological
response metrics for evaluating remedial progress during the implementation
period for the Selected Remedy (Stratus Consulting, 2012, Report of Injury
Assessment and Injury Determination: Coeur d’Alene Basin Natural Resource
Damage Assessment). The ambient water quality criteria (AWQC) remain the
applicable or relevant and appropriate requirement (ARAR) for surface water
and the basis for quantitative cleanup levels. Ecological response metrics are
refined in part from the fishery tiers 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. Fishery tiers were developed to

provide a relationship between dissolved metals concentrations in surface water
and the health of fisheries (i.e., the abundance of fish species, age of fish, fish


http://www.epa.gov/superfund/sites/rods/fulltext/r1002032.pdf�

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

migration, etc.) in the Upper Basin (CH2M HILL and URS Greiner, 2001, Final Ecological Risk
Assessment, Coeur d’Alene Basin Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study). |dentification of
measurable ecological response metrics will provide EPA with a means to evaluate, predict,
and report on environmental improvements associated with remedial actions planned and
implemented in the Upper Basin. The ecological response metrics are not ARARs and will
not be used as binding benchmarks in the future. The intent of such ecological response
metrics is limited to providing EPA and the public with the following:

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

e Target receptors to evaluate environmental recovery; and

e A means for measuring environmental recovery and progress toward cleanup levels
during and after the implementation of remedial actions.

CERCLA and the National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan require
a remedial action to attain each ARAR unless it is waived. There are six bases for waiving an
ARAR. EPA has not concluded that it is technically impracticable to attain the subject ARAR,
and in general EPA does not waive ARARs until efforts to remediate the contaminated
media have been undertaken. Furthermore, this is an interim action. CERCLA and the
National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan provide that one of the
circumstances under which a remedial alternative may be selected when it does not meet
an ARAR is if the alternative is an interim measure that is part of a remedial action that will
attain the ARAR when completed. This circumstance applies here since the Selected
Remedy for the Upper Basin is an interim remedy that is neither inconsistent with nor
precludes implementation of a final remedy that will attain ARARs. A final remedy will be
identified in subsequent decision documents. Also see response to Comment No. LJ36-22.
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Response to comment LJ36-7

Regarding EPA’s use of the IEUBK model, see the 2002 ROD Amendment, Part 3,
Section 3.7.1. The Predictive Analysis (PA) is a tool that can be used to estimate
how effective proposed remedial actions will be in relation to projected
improvements to surface water quality. The PA was first developed to support
the evaluation of alternatives in the 2001 FS Report (EPA, October 2001, Final
[Revision 2] Feasibility Study Report, Coeur d’Alene Basin Remedial
Investigation/Feasibility Study). It was later used to support evaluations in the
ROD for OU 3 (EPA, 2002;
www.epa.gov/superfund/sites/rods/fulltext/r1002032.pdf) and the FFS Report
for the Upper Basin (EPA, August 2012, Final Focused Feasibility Study Report,
Upper Basin of the Coeur d’Alene River, Bunker Hill Mining and Metallurgical

Complex Superfund Site). The Upper Basin covers a large geographic area, and
predicting the potential effectiveness of hundreds of individual remedial actions
across the entire Upper Basin is a significant challenge. The PA provided a means
of addressing this challenge. Using the basic principle of mass balance (i.e., if 10
Ib. of zinc are present at a site and 9 are removed, 1 Ib. remains), the PA
provided estimates of remedial effectiveness on an Upper Basin-wide scale that
could be used in comparing alternatives. The development of the PA (referred to
as the Probabilistic Analysis at the time of the 2002 ROD for OU 3) was first
documented in a 2001 technical memorandum, Probabilistic Analysis of Post-
Remediation Metal Loading (URS Greiner, 2001). The PA and associated
documentation were reviewed as part of the NAS review (National Academy of
Sciences, 2005, http://www.epa.gov/superfund/accomp/coeur/, Appendix F.

That review raised questions about the methods and assumptions used to
develop the PA. Following the NAS review, EPA sought an independent review of
the PA by a well-known leader in the field of probabilistic modeling, Dr.

Gregory B. Baecher, University of Maryland, A.J. Clark School of Engineering
(College Park, Maryland). The purpose of Dr. Baecher’s review was to address
questions raised by the NAS review. Dr. Baecher’s review validated EPA’s use of
the PA in the evaluation and comparison of remedial alternatives. This review
culminated in a second memorandum, A Predictive Analysis of Post-Remediation
Metals Loading (EPA, 2007), which provided clarification and additional
documentation related to the PA. However, the fundamentals of the analysis
have remained unchanged since it was first developed for the 2001 FS. The
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following is an excerpt from Dr. Baecher’s transmittal letter for the 2007 memorandum,
which summarizes his findings related to the PA: “In my opinion, the Predictive Analysis
strikes a reasonable balance between the needs of the Remedial Investigation and
Feasibility Study (RI/FS) to chart a course forward, and the difficulty of acquiring sufficient
data on the basin from which to analyze conditions in a statistically exhaustive way. The
approach taken by the Predictive Analysis is the traditional one of using professional
judgment—both engineering and scientific—to form assumptions and to make estimates
of parameter values, boundary conditions, and initial conditions. In my opinion, this is
sound engineering practice.” EPA continues to believe that the PA is a useful tool and was
appropriate for use in the comparison of the relative effectiveness of the remedial
alternatives for the Upper Basin. The comment suggests that the effectiveness of water
treatment actions is uncertain. The effectiveness of water treatment actions can be
predicted with a reasonable degree of certainty. If a known contaminated water source,
whether it be groundwater or an adit discharge, is collected for treatment, the
contaminants removed (which can be estimated, and subsequently measured upon
completion of treatment facilities) are no longer entering the surface stream, resulting in
an immediate and quantifiable reduction in metal load in the stream.

Response to comment LJ36-8

EPA supports local efforts to resume dredging as a means of increasing flow capacity so
long as in-water work is coordinated with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and
contaminated material is managed appropriately. EPA also supports sorting of dredged
material from both local and EPA projects to allow for reuse and to save limited repository
space. The scope of the remedy protection analysis was limited to determining the risk
posed to existing protective barriers from relatively frequent high precipitation events
along tributaries to the SFCDR. 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,
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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. The Selected Remedy includes funding for repairing
damage to local roads due to implementation of the Selected Remedy. The RODs
for OUs 1, 2, and 3 address cleanup of rights-of-way (ROWSs) in the Bunker Hill
Box and the Coeur d’Alene Basin, as appropriate, to respond to risks to human
health. The RODs allow ROWs to be cleaned up such that they provide barriers to
underlying metals contamination. Many ROWs have been cleaned up as
residential and commercial properties have been remediated in Box and Basin
communities. However, EPA and IDEQ recognize that some pre-existing paved
roadways may not provide adequate long-term barriers to underlying
contaminated material, and that local and state entities are responsible for the
long-term road development and maintenance efforts. As a result, the agencies
are developing an approach under the existing RODs to address this issue
collaboratively with local, county, and state entities responsible for providing
and maintaining roadways in their communities. The objective of this effort is to
develop and implement a strategy that ensures the long-term effectiveness of
barriers installed in ROWs, and also aligns with the transportation and
maintenance needs of the Box and Basin communities.

Response to comment LJ36-9

The comment identifies recommendations raised by the NAS in the last chapter
of its report entitled “Mining Megasites: Lessons Learned.” This chapter
acknowledges that it addresses some issues that are outside the scope and
authority of CERCLA. To the extent it is within its authority, EPA has attempted to
address many of these issues with its Selected Remedy. These issues, and EPA’s
responses, are summarized as follows:

e Social and Economic Concerns: EPA has addressed the concerns in the
comment by supporting and working with the Basin Commission, which
includes federal, state and local representatives. The Basin Commission’s
Upper Basin Project Focus Team (PFT) has been instrumental in working
with EPA and other stakeholders to develop remediation goals and remedial
alternatives, considering present and future desired land uses. The NAS also
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recommended that "socioeconomic as well as health and environmental aspects of
remediation, including the need for economic assistance for low-income communities
and provision of health support services for communities living with human health
risks." In an acknowledgment that this recommendation went beyond the scope of
CERCLA, the NAS followed this recommendation by recommending "long-term
commitment to funding, from a mix of state, federal, and private sources." Outside of
this Selected Remedy, EPA is endeavoring to work with local, state, and other agencies
to evaluate the adequacy of health support services within the Site.

Biological Cleanup Goals: In response to comments received on the Proposed Plan EPA
is working with Federal Natural Resource Trustees (such as U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service and U.S. Forest Service) and the Upper Basin PFT to develop ecological
response metrics for evaluating remedial progress during the implementation period
for the Selected Remedy. The aquatic ecological response metrics are refined in part
from the fishery tiers 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 will provide EPA with a means to evaluate, predict, and report on
environmental improvements associated with remedial actions planned and
implemented in the Upper Basin. The intent of such ecological response metrics is to
provide EPA and the public with (1) tools to estimate potential environmental and
ecological improvements that could result from specific remedial actions; (2) target
receptors to evaluate environmental recovery; and (3) a means for measuring
environmental recovery and progress toward cleanup goals following the
implementation of remedial actions.

Partnerships with Industry: EPA is committed to working with the mining industry and
Silver Valley businesses and landowners to conduct the cleanup in ways that are
consistent with the current and future land uses desired by the community. See
response to Comment No. 158-5.

Independent Scientific Review Panel: An independent external multidisciplinary
scientific review panel has been established to advise the agency on characterization
and remediation efforts in the Lower Basin. In addition EPA has benefited from the
review and input it receives from the Basin Commission's Project Focus Teams (PFTs).
The PFTs consist of representatives from various local, state and federal agencies as
well as other interested stakeholders. Many of the representatives provide additional
scientific expertise that allows them to serve as independent reviewers.
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Pine Creek and SFCDR Flooding: 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 define and select these
activities in future decision documents. 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.

Contaminated Sediment Removals: The comment requests that
contaminated sediments from the SFCDR and tributary stream channels be
excavated and placed in secure repositories. The Selected Remedy includes
such actions.

Collect and Treat Contaminated Water: The comment states that collection
and treatment of groundwater from the Box will yield a better return on
investment than groundwater in the Upper Basin. EPA agrees that
groundwater collection and treatment in the Box will yield a higher return
on investment than collection of many other sources of contaminated
water. This is because the level of contamination in Box groundwater is
generally higher than found in other areas of contaminated groundwater in
the Upper Basin. The Selected Remedy includes groundwater collection and
treatment in three areas: (1) the Box, (2) Osburn, and (3) Woodland Park. In
each of these areas, groundwater has been shown to contribute significantly
to degraded surface water quality AND source control actions are not
feasible to address the contamination due to the presence of communities
and infrastructure above contaminated materials. Therefore, although
collection and treatment of Box groundwater will be of great benefit to
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SFCDR water quality, collection of contaminated groundwater in Osburn and
Woodland Park is also necessary to reduce metals loading to the SFCDR.

e Source Control Actions: EPA agrees with the commenter. The Selected Remedy
includes a combination of source control actions coupled with water treatment. EPA

believes the combination of these actions will maximize its effort to meet cleanup
goals.
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Response to comment LJ36-10

In response to comments regarding stream and riparian actions and as part of
EPA’s evaluation to reduce the scope of the Preferred Alternative, those stream
and riparian actions that were co-located with floodplain and sediment removal
actions were determined to be priority actions for inclusion in the Selected
Remedy. These sediment removal actions are primarily designated for riparian
areas (along rivers and creeks). Stream and riparian stabilization actions will be
conducted following remedial actions to stabilize rivers and creeks at the
remediated locations. Therefore, the Selected Remedy refers to these actions as
stream and riparian “stabilization” actions in the Selected Remedy. See the ROD
Amendment, Part 2, Section 14.3 for further details regarding stream and
riparian actions included in the Selected Remedy. EPA agrees that design level
details of the Preferred Alternative were not included in Proposed Plan. However
the level of specificity included in the Typical Conceptual Designs (TCDs) is
adequate for the purpose of identifying, evaluating, and selecting a remedial
action. Remedial design generally occurs after finalization of the Selected
Remedy. During remedy design, EPA will conduct further site-specific evaluations
and will modify remedial approaches if there is concern that implementation of
remedial actions could have an adverse impact on flooding.

Response to comment LJ36-11

The Selected Remedy includes impermeable caps (TCD C09) for two upland
tailings piles: Silver Crescent (KLEO11) and Osburn (WAL0OO1). The Silver Crescent
tailings pile is thought to not be in contact with groundwater, thus a surface cap
should be sufficient to isolate the contaminated materials. If pre-design
investigations indicate that contact with groundwater is a possibility, other
remedial approaches will be considered. The Osburn tailings pile is thought to be
placed on top of contaminated floodplain sediments. Therefore, hydraulic
isolation of this pile will likely require not only a surface cap, but also a
subsurface slurry wall surrounding the contaminated materials and preventing
contact with groundwater. In concept, this slurry wall would be different than
the one used at the Success site in that it would be a “ring” around the
contamination, rather than a downgradient wall. When properly designed, slurry
walls can be an effective means of hydraulic isolation. EPA does not intend to
revisit the Human Health Remedies for the Upper Basin, other than to provide
additional protection from tributary flooding (remedy protection projects).
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Permeable topsoil and gravel caps were included in the Selected Human Health Remedy
following evaluation in the 2001 Feasibility Study (EPA, October 2001, Final [Revision 2]
Feasibility Study Report, Coeur d’Alene Basin Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study), in
which other alternatives were also evaluated.
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Response to comment LJ36-12

Active sites are ones where industrial and/or commercial activities are currently
occurring. At some of these sites, access controls and/or Institutional Controls
Program (ICP) protective barriers are in place that prevent or minimize direct
contact with source materials. In addition to the presence of in-place measures
to reduce direct-contact risk, the active sites are typically overseen by regulatory
agencies outside CERCLA. Therefore, regulatory methods outside of CERCLA are
available to address the potential release of contaminants that may pose a risk
to human health and the environment. If these other regulatory programs fail to
adequately address these sites or if these sites are closed or are no longer active,
EPA will need to evaluate whether cleanup actions are necessary to address
contamination in the future. Fifteen sites were identified as Active Facility Sites
and are not included in the Selected Remedy.

Response to comment LJ36-13

Currently, sites where cleanup actions have been conducted are being
monitored to determine their effectiveness in meeting remedial action
objectives (RAOs). Review of the monitoring results and the protectiveness of
these cleanup actions is documented in Five-Year Reviews consistent with
CERCLA and the 2002 ROD for OU 3. Potential shortcomings of these cleanup
actions in achieving RAOs and protection of human health and the environment
will be addressed as part of the Five-Year Review process. Therefore, 25 sites
where cleanup has already occurred were identified as Remediated Sites and are
not included in the Selected Remedy. See ROD Amendment, Part 2, Section 14.1
for additional detail.

Response to comment LJ36-14

Adaptive management does not mean that EPA can change the Selected Remedy
without meaningful public participation. In fact, if EPA determines in the future
that significant or fundamental changes to the remedy are necessary, EPA is
legally obligated by CERCLA to address these changes through an Explanation of
Significant Differences or another ROD Amendment, respectively. Within the
context of the Selected Remedy, adaptive management simply means that EPA
will implement specific cleanup actions included in the remedy, monitor the
effectiveness of those actions to determine whether cleanup goals are being
achieved, and make adjustments to future cleanup actions to benefit from the
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information gained through the effectiveness monitoring. If these adjustments require
significant or fundamental changes to the Selected Remedy, EPA will prepare a new
decision document that will include the appropriate level of public input. Adaptive
management does not relieve EPA of these obligations under law and policy, or of its
commitment to work with the affected communities. See ROD Amendment, Part 2, Section
12.3.2 for additional detail about adaptive management and future changes to the Selected
Remedy.
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Response to comment LJ36-15

EPA conducted the Focused Feasibility Study (FFS) in a manner consistent with
the National Qil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan and is
now selecting a remedy for the Upper Basin. The level of detail included in a
selected remedy is inherently conceptual and includes some data gaps which
must be filled. The Upper Basin ROD Amendment selects an interim remedy
which includes priority cleanup actions that will be implemented in the near-
term. Since the Selected Remedy for the Upper Basin is an interim measure, EPA
may need to issue additional ROD Amendments in the future to achieve a final
remedy. EPA anticipates that through the adaptive management process and
development of additional decision documents as necessary, cleanup actions can
be modified, if necessary, over time. For all actions included in the Selected
Remedy, site-specific evaluations will be conducted as part of the design.
Because of the data gaps identified in the FFS, EPA expects that, in some cases,
these site-specific evaluations will result in changes to the conceptual site model
and, subsequently, to remedial approaches for the site. For a site as large and
complex as the Upper Basin, this approach will allow for the simultaneous
cleanup of high priority areas and continued evaluation of lower priority areas
where conditions are less well defined.

Response to comment LJ36-16

Water treatment is a key part of the Selected Remedy because it will (1) address
subsurface materials too deep or impractical to be removed, (2) generally
provide a high degree of metals load reduction for a relatively low cost, and (3)
achieve immediate improvements to water quality. Where feasible, source
control actions will be implemented first and the effectiveness of those actions
monitored and evaluated prior to water treatment actions in the same area. A
good example of this is the groundwater drain in the Osburn area. Sediment
removal actions will be conducted along the mainstem of the SFCDR prior to
water treatment actions. Much of the infrastructure and numerous communities
within the Upper Basin have been built on top of significant amounts of mine
waste, which is a major source of groundwater contamination. This underlying
mine waste cannot be removed without disrupting the populated communities
in the Upper Basin, and EPA has committed not to take such action. Many of
these inaccessible sources contribute substantial dissolved metals loading to
groundwater, which ultimately leads to surface water contamination. Water
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conveyance to and treatment at the Central Treatment Plant (CTP) is the identified
treatment method for many sites because it is the lowest cost treatment option. The
construction of an additional active treatment plant in the Wallace area to reduce
conveyance requirements has been evaluated (CH2M HILL, 2007, Draft Remedial
Component Screening for the Woodland Park Area of Canyon Creek) and shown to be
significantly more expensive than conveying contaminated waters to the existing CTP.

Response to comment LJ36-17

Groundwater modeling has projected that there will be some induced flow of river water
to the groundwater interception drain in the Box. However, the design of the drain can be
optimized to minimize this. Extraction wells could be used in place of the drain but would
face the same challenge and require active operator attention. Despite the inducement of
some river flow to the drain, the groundwater collection and treatment action in the Box is
still estimated to have the highest impact (in terms of improvements to surface water
quality) for the lowest cost, relative to any other action included in the Selected Remedy.
The use of stream liners in conjunction with the French drain was considered in
Alternative (e) for OU 2 in the FFS. The stream liner would prevent induced stream flow to
the drain but would also come at a substantial price, one that is not offset by the lower
flow rate that would be sent to the CTP for treatment.
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Response to comment LJ36-18

See response to comment 1822-14. The sites MULO14 and MULO19 are not
included in the Selected Remedy. These sites are excluded from the Selected
Remedy as described in the ROD Amendment, Part 2, Section 14.1. LOKO11 is
included in the Selected Remedy for treatment based on elevated
concentrations of contaminants of concern other than zinc. The adit discharge at
LOKO011 has a reported copper concentration of 520 micrograms per liter (ug/L),
more than 100 times the ambient water quality criterion/criteria (AWQC) of

4.1 pg/L. Onsite treatment was considered for the Star 1200 discharge (MUL012)
as part of the FFS, as it was for all adit discharges in the Upper Basin. Conveyance
to the CTP for treatment was selected as the preferred option for this site based
on lower cost, both in terms of capital and operations and maintenance.

Response to comment LJ36-19

The comment recommends lime lagoon treatment of Canyon Creek and
Ninemile Creek water. The Selected Remedy includes treatment of groundwater
and adit discharges in Canyon Creek and Ninemile Creek, not surface water
directly from the creeks. A large area would be needed for lime lagoon
treatment in Woodland Park. This type of treatment would require a substantial
area within the floodplain. The sides of the ponds would likely need armoring to
protect from floods, which would result in higher downgradient high-water flow
velocities in Canyon Creek and higher sediment scour and transport. Locating
ponds would be problematic given that sufficient acreage does not appear
present in the proposed area along the southeastern flank of the Hecla Star
Tailings Ponds. In addition, the County criticizes the estimated costs for the
groundwater collection system in Woodland Park. The Proposed Plan includes a
conceptual design of the remedy for Woodland Park. Prior to implementing
cleanup actions in Woodland Park pre-design work will occur followed by site-
specific remedial design. The cost estimate in the Proposed Plan was developed
according to CERCLA guidance for the Feasibility Study (FS) process. EPA
guidance states that the accuracy of the cost estimates presented in an FS should
be -30 percent to +50 percent. The WTO02 typical conceptual design (lime
addition and settling ponds) will only be used at sites with sufficient available
space to construct settling ponds with a high enough hydraulic retention time to
result in effective treatment and achievement of discharge standards.
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Response to comment LJ36-20

Lining streams with a synthetic gecomembrane to reduce surface water flow into
contaminated subsurface material, then collecting contaminated groundwater
using drains before it flows into a stream, is an established technology approach
called “hydraulic isolation.” However, in response to public and stakeholder
comments on the Proposed Plan, EPA reviewed this part of the remedy and
decided to modify the hydraulic isolation action in this reach of the SFCDR, as
documented in the ROD Amendment, Part 2, Section 14.2. The full length of the
SFCDR stream liner has been eliminated. In addition, the groundwater collection
drain has been shortened significantly to extend only through the Osburn area
(about 4,600 feet). Interactions between surface water and groundwater and
metals loading to the SFCDR are relatively well understood in this area. This is
because more investigations have been conducted for the Osburn area
compared to the remaining reaches of the SFCDR between Wallace and Elizabeth
Park. This information has enabled actions in that area to be refined. The
development of these modified actions is documented in the Final 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). EPA will monitor and evaluate the effectiveness of the modified approach
as the remedy is carried out using the adaptive management process. Similarly,
the remaining SFCDR reaches between Wallace and Elizabeth Park will be
monitored to determine whether any additional action(s) may be needed to
meet water quality standards or acceptable aquatic benchmarks. The interaction
of the groundwater interception drains in the Box, Osburn, and Woodland Park
with the SFCDR and side drainage tributaries was evaluated using the basinwide
groundwater model. It is anticipated that there will be some minor reduction in
stream flows (SFCDR and Canyon Creek only) as a result of remedy
implementation, but no significant impacts. See response to Comment No. 154-8.

Response to comment LJ36-21

As noted above in response to Comment No. LI36-1, in response to public
comments on the Proposed Plan, EPA has significantly reduced the scope of the
Selected Remedy compared to the Preferred Alternative identified in the
Proposed Plan. The Selected Remedy includes 20 sites identified for passive
water treatment (11 sites for WT02 and 9 sites for WT03). EPA will use the
adaptive management process to implement passive treatment actions. If
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changes in cleanup actions are needed, EPA will develop additional decision documents, as
appropriate and required by the National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution
Contingency Plan.

Response to comment LJ36-22

As discussed in detail in response to Comment No. LI36-6 above, EPA, in collaboration with
the Natural Resource Restoration Team (the Coeur d’Alene Tribe, Bureau of Land
Management, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, U.S. Forest Service, and the State of Idaho) has
developed ecological response metrics for evaluating remedial progress during the
implementation period for the Selected Remedy. Identification of measurable ecological
response metrics will provide EPA with a means to evaluate, predict, and report on
environmental improvements associated with remedial actions planned and implemented
in the Upper Basin. The ecological response metrics are not applicable or relevant and
appropriate requirements (ARARs) and will not be used as binding benchmarks in the
future. Regarding achieving water quality standards, CERCLA and the National Oil and
Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan require a remedial action to attain each
ARAR unless it is waived. EPA has not concluded that it is technically impracticable to attain
water quality standards (i.e., ambient water quality criteria [AWQC]), and in general EPA
does not consider ARAR waivers until efforts to remediate the contaminated media have
been undertaken. In EPA’s experience at complex sites such as the Bunker Hill Superfund
Site, it is 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 interim benchmarks and
ongoing monitoring to assess aquatic life. If EPA determines that aquatic life is being
protected by cleanup criteria that are less stringent than the water quality standards, an
ARAR waiver can be pursued. 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 and before data are collected to
show that the cleanup is protective. 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
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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. EPA believes that funds spent
on the Selected Remedy will be well spent and focus on the highest priority
cleanup actions through an Implementation Plan that is based on adaptive
management as recommended by the NAS.



PART 3 — RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY: ATTACHMENT F, RESPONSES TO LOCAL JURISDICTION COMMENTS

INTERIM RECORD OF DECISION (ROD) AMENDMENT, UPPER BASIN OF THE COEUR D’ALENE RIVER, BUNKER HILL SUPERFUND SITE —AUGUST 2012

PAGE F-131

Response to comment LJ36-23

EPA agrees that sediment removals are an important component of the Selected
Remedy. However, timing for implementation of these actions will need to be
considered in the context of upstream remedial actions to minimize the
potential for recontamination. Each year, EPA will continue to provide a
summary of CERCLA-related activities for the one- and five-year work plans
prepared by the Basin Commission that summarize planned Basin-related
activities. Stakeholders and the public will have opportunities at that time to
provide input on specific, planned activities. Regarding EPA’s implementation of
the Selected Remedy, see the ROD Amendment, Part 2, Section 12.3.

Response to comment LJ36-24

Cleanup of the Upper Basin will require the remediation of a large amount of
contaminated material resulting from over a century of mining activities. This
comprehensive cleanup will of necessity require repositories to store
contaminated material. 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 Asarco 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. 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. 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 the contaminated materials and locating regional
repositories in the main SFCDR valley. With the siting of a new repository in
Canyon Creek, the waste generated in this tributary can be disposed of within
this repository. This fact in combination with the waste consolidation area
identified for NInemile Creek will allow for capacity within the Osburn repository
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for waste generated from other areas including the SFCDR. See response to Comment No.
154-3.

Response to comment LJ36-25

Based on consideration of comments received on the Proposed Plan and the reduced
scope of remedial actions included in the Selected Remedy, EPA further evaluated reaches
of the SFCDR designated for stream and riparian cleanup actions in the Preferred
Alternative. The goal of the evaluation was to identify stream and riparian actions that
were co-located with remedial actions, particularly sediment removal actions, included in
the Selected Remedy. These sediment removal actions are primarily designated for riparian
areas (along rivers and creeks). Stream and riparian actions will be conducted following
remedial actions to stabilize rivers and creeks in the remediated locations. Therefore, the
Selected Remedy refers to these actions as stream and riparian “stabilization” actions in
the Selected Remedy. See the ROD Amendment, Part 2, Section 14.3 for additional detail
on changes to stream and riparian actions. See response to Comment No. LJ36-3.
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Response to comment LJ36-26

The NAS review’s conclusions and recommendations cover the remedial
investigation, human health risk assessment, and ecological risk assessment of
the Coeur d’Alene Basin, and remediation objectives and approaches. Many of
the recommendations relate to EPA’s approach to protection of the environment
presented in the 2002 ROD for OU 3 and the 2001 Feasibility Study (FS) Report
(EPA, October 2001, Final [Revision 2] Feasibility Study Report, Coeur d’Alene
Basin Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study). The NAS review validated much
of the 2002 ROD for OU 3, and the recommendations for areas of improvement
primarily focused on ecological protection. EPA carefully considered the NAS
report and its recommendations, and conducted studies and evaluations to
address the major recommendations. The results of those efforts are reflected in
the actions identified in the Upper Basin Selected Remedy. The Selected Remedy
appropriately addresses the NAS recommendations, while recognizing EPA’s
statutory obligations under CERCLA. Since the ROD for OU 3 was issued in 2002
and the NAS report in 2005, EPA has continued to collect environmental data
and conduct studies throughout the Coeur d’Alene Basin, particularly in the
Upper Basin. The additional data and studies have improved EPA’s
understanding of the Upper Basin, and enabled EPA to address key NAS
recommendations involving the fate and transport of dissolved metals in the
subsurface; the role that groundwater plays in contaminant loading to surface
water; approaches to groundwater treatment; the development of predictive
tools to assess the effectiveness of remedial actions; evaluation of the SFCDR
Watershed as a whole, including the Bunker Hill Box; and improving the use of
the adaptive management approach.
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Response to comment LJ36-27

EPA notes the bulleted items summarized by Shoshone County, and has
responded to these issues above. EPA will continue to coordinate with Shoshone
County both directly and through the Basin Commission during implementation
of the Selected Remedy.
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State Representative, LJ54, Letter 619651-12 Response to comment LJ54-1
Comment noted.
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Response to comment LJ54-2

Regarding human health risks in the Basin, see response to Comment No. 1295-1.
The Upper Basin Selected Remedy includes an estimated $33.8 million for
remedy protection work in the Upper Basin. Remedy protection is intended to
protect the existing human health clean soil barriers (e.g., remediated yards and
rights-of-way) within Upper Basin communities from tributary flooding and high-
precipitation events. In addition to the remedy protection work, cleanup actions
that address mine waste contamination within drainage areas accessible for
recreational use will protect human health and improve surface water quality.
Common recreational activities in the Coeur d’Alene Basin include hiking, fishing,
hunting, boating, swimming, and all-terrain-vehicle riding. As noted in the ROD
Amendment, Part 3, Section 3.2.4, exposure to lead contamination can cause
elevated blood lead levels and resulting adverse neurological effects. EPA has
also found that elevated blood lead levels can occur within relatively short
exposure periods (such as through recreational exposure to contamination
located along the SFCDR, on waste piles, etc.). The Selected Remedy will provide
clean surface soil in contaminated areas and reduce particulate lead loading to
surface water. In these ways, the Selected Remedy will further reduce the risks
people may be exposed to during recreational activities.

Response to comment LJ54-3

Regarding the scope and cost of the Selected Remedy, see response to Comment
No. I58-1.EPA is required under CERCLA, the Superfund law, to address
unacceptable risks to human health and the environment at the Bunker Hill
Superfund Site. While significant cleanup has taken place in the Basin, there is
still contamination in site soil, sediments, groundwater, and surface water that
poses unacceptable risks to human health and the environment. As described in
the ROD Amendment, the levels of contamination significantly exceed
acceptable state and site-specific water quality standards.

Response to comment LJ54-4
See responses to Comment Nos. 158-1, 158-2, and 154-12.

Response to comment LJ54-5
See responses to Comment Nos. 158-1, 158-2, and 154-12.
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Response to comment LJ54-6
See response to Comment No. 1474-2.

Response to comment LJ54-7
Comment noted.
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Response to comment LJ54-8

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, mine wastes were discharged directly into
creeks and rivers. Today, ongoing mining activities are regulated by state and
federal laws other than CERCLA. Also see response to Comment No. 154-2.



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

State Representative, LJ52, Letter 619651-7 No comments
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EPA Comments Public Hearing
October 20, 2010

EPA Comments Public Hearing-Revised

Page 15

that, e all here tonight, would we?
(Applause.)
MARY LOU SHEE Now we enter another stage
of the term. One can only hope that this time it will

come out with a good ending with satisfied partners.

Being a Superfund clean-up site brings on a

to put a l'i&fﬂ!?f.‘ r on

businesses that are look

relocate in our area.

There's a huge need for th

county to return

to the (inaudible). Shoshone County paid a month the

highest taxes to the state of any Idaho county. We
simply cannot do that without our mining and industry

that's on everyone's list. We si

jobs and job

have and create more good-paying jobs.
It comes up that the EPA brings jobs to the

but most are

ity. And I admit ti

seasonable. And what about the mining industry j¢
that are lost because of it? Do they not supply
good-paying jobs? Once that alsc makes for many more
jobs, but there's a trickle-down effect, like more
educators, teachers, more office jobs, more supply
people, just to name a few.

These mines have kept this county alive and

prosperous IQr many, many years ana can
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Response to comment LJ52-1
See response to Comment No. 154-2.

Response to comment LJ52-2
See responses to Comment Nos. 158-5 and 154-2.

Response to comment LJ52-3
See responses to Comment Nos. LC32-2 and 158-5.

Response to comment LJ52-4

Neither the proposed nor the Selected Remedy would regulate mining activities.
Moreover, in response to such public comments and concerns, the Selected
Remedy does not include cleanup actions at “Active Facilities” (i.e., mining
facilities among others).
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I have read that there may be new regulations

for mining in the area, but that they are not clear.

Now, I feel that any changes must be made very clear,

very clearly laid out and very clearly explained. I

And please let me remind you of the situaticn

with the TMDL. Their limits can simply never be met

that this is a naturally occurring substance in the

s0il, which was here and beyond before there was any

mining going on at all and it will always be with us.

Let us dis

something that cannct be solwved.

Thank you for letting my voice be heard
tonight and please now heed what you have heard and will
be hearing in the rest of the meeting. Again, thank you
so much for being here.

(Appl
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MAYOR VESTER: State Representative Dick
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=
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followed by Luke Russell.

DICK HARWOOD: Mayors, gc

ou for having me and letting me speak a little

to see the EFA here,

too I had five points that I want to bring up tonight
that I said I feel are pretty important, but I'm going

to condense it to three because ¢of the time. But my
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Response to comment LJ52-5
See responses to Comment Nos. SA4-11 and LC33-8.

Response to comment LJ52-6

EPA is required under CERCLA, the Superfund law, to address unacceptable risks
to human health and the environment at the Bunker Hill Superfund Site. While
much work has completed, significant cleanup is still required to address human
health and the environment in the Basin. The cleanup actions planned will have
significant impact in achieving these goals. Regarding the Selected Remedy, see
responses to Comments No. 1295-1 and 158-1.
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State Representative, LJ53, Letter 619651-8
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EPA Comments Public Hearing EPA Comments Public Hearing-Revised

October 20, 2010

Page 16

e may be new regulations

for mining in the area, but that they are not clear.
Now, I feel that any changes must be made very clear,

very clearly laid out and very clearly explained. I

And please let me remind you of the situaticn

with the TMDPL. Their limits can simply never be met

iz is a naturally occurring substance in the

soil, ¥ 1 was here and beyond be there was any
mining going on at all and it will always be with us.

Let us discontinue putting money into

something that cannot be

Thank you for letting my voice be heard
tonight and please now heed what you have heard and will

be hearing in the rest " the meeting. Again, thank you

s0 much for being here.

MAYOR VESTER: State Representative Dick
Harwood followed by Luke Russell.

DICK HARWC

Mayors, gc

Thank you for having me and letting me speak a little

ht about this. It"s to see the EFA here,

I want to bring up tonight

that I said I feel are pretty important, but I'm going

to condense it to three because of the ti
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Response to comment LJ53-1

EPA does not believe that implementation of the Selected Remedy will interfere
with or result in a taking of any private entity's or individuals’ right to use water.
Notwithstanding this belief, EPA will not take private water rights in violation of
the Fifth Amendment. See response to Comment No. 154-8 and the ROD
Amendment, Part 3, Section 3.7.4.
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Lo S ) Response to comment LJ53-2
EPA Comments Public Hearing EPA Comments Public Hearing-Revised . . ] o .
October 20, 2010 The comment raises issues regarding whether EPA satisfied National

Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) requirements. For CERCLA response actions,
EPA is exempted from the procedural requirements of environmental laws,
including NEPA. CERCLA Section 121 (d)(2)(A) addresses the applicability of other
environmental laws through applicable or relevant and appropriate
requirements (ARARs). The National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution
Contingency Plan interprets this to require compliance only with substantive, not
procedural, aspects of ARARs. Because NEPA requirements are procedural, NEPA
is not an ARAR for CERCLA response actions. EPA procedures or environmental

reviews under CERCLA enabling legislation are functionally equivalent to the
i out here when you own a piece of NEPA process and thus, exempt from the procedural requirements in NEPA.
cated CERCLA addresses the two basic objectives of NEPA: (1) the agency should
consider significant environmental impacts of the proposed action, and (2)

. {inaudible) th

L153-1 —~ =
11 Mow, if the EPA takes this water without just relevant environmental information should be made available to the public,

t's a which allows the public to play a role in the agency's decision-making process
. 2 Fifth and implementation of the decision. The administrative record EPA developed in
14 Amendment -- on the last part of the Fifth Amendment support of the Selected Remedy documents that EPA' by fOHOWing the

requirements of the National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution

perty be taken for

" Contingency Plan, conducted a remedy selection process that was the functional

equivalent of NEPA. In response to comments, EPA has significantly reduced the
scope of the Selected Remedy and is not including all of the remedial actions
that were identified in EPA’s Preferred Alternative for the Upper Basin in the
Proposed Plan. Changes made to the Selected Remedy are described in detail in
Part 2, Section 14.0 of the ROD Amendment. The ROD Amendment, including the
Selected Remedy, was developed in a manner consistent with the National Qil

and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan, as required by CERCLA.
23 ov1d Bey rhought. EPA’s goal is to complete the cleanup in the Basin as quickly as possible and with
24 And the other thing that bothers me about this minimum disruption. EPA is required by law to ensure protection of human

23 L3, thet.the BEA'S Nt Gousisn Ble. DR RGvITdnaearal health and the environment. The Upper Basin is a large area with complicated

1153-2 contamination issues that have evolved over a long period of time. The extent
and nature of the contamination dictate that it will take substantial time and
resources to clean up. The ROD Amendment provides details regarding the

v implementation approach for the Selected Remedy, including where the work
starts and how it will proceed over time. With help from stakeholders and
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community members involved in the Basin Commission’s Upper Basin Project Focus Team
over the last several years, EPA developed a logical and transparent prioritization process
for cleanup actions. Using this prioritization process, the Selected Remedy, an interim
action, focuses on a prioritized set of cleanup actions. The actions include the most
contaminated drainages (i.e., Ninemile and Canyon Creeks), areas that have the greatest
adverse impact on groundwater and surface water (e.g., OU 2), and areas that provide
protection for existing remedies. This process of prioritizing actions included in the
Selected Remedy is consistent with the adaptive management approach. The estimated
time for implementing the Selected Remedy is about 30 years.

PAGE F-144



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

Response to comment LJ53-3
See responses to Comment Nos. 154-6 and LJ39-5.
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Response to comment LJ53-4
Thank you for your comments.
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U. S. House of Representatives, LJ29, Letter 618730
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Response to comment LJ29-1
Comment noted.

Response to comment LJ29-2

Under CERCLA, EPA has the responsibility and the obligation to address
unacceptable risks to human health and the environment. The FFS, the Proposed
Plan, and the ROD Amendment document the numerous studies that have
identified these unacceptable risks. As described in the ROD Amendment, Part 2,
Section 12 and in response to Comment No. 158-1, EPA has significantly reduced
the scope and cost of the Selected Remedy from that of the Preferred
Alternative identified in the Proposed Plan. As described in the response to
Comment No. 1295-3, EPA will pay for much of the cleanup with funds from legal
settlements between mining companies and the federal government.

Response to comment LJ29-3
Comment noted.
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Response to comment LJ29-4
See responses to Comment Nos. I58-1 and 158-2 regarding the cost, duration,
and funding of the Selected Remedy.

Response to comment LJ29-5

Water collection and treatment is a well-known and proven approach to
remediating contaminated areas where the source cannot be removed. The
Selected Remedy includes collection and treatment of contaminated adit
discharges and groundwater that has become contaminated through contact
with mining-related contamination present beneath communities and
infrastructure. As part of the Selected Remedy, an interim action, groundwater
treatment is included for three areas: Woodland Park in Canyon Creek, Osburn,
and the Bunker Hill Box. In each of these areas, source control is not a feasible
option because it would require the displacement of communities, and water
treatment is the only way to prevent the continued discharge of metals to
surface water. Loading of dissolved zinc from groundwater to the surface in
these three areas alone is estimated to be over 600 pounds per day on average.
This dissolved zinc load will continue to enter the SFCDR every day unless
groundwater treatment actions are implemented to prevent it. Similarly, in most
cases, source control actions cannot be used to address contaminated adit
discharges because they are the result of groundwater, surface water, or both
coming in contact with the minerals within a mine. There may be mine sites
where it is possible to create surface water diversions and prevent the flow of
water into the mine and, thus, the discharge of adit drainage. Opportunities for
water diversion and "keeping clean water clean" will be explored on a site-by-
site basis during design.

Response to comment LJ29-6

See responses to Comment Nos. 158-1 and 158-2 regarding EPA reduction in
scope of the Selected Remedy, in part based on public comments. See response
to Comment No. 154-2 regarding benefits that cleanup can have on the local
economy. See response to Comment No. I158-5 regarding how mining operations
can coexist with cleanup actions.
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Response to comment LJ29-7

EPA, by a CERCLA technical impracticability waiver, or the State of Idaho, for example by a
Clean Water Act change in beneficial use, may adjust water quality goals. In regard to a
technical impracticability waiver, see response to Comment No. SA4-11.

Response to comment LJ29-8

Consistent with comments received from the NAS, EPA is responding to risks posed by
mine waste contamination in a holistic way. Use of many small operable units would not be
suitable for the area subject to the ROD Amendment given the similarities in contaminants,
transport mechanisms, and exposure scenarios. See response to Comment No. 158-1.

Response to comment LJ29-9

In part due to comments on the Proposed Plan EPA has reduced the scope of the Selected
Remedy and it is now an interim remedy for the Upper Basin. See response to Comment
No. I58-1 for more information regarding the scope and expected duration of cleanup for
the Selected Remedy.

Response to comment LJ29-10

See response to Comment No. LC33-10 regarding water treatment and potential impacts
on streams and rivers. See response to Comment No. LJ36-3 regarding potential flooding
issues in the Upper Basin.

Response to comment LJ29-11
See responses to Comment Nos. 158-1 and 158-2.
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Response to comment LJ29-12

In part due to comments on the Proposed Plan, EPA has reduced the scope of

the Selected Remedy and it is now an interim remedy for the Upper Basin. See
response to Comment No. 158-1 for more information regarding the expected

duration of cleanup for the Selected Remedy.

Response to comment LJ29-13
See responses to Comment Nos. 158-1 and 158-2.
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U. S. Senate, LJ27, Letter 617802
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Response to comment LJ27-1
This document has been added to the official record of comments.

Response to comment LJ27-2

EPA recognizes that public support for the Selected Remedy is important, and
EPA has listened to the public input on the Proposed Plan. The Selected Remedy
reflects significant changes made to address public concerns. Some of the
primary concerns voiced by the public about the Preferred Alternative were that
it was too big, too costly, will take too long to implement, and will be
detrimental to the mining industry in the Silver Valley. In response to these
concerns, EPA has significantly reduced the scope of the Selected Remedy and is
not including all of the remedial actions that were identified in EPA’s Preferred
Alternative for the Upper Basin in the Proposed Plan. Regarding EPA's extensive
efforts regarding community involvement in the remedy selection process, see
response to Comment No. 1295-2.

Response to comment LJ27-3

The remedy selection process was consistent with the National Oil and
Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan, as required by CERCLA. The
remedial actions included in the Selected Remedy are consistent with those
implemented at abandoned mine sites around the world. EPA believes that these
actions will be effective in the Upper Coeur d'Alene Basin and will result in
significant improvements to water quality and reduction of risks to human health
and the environment. Outside experts in mine remediation hired (or employed)
by the state, counties, Tribe, and natural resource agencies have all participated
in developing the Selected Remedy through the Project Focus Team (PFT)
process over the last 2 years. The Selected Remedy is based on the approach EPA
was proposing in the 2001 Feasibility Study (EPA, October 2001, Final [Revision
2] Feasibility Study Report, Coeur d’Alene Basin Remedial Investigation/Feasibility
Study), which the NAS agreed with (National Academy of Sciences, 2005,
http://www.epa.gov/superfund/accomp/coeur/), and reflects the incorporation

of many of NAS's suggestions. As the cleanup is put into action, EPA will use an
adaptive management process through which EPA will periodically review new
information as the cleanup moves forward. “New information” may include the
effectiveness of implemented remedial actions, the fate and transport of
contaminants, and review of new technologies that may be applicable to the
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Upper Basin. Through ongoing adaptive management and the CERCLA Five-Year Review
process, EPA anticipates using the information gained to make adjustments to
implementation plans and to evaluate and implement new technologies where
appropriate.

Response to comment LJ27-4
See response to comment 158-5.

Response to comment LJ27-5
See response to comment 158-5.

Response to comment LJ27-6
See responses to comments 158-1 and 154-2.
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Response to comment LJ27-7
See response to Comment No. LJ127-8. For example, the Selected Remedy
addresses recommendations made by the NAS by:

e Addressing contaminant sources such as mine tailings, waste rock, and
contaminated floodplain sediments;

e Improving surface water quality in the SFCDR and its tributaries; and

e Protecting existing Selected Human Health Remedies that are vulnerable to
erosion and recontamination.

Response to comment LJ27-8

In 2002, Congress instructed EPA to ask the National Research Council (NRC) to
conduct an independent evaluation of the Bunker Hill Superfund Site. The NRC
established the Committee on Superfund Site Assessment and Remediation in
the Coeur d’Alene Basin to evaluate the 2002 ROD for OU 3 (EPA, 2002;
www.epa.gov/superfund/sites/rods/fulltext/r1002032.pdf) and supporting

documents, and to examine EPA’s scientific and technical practices at the Site.
NAS issued its resulting report in 2005 (National Academy of Sciences, 2005,
http://www.epa.gov/superfund/accomp/coeur/).

The report’s conclusions and recommendations cover the remedial investigation,
human health risk assessment, and ecological risk assessment of the Coeur
d’Alene Basin, and remediation objectives and approaches. Many of the
recommendations relate to EPA’s approach to protection of the environment
presented in the 2002 ROD for OU 3 and the 2001 Feasibility Study (FS) Report
(EPA, October 2001, Final [Revision 2] Feasibility Study Report, Coeur d’Alene
Basin Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study). The NAS review validated much
of the 2002 ROD for OU 3, and the recommendations for areas of improvement
primarily focused on ecological protection. EPA carefully considered the NAS
report and its recommendations, and conducted studies and evaluations to
address the major recommendations. The results of those efforts are reflected in
the actions identified in the Upper Basin Selected Remedy. EPA believes the
Selected Remedy presented in the ROD Amendment addresses the NAS report’s
recommendations, while recognizing EPA’s statutory obligations under CERCLA.

Since the ROD for OU 3 was issued in 2002 and the NAS report in 2005, EPA has
continued to collect environmental data and conduct additional studies
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throughout the Coeur d’Alene Basin, particularly in the Upper Basin. The additional data
and studies have improved EPA’s understanding of the Upper Basin, and enabled EPA to
address key NAS recommendations involving the fate and transport of dissolved metals in
the subsurface; the role that groundwater plays in contaminant loading to surface water;
approaches to groundwater treatment; the development of predictive tools to assess the
effectiveness of remedial actions; evaluation of the SFCDR Watershed as a whole, including
the Bunker Hill Box; and improving the use of the adaptive management approach.

The Predictive Analysis (PA) is a tool that can be used to estimate how effective proposed
remedial actions will be in relation to projected improvements to surface water quality.
The PA was first developed to support the evaluation of alternatives in the 2001 FS Report.
It was later used to support evaluations in the ROD for OU 3 and the FFS Report for the
Upper Basin. The Upper Basin covers a large geographic area, and predicting the potential
effectiveness of hundreds of individual remedial actions across the entire Upper Basin is a
significant challenge. The PA provided a means of addressing this challenge. Using the basic
principle of mass balance (i.e., if 10 Ib. of zinc are present at a site and 9 are removed, 1 |b.
remains), the PA provided estimates of remedial effectiveness on an Upper Basin-wide
scale that could be used in comparing alternatives.

The development of the PA (referred to as the Probabilistic Analysis at the time of the 2002
ROD for OU 3) was first documented in a 2001 technical memorandum (URS Greiner,
September 2001, Technical Memorandum [Revision 1]: Probabilistic Analysis of Post-
Remediation Metal Loading, prepared for EPA Region 10). The PA and associated
documentation were reviewed as part of the NAS review (see Appendix F in National
Academy of Sciences, 2005, http://www.epa.gov/superfund/accomp/coeur/). That review

raised questions about the methods and assumptions used to develop the PA. Following
the NAS review, EPA sought an independent review of the PA by a well-known leader in the
field of probabilistic modeling, Dr. Gregory B. Baecher, University of Maryland, A.J. Clark
School of Engineering (College Park, MD). The purpose of Dr. Baecher’s review was to
address questions raised by the NAS review.

Dr. Baecher’s review validated EPA’s use of the PA in the evaluation and comparison of
remedial alternatives. This review culminated in a second memorandum, A Predictive
Analysis of Post-Remediation Metals Loading (EPA, 2007,
http://yosemite.epa.gov/R10/CLEANUP.NSF/6ea33b02338c3a5e882567ca005d382f/97c56
add3adf94678825755900771691/SFILE/CDA%20Final%20Tech%20Memo.pdf), which
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provided clarification and additional documentation related to the PA. However,
the fundamentals of the analysis have remained unchanged since it was first
developed for the 2001 FS. The following is an excerpt from Dr. Baecher’s
transmittal letter for the 2007 memorandum, which summarizes his findings
related to the PA: “In my opinion, the Predictive Analysis strikes a reasonable
balance between the needs of the Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Study
to chart a course forward, and the difficulty of acquiring sufficient data on the
basin from which to analyze conditions in a statistically exhaustive way. The
approach taken by the Predictive Analysis is the traditional one of using
professional judgment--both engineering and scientific--to form assumptions
and to make estimates of parameter values, boundary conditions, and initial
conditions. In my opinion, this is sound engineering practice.”

Response to comment LJ27-9

Under the Superfund law, EPA has the responsibility and the authority to take
actions to protect human health and the environment. Cost is one of the nine
CERCLA remedy selection criteria that EPA has evaluated during the remedy
selection process as documented in the ROD Amendment and the Focused
Feasibility Study Report. EPA agrees that this is a considerable amount of money
and has reduced the scope of the Selected Remedy in response to public
comments so that the total cost is decreased (see response to Comment No. I58-
1). EPA's implementation planning process will also ensure that money is spent
wisely to protect human health and the environment. EPA will pay for much of
the proposed cleanup with funds from legal settlements between mining
companies and the federal government (see response to Comment No. 1295-3).

Response to comment LJ27-10

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. See response to Comment No. 158-1 for
further detail.
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Response to comment LJ27-11
See response to comment 154-8.

Response to comment LJ27-12

See responses to Comment Nos. LC32-2 and 154-5. EPA has reduced the scope of the
Selected Remedy compared to the Preferred Alternative identified in the Proposed Plan.
The Selected Remedy in an interim remedy that includes remedy protection actions and
remedial actions that are considered high priority.

Response to comment LJ27-13

The historic mine waste located in the Upper Basin continues to serve as a source of
dissolved and particulate metals to downstream areas, including the Lower Basin and Lake
Coeur d'Alene. That is one of the primary drivers behind EPA's Selected Remedy. Although
the Lower Basin is not included in the Selected Remedy, actions in the Upper Basin are
expected to improve water quality and reduce the movement of contaminated sediments
downstream in the Lower Basin. Thus, the Upper Basin cleanup is expected to complement
cleanup activities in the Lower Basin by reducing the flow of contaminated materials and
reducing the potential for recontamination from the Upper Basin to the Lower Basin. EPA
continues to pursue data collection and analysis efforts in the Lower Basin to support the
future development and evaluation of remedial alternatives.

Response to comment LJ27-14

The remedy selection process was consistent with the National Oil and Hazardous
Substances Pollution Contingency Plan, as required by CERCLA. Regarding the NAS
recommendations, see response to Comment No. LJ27-8. Water collection and treatment is
a well-known and proven approach to remediating contaminated areas where the source
cannot be removed. The Selected Remedy includes collection and treatment of
contaminated adit discharges and groundwater that has become contaminated through
contact with mining-related contamination present beneath communities and
infrastructure. As part of the Selected Remedy, an interim action, groundwater treatment
is included for three areas in the Selected Remedy: Woodland Park, Osburn, and the Box. In
each of these areas, source control is not a feasible option because it would require the
displacement of communities and water treatment is the only way to prevent the
continued discharge of metals to surface water. Loading of dissolved zinc from
groundwater to the surface in these three areas alone is estimated to be over 600 pounds
per day on average. This dissolved zinc load will continue to enter the SFCDR every day
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unless groundwater treatment actions are implemented to prevent it. Similarly,
in most cases, source control actions cannot be used to address contaminated
adit discharges because they are the result of groundwater, surface water, or
both coming in contact with the minerals within a mine. There may be mine sites
where it is possible to create surface water diversions and prevent the flow of
water into the mine and thus, the discharge of adit drainage. Opportunities for
water diversion and "keeping clean water clean" will be explored on a site-by-
site basis during design. In addition to water treatment the Selected Remedy
includes source control actions where contaminated materials are accessible.
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L127-15

We requested an extension of the deadline for public comments in light of the size and
complexity of EPA's proposal. Soon after the Town Hall meeting, EPA extended the
deadline for comments until November 23, 2010. Thank you for accommodating this
request.

| would appreciate the opportunity to further discuss the issues and concerns outlined
here with you at your earliest convenience and look forward to your reply.

Sincerely,

Michael D. Crapo
United States Senator

cc:
Governor Otter

Chariman Allan, Cd'A Tribe
Senator Risch
Congressman Simpson
Congressman Minnick
Raul Labrador

Shoshone County
Kootenai County

Cd’A Basin Commission
Bob Perciasepe, EPA
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Response to comment LJ27-15
Comment noted.
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U.S. Senator James Risch, LJ40, Letter 1365283
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Response to comment LJ40-1
Thank you for your comment.

Response to comment LJ40-2
See response to Comment No. 158-2.

Response to comment LJ40-3

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. It is expected that it will take about 30
years to implement the Selected Remedy. See responses to Comment Nos. 158-1
and 158-2 for additional detail.

Response to comment LJ40-4

Because this remedy will result in hazardous substances, pollutants, or
contaminants remaining onsite above levels that allow for unlimited use and
unrestricted exposure, statutory CERCLA reviews will be conducted at least every
five years after the initiation of remedial actions to ensure that the Selected
Remedy is, or will be, protective of human health and the environment (National
Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan 300.430(f)(4)(ii)). Also
see the response to Comment No. I58-1.
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Response to comment LJ40-5

It is unclear where the commenter's citation of $3 to $5 billion dollars came
from. However, EPA has reduced the scope of the Selected Remedy and this has
resulted in a reduction in estimated cost from $1.3 billion to $635 million.
Regarding the funding of the Selected Remedy, see response to Comment No.
1295-3. The cost estimate provided in the Proposed Plan was developed
according to CERCLA guidance for the Feasibility Study (FS) process. EPA
guidance states that the accuracy of the cost estimates presented in an FS should
be -30 percent to +50 percent, and that a discount rate of 7 percent be used to
estimate total project costs in today’s dollars (EPA, 2000, A Guide to Developing
and Documenting Cost Estimates during the Feasibility Study). According to
guidance, this 7 percent discount rate accounts for inflation and the rising costs
of construction over time. In this case, 2009 dollars are the basis for the net
present value (NPV) cost estimate, consistent with cost estimates presented in
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). The cost estimate includes the costs of
both the remedial action and operation and maintenance (O&M). Cost estimates
for work to be performed will be further refined during the remedial design
process.

Response to comment LJ40-6

The state is not required to provide funds for remedial actions funded by monies
EPA recovered from settlements. Settlement funds can be used to reduce both
federal and state costs associated with cleanup. EPA has received approximately
$691 million from its settlements with ASARCO Inc. and the Hecla Mining
Company, and is committed to careful use of these funds to protect human
health and the environment over the long-term. However, when the federal
government pays directly for cleanup, the state is required to fund 10 percent of
the construction costs and 100 percent of the O&M costs.

Response to comment LJ40-7

EPA is committed to meaningful community participation throughout the
Superfund process in the Coeur d’Alene Basin. Over the years, EPA has engaged
the public through all phases of its work. Most importantly, EPA has encouraged
the public to be involved in selection of the remedies for OUs 1, 2, and 3 and,
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most recently, the Selected Remedy for the Upper Basin. EPA recognizes that public
support for the Selected Remedy is important; EPA has listened to the public input on the
Preferred Alternative and the Selected Remedy reflects significant changes made to
address public concerns. Some of the primary concerns voiced by the public about the
Preferred Alternative were that it was too big, too costly, will take too long to implement,
and will be detrimental to the mining industry in the Silver Valley. In response to these
concerns, EPA has significantly reduced the scope of the Selected Remedy and is not
including all of the remedial actions that were identified in EPA’s Preferred Alternative for
the Upper Basin in the Proposed Plan. See the ROD Amendment, Part 2, Section 14 for
additional detail. As described in more detail in the response to Comment No. I58-5, EPA is
confident that the cleanup and mining can coexist. EPA, as a federal agency, is obligated to
make sound scientific decisions. EPA is dedicated to its mission and mandate to protect
people’s health and the environment, even if our actions are unpopular. EPA takes public
input seriously and always considers the information and comments provided by citizens.
EPA may, at times, make decisions that some people do not agree with. This does not
mean that the agency is not listening to concerns or is carelessly disregarding public input.
In those instances, the agency is listening but has not heard or seen information which
would cause a change in conclusions. In the case of this cleanup plan, EPA has made many
significant changes in response to public comments.

Response to comment LJ40-8

The Selected Remedy identified for the Upper Basin in this ROD Amendment has been
significantly changed from the Preferred Alternative of the Proposed Plan, and builds upon
the remedies identified in the previous RODs and incorporates additional information
obtained since 2002. The Selected Remedy includes actions that update, modify, and add
to the previous cleanup plans for the Upper Basin described in the RODs for OUs 1, 2, and 3
and related decision documents. This Selected Remedy is intended to significantly advance
the cleanup process toward future selection of a final remedy for the Upper Basin. See
response to Comment No. 1474-2 regarding the 10-year timeframe proposed in the
comment.
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Vester, Mayor Dick, LJ33, Letter 619546
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Response to comment LJ33-1
See response to Comment No. 158-1.

Response to comment LJ33-2
See response to Comment No. 154-2.

Response to comment LJ33-3
Comment noted. See responses to Comment Nos. 158-1 and 1295-2.

Response to comment LJ33-4
See response to Comment No. 158-1.

Response to comment LJ33-5
See responses to Comment Nos. 1295-2, LJ11-2, and 154-6.

Response to comment LJ33-6
See response to Comment No. |158-5.

Response to comment LJ33-7
See response to Comment No. 154-3.
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Response to comment LJ33-8
See responses to Comment Nos. 154-5 and LJ36-3.

Response to comment LJ33-9
See responses to Comment Nos. SA4-12 and 154-8.
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No comments
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Vester, Mayor Dick, LJ56, Letter 619651-40
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Response to comment LJ56-1
Thank you for your comment.

Response to comment LJ56-2
See responses to Comment Nos. 158-1 and 154-2.

Response to comment LJ56-3

Comment noted. The authority for making Superfund cleanup decisions has been
delegated from the EPA Administrator to the Directors of the Superfund cleanup
programs around the country. Regional Administrator McLerran was pleased to
have the opportunity to discuss EPA's proposed cleanup plan with local elected
officials on November 16, 2010, in Wallace. As a Basin Commissioner, Regional
Administrator McLerran has also attended many Commission meetings in
support of site cleanup work and regularly receives updates on site work, issues,
and public input from EPA staff. Other EPA senior executives, including Deputy
Regional Administrator Michelle Pirzadeh and Director of the Office of
Environmental Cleanup Dan Opalski, have also attended many meetings in the
Silver Valley related to the Upper Basin ROD Amendment and other important
issues. In addition, EPA has provided a wide range of opportunities for
community participation in selection of a remedy for the Upper Basin. Since late
2008, EPA has hosted and/or attended over 70 meetings to share information
and gather input about development of the Focused Feasibility Study Report and
Proposed Plan. EPA has engaged local residents, elected officials, community
groups, and many other stakeholders in the decision process. This outreach
includes working with the Basin Commission, its Technical Leadership Group
(TLG), and the Citizens’ Coordinating Council (CCC). EPA also submitted drafts of
the Focused Feasibility Study Report to stakeholders and the Basin Commission
for review and comment to assist EPA in preparing a final report. Based on
requests from the public after the Proposed Plan was issued, the comment
period was extended 90 additional days, for a total of 135 days for comment on
the Proposed Plan and Draft Final Focused Feasibility Study Report. During the
comment period, EPA held three informal open houses, hosted a formal public
comment meeting that was transcribed, attended numerous community
meetings, and hosted a public tour of some of the sites included in the Proposed
Plan. EPA also participated in U.S. Senator Crapo’s Town Hall meeting in Kellogg
and the Wallace Town Hall meeting sponsored by the Upper Basin mayors.
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No comments
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Wallace City Council, LJ55, Letter 619651-22 No comments

EPA Comments Public Hearing EPA Comments Public Hearing-Revised
October 20, 2010
Page 55
1 and I invite comments and I would like to work with the
2 mayors on promoting this kind of thinking in, you know,
3 creating a plan for this. And I welcome them trying to
4 contact me and discuss the issues with me and so they
B can have a united front on this.
3] And the second issue is eccnomics. Folks, the
7 Silver Valley spent a disproportionate amount of their
2 expendable income on transportation. Adaptive
9 rail-trail corridor would give me, my company, the funds
10 to fix the clean-up of the trail corridor properly
11 instead of as it is now, a band-aid so¢lution, because
12 would have a senger rail service on the next -- next
13 to the trail and you have an economic benef as
14 a recreational benefit. Thank you.
15 (Applause.)
16 MAYOR VESTER: Dean Cooper followed by Chuck
g b Reitz.
18 DEAN COQPER: Dean Cooper with the Wallace
19 City Coun Great to see all the mayors together and
20 obvicusly it's an important matter if we're all here
21 spending our nights working on this. And on
22 September 21st, the Wallace City Council met in a
23 special meeting and finalized our resolution, how we
24 feel about this ROD for our citizens, so I'd like to
5 read that into the record.
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Response to comment LJ55-1
See responses to Comment Nos. 158-1, 154-2, and 158-5.

Response to comment LJ55-2
See responses to Comment Nos. 158-1, LJ11-2, and 1295-2.
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Response to comment LJ55-3
See response to Comment No. 158-5.

Response to comment LJ55-4
See response to Comment No. 154-3.

Response to comment LJ55-5
See responses to Comment Nos. 154-5 and LJ36-3.

Response to comment LJ55-6
In regards to surface water rights, see response to Comment No. SA4-12 and the
ROD Amendment, Part 3, Section 3.7.4.
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