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Introduction

The public comment period for the draft permt for Coeur Al aska,

I nc. - Kensi ngton Gold Project (AK-005057-1) began on February 24,
1997, and expired on April 10, 1997. Public hearings were
conducted on March 25-26, 1997. Information considered by EPA in
establishing Final Permt conditions includes public coment
letters as well as information fromactions by federal agencies,
the State of Al aska, and Coeur Al aska, Inc. that are pertinent to
this NPDES permt.

Actions and New Information After the Public Comment Period

Finalization of the Suppl enmental Environnental |npact Statenent

(SELS)

On August 15, 1997, the U. S. Forest Service (with EPA and the
Armmy Corps of Engi neers as cooperating agencies) rel eased the
final SEI'S for the Kensington Project. On this date, the Forest
Service also issued a Record of Decision identifying Alternative
D as the selected alternative for devel opnment of the Kensington
m ne. As a conpani on docunent to the final NPDES permt, EPA has
issued its Record of Decision for the project, in which EPA al so
selects Alternative D fromthe SEIS. The final NPDES permt is
consistent wwth the conponents of Alternative D and the
associated mtigation neasures identified in the SEIS.

Nati onal Toxics Rule Renpbval for Arsenic

NPDES permt |limts are established to achieve state water
quality criteria in effect at the tinme of permt issuance. On
February 23, 1998, EPA renoved the human health criterion for
arsenic previously pronulgated for Al aska in the 1992 Nati onal
Toxics Rule (NTR) (63 FR 10140). This action replaced the NTR
criterion for arsenic (.18 ug/l) with the state drinking water
standard (50 ug/l).

Using the limts devel opnent procedures described in the fact
sheet for the draft permt, EPA has conpared the projected

ef fl uent concentrations for arsenic to the new criterion val ue.
The maxi mum proj ected effluent concentrations of 2.5 ug/| at
outfall 002 and 5.6 ug/l at outfall 001 (see NPDES Fact Sheet)
are well below the 50 ug/l criterion, and EPA has determ ned that
there is no “reasonable potential” to exceed the criterion. As a
result, the arsenic |imts have been renoved fromthe final
permt. Arsenic nonitoring is still required, but at a | ower
frequency (nonthly).
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State 401 Certification and CZM Consi st ency

The state of Al aska issued a 401 certification of the NPDES
permt on January 27, 1998, and a Coastal Zone Managenent

consi stency finding on April 14, 1998. The stipulations of the
certification and consistency determ nation are incorporated into
the final NPDES permt and response to conments. The 401
certification includes a detailed anti-degradation determ nation
pursuant to the Al aska water quality standards.

State Promul gati on and EPA Approval of Site-Specific Criteria for
TDS and Sul f ate

The Al aska Departnent of Environnental Conservation (DEC)
finalized site-specific criteria for Total Di ssolved Solids (TDS)
and Sulfate in Sherman and Canp Creeks. The new criteria becane
effective on Decenber 12, 1997. EPA approved the criteria on
April 3, 1998. The final NPDES permt |imts are based on these
criteria.

| nf ormat i on/ Correspondence fromthe Applicant

In a letter dated May 19, 1997, Coeur provided m nor
clarification of the proposed project. Specifically, Coeur

di scl osed that the treatnent systemfor Qutfall 001 wll be
expanded i n phases over the |ife of the project, likely in 400
gal l on-per-mnute increnents of capacity. The letter also
clarified the planned usage of chlorine (to treat drinking water
only, at the canp) and lead nitrate (used in | aboratory assays

only).

Between the draft and final permt releases, Coeur also submtted
a managenent plan for expl osives managenent (dated January 30,
1997), photos and descriptions of the creeks in the vicinity of
the planned Dry Tailings Facility (May 12, 1997), an effl uent
toxicity test report for the existing adit drainage (June 1997),
and a plan for underground exploration (July 1997).

Wiile providing clarification of the permt application, none of
t he above information has resulted in changes to permt
condi ti ons.

Endanger ed Speci es Consul tation

I n accordance with Endangered Species Act, EPA has conducted
formal consultation with the U S. Fish and WIdlife Service
(USFW5) and National Marine Fisheries Service (NVMFS) regarding
effects of the final NPDES permt and approval of the site-
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specific criterion for TDS on threatened and endangered speci es.
USFWS concurred with EPA that these actions would have no effect
on threatened or endangered species in a |letter dated February

10, 1998.
23, 1998.

NMFS simlarly concurred in a letter dated February

Correction of Zinc Linmtations

Prior to permt issuance, EPA discovered an error in the zinc
limts in Table 1. Under the Al aska water quality standards, the
zinc criterion for protection against chronic effects to aquatic
life, adopted in 1980 (45 FR 79318), does not vary w th hardness
as is indicated by Table 1. To correct the error, the single
value (47 ug/l) criterion has been translated into nonthly
average and daily maximumlimtations in the same manner used to
develop limts for the other paraneters that are not dependent on
hardness (e.g. silver). The change to the |limt values is mnor.

Comments Received on the Draft Permit

Effluent Limitations

Comment 1:

Response:

The U. S. Departnent of the Interior commented as
follows: The TDS nont hly average appears to be the
sanme as the maximumlimtation. The average shoul d
not be 1,000 ng/l. Instead, the TDS nonthly average
shoul d reflect the proposed operational range of
700-800 ng/l. The average and maxi num val ues are

al so stated at 1,000 ng/l in table VI-4 in the
attached fact sheet.

Unlike the netals criteria, the state TDS criteria
do not include a frequency and duration of exposure
element. As a result, the statistical approach used
to calculate netals limts is not enployed for the
TDS paraneter. The 700-800 ng/l |ong term average
referenced in the coment was devel oped from sanpl es
col l ected once per nonth and does not reflect
variations within a given nonth. Wile the TDS is
expected to range from 700-800 ng/l over the |ong
term it is possible that average TDS | evels could
approach 1,000 ng/l during extended periods of m ne
devel opnent. Provided the TDS | evels in the

di scharge remain bel ow 1000 ng/l, the water quality
criterion will be net. Therefore, the Final Permt
retains 1000 ng/l as both the daily maxi num and



Comment 2:

Response:

Comment 3:

6

monthly average limts. The state of Al aska
supports these limts in its 401 certification

Coeur Al aska, Inc. (Coeur) suggests that the

Kensi ngton Gold Project permt consider the present
status of EPA's decision to withdraw the Nati onal
Toxics Rule (NTR), and pending action with regard to
the arsenic standard. The draft permt references
the present standard, which EPA is aware is being
revi sed, and does not nake any provision to
recogni ze this on-going effort of EPA and the State
of Alaska. EPA, in a letter to comm ssioner Mchelle
Brown of the Al aska Departnent of Conservation, has
initiated a request to change the standard from 0. 18
pg/ | established under the NTR to an interim
standard of 50 pg/l. Coeur supports this revision.

Because this action has been initiated during the
permtting process, Coeur believes it is appropriate
to wite the permt to allow the use of the 50 pg/l
standard when it becones effective. It clearly is
the intent of the State and EPA to nmake this

nodi fication. In addition, permt timng is such
that the 50 pg/l standard would be in place prior to
comencenent of project operations. Coeur concurs
with EPA and the State in inplenenting this standard
and further believes that this standard is
appropriate to protect Sherman Creek water quality
during m ne operations.

See earlier discussion of the National Toxics Rule
renoval for arsenic under “Actions and New
I nformati on After the Public Comrent Period”.

Coeur commented in regard to the Fact Sheet Page 25,
Ti ered Hardness-based Limts - |ast paragraph: It
appears that a hardness value of 0-75 ng/l should
result in a criteria calculated on the basis of 50
mg/ | . Hardness val ues of 76-100 shoul d be cal cul at ed
on the basis of 100 ng/l. Overall, this weighting is
too conservative and should provide for nore
hardness criteria determ nati on val ues as suggested
above for the entire hardness-based [imts.
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Comment 4:

Response:

Comment 5:

Response:
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EPA bel i eves the range of hardness based criteria in
the draft permt represents a reasonabl e conprom se
between (1) limtations that would vary constantly
as hardness varies, and (2) a single limt based on
the | owest hardness that m ght be encountered. For
each of the hardness ranges shown, the limtation is
based on the | owest hardness in the range. Failure
to use the lowest value in the range could result in
a violation of water quality standards at any tine
when the hardness value was within the range but
bel ow t he val ue used to calculate the limt.

Coeur commented in regard to the Fact Sheet Page 28,
Table VI-4 Effluent Limtations: The Treated M ne
Drai nage outfall 001 value for TDS should be <1, 000

mg/ | .

This statenment relates directly to the response to
Comment 1.

M. David Chanbers of the Center for Science in
Public Participation commented that any site-
specific criterion for sulfate (500 ng/l) be
included in the permt.

EPA and the state of Al aska have eval uated the
proposed di scharges with respect to the site-
specific criterion for sulfate. EPA agrees with the
state of Al aska s assertion in the 401 certification
that sulfate limts are not necessary.

The site specific criterion for sulfate is expressed
in ternms of magnesi um and sodi um sul fates (sul fates
associ ated w th magnesi um and sodi um not to exceed
200 ng/l). Sulfates are one of the class of
conpounds that are aggregated in the total dissolved
solids neasurenent. The agencies agree that the TDS
limt of 1000 ng/l is adequate to insure conpliance
with both the sulfate and TDS criteria, because the
magnesi um and sodi um sul fates are well bel ow the 200
nmg/l sulfates limt when TDS | evels are at or bel ow
1000 ng/l. Since there is no reasonable potential to
exceed the criterion (40 CFR 122.44(d)), a sulfate
[imt is not included in the final permt.

The 401 certification stipulates quarterly
monitoring to detect any significant changes in



Comment 6:

Response:

Comment 7:

Response:

Comment 8:

Response:

Comment 9:
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magnesi um sul fate and sodi um sul fate | evel s over
tinme.

M. Chanbers commented that the aquatic life
criterion for iron of 1,000 ug/l should be included
in the permt.

EPA agrees with the comentor the 1,000 ug/l aquatic
life criterion for iron applies to the facility.
Avai | abl e data indicates that iron levels in the

di scharges fromoutfalls 001 (with m ne water
treatnent) and 002 wll be well below this |evel.
Because there is no reasonable potential to exceed
standards (40 CFR 122.44(d)), an iron limt has not
been included in the permt.

M . Chanbers asked how t he hardness-based nonthly
average limts would be determ ned.

The permttee will average the anbient hardness
sanpl es over the nonth to determ ne the
corresponding nonthly average limts from Table 1

The permttee will use the hardness on the day of
sanpling to determ ne the correspondi ng daily
maximumlimts from Table 1

ADEC commented with regard to limtations for
outfalls 001 and 002: The nonthly average for TDS,

at 1,000 mg/l, reflects extreme operating conditions
(95th percentile) according to Coeur’s water quality
data. ADEC has di scussed substituting the 90th
percentile operating conditions for the nonthly
average, which is nore in the expected operating
range, 700-800 ng/l. ADEC will nmake a recommendati on
on this limt before the Final Permt. The nmaxi mum
[imt of 1,000 ng/l is inline with the applicant’s
request for up to 1,000 ng/l as the discharge
criterion and need not be changed.

See response to Coorment 1. The Final Permt limts
reflect the State's 401 certification related to
TDS.

ADEC comented: The arsenic imt of 0.18 pg/l is
based on the National Toxics Rule standards inposed
on the state by EPA. Alaska's standard is currently
under review by EPA headquarters. In the 401



Response:

Comment 10:
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Comment 11:

Response:
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certification, ADEC may recomend that a freshwater
[imt of 50 pg/l be used in the Final Permt pending
a decision on this standard.

See earlier discussion of the National Toxics Rule
renoval for arsenic under “Actions and New
I nformati on After the Public Comrent Period”.

At the Haines Public Hearing, M. Eric Haw ey
commented: The 0.18 wug/l standard for arsenic should
be net. He commented that there is a |ot of new

i nformati on about health effects fromarsenic and
there are already high background | evels of arsenic
in the water.

See earlier discussion of the National Toxics Rule
renoval for arsenic under “Actions and New
I nformati on After the Public Comrent Period”.

At the Haines Public Hearing, M. Gershen Cohen
comented: As was nentioned in the question/answer
period, the turbidity standard needs to be | ooked at
in terns of water quality standards. Further, the
total suspended solids standard has been figured in
part on the success of revegetation in the area and
EPA m ght want to take a harder | ook at that because
revegetation mght be nore difficult than
anticipated. In other places, reclamtion aspects
have been very difficult.

Turbidity in water is caused by the presence of
suspended matter, such as clay, silt, and finely
divided organic matter. State water quality
criteria for Sherman Creek and Canp Creek require
that turbidity in the discharge not exceed 5

Nephel onetric Turbidity Units (NTUs) above natural
condi tions when the natural condition is 50 NTUs or
| ess and not cause nore than a 10-percent increase
in turbidity when natural conditions are greater
than 50 NTUs, not to exceed a maxi mum i ncrease of 25
NTUs.

Turbidity and TSS are reduced by the sane treatnent
technol ogies. In evaluating conpliance with the
turbidity standards at outfall 001, it is useful to
separately consider the two conponents of the

di scharge: the treated m ne drai nage and the storm
runoff. During dry weather, the only conponent of
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the discharge fromoutfall 001 would be treated m ne
drai nage. Wiile the untreated m ne drai nage m ght
be high in turbidity, treatnent would include

chem cal precipitation and clarification, followed
by filtration. Pilot testing studies conducted by
Coeur indicate that this treatnment woul d reduce
turbidity to levels between 1 and 2 NTUs. Under dry
weat her conditions, therefore, the discharge should
not increase turbidity, and the criteria should be
met .

During mnor rainfall events, the discharge from
outfall 001 would be a m xture of stormrunoff and
treated m ne drainage. The treatnent system at
outfall 001 would provide polyner addition and
settling, which should reduce turbidity in the storm
water. Mnor rainfall events are not expected to
significantly disturb materials in the process area,
and detention tinme in the two settling ponds would
remain long. 1In addition, the very low turbidity

| evel of the treated m ne drainage would act as a
dilutant for the stormrunoff. Wile mnor rainfal
events are not expected to increase turbidity levels
in Sherman Creek above the typical 1 to 2 NTUs
range, the treatnent system conbined with the
dilution effect fromthe treated m ne drainage,
shoul d provide conpliance with the water quality
criteria for turbidity.

Under major rainfall events, stormwater would

dom nate the discharge at 001. Wile the |evels of
turbidity in the process area runoff are expected to
i ncrease, the polyner dosage applied to the runoff
in the treatnment ponds woul d be increased as well.
In addition, when turbidity is greater than 5 NTUs
in Sherman Creek, a greater increase would be
allowed by the turbidity criteria. Tests conducted
on sinulated high rainfall runoff indicate that
turbidity can be reduced with polyner addition to 6
NTUs under | aboratory bench test conditions. Based
on these results, the turbidity criteria should be
met at the outfall.

Because sim | ar background conditions are expected
in Canp Creek, and the DITF settling pond systemis
conparable to the process settling pond system the
state turbidity criteria should al so be nmet at
outfall 002.
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In addition to the data and anal ysis above, the
follow ng factors have led EPA to a finding that
there is no “reasonable potential” to exceed
turbidity criteria: (1) nonitoring of natural (or
upstrean) conditions is not feasible at outfall 002
once the DTF and associ ated diversi ons have been
constructed; (2) the TSS |imtation addresses the
sane water quality issue (suspended solids) and w ||
be controlling during high flows, when turbidity

m ght be a concern; and (3) inits 401
certification, the state of Al aska asserted that the
TSS limts in the permt assure conpliance with
turbidity requirenents (the certification also
required confirmatory nonitoring).

Regardi ng reclanmation, the Final Plan of Operations

for the Kensington Mne will include a Final
Recl amati on Pl an approved by the Forest Service.
This Plan will include specific criteria to

determ ne the success of reclamation practices. The
operator will be required to maintain the settling
pond systens (outfalls 001 and 002) and continue to
i npl enent the BMP Plan (stormwater outfalls) during
final reclamation. Proper design and mai ntenance of
t hese systens will ensure conpliance with the TSS
limts and State water quality standard for
turbidity.
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Monitoring Requirements

Comment 12:

Response:

Coeur commented: Coeur is commtted to operating the
Kensi ngton project in an environnentally responsible
manner which is exhibited by our project

nodi fications designed to elimnate water quality

i ssues. For this reason, Coeur respectfully requests
that the nonitoring and sanpling prograns be
reviewed to provide for cost effective anal yses of
environnmental conditions at the site during
operations. The nonitoring programincludes effl uent
testing, sedinment testing, whole effluent toxicity
testing (acute and chronic WET), receiving water
quality, and bioassays in the receiving environnent.
These tests are sonmewhat redundant in assessing the
envi ronmental conditions. Recent NPDES permts

i ssued by EPA Region 10 in the past 2 years do not
contain this level of testing and redundancy.
Because the project significantly reduced water
quality inpacts to Sherman Creek, the nonitoring
program shoul d reflect this situation and be
consistent wwth other NPDES permts. |If such
monitoring is required, a provision to reduce the
sanpling and testing should be incorporated into the
permt which anal yzes the data collected and the

ef fectiveness of the testing, including cost and
data collection. Coeur requests the followi ng to be
considered as part of the permt:

« Mnthly nonitoring of key indicators (using the
dat abase, 5 to 8 key indicators)

e Twice yearly nonitoring of Acute WET

e Once yearly nonitoring of Chronic VT

e Once yearly sedinent nonitoring

EPA has established sanpling and nonitoring
requirenents that it believes are necessary to

eval uate the aquatic environnment in the project
area. Because this is a new project, in an
environmental ly sensitive area, the nonitoring
requi renents are extensive. After a nonitoring
record during production conditions has been
established, the Permttee may request and EPA may
consider a reduction in the sanpling and nonitoring
requirenents if warranted by the previously

coll ected data. The NPDES regul ations, cited in the
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Response:

Comment 14:

Response:

Comment 15:
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reopener clause of the final permt, allow for
nodi fication of permt requirenents based on new
information (40 CFR 122.62).

Coeur commented in regard to the Fact Sheet, Page 11
Surface Water Monitoring, 1st paragraph: Station 106
is referenced to be |ocated in Upper Ophir Creek.
Station 106 is located in Sweeny Creek. The correct
reference should be station 102.

EPA acknow edges Coeur’s correction that Station 106
is located in Sweeny Creek.

Coeur commented in regard to the Fact Sheet, page
30, d. Whole Effluent Toxicity: W understand that
EPA recently issued a permt for the Al yseka Val dez
Water Treatnent Plant (AK-00234-8), and this permt
contai ned an EC,; provision as opposed to the use of
NCEC. We request this be used in the Kensington
Permt.

An Effects Concentration (EC) result cannot be

provi ded by the proposed toxicity tests in the
permt. These test protocols neasure growh and
reproduction endpoints, rather than a threshold
(yes/ no) endpoint needed to establish an Effects
Concentration. The Alyeska permt referenced in the
comment requires the use of different toxicity test
protocols, which in sone cases provide data to
calculate an EC result.

The state 401 certification has stipulated the use
of the Inhibition Concentration (1Cy;) rather than
the NOEC for quantifying the chronic toxicity of the
di scharge. The ICs is a point estinate of the

t oxi cant concentration that causes a 25% reduction
in a nonlethal biological neasurenent (e.g. grow h,
reproduction). This testing endpoint is acceptable
based on EPA gui dance for whole effluent toxicity
controls (Technical Support Docunent for Water

Qual ity-based Toxics Control, EPA/505/2-90-001,
March 1991, pg. 6). This state stipulation is
reflected in the final permt.

Coeur comrented in regard to the Fact Sheet, Page
32, B. Stormmater: The Fact Sheet should refer to
nmonitoring “representative” stormmater discharges as
opposed to every culvert. This would be practically
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i npossi bl e and econom cally unfeasible. Also, the
provision that nonitoring be initiated wwthin 20

m nutes of comrencenent of discharge is unrealistic.
Rai n events occur on a periodic basis at the
project. Coeur suggests that a “trigger” event be
est abl i shed once operations have comenced and be
driven by site response to rain events (duration and
si ze) .

EPA does not believe that a requirenment that each
cul vert be sanpl ed once each quarter is unduly
burdensone. The permttee should determ ne an
appropriate “trigger” to select which stormevent in
the quarter will be nonitored. If testing history
supports the proposal that sanpling a subset of the
culverts will ensure the effectiveness of the BMPs
provi ded, the permttee may formally request EPA
nmodi fy the requirenents for culvert nonitoring.

Coeur commented in regard to the NPDES Permt Page
12, Part 11, Monitoring, Recording, and Reporting
Requirenments, A. 1 Effluent Mnitoring Requirenents:
The nonitoring requirenents for outfalls 001 through
005 (Table 3 and 4) indicate very intensive sanpling
frequency. Wiile this frequency nay be appropriate
for establishing a performance record during the
initial operation of the mne, it may not be
necessary to continue throughout the life of the
permt.

See response to Comment 12.

Coeur comrented in regard to the NPDES Permt Page
14, Table 5: It is Coeur’s understanding that only
t hose paraneters referenced in Table 1 require the
listed detection and mnimum | evels in Table 5.

Table 5 was included to insure that paraneters with
effluent limtations below the detection limt are
noni tored appropriately. The table included
paraneters that do not fall into this category. EPA
has revised the table to include only those
paraneters (mercury, selenium and silver) with
limtations below the detection limt, referenced in
Tabl e 1.

Coeur comrented in regard to the NPDES Permt Page
14, Part 11l Mnitoring, Recording, and Reporting
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Requirenents, B.2 Effluent Toxicity Testing
Requirenents: |If no significant problens are
encountered during operations, toxicity nonitoring
coul d be reduced. Coeur believes that a reduction
shoul d be approved when the data indicate that no
i npacts are occurring.

See response to Comment 12.

Coeur indicated that existing Station 109 may be
inpacted by the infiltration gallery to be
constructed in Upper Sherman Creek. This could
necessitate using an alternative background
monitoring | ocation. Coeur also requested the
option of nonitoring at an alternative |ocation for
Station 005.

EPA has incorporated Coeur’s suggestion into the
Final Permt by including | anguage requiring
monitoring at Station 109 or an equival ent baseline
| ocation in Upper Sherman Creek. EPA has required
that nmonitoring continue at Station 105 to provide a
consi stent |ocation to evaluated pre- and post-
operational effects on water quality in Lower

Sher man Creek.

Coeur requested that they be able use either GFAA or
|CP for the metals in Table 6 other than nercury.

In response to this coment, EPA has sinplified the
tabl e (now Table 7) for sedi nent nonitoring by
elimnating the colums that |ist preparation and
anal ysis nmethods. The detection limts are retained
as the key requirenment. This change provides the
permttee flexibility to use a single analysis

met hod (e.g. GFAA), provided the nmethod achieves the
listed detection limts. The permttee will be
required to descri be preparation and anal yti cal

met hods in the Quality Assurance Project Plan
(QAPP), which covers all nonitoring under this
permt.

Coeur requested the opportunity to request a
reduction in benthic macroinvertebrate nonitoring
based on ongoing nonitoring results.

See response to Comment 12.
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M. Chanbers noted that the permt requires
nmonitoring at existing Stations 109 and 105 and new
stations downstream of outfalls 001 and 002. The
Fact Sheet indicates that nonitoring will be
performed above and bel ow outfall 001. The
conment or suggests an inconsi stency.

EPA does not see inconsistency between the draft
permt and Fact Sheet. Existing Station 109 is
upstream from the proposed | ocation of outfall 001
in Upper Sherman Creek, and the permt requires a
new downstream stati on, between the di scharge point
and station 105 (located near the nouth).

M. Chanbers commented that the frequency of

nmoni toring spawni ng substrate is not specified in
the permt. It is inplied to be annual nonitoring,
but it should be explicitly noted in the permt as
bei ng required annually during July.

EPA agrees. In the Final Permt, EPA has specified
annual monitoring in July for spawning substrate
nmoni t ori ng.

ADEC comrented: In general, the weekly sanpling for
metal s and ot her paraneters should be sufficient
once the wastewater treatnent system has been
operating effectively. However, pilot-scale test
data for the treatnent system were used. In our
experience, start-up of a wastewater systemrequires
optim zation tinme. ADEC recomrends that the
applicant be required to sanple nore frequently than
once per week during the first six nonth conpliance
report. This should be shared in a public neeting.
The report should al so describe the efficacy of the
treatment plant and any desi gn changes that have
been necessary.

Wil e EPA anticipates additional testing by the
permttee to optim ze treatnent plant perfornmance,
EPA does not believe the permt should require nore
frequent nonitoring. Note that Part [1l1.H of the
Final Permt requires that the results of any nore
frequent nonitoring perfornmed by the permttee be
reported on the facility’s DMRs. Al information
submtted by the permttee would be available to the
public.
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ADEC comrent ed: For effluent nonitoring

requi renents, Table 3 should include weekly in-
streamturbidity nmonitoring at a | ocation to be
specified after discussion wth EPA and the
applicant. ADEC may include additional turbidity
nmonitoring and reporting requirenents in the 401
certification.

The Final Permt includes weekly in-streamturbidity
nmoni t ori ng above and bel ow the di scharges from
outfalls 001 and 002. The Quality Assurance Project
Plan (QAPP) submtted to EPA will specify nonitoring
| ocati ons.

ADEC comrent ed: ADEC shoul d be consulted for

determ ning the |ocation for downstream nonitoring
of hardness. Hardness will|l affect netals solubility.
| f hardness elevation is seen, the influent data
could be exam ned to determ ne a source for hardness
i ncrease. Since no hardness nonitoring is now |listed
for influent/effluent, it may be difficult to track
sour ces.

The Permttee will select the specific location for
downst ream hardness nonitoring and report this

| ocation in the Quality Assurance Project Plan
(QAPP). EPA has added a review and approva
condition to the QAPP requirements in the Fina
Permt. This enables EPA, in consultation with
ADEC, to review and require a nodification to
sanpling locations if deened necessary.

Har dness data are only used to determ ne the
toxicity of specific netals paraneters downstream of
t he di scharge.

ADEC comrented in regard to the required detection

|l evel s and mnimum | evels: This table should include
a footnote referring to EPA's definitions of nethod
detection limts and mninmum | evels as described in
section VI, Definitions, notes 18 and 20.

This comment is addressed in the Final Permt.

ADEC comented in regard to the Effluent Toxicity
Testing Requirenments, Under 2: chronic tests: The
fact sheet (page 30) describes the selected test
organi snms (daphnia, fathead m nnow, and al gae
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speci es) as EPA standards. ADEC s regul ation on
whol e effluent toxicity limts (18 AAC 70.030) gives
t he departnent discretion to require that chronic
WET tests use “sensitive and biologically inportant
life stages of indigenous species.” ADEC recogni zes
that | ack of accepted test protocols for and year-
round availability of indigenous species nmakes this
requirenent difficult to inplenment. Use of standard
test organisns is acceptable, especially with the
inclusion of an aquatic plant, since it may be nore
sensitive to sone effluent constituents than the

m nnow and water flea. The schedule of rotation for
use of these three test species over the year and
rationale for the rotation should be reviewed by EPA
and ADEC before testing starts. For instance, the
use of the algal species may be preferred during | ow
fl ow conditions.

Comrent noted. The state of Al aska did not
stipulate any changes to the toxicity testing
species or rotation schedule in its 401
certification.

ADEC comented in regard to the receiving water
monitoring program I11.C. : Under water columm

nmoni toring, ADEC notes under 1. That the wi nter
freeze up conditions at Station 109 may prevent
sanpling. In such a case, the applicant should
sanpl e downstream of Station 109 where a fl ow can be
sanpl ed and notes nmade as to actual sanple |ocation.
This is preferred over not sanpling at the site.
Under annual sediment nonitoring, note that ADEC
does not have sedi nent standards. Under Section b,
bi ol ogi cal testing of sedinments, chironinus tentans
is listed as one of the test species. Al though |ab
protocols are available for this test species, it
generally occurs in | akes; another chironimd
speci es may be nore appropriate to reflect stream
condi tions. ADEC suggests that EPA toxicol ogists be
consulted on its use.

In order to provide consistent baseline data, it is
inportant that data be collected fromthe sane

| ocations. |If freezing prevents sanpling at Station
109 or any other long-termnonitoring |location, this
shoul d be noted in the nonitoring results. Comment
noted related to the |ack of sedi nent standards.
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Chi rononus tentans are standard organi sns for
toxicity testing and should provide useful data.

ADEC comrented in regard to aquatic resources: The
sections on benthic invertebrate sanpling, resident
fish studies, tissue analysis, and spawni ng and
spawni ng substrate nonitoring should be reviewed by
the Al aska Departnent of Fish and Gane ( ADF&G ,
Habitat D vision, before the final NPDES permt.

ADEC and the Al aska Division of Governnental

Coordi nation consulted with ADF&G prior to
conpleting 401 certification of the permt and the
Coast al Zone Managenent finding.

Reporting Requirements

Comment 31:

Response:

Comment 32:

The U. S. Departnent of the Interior commented as
follows: It is unclear if the notification |levels
for toxic pollutants of contam nants that are
included in, 1 a-c and 2 a-c, are levels that are
acutely toxic to aquatic organisns. No pollutants
are included in part l1a and 2a. Although this
section appears as standard | anguage in many NPDES
permts, allowable concentrations, as stated in this
section of the permt, should not be toxic to
aquatic organisnms. |If discharges of pollutants occur
that are toxic, than renedi al actions nust be

i medi ate to reduce injury to resident aquatic

or gani sns.

The cited conditions are required by 40 CFR 122.42
to be included as “boilerplate” in all NPDES permts
for existing manufacturing, commercial, mning, and
silvicultural dischargers. They represent a
safeguard in case of unanticipated di scharges of
pol l utants not accounted for in the devel opnent of
the permt. EPA believes that the individual
constituent and toxicity testing limts included in
the Final Permt provide for protection of human
health and aquatic life at the Kensington Gold
Project site.

ADEC comrent ed: Because cadm um copper, |ead and
zinc are hardness-dependent limts, ADEC requests
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that the nmeasured hardness at the tinme of sanple
col l ection be included on the Di scharge Mnitoring
Report.

The Draft Permt requires sanples to be analyzed for
har dness and har dness- dependant paraneters on the
sanme day. |In addition to this requirenent, the
Final Permt specifies that nonthly discharge
reports include all individual sanple results and
sanpling dates for hardness-dependant paraneters as
wel | as the correspondi ng hardness | evels.

ADEC comrent ed: ADEC requests that copies of the BW
pl an and updates be submtted to the Departnent. It
may be nore relevant to request the BMP plan receipt
date in terns of construction start date rather than
permt issuance date.

The Final Permt requires that a copy of the BMP

Pl an and any subsequent updates be submtted to ADEC
by the permttee. The Final Permt continues to
require that the BMP Pl an be submtted within 6
mont hs of permt issuance. EPA notes that the
permt also requires that the plan be kept up-to-

dat e.

ADEC comrent ed: ADEC requests that EPA and the
applicant identify who will serve on the BMP
commttee. ADEC requests that the Departnent and the
U S. Forest Service get copies of the BMP statenents
described in this section.

EPA believes the the BMP Plan requirenment to
identify the structure and function of the BW
commttee is adequate. The permt has been changed
to provide for distribution of the BMP statenents to
ADEC and Forest Service by the Permttee.

Permit Application and Proposed Actions

Comment 35:

Coeur comrented: The permt should address the
applicant’s ability to increase the Water Treat nent
Plant (WP) increnentally, based on actual m ne

wat er flows. For exanple, the current |evel of mne
devel opment accounts for flows in the range of 200-
400 gpm Flows may ultinmately exceed 1,000 gpmin
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the |l ate stages of mning. The permt should be
drafted to reflect this situation.

The final NPDES permt does not require a specific
install ed capacity for the WIP. The Fact Sheet noted
a requirement that, prior to the issuance of the
Final Permt, Coeur denonstrate that the capacity of
the m ne drainage treatnment facility will be
increased (increnentally) to handl e the maxi num
antici pated m ne drai nage fl ow. Thi s was
acconpl i shed t hrough correspondence from Coeur

Al aska to EPA on May 19, 1997. It is the
permttee’s obligation to have sufficient treatnent
capacity installed to treat all m ne drai nage water
bei ng produced. If the permttee chooses to expand
the WIP in increnental steps, conpletion of each

i ncrenment nust be acconplished prior to the need for
t he additional capacity.

Coeur commented: The Water Managenent - MII| Area
Conbi ned Di scharge (outfall 001) section of the Fact
Sheet describes the areas and potential stormater
sources that wll be directed to the sedi nent ponds.
The area associated wth contact water and m || area
is difficult to discern. The till borrow area is
actually outfall 004 and should not be included in
this section. Also, the sand and gravel area wl|
effectively operate in the same manner as the borrow
area. Only extrenme stormevents will be directed to
t he sedi nent pond. Certain portions of the haul road
in the vicinity of the borrow sites will be handl ed
as incidental stormmvater and will utilize Best
Managenent Practices (BMPs) to m nim ze sedi nent

| oadi ng.

EPA acknow edges that the discharge fromthe til
borrow area will be through outfall 004. This is a
stormwater outfall. Based on additional

di scussions with the permttee reflected in the
Final SEIS, EPA understands that any runoff fromthe
south sand and gravel borrow area wll al so be

di scharged separately as stormwater. This is
represented by new outfall 006 in the Final Permt.
Runoff from portions of haul road that is not
collected in the process area pond woul d be

di scharged through outfall 005, which represents al
of the stormwater discharges fromthe haul road
col l ectively.
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Coeur commented in regard to the Fact Sheet Page 3,
Wat er Managenent, M ne Discharge 3rd paragraph: It
is very difficult technically and extrenely costly
to backfill waste solids (sludge) fromthe floc
tank. The DTF desi gn consultant has indicated that
these solids can be easily mxed wth tailings in
the DTF. The volune is, conparatively, a smal
fraction of the “m x” when considering the relative
vol unme. Therefore, Coeur suggests waste solids from
the water treatnent plant will be sent to the
mlling circuit and incorporated as part of the mll
wat er and solids bal ance program

EPA bel i eves that the discharge of water treatnment
pl ant solids (sludge) to the mlling circuit would
be a violation of Section IV.F. of the draft permt.
This section requires any solids, sludges, or
pollutants... be disposed of in a manner such as to
prevent...such materials fromentering navigabl e
waters. Because |eachate fromthe DIF wll be

di scharged through Qutfall 002, disposal of
treatnent solids (containing previously renoved
pollutants) to either the mlling circuit or
directly to the DIF is prohibited. EPA has
determned that it is reasonable to require

dewat ered solids fromthe treatnent facility to be
di sposed with the backfilled tailings, as they wll
conprise only a tiny fraction of the backfill “m x”.

Coeur comented in regard to the Fact Sheet Page 6,
Wat er Managenent, Donestic Wastewater Di scharge
(outfall 003): The beach donestic waste facility
W Il be used to house construction personnel. The

i nformati on should be corrected to reflect this

pr oposal .

EPA acknow edges Coeur’s clarification that only the
construction workforce will be housed at the beach.

Coeur comrented: Laboratory wastes will be conprised
of assay wastes and |iquids. The assay wastes

i ncl ude cupel crucibles and other simlar itens,
which will be disposed of in an approved manner off-
site. However, typically wastewater associated with
assay and netal lurgical |aboratories only exhibit an
acidic or basic characteristic. Therefore, these
liquid wastes will be neutralized prior to
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di scharging wastewater into the mlling circuit for
reuse.

EPA is concerned that wastewaters fromthe assay |ab
may contain netals at higher concentrations than are
permtted for discharge at outfall 002. 1In the
final permt, EPA requires that wastewater fromthe
assay |l ab be di sposed of as hazardous waste, or
routed to the wastewater treatnent plant. EPA has
added the followng as a condition of the permt:

“Wastewat ers containing netals from | aboratory
activities wll be directed to the wastewater
treatnment plant, or disposed of as hazardous waste.
Any waste waters from other sources discharged to
the mlling circuit for reuse nust neet the
pollutant limts established for outfall 002 prior
to discharge to the mlling circuit.”

Coeur commented in regard to the Fact Sheet Page 22,
b. BCT Donestic Wastewater (Qutfall 003): The
donestic wastewater plant will handl e beach canp

ef fl uent.

EPA acknow edges that the wastewater treatnent plant
wi || handl e beach canp effl uent.

Coeur commented in regard to the Fact Sheet, Page 4,
Foundation Drains 2nd paragraph: This section
describes the requirenent to construct the drain
system 18 nonths before initial tailings placenent.
This will not be possible as DIF construction w ||
be an ongoing activity in each cell as it is
advanced. Certain drain construction QA QC w |

di ctat e when drains nust be constructed to neet

desi gn specifications.

EPA i ntended that the Fact Sheet describe (rather
than require) the plan for construction of the
underdrain system 18 nonths before tailings

pl acenmrent. The Draft and Final Permt contain no
requi renent related to the underdrain construction
schedul e.

Miscel laneous Issues
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M. Charlie Ot comented that “the m ne should not
be permtted at all” because “waters are being
polluted at an alarmng rate” and “gold is not a
very necessary material.”

The proposed Final Permt is consistent with al
aspects of the C ean Water Act. EPA does not have
the authority to deny a permt to a m ne based on
whet her the mne is “necessary.”

M. Ot commented that EPA should consider the
effects of all pollutants from m ning operations in
the area; suggesting 50-mle radius fromthe

proj ect .

There are no other point source discharges of
pollutants in the imediate vicinity of the

Kensi ngton Gold Project that would effect water
quality. Further, the process water discharges from
t he Kensington Gold Project will be required to

achi eve water quality standards, which protect

agai nst harnful effects, at the discharge points
through the limtations in the Final Permt.

Coeur comrented in regard to the Fact Sheet, Page 3,
Wat er Managenent, M ne Discharge 1st paragraph: M ne
wat er associated with the operations will be routed
through the water treatnment plant. It is inportant
to note that devel opnent activities are those
activities associated with initial construction and
routi ne expansi on of the underground workings to
access the ore body. Devel opnent activities
associated wth construction (18 nonth period) wll
not be part of the m ne discharge requirenents, but
wll use BMPs as dictated by the EPA's Construction
General Permt.

EPA' s Construction General Permt applies to storm
wat er only discharges. The existing m ne drai nage
di scharge (outfall 001) is not a stormwater only
outfall, therefore the Construction General Permt
does not apply to this discharge. Al limts
included in Part 1 of the Final Permt wll apply on
the effective date of the permt.

Based on recent nonitoring data, EPA recognizes that
Coeur may be able to conply with all permt limts
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for the existing mne drainage (i.e. pre-mlling
operations) wthout treatnent. Therefore, EPA is
not requiring construction of the m ne drai nage
treatment systemprior to initiation of full-scale
mlling operations for gold recovery. If conpliance
is not achieved during the exploration/construction
period, EPA will issue an adm nistrative order
establishing a schedule for construction of the
treatnment facility.

Coeur commented: There is a discrepancy between the
permt nunber as it appears on the Fact Sheet and
the Permt. It appears that the Fact Sheet has the
correct nunber.

The Final Permt reflects that the Permt
Appl i cation Nunmber and Permt Nunmber for this
facility are AK-005057-1.

Coeur commented in regard to the Fact Sheet Page 14,
M ne Drai nage 1st paragraph: There is a reference to
2 ng/l or less of ammni a. The nunber should be 10
mg/ | or |ess.

The cited fact sheet discussion sumarizes the
avai |l abl e studies of the effectiveness of BWPs to
reduce ammonia levels in mne drainage. Results of
BMPs vari ed dependi ng on the expl osive type and
other factors. Several studies indicated that 2
mg/l or less could be achieved. However, this may
require a substitution in explosive type (e.g. from
ANFO to water resistant ermul sion or gel) used in the
m ne.

The applicable water quality criteria for ammonia
will require that the outfall 001 discharge neet a
monthly average limtation of 1.7 ng/l. EPA
bel i eves that inplenentation of BMPs for expl osives
use will allowthe permttee to neet this limt. In
the event this limt is exceeded, additional
treatnent for ammonia reduction will be required.

Coeur commented in regard to the Fact Sheet Page 22,
C. 2. Wasteload Allocation and m xing zone Boundary:
No m xi ng zone application has been submtted for
outfalls 001 and 002. However, outfall 003 does have
an existing m xing zone which Coeur is required to
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apply for at this tine to neet applicable water
quality criteria for donestic wastewater.

After issuance of the Draft Permt, Coeur applied
for a mxing zone for outfall 003 - the discharge
fromthe proposed upgraded sanitary treatnent plant
at the beach. The existing marine discharge of
donmestic wastewater had a m xing zone granted by the
state and incorporated into a state wastewater

di scharge permt. In its 401 certification for this
NPDES permt, the state has granted a new m xi ng
zone for fecal coliformbacteria at outfall 003.
Coeur is required to neet end-of-pipe limts
designed to achieve fecal coliformcriteria at the
edge of the m xi ng zone.

Coeur commented in regard to the NPDES Permt Page
4, Part |.B.: This requirenent assunes that outfal
001 is related to the mlIl activities. Qutfall 001
is the treated mne effluent and stormwvater (mll
area) discharge point. Therefore, startup of the

wat er treatnent plant should not be tied to the mill
circuit, and Coeur requests that this provision be
removed or revised to reflect effluent sources which
contribute to outfall 001.

EPA has decided to use the startup of the mll
circuit as the determning factor as to when

expl oration/constructi on ends and production begi ns.
This is a nore flexible approach than using a fixed
18 nonth construction period, and nore
straightforward than a trigger based on specific

m ne devel opnent activities. Coeur has not provided
an alternative trigger for treatnent plant startup
See al so response to Comment 44.

It should al so be noted that EPA has added a
requi renent that the Permttee notify EPA and ADEC
at least 30 days prior to commencenent of mlling.

Coeur comrented in regard to the NPDES Permt Page
4, Part |.C.: Contact water zones have been
identified in the Fact Sheet. This section should
specifically reference those areas which inpact
outfalls 001 and 002.



Response:

Comment 50:

Response:

Comment 51:

Response:

Comment 52:

Response:

Comment 53:

Response:

27

EPA believes that the | anguage in Part 1.C.
adequately defines the affected areas.

Coeur asked for clarification of the duration of the
permt.

The duration of the Final Permt is 5 years. EPA
notes, however, that a permt can be continued
beyond the expiration date under the NPDES

regul ations (40 CFR 122.6).

John Swans comrented that he opposes the project
because it wll destroy many resources, including
the mari ne and wetl and resources.

EPA acknowl edges this comment, but EPA does not
agree. The Final Permt conditions will ensure
conpliance wth all applicable water quality

st andards and thereby protect marine, fresh water,
and wet| and resources around the project area.
Filling of wetland areas in support of mning
construction activity is subject to the 404 permt
program adm ni stered by the Corps of Engi neers, and
not this NPDES permt.

The Cty and Borough of Juneau (CBJ) nade several
coments on the draft SEIS related to acid
generation potential .

See responses to CBJ's comments in Volunme Il of the
Final SEIS (Pg. A-128).

The State of Al aska Departnent of Environnental
Conservation (ADEC) commented: Sone of the comrents
(by ADEC) will be devel oped as stipul ati ons that
will be carried through to the Departnent’s 401
certification. Qher stipulations fromthe Al aska
Coast al Managenent Program (ACMP) revi ew may appear
in the certification as well. Concurrent with this
permtting actions, ADEC al so has separate actions
on site specific water quality criteria for Sherman
and Canp Creeks for total dissolved solids (TDS)
The TDS |imt nmay be revised fromthe limts shown
in the Draft Permt pending ADEC deci sion on these
criteria.

Conmment not ed.
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ADEC comrent ed: ADEC notes that sonme stipul ations on
construction Best Managenent Practices (BMPs) w ||

al so be included in the Departnent’s 401
certification of the Arny Corps of Engineers 404
permt. The U S. Forest Service may al so specify
such BMPs.

Conmment not ed.

ADEC coment ed: A 100-foot radius m xing zone to
dilute fecal coliformis included in the existing
state wastewater permt for the donestic outfal

di scharge. ADEC and the applicant are finalizing a
m xi ng zone for a discharge averagi ng 30,000 gpd.
Due to fisheries resources in the area, ADEC is not
recommendi ng chlorination of this discharge. W w ||
i nclude the size of the m xing zone in our 401
certification. ADEC will need to discuss inspection
authority and nonitoring requirenents for the
package plant with EPA since we will no | onger have
a wastewater permt for the facility.

The Final Permt reflects the m xing zone for fecal
coliformbacteria granted by the State for outfal
003.

ADEC comrented: ADEC will be requiring an
engi neering plan review of the wastewater treatnment
facilities.

Conment not ed.

ADEC comented in regard to the Specific Best
Managenent Practices: Under (a), there could be a
reference to the explosives nmanagenent pl an that
Coeur has already conpleted. Under (b), please note
that the ADEC Solid Waste program under 18 AAC 60
does not regul ate RCRA wastes. Under (c), note the
ADEC C-Plan is nore conprehensive than EPA s SPCC
pl ans. EPA may consider either waiving the

requi renent for a separate SPCC plan since the sane
information will be in the CPlan or substituting
the state plan in this section.

Comrents (a) and (b) are noted. EPA nust require
the facility to develop and i npl enent an SPCC Pl an.
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The Final Permt includes a requirenent for
conpliance with both the SPCC Pl an and t he
facility’s CGPlan. EPA recogni zes that there may be
significant overlap between the two plans.

ADEC comented: Since nitrate and amoni a are being
sanpl ed because of the underground use of anmoni um
nitrate fuel oil (ANFO explosives, the applicant
will need to be able to track routine and non-
routi ne use of these agents. H gh nitrates could
potentially elevate amonia, nitrate, and TDS | evel s
frommne discharges and it is inportant to trace
causes of exceedences. Also, the permt is not
nmoni t ori ng hydrocarbons and they are the second
conponent of the explosives mx. Effective

fuel /water separation underground will be a key BMP
if apermt limt will not be included. The
effectiveness of the BMP programto m nim ze
underground ammoni a, nitrate, and fuel spillage
shoul d be included in the six nonth conpliance
report suggested above.

EPA believes the nitrate, ammonia, and toxicity
l[imts in the Final Permt are sufficient to ensure
that the permttee inplenents effective BWPs for
expl osi ves.

ADEC comrented in regard to page 2, under Mill Area
Combined Discharge (Outfall 001): ADEC has sone
concern about operations during sedi nent renoval
fromthe ponds. Since the facility is a continuous
fl ow operation, tenporary shutdowns may be required.
Al so, pond cleaning may increase TSS. BMPs shoul d be
specific in describing plans for and timng of these
oper ati ons.

The Final Permt requires that the BMP Pl an include
specific nmeasures to ensure proper operation and
mai nt enance of treatnent facilities, including
during sedi nent renoval practices.

ADEC comented: The U. S. Forest Service should be
consulted for additional stormnater control options
near the process area and concentrate transfer

poi nts. Floccul ent additions should be only one of
t hese options.
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The BMP Plan will be required to identify and

i npl ement stormwater controls. Copies of this Plan
wll be sent to ADEC and Forest Service by the
permttee.

ADEC comrented in regard to page 4, under DTF
Discharge (Outfall 002), Foundation Drain: ADEC
notes that the use of beach gravel for foundation
drains is subject to a DNR material sales permt
whi ch Coeur applied for on April 4, 1997.

Conmment not ed.

ADEC comrented in regard to page 13, under V.

D scharge Conposition, Mine Drainage: ADEC notes
that the maxi mum neasured TDS in Table V.1 (1, 269
nmg/ 1) exceeds the proposed site specific criterion
of 1,000 nmg/l. This was attributed to expl osives
spi |l age. Again, ADEC requests that the BMPs for
under ground expl osi ve managenent require the
operator to track any events that could cause a TDS
exceedence.

EPA bel i eves that the ammonia, nitrate, and toxicity
[imts and BMP plan requirenents included in the
Final Permt will be adequate to ensure proper

expl osi ves managenent, including any potential TDS
rel eases.

ADEC comrented in regard to page 14, under Process
Area Stormnater: Concentrate handling BVMPs need to
be reviewed for corrective action plans for

acci dental spillage of concentrate in stormater
dr ai nage ar eas.

Concentrate transfer to | SO containers would occur
in the process area with runoff directed to the
process sedi nent pond. The BWMP Plan specifically
requires detailed information on materials handling
and spill response practices. During transport to
and at the beach area, all concentrate would be in
| SO containers and not subject to potentia

rel eases/ exposure to runoff.

ADEC commented in regard to page 27, under Effluent
Limtations for outfalls 001, 002 and 003: ADEC
notes that Coeur submtted a m xing zone application
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and nodeling data to the Departnment on April 4,

1997. ADEC and Coeur are working on a final m xing
zone for dilution of fecal coliforns. A m xing zone
for fecals is preferred by the Departnent over
chlorination since total residual chlorine discharge
is not desired in the vicinity where sal nonid
spawni ng and comerci al and subsi stence fishing
occur.

Response: See response to Conment 47.

Comment 65: At the Haines Public Hearing, M. Tim June
coment ed: The agencies and the state need to
enforce water quality standards strictly. They
exist to protect aquatic |ife and human heal th.
Coeur’s site-specific criteria do not neet the
state’s anti-degradati on standards.

Response: EPA agrees that conpliance with water quality
standards nust be ensured. The NPDES permt
conditions are based on the approved water quality
standards at the tine of permt issuance. The site-
specific criteria for TDS are approved Al aska water
qual ity standards. The Kensington permt fully
i npl ements the Al aska water quality standards,

i ncludi ng anti-degradation requirenents.

The anti-degradation regul ati on does not apply to
changes to state water quality standards; however

it does apply to permt actions. The state has
devel oped a detailed anti-degradation finding, in
the 401 certification, authorizing the introduction
of lower quality discharges (up to the permt limt
val ues) into the higher quality receiving waters.
The state’s analysis and findi ng addresses the anti -
degradati on regul ati on.

Comments not responded to and rational e:

WIlliam Corbus - cc: to Ben Cope of comments on the draft SEIS.
Comrents only apply to SEI'S and site-specific criteria request.

Scott Spickler - cc: to Ben Cope of coments on the draft SEIS.
General comments in support of the project.

Danny Pruhs - cc: to Ben Cope of comments on the draft SEIS.
Comrents only apply to SEIS site-specific criteria request, and
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support of reclamation as proposed in the draft 404 permt public
noti ce.

Kul wan, Inc. - cc: to Ben Cope of coments on the draft SEIS.
Comrents only apply to SEIS site-specific criteria request, and
support of reclamation as proposed in the draft 404 permt public
notice

Central Council Tlingit and Indiant Tribes of Alaska - cc: to Ben
Cope of coments on draft SEIS. General support of projects,
i ncl udi ng econom ¢ benefits on native Al askans.

State of Al aska, Departnent of Fish and Gane - cc: to Ben Cope of
comments on draft SEIS. No comrents related to water quality or
NPDES perm t.

Sout heast Conference - cc: to EPA of comments on draft SEIS. No
comments related to water quality or NPDES permt.

Sitka Tri be of Alaska - cc: to EPA of comments on draft SEIS. No
comments related to water quality or NPDES permt.

U S. Forest Service - cc: to EPA of comrents to ADEC on site-
specific criteria request.

Gol dbelt - cc: to EPA of comments on draft SEIS. No comments
related to water quality or NPDES permt.

TimJune - public hearing coment on the site-specific criteria
request.



