Bristol Bay Assessment

Charge Questions to Peer Review Panel

1) The EPA’s assessment focused on identifying the impacts of potential future large-
scale mining to the fish habitat and populations in these watersheds. The assessment
brought together information to characterize the ecological, geological, and cultural
resources of the Nushagak and Kvichak watersheds. Did this characterization provide
appropriate background information for the assessment? Was this characterization
accurate? Were any significant literature, reports, or data missed that would be useful
to complete this characterization, and if so what are they?

2) A formal mine plan or application is not available for the porphyry copper deposits in
the Bristol Bay watershed. EPA developed a hypothetical mine scenario for its risk
assessment, based largely on a plan published by Northern Dynasty Minerals. Given
the type and location of copper deposits in the watershed, was this hypothetical mine
scenario realistic and sufficient for the assessment? Has EPA appropriately bounded
the magnitude of potential mine activities with the minimum and maximum mine
sizes used in the scenario? Are there significant literature, reports, or data not
referenced that would be useful to refine the mine scenario, and if so what are they?

3) EPA assumed two potential modes for mining operations: a no-failure mode of
operation and a mode involving one or more types of failures. Is the no-failure mode
of operation adequately described? Are engineering and mitigation practices

sufficiently detailed, reasonable, and consistent? Are significant literature, reports,
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or data not referenced that would be useful to refine these scenarios, and if so what
are they?

4) Are the potential risks to salmonid fish due to habitat loss and modification and
changes in hydrology and water quality appropriately characterized and described for
the no-failure mode of operation? Does the assessment appropriately describe the
scale and extent of risks to salmonid fish due to operation of a transportation corridor
under the no-failure mode of operation?

5) Do the failures outlined in the assessment reasonably represent potential system
failures that could occur at a mine of the type and size outlined in the mine scenario?
Is there a significant type of failure that is not described? Are the probabilities and
risks of failures estimated appropriately? Is appropriate information from existing
mines used to identify and estimate types and specific failure risks? If not, which
existing mines might be relevant for estimating potential mining activities in the
Bristol Bay watershed?

6) Does the assessment appropriately characterize risks to salmonid fish due to a
potential failure of water and leachate collection and treatment from the mine site? If
not, what suggestions do you have for improving this part of the assessment? Are
significant literature, reports, or data not referenced that would be useful to
characterize these risks, and if so what are they?

7) Does the assessment appropriately characterize risks to salmonid fish due to culvert
failures along the transportation corridor? If not, what suggestions do you have for
improving this part of the assessment? Are significant literature, reports, or data not

referenced that would be useful to characterize these risks, and if so what are they?
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8) Does the assessment appropriately characterize risks to salmonid fish due to pipeline
failures? If not, what suggestions do you have for improving this part of the
assessment? Are significant literature, reports, or data not referenced that would be
useful to characterize these risks, and if so what are they?

9) Does the assessment appropriately characterize risks to salmonid fish due to a
potential tailings dam failure? If not, what suggestions do you have for improving
this part of the assessment? Are significant literature, reports, or data not referenced
that would be useful to characterize these risks, and if so what are they?

10) Does the assessment appropriately characterize risks to wildlife and human cultures
due to risks to fish? If not, what suggestions do you have for improving this part of
the assessment? Are significant literature, reports, or data not referenced that would
be useful to characterize these risks, and if so what are they?

11) Does the assessment appropriately describe the potential for cumulative risks from
multiple mines? If not, what suggestions do you have for improving this part of the
assessment?

12) Are there reasonable mitigation measures that would reduce or minimize the mining
risks and impacts beyond those already described in the assessment? What are those
measures and how should they be integrated into the assessment? Realizing that there
are practical issues associated with implementation, what is the likelihood of success
of those measures?

13) Does the assessment identify and evaluate the uncertainties associated with the

identified risks?

Bristol Bay Assessment - Peer Review Charge Questions - Final Page 3



14) Are there any other comments concerning the assessment, which have not yet been

addressed by the charge questions, which panel members would like to provide?
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