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The d ossary of Terns

Adm ni strative Order on Consent (AOC): A |legal agreenent between EPA and one or nore
potentially responsible parties whereby the potentially responsible party or parties agree to
performor pay the cost of site investigations or cleanup

Adm ni strative Record: Afile established and nmintai ned by the | ead agency that contains al

t he docunents used by EPA to nake a decision on the selection of a renedial action. The

adm nistrative record is available for public review and a copy is established at or near the
site, usually at one of the infornation repositories.

Alternative: A cleanup option for reducing site risk by limting or elimnating the exposure
pat hway by reducing, renoval, containment or treatnment of the contam nation

Appl i cabl e Requirenents: Those cl eanup standards, standards or control, and other substantive
requirenents, criteria or limtations promul gated under federal environnental or state
environnental or facility siting laws that specifically address a hazardous substance

pol lutant, contam nant, renedial action |location, or other circunstance found at a CERCLA site
Only those state standards that are identified by a state in a timely nanner and are nore
stringent than federal requirenents nmay be applicable

Aquifer: A geologic formation, group of formations, or part of a fornmation capable of yielding a
significant anount of groundwater to wells or springs

Capital Costs: The costs of itens such as buildings, equipnent, engineering, and construction
Construction costs include | abor, equipnent and nmaterial costs

CERCLA: The Conprehensi ve Environnental Response, Conpensation, and Liability Act of
1980, as anended by the Superfund Arendnents and Reaut horization Act of 1986.

Chem cal s of Concern: The nobst prevalent and toxic site-related chemcals identified and
released at a Site.

Chemi cals of Potential Concern: Potentially, the nost prevalent and toxic site-related chenicals
identified and rel eased at a Site

Col orado Hazardous Waste Act (CHWA): The Col orado | aw regul ating the procedures used in
the generation, treatnent, transportati on, storage and di sposal of hazardous wastes.

Conpl i ance Boundary: The boundary at the Site where chem cal -specific renediation |evels and
perfornmance standards nmust be net. Not necessarily equival ent to the physical ownership or site
boundary, but rather defined by the nature and extent of the contami nation at the site

Conti ngency Measures: Measures that detail the action to be taken in response to a renedy
conponent failure.

Dense, Non- Aqueous Phase Liquids (DNAPL): A group of conpounds which are heavier than
water. Wien rel eased to the environment, they often forma "plune" which sinks to a | ess
perneabl e surface within the groundwater. Includes or nmay include, hazardous substances or
contami nants, as the prinmary nmaterial or trapped within a matrix.

Excess Lifetinme Cancer R sk: The increnental probability of an individual devel opi ng cancer over
alifetime as a result of exposure to a potential carcinogen. A cancer risk of 1 X 10 -6 is one
addi ti onal case of cancer (over background |levels) per mllion people exposed (a one in a
mllion chance of having cancer). The NCP specifies the 1 X 10 -4 to 1 X 10 -6 risk level as a
"target range" within which to manage risk at Superfund sites

Exposure: Contact of a chemical with the outer boundary of a human (skin, nose, nouth, skin
punctures and | esions) to include dermal, ingestion and inhal ation exposures.

Exposure Paraneter: Factors such as body wei ght, breathing rate, or time/activity that nay be
needed to quantify (cal culate) human exposure to a contam nant.



Exposure Pat hway: The course a hazardous substance (including chemicals of concern) takes froma
source to a receptor. An exposure pathway describes a uni que nechani sm by which an individual or
popul ation is exposed to chemcals or physical agents at or originating froma site. Exposure
pat hway includes a source or release froma source, an exposure point, and an exposure route.

Exposure Point: A geographical |ocation of potential contact between a receptor and a chenica
or physical agent, e.g., an industrial worker ingesting soil containing PCBs.

Exposure Point Concentration: Concentration at the point where receptors may be exposed

Exposure Route: The way a chem cal or physical agent cones in contact with a receptor, that is
i nhal ation, ingestion, dernal contact, e.g., ingestion of pentachl orophenol in the groundwater
by a hypothetical future residential worker

Exposure Setting: A conbination of potential |and uses and exposure routes that describe the
ways by which a specific type of receptor can contact contam nants, for exanple, residentia
setting, occupational setting, recreational setting.

Feasibility Study (FS): A study undertaken to devel op and eval uate options for renedial action
The FS enphasi zes anal ysis of alternatives and is generally performed concurrently and in an
interactive fashion with the renmedial investigation (RI), using data gathered during the RI. The
study results are published in a report referred to as the Feasibility Study.

Fund or Trust Fund: The Hazardous Substance Superfund established by Section 9507 of the
Internal Revenue Code of 1986

G oundwat er: As defined by Section 101(12) of CERCLA, water in a saturated zone or stratum
beneath the surface of land or water.

Hazard Ranki ng System (HRS): The nethod used by EPA to evaluate the relative potential of
hazar dous substance rel eases to cause health or safety problens, or ecol ogical or environnmenta
damage

Hurman Heal th Baseline Ri sk Assessment (HHBRA): A study used by EPA to evaluate the
potential risks to human health if nothing is done to remediate a site or elimnate the risks
The BRA considers current use and hypothetical future use of the site

Hydr ogeol ogi c: Relating to the science of hydrogeol ogy, which studies the interactions of
groundwat er and geol ogi ¢ formati ons.

Intake: The nmeasure of exposure expressed as the mass of a chemical that crosses an outer
boundary of a human or the chem cal per unit body weight per unit tine, i.e., mlligrans of
chem cal per kilogram of body wei ght per day.

Institutional Controls: Rules, regulations, |aws, or covenants that may be necessary to assure
the effectiveness of a cleanup alternative. Exanples of institutional controls include, but are
not limted to, deed restrictions, water use restrictions, zoning controls, and access
restrictions.

Maxi mum Cont am nant Level s (MCLs): Standards established under the Safe Drinking Water

Act, which identify the highest allowable | evels of contami nants in drinking water sources. MlLs
are often used to determi ne when renedial action would be appropriate to address a rel ease of
hazar dous subst ances.

M ning Restriction Area MRA): Represents an area of 6.6 acres where the waste exceeds the
Prelimnary Renediation Coals (PRGs) which are based upon the industrial scenario

Nati onal Contingency Plan (NCP): The EPAs regul ati ons governing all cleanups under the
Super fund program Published at 40 CFR Part 300

National Priorities List (NPL): The list, conpiled by EPA pursuant to CERCLA Section 105, of
uncontrol | ed hazardous substance released within the United States that are priorities for |ong-
termrenedi al eval uati on and response



Ofsite: The area |l ocated outside of the physical boundaries of the Sneltertown site.
Onsite: The area within the physical boundaries of the Sneltertown site.
Qperation and Maintenance: Measures required to nmaintain the effectiveness of the sel ected

remedy including the cost of operating |abor, maintenance, materials, energy, disposal, and
adm ni strative activities.

Parts per billion (ppb)/parts per mllion (ppm: Units comonly used to express concentrations
of contam nants. For exanple, one ounce of trichloroethylene (TCE) in one mllion ounces of
water is one ppm one ounce of TCE in one billion ounces of water is one ppb.

Performance Standards: The standards, specified by EPA, that the remedy nust neet. For
treatment, these standards are concentrations that the treatment nmust achieve for identified
contam nants. For disposal, these standards define the concentrations of wastes to be renoved
(in volunme). For containnent, these standards are the concentrations of wastes that are
nonitored at the contai nnent boundaries to ensure the integrity of the contai nment system

Pol ycyclic Aromatic Hydrocarbons (PAH): A class of organic (carbon-based) conpounds which
are associated with nmanufacturing and petrochem cal wastes.

Pol ychl ori nated Bi phenyl (PCB): A class of organic (carbon-based) conpounds which are widely
found mxed with transfornmer oils. PCBs have been identified as a cancer-causing agent, or
car ci nogen.

Potentially Responsible Party (PRP): An individual or conpany (such as owners, operators,
transporters, or generators of hazardous waste) potentially responsible for, or contributing to,
the contam nation problens at a Superfund site, pursuant to CERCLA

Prelimnary Renediation CGoals (PRGs): The goals set during the devel opnent of the feasibility
study for the chem cals of concern at a site. These goals can be derived from policy,

regul ations, risk-based science, technol ogy, or to-be-considered gui dance or criteria. These
goal s becone perfornmance standards when presented in the Record of Deci sion.

Present Wrth Cost (PWC. An analysis of the current value of all costs. A so known as Net
Present Wrth, the PWC is cal cul ated based on a 30-year tinme period and a predeterm ned
interest rate.

Proposed Pl an: A docunent that summarizes EPA's preferred cleanup strategy, the rationale for
the preference, and all of the alternatives presented in the detail ed analysis of the
feasibility study. The Proposed Plan solicits review and comment on all alternatives under
consi derati on.

Publicly Owmed Treatnment Works (POTW: A nunicipal or local facility that collects, nanages,
and treats wastewater.

Reasonabl e Maxi mum Exposure (RVE): The RME is the highest exposure that is reasonably

expected to occur at a site. It is the product of a few upper-bound exposure paraneters with
primarily average or typical exposure paraneters so that the result represents an exposure that
is both protective and pl ausi bl e. The exposure includes exposure point concentrati on and
exposure frequency and duration, with a mxture of distributions (averages, 95th percentile,
etc.) to reflect a 90th percentile.

Receptor: Any organi sm (such as humans, terrestrials, wildlife, or aquatic) potentially exposed
to chem cal s of concern.

Record of Decision (ROD): A public docunent that explains the renedial action plan for a
Superfund site. A ROD serves several functions:

. It certifies that the renmedy sel ection process was carried out in accordance with
CERCLA and with the NCP



. It describes the technical paraneters of the renedy, specifying the treatnent,
engi neering, and institutional conponents, as well as renedi ation goals;

. It provides the public with a consolidated source of infornmation about the site and
t he chosen renedy, including the rationale behind the selection; and

. The ROD al so provides the framework for the transition into the next phase of the
remedi al process, Renedial Design (RD).

Rel evant and Appropriate Requirenents: Those cl eanup standards, standards of control, and

ot her substantive requirenents, criteria or limtations pronul gated under federal environnmenta
or state environnental or facility siting laws that, while not "applicable" to a hazardous
substance, pollutant, contam nant, renedial action, location or other circunstance at a CERCLA
site, address problens or situations sufficiently simlar to those encountered at the CERCLA
site that their use is well suited to a particular site. Only those state standards that are
identified in atimely manner and are nore stringent than federal requirenents may be rel evant
and appropriate

Remedi al Action (RA) or Renedy: Those actions consistent with a pernmanent renedy taken

instead of, or in addition to, a renoval action in the event of release or threatened rel ease of
a hazardous substance into the environment to prevent or mnimze the rel ease of hazardous
substances so that they do not nmigrate to cause substantial danger to present or future public
health or welfare or the environnent.

Remedi al Action bjectives (RAGCs): (bjectives devel oped by EPA after providing the State

with a meani ngful and substantial involvenent, at individual Superfund sites that, in connection
wi th chem cal -specific renediation goals and performance standards, define acceptable |evels of
risk.

Remedi al Design (RD): The technical analysis and procedures which follow the selection of
remedy for a site and result in a detailed set of plans and specifications for inplenentation of
the remedi al action.

Remedi al Investigation (R): A study undertaken to determ ne the nature and extent of the
probl em presented by a rel ease of hazardous substances at a Site. The R enphasi zes data
collection and site characterization, and is generally perforned concurrently and in an
interactive fashion with the feasibility study. The R includes sanpling and nonitoring, as
necessary, and the gathering of sufficient information to deternine the necessity for renedia
action and to support the risk assessnment eval uation of renedial alternatives

Resour ce Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA): A Federal law that requires safe and secure
procedures to be used in treating, transporting, storing and di sposi ng of hazardous wastes and

solid wastes.

Respondent: ldentifies the party entering into an Adm nistrative Order on Consent (AQC or
Consent Order) with EPA

Subtitle C A programunder RCRA that regul ates the nmanagenent of hazardous waste fromthe tine
it is generated until its ultinmte disposal

Subtitle D A program under RCRA that regul ates the nanagenent of solid waste

Super fund Anmendnents and Reaut horization Act of 1986 (SARA): Anendnents to CERCLA, enacted on
Cct ober 17, 1986

Total Extractabl e Hydrocarbons (THE): A neasure of the anmpbunt of petrol eumbased contam nants
present.

Total Petrol eum Hydrocarbon (TPH): A neasure of the anount of petrol eumbased contam nants
present.

Toxi ¢ Substances Control Act (TSCA). A Federal |aw which regul ates the nanufacture, processing,
inmport, distribution, use, and disposal of toxic substances.



Vertical Mgration: The ability of nmedia such as water, to nove vertically upwards or downwards
t hrough vari ous subsurface strata.
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Section 1.0
DECLARATI ON FOR THE RECORD COF DEC Sl ON

1.1 Site Nane and Location

Srrel tert own Superfund Site
Chaf f ee County
Col or ado

1.2 STATEMENT CF BASI S AND PURPCSE

Thi s deci si on docunment presents the selected renedial action (RA) for the former Koppers Wod
Treating Operable Unit (OU2) at the Smeltertown Superfund Site (the Site), which was chosen in
accordance with the requirenments of the Conprehensive Environmental Response, Conpensation,
and Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA), as anended by the Superfund Amendments and Reaut hori zation
Act of 1986 (SARA) and, to the extent practicable, the National G| and Hazardous Substances
Pol I uti on Contingency Plan (NCP). This decision docunment explains the basis and the purpose of
the selected remedy and is based on the admnistrative record file for this Site.

The Col orado Department of Public Health and the Environment (CDPHE) concurs on the sel ected
remedy.

1.3 ASSESSMENT CF THE SI TE

Actual or threatened rel eases of hazardous substances fromthis site, if not addressed by
i mpl enenting the response action selected in this ROD, may present a current or potential threat
to public health, welfare, or the environnent.

1.4 DESCRI PTI ON OF THE SELECTED REMEDY

The Former Koppers Wodtreating Operable Unit is the second of three operable units. The first
operable unit (QUlL) at this Site addresses the contanination fromthe snelting activities
conducted by the Chio and Col orado Snelting and Refining Conpany from 1902 to 1919 and is
identified as the H storic Smelting Operable Unit. The third operable unit (QU3) addresses the
contanmination fromthe active Col orado Zinc Conpany (CoZi nCo) industrial facility. The United
States Environnental Protection Agency (EPA) and the State of Col orado Departnent of Public
Health and Environnental are currently negotiating with the potentially responsible parties
(PRPs) of QU1 to inplement the sel ected response action docunmented in the Action Menorandum

dat ed Septenber 27, 1996. CDPHE currently oversees the active CoZinCo Site (QU3) under the State
Resour ce Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA). CDPHE anticipates a selected corrective action
for QU3 in early summer 1998. This action addresses the wood-treating contam nants fromthe tie
treating operations at the forner Koppers Wod Treating Operable Unit that were conducted by
Koppers Conpany, Inc. (now known as Beazer East, Inc.) from 1924 through 1953. This renedy calls
for the contai nment of soils contam nated at |ow levels and nonitors the effect of the

contam nants in the soils, dissolved polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) and dense

non- aqueous phase liquids (DNAPL) wi thin the groundwater.

The maj or conponents of the selected remedy include the follow ng:

. Institutional controls (deed restrictions) and engi neering controls (fence) to
ensure that the contam nated area remai ns undi sturbed and the Site is not devel oped
for residential use. A mning restriction would be inmposed upon 6.6 acres where
subsurface inpacts fromwood-treating activities renmain.

. G oundwat er nmonitoring will be conducted to ensure no further nigration of the
dense non-aqueous phase liquid or dissolved PAH constituents and to neasure the
I ong-termeffectiveness of the renedy.

1.5 STATUTORY DETERM NATI ONS

The selected renmedy is protective of human health and the environment, conplies with Federal
and State requirenents that are legally applicable or rel evant and appropriate to the renedial



action (or justifies a waiver of any Federal and State applicable or relevant and appropriate
requirenents that will not be nmet), and is cost-effective. This renmedy utilizes institutional
and engineering controls for the contai nment of |owlevel contam nants as preferred by the
Nati onal, Contingency Pl an.

Because this remedy will result in hazardous substances renai ning on-site above heal t h-based
levels, a revieww |l be conducted within five years after commencenent of renedial action to
ensure that the remedy continues to provi de adequate protecti on of human health and the

envi ronnent .

<I MG SRC 98080C
Section 2.0
Site Summary

The Sneltertown Superfund Site (SMIN is |located in Township 50 North, Range 9 East, in the

sout heast quarter of Section 25 approximately one nile northwest of Salida in Chaffee County,

Col orado. The 118-acre site is situated south of Chaffee County H ghway 150, west of County

H ghway 152. See Figure 1-1 location nap of Sneltertown Superfund Site and Former Koppers
Property. A predoninant feature of the area is the 365-foot snokestack which stands just outside
t he sout heast boundary of the forner Koppers property and was placed on the National Register of
H storic Places in 1976. The Sneltertown Superfund Site is subdivided into three subsites based
on historical and current industrial operations. These subsites or operable units are not
mutual |y exclusive and there is considerable overlap between them The Snelter subsite (operable
unit one) of the historic Chio and Col orado Snelting and Refinery Conpany occupies the Site's
central region. The CoZi nCo subsite (operable unit three) lies inthe Site's eastern region and
is occupied by the active CozZinCo, Inc. facility. The former Koppers Wod Treating subsite
(operable unit two) in the western region was occupi ed by the fornmer Kopper's creosote treatnent
facility and is the focus of this decision docunent. This subsite is currently used by Butal a
Construction for storage of sand and gravel naterial and includes approxinmately 60 acres of the
118-acre site.

SMI' i s surrounded by residences and a variety of industries operate on or adjacent to SM.

Col orado-Ute El ectric Associati on operates a substation | ocated approxinately m dway al ong the
northern border of SMI. Butala Construction is actively quarrying gravel fromthe valley fill in
the west and northwest portion of SMI. E&R Trucking, Inc. (E&R), which is currently not active,
occupi ed part of the smelter subsite. E&R was a hauling operati on which used the property as a
staging area for sem-trailers. A peat noss packaging facility, which uses peat hauled in from
el sewhere, is |ocated southwest of the zinc facility operated by CoZi nCo Incorporated (CoZ nCo).
Salida Auto Sal vage operates a facility open to the public south of CoZi nCo. There are two
residential properties within the area of study, the Kinmrett famly residence and the G aff
rental properties. As of the spring of 1996, the ownership of the Gaff rental properties
changed to Poncha Devel opnent Conpany, and the new owner has no tenants.

SMI is generally zoned industrial. However, Chaffee County's industrial zoning allows
residential devel opment, as evidenced by the continued approval for construction of new hones in

t he area.

Land use in the general area of SMI consists of the follow ng:

. Resi denti al ;

. Industrial operations (CoZi nCo);

. Quarrying and rock-crushing related activities (Butala Construction);

. Commerci al activities, such as river rafting, a bed and breakfast, an
aut onobi | e sal vage yard, and a peat nopbss packagi ng and sal es conpany;

. Public use (fish hatchery);

. Recreati onal use (fishing);

. Agricul tural use, such as fields, l|ivestock, horse farns; and,

. A utility conpany (Col orado-Ute Electric Association, which

operates a substation immediately north of SM).

Al though SMI is largely industrial in character, there are approximately 50 hones | ocated
adj acent and within the southern and eastern portions of SMI. The honmes within SM include



private hones and at | east three nobile hones. Mich of SMI is readily accessible to the public
During a site visit conducted Septenber 1st and 2nd of 1992, the Agency for Toxic Substances
and D sease Registry (ATSDR) staff observed that there was little evidence of small children in
the i mmedi ate area. This observation was supported by community resident statements during the
"public availability session" held during an SMI visit. According to a census conducted in 1990
the town of Salida had a popul ati on of about 4,700 people. The block group in the census tract
enconpassi ng SMI had a 1990 popul ati on of 332 people. It should be noted, however, that this

bl ock group conprises an area nmuch larger than SMI; it is estinmated that about one third of the
bl ock group's population resides in the imediate SMI vicinity. Approximately 5,200 people live
within four mles of SMI, and about 200 people live within one mle of SMI

The chi ef topographic features of the area are two parallel, northwest trendi ng nountain ranges
that border the Arkansas River Valley. The Sawatch Range rises to over 14,000 feet in elevation
and borders the western nmargin of the Valley. The Mdsquito Range rises to over 10,000 feet in
el evation and borders the eastern nargin of the Valley.

The Site is on a relatively flat terrace on the northeast bank of the Arkansas Ri ver, about 90
to 100 vertical feet above the river. The Arkansas River flows southward fromits headwaters
near Leadville, Colorado, approxinmately 50 mles to the north. Locally, the river flows

sout heastward al ong the west side of the Site and then turns to the east along the south edge of
the Site approximately two mles upstreamof Salida, Col orado

Land-surface el evation at the Site ranges from approximately 7,050 to 7,200 feet above nean sea
level (MsL). The majority of the Site is on a river terrace about 90 vertical feet above the
river at an approxi mate el evation of 7180 feet. Annual precipitation in the area is
approximately 10 to 12 inches/year. Native grasses are the only vegetation on the terrace
surface. No trees and few buil dings are present, and several |arge boul ders, approxinately 6 to
8 feet in noninal dianeter, |lie on the terrace surface. Between the terrace surface and the
Arkansas River, there is a steep bluff that is vegetated with cottonwod trees and vari ous
speci es of underbrush. Approxinmately 30 to 40 vertical feet below the terrace surface along the
bluff face (at an el evation of approxi mately 7,140 to 7,150 feet above MSL) there are several
areas of diffuse seepage and springs of very lowflowrate. An old slag pile is | ocated about
another 10 to 15 vertical feet down the bluff face. The upper surface of the slag pile is
relatively flat, and extends about 5 to 10 feet horizontally outward toward the river fromthe
bluff face. The slag is fromthe forner snelter operation and is not related to wood-treating
activities.

A Col orado Division of Water Resources streanfl ow gauging station is located 0.75 mle
downstreamfromthe site. Based on a period of record from 1909 to 1980, the average annua

di scharge at the gauging station is 634 cubic feet per second (ft 3/sec). The average annua

di scharge from 1991 to 1993 is approxi mately 590 ft 3/sec. Streanflow is characterized as high
in the spring and early sumer due to runoff of snownelt fromthe surroundi ng hi gh nountains,
and relatively noderate flows for the rest of the year

Most of the water used for irrigation of hay neadows in the area is obtained by direct diversion
of Arkansas River water via, unlined ditches that flow across the river valley, rather than from
the punping of groundwater fromwells. Two such canals, the Salida Ditch and the WIlians Hamm
Ditch, are present to the northwest, north, and northeast of the Site and fl ow southeasterly
across the valley. Infiltration fromthese ditches is probably a source of shall ow groundwat er
beneath the Site. The irrigation season occurs from approxi nately May through Septenber of each
year.

Four distinct hydrologic units have been identified at the Site within the valley-fill deposits:
upper terrace aquifer, lower terrace aquifer, Arkansas River alluvial aquifer and underlying al
three of these aquifers are the glacial and basin-fill deposits. Goundwater beneath the Site in

the Upper Terrace Aquifer noves to the south. Water levels in nonitoring wells on Site conpl eted
in this aquifer have been neasured on a quarterly basis fromApril of 1994 to January of 1995
and show that the direction of groundwater novement (perpendicular to potentionetric contours)
is generally fromnorth to south across nost of the forner Koppers Wod Treati ng Qperable Unit.
However, on the western edge of the area of investigation (i.e., near the bluff), the
groundwat er flow direction has a southwesterly conponent, due to the fact that the Upper Terrace
Aquifer is truncated at the bluff, thus inducing flow toward the bluff where it discharges as
springs and seeps. The general direction of groundwater novenent in the Lower Terrace Aquifer



the Arkansas River A luvial Aquifer, and the glacial/basin-fill deposits is toward the Arkansas
River and parallel to it.

G oundwater in the Upper Terrace Aquifer, which noves generally to the south, discharges
predom nantly:

. To a series of springs and diffuse seeps at various |ocations along the 90-foot high
bluff at the southwestern edge of the Site; and

. To the Lower Terrace Aquifer and/or a series of springs and diffuse seeps at various
l ocations along the 40-foot bluff that separates the upper terrace fromthe | ower
terrace along the south and southeastern edges of the Site.

An estimate of the volumetric, flow through the Upper Terrace Aquifer indicates that all the
springs and diffuse seeps, together, discharge about one gallon per mnute (gpm) of groundwater.
Sore of this water is likely consuned through evapotranspirati on by vegetation growing on the
bluff. Field observations in April 1994 indicate that no discrete streans of water were observed
emanating fromspring discharge | ocations and fl owi ng down the slope of the bluff.

Section 3.0
Site Hstory, Studies and Enforcement Activities

Industrial activity at the Sneltertown Superfund Site began in 1902 with the construction of a

| ead-zinc snelter by the Chio and Col orado Snelting and Refining Conpany. The snelter operated
from1902 to 1919, was dismantled in 1920, and the area was cleared of nbst structures except
two buildings and a 365-foot snokestack. A portion of the property, including the snelter office
buil ding, was utilized by a series of railroad tie-treating conpani es (Koppers and its
predecessors), beginning in 1926 and ending in 1953 when the wood-treating plant was cl osed.
Koppers sold the property in 1962 to the H E. Lowderm | k Conmpany (LowdermilK).

The former Koppers Wod Treating Operable Unit (QU 2) was purchased from Lowdernil k by Butal a
Construction, a sand and gravel mning and processi ng conmpany, which continues to operate a sand
and gravel quarry including producing decorative residential and conmmercial rock. Operable Unit
2 adjoins other property owned by Butala to the south where nost of the active sand and gravel
mning activity occurs. Qperable Unit 2 has been cleared of nost remants of past activity. The
only structures remaining are the plant office building and a water storage tank, both on the
upper terrace, and a gutted punp house near the Arkansas River. Butala Construction uses
portions of the Site for stockpiling of sand, gravel, and other materials.

The remai ning portion of the Sneltertown Superfund Site was not used for wood-treating
activities and includes the former site of |ead-zinc snelter operations and the active Col orado
Zi nc Company (CoZinCo) industrial facility. The 365-foot snokestack, which still stands just
out si de the sout heast boundary of the former Koppers property, was placed on the National

Regi ster of Historic Places in 1976.

SMI' was proposed for inclusion on the National Priorities List (NPL) in February 1992. The
United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has not taken any final action at this time
to include SMI on the NPL.

EPA first focused its attention on the Site in 1986 as the result of delivery of
creosote-inmpacted soil fromthe Site to the Chaffee County Landfill by Butala Construction.
Thereafter, Beazer renoved over 5,000 tons of creosote-stained soil fromthe Site and di sposed
of the soils in a permtted hazardous waste nmanagenent facility. In Cctober 1995 Beazer signed
an Administrative O der on Consent (AOCC) to conduct a Remedial Investigation/Focused Feasibility
Study (RI/FFS) (EPA Docket No.: CERCLA-VIII1-96-11) of the forner Koppers Wod-Treating Subsite
(Operable Unit 2) at the Sneltertown Superfund Site. The ACC became effective in January 1996.

Butal a Construction is the current owner of Cperable Unit 2 and operates a sand and gravel

m ni ng operation. Butala scraped nuch of the creosote-stained surface soil fromQUJ 2 and
reportedly buried portions of this material both on QU 2 and on adjacent Butala property. Two
specific burial locations were identified: one |ocation on the upper terrace and one on the

|l ower terrace adjacent to the Arkansas River. The upper terrace |location was reported by Butal a



Construction to include six trenches roughly 100 feet long, 10 feet deep, and 12 to 14 feet
wide. On the basis of earlier investigations, USEPA speculated that the | ower terrace |ocation
may potentially hold the sane vol unme of creosote-stained soil, Beazer conducted investigation
activities in both areas.

Nurmer ous i nvesti gations have been conducted on OQJ2 and the CoZi nCo portions of the Sneltertown
Superfund Site. In 1987, Water, Waste & Land, Inc. (WA) was retained by a group of honeowners
inthe Salida area to investigate the current extent and potential for future pollution of soil
water, and air in the i mediate area due to the zinc-sulfate manufacturing facility, CoZ nCo,
which is located near their hones. WA col |l ected groundwater, spring water, soil, and air
particulate sanples in the area of CoZ nCo, and produced a report of results that included a
prelimnary conceptual nodel of groundwater flow in the area of CoZ nCo.

Ecol ogy and Environnent, Inc. conducted investigations for both the CoZi nCo and the Koppers
portions of the Sneltertown Superfund Site on behalf of the USEPA. These investigations included
ext ensi ve sanpling of surface and subsurface soils, the installation and sanpling of 7
nonitoring wells, extensive spring water sanpling, and presentations of the results with
interpretations of the inpact to soil and groundwater

Roy F. Weston, Inc. conducted additional investigations on behalf of USEPA involving additiona
soil and water sanpling. The purpose of these investigations was to characterize the sources of
potential environnental degradation, evaluate the pathways for novenent of these conpounds,

and collect data for the assessnment of hunman health risk.

CH2M Hi || prepared a work plan report on behal f of USEPA that eval uated the procedures for
continued investigation of the nature and extent of constituents at the Sneltertown Superfund
Site. The investigation conducted by CHRM H || was focused on those portions of the Smeltertown
Superfund Site not being addressed by a Potentially Responsible Party (PRP)

ENSR prepared a conpani on work plan report on behal f of Beazer East, Inc. that enunerated plans
for continued investigations at the Site. The work plan focused only on those portions of the
Site potentially inpacted by wood-treating constituents (creosote) used by Koppers. ENSR
submtted a draft Renedial Investigation (RI) Report in Qctober 1994 which was finalized in
March 1996. ENSR submitted two drafts and a final Focused Feasibility Study dated July 1996
Novenber 1996, and August 7, 1997, respectively, with replacenent pages subnitted at the request
of EPA and CDPHE on Septenber 4, Cctober 15, Cctober 23, and Decenber 17, 1997.

A fund-1ead energency renoval action (Renoval Action #1) was initiated on May 26, 1993, to
provide bottled water to five rental units due to zinc in the groundwater beneath the CoZ nCo
subsite. The Action was conpl eted on May 23, 1994.

EPA issued a unilateral administrative order (UAO (Renoval Action #2, CERCLA 94-09) on Apri

28, 1994, to CoZi nCo for the purposes of providing replacenent water supplies to residents where
wat er was contam nated by zinc; however, violations of the UAO | ed EPA to take over the work.
The UAO was in effect fromMay 24, 1994 to Novenber 1, 1995.

Phase | of a tinme-critical renoval action (Renoval Action #3) was initiated on Septenber 27
1993, to renove the creosote-contam nated sludge fromfour residential driveways;

| ead-contam nated soil fromfive residential yards; a slag, cinder, and debris pile fromone
residential property; and netal -contami nated soil next to the snelter. The contaninated soils
were stockpiled on SMI, previously referred to as the existing waste pile. Two honmes were
decontam nated from | ead and arsenic dust.

Phase | of a tinme-critical renoval action (Renoval Action #3) continued the actions initiated
under Phase |. These actions included constructing a fence around the stockpiled waste pile
on-site; reapplying a dust suppression polyner to the on-site waste pile; renoving creosote-
contam nated sl udge fromone nore residential property; decontaminating rails renoved and

st ockpi |l ed by the | andowner near a residence; renoving the surface | ead and creosote

contam nation on the upper terrace of SMI; and renoving the m xture of cinder (high |ead
content) and creosote-contam nated naterial that was | ocated on the banks of the Arkansas R ver
Phase Il was conpl eted on Novenber 1, 1995



To assist in the activities of Renobval Action #3, EPA signed an Adm nistrative Order on Consent
(ACC) (CERCLA 95-08) (Renoval Action #4) with Butala Construction on January 10, 1995, to
provide in-kind services. Butala provided equi pment and personnel to assist in the excavation
and stockpiling on-site of contam nated soils. Butala Construction's involvenent began on
February 27, 1995, and ended on June 8, 1995.

EPA initiated a fund-lead tine-critical renoval action (Renobval Action #5) on Novenber 1, 1995,
to provide alternative water supplies to residences affected by the spread of zinc in the
groundwater fromthe CoZinCo facility. The action was conpl eted February 8, 1996.

EPA and CDPHE rel eased a O eanup Proposal, describing the results of the Engineering Eval uati on/
Cost Analysis (EE/CA) of the snelter subsite and EPA's preferred alternative, to the public in a
fact sheet dated Septenber 1995. Public comment period ended on Cctober 5, 1995. The Action
Menor andum dat ed Septenber 27, 1997, describes EPA s selection of the response action for the
snelter subsite, creosote contaminants within the existing on-site waste pile and soils

contami nated with metals within the areal extent of the wood treating subsite. The Response
Action for the snelter subsite calls for contai nnent of contam nated soils under an engi neered
cap with groundwater nonitoring to assist in determning the effectiveness of the cap.

Wiile in negotiations with EPA and CDPHE to performthe snelter subsite renoval action, Cyprus
Amax M neral s Conpany vol unteered to investigate and eval uate the nature and extent of the slag
pil e bordering the Arkansas River to determine if further action was warranted. PTI

Envi ronnental Services (PTI) conducted the investigation and eval uation, on behal f of Cyprus
Amax M neral s Conmpany, and submitted a report titled Data Summary and Ri sk Eval uati on Report:
Ri ver Corridor Exposure Unit at the Sneltertown Site dated January 1998. The exposure scenario
was based upon the frequency and tinme that a future recreational user woul d be exposed to
contaminants at the site. The recreational user was considered to be a fisherman. This report
concl udes that action is not warranted for either the current (industrial) and the reasonable
nmaxi mum exposure (RVE) future use of the area.

The CoZinCo facility is currently under a CHWA order issued by COPHE to nonitor and mtigate

rel eases fromthe operating units at the facility. A nunber of source areas at the facility have
been cl osed under CHWA orders. The State is currently reviewing a Corrective Measures Plan to
address the CoZi nCo contaminants within the soils and groundwater.

Section 4.0
H ghlights of Community Participation

EPA conducted comunity interviews on Septenber 1 -2, 1992. A Community Rel ations Pl an was
devel oped, based, in part, upon the results of the community interviews, and finalized on
Decenber 15, 1993. Several fact sheets have been published and distributed to the local area to
informthe citizenry of EPA's activities at the Smeltertown Site. O her public outreach
activities included numerous formal and informal meetings with citizens and town officials,
responses to tel ephone inquiries and infornative conversations with | ocal media.

EPA established a |ocal repository at the Salida Public Library to nake avail able to | ocal
residents docunents that detail the investigations conducted at the site. These docunents
represent the informati on EPA has considered to make the renmedy sel ection described in this
deci si on docunment. EPA has al so set up a repository at the EPA Superfund Records Center |ocated
within the Regional Ofice in Denver, Col orado.

The Notice of Availability for the RI/FS report and other docunents in the adm nistrative
record, and the Proposed Plan were published in The Salida Muntain Miil in Cctober 20, 1997. A
public neeting was held in the Salida Senior Ctizens Center, The nature and extent of
contanmination and the devel oped alternatives were presented to the public by EPA and CDPHE.

The public neeting was well attended, and many partici pated by aski ng questions and providing
opi nions and conmments regardi ng the remedies. A transcript of the public neeting is provided
with this decision document. A public conment period was held from Cctober 22 to Novenber

21, 1997. Six conment letters were received. Responses to each of the comments are found in

t he Responsi veness Summary, which is part of this Record of Decision.



Section 5.0
Scope and Rol e of Cperable Wnits

The operable units at the Smeltertown Superfund site were derived fromthe distinctly different
activities that lead to the Site being contaninated by different contam nants. These operabl e
units are:

. aAJ One: Smel ter subsite
. QU Two: For mer Koppers Wod-Treating subsite
. QU Three: CoZi nCo subsite

As di scussed above, EPA has already selected a response action for QU 1, and CDPHE anti ci pat es
selecting a corrective action for QU 3 in the sumrer of 1998. These actions will occur wthin
the areal extent of each operable unit with sonme overlap of contam nation.

The remai ning former Koppers Wod Treating operable unit's renedy is described in this Record
of Decision. The contaminants within this operable unit include dioxin isoners,

pent achl or ophenol (penta) and the najor conponents of wood-treating which are prinmarily

pol ycyclic aronatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) fromcreosote. The purpose of this response is to
prevent current and future exposure to the contami nated soils and to reduce contani nant
mgration into the groundwater by ensuring no further migration of the DNAPL plume or dissol ved
PAHs in the Upper Terrace Aquifer.

Section 6.0
Summary of Site Characteristics

This section provides an overview of contamination at the forner Koppers Wod Treating QOperabl e
Unit Two (QU2), including the source, nature and extent, concentrations, and vol umes of
contamination. Actual routes of exposure and exposure pathways are di scussed in Section 7.0

A general overview of the OJ2 is presented in Section 2.0.

6.1 Extent of Contam nation in Affected Medi a

Rel eases of hazardous substances w thin operable unit two occurred during the wood-treating
operation of Koppers and its predecessors from 1926 to 1953. Tie treating operations at the Site
included a creosote treating retort, drip tracks, storage tanks, pole plant and | agoons. In the
retort budding, railroad ties and other |unber products were pressure-treated with creosote in
steel cylinders. The treated materials were then noved fromthe retort building onto drip tracks
where they were tenporarily stored until subsequent storage was arranged el sewhere on the Site.
H storical drawings of the Site indicate four storage tanks were | ocated west of the retort

bui l di ng, and an additional three working tanks were | ocated adjacent to the north side of the
buil ding. At the pole plant, located north of the office building (still standing) and east of
the retort, the butt-ends of tel ephone poles were dipped in creosote to preserve the wood.

H storical aerial photographs al so suggest the presence of two | agoons, northeast of the retort
buddi ng, on the north side of the old Chaffee County Road 150.

The principal source areas of contam nation were the former process area and the | agoons. Figure
1-2 identifies the location of the source areas fromthe former Koppers Facility activities. As
nmentioned earlier, the Site has been cleared of nost remmants of past activity including the
process budding, retort and storage tanks. The |agoons were backfilled but are stiff
identifiable fromaerial photographs. In the process area, sods inpacted with creosote were
found in the |ocation of the former drip tracks, process building and near the storage tanks.
The fluids historically present in the | agoons were probably process waters which consisted of
an emul sion containing droplets of creosote and water with near-saturation concentrations of

di ssol ved wood-treating constituents. The active sources of creosote and process waters were
elimnated in the early 1950s when the Koppers facility was pernmanently cl osed. Approxi mately
5,000 tons of creosote inpacted sods were renoved fromthe Site by Beazer in 1992. Sods
cont ai ni ng wood-treating constituents were excavated and buried on-site or renoved to the county
landfill by Butal a.

Fromthe historic sources in the process area and the | agoons, wood-treating constituents noved
downward t hrough the vadose zone to the water table within the perched Upper Terrace Aquifer



Creosote, a dense non-aqueous phase liquid (DNAPL), which is denser than water, continued to
nove downward to the bottomof the Upper Terrace Aquifer leaving a residual coating of DNAPL on
the surface of the aquifer nmaterial. The remai ning DNAPL at the base of the aquifer mgrated

al ong the upper surface of the glacial/basin fill deposits that generally slopes to the east.

Di ssol ved wood-treating constituents, on the other hand, noved in the direction of groundwater
flowto the south and southwest towards the bluff (see figure 2-7)

DNAPL is present in Spring No. 5 which is located on the west side of the Site about one third
of the distance down the bluff fromthe top. This spring and the soils in the imediate vicinity
(within 15 feet) are currently the only location where visible, free phase DNAPL is found at the
ground surface. The source of this DNAPL is probably the forner storage tanks west of the
process buil di ng.

Soi |

Surface soil collected fromgridded sanpling |ocations contained | ess than 100 ng/ kg total PAHs
(TPAH) with the exception of one |ocation near the |agoons. Near-surface soil (2 to 5 feet in
depth) collected fromthe gridded sanpling |ocations contained |ower |evels of TPAHwith the
exception of one location on the east side of the Site where the grid location is on or near a
former railroad grade.

Visually inpacted soils were found in the process areas and the | agoons extendi ng fromjust
beneath the ground surface to the bottom of the upper terrace aquifer at a depth of about 40
feet. No visually inpacted soils were seen within the glacial/basin-fill deposits which underlie
the upper terrace aquifer. Visually uninpacted soils i medi ately adjacent to both areas
contained TPAH at | evels less than 100 ng/kg.

The pole plant was an isolated facility for treating the butt ends of power/tel ephone pol es and
was | ocated east of the nmain process area. Wth the exception of two sanples, all soil sanples
contai ned |l ess than 15 ng/ kg TPAH. TPAH concentrati ons of approximately 15,000 ng/ kg were found
in the sanpl e associated with wood fragnents and a sanple fromthe base of the Upper Terrace
Aqui fer contained 121 ng/ kg TPAH

Investigation of the upper terrace area where Butala has reportedly buried creosote-inpacted
surface soil reveal ed the presence of at |east four trenches containing buried soil inpacted
with wood-treating constituents. The trenches do not extend beyond a depth of about 20 feet, and
thus are above the water table. Available evidence suggests that constituents have not m grated
fromthe base of the trenches. In the |ower terrace area where Butala also reportedly buried
creosote-inpacted soil, stained soils were encountered at shal |l ow depths. Maxi num TPAH
concentrations were 144 ng/ kg found in subsurface soil

A statistical summary of individual PAH concentrations by area are found in Tables A-1 through
A-13 in the appendi x A of Focused Feasibility Study Forner Koppers Wod Treating Site, Salida
Col orado dated August 1997

G oundwat er

Three groundwater nonitoring wells were installed by USEPA at the Site (KRM¥1, KRMNM2, and
KRMM 4) and seven wells were installed by Beazer. (KRMW5, KRNdWG6, KRMV7S, KRMM 7D, KRW# 8,
KRMVM 9, and KRMW 10) for a total of 10 wells on or adjacent to the Site. KRM¥4 and KRMM9 were
conpleted in the Arkansas River A luvial Aquifer, KRM¥7D was conpleted within the
glacial/basin-fill deposits, and all other wells were conpleted in the Upper Terrace Aquifer
Chem cals of Potential Concern (COPCs) were not detected in wells KRM¥1, KRMNW4, and KRMN 9.
Low |l evel s of COPCs were detected in all other wells with the exception of KRMM6 in which high
level s were detected and snall droplets of floating product were observed during sanpling of the
well. KRM¥6 is |ocated down gradi ent of the |agoons. Low | evels of COPCs were detected in
KRM¥ 7D within the glacial/basin-fill deposits at the elevation of the river. The | evels of
COPCs detected in water from KRMV¥ 7D col | ected during two sanpling events do not exceed MCLs;
not all conpounds, however, have correspondi ng MCLs.

COPCs were detected within the uppernost, perched aquifer beneath the Site (known as the Upper
Terrace Aquifer). Benzo(a)pyrene (B(a)P) was detected at four locations within the Upper Terrace
Aquifer at levels in excess of the MCL (0.2 ug/l). B(a)P was detected at Spring No. 5 (7.9 ug/



to 310 ng/l) and KRM¥7S (1.1 to 2.0 ug/l). B(a)P was also detected in wells KRM¥5 (1.1 to 1.9
ug/l) and KRM¥6 (16 to 18 ug/l). Both KRM¥5 and KRM¥6 are down gradi ent of the |agoon area
B(a) P was not detected in well KRMW¥ 10 which is |ocated about 400 feet down gradient of wells
KRM¥5 and KRMW 6. The Upper Terrace Aquifer is currently not used as a drinking water supply
and is not a potentially useable drinking water supply.

Avai | abl e evidence fromone deep well suggests it is unlikely that Site activities have inpacted
either the Lower Terrace Aquifer or the Arkansas R ver Alluvial Aquifer. Lowl evel
concentrations of a limted nunber of COPCs were observed at one location in the glacial/basin-
fill deposits that occur beneath the Upper Terrace Aquifer

The novenent of COPCs dissolved in groundwater is likely to be very slow due to their tendency
to adsorb to aquifer and soil solids. This slowrate of transport in groundwater is likely to
result in denonstrabl e biodegradation of the COPCs along a transport flow path of any great
length. At other wood-treating sites fate and transport anal yses and groundwat er sanpling has
shown that COPCs dissolved in groundwater are bel ow detectable | evels within 150 feet of DNAPL
source materials. Hstorically, past mgration of COPCs in pure phase was |ikely the predom nant
nechani smof transport. Not only is pure-phase velocity higher than dissol ved-phase transport
velocity, but attenuation mechanisns (e.g., biodegradation) are not significant in the pure
phase. Based on available data and the |l ength of tine since operations ceased at the forner
Koppers facility, significant mgration of pure-phase DNAPL does not appear to be occurring

t oday.

Resi dual DNAPL from past mgration probably is a continuing source of dissolved COPCs to
groundwat er in the perched Upper Terrace Aquifer. Consistent with this, the highest
concentrations of dissolved COPCs were observed in the immediate vicinity of Spring No. 5 and
in monitoring well KRMW6 i medi ately down gradient fromthe |agoon area. Hstorically, the
tank area |l ocated near Spring No. 5 and the | agoon area | ocated near KRMM6 are the source
areas of concentrated creosote

6.1.1 Prelinmnary Renmediation Goals

Constituents of concern (COCs) are a subset of the COPCs which were identified in the Human

Heal th Basel i ne Ri sk Assessnent (HHBRA). In identifying COCs, only those potentially

car ci nogeni ¢ wood-treating conpounds in a particular scenario that significantly contribute to a
total risk of nore than 1 in 10,000 for each exposure pathway were consi dered. |ndividua
conpounds that were calculated to contribute an increnental risk of less than 1 in 1,000, 000
were not considered to be OXCs.

For non-carci nogeni c conpounds the Hazard Quotient (HQ is used as a guide in evaluating the
effects of a single non-carcinogenic conpound. The HQis the estimated daily intake of a
conmpound based upon Site-specific exposure point concentration data divided by the reference
dose for the conpound above which health effects are observed. An HQ greater than one indicates
the potential for an adverse health effect. The sumof all HQ@ for a particular pathway provides
the Hazard Index (H) which, if greater than one, indicates the potential for adverse health
inmpacts froma mixture of conpounds through a single exposure pat hway.

As noted in EPA's Ofice of Solid Waste and Emergency Response (OSWER) Directive 9355. 0-30
"where the cunul ative carcinogenic site risk to an individual based on reasonabl e naxi mum
exposure for both current and future land use is less than 1 in 10,000, and the non-carci nogenic
hazard quotient is less than 1, action generally is not warranted unl ess there are adverse
environnental inpacts." The HHBRA identified only one exposure scenari o which could lead to
human health risks that exceed the criteria set forth above:

. Incidental ingestion of surface soil by a potential future resident leading to an
excess cancer risk of 5 in 10,000 due primarily to exposure to arsenic and, to a
| esser extent, dioxin, benzo(a)pyrene, and di benzo(a, h)anthracene

A full description of the current land use is in Section 7.1.2.2. Under the current and nost
likely future | and use scenario (industrial) considered by the HHBRA, there woul d be no
unaccept abl e risks fromwood-treating constituents. However, the HHBRA did not consider risk, if
any, to a hypothetical future sand and gravel worker due to exposure to subsurface soils should
the Site be mined. Neither did the HHBRA eval uate the risk to users of subsurface soils mned



fromthe Site. Therefore, because Butala nay seek to expand mning activities into the Site,
prelimnary renediati on goals (PRGs) were established for subsurface soils. The PRGs were
establ i shed for only those COPCs that were observed at the Site in concentrations equal to or
greater than that which presents a risk greater than 10 -6 under the current sand and grave
wor ker scenario. The PRGs were cal cul ated as the concentration that presents a risk of 1 in
10, 000 under USEPA' s default industrial scenario

Table 1: Prelimnary Renedi ati on Goals (PRGs) for Soi

Consti t uent Concentration (ng/kg) 1
Benzo( a) ant hr acene 780
Benzo( a) pyr ene 78
Benzo(b) f | our ant hene 780
Di benzo(a, h) ant hracene 78
I ndeno( 1, 2, 3- ed) pyrene 780
Pent achl or ophenol 4,768
HpCDD 0.2
Hx CDD 0. 02
Hx CDF 0. 02
OCbD 2.0

[1 Concentrations were calculated for a 1 in 10,000 target risk |evel under an
i ndustrial worker scenario.]

6.1.2 Subunits

Based on the nature and extent of the COPCs, the fate and transport of these constituents, and
the potential exposure pathways, three subunits have been identified for evaluation of the
alternatives. Subunits are defined as areas of the Site that exhibit sinilar characteristics and
require simlar remedial alternatives. The subunits for the Site are described bel ow including a
di scussion of the logic behind inclusion of each subunit.

Subunit 1 - Spring No. 5

Subunit 1 consists of discharge fromSpring No. 5 | ocated about one-third of the way down the
steep bluff on the west side of the Site. Available data suggest flowto this spring is isolated
fromother groundwater aquifers and represents the down gradient termnation of the perched

aqui fer. Because the aquifer discharging at the Spring is isolated, of limted aerial extent and
has a | ow volunetric flow rate, exposure through use as a drinking water source is unlikely.
Access to Spring No. 5 is poor due to the steep, rocky, wooded sl ope and, therefore, exposure is
unlikely. The Spring is identified as a subunit of the Site because the Hunan Heal th Baseline

Ri sk Assessnment (HHBRA) and the Ecol ogi cal R sk Assessnent (ERA) have identified the potentia
for exposure to Spring No. 5 and because

. It includes the only area of the Site where DNAPL is found on the surface

. The di scharge at Spring No. 5 (about 1.0 gpn) contains detectable PAH
concentrations; and

. DNAPL in Spring No. 5 is not readily visible due to vegetative cover from grasses
and shrubs; however, the DNAPL can be seen if leaf litter is noved in the area of
the Spring. Spring No. 5is intermttent (seasonal) and the |ow flow of water
results in a small wet area on the side of the bluff.

The vol une of contam nated soil surrounding Spring No. 5 is estimated at 100 cubic yards (cy).



Subunit 2 - Surface and Subsurface (0 to 30 feet) Soils

Subunit 2 consists of soil in the vadose zone above the | evel of the perched aquifer
(approximately 30 ft in depth) which is inmpacted by contam nants exceeding the PRGs. The
majority of inpacted soil in this subunit is nade up of soils primarily fromthe process area
and the forner |agoons. The majority of inmpacted soil in this subunit is found bel ow the ground

surface and may continue to affect the perched aquifer. The process area includes visually

i npacted soils exceeding the PRGs and extending to depths of 15 to 40 feet bel ow ground surface
including areas along the forner rail line, drip tracks, process building, working and storage
tanks. The total estinmated volune of the material exceeding PRGs is approxi mately 61, 000 tons
(assuming 1.80 tons/bank cubic yard [BCY]) fromO to 30 feet bel ow ground surface

These soils are categorized as a subunit solely in order to identify and eval uate alternatives
and technol ogi es should a mning permt be sought for the Site in the future.

Subunit 3 - Saturated (30 to 40 feet) Soils

Subunit 3 consists of those soils that are beneath the upper |evel of the perched aquifer,
saturated by water and bounded bel ow by a confining layer. This subunit includes soils inpacted
by mgration of constituents from source areas assumed to be the process area and the fornmer

| agoons. These soils may continue to affect the perched aquifer as well as the Upper Terrace
Aqui fer. The process area includes visually inpacted soils exceeding the PRGs and extending to
depths of 15 to 40 feet bel ow ground surface including areas along the forner rail line, drip
tracks, process building, working and storage tanks. The total estimated volunme of the materia
exceeding PRGs is approximately 15,000 tons (assum ng 1.80 tons/bank cubic yard [BCY]) from

30 to 40 feet (saturated zone). As with Subunit 2, these soils are categorized as a subunit
solely in order to identify and evaluate alternatives and technol ogi es should a nining pernit be
sought for the Site in the future. Because these are saturated soils, mning would require

addi tional activities over those for Subunit 2 including de-watering, possible treatnent and
effluent discharge. For these reasons, these soils are included as a separate subunit.

Section 7.0
Summary of Site Risks

A Human Health Baseline Ri sk Assessment was devel oped and finalized April 1995, by CGHZM H Il on
behal f of EPA. An Ecol ogical R sk Assessment for the Site was devel oped and finalized in Apri
1995 by CGH2M Hi Il on behal f of EPA. The foll owi ng descri bes the devel oprment and results of these
st udi es.

7.1 Human Health R sks

CERCLA and EPA gui dance delineates the role of the Hunman Heal th Basel i ne Ri sk Assessment (HHBRA)
in the Superfund remedy sel ection process. The HHBRA is initiated to determ ne whether the
contami nants of concern at the site pose a current or potential risk to human health and the
environnent in the absence of any renmedial action. A site conceptual nodel for the site was
devel oped and included potential current and future exposure pathways. Carcinogenic and
noncar ci nogeni ¢ cunul ative risk resulting fromnultiple contam nants, and/or multiple pathway
exposure scenarios were eval uated. The evaluation of the risk involves the selection of the
chem cal s of concern; identification of an exposure (to include receptor and pathway); an
assessnent of the toxicity of the COCs; and a calculation of the risk for each COC and exposure
pathway typically referred to as the risk characterization of the site

7.1.1 Chenicals of Concern

COCs were selected froma list of all potentially site-related chem cals using specific

gui del i nes devel oped by Region VIII EPA in the HHBRA. The list of potentially site-rel ated

chem cal s included chemicals detected at | east once in any site-specific sanple fromdata
collected as part of the EPA ERT investigations, EPA's RI/FS investigation (as summarized in the
R Report for the snelter subsite), and Beazer East investigation of the historic wood treating
subsite. Selection criteria were as follows:



. Evaluating if the chem cal concentration in each sanple is
greater than the chem cal concentration expected under natural background

condi tions
. Determ ning the frequency with which a particular chemcal is detected
. Usi ng the toxicity-concentration screen, identifying those chemcals, by
nedi a, that have concentrations that exceed generic prelimnary renedi ati on goal s;
. Exceedance of applicable or rel evant and appropriate requirenents (ARARs); and
. H storical evidence

Chem cals of Potential Concern (COPCs) retained in surface and subsurface soil from
wood-treating include acenapht hyl ene, benzo(a)anthracene, benzo(a)pyrene, benzo(b)fl uoranthene
benzo(g, h,i)peryl ene, dibenzo(a, h)anthracene, indeno(1l,2,3-c, d)pyrene, pentachl orophenol
phenant hrene, HpCDD, HpCDF, HxCDD, HxCDF, OCDD, OCDF, and PeCDD. COPCs retained in perched and
Regi onal groundwater fromwood-treating include acenaphthene, acenapht hyl ene,
benzo(a) ant hracene, benzo(a)pyrene, benzo(b)fl uoranthene, benzo(g,h,i)peryl ene

benzo(k)fl uorant hene, chrysene, dibenzo(a, h)anthracene, fluoranthene, fluorene, indeno(1,2, 3-
c, d) pyrene, napht hal ene, pentachl orophenol, phenanthrene and pyrene.

7.1.2 Summary of Exposure Assessnent

7.1.2.1 CQurrent Exposure

Under current zoning and | and use, nost of the Site is used for industrial purposes. Butala Sand
and Gravel, Colorado We Electric Association, CoZi nCo, dacier View Peat Conpany, Salida

Aut o Sal vage, Samara Restaurant, and an auto repair shop are exanples of industrial and
commercial activities present on and adjacent to the Site

Zoning places few restrictions on area | and use. Residential devel opnent can and does occur on
property the County has zoned for industrial use. This includes a nunber of hones |ocated on
Chaf fee County H ghway 150, on both the east and west sides of the road. Qurrent zoning

regul ations restrict industrial devel opnent on | and zoned for residential use. There are no
residences within the areal extent of operable unit 2-H storical Wodtreating subsite

No child care facilities, schools, hospitals, or senior care facilities are located in the
vicinity of the Site or inmmediate surrounding area.

G oundwat er resource use in the area falls under the jurisdiction of the State Engineer's Ofice
due to over appropriations in the Arkansas Valley. Private groundwater wells supply nany
househol ds in the area; however the only private groundwater well within SMIr is the forner Gaff
rental property groundwater well which has been abandoned. A household well permt is currently
required for househol d use of groundwater on parcels snaller than 35 acres in size. A donestic
well permt is required for groundwater use on parcels 35 acres or nore and includes the right
toirrigate 1 acre of land and provide water supply for aninals. The foll ow ng exposure pat hway
was eval uated in the HHBRA:

Current Sand and G avel Worker
. Inci dental ingestion of surface soi
. I nhal ati on of particulates fromsurface soi

7.1.2.2 Potential Future Exposure

Future land use is not considered to be substantially different than current |and use

condi tions. The HHBRA assunes that future residential devel opnment coul d hypothetically occur on
the Site. Zoning does not prohibit residential |land uses on land zoned for industrial use. It is
not likely that the demand for housing will displace currently operating industrial facilities
The fol |l owi ng exposure pat hways were eval uated i n the HHBRA:

Potential Future Construction Wrkers
. I nci dental ingestion of subsurface soi
. I nhal ati on of particul ates from subsurface soi



Potential Future Residents

. I ngestion of surface soi

. I nhal ati on of particulates fromsurface soi

. I ngestion of groundwater fromthe regional aquifer

. I ngestion of seeps/springs originating fromthe perched aquifer

To estimate risks fromnedia evaluated in the baseli ne HHBRA based on assumed exposure to COPCs,
concentrations of COPCs were estinmated based on sanpling data, and for dust inhalation
exposures, using a sinple, conservative air transport nodel. Exposure point concentrations were
used in conbination with assunptions associated with daily intake of media containing COPCs,

the frequency of contact with the media and the duration of contact.

Conservative exposure assunptions were used to estimate a reasonabl e maxi num exposure (or RME)
The RME exposure point concentration represents the hi ghest exposure that could reasonably occur
at the site. The RVME is a conservative estinmate of exposure that is within the range of possible
exposures, but is higher than the typical exposure.

The central tendency exposure (or CTE) was estinmated by conbi ning the 95 upper confidence |eve
(UCL) of the average concentration of a COPC with CTE exposure conditions.

7.1.3 Summary of Toxicity Assessnent

The toxicity assessment describes the associati on between cause and effect of exposure to the
chem cal s of concern discussed in Section 7.1.1. The detection of a chemical in soil,
groundwater, or air does not, by its presence alone, represent a risk. Wether or not a toxic
response occurs follow ng exposure depends on the chenmical, the physical properties of the
chem cal and the susceptibility of an individual to a toxic effect.

Sore individuals are nore sensitive to the toxic effects of chemcals than others. For exanple
children, the elderly, or the sick nay be nore susceptible to toxic effects than the genera
heal t hy popul ati on. QG her sensitive individuals include pregnant wonen and nursing nothers. EPA
accounts for these individuals when developing critical toxicity values. Oitical toxicity
values tend to be conservative to protect sensitive individuals.

The toxicity assessment contains two parts: (1) hazard identification, and (2) dose-response
eval uation. Hazard identification is the process of identifying adverse health effects resulting
from chem cal exposure. Dose-response eval uati on exanines the rel ationshi p between the |evel of
exposure and the occurrence of adverse health effects.

Health effects fromchem cal exposure are divided into two broad groups: those chem cals that
elicit carcinogenic effects and those that elicit noncarcinogenic (or systemc) effects.

Conmpounds cl assified as carci nogenic by EPA have the potential to cause cancer as a result of
exposure. Systenmic toxicants, or those that cause noncarcinogenic effects, may adversely inpact
organs or organ systens. Even though chemcals are classified as carcinogens or systemc

toxi cants, sone chemcals are associated with both types of effects. Therefore, the risks from
exposure can be expressed both as carcinogenic risk and the potential for adverse effects due to
system c inpacts.

The dose-response rel ationship for carci nogens and noncarci nogens is expressed in terns of
critical toxicity values. Values used in this HHBRA to eval uate hunman health inpacts were
devel oped by EPA. Two kinds of critical toxicity values are used: (1) cancer slope factors for
carci nogens, and (2) reference doses (RfD) to assess the potential for noncarcinogenic effects.

EPA defines the cancer slope factor as the plausible upper-bound estinmate of the probability of
a carcinogeni ¢ response per unit intake of chemcal over a lifetine. The RfDis an estinmate
(with uncertainty spanning perhaps as nuch as an order of nmgnitude or nore) of a day exposure

I evel for the human popul ation, including sensitive subpopul ations, that is |likely to be w thout
an appreciable risk of adverse effects during a lifetine.

EPA estinmates the excess lifetime cancer risk by multiplying the chem cal intake tinmes the
cancer slope factor. EPA assunes that if exposure to nore than one carcinogen occurs, the
resulting risks can be added to account for the nultiple exposures.



Excess lifetinme cancer risk is estimated by multiplying the chem cal dose by the cancer slope
factor. If exposure to nore than one carcinogen occurs, the resulting risks are assuned to be
additive to account for exposure to nmultiple chemcals. Excess lifetinme cancer risk is the
increnental increase in the probability of devel oping cancer during one's lifetime over the
background probability of devel oping cancer (i.e., if no exposure to site-related COPCs
occurred). For exanple, a 10 -6 excess lifetine cancer risk nmeans that for every 1 mllion
peopl e exposed to the carcinogen at the defined exposure conditions, the average incidence of
cancer is increased by one case of cancer

Table 2: H storic Wod Treating
Summary of Estinated Cancer Risks

Scenari o/ Exposur e Pat hway RVE CTE

Current Sand & G avel Wrker Scenario

-Incidental Ingestion of Surface Soil 1x 10 -4 9 x 10 -6
-Inhal ation of Particulates from Surface Soil 2 x 10 -6 1x 10 -7
CUMULATI VE TOTALS 1 x 10 -4 9 x 10 -6

Potential Future Construction Wrker Scenario

-Incidental Ingestion of Subsurface Soil 5 x 10 -6 7 x 10 -7
-l nhal ation of particulates from Subsurface Soil 2 x 10 -8 5x 10 -9
CUMULATI VE TOTALS 5x 10 -6 7 x 10 -7

Potential Future Residential Scenario

-Incidental Ingestion of Surface Soil 5 x 10 -4 5 x 10 -5
-Inhal ation of particulates from Surface Soil 6 x 10 -6 1 x 10 -6
-l ngestion of Goundwater fromthe Regional Aquifer 7 x 10 -7 1x 10 -7

CUMULATI VE TOTALS 5x 10 -4 5x 10 -5

The potential for occurrence of any adverse systemc effects is estimated by dividing the
chemcal intake by its RID. If the resulting "hazard quotient” is |less than one, the potentia
for toxic effects is low If the quotient exceeds one, this is an indicator that toxic effects
may occur.

To assess multiple chem cal exposure using the RfD, EPA devel oped the "hazard index." This

i nvol ves addi ng up the individual hazard quotients. If the sumexceeds one, it indicates a

hi gher potential for adverse effect. Any single chemcal with a hazard quotient greater than one
wi Il cause the hazard quotient to exceed one.



Table 3: H storic Wod Treating
Sunmmary of Estinmated Noncancer Hazard | ndex

Scenari o/ Exposur e Pat hway RVE CTE

Current Sand & Gravel Wrker Scenario

-Incidental Ingestion of Surface Soil 2.4E-01 1.1E-01
-Inhal ation of Particulates from Surface Soil 3.2E-02 8. 9E- 03
CUMULATI VE TOTALS 2. 7E-01 1. 2E-01

Potential Future Construction Wrker Scenario

-Incidental Ingestion of Subsurface Soil 2. 1E-02 2. 9E- 03
-l nhal ation of particul ates from Subsurface Soi l 1. 4E- 02 4. 3E-03
CUMULATI VE TOTALS 3.5E-02 7. 2E- 03

Potential Future Residential Scenario

-Incidental Ingestion of Surface Soil 9. 1E-01 3. 0E-01
-l nhal ation of particulates from Surface Soil 7. 7E-02 5. 1E- 02
-l ngestion of Goundwater fromthe Regional Aquifer 2.3E+01 1. 1E+01

-l ngestion of Seeps/Springs originating fromthe
Perched aqui fer (child) 2. 1E-02 4. 9E- 03
CUMULATI VE TOTALS 2. 4E+01 1. 1E+01

The HHBRA identifies a risk fromingestion of lead in groundwater w thin the Regional Aquifer
at an average concentration of 746 ug/L resulting in nore than 99 percent of the exposed

popul ation (future residential) having a bl ood-1ead | evel greater than 10 ug/dL. The data from
the shallow well located near the slag on the banks of the Arkansas R ver (MW 4) was found to
be the najor contributor to the risk with an arithrmetic mean of 896 ug/L for total |ead. The
other nonitoring wells (MM1, MW6 and MW 3) have an arithnetic nean of 6.27 ug/L for total

| ead. Upon further sanpling of MW4 after the HHBRA was conpl eted, EPA found that the dissol ved
concentration of lead within M¥4 was 6.2 ug/L which is below the action level of 15 ug/L.
Therefore EPA has determined that no further action will be taken with respect to the

remedi ation of lead within the Regional Aquifer beneath the Site.

7.1.4 Uncertainty in the R sk Assessnent

HHBRAs are associated with a nunber of inherent uncertainties. Uncertainty can al so be added
when neking sinplifying assunptions. The HHBRA is subject to uncertainty for various sources
i ncl udi ng:

. Sanpl i ng, anal ysis, and data eval uation
. Fate and transport estination

. Exposure estinmation

. Toxi col ogi cal data

One of the major areas of uncertainty in the risk assessnent process is the prediction of hunman
activities that lead to contact with environnental nedia and exposure to contan nants.
Activities that differ fromthose used in the exposure assunptions could | ead to higher or |ower
intakes than those estimated in the HHBRA. If the activities do not occur or occur for a shorter
period of tinme than used to estimate exposure, the chem cal intake would be | ower than that

cal cul ated, and consequently, the risk would be | ower. The degree to which the exposure
paraneters assuned in this assessnent actually represent real-world conditions is a major factor
that influences the degree of uncertainty associated with the risk estinates.

Ri sks estimated in this assessnment are conservative and likely to overestinmate actual risk.
Actual risk fromexposure to COPCs detected onsite could range fromthe estinated value to zero.

7.2 Summary of Environnental R sks

A quantitative evaluation of risk to the terrestrial and aquatic ecology within the Sneltertown
Superfund Site (the site) was conducted in accordance wi th EPA gui dance as described wi thin EPA,



1989 and 1993. The ecol ogi cal risk assessnent (ERA) was prepared in order to neet the applicable
regul atory requirements and provide the informati on needed to eval uate whether renedi al action
is warranted at the site, based on actual or potential ecological risks.

The ecol ogi cal risk assessnment addresses and quantifies, where possible, the effects to the

bi otic environnent caused by exposure to contam nants fromthe site. The ecol ogical risk
assessnent was conducted as part of the RI/FS process to evaluate if the contam nants of concern
(CQCs) fromthe site pose a risk to the environment in the absence of renedial action

The ERA was conducted for the segnent of the Arkansas River that spans the length of the site
as well as for the inmediately surrounding riparian, wetland and terrestrial environments. The
riparian area was enphasi zed since it provides the nost suitable habitat for terrestria

organi smoccurrence. An evaluation of the snelter subsite, snelter subsite downw nd soils area
and the fornmer Koppers Wod Treating subsite was al so conducted as a future exposure area for
terrestrial organisms.

A "site-wi de" ERA was conducted since the aquatic and terrestrial habitat areas overlap operable
unit boundaries, and thereby allow receptors to potentially becone exposed to site-rel ated
contam nation fromall contam nant sources. Each nedia type (surface soil, surface water,

sedi nent and seep/spring water) was addressed as a potential exposure nedia. The ERA eval uated
specifically, the potential inpact of surface soil (fromthe riparian area, snelter subsite
downwi nd area, and the forner Koppers wood treating subsite), surface water and seep/spring
contam nant exposure to terrestrial life. An evaluation of surface water and sedinent, as well
as confluence areas between seep/springs to the Arkansas river was conducted for aquatic

or gani sns.

Direct ingestion of soil was evaluated for terrestrial organi sms. The dernal and inhal ation
pat hways were consi dered highly uncertain and i nconplete, and were not addressed. Al routes of

exposure to aquatic organi sns was considered for the ERA

Results of the terrestrial evaluation indicated the follow ng

. Surface water, sedinment, and seep/spring COCs contribute little to no risk
. Pol ycyclic aromatic hydrocarbon (PAH) conpounds in soil do not contribute risk
. In general, the riparian soils do not appear to cause as great a risk to terrestrial

receptors as the snelter subsite soils. The snelter subsite downw nd soils
contribute risk to plants due to the presence of alum numand zinc. The snelter
subsite downwi nd soils also contribute risk to birds due to the presence of zinc
and risk to snall herbivores due to the presence of |ead; and

. The presence of lead and zinc fromthe historic wood treating subsite is of
potential concern to snall namal s.

In conjunction with the exposure/toxicity assessnent, bioassay analysis of surface water and
sedi nent was conducted to support the findings of the assessnent. The bi oassays were conducted
at the confluence points between seep/springs and the Arkansas River. These seep/springs were
determined to potentially contribute the magjority of the site-related contam nant source to the
aquati c ecosystem

Section 8.0
Description of Renedial Aternatives

A Focused Feasibility Study (FFS) was conducted to devel op and eval uate renedi al alternatives
for soils, DNAPL and groundwater. Several alternatives were assenbled fromthe applicable
remedi al technol ogy process options and were screened for their effectiveness, inplenentability
and cost. The alternatives passing this screening were then evaluated in further detail based on
the nine criteria required by the NCP. This section provides a description of each alternative
that was retained for the detailed screening anal yses in the FFS. The no further action
alternative, required by the NCP, was eval uated against the nine criteria to provide a point of
conparison for the other alternatives



The selected remedy for the Site nust adequately reduce or elimnate the risks to human health
and the environnment. Actual or threatened rel eases of hazardous substances fromthe Site, if not
addressed by the preferred alternative or other neasures considered, may present a current or
potential threat to public health, welfare, or the environnment. The EPA and CDPHE has devel oped
chem cal -specific cleanup goals for the Site. These objectives and goal s define acceptable
level s of risks. The cl eanup goals include prevention of human exposure to contanmi nants and
prevention of offsite mgration of contam nants in excess of the cleanup goals. These goals were
based on the results of the Human Heal th Baseline R sk Assessnent (HHBRA) and an eval uati on of
the Applicable or Rel evant and Appropriate Requirenents (ARARs) specified in Federal and State
environnental |aws and regul ations. Both the objectives and goals were analyzed to identify the
selected alternative. In addition, the EPA and CDPHE s detail ed anal ysis consi dered ei ght
remedi al alternatives, including the "No Further Action" Alternative (Alternative A). EPA and
CDPHE are required to evaluate a no action alternative in order to provide a basis for conparing
the benefits of other alternatives

8.1 Renedial Action ojectives

Remedi al action objectives (RAGCs) are Site-specific goals that define the extent of action
required and are based largely on the results of the risk assessnent and on the Applicable or

Rel evant and Appropriate Requirenents (ARARs) evaluation. RAGs formthe basis for devel opi ng and
eval uating renedial action alternatives. RAGs for the Site are devel oped and descri bed bel ow.

As part of the devel opnent, a nunber of inportant factors on the nature of the Site have been
consi dered. This information includes:

. The Site is zoned industrial and, while not currently permtted for mning, is used
as a storage area in support of a gravel mining operation on adjacent property;

. Significant amounts of material inpacted by wood treating constituents have
al ready been noved off-Site and di sposed of at a hazardous waste |andfill;

. The risk assessnment prepared for the Site indicates that under an industria
scenari o wood treating; constituents in the surface soils do not represent a threat

to human health or the environnent; and

. Soils in the subsurface exceed the PRG and would represent a threat to hunan
health or the environment if m ned.

The RAGs identified for the Qperable Unit 2-forner Koppers Wod- Treating Subsite forned the
basis for the devel opnent of renedial alternatives and are as foll ows:

Subunit 1: Spring No. 5

. Prevent human contact with Spring No. 5
. Prevent off-Site mgration of water from Spring No. 5; and
. Prevent additional inpact to soils around Spring No. 5

Subunit 2: Surface and Subsurface Soils

. Prevent public exposure to surface soils with concentrations of COCs in excess of
risk levels; and

. Protect human health and the environnent from COCs in excess of the risk |levels
in the event that mning of DNAPL-inpacted soils occurs

Subunit 3: Saturated Soils and Upper Terrace Aquifer G oundwater

. Protect human health and the environnent from COCs in excess of the risk |levels
in the event that mning of DNAPL-inpacted soils occurs; and

. Prevent public use of the perched aquifer as a drinking water supply.



8.2 Prelimnary Renedi ati on Goal s

Under the current and nost likely future |l and use scenario (industrial) considered by the HHBRA
there woul d be no unacceptabl e risks fromwood-treating constituents. However, the HHBRA

did not consider risk, if any, to a hypothetical future sand and gravel worker due to exposure
to subsurface soils should the Site be mined. Neither did the HHBRA evaluate the risk to users
of subsurface soils mned fromthe Site. Therefore, because the owner of the property nmay seek
to expand mning activities into the Site, prelimnary renediation goals (PRGs) were established
for subsurface soils. The PRGs were established for only those Chemicals of Potential Concern
(COPCs) that were observed at the Site in concentrations equal to or greater than that which
presents a risk greater than 1 in 1,000,000 under the current sand and gravel worker scenario
The PRGs were cal cul ated as the concentration that presents a risk of 1 in 10,000 under USEPA's
default industrial scenario. Atable within Section 6.1.1 lists the Prelimnary Renedi ati on
Goal s for Soil

8.3 ARARs

Section 121(d)(2) of CERCLA, 42 U S.C °9621(d)(2), provides that for " any hazardous substance
pol lutant or contaminant that will remain onsite ... the renedial action selected ... shall
require, at the conpletion of the renedial action, a |evel or standard of control for such
hazar dous substance or pollutant or contam nant which at |east attains such legally applicable
or relevant and appropriate standard, requirenent, criteria, or limtation." Thus, this section
of CERCLA requires that applicable and rel evant and appropriate requirenents (ARARs) be
identified and attai ned during the devel opnent and i npl enentati on of renedial actions. For
contami nants that will be transferred offsite, Section 121(d)(3) of CERCLA requires that the
transfer be to a facility which is operating in conpliance with applicable federal and state
laws. OFfsite activities contenpl ated under each alternative nust conply with the Revised
Procedures for Inplenenting OfFfsite Response Actions, OSVER Directive 9834. 11, dated Novenber
13, 1987 (the "Ofsite Policy").

Onsite actions need conply only with the substantive aspects of ARARs, not with the
correspondi ng adm ni strative requirenents, unless otherw se specified. Permt applications and
ot her adm ni strative procedures such as adm nistrative reviews and reporting and record keepi ng
requirenents are not considered ARARs for actions conducted entirely onsite. Ofsite actions
must conply with all legally applicable requirements, both substantive and adm ni strative.

"Applicable" requirenents are those cl eanup standards, standards of control, and other
substantive environmental protection requirenents, criteria, or limtations pronul gated under
Federal or State l|aw that specifically address a hazardous substance, pollutant, contami nant,
remedi al action, |ocation, or other circunstance at a CERCLA site. State standards that are nore
stringent than Federal requirenents nmay be applicable. Applicable requirements nust be net to
the full extent required by the law, unless a waiver has been applied for and is granted

"Rel evant and appropriate" requirenents are those cl eanup standards, standards of control, and
ot her substantive environnental protection requirenents, criteria, or limtations pronul gated
under Federal or State law that, while not "applicable" to a hazardous substance, pollutant, or
contam nant at a CERCLA site, address problens or situations sufficiently simlar to those
encountered at the CERCLA site such that their use is well suited to the particular site. State
standards that are nore stringent than Federal requirenents nay be rel evant and appropriate.

EPA' s gui dance classifies ARARs into three types: chem cal -specific, action-specific, and

| ocation-specific requirenents. Chenical -specific requirenments are health-, risk-, or

t echnol ogy- based val ues that establish an acceptabl e anmbunt or concentration of a chemcal that
may be found in, or discharged to, the anbient environnent. Action-specific requirenents are
performance- or activity-based requirenments or limtations on actions taken with respect to
hazar dous substances. Action-specific requirenents set controls on particular kinds of
activities related to the nanagenent of hazardous substances, pollutants, or contam nants.
Locati on-specific requirements are restrictions placed on the concentrati on of hazardous
substances or the conduct of activities solely because they occur in special |ocations



Speci fic ARAR

Nati onal Primary Drinking
Wat er Regul ati ons

Col orado Prinary
Dri nki ng Water
Regul ati ons

Col orado G oundwat er
St andar ds

Primary and Secondary
Anbient Air Qality
St andar ds

Colorado Air Quality
Control Regul ations

Tabl e 4: CHEM CAL- SPECI FI C ARARS

Operable Unit #2, Sneltertown Site

Requi r enent

Est abl i shes heal th based standards for
drinking water supplies in public water
systens. Standards are established as
Maxi mum Cont am nant Level Coals

(MCLGs), Maxi mum Cont am nant Level s
(MCLs) and Secondary MCLs (protects

wat er aesthetics). Col orado has primacy.

Establ i shes a systemfor classifying
groundwat er and adopting water quality.
standards to protect existing and potenti al
benefici al uses.

G ean Air Act
-National Anbient Air Quality Standards

Col orado Air Quality Control Act
-Requires that a source not exceed
NAAQS or State AAQS.

Gtation

40 CFR Part 141,
i ncl udi ng Subparts
B and G

5 CCR 1003-1

5 CCR 1002-8,
Sec. 3.11.0

40 CFR Part 50,
National Primary
and Secondary
Anbient Ar

Qual ity Standards

Col orado Air
Quality Control
Regul ations, 5 CCR
1001- 3, Regul ation
3, Section |V D.

Conment s

See bel ow.

Appl i cabl e; the Col orado Departnent of
Public Health & Environnent (CDPHE),
Hazardous Materials and Waste
Managerent Division (HMWD) has

determ ned that their groundwater organic
chem cal standards found in Table A

Regul ati on No. 41 (Basic Standards for

G oundwater) are applicable to water within
the Upper Terrace Aquifer (perched

aqui fer) and the Regional Aquifer

(Arkansas River Alluvial Aquifer and
glacial/basin fill deposits) at the site. The
follow ng standards are applicable for the
foll owi ng compounds detected in the
groundwat er nonitoring program

. Pent achl or ophenol - 0.001 ng/|

. Benzo(a) pyrene - 0.0002 ng/|

Air pollution regulations are applicable to
the control of fugitive dust and particul ate
em ssions at the Site. The NAAQS

standards are not enforceable in and of

t hensel ves, but rather em ssion

standards, which are promulgated to attain
the NAAQS, are directly enforceable as
ARARs. Those standards and requirenents
include the fugitive dust standard, standards
as to particul ate em ssions, and an anal ysis
to assure that any em ssions will not cause
the air quality to degenerate beyond any
pertinent |evel. Ongoing gravel mning and
future construction could rel ease
particulates to the air at the Site.
Additionally, there are air issues with the
recycling alternative. These are addressed
in the Action-Specific ARARs.



Action

Identification of
hazar dous wast es

CGener ation of hazardous

wast es.

Transportation of
hazar dous wast e.

On-site treatnent and
storage of hazardous
wast e.

On-site storage of
hazar dous waste in
waste piles.

Tabl e 5: ACTI ON- SPECI FI C ARARS
Operable Unit #2, Sneltertown Site

Requi r errent

Requires the identification of

hazar dous wastes as |isted
wastes or testing to
determ ne characteristic
hazar dous wast e.

Sets out requirenents for
generators of hazardous
wast e.

Sets standards and
requirenents for transporters
of hazardous waste.

Ceneral ,

pr epar edness/ preventi on and
conti ngency/ ener gency
standards for owners and
operators of hazardous waste
treatment, disposal and
storage facilities.

Est abl i shes requirenents to
protect releases to
groundwat er from waste
piles. Requires liner to
prevent migration to
groundwat er and | eachate
col lection and renoval
system

Prerequisite

Ceneration of solid
waste that nay be a
listed or
characteristic
hazar dous wast es.

Generation of listed
or characteristic
hazar dous wast es.

Transport of
hazar dous wast e.

St orage and

treat nent of

hazar dous waste on
site.

Non- cont ai neri zed
accumnul ati on of
solid, nonfl ammabl e
hazar dous waste or
substance in piles
whi ch are
unprotected from
precipitation or run-
on and contains free
I'i quids.

Citation

40 CFR 261,

Subparts B-D,
6 CCR 1007- 3,
Part 261, B-D.

40 CFR 262,
Subparts A, C
and D.

6 CCR 1007-3
Part 262, A C
and D.

40 CFR 263,
Subparts A-D
6 CCR 1007-3
Part 263, A-D.

40 CFR 264,
Subparts A-C
6 CCR 1007- 3,
Part 264, A-C

40 CFR 264,
Subpart L

6 CCR 1007- 3,
Part 264, L.

Conmment s

Applicable to asphalt recycling
alternative. No action or institutional
controls will not result in the generation
of hazardous waste. It has been

determ ned by USEPA that |isted

hazardous wastes are not present at the
site. Excavated material will be

eval uated to determ ne whet her RCRA
characteristics wastes are present

Rel evant and appropriate requirenents

Applicable if testing denonstrates the
presence of RCRA characteristic waste

May be applicable to sanpling and

i nvestigation-derived wastes.

Rel evant and appropriate requirenents

Applicable if testing denonstrates the
presence of RCRA characteristic waste

May be applicable to sanpling and

i nvestigation-derived wastes.

Applicable, if material is characteristic
hazardous waste, to cold-m x asphalt
production (excavation and recycling)
alternative which will recycle inpacted
creosote soils on site. Relevant and
appropriate if it is not.

Applicable if testing denmonstrates the
presence of RCRA characteristic waste
Rel evant and appropriate if it is not



Action

On-site treatnent in
t anks.

Di scharge of water to
surface water bodies

Di scharge to
Publ i ci t y- Omned
Treat ment Wrks
(" POTW)

Tabl e 5: ACTI ON- SPECI FI C ARARS

Operable Unit #2, Sneltertown Site

Page 2 of 3
Requi r ermrent

Est abl i shes requirenents for tanks
used for storage or treatnent.
Tanks mnust have sufficient

strength to prevent coll apse or
rupture. Tanks rust have controls
to prevent overfilling and maintain
sufficient freeboard. Sets out

i nspection and cl osure
requirenents.

Requi res National Pollution

Di scharge Elimination System
("NPDES") permit and

substantive requirenments for

di scharges to waters of the State of
Col orado. If discharge is

contained on-site no permt is

requi red; however, the substantive
requirenents will apply.

Al surface discharges nmust be in
conpliance wi th Col orado
di schar ge st andar ds.

Prohi bits discharge of pollutants
that pass through POTW wi t hout
treatment, interfere with POTW
operations, contam nate POTW

sl udge, and endanger the health
and safety of POTW workers.

Must conmply with | ocal industrial
pretreatnent ordi nance i ncl udi ng
specific permt provisions,
reporting and nonitoring

requi renents.

RCRA permit-by-rule

requi renents rnust be conplied
with for discharges of RCRA
hazar dous waste to POTVé.

Prerequisite

Hazar dous waste
tenporarily held
in tanks before
treatnent, storage
or disposal.

Protection of
surface waters
agai nst
degradati on by on-
site di scharges

Di schar ge of
waste water to
POTW

Transport of

RCRA hazar dous
wast e by dedi cat ed
pi pe from

CERCLA site to
POTW

CGtation

40 CFR 264,
Subpart J

6 CCR 1007- 3,
Part 264, J.

40, CFR 122,
125, 129, 133
and 443.

5 CCR 1002- 8,
Sec. 6.1.0
(NPDES f or

poi nt sources
and st or mwat er
regul ations) and
5 CCR 1002- 8,
Sec. 10.1.0
(State Effluent
Regul ati on) .

40 CFR 403.5
5 CCR 1002- 20

Chaf f ee County
Wast ewat er
O di nance

Conmrent s

Applicable if testing denonstrates the
presence of RCRA characteristic
waste. Rel evant and appropriate if it
is not

Col orado has been del egated to

adm ni ster the federal NPDES

program These requiremnments woul d

be applicable if cold-m x asphalt
production (excavation and recycling)
alternative results in generation of
ei ther groundwater which nust be

di scharged or in the production of
process waste water. Applicable too,
to stormmater di scharges from asphal t
facility.

Applicable if the cold-mx asphalt
production (excavation and recycling)
alternative di scharges wastewater to
POTW f r om excavati on on recycling.



Action
New Sour ce

Per f or mance
St andards (" NSPS")

Em ssi on of
Hazardous Air
Pol | utants ("HAPs")

Air em ssions

Em ssi on of odors

Tabl e 5: ACTI ON- SPECI FI C ARARS
Operable Unit #2, Sneltertown Site
Page 2 of 3

Requi r ermrent

These are source specific

st andards which apply to new
sources and which limt the
amount of criteria pollutants,

i ncl udi ng particul ates which the
new source may di scharge. The
Col orado regul ati ons suppl enent
the federal requirenents.

These are source specific

st andards which apply to sources
of HAPs which linit the amount of
HAPs whi ch may be di scharged to
the at mosphere. The Col orado
regul ati ons suppl enent the federal
requirenents.

Regul ates particul ates, snoke and
opacity limts for new and existing
stationary sources.

Restricts the em ssion of odorous
air contam nants based on
detection in residential and

i ndustrial areas.

Prerequisite

Em ssions from
new sour ces

Di schar ge of
hazar dous air
pol | ut ants.

Em ssions from

stationary source

Em ssi on of
odorous air to
at nospher e

CGtation

New Sour ce
Per f or mance

St andar ds
(NSPSs)

40 CFR Part 60,
Chapter 1

5 CCR 1001-6

Nat i onal

Em ssi ons

St andards for
Hazardous A r
Pol | ut ant s

( HAPs)

40 CFR Part 60
5 CCR 1001-8.

Em ssi on
Cont r ol

40 CFR Part 60
5 CCR 1001-1

5 CCR 1001-2

Conmrent s

If cold-mx asphalt production
(excavation and recycling) alternative
is initiated, an evaluati on nust be
conducted to determ ne whether there
is a NSPS which is applicable or

rel evant and appropri ate.

If cold-mx asphalt production
(excavation and recycling) alternative
is initiated, an evaluation nust be
conducted to determ ne whether there
are HAP standards which are

appl i cabl e or rel evant and

appropri ate.

Applicable to col d-m x asphal t
production (excavation and recycling)
alternative, if initiated.

Applicable to col d-m x asphal t
production (excavation and recycling)
alternative, if initiated.



Tabl e 6: POTENTI AL LOCATI ON- SPECI FI C ARARS
Qperable Unit #2, Snmeltertown Site

Standard, Requirement, Criteria
or Limtation
H storic Site, Buildings, and

Antiquities Act
16 USC Section 461-467

Col orado M ned Land
Recl amati on Act

CRS 37-90-101-141

Page 2 of 2

Description

The H storic Sites, Buildings, and Antiquities Act
states that the existence and | ocation of |andnarks
of the National Registry of Natural Landmarks be
considered to avoi d adverse inpacts on such

| andnar ks.

Establ i shes requirenents for mned | ands and
m ne generated waste piles.

Eval uati on

Appl i cabl e; however, any proposed action will not
affect the adjacent snelter stack and property
whi ch was placed on the National Register of

H storic Placed in 1976. No other historic

| andmar ks or properties exist on or near

Srrel tert own Superfund Site.

Applicable for the recycling/cold-mx asphalt
production option and for any mning operations at
the site.



Tabl e 7: TO BE CONSI DERED CRI TERI A ADVI SORI ES, AND GUl DANCE
Operable Unit #2, Snmeltertown Site
Page 1 of 3

The following table identifies those criteria, advisories and gui dance which are not ARARs but which have been used, or may be used in
the future, to provide useful information and recommended procedures for devel oping cl eanup standards for the Smeltertown Site. The
draft gui dance docunent entitled "CERCLA Conpliance with Qther Laws" (EPA/ 540/ G 89/006 August 1988) contenplates the need to

suppl ement standards relating to remedial alternatives throughout the feasibility study process.

CHEM CAL- SPECI FI C

. Health Effects Assessments (HEAs) and Proposed HEAs, ("Health Effects Assessnent for Specific Chem cals", ECAQ U. S
EPA, 1985).
. Ref erence Doses (RfDs), ("Verified Reference Doses of U S. EPA', ECAO Cl M 475, January 1986). See al so Drinking Water

Equi val ent Levels (DWELs), a set of nediumspecific drinking water levels derived fromRfDs. (See U S. EPA Health
Advi sories, Ofice of Drinking Water, March 31, 1987).

. Car ci nogeni ¢ Potency Factors (CPFs) (E. g., q 1*, Carcinogen Assessment G oup (CAG Values), (Table ii, "Health Assessment
Docunment for Tetrachl oroet hyl ene (Perchl oroethylene), "U S. EPA ONEA/ 6008-82/005F, July 1985).

. Public health criteria on which the decision to list pollutants as hazardous under Section 112 of the Oean Air Act was based.

. Qui delines for Goundwater d assification under the EPA G oundwater Protection Strategy.

. EPA G oundwater Protection Strategy (August 1984). EPA Cuidelines for Goundwater C assification (Decenber 1986).

. Desi gnation of a Usable Source for Drinking Water (USDW (Cctober 1979).

. El ements of aquifer identification (Cctober 1979).

. CSHA heal th and safety standards that may be used to protect public health (non-workplace).

. EPA Water Quality Advisories, EPA office of Water, Criteria and Standards Division.

. U S. EPA, Superfund Public Health Eval uati on Manual (Cctober 1986), EPA/ 540/ 1-86-060. Provi de Acceptabl e |Intake
Concentration (AIC) reference Dose (RFD) and M ninmum Effective Dose (MED).

. Heal th Advisories (EPA Ofice of Drinking Water)

. Ri sk Assessment Quidance for Superfund, Volume 1, Human Heal th Eval uati on Manual (Part A), InterimFinal, Decenber

1989, EPA/ 540/ 1-89-002. R sk Assessnent Quidance for Superfund Volume | Human Heal th Eval uati on Manual (Part A)
EPA 540/ 1- 89/ 002, Decenber 1989. Human Heal th Eval uati on Manual (Part B: "Devel opment of Risk-based Prelimnary
Renedi ati on Goal s") OSWER Directive 9285.7-01B. Decenber 13, 1991. Human Heal th Eval uation Manual (Part C Risk
Eval uation of Renedial Alternatives). OSVER Directive 9285.7-01C, Decenber 13, 1991.

. Human Heal th Eval uati on Manual, Suppl enental Quidance: "Standard Default Exposure Factors", OSWER Directive
9285. 6-03, March 25, 1991.

. US EPAlIntegrated Ri sk Information System (IR S).

. EPA Carci nogen Assessment G oup (CAG potency factors.

. Federal Sol e Source Aquifer requirenents.



Tabl e 7: TO BE CONSI DERED CRI TERI A ADVI SORI ES, AND GUl DANCE
Operable Unit #2, Snmeltertown Site
Page 2 of 3

The following table identifies those criteria, advisories and gui dance which are not ARARs but which have been used, or may be used in
the future, to provide useful information and recommended procedures for devel oping cl eanup standards for the Smeltertown Site. The
draft gui dance docunent entitled "CERCLA Conpliance with Qther Laws" (EPA/ 540/ G 89/006 August 1988) contenplates the need to

suppl ement standards relating to remedial alternatives throughout the feasibility study process.

ACTI ON- SPECI FI C

. CERCLA off-site Policy. (May 12, 1986), Revised Novenber 1, 3 1987, CSWER Dir. 9834.11. Revised Septenber 22, 1993, 1
Fact Sheet Update, Procedures for Planning and Inplenmenting OFf-Site Response Actions, OSWER 9834. 11FSA.
. EPA' s RCRA Design Cuidelines for Surface | nmpoundnents, Land Treatnent Units and Landfill Design - Liner System and Final Cover.
. RCRA Facility Permit Witer's Quidance Manual for Hazardous Waste Land Treatnent, Storage and Disposal Facilities, Phase |
(February 15,1985), EPA 530- SW85-024.
. RCRA Permt Cui dance Manual on Hazardous Waste Land Treat nent Denonstrations, EPA OSWER 9486.00-2 (July, 1986).
. RCRA Permt Cui dance on Hazardous Waste Land Treatment Denonstrations, EPA OSWER 9523. 00-8D, (June, 1986).
. RCRA Facility Pernit Witers Guidance Manual for Subpart F (October 1983).
. RCRA Facility Pernit Applicant's Quidance Manual for the General Facility Standards (Cctober 15, 1983) EPA/ OSW 00- 00-968).
. RCRA Facility Waste Analysis Plan Gui dance Manual (Cctober 15, 1984), EPA/ 530/ SW84-012.
. Draft M ni mnum Technol ogy Cui del i nes on Doubl e Liner Systens for Landfills and Surface |npoundments (May 1985) PB 87151072- AS.
. Draft M ni mum Technol ogy Quidelines on Single Liner Systens for Landfills and Surface |npoundnents (May 1985) PB 8711731159.
. Hazar dous Waste Land Treatnent (April 1983) OSW00-00-874.
. Soi|l Properties, Odassification, and Hydraulic conductivity testing (March 1984) OSWO00-00-925, OSWER Dir. 9480.00. 70

. Sol i d Waste Leachi ng Procedure Manual (1984) OSW 00- 00- 924.
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The following table identifies those criteria, advisories and gui dance which are not ARARs but which have been used, or may be used in
the future, to provide useful information and recommended procedures for devel oping cl eanup standards for the Smeltertown Site. The
draft gui dance docunent entitled "CERCLA Conpliance with Qther Laws" (EPA/ 540/ G 89/006 August 1998) contenplates the need to

suppl ement standards relating to remedial alternatives throughout the feasibility study process.

CHEM CAL- SPECI FI C

. Met hods for the Prediction of Leachate Plume Mgration and M xi ng.

. Test Methods for Evaluating Solid Wastes, Third Edition (Novenber 1986) SW 846.

. A Method for Determining the Conpatibility of Hazardous Wastes. EPA 600-02-80-076.

. Qui dance Manual on Hazardous Waste Conpatibility.

. Federal dean Water Act, Section 304(g) Quidance Docurent, Revised Pretreatnent Cuidelines (3 volunes).

. Qui dance for POTW Pretreatment Program Manual (Cctober 1983).

. CERCLA Site Discharges to POTW Treatability Manual, EPA 540/2-90/007 (August 1990).

. Qui dance for Inplementing RCRA Pernit by Rule Requirenents at POTV$.

. Application of Corrective Action Requirenents at Publicly Oamed Treatnent Wrks.

. Draft Cuidance Manual on the Devel opnent and I nplementation of Local Discharge Limtations Under the Pretreatnment Program (1987).
. Wat er - Rel ated Environnental Fate of 129 Priority Pollutants (1979).

. Water Quality Standards Handbook (1983).

. Techni cal Support Docunent for Water Quality-Based Toxics Control (1991, 1985, 1983).

. NPDES Best Managenent Practices Qui dance nanual (June 1981).

. Case Studies on Toxicity Reduction Evaluation (May 1983).

. Clean Water Act Quidance Strategy (August 1986).

. U S. EPA Manuals fromthe O fice of Research and Devel opnent - Lab Protocol s Devel oped Pursuant to the O ean Water Act.

. State of Colorado - Technical Cuidelines for Control of Water from M ne Drai nage. WQCC Cuideline 9.2.0.

. State of Colorado - Cuidelines for the Design, Operation, and Mintenance of MI| Tailings Ponds to Prevent Water Pollution. WQCC Cuideline 9.1.0.

. State of Colorado - Passive Treatnent of M ne Discharge. WQCC Cuideline 4.5.0.



Wi |l e ARARS are pronul gated, enforceable requirenents, other types of information may be usefu
for designing the renedial action or necessary for determning what is protective of public

heal th or the environment. Non-promnul gated advi sories or guidance issued by the Federal or State
governnent that provides useful information is termed criteria "to be considered" (TBC). TBGCs
will be considered along with ARARs in determ ning the necessary |levels of cleanups and are

enf orceabl e when sel ected as part of the renedy.

The remedial alternatives presented for detailed analysis in the FFS were assessed to determ ne
whet her they woul d attain applicable or rel evant and appropriate requirenents under Federa
environnental and State environmental and facility siting laws or provide grounds for invoking
an ARARs wai ver

Wth the exception of the No Further Action Alternative, each of the alternatives neets ARARs.
8.4 Description of Alternatives for Current and Future Uses

This section describes the alternatives selected for further evaluation under the current and
nost likely future land use. Mning is not currently restricted at the Site. However, certain
portions of the Site may contain soils with COCs in excess of the PRGs for protection of
off-Site users of mned naterial. Therefore, a mning restriction area (MRA) shown in Figure 5-1
has been delineated at the Site within which soils may potentially contain | evels of COCS above
the PRGs. This area has been delineated based upon available information fromthe Renedi a
Investigation. The MRA as currently defined enconpasses about 6.6 acres and extends fromthe
location of the former | agoons, west to the bluff near the forner storage tanks (process area),
east around the upper terrace soil burial area, and north to the | agoons. Additional sanpling
within the MRA nmay be conducted to farther refine the boundaries of the MRA potentially reducing
the area to less than 6.6 acres.

The entire upper terrace is underlain by a 40-foot thick alluvial deposit that is conposed of
boul ders, cobbles, gravel, sand and fines that can be m ned enpl oyi ng nethods currently utilized
by the property owner to mne portions of the |ower terrace. There are two areas simlar in size
to the current active operation south of the Site that are |located to the east and northwest of
the MRA in which mning would not be precluded. mning in these areas could be conducted despite
the restriction of mning in the area shown on Figure 5-1.

Soils fromthe MRAw Il require processing in order to segregate material that could potentially
exceed PRGs fromthat which is bel ow PRGs. Based on existing information fromthe R (ENSR
1996), nmaterial which is not visually inpacted is consistently bel ow PRGs. Therefore, visua
criteria will be used as an initial screen during mning and processing. After segregating
material by visual criteria and placing into stockpiles, representative sanples fromboth the
visual ly inpacted and visually clean stockpiles, representative sanples fromboth the visually

i npacted and visually clean stockpiles will be collected for |aboratory analysis of SVOCs to
confirmwhether the materials nmeet PRGs. If the excavated materials are determned to be a
characteristic hazardous waste, then they nust be managed i n accordance with the substantive
requirenents of RCRA and CHWA. |t is assunmed that visually clean stockpiles will be sanpled for
a period of 6 nonths at which point sufficient data will be avail able to determ ne whether
visual criteria can adequately serve as an objective neans of segregating naterials for
sanpling. In addition it is assuned that approxi mately 10 percent of the sanples anal yzed for
SVQCs also will be tested for dioxin conpounds. Dioxin analyses will be conducted on soil
sanpl es with pentachl orophenol concentrations in excess of 10 ng/kg. These estinated sanple
nunbers are based on limted available data fromthe R and may require nodification as
addi ti onal data becones avail able. One conposite sanple will be taken fromevery 500 cubic yards
(900 tons) of stockpiled naterials. Stockpiles that contain material bel ow the PRGs coul d be
sold for use as industrial aggregate. Processed materials that exceed the PRGs could then be
nmanaged as described in each of the alternatives.

If mning is undertaken, several precautions and regul ations nust be followed to ensure the
health and safety of workers and the public during inplenentati on of mning and reuse
activities. These precautions include



. Air Quality Permit and Monitoring: During excavation of inpacted soils volatile
constituents nay be released that could pose a risk to off-Site receptors; the
m ning operator will need to consult with the Col orado Departnment of Public
Health & Environnent (CDPHE) to determine the need for or the sanpling
requirenents for the proposed activity;

. Health & Safety Plan: Wrkers may be exposed to unacceptabl e |evels of
constituents during excavation, transportation, and processing of inpacted soils
the mning operator will need to evaluate potential exposures, deternine
appropriate personal protective equi pnment to be used, and devel op a nonitoring
programto ensure that workers are protected;

. Di scharge Permt: In the event that groundwater within the Upper Terrace Aquifer
is encountered during excavation and subsequently discharged to surface water
such as the Arkansas River or to groundwater recharge wells, the mning operator
will be required to obtain a discharge permt from CDOPHE. Depending on the
condition of the water encountered, treatment nmay be required; and

. Mning Permt: Mning and reuse operations will require nodification of the
existing permt for mning and reclamation of the Site on file with the Col orado
M ned Land Recl anation D vision (M.RD). Addition of an asphalt plant on
permtted mne property would be achieved through a Technical Revision to the
existing permt.

A description of six alternatives that flow fromNo Action to mning of soils that exceed PRGs
fol |l ows.

8.4.1 Aternative A~ No Action

Under this alternative no further action will be taken for subunits 1, 2 or 3, and the Site will
be left inits current condition. No nonitoring will be conducted and no institutional controls
will be put in place to control the future use of the Site. If a permt to extend mning
activities to the Site is obtained, such mining will not be specifically restricted from
excavation of inpacted soil. However, if gravel mning is conducted in inpacted areas of the
Site, exposure to subsurface constituents would occur. Accidental exposure to subunit 1 or
Spring No. 5 will be controlled by the steep, rocky nature of the slope on which it is |ocated
and by the existing vegetative cover.

8.4.2 Aternative B - Limted Action

Based on the location of subunit 1 or Spring No. 5, continued |ong-term exposure to the COCs
found at this location is not likely. Spring No. 5 is |ocated approxinately one-third of the way
down a steep slope. Under the limted-action scenario, the rocky slope and vegetative cover will
provi de protection agai nst accidental contact with inpacted material and allow for the natura

bi odegradati on of the COCs over tine. As a protective neasure, fencing will be placed around

the immedi ate area of the spring (Figure 5-3). Groundwater nonitoring will be used to determ ne
long-termeffectiveness of this alternative by nonitoring potential changes in groundwater
quality and quantity to ensure that constituent |levels remain the sane or decrease.

This alternative includes institutional controls (deed restrictions and fencing) within subunits
2 and 3 to ensure that the MRAis not mned and the Site is not devel oped for residential use. A
6-f oot cyclone fence would be constructed around Spring No. 5. This would require approxi mately
100 linear feet of fencing and woul d include a | ocked access gate to allow nonitoring of Spring
No. 5

The Limted Action Alternative as it applies to Subunits 2 and 3 is prem sed on the HHBRA and
ERA results that indicate that as long as the Site is not used or devel oped for residentia
purposes and the subsurface soils within the MRA are |eft undisturbed, the risk to human health
and the environnent is not unacceptable. Therefore, this alternative includes institutiona
controls (deed restrictions) to ensure that the area is not used for residential devel opnment and
remai ns designated for industrial use only.



In addition to the deed restrictions to elimnate future residential devel opnent of the Site,
this alternative includes a deed restriction preventing mning in an area within subunits 2 and
3 of potentially about 6.6 acres in size (the MRA) where subsurface inpacts (soils above PRGs)
fromwood-treating activities remain. This restriction will prevent exposure to material in
excess of PRGs during mining and during use of the naterials as a result of sand and gravel
extraction.

G oundwat er nmonitoring woul d be conducted at existing well locations, with new well |ocations
plus two springs on an annual basis. G oundwater sanples will be analyzed for sem-volatile
organi ¢ conpounds (SVQCs). Results will be used to evaluate whether there is an increased risk
beyond that defined in HHBRA and to nonitor potential migration of constituents toward the
Arkansas River.

A nonitoring plan, which would be finalized during Renedial Design, is proposed to include
sanpl i ng and/ or observations of the follow ng:

. G oundwat er: Upper Terrace Aquifer (KRMM1 [up gradient], KRMW5, KRW 6, and
KRMN 10), deep/regional aquifer (KRM¥7D); and alluvial aquifer (KRMM4), including
two new wells: two wells down gradient of Spring No. 5; and one well up gradient of
this well within the alluvial aquifer;

. Poi nt of Conpliance: A well (or wells) within the Arkansas River Al luvial Aquifer
down gradi ent of the perched (or Upper Terrace Aquifer) is proposed to be the
poi nt of conpliance (POC) for nonitoring levels of B(a)P and pent a;

. DNAPL: thickness of DNAPL in the bottomof KRMM7S and volunetric flow from Spring
No. 5, to include neasuring springs up gradient (spring 3) and down gradient (spring
6); and

. I mpacted soil: visual extent of inmpact surrounding Spring No. 5.

Figure 5-2 shows the | ocations of existing nonitoring wells, proposed nonitoring wells and
springs that will be included in the groundwater nmonitoring programat the Site.

The nonitoring/institutional controls alternative would be conducted for perpetuity or until the
contami nants no longer present a risk to hunan health and the environnent. For purposes of
estinmating the cost, the renmedial tine frane of 30 years and interest rate of 5% was used to
derived at a Present Value Cost of $255, 000.

8.4.3 Aternative C - Reuse as Asphalt Aggregate

This alternative consists of the reuse of soil within subunits 2 and 3 (or nore specifically the
MRA), market conditions permitting, in which soil above PRG woul d be reused as aggregate for

a cold-mx asphalt batch plant. The material stockpiles that exceed PRGs woul d be used as
feedstock for a cold-mx asphalt batch plant that could be setup at the Site. Under favorable
mar ket conditions, the asphalt material would then be sold for use as paving nmaterial. Material
that tests below PRGs and material that was not visually inpacted could be sold as aggregate for
unrestricted use in industrial settings.

Col d-mi x asphalt batching is a process whereby crushed aggregate is mxed with asphalt oil

wi thout heating of the aggregate. The process is sinple and generates an asphalt product that is
useful for base coating roadways, paving lowtraffic areas such as parking lots and driveways,
as patching material, and potentially for other paving purposes.

If materials at the Site are determned to be a characteristic hazardous waste, then they wll
be managed in accordance with the substantive requirenents of RCRA and CHWA. Final use will be
determ ned by testing the excavated material to determ ne whether constituent |evels are above
or below PRGs set forth in this ROD, and whether it is feasible for the mne operator to operate
an asphalt batch plant at the Site based on an assessnent of market conditions.

Asphalt typically consists of an aggregate nmaterial such as crushed rock, mxed with either a
petrol eum based or coal tar-based asphalt oil. The distillation of asphalt oil fromcoal tar is
simlar to the process that produces creosote, also a coal tar distillate. As such, asphalt oils



contain percentages of PAHs, simlar to those found in creosote. Since the Site contains
creosote-i npacted gravel and rock, recycling of the naterial as asphalt aggregate appears to be
a technically feasible alternative

G oundwat er rmanagenent will be required if mning continues fromthe vadose zone into the 30

to 40 feet deep saturated zone (or subunit 3). Goundwater inpacted by PAHs may require
treatnent prior to discharge under an NPDES permt, or application as a dust suppressant. Costs
included for this alternative assune that water will be directed to an oil/water separator and
thence to a lined surface i npoundnent for partial evaporation. A treatnent systemwll be
required to treat groundwater to within state water quality criteria. For costing purposes, the
total volume of water to be treated was assunmed to be 4.8 million gallons based on the aquifer
storage capacity over the 6.6 acres of the MRA assum ng 25 percent porosity, an evaporative

| oss of 10 percent, and a treatnent cost of $0.10/gallon. G oundwater volurme estinmates assune
that perinmeter control would elimnate recharge of groundwater to the area of mning
restriction.

The estinmated renmedial time frane for this alternative and present value cost is 11 years and
$770, 000, respectively.

8.4.4 Aternative D- On-Site Contai nnent

This alternative consists of the on-Site containnent of subunits 2 and 3 soil above the PRGs.
These soils will be stockpiled and covered with a 1-foot thick |ayer of clean sand, gravel, and
cobbl es fromel sewhere on the Site to prevent direct contact and wi nd-bl own noverment of the
soils. If any of the soils are determned to be a characteristic hazardous waste, then they
shal | be managed according to the substantive requirements of RCRA and CHWA. The soils in
on-Site containnent nay be accessed in the future for reuse as aggregate for a cold-m x asphalt
batch pl ant.

As with Alternative C, if mning is continued through the vadose zone and into the saturated
zone (30 to 40 feet deep), groundwater nmanagenent will be required including treatnment of

groundwater fromthe MRA prior to discharge under NPDES permt or reinjection

The estinmated renmedial time frane for this alternative and present value cost is 11 years and
$851, 000.

8.4.5 Aternative E - On-Site D sposa

Subunits 2 and 3 soils that exceed the PRGs would be placed in an on-Site landfill engineered to
contain either hazardous or non-hazardous materials. The type of landfill would be based upon
anal ytical results to determ ne whether the material is a characteristic hazardous waste

If existing mning operations are expanded into the MRA (see Figure 5-1), which is currently not
permtted for mning, excavated soils that exceed the PRGs woul d be permanently disposed in
either a solid-waste landfill or a hazardous waste landfill to be constructed on-Site. The
characteristics of the excavated soil will determne the type of disposal unit. Soils bel ow the
PRGs woul d be sold as aggregate for industrial use. This alternative conbines the vol une of
soils within each of the subunits for a total of 76,000 tons to be disposed on-Site. This vol ume
is a very conservative estimate as sonme of the inpacted soil is likely to be bel ow PRGs. Costing
for this alternative only includes estinates for the additional estinmated cost of constructing a
land disposal unit permitting, health and safety considerations, and soil analyses.

The hazardous waste |landfill would nmeet the design requirenents of the Resource Conservation
and Recovery Act (RCRA) 40 CFR 264 Subpart N and state CHWA regul ations, if nore stringent. The
design has a liner systemwhich includes a conposite bottomliner and a cover section. The
bottom section includes three feet of conpacted clay under a Leak Detection, Collection and
Renmoval System The cover section includes two feet of conpacted clay, a geonenbrane, one foot
of drainage nmedium and a soil cover of 30 inches.

The non-hazardous or solid waste landfill would include two feet of conpacted clay, a sinplified
drai nage systemand a cover systemidentical to the hazardous waste unit with the exception of
no geonenbrane. The operating cost of mning within the MRA has not been estimated. It is
assuned that the current or future owner would evaluate the potential revenues fromthe sale of



products agai nst the cost of on-Site disposal of soils exceeding the PRGs to determ ne whet her
future mning will occur. The O&M and PWC i s based upon the estimated mne life of 11 years.

The estimated renedial time frane and present val ue cost for on-site disposal in a non-hazardous
landfill is 30 years and $2, 129, 000, respectively. The estimated renedial tinme frame and present
val ue cost for on-site disposal in a hazardous landfill is 30 years and $3, 099, 000,

respectively.

8.4.6 Aternative F - Of-Site D sposa

Subunits 2 and 3 soils that exceed the PRGs woul d be disposed of in an off-Site hazardous waste
(RCRA Subtitle © landfill or a non-hazardous (RCRA Subtitle D) landfill. The type of |andfil
woul d be based upon analytical results to determ ne whether the material is a characteristic
hazar dous waste

If existing mning operations expand into the MRA, which is currently not permtted for mning
the excavated soils that exceed the PRGs woul d be disposed off-Site in a permtted solid-waste
facility (RCRA subtitle D) or hazardous waste facility (RCRA subtitle C. The characteristics of
the excavated soil wll determ ne whether the excavated soil should be disposed in an off-Site
subtitle Dor Cfacility. Soils below the PRG would be sold as aggregate for industrial use.
This alternative conbines the volume of soils within each of the subunits for a total of 76,000
tons to be disposed off-Site. Costing of this alternative only includes estinmates for the

addi tional cost of |oading, transport and disposal to a permtted facility, soil and water

anal yses, and groundwater treatnment. The operating cost of mning has not been estinated as it
is assuned that the current or future owner would eval uate the potential revenues fromthe sale
of products against the cost of disposal to determ ne whether future mning will occur. The O&M
and PWC is based upon the estimated mne life of 11 years.

The estinmated renmedial time frane and present value cost for off-site disposal at a

non- hazardous di sposal facility is 11 years and $2,104,000. The estimated renedial tinme frane
and present value cost for off-site disposal at a hazardous disposal facility is 11 years and
$18, 604, 000.

Section 9.0
Summary of the Conparative Analysis of Alternatives

In this section, alternatives devel oped for the Site are eval uated and conpared to each ot her
using the nine evaluation criteria required by the National G| and Hazardous Substances
Pol | uti on Contingency Plan (NCP, 40 CFR ° 300.430) to identify the alternative that provides the
best bal ance anong the criteria. The conparative anal ysis provides the basis for determning
which alternative presents the best bal ance between the EPA's nine evaluation criteria listed
bel ow. The first two cleanup evaluation criteria are considered threshold criteria that nust be
nmet by the selected remedial action. The five primary bal ancing criteria are bal anced to achi eve
the best overall solution. The final two nodifying criteria that are considered in remedy

sel ection are State acceptance and community acceptance

Threshold Griteria

1. Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment assesses the protection afforded by
each alternative, considering the nagnitude of the residual risk remaining at the site
after the response objectives have been met. Protectiveness is determ ned by eval uating
how site risks fromeach exposure route are elimnated, reduced, or controlled by the
specific alternative. The eval uation al so takes into account short-termor cross-mnedia
impacts that result frominplementation of the alternative renedial activity

2. Conpl i ance with Applicable or Rel evant and Appropriate Requirenents addresses whether a
remedy will meet all Federal and State environnental |aws and/or provides grounds for a
wai ver. Section 121(d) of the Superfund Amendments and Reaut horization Act (SARA) mandat es
that for all remedial actions conducted under CERCLA, cleanup activities nmust be conducted
in a manner that conplies with ARARs. The NCP and SARA have defined both applicable
requirenents and rel evant and appropriate requirenments as foll ows:



. Applicable requirenents are those federal and state requirenents that woul d be
legally applicable, either directly, or as incorporated by a federally authorized
state program

. Rel evant and appropriate requirenents are those federal and state requirenments that,
while not legally "applicable," are designed to apply to problens sufficiently
simlar to those encountered at CERCLA sites that their application is appropriate.
Requirenents nay be rel evant and appropriate if they woul d ot herw se be
"applicable," except for jurisdictional restrictions associated with the
requirenent.

. Qher requirenents to be considered are federal and state nonregul atory
requi renents, such as gui dance docunents or criteria. Advisories or guidance
docunents do not have the status of potential ARARs. However, where there are no
specific ARARs for a chem cal or situation, or where such ARARs are not sufficient
to be protective, guidance or advisories should be identified and used to ensure
that a remedy is protective.

Primary Balancing Oriteria

3

Long- Term Ef f ecti veness and Pernanence refer to the ability of a remedy to provide
reliable protection of human health and the environnment over tine. The focus of this
evaluation is to determne the effectiveness of each alternative with respect to the risk
posed by treatnment of residuals and/or untreated wastes after the cleanup criteria have
been achi eved. Several conponents were addressed in neking the determ nations, including

. Magni tude of residual risk fromthe alternative

. Li kelihood that the alternative will neet process efficiencies and perfornmance
speci ficati ons;

. Adequacy and reliability of |ong-term nmanagenent controls providing continued
protection fromresiduals; and

. Associ ated risks in the event the technology or permanent facilities nust be
repl aced

Reduction of Toxicity, Mbility, or Volunme Through Treatnent refers to the preference for
a renedy that reduces health hazards of contam nants, the novenent of contam nants, or the
quantity of contamnants at the Site through treatment. This criterion evaluates the
ability of the alternatives to significantly achieve reduction of the toxicity, nobility,
or volune of the contam nants or wastes at the site, through treatnent. The criterion is a
principal statutory requirenent of CERCLA. This analysis evaluates the quantity of

contam nants treated and destroyed, the degree of expected reduction in toxicity,

nmobi lity, or volune nmeasured as a percentage of reduction, the degree to which the
treatment will be irreversible, the type and quantity of residuals produced, and the
manner in which the principal threat will be addressed through treatnment. The risk posed
by residuals will be considered in determning the adequacy of reduced toxicity and

nobi lity achi eved by each alternative

Short-Term Ef fecti veness addresses the period of tinme needed to conplete the renedy, and
any adverse effects to hunan health and the environnent that nmay be caused during the
construction and i npl enentation of the renedy. Measures to mitigate rel eases and provide
protection is central to this determination

I npl ementability refers to the technical and administrative feasibility of an alternative
or a renedy. This criterion analyzes technical feasibility, admnistrative feasibility,
and the availability of services and materials. Technical feasibility assesses the
difficulty of construction or operation of a particular alternative and unknowns
associated with process technol ogies. The reliability of the technol ogi es based on the

l'i kelihood of technical problens that would lead to project delays is critical in this
determination. The ability to nonitor the effectiveness of the alternative is also
consi der ed.



Admini strative feasibility assesses the ease or difficulty of obtaining permts or
rights-of-way for construction. Availability of services and materials eval uates the need
for off-site treatment, storage, or disposal services, and the availability of such
services. Necessary equi pnent, specialists, and additional resources are al so eval uated
in determning the ease by which these needs could be fulfilled. It also includes
coordination of Federal, State, and |ocal governnent efforts.

7. Cost evaluates the estinated capital, operation, and naintenance (O&V costs of each
alternative in conparison to other equally protective alternatives. Aternatives are
eval uated for cost in terns of both capital costs and | ong-term O&M costs necessary to
ensure continued effectiveness of the alternatives. Capital costs include the sumof the
direct capital costs (materials, equipnent, labor, |and purchases) and indirect capita
costs (engineering, licenses, or permts). Long-term O&M costs include | abor, materials
energy, equipnent replacenent, disposal, and sanpling necessary to inplenent the
alternative.

Modi fying Oriteria

8. State Acceptance indicates whether the State agrees with, opposes, or has no comment on
the preferred alternative

9. Communi ty Acceptance includes determ ni ng which conponents of the alternatives interested
persons in the comunity support, have reservations about, or oppose.

The strengths and weaknesses of the alternatives were weighed to identify the alternative
provi ding the best bal ance anbng the nine evaluation criteria

9.1 Detailed Analysis of Alternatives

9.1.1 Threshold Criteria

Overall Protection of Hunman Health and the Environnent

The overall protection of human health and the environnent is a threshold criterion that nust be
net for EPA to select the alternative. Protectiveness is achieved by the renedies if residentia
devel opnent is prohibited and exposure pathways are either elinminated, reduced to acceptable
exposures or controlled through treatnent or containnent.

Al of the alternatives, with the exception of the No Action Alternative (A), protect hunan
heal th and the environnent.

Alternatives B, C, D, E and F are protective of human health and the environnent.

Alternative B provides protectiveness by restricting access to inpacted soils and groundwat er
Alternative C provides protectiveness by recycling i npacted soils in a cold-asphalt batch plant.
Alternative D provides protectiveness by tenporarily containing soils exceeding PRGs on-Site
until recycling occurs in a cold-asphalt batch plant. Alternative E provides protectiveness by
permanently containing the soils exceeding PRG on-Site. Alternative F provides protectiveness
by di sposing the soils exceeding PRG off-Site

Alternative A does not address the existing contamnation that would be unprotective to a
resi dent .

Conpliance with Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirenents

Conpl i ance with applicable or relevant and appropriate requirenents (ARARs) is a threshold
criteria that nust be net by the selected renedy. Conpliance with ARARs requires that the
remedy conply with the substance of the environmental Federal and State |aws that address the
circunstances of the site and the renediation

Al of the alternatives, with the exception of alternative A conply with Applicable or Rel evant



and Appropriate Requirenents (ARARs).

9.1.2 Balancing Criteria

The bal ancing criteria include |ong-termeffectiveness and pernanence; reduction of toxicity,
nmobility, or volune through treatnent; short-termeffectiveness; inplenentability; and cost. The
remedi al alternatives were eval uated and ranked as to how the bal ancing criterion are achieved
with respect to the response actions taken within each of the subunits, restricted by
institutional and engineering controls

Alternatives C, D, E and F provide a | ower |evel of short-termeffectiveness by exposi ng workers
to approximately 76,000 tons of contam nated soils. Mning of the MRA will increase truck

traffic for a nunber of years and will increase the accident hazard potential to the comunity.

Inplenentability

The alternatives are ranked according to difficulty of construction or operati on of the renedy;
the available site-specific data to support the likelihood of success of the renedy; the
reliability of the technologies (to include |ikelihood of technical problens in the field); the
ability to nonitor the effectiveness of the alternative; the reliance upon institutiona
controls to maintain protectiveness; and the availability of services, equipnment and materials

The alternatives are ranked with respect to each other and not to other technol ogies that are
not being considered at the site

Al of the alternatives have access restrictions to the site which may include fencing, signs
security checks, etc. during the inplenentation of the renedies.

Alternative Bis the nost easily inplenented, as restricting access to the site through

engi neering controls can be conpleted in much less tine than the other alternatives, i.e., in
| ess than one year. The fence and well drilling materials and equi pnment to construct are readily
avai |l abl e.

Alternative Fis readily inplenented because subtitle C and D disposal facilities are available
Heavy equi pnment to performthe excavation and transport the waste to the off-site di sposa
facility is locally available

Alternatives C, D, and E are nore difficult to inplenment due to the conplexity of designing and
operating a col d-asphalt batch plant, and designing and constructing a landfill.

Cost

The alternatives will be ranked in accordance with their Present Wrth Cost (PWC) which includes
Capital, and Qperation and Mai ntenance (&) Costs for the alternatives. Estinmated costs for
alternatives associated with mning and reuse of soils fromthe area with creosote-inpacted
soils in the historic wood-treating subsite were devel oped. The costs for these alternative set
forth herein are those associated only with those activities which woul d be undertaken due to
the presence of creosote-inpacted soil (i.e., hazardous waste nmanagenent).

Whet her to pursue this alternative will be based upon a business decision by the current owner
or any future | andowner. Such a decision will take into consideration mning and processing
costs, the potential revenues fromsal e of asphalt or aggregate for industrial use, and/or the
val ue of the property upon conpletion of the mning operation. Current mning costs were
requested fromthe current | andowner but have not been provided. An attenpt to estinmate the
operating costs of the current mning operation w thout the know edge of such records is beyond
the scope of this analysis. An estinmate of potential revenues fromthe sale of products
conprised of inpacted soil requires an evaluation of current and potential future narket

condi tions which also is beyond the scope of CERCLA

Assunptions nmade in the costing of the alternative associated with mning are as foll ows:

. Costs for equi pnent (asphalt batch plant) and naterials (fuel and emulsion) for



produci ng asphalt may be offset by revenue fromthe sale of asphalt;

. Heal th and safety precautions for sand and gravel workers will be required to
mtigate exposure to creosote-inpacted soils during mning. This will include the
devel opnent of a witten health and safety plan, OSHA training of workers,
noni toring, and periodic briefings;

. Costs for water treatnent are based on an estinated treatment cost of $0.10 per
gallon. Treated water woul d be di scharged under NPDES pernmit to the Arkansas River.

. M ning of the saturated zone can only be inplenented if mning of the unsaturated
zone is conducted first;

. Mning within the MRA will occur at the permtted mning rate (70,000 tons/year) for
the current operation; and

. Costs for a mning permt, engineering, and other related activities that would be
i mpl emented in the course of mning in the absence of creosote inpact were not

considered in this analysis.

Incremental costs for the alternatives associated with mning of soils within the MRA were
estinmated separately for both the unsaturated and saturated zones.

The following are the Costs for each of the alternatives:

. Alternative A
- Capital Costs: $ 0
- Annual O&M $ 0
- 30-year PWC $ 0
. Alternative B
- Capital Costs: $ 40, 500
- Annual O&M $ 13, 800
- 30-year PWC $ 253,000
. Alternative C
- Capital Costs: $ 735,000
- Annual O&M $ 7, 060
- 30-year PWC $ 770,000
. Alternative D
- Capital Costs: $ 814,000
- Annual O&M $ 7, 060
- 30-year PWC $ 851,000
. Alternative E
Non- Hazar dous
- Capital Costs: $ 2,038, 000
- Annual O&M $ 5, 900
- 30-year PWC $ 2,129, 000
Hazar dous
- Capital Costs: $ 2,932,000
- Annual O&M $ 10, 900
- 30-year PWC $ 3,099, 000
. Alternative F
Non- Hazar dous
- Capital Costs: $ 2,063, 000
- Annual O&M $ 4,900
- 30-year PWC $ 2,104, 000

Hazar dous



- Capital Costs: $18, 547, 000
- Annual Q&M $ 6, 900
- 30-year PWC $18, 604, 000

9.1.3 Mdifying Griteria

State and community acceptance are nodifying criteria that shall be considered in the renedy
sel ection.

St at e Accept ance

The State supports the selection of alternative B as described in this Record of Decision.
However, in addition, the State of Colorado would |ike to encourage and facilitate the
inpl enentation of Alternative C which calls for the mining and reuse of creosote inpacted
materials as a feedstock for asphalt. The State believes Alternative B, conbined with
Alternative C woul d provide greater |long-termeffectiveness and pernmanence to the renedy.

Conmmuni ty Acceptance

Community input on the alternatives was solicited by EPA and CDPHE during the public comrent
period from Cctober 22, 1997 through Novernber 21, 1997. Conmments received fromthe public were
m xed in their support for different alternatives.

Responses to the community and PRP comments are found in the Responsiveness Summary in Section
13.0 of this ROD.

Section 10.0
Sel ected Site Remedy

Based upon consideration of the requirenents of CERCLA, the detail ed analysis of the
alternatives, and State and public comrents, the EPA, in consultation with CDPHE, has
deternined that the nost appropriate renmedy for the Site is Alternative B -

Moni toring/lInstitutional Controls.

The purpose of this response action is to elimnate the risk by eliminating the potenti al
pat hways through restricting residential devel opment and restricting mning into the inpacted
soi | s.

Al specified volunes are estinates derived fromthe data collected during the RI/FS and are

intended to be approximate volunes for the devel opnment of the renedial alternatives. The actual
volumes will be determ ned during the RA and will include the extent of contanination as defined
by the performance standards.

Conmponents of the Selected Site Renedy

The components of the selected renedy are described and are detail ed bel ow

. Institutional Controls to include a restriction that runs with the land to restrict

residential devel opment and to restrict mning of approximately 6.6 acres of
i mpacted soils.

. A 6-foot cyclone fence woul d be constructed around Spring No. 5 to include a | ocked

access gate.

. A groundwater nonitoring plan to deternine the effectiveness of the remedy over the

long-termand to ensure no further migration of dissolved PAHs or DNAPL.
Per f ormance and Conpl i ance Mnitoring
A performance and conpliance nonitoring programshall be devel oped for the groundwater to

deternmine the effectiveness of natural attenuation of the groundwater.
A groundwat er nonitoring plan shall be devel oped to nonitor groundwater contam nants and



ensure no further mgration of groundwater contam nants and DNAPL.

The conpliance boundary shall be established during the renedial design to ensure that the
contam nants within the groundwater do not migrate at concentrations above the groundwater
perfornmance standards beyond this boundary.

The frequency, |locations, constituents, sanpling nethods, detection linmts, analytical nethods
etc. and explicit details of the groundwater nonitoring plan for perfornmance and conpliance, and
for long-termgroundwater nmonitoring will be determ ned during Renedial Design (RD) to ensure
protection of the groundwater outside the area of contam nation. The conpliance boundary is a
physi cal boundary that is delineated as the present extent of nmigration of the site contam nants
at concentrati ons defined by the groundwater performance standards. The precise |ocation of the
conpl i ance boundary shall be delineated during renedial design

The Region VII1 Superfund perfornance nonitoring guidance for groundwater renedies will be
used to devel op the groundwater nonitoring plan

Institutional Controls

Institutional controls are non-engi neering nethods for preventing or limting access to or use
of a site. Such controls shall be inplenented as part of the selected renedy to ensure the
effectiveness and protectiveness of the renedy and to prevent or prohibit all activities that
would in any way reduce or inpair the effectiveness and protectiveness of the renedy. Al
neasures shall be effectively adm ni stered, maintained and enforced.

Institutional controls include restricting residential devel opment on the Site and mning in the
MRA. Engi neering controls include a fence and warni ng signs around Spring No. 5. Access and

land use restrictions, to ensure no future activity takes place at the Site that is inconpatible
or inconsistent with the selected renedy, shall be established that will run with the |and.
Water use restrictions will include coordination with the Colorado State Engineer to restrict
wat er usage and prohibit well drilling on the site and in the vicinity of the DNAPL plune, with
the exception of wells needed for nonitoring purposes

10.1 Final Renediation Levels and Conpliance Boundary During Renediation
The sel ected renedy for soils and groundwater shall fully conply with, achieves, and nmintain
the final renediation |evels described in this subsection. Alisting of the final renediation

levels for the selected renedy is located in this section

Soil Final Renediation Levels

The soil final renediation |levels are as foll ows:

Table 9: Final Renediation Levels for Soi

Consti t uent Concentration (ng/kg) 1
Benzo( a) ant hr acene 780
Benzo( a) pyr ene 78

Benzo(b) f | our ant hene 780
Di benzo( a, h) ant hr acene 78

I ndeno( 1, 2, 3- ed) pyrene 780
Pent achl or ophenol 4,768
HpCDD 0.2
Hx CDD 0.02
Hx CDF 0.02
QOCoD 2.0

[1 Concentrations were calculated for a 1 in 10,000 target risk level under an industria
wor ker scenari 0. ]

G oundwat er Final Renediation Levels




The final renediation |evels based upon a 1 in 1,000,000 residential scenario for groundwater
are:

. Arsenic - 0.06 ug/|

. Lead - 0.05 ng/l (MCL) (0.015 ng/l-action | evel / SDMW)
. Manganese - 840 ng/|

. Antinmony - 15 ug/l

. Pent achl or ophenol - 0.56 ug/|

. Benzo(a) pyrene - 0.0092 ug/|

. Benzo(b) fl uorant hene - 0.092 ug/|

. Benzo(k) fl uorant hene - 0.92 ug/l

. Chyrsene - 9.2 ug/l

. Di benz(a, h)ant hracene - 0.0092 ug/|
. I ndeno (1,2, 3-cd)pyrene - 0.092 ug/l
. Benz(a)ant hracene - 0.092 ug/|

Many of these |levels are nmore stringent than the associated MCL. A nore stringent standard may
be needed if nmultiple contam nants within the groundwater or nultiple pathways of exposure
present an extraordinary risk. The existing contam nation in the groundwater nonitoring wells at
the Site is limted to one or two constituents with the exception of the isolated DNAPL pl une.
The constituents specified above have been identified as site-specific constituents that nay
mgrate fromthe DNAPL plune or |each fromcontam nated soils on site. Typically, the

accunmul ative risk of multiple contam nants or pathways results in site-specific health-based
val ues that may be nore stringent than the regul atory standard set by promnul gated regul ations
The potential for nmultiple contamnants or nmultiple pathways does not exist at this site
therefore the MCL shall be used when there is a discrepancy between the site-specific
heal t h-based val ue and the regul atory standard (For exanple: Pentachl orophenol - 0.001 ng/l and
Benzo(a) pyrene - 0.0002 ng/l).

The sel ected remedy for groundwater shall neet these groundwater final renediation |evels.
10. 2 ARARs

Col orado Groundwat er Standards, 5 CCR 1002-8, Section 3.11.0 establishes a systemfor

cl assifying groundwater and adopting water quality standards to protect existing and potenti al
beneficial uses. This regulation is applicable in that the groundwater organi ¢ chem cal standard
found in Table A Regulation. No. 41 (Basic Standards for Goundwater) are applicable to water
within the Upper Terrace Aquifer (perched aquifer) and the Regional Aquifer (Arkansas River

Al luvial Aquifer and glacial/basin fill deposits) at the Site. The follow ng standards are
applicable for the foll owing conmpounds detected in the groundwater nonitoring program

. Pent achl or ophenol - 0.001 ng/l
. Benzo(a) pyrene - 0.0002 ny/l

10. 3 Five-Year Revi ews

Fi ve- Year Review As specified in ©121 of CERCLA, as anmended by SARA, and Section
300.430(f)(4)(ii) of the NCP, EPA will reviewthe renedy no |l ess often than every 5 years after
the initiation of the renedial action to assure that hunan health and the environnent are being
protected by the inplenmented remedy (this revieww |l ensure that the renedy is protective and
that institutional controls necessary to ensure protections are in place). An additional purpose
for the reviewis to evaluate whether the perfornance standards specified in this ROD remain
protective of human health and the environment. EPA will continue the reviews until no

hazar dous substances, pollutants, or contam nants remain at the Site above the levels that allow
for unrestricted and unlimted use of the |Iand and groundwater.

10.4 Cost of the Sel ected Renedy

A detail ed cost table has been devel oped for the selected remedy and is organi zed by capital
costs, O&M costs and Present Worth Cost (PWD).



Table 9: Cost of Renmedy - Monitoring and Institutional Controls

Description Unit Cost Method Material and Labor Method Cost s
Mat eri al Labor
Quantity Uni t Unit Price Cost Quantity Uni t Unit Price Cost Quantity Uni t Unit Price Cost
Legal Fees 2 I's 10000. 00 20, 000 0 0 20, 000
Moni tori ng wel | 2 ea 2500. 00 5, 000 0 0 5, 000
Instal |l ation
Fence Install ation 1 ea 2000. 00 2, 000 0 0 2,000
Subt ot al 27, 000 0 0 27, 000
Heal th and Safety 10% 2,700 0 0 2,700
Mobi | / Derrobi | 5% 1, 350 0 0 1, 350
Legal / Permi t 25% 6, 750 0 0 6, 750
Constr. 10% 2,700 0 0 2,700

Adm n/ Super vi si on
Engi neeri ng and Design 0% 0 0 0 0

Tot al 40, 500 0 0 40, 500



Tabl e 9: Annual Operation and Mi ntenance Cost Estinate

Description Unit Cost Method Material and Labor Method Annual
M
Mat eri al Labor Cost s

Quantity Uni t Unit Price  Cost Quantity Uni t Unit Price  Cost Quantity Uni t Unit Price Cost

GW Sanpling & 7 ea 1500. 00 10, 500 0 0 10, 500
Analysis (5 wells, 2
springs)
Annual Report 1 ea 3000. 00 3, 000 0 0 3, 000
Fence Repair Labor 12 hour 25.00 300 0 0 300
Subt ot al 13, 800 0 0 13, 800

Present Wrth Cost 253, 000



Section 11.0
Document ati on of Significant Changes

To fulfill the requirenents of CERCLA Section 117(b), this section discusses the reasons for the
sel ection of a remedy other than the preferred renedy in the Proposed Plan. EPA has sel ected
one of the alternatives identified as a preference in the Proposed Pl an

Section 12.0
Statutory Determnations

EPA's primary responsibility at Superfund sites is to undertake renedi al actions that protect
human health and the environnent. In addition, CERCLA °© 121 establishes several other statutory
requi renents and preferences. These specify that when conplete, the selected renedial action for
a site nust conply with applicable or relevant and appropriate environnmental standards
establ i shed under federal and state environnental |aws unless a statutory waiver has been
granted. The selected renedy nust al so be cost-effective and utilize pernmanent sol utions and
alternative treatment technol ogies or resource recovery technol ogies to the maxi num extent
practicable. Finally, the statute includes a preference for renedies that enploy treatnments that
permanently and significantly reduce the volune, toxicity, or mobility of hazardous substances
as their principal elenent.

12.1 Protection of Human Heal th and the Environnent

EPA' s Qui dance for Conducting Renedi al Investigations and Feasibility Studies Under CERCLA
(1988) indicates that protectiveness may be achi eved by reduci ng exposure through actions such
as containnent, limting access, or providing an alternative water supply. The renedial actions
described for the selected remedy reduces the exposure to the inpacted soil by restricting
residential devel opment and mning in the MRA

Short-term and cross-nedia i npacts due to inplementation of the selected remedy are expected

to be mnimal. Potential risks to human health and environment through exposure to contaninated
groundwat er and soil during well installation and sanpling will be mnimzed by the use of
appropriate preventive and protective measures. Potential cross nedia inpacts will be mnimzed
by proper well construction methods.

Cont ami nated groundwater at the Site does not currently pose a significant human health risk
because the groundwater is not presently being used for drinking water or other donestic uses
Thus, there are no conpl eted exposure pathways. The groundwater nonitoring will ensure that
mgration of contam nated groundwater and DNAPL plume does not nigrate further. G oundwater
nonitoring will allow for evaluating the performance of the selected remedy and the need for
addi tional action.

12.2 Conpliance with ARARS

Under Section 121(d) (1) of CERCLA, renedial actions nust attain standards, requirenments
limtations, or criteria that are "applicable or relevant and appropriate" under the
circunstances of the release at the site. Al ARARs would be net upon conpl etion of the
sel ected, renedy at the Site.

12.3 Cost Effectiveness

Section 300.430(f)(1)(ii)(D)) of the NCP requires that the selected renedial action neet the
threshold criteria of protection of human health and the environment and conpliance with the
ARARs, and be cost-effective, Cost-effectiveness is deternined by evaluating the follow ng three
of the five balancing criteria to deternine overall effectiveness: long-termeffectiveness and
permanence; reduction of toxicity, nobility, or volune through treatnment; and short-term
effectiveness. Overall effectiveness is then conpared to cost to ensure that the renedy is cost-
effective. Arenedy is cost-effective if its costs are proportional to its overal

effectiveness. This remedy allows the current gravel and sand operations to continue with a
restriction of mining in a small area of the Site. The restriction of residential devel opnment
wi Il ensure that exposures do not occur that would render risk



12.4 Wilization of Permanent Solutions and Alternative Treatnent Technol ogi es (or Resource
Recovery Technol ogi es) to the Maxi num Extent Practicable

Section 300.430(f)(1)(ii)(E) of the NCP requires that the selected remedy shall utilize
permanent solutions and alternative treatment technol ogi es or resource recovery technologies to
t he maxi mum extent practicable. This requirenment shall be fulfilled by selecting the renedy that
satisfies the threshold criteria and the balancing criteria and provi des the best bal ance of
tradeoffs anong alternatives in terns of the five balancing criteria. The bal ancing shall
enphasi ze long-term effectiveness and reduction of toxicity, nobility, or vol une through
treatnment. The bal ancing shall al so consider the preference for treatnent as a principal elenent
and the bias against off-site |and disposal of untreated waste. In naking the selection, the
nodi fying criteria of state acceptance and comunity acceptance shall al so be consi dered

This remedy prevents the activities that woul d be unprotective to human health and the
environnent by ensuring that residential devel opment and mining into the inpacted soils is
prohibited. This remedy is a practical approach to prevent exposure that relies upon
institutional controls

12.5 Preference for Treatment as a Principal El enent

The sel ected remedy utilizes pernmanent solutions and treatnent technol ogies to the nmaxi num
extent practicable at the Site

The groundwater nonitoring programwill allow for evaluation of changes in groundwater
quality, the detection of any offsite mgration of contam nated groundwater, and the need for
further action at the Site if contaminants mgrate offsite.

Because the selected renedy will result in hazardous substances renaining on the site, a review
will be conducted at |east every five years after commencenent of renedial action to ensure that
the remedy continues to provi de adequate protecti on of human health and the environnent.

12.6 EPA's Sel ection of the Renmedy

O the alternatives that are protective of human health and the environnent and conply with
ARARs, EPA believes that the selected renedy provides the best balance in terns of |long-term

ef fectiveness and permanence; reduction in toxicity, nobility, or volune achi eved through
treatnent; short-termeffectiveness; inplenentability; and cost. The NCP states that EPA expects
to use engineering controls, such as containment, for waste that poses a relatively | ow
long-termthreat, and that the selected renedy shall be cost-effective. The contai nnent of the
soils onsite satisfies the NCP expectation. The contai nment of |owlevel contani nated waste,
cost-effectiveness and recei pt of public comment supporting alternative B were inportant
criterion in selecting alternative B as the sel ected renedy.



Section 13.0
Responsi veness Sunmary

13.1 Public Meeting Transcript

The transcript of the Public Meeting conducted on Cctober 27, 1997 at the Senior Ctizens Center
located at 305 F Street in Salida, Colorado regarding the presentation of EPA's preferred
cleanup alternative for the Wod-Treating Subsite is enclosed with this decision documnent.

13.2 Comments to the former Koppers Wod Treating Operable Unit Two for the Sneltertown
Superfund Site Cctober 1997

13.2.1 Comments fromJack E. Watkins, President of Poncha Sports Inc.,
Mar ket i ng- Managenent - Fi nanci al _Consul ti ng

1) Conment

It was clear that the data used for arriving at decisions regarding the Site was questionabl e
for many at the nmeeting. This was especially true regarding the individual who had worked at the
Site when creosote prevailed, with no ill effects to himor anyone else within his know edge. |
can only say that to the best of ny know edge, there has never been an illness or fatality
assigned to the creosote situation at the Site.

Response

EPA uses the latest scientific information avail able from studi es conducted with people and
laboratory aninmals to assess the risk presented by creosote and constituents wthin creosote.
The prelimnary renedi ation goals (PRGs) are based upon the use of this scientific infornmation
in determ ning what concentrati ons of these constituents one could be exposed to under an
industrial exposure and not have nore than a 1 in 10,000 additional chance (or 10 -4) of
acquiring cancer. In short, EPAis protecting the one person in 10,000 persons who m ght acquire
cancer through exposure to the contam nants at the Site.

2) Comment

Not wi t hst andi ng t he designation of creosote as a toxic material, | can't help but feel that the
danger effect assigned to it at the Site is too severe. Asphalt has many of the properties of
creosote, and it has not been designated as a toxic naterial. The extrene nunber of railway
cross-ties, and tel ephone type pol es that have been inpregnated with creosote has not been
consi dered dangerous. In ny opinion, if creosote is as dangerous as the EPA deens it to be,
every creosote contam nated railway cross-tie, and every creosote contamn nated tel ephone type
pol e, should be condemmed and destroyed. Avoiding the issue regarding cross-ties and tel ephone
type pol es shoul d not be all owed.

Response

This is a very good comment. Toxicity is based upon dose and dose is directly associated with
concentration and quantity. The reason that this Site is being investigated by EPA is because
there is residue creosote fromthe massive use of creosote used to treat railway cross-ties. As
aresult of the cross-tie treating operations, there is a large concentrated quantity of
creosote at this Site. It is the concentration and quantity of the creosote at this Site that
renders risk.

3) Conmment

The information provided by the EPA is extremely contrary to the opinions of those at the public
neeting. | suggest that a serious review be made of the entire situation.

Response .

EPA and CDPHE has taken into consideration all the comments received and believe that the
sel ection of alternative B which restricts mning in 6.6 acres of the Site is the appropriate
alternative for this Site.



13.2.2 Comrents from Frank C. McMirry, Chairnman, Chaffee County Board of Comm ssioners, The
Board of County Comm ssioners of Chaffee County

4) Conmment

Conmmi ssioner @ enn Everett and Max Rothschild attended the public neeting and with support of
the Board of County Conmi ssioners of Chaffee County support Alternative C Reuse as Asphalt
Aggregate as the nost acceptable alternative. Alternative D Reuse and On Site Containnent is
al so acceptabl e

Response

Thank you for your letter and support of alternatives C and D. EPA has determ ned that
alternative Bis the nost cost-effective alternative. Alternative B restricts mning of the
contam nated soils on 6.6 acres of the 118-acre site. Mning would be allowed to continue
el sewhere at the site

13.2.3 Comments from Colonel David C_ Wllians, US Arny, Retired

5) Comment

There was no public notice of this meeting. One County Comm ssioner and | found out about it by
word of nmouth. |If adequate notice had been given, the building would have been full of people
This, along with the insufficient nunber of hand-outs, |eads ne to conclude that you wanted to
slip this by without any real know edgeabl e people in attendance

Response

The neeting was announced in the |ocal newspaper (The Mountain Mail) on Cctober 20, 1997. The
local, radio station was also notified of the neeting. EPA naintains a nailing |list of people
who have expressed interest in the project and this includes |local elected officials. EPA sent
the proposed plan describing the site and the alternatives being considered to the persons on
this mailing list. This mailing list consists of nore than 100 peopl e. EPA believes strongly in
public outreach and believes that the actions described above to announce the neeting attest to
our commitnent.

6) Comment

Your presentation of the material was very unprofessional to say the |east. The room was

equi pped with a speakers rostrum conplete with anplifier and m ke and al though in plain sight,
was not used until it was pointed out at alnost the end of the neeting. The stenographer was
located in the wong position, causing nany interruptions during the presentati on. The slides
wer e adequate, but were not presented or explained to the satisfaction of the attendees.
suggest that taking a course in public speaki ng woul d be hel pful to you

Response

Due to unfortunate circunstances, EPA did not have an opportunity to conplete a wal k-t hrough

of the facility with a person know edgeable with the facilities prior to the neeting. EPA was
not famliar with the facilities and equi prent available (e.g., the audi o equi pnent). EPA
apol ogi zes for the inconvenience of the interruptions fromthe stenographer during the
presentation. Wth respect to the slides, anple opportunity was afforded to all attendees to ask
questions. Your suggestion regarding a public speaking course is so noted

7) Comment

Your know edge of the various types of earth renoval were wong. The term m ning was used where
open pit should have: been used. There are quite a nunber of types of earth renoval, i.e.

quarry, glory hole, etc. | was obvious to us who grew up with these types of operations that you

had no practical experience in the field

Response

EPA's interest in the Sneltertown Superfund Site is focused toward characterizing the nature and
extent of contaminants, pollutants and hazardous substances that may present a risk to human
health or the environment...not to mne the site. The intent of the presentation was to describe
to the public the findings of our investigation and nunmerous alternatives that would mtigate
the risk that these contam nants present. Several of the alternatives discussed included a
description of the precautions and actions that would have to be taken if mning of contan nated
soils occurred. The actual mning plans would have to be devel oped by the owner to include the
precautions and activities deened appropriate by EPA to be protective. The nethods of mining,



whet her open pit, quarry, bench, etc. were not the focus of the discussion and woul d not change
the neasures described in the neeting to protect the workers and deternmine the final disposition
of the waste.

8) Comment

None of your suggested solutions were acceptable to |local people. It was obvious that your

maj or thrust was to assign blanme to the present land owner. It seens to ne that your goals are
as follow, in order of precedence:

a. Bankrupt M. Butal a.
b. Create an even bigger ness of the property
c. Establish job security for yourself and staff.

Response

EPA's goal is the protection of human health and the environment. Al of the alternatives
presented at the public neeting, with the exception of the no action alternative, will neet this
goal . Qur expressed purpose of the neeting was to gather public comment regardi ng which
alternative the public prefers.

9) Comment
There are solutions to this entire problem

a. Hire an open pit expert with at |east 30 years experience in the field.

b. Follow his advice for the safe renoval and USE of the earth around the property.

c. Allow M. Butala to do this work and let himremain as a productive nenber of the
busi ness comuni ty.

Response

EPA's focus is the protection of human health and the environnment by managi ng or elimnating
the exposure to the contam nants, pollutants and hazardous substances at the site. Several of
the alternatives describe protective actions that nust be conducted to m ne contam nated soils.
Under these alternatives, if the owner of property chooses to mne the contam nated soils, the
owner woul d be responsible for hiring qualified persons and woul d be accountable for the
protectiveness of the workers and the final disposition of the contam nated soils.

EPA, CDPHE and the potentially responsible parties (PRPs), have worked with M. Butala to find
solutions that would allow mning while al so achi eving protectiveness.

10) Comment

Super fund was established to SOLVE probl ens--instead is rapidly becom ng THE PROBLEM | suggest
you take an inward | ook at your operation and re-focus your efforts to a nore productive type
operati on.

Response

The alternatives within the Focused Feasibility Study (FFS) present solutions. EPA CDPBE and
Beazer East |ncorporated have worked with M. Butala to nake the investigations and

remedi ati on as non-intrusive as possi ble while providing protectiveness.

13.2.4 Comments from Shannon K Craig, Program Manager of Beazer East, |ncorporated

11) Comment
Beazer believes that sone additional information or clarifications are necessary with respect to
EPA' s Proposed Renedial Action Plan ("PRAP").

Page 3 - Second full paragraph. It should be noted that the approximately 5,000 tons which
Beazer renoved to a permtted landfill originally had been scraped fromthe surface and left in
apile at the Site by Butala Construction Conpany.

Response
So not ed.



12) Comment
Beazer believes that sone additional information or clarifications are necessary with respect to
EPA' s Proposed Renedial Action Plan ("PRAP").

Page 3- Third full paragraph. Beazer would like to clarify that the soil which was renoved by
EPA under an energency renoval was renoved because of the presence of nmetals, not because of
the presence of creosote. In addition, it should be clarified that the stockpile is not |ocated
on the upper terrace" rather it is located on a terrace above the | ower terrace.

Response

EPA initiated the energency renoval to renove netals, however, during the course of the renoval,
the OSC made a command deci sion to renove creosote contam nated soils fromthe banks of the
Arkansas River for the protection of hunman health and the environnent. The |ocation of the
stockpile is on a terrace above the | ower terrace.

13) Comment

Assessnment of Site Risks- Beazer recommends that the Record of Decision nore clearly reflect
the concl usions of the Baseline R sk Assessnent ("BRA') that the Wod Treating Site does not
pose an unacceptable risk to human health under the current use. The ROD should al so indicate
that the risk to workers arising fromthe inplenentation of mning can be addressed by health
and safety neasures.

Under the section entitled ASSESSMENT OF SI TE RI SKS, third paragraph, |ast sentence, it is
stated that soils in the Pole Plant exceed PRGs. One of the soil sanples reported in the R does
exceed the PRGs; however, this sanple was collected at a depth of one foot and, based upon field
observations of the EPA renoval action, was nost likely renoved fromthe Site along with soils
identified as containing el evated netals. The remaining 5 soil sanples collected at the Pole

Pl ant fromdepths ranging from2 to 38 feet do not contain constituents at |levels in excess of
the PRGs. Hence, the reference to the Pole Plant shoul d be del et ed.

Response

The Proposed Renedial Action Plan is a brief description of the Site history, characterization,
nature and extent of contam nation and renedial alternatives. Thus sonme general statenents are
made. The ROD will have nore specific information to include an entire section dedicated to the
description of the risks posed by the contamnation at the Site.

14) Comment
Beazer believes that sone additional information or clarifications are necessary with respect to
EPA' s Proposed Renedial Action Plan ("PRAP").

Page 3 - It appears that the fist of Remedial Alternatives set forth at the beginning of this
section is inconplete. If a simlar sectionis included in the ROD, Beazer recomends that the
list reflect all the renedial alternatives which were considered.

Response

The alternatives in the PRAP are the sanme that will be described in the ROD. The ROD provides
nore specificity, but the alternatives are the sane. Note that only alternatives that survive
the initial screening are discussed in the ROD.

15) Comment
Beazer believes that sone additional information or clarifications are necessary with respect to
EPA' s Proposed Renedial Action Plan ("PRAP").

Page 4- "No Action (Alternative 1)" - This section references the entire 118 acre property which
was formerly owned by Koppers Conpany, Inc. ("Koppers"); however, the Wod Treating Site
consists of only approxinmately 60 acres. The remai nder of the property fornerly owned by

Koppers is not part of the Wod Treating Site or the Superfund Site. Beazer believes that this
di scussi on should be changed to refer solely to the 60 acre area. This may be particularly
inmportant in |light of apparent strong community concern that limtations on |and use be
mnimzed to the extent possible. Such a change nmay help the comunity better understand the
area invol ved



Response
So not ed.

16) Comment
Beazer believes that sone additional information or clarifications are necessary with respect to
EPA' s Proposed Renedial Action Plan ("PRAP").

Page 4 - "Subunit 1 - Spring 5" - This discussion states that "Springs | ocated up gradient
(Spring 2) and down gradient Spring 6) flows will be neasured as well as Spring 5." Beazer
suggests that Spring 3 be nonitored i nstead of Spring 2. The purpose of nonitoring Springs al ong
the bluff is to observe any change in the lateral inpact to the perched aquifer. Spring 2 is

| ocated approximately 1,200 feet northwest of Spring 5 and is too far away to be an effective
nmeasure of lateral mgration fromSpring 5. Spring 3 is located only 100 feet northwest of
Spring 5 and, although it already contains |ow | evels of dissolved constituents, would be a
better indicator of lateral mgration of DNAPL.

Response
So noted. EPA has accepted the change of neasured springs fromSpring 2 to Spring 3.

17) Comment
Beazer believes that sone additional information or clarifications are necessary with respect to
EPA' s Proposed Renedial Action Plan ("PRAP").

Page 5 - Reuse as Asphalt Aggregate (Alternative Cin FFS) - The renedial tine frame shoul d be
11 years rather than 8 years.

Response
So not ed.

18) Comment
Beazer believes that sone additional information or clarifications are necessary with respect to
EPA' s Proposed Renedial Action Plan ("PRAP").

Page 6 - First conplete paragraph - The tine frane for the mine life is not given and shoul d be
11 years.

Response
So not ed.

19) Comment

Finally, Beazer would like to address a question which cane up in the public neeting. At the
public neeting, a local resident asked about groundwater (either from Spring 1 or from KRWV 1,
it was not clear to which she was referring). She stated that the Spring or well is |located on
her father's property and that it is used for donestic purposes. Beazer does not understand
this, since all the wells and Springs sanpled and reported in the Renedial |nvestigation are

|l ocated on Butala property. Furthernore, neither Spring 1 nor KRMM 1 have been devel oped for
use with the installation of piping or punps. Therefore, Beazer believes that the resident nust
have been m staken about the source of the donestic water. In any event, both Spring 1 and
KRMV¥1 are |located up gradient fromthe inpacts of the wood treating operations and sanpling has
denmonstrated that the water from each source does not contain wood-treating constituents.

Response
So not ed.

20) Comment
Beazer supports the two proposed renedial alternatives set forth in the PRAP.

Response

Thank you for your letter and support of alternatives B. and C. EPA has determ ned that
alternative Bis the nost cost-effective alternative. Alternative B restricts mning of the
contam nated soils on 6.6 acres of the 118-acre site. Mning would be allowed to continue
el sewhere at the site.



13.2.5 Comrents fromRandy L. Sego, Tilly & Graves Attorneys at Law, on behalf of Butala
Const ruction Conpany.

21) Comment

As a general matter, EPA' s preferred alternatives unnecessarily restrict and limt the permtted
uses of the Butala property, without Butala's consent. Butala continues to strongly oppose any
unnecessary restriction or limtation i nposed by EPA on the property. Additionally, at the
public neeting held on Cctober 27, 1997, there was strong comunity opposition to limtations on
I and use. The sel ected renedial alternative should not restrict or linit Butala s use of the
property wi thout his consent and/or just conpensation.

Response

The alternatives presented in the Focused Feasibility Study (FFS) address the contami nation at
the Site by elimnating exposure through either restricting access, containing on- or off-site,
or recycling the waste into a cold asphalt mx. These alternatives mtigate the potential risk
posed by the contam nants. These alternatives do not restrict or limt M. Butala's pernmtted

uses as the Mning Restriction Area (MRA) is currently not pernitted.

Restrictions on the | and would be sought with M. Butala's consent. M. Butala, as owner and
operator of the Site, is a potentially responsible party and is liable for the cost of the
cl eanup of his property.

22) Comment

Wth respect to the PRAP, Page 3, second full paragraph: The operations of Butala are referred
to as a "sand and gravel operation." As we have commented in the past with regard to the DFFS,
Butal a produces various rock products, including decorative residential and commercial rock.

Response
So not ed.

23) Comment

Wth respect to the PRAP, Page 3, paragraphs 6 and 7: There is no basis for limting the

eval uation of the renedial alternatives to an industrial use scenario. The Butala property is
currently used for the production of various rock products, including decorative residential and
comrercial rock. Additionally, the Butala property is currently zoned as industrial under the
Chaf fee County Zoni ng Resol ution, which allows for residential, recreational and commerci al

uses. The linitation of the evaluation of remedial alternatives to an industrial use scenario
results in a proposed renedial alternative that unnecessarily restricts the future use of the
Butal a property.

Response

The existing use of the property is industrial. The projected life of the mning operation is
ten plus years thus the reasonabl e maxi mum exposure (RVE) is industrial. The alternatives
addressed in the FFS are based upon the property remaining industrial. There is no conpelling
reason or evidence to believe that the future use of property would change to residential. Since
the property is currently industrial and expected to renmain industrial, the use of the
industrial scenario does not unnecessarily restrict the use of the property. In addition, the
industrial scenario allows for |ess stringent cleanup standards than residential scenario and
thus is |less costly.

24) Comment

Wth respect to the PRAP, Page 8, second colum: EPA's selection of Alternative 2 -Institutional
Controls and Monitoring and Alternative Dif mning is expanded into the MRA - arbitrarily
restricts the use of the Butala property.

If Alternative 2 is selected in the Record of Decision as the renedial alternative, it should be
nodi fied to reduce the substantial adverse inpact on Butala and the use of the Butala property.
Alternative 2 should be nodified so that it applies only to the 6.6 acre MRA, based on the
following rationale: First, there is no basis for subjecting the entire Butala property to a
deed restriction or other institutional control. The forner Koppers site was approxinately 60
acres, and it is our understanding that this site includes any areas of potential concern.
Secondly, within that 60 acres, we believe mnimal sanpling would show that virtually all of
this area, with the exception of the MRA, would neet residential, recreational and conmerci al



PRGs. To the extent that snall areas do not neet PRGs, the soils can be renoved and consol i dated
into the MRA. This nobdest change to Alternative 2 would greatly limt the adverse inpacts on
Butal a and the Butal a property.

Response

EPA is interested in your suggestion and would be willing to work with Beazer East | ncorporated
and M. Butala, during settlenent negotiations, to develop a plan to linmt the residential

devel opnent restriction only to the area that is contam nated.

<I MG SRC 98080D>
<I MG SRC 98080E>
<I MG SRC 98080F>
<I M5 SRC 98080G&>
<I MG SC 98080H>

<I MG SRC 98080l >



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

PUBLI C MEETI NG

re:

PROPCSED PLAN FOR THE FORVER

KOPPERS WOCDTREATI NG SI TE

* * * % *x %

SMELTERTOMN SUPERFUND S| TE

Present ed by:

Cct ober 27, 1997

Seni or Center
305 F Street
Sal i da, Col orado

GWEN HOOTEN ( 8EPR- SR)

EPA Renedi al Project Manager
999 18th Street

Sui te 500

Denver, Col orado 80202- 2466
Tel ephone: (303) 312-6571

MARTI N O GRADY

State Project Manager

Col orado Departnent of Public
Heal th and Environment
HMAWD- B2

4300 Cherry Creek Drive South
Denver, Col orado 80246

(303) 692-3366

SOUTH PARK REPORTI NG
(719) 395-7611



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

(Proceedi ngs, Mnday, Cctober 27, 1997 7:00 p.m)
ok ok x %

MB. HOOTEN: This is Lisa, our court
reporter, and she is going to record everything
that we're saying tonight.

W woul d like you to ask questions
during the presentation. So if you have a
question, please ask it at the tine. | think it
woul d be much easier for us to answer the
question at the time that you have it.

Wien you ask a question, would you
pl ease state your name so Lisa can get it
recorded? okay?

This is part of our public outreach
It is a step requirenent for CERCLA, the
Conpr ehensi ve Envi ronnmental Response,
Conpensation and Liability Act, otherw se known
as Superfund. And we're here to tal k about
Qperable Unit 2, which is the woodtreating
element at the Smeltertown Site

Now, you all know this area nuch better
than |, because you're right in the heart of
Col orado. And this is the area where old County
Road 150 is and the Arkansas River. It is this
area that we're here to talk about tonight.

SOUTH PARK REPORTI NG
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I'mgoing to go through and describe to
you how we had split this site up for purposes of
the study. And it's prinmarily because of the
activities that took place in the different
operable units that -- where we desi gned what
operable unit it would be

For instance, Qperable Unit 1 is this
area right here where the snelting activities
occurred in the earlier part of the 1900s. And
it shut down in 1919. Even though sone of these
operabl e units would -- would overlap each ot her
general ly speaking, the snelter operable units,
we | ooked at contaminants coming fromthat
particular activity; things like netals, |ead,
arsenic, our prinmary concern at this site

Qperable Unit 2 is the area that has
the slash marks. And Qperable Unit 2 we
primarily | ooked at the woodtreati ng PAHs, or
things that you would find in gasoline or used
oil or primarily in creosote.

And then Qperable Unit 3 is CoZi nCo.

And that's an active facility. And | think sone
of you are very famliar with that facility. W
have that being studied by the State of Col orado

So just real quick, |I've got an aeria

SOUTH PARK REPORTI NG
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picture of it.

Qperable Unit 1, again, was the
snelting activity where the Chio and Col orado
Srrel ting and Refining Conpany initiated actions
in the early 1900s. They processed ore to
produce gold, silver, |lead and copper, and they
ceased operations in 1919

Qperable Unit 2, it's about 80 acres.

It would -- it was leased to a tinber conpany in
1924. Koppers Conpany, |ncorporated, was the

| ast owner and operator of the property, and they,
ceased operations in 1953. Koppers changed their
nane several tines. They are now known as
Beazer, |ncorporated. Beazer East, |ncor porated

In 1962 Koppers sold the property to
the H E. Lowderm | k Conpany, which then sold to
the Butal a Constructi on Conpany.

And Operable Unit 3 is the CoZi nCo
facility which began its operations in 1977 and
continues its operations today. It's currently
under a Resource Conservation and Recovery Act,
Known as RCRA. It is a cradle-to-grave oversight
that the regulatory agencies | ook to ensure
that contamination is taken care of at a

generation point and then at its disposal point.

SOUTH PARK REPORTI NG
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And so this is done -- it's under RCRA

Ckay. Sonme of the regulatory history.
Because of the |level of contamination at the
Site, we proposed this Site for what we refer to
as our National Priorities List. That is a list
of Superfund sites that we find at a certain
I evel of contami nation that render it to be
cont am nat ed enough that they make this
Priorities List.

In May of 19 -- May of 1993 we
initiated a fund we call dassic -- our classic
Emer gency Renoval Action. Wiat a d assic Renova
Action is to us is one that we deemthat action
has to occur imediately. And for a governnent
tine frame, we're saying |l ess than six nonths.
You have less than a six-nonth tine franme to go
out and i npl enent the energency action.

In this case we found that there was
zinc in the groundwater, and we provided bottl ed
water to residents |ocated downgradient.

In 1994 we issued a unilateral order to
CoZinCo to supply bottled water

In Novenber of '95, we conpleted that
wor k under that UAQ

In Septenber of '93, we initiated the

SOUTH PARK REPORTI NG
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first phase of a Time-Oritical Renoval Action.

W renoved sone creosote-contam nated sl udge from
four residential driveways, |ead-contam nated

soil fromfive residential yards, a slag and
debris pile and netal -contam nated soil next to
the snmelter. W conpleted that action in

Novenber of 1995. And sone of those actions that
we conpl eted were constructing a fence around a
st ockpi |l ed waste from Phase |.

Sorre of you who have -- who are very
famliar with the Site will know that we have
ni cknaned this pile "Pete's Pile," because Pete
was the OSC that was conducting the work at the
tinme.

W renoved some creosote-contam nat ed
sludge fromone nore residential property, and we
removed surface |lead and creosote contam nation
on the Upper Terrace and fromthe banks of the
Arkansas River.

January 10, 1995, Butala Construction
provi ded in-kind services under ACC. They
provi ded equi prent and personnel to assist in the
excavation and stockpiling of contam nation,
on-site contamination, and to the area known as

Pete's Pile.

SOUTH PARK REPORTI NG
(719) 395- 7611



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

Novenber 1, 1995, EPA initiated a
Fund-Lead Tinme-Critical Renoval Action to provide
alternate water supplies to residents.

Sept enber of '95, we rel eased a d eanup
Proposal for Qperable Unit 1. Again, the Smelter
Operable Unit.

On Septenber 27, 1996, we published an
Action Menorandum descri bi ng the cl eanup that
woul d occur in Qperable Unit 1, the Snelter Unit.

Cct ober of 1997, we rel eased a Proposed
Plan. And I'msure that sone of you have
received that Proposed Plan. That is what we are
going to be tal king about tonight is the
alternatives that are discussed in that Proposed
Pl an.

For any of those who did not receive
one, | have extra copies up here, and | woul d ask
that you pick themup. If you want to see them
now. . .

Anybody el se?

W conpl eted several studies, several
to support the renoval actions that we just
described. But we wanted to tal k about the
studi es that we have conpl eted. And when | say

"we," it's not necessarily EPA but EPA with a
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PRP group under order with EPA to conduct the
wor k.

Beazer East, Incorporated, which is a
Potentially Responsible Party, they have
conpl eted the Renedial Investigation dated March
of 1996, and they have conpl eted a focused
Feasibility Study on the Site, and we have sone
Cct ober anendnents to that August 1997 docunent.
These are available in the -- in the Salida
Li brary for your review

In addition to these studies, EPA did a
site-wi de Human Health Ri sk Assessment. That
| ooked at the |evel of contam nation, the
exposure pathways, which we have determned to be
an industrial exposure, for the Site. And that
is to say we don't expect that residents wll
build there. Qur understanding is that the | oca
zoning will allowresidents to build there. So
we restrict residents frombuilding there. And
we -- we would | ook at an industrial exposure,
whi ch nmeans a person that would be on site for
five days a week for a certain nunber of years --
Jane. . .

M5. MTCHELL: It's typically

twenty-five.
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M5. HOOTEN: — twenty-five years and
his exposure to the contam nants of the Site. W
quantify that to come up with a level of risk
And our level of risk is defined as anywhere
between one in -- one in ten thousand to one in a
mllion is EPA's acceptable risk range for the

contam nants that woul d enhance your contracting

cancer. So it's aone in ten thousand to one in
a mllion chance we -- is our acceptable risk
range.

Anyt hi ng higher than that, say if it's
nore than one in ten thousand, we have defined
that as an unacceptable risk. And we're | ooking
at the unacceptable risk to warrant action.

In order to describe the Site, we
subdi vi ded -- we subdivided -- we subdivided it
into these three subunits: Subunit 1 occurring
at Spring No. 5 -- and Martin's going to discuss
the | evel of contam nation that we found at the
Site -- Subunit 2, which is the surface and
subsurface soils for depths of 30 feet, and then
saturated soils at 30 to 40 feet.

Now, Martin's going to describe to you
the | evel of contam nation. And | need to

introduce Martin. He is a project manager for
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the State of Colorado. He is ny counterpart.

And | forgot to introduce nyself. | am
Gren Hooten with the Environmental Protection
Agency.

MR BIGON Ma'am | have just one
question with respect to the 30-40 foot depth.

MB. HOOTEN. Uh- huh

MR Bl GLON Wiat happens after 40
feet?

MB. HOOTEN Well, this -- this 30 to
40 feet? What we're | ooking at is groundwater
contam nation on saturated soils. So we're
| ooking here -- primarily we did not find
groundwat er probl ens under this operable unit.

W do have zinc in the groundwater --

(Reporter interruption)

M5. HOOTEN: W didn't find groundwater
contam nation under Qperable Unit 2. W found
groundwat er contam nati on under operable Unit 3
the CoZinCo Facility.

W had one hit in groundwater. And so
that's -- typically you find nore than that in an
investigation. So we're not seeing that the
groundwater is a problemat this tine. There is

potential that it could becone a problem So
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Martin will discuss a little bit the |evel of
contam nation and describe what the contam nation
woul d be.

MR O GRADY: | might be able to answer
the question, too, sir. W'll get into this a
little bit with the diagrans.

Vll, | need to -- in order to help us
all get our thinking caps on to review the next
section of the presentation, | just wanted to
give you all a few points to ponder.

This first one is kind of silly.

Next one: "If it's a tourist season,
why can't we shoot then?" That's kind of cute,
but, you know, as workers of -- those of us that
are enpl oyed by the governnent, we realize where
we fall on the order of things relative to
tourists, and it's alittle bit below that. W
soneti mes di sgui se oursel ves as tourists when
we're out in the field.

This next one, if anybody has read the
Proposed Pl an, or the Focus Feasibility Study,
then they have noticed that there are six
alternatives that are presented in that and
eval uat ed.

Alternatives 1 and 2, and then
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Alternatives Cthrough F. So this -- this is a
good question to ask us a little bit later as to
why we devel oped that nomenclature for the

al ternatives.

I'mgoing to describe the nature and
extent of contami nation, as we know it, for
Qperable Unit 2, which is basically contained in
the Renedial Investigation that was witten in
1996. Actually, the fieldwork for it was done in
the spring of '94, and it was finalized in 1996.
So this will take about two, three hours -- no,
about -- hopefully about ten m nutes.

This is just a map that gives us an
overview of the Site. Here is the Arkansas
River. Qperable Unit 2 that we're describing,
that we're here to talk about this evening, is
basically in this location. Gaen nentioned or
nmade reference in her discussion of Operable Unit
1, which is the Snelter Subsite. That's |ocated
generally in this area here.

And then, of course, CoZinCo - the
CoZinCo facility is located in this position and
is Qperable Unit 3.

I want to show just alittle closer up

view map of Operable Unit 2.

SOUTH PARK REPORTI NG
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But first of all, when we are
i nvestigating the nature and extent of
contam nation -- we knew a lot going into this
project. O | should say Beazer, who perforned
the work, their contractor on this was ENSR out
of Ft. Collins, knew a |ot about the Site
al r eady

W know, for exanple, that the nain
woodt reating product that was used at the Site
was creosote. And creosote is used comonly
t hroughout the United States -- or was used
commonly throughout the United States -- in
woodtreating facilities. It's a dense,
non- aqueous phase liquid, or what we refer to as
a DNAPL. It's nade up of polynuclear aronatic
hydr ocar bons; si xteen of themto be exact.
Si xt een specific conpounds. It's a m xture of
those conpounds -- little bit redundant, but it's
heavi er than water, so when it goes down into the
ground and does eventually get to the water
table, it will tend to sink. And it doesn't m x
with the water, and it's a very viscous, oily
Subst ance.

Alittle closer ook at Operable Unit 2

fromhistoric records and air photos, it was
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known that the there were sone specific areas on
the Upper Terrace where -- where there were
specific source areas. One was the process area
which is generally in here. It included a
bui | di ng, which contained retort -- retorts,

whi ch are basically steel cylinders into which
the wood that was being treated was put in for
pressure treating to i npregnate the wood product,
wood preservative

There was al so sone worki ng tanks
| ocated just north of the process building, as
wel |l as sone storage tanks over here.

And then insignificantly there were
railroad tracks. After the -- after the materia
was treated it was brought out and allowed to
drip on the ground surface onto the drip tracks
before them being stored el sewhere on the Site.

Anot her discrete source area on the
site are these process or -- excuse nme -- |agoons
that are located in this area where processed
wat ers were di sposed of. These were unlined

Anot her source area is not shown on the
map, but it's generally in this area right here
where some materials and creosot e-contam nated

material was actually noved to this area after
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t he woodtreating operations were over

And then finally, we have a pole plant
area to the east where tel ephone poles were --
were treated.

This next map just shows the
|l ocation -- or let ne go back. | have another --
| just wanted to make a coupl e comments on what
the investigation included, and that was surface
sanpling, as well as near-surface soil sanpling
The area of the entire Operable Unit was gridded
and certain sanpling frequenci es and sanpl es were
obt ai ned from near-surface, and then -- or excuse
me -- fromsurface, and then from near-surface

There were al so a nunber of trenches
installed for all of the known source areas. And
there were soil bores that were drilled down to
t he base of contam nation and deeper. And there
were nonitoring wells that were installed. And
sanples fromall of these were analyzed, and the
results of that are basically what are contained
in the Renedial Investigation

And additionally, springs were sanpl ed
along the -- the bluff here adjacent to the
river.

So this map shows Qperable Unit 2
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again, and sone lines on the nmap that are lines
of cross-sections that are constructed through
the -- through the subsurface control what we
have fromthe trenching and fromthe well

instal lation.

And the next graph that -- or next nmap
I'"mgoing to show you is a Cross-section A-A
Prinme. It goes from southwest to northeast
t hrough the west side of the process area

Ckay. So this is Cross-section A-A
Prime. And this is the typical -- picture's
worth a thousand words. W could actually have
our entire discussion based on this one diagram
because this does summarize pretty much what is
known of the Site

Sout hwest to northeast appears the
Arkansas River. And then as we traverse toward
the northeast, go way up on the Upper Terrace,
which is about 90 feet vertically above the
el evation of the river -- | should point out that
the -- this diagramis squeezed horizontally.
It's exaggerated five tinmes. So that's why it
| ooks squeezed to this dinension

A coupl e of things on here just to

orient sone of you that are famliar with this --
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with the Site. The slag material, the black slag
material, that's a byproduct of the snelting
operation is depicted right here in the | ower
part of the -- of the cliff.

Up on the Upper Terrace, which is where
the Operable Unit is located, this particular
cross-section goes through two wells: Wll 7S
which is the -- 7Sis for the shallow well, and
7D is for the deep well. And this gets back to
your question as to what's going on beneath the
40 feet.

You can see the scale over here -- this
is a hundred feet fromhere to here. Probably
the nost significant conponent of this site is
the fact that we have this Upper Terrace Deposit
that is about 40-feet thick. The |ower 10 feet
of it is saturated, so it's considered or
desi gnated as the Lower -- excuse ne. This
deposit is the Upper Terrace. The lower ten feet
of it would conprise the Upper Terrace Aquifer

At the base of that aquifer there's a
change in perneability. The material that
underlies it is nuch |less perneable. It forms a
perneability barrier. And the contanmi nants, as

t hey have seeped down fromthe ground surface and
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gone into groundwater and then eventually hit
that perneability barrier, spread out laterally.
And they don't, for the nost part, get bel ow that
contact. And that actually serves as a nmechani sm
totry to help contain the extent of
contam nation as it's been defined

What's depicted schenatically on here,
this would be the location of the storage tanks
This darker area here is residual creosote --
creosote-contam nated soil. This lighter area
here is -- is stained with creosote

The Site has been characterized in
terns of its hydrogeol ogy, and the slide shows
three of the hydrogeol ogic units that have been
defined for the whole Site. One is the Arkansas
River Al luvial Aquifer.

Anot her woul d be the Upper Terrace
Aqui fer that we tal ked about earlier already.

And a third would be this deposit that
underlies that, that is known as d acial and/or
Basin-fill Deposits. These deposits tend to be
finer grained, somewhat cenentic and just not as
forcible and perneabl e as the Upper Terrace
deposits

And finally, there's another deposit
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that we will see in a couple of our
cross-sections that is called the Lower Terrace
Deposits that we just can't see on this
particular line or section

Basically this evidence that the
perneability barrier exists at the Site is based
on a nunber of lines of evidence. Perhaps one of
the nore telling is the fact that in the -- in
the -- in the bluff adjacent to the Upper Terrace
are a nunber of springs, a line of springs that
basically emanate as a result of the groundwater
bei ng perched or top -- or trapped on top of that
perneability barrier. And they can -- the
groundwat er just daylights in the form of
springs

In fact, one of the springs, Spring
No. 5, which Gnren alluded to in her list of
Subunits -- considered to be separate subunits --
is Subunit 1, because it does contain somne
creosote material -- creosote product based on
testing.

Anot her |ine of evidence is fromthe
soil bores and wells that were drilled through
the Upper Terrace and into the lower -- into the

under | yi ng deposits. The contam nation, for the
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nost part, stopped at the base of the Upper
Terrace Aquifer

Anot her |ine of evidence that this
schematic, or this nodel -- nodel holds up is the
fact, that the groundwater encountered in the
shallow well in the Upper Terrace at a depth of
about 30 feet -- as | said, the lower ten feet of
the Upper Terrace Aquifer is saturated with
groundwater. And then the material that
underlies it still has porosity and sone
perneability. But it's -- it's dry. And it's
not until we get down to the depths that we
encount er groundwater again. So the groundwater
that we do encounter up here is also not getting
into the underlying units.

Geochem cal testing, geochem ca
speci ati on of the groundwater suggests that it's
a different species; that the two are not, you
know, in communication or contact. So we fee
i ke overall the evidence is pretty good that,
for the nost part, the basic contamnation is
contained at the base of the Upper Terrace
Aqui fer

MR BIGLOWN Sir?

MR O GRADY: Yes
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MR BIGQON Can | ask a couple of
qguestions?

MR O GRADY: Absol utely.

MR BIGON Wth respect to this
columar effect of this contam nated area, |
mean, what's the effect of tine of that rascal
sl unpi ng down to here and | eaving that clean?

MR O GRADY: R ght. You nean up above

MR Bl GLON Unh- huh.

MR O GRADY: Wll, we know that this --
this product does nmove fairly slowy, even though
it's been about 40 years or so since the
operations -- woodtreating operations have shut
down. The soil -- this -- the DNAPL, the
creosote product that initially went --
originated at the surface and seeped down, edged
on through this zone already, because we don't
see any free -- free -- what we call free-based
DNAPL product in that nmaterial. So -- but
presumably, over tine, yes, it would continue to,
you know, | suppose, dissipate sonewhat. Yes.

Pl ease.

THE COURT REPORTER. Could | have your

nanme, pl ease?
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MR Bl GLON Robert Bigl ow.
B-i-g-1-0-w

What's the estinmated vol ume of that
contam nated area in terns of tonnage?

MR O GRADY: Well, den will get into --
Grven will get into that when we tal k about the
alternatives. But about 76,000 tons. W' ve
identified an area of contam nation that is -- of
concentrated contam nation that is about 6.6
acres, which equates volunetrically, | believe,
to about 760, 000 cubic tons. And we -- we
estinmated about ten percent of that is
cont am nat ed above | evels that woul d be
considered safe for an industrial exposure, say
exposure for a sand and gravel worker

So we feel like there's about 76 tons
that would need to be nanaged, if you will. It's
not a significant volune overall relative to the
overall volume of the nmaterials in the Upper
Terrace. |It's fairly focused, very discrete.
You know, it doesn't nove a lot until it gets
down to the water, and then it tends to nove
along this interface and in the direction of
gr oundwat er .

MR HILL: Again, clarify what you just
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said. You said 76,000 -- 760,000 tons was the
total vol une?

MR O GRADY: 600 -- about 6.6 acres --

MR H LL: Yeah.

MR O GRADY: — equals 760,000 cubic
tons.

MR HILL: I thought | heard you said
10 percent of that was contam nated --

MR O GRADY: Yes.

MR HILL: So you're saying the ten
percent of that would be 76,000 tons? Wul dn't
it be 76- --

O GRADY: Right.
HOOTEN: Ri ght. 76, 000.

H LL: You said 76 tons.

2 ® ® 3

O GRADY: |I'msorry. You're right.

MR HILL: Just wanted to be sure we're
on the sane page.

MR O GRADY: Yeah. Ckay. You're
right. I'msorry.

This is the sane slide that you saw
before, definition of the Subunits.

Subunit 1 being the spring which does
contai n contam nated groundwater in the Upper

Terrace Aquifer.
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Subunit 2 woul d be the Upper Terrace
Deposits where they're not saturated fromzero to
30 feet.

And then Subunit 3 woul d be the
saturated conponent, as well as the groundwater
that's contained therein

I want to just quickly show a couple of
addi tional maps and cross-sections. The next nap
that, 1"'mgoing to showis a map of this surface
here, the upper -- the water table, basically.
The top of the water table. And this is based on
ten wells that have been installed as part of the
Renedi al I nvestigation

G oundwater flow direction is basically
al ong these lines here; basically toward the
river, which is what you would normally expect in
a water table pocket situation. And also it's in
this location that the springs -- it's a ful
series of springs where these -- where these
lines intercept the Mesquite Bluff. On the
sout hwest side is where the springs are, where
the water daylights.

Ckay. Qickly, two nore profiles of
cross-sections through the Site. This next one

is DD Prime, which is pretty much strai ght
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north/south and goes through the -- starts out at
the | agoons up here and then goes through -- this
is the naterial that was buried in trenches
on-site and other -- is another source area

These are the railroad tracks or dirt
tracks here.

And this section and the next one,
you'll begin to see that hydrogeol ogi ¢ | agoon
that | described, which would be the Lower
Terrace, which begins right over here.

And then finally, E-E Prine, again,
straight north/south, to the east goes through
the pole plant area, source area

And this gets a little bit better
again. All of these are squeezed horizontally.
The difference between the Upper Terrace Aquifer
which is located in this position, and then
there's the topographic slope here. And we go
t hrough the Lower Terrace Aquifer, which is
located in this position here. And it's
questionable as to what the separation is in
terns of the flow of the water between the Upper
Terrace Aquifer and the Lower Terrace Aquifer

Ckay. The RI, Renedial Investigation,

i ncluded the collection of hundreds of sanples
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and thousands of analyses. And |'mgoing to try
and just quickly sunmarize that.

You renmenber | nentioned the sanpling
programthat included grading surface soils, and,
for the nost part, the surface soils were
contam nated with PAHs to a level of less than a
thousand parts per million, as well as the
near -surface soils, also less than a thousand
parts per mllion, which is about the |evel of
cl eanup for nost woodtreating sites around the
country.

In the process area, where the -- where
the building was and the retorts and the drip
tracks and things like that, the highest |evel of
contam nati on encountered was significantly
hi gher, about 6,400 parts per mllion, which is,
like, .6 percent. O is it .06? | don't want to
get ny decinmal point in the wong spot. And this
is fromone of the trenches. It's not surprising
that the highest levels of contami nation for the
investigation were found fromthe trenches,
because they were in the -- in the known source
areas. And also we were able to high grade those
sanples for analysis. In other words, find the
sanplings that | ooked to be the nobst contam nated

SOUTH PARK REPORTI NG
(719) 395-7611



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

and identify those for anal ysis.

In the | agoon area, the highest |evel
encountered in the soils was about -- alittle
over 2,000 parts per mllion, et cetera.

The pole plant, we had a little bit of
a spurious reading, because there was actually
sone wood fiber contained, as noted in the sanple
log, contained in this sanple. So it was a high
nunber .

And then the bury area on site, the
hi ghest | evel was | ess than a thousand parts per
mllion.

As far as the groundwater is concerned,
a nunber of groundwater and spring sanples were
t aken. In the Upper Terrace Aquifer, above --
above 40 feet, the highest |evel we saw was
10,875 parts per billion total PAHs. So all
creosote constituents conbined.

In the ground -- groundwater in the
deeper aquifer, we did have a | ow|evel detection
of 3.4 parts per billion total PAHs.

And then in Spring 5, or Subunit 1, the
maxi mum cont ani nati on encountered was | ess than
40,000 parts per billion. But that was the
hi ghest detection in the groundwater we detected.
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DR DI CKERSON: Questi on.

MR O GRADY: Yes.

DR DI CKERSON: |f you were to
reconvert that into parts per mllion --

MR O GRADY: Parts per mllion, you'd
di vi de by a thousand.

DR DI CKERSON. So that woul d be 10.8?

MR O GRADY: Correct. So this would
be 10.8, this would be 38.9. That's right. For
conparison with the soil nunbers.

DR DI CKERSON: Ri ght .

MR O GRADY: Ckay. That's all | had.
I"'mgoing to turn it back over to Gaen now. And
Gnen is going to go over the results of the
Feasibility Study, which, for the nost part, is
sumari zed in the Proposed Plan. It presents the
six different alternatives that -- that we have
consi dered, evaluates them and di scusses the one
that's been selected or is being proposed.

Yes, sir.

MR Bl GLON Wul d you sunmmari ze what
you Just said for the |lay people? In other
words, | have no clue whether that's high or |ow
I have no clue whether that's sonmething that is
hi ghly hazardous --
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MR O GRADY: Right.

MR BIGLON — or where does it relate
to the norm? O is Gaen going to give us that
sunmary?

(Reporter interruption)

M5. HOOTEN. | was just telling him
can summari ze that for you in discussing the
al ternatives, because we do | ook at a baseline
which is called the No Action Alternative. So
just to kind of give you a feel for the |evel of

contam nation and what warrants action or not.

Ckay. | was telling you about what
EPA' s acceptabl e risk range was. W were talking
about additional cancer -- contracting cancer
We were tal king about one in ten thousand to one
inamllion being EPA's acceptable risk range
Well, what we found is for an industrial exposure
for the industrial worker on-site, that we didn't
have anything on the surface soils that exceeded
our acceptable risk range. So we find it
acceptabl e for the surface contam nation.

However, if you were to build a house
on there and have a residence there, we would
find that level of risk unacceptable. And the
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reason for that is that a resident spends nore
tine at their honme. So their exposure to these
contamnants is longer. And we find that
residents on the site would be an unacceptabl e
risk. It would be greater than one in ten
t housand.

And for that reason, we find that the
No Action is not protective -- not a protective
alternative. W feel |ike we would have to
restrict residential developnent in the Site in
order to be protective.

So Alternative 2 |ooks at restriction.
Looks at restricting residential devel opnent
on-site.

In addition to that, we |ooked at the
subsurface soils. And Martin showed you a | ot of
graphi cs that showed you that the contam nation
has migrated fromthe surface to depth. Now, the
contamnation at depth is not within the
acceptabl e risk range for an industrial exposure.
If we were to mine that stuff, which the Site
right nowis a mning operation for sand and
gravel -- if you were to mne that, there would
be an unacceptable risk for that sand and gravel
worker. If you were to sell that stuff inits
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present state, there would be an unacceptabl e
risk to the user. So we would prohibit mning in
an area that we have identified as 6.6 acres

Let nme show you that real quick
Martin outlined for you sone of the areas, and he
showed you where the | agoons were. He showed you
where the storage tanks and the working tanks
were. Al of those cross-sections that he showed
you where there was contam nation at depth we've
identified as a Mning-Restricted Area. And we
refer to it in the Proposed Plan as MRAs. All
right?

For Alternative 2, it tal ks about
restricting residential devel opment, providing
warni ng fences and signs to | et people know that
there is sone contam nants in that area, and
nmonitoring the groundwater to determ ne whet her
or not we are going to see any contanmi nation of
the groundwater. Martin already described to you
we have not seen anything in the deeper aquifer.
W are seeing sonething in the Upper Terrace
Aquifer. W would continue to nonitor that to
ensure that it did not further migrate beyond its
present extent. Right now there is no one using

that groundwater. So we're -- we're -- we're
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confortable that that would be protective under
its current uses.

However, if you were to look into
mning it, mning that 6.6 acres where we found
contam nation at depth, we |looked into that, and
we think there are ways that we could recycle
that waste. It's -- it's prinarily creosote
contam nation. There's a lot of PAHs that Martin
described to you. It is the sane kind of
contamnants that we find in an asphalt mxture
So we think that this material, if mned
properly, could be recycled in an asphalt cold
plant. And that's what Alternative 2 -- or C
| ooks at.

W | ooked at an alternative that is
ki nd of a piggy-back on this one where there
woul d be sone tenporary on-site contai nnent.
This | ooks at -- there are some discussions that
we had that sonetines the operations would be
such that a cold plant woul d have to have
continuous feed, and you m ght not be mning that
quickly. So this alternative |looks at mning it
and placing it in a tenporary stockpile unti
you' ve got enough to have a continuous operation
in a cold asphalt plant.
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W | ooked at alternatives as to, "Wl
what if we just picked up the stuff and
constructed a hazardous landfill or a
nonhazardous landfill on site?" EPA has a
definition of hazardous waste that's defined by a
certain test that we do called -- some call it
the TCLP | eaching nethod. And what we woul d do
isif we conducted this test and we found that we
did have leaching fromthis test, we would define
that waste as hazardous. To date, we have not
found any waste on the Site that failed the TCLP
nmet hod. But we don't know that that m ght not be
the case, or we would ook to test it again in
the field if we have contacted this.

W al so considered a solid waste
landfill on-site, or a disposal unit on-site. If
it was a hazardous waste and we find that it did
| each, the construction methods woul d be rmuch
nore stringent than a solid waste, a waste that
did not |each

And finally, we |looked at off-site
di sposal. "Wiat if you just mne the area and
dispose it off-site, either into a hazardous
landfill or a nonhazardous |andfill?"

And these costs are in your Proposed
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Pl an.

But just to kind of give you an idea,
Alternative 1, which is No Action, we're not
going to do anything; of course, zero dollars.
But we found that to be not protective.

Alternative 2, if we restricted mning,
and if we nonitored to ensure that there is no
further mgration of the current contamination,
we found that our capital costs woul d be about
42, 000. Qur O&M cost woul d be about 13, 000 per
year. And our present worth cost, the anount of
noney that we have to put away today to ensure
that we had financing throughout the life of
this, would be about 255, 000.

Alternative C-- and | need to correct
this. Qur |atest addendum shows that this is
el even years, not eight. W would | ook at m ning
the area, 6.6 acres, 760,000 tons -- of which we
expect that 76,000 tons of it would be
contamnated -- to -nmine it and to have a -- and
torecycle it in a cold asphalt plant where there
woul d be continuous operation, woul d be about
735,000, with about $7,000 of C&M for a total
cost of 770, 000.

I need to nake it clear to you that the
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cost that you're seeing that we're describing is
the additional cost of handling this material in
the manner that EPA deens fit to be protective.
It does not include the mning costs of -- well,
just mining of the Site. So it's the additional
nmeasures that you would have to take to mne this
material and to performthe type of operations
that we woul d deem protective of that worker.
Ckay?

And Alternative D, we do have a
tenporary storage, it's a little bit higher at
814,000, with the same O&M So that the present.
worth cost is about 851, 000.

Alternative E, if it was nonhazardous,
the capital cost would be about 2 mllion to
build a facility on-site and di spose of it
on-site with an G&M of about 5,900, for a total
cost of 2,129, 000.

If it was hazardous, we're |ooking at
about 3 mllion. We're | ooking at an additional
cost in the O%M of about $10, 000 per year.

For Alternative F, if we're going to
di spose of it off-site, if we found that it was
nonhazardous, the total cost would be about 2
mllion. If we found that it was hazardous, then
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we're up into the $18 million to dispose of this
76,000 tons off-site. Now, this figure is also
in the Proposed Plan, and it wei ghs these
al ternatives.

There are nine criteria that EPA | ooks
at. Protection of Human Health and the
Envi ronnment and ARARs, conpliance with ARARs, are
what we refer to as threshold criteria. You have
to neet these two standards in order to be
continued to be evaluated for selection.

Then there are five other criteria.
There's Short-term Ef fectiveness, which is
nonexposure to workers while they're
inpl enenting, or to the surrounding residents or
folks in the area fromair enissions, those kind
of activities that you m ght be exposed to while
we're inplenenting an alternative, those are
wei ghed.

Then there are the Long-term
Ef f ecti veness and Permanence, and that |ooks at
what's in the final product and how |l ong-termis
it, howeffective is it in reducing a mtigating
risk.

Then there's Reduction of Mbility,
Toxicity or Volume, and this is really through
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treatment. So it looks at, "Are you treating the
waste; are you neking it less nobile; are you
making it less toxic; are you doing anything to
reduce its vol ume?"

And then the Inplenentability, and that
tal ks about, "How difficult is it to performthe
alternative that you have in m nd?"

W did not believe the No Action
Alternative had the threshold criteria, so we're
not selecting the No Action. And it's not an
alternative that we can sel ect.

But Alternative 2 we did find that it
neets the overall Protection of Human Heal th and
the Environnent. It conplies with ARARs. W
find that there is a high-level of conpliance
with the Short-term Effectiveness because we're
not going to be picking up anything. It will be
primarily nmonitoring what's there and ensuring a
restricted access and restricting mning of these
subsurface soils.

We found that the Long-term
Ef fectiveness nmet the criteria, as well as
Reduction of Mbility, Toxicity and Vol ume
t hrough treatnent.

The reason you see that it neets it and
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it doesn't -- doesn't have a high |evel of
conpliance is because there's no treatnment in
nmonitoring and restricting access.

For Inplenentability, it's very easy to
i mpl enent. W woul d expect additional nonitoring
wells to nonitor the extent of contam nation in
the groundwater, and we woul d expect to see
annual nonitoring occurring. And we expect it to
occur for perpetuity really.

Alternative C, you see it neets the
threshold criteria. We find that it met the
Short-term Ef fecti veness. W found that the
of recycling the contam nated soil into a cold
asphalt plant led us into a greater Long-term
Ef fecti veness because you've tied it up and
reused the material such that we find that it's
an acceptable risk to have that nmaterial placed
into an asphalt mixture and put to a beneficia
use. W also find that that would renove the
material fromthe Site, and it woul d reduce the
volune on the Site. And there would be no
nmobility elenment attached to that. So we find
that it has a higher el enent.

So, you see, the two Alternatives, C
and D, both have a higher |evel of conpliance in
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ternms of Long-term Effectiveness, in terns of
Reduction of Toxicity, Mbility and Vol une.

And then Alternative D, for on-site
di sposal, and Alternative F, would rank the sane,
primarily because, again, there's no treatnent.
But it does nmeet the criteria for reducing the
volune on the site for the off-site, and it does
reduce any nobility by containing it on-site

So that's really how EPA | ooked at
the -- looked at the alternatives. And what we
prefer is to see Aliternative 2, which is
nmonitoring the Site, unless the permt -- the
mning permt that Butala Construction Conpany
has is extended into a -- or anended to extend
into the area that we've identified that has
mning restriction. W would | ook to ensure that
any mning that woul d occur would be done in an
environmental | y sound fashion, such that all the
precautions that woul d be needed to ensure the
safety of the worker and to ensure that the final
product was acceptable for industrial use, we
woul d ensure that that would occur

So we cone to you today with really two
alternatives: One, that we | ook at the

restrictive use. Qurrently Butal a does not have
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a mning permt for the area that we've
identified as a restricted area. But if an
arrangenent could be nade that he would mne it,
and he could do it in an environnentally sound
fashion, then we would | ook to that alternative.

So that's really what we were here to
di scuss with you. W'd like to take your
questions now.

Yes.

MR EVE M nane is Tom Eve, and you
nmentioned that -- that the unacceptable risk
(sic) was one in ten thousand to one in a
mllion?

MB. HOOTEN:  Uh- huh.

MR EVE What really is that
acceptabl e risk? What are we looking at? In
other words, |I'massuning that one in nine
t housand ni ne hundred and ninety-nine is
unaccept abl e?

MB. HOOTEN. You know, |'m going --

MR EVE: So where are we on this? How
cl ose are we to being acceptabl e or unacceptabl e?

MB. HOOTEN:. Jane, if you will, can you
give hima relative feeling about how nmuch a
person -- what their chances of contracting
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cancer is w thout being exposed to these
contam nants and how to give hima feel for that
nunber ?

M5. M TCHELL: | guess the context you
have to think about is -- sure. |I'mJane
Mtchell with the State Heal th Departnent.

The context you woul d have to think
about, | guess, when we're tal ki ng about cancer
risk is we knowit's a pretty comon di sease.
One in three to four people will probably have
cancer sonetime in their lifetinme. Wat we're
| ooking at when we try to assess environnental
risk is, "How nuch would this contribute to an
additional risk?" So we're really |ooking at
sonewhere between one in ten thousand to one in a
mllion additional -- probability of additional
occurrence of cancer.

MR EVE | understand that. But where
did -- where did you cone up with the
determnation that this area was an unacceptable --
proposes an unacceptabl e risk? You had to cone
up with a nunber in there somewhere. |'mjust
aski ng what that nunber is.

MS. HOOTEN: How did we arrive at one
inten thousand to one in --
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MR EVE No.

MS. HOOTEN. — one million is
accept abl e?

MR EVE Wy did you decide this is
unaccept abl e? What nunber did you use?

MS. HOOTEN: Because it exceeded the
one in ten thousand.

MR EVE What was that nunmber that it
was in excess of?

MS. HOOTEN: It was -- well, | don't
think we have a quantified nunber exactly. But
it exceeded one in ten thousand. So it --

MR EVE. By how nmuch is what I'm
getting at.

MS. HOOTEN: It was still in the Ilevel
of ten to the ninus four.

(Reporter interruption)

MS. HOOTEN: It was still in the Ilevel
of ten to the minus four. So it was, like, five
times ten to the ninus four.

UNKNOWN SPEAKER: Gaen, | don't think
he knows what you nean.

MB. HOOTEN. Wl l, nmaybe let's talk
about what our PPGs were.

MR EVE. Wat you just said -- you
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used a criteriaif it was -- it was an acceptable
risk if it was between one in ten thousand to one
inone nllion?

VB. HOOTEN: Ri ght.

MR EVE So what is the nunmber we're
tal king about here is what |'msaying. Is it one
in five hundred or -- | nean --

MB. HAGAN. It's a probability, it's
not a nunber.

MR EVE | know that. But they have
to use sone figure of probability to cone up with
deciding if it's acceptable or unacceptabl e.

(Reporter interruption)

MR EVE Wiat |'mtrying to figure out
is at what point does it beconme unacceptabl e?
And you nentioned the criteria you use, one in
ten thousand to one in a mllion.

M5. HOOTEN: Ve --

MR EVE So |I'm asking you, what
nunber did you determne this represented, this
study? Was it one in five thousand or one in a
hundred or one in --

MS. HOOTEN: No, no. It was, like, a
nunber like five. Ckay?

MR EVE Ckay.
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M5. HOOTEN. So it exceeded one in ten
t housand by a nunber of, like, five.

MR EVE: Thank you. That's what |

want ed.

MB. HOOTEN:. Ckay.

MR WLLIAVS: My nane is Dave
Wlliams. I'ma lifetine resident of Col orado

and of Salida. Born and raised here.

And just briefly, ny experience with
creosote, | happen to be an ex-enpl oyee of the
Koppers Conpany. And | actually worked there.
wor ked through all these entire sites. | watched
every one of themin operation

M/ experience with creosote started
when | was born, because | |ived down at -- was
born here, but | was raised in Wllsville, which
is just seven niles down. My house was nade out
of old creosote ties. And | lived inside of a
creosote tie house for 13 years; no adverse
effects. | worked for the Koppers Conpany; no
adverse effects. And | found this conpany to be
a very reliable, very good conpany that conplied
with every safety regulation that was in
exi stence at the tine.

After that | becone a painting
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contractor, and | creosoted poles, | used
creosote paint. |'ve taken a bath in the stuff.
And if this stuff is so bad, ny question is,
you' ve got over a hundred mles of railroad
tracks fromLeadville clear to Canon Gty that
paral l el the Arkansas River. Snow falls on those
ties, rain falls, it all leaches in the river.
And |'ve never seen one fish die from creosote.
Not one fish. In fact, State Game and Fi sh
Departnment said it's a very good environnment for
raising fish. If there was a real problemwith
| each, those fish would have died. And they're
very healthy. | would have died. And believe
me, |'mvery healthy. |'m67 years old, and I
can out-work nost people in this room

So the point |'msaying here, your
criteria to use has got some -- sone real
fallacies in it. Nunmber one, if there's
contamnation it depends a great deal on the
density of contamination. It depends a great
deal on how that contamination is ingested and a
whol e bunch of factors that | don't think you' ve
taken into consideration here.

Bottomline is, | don't know of a
single person that worked at Koppers Conpany that
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ever died as a result of creosote. Not one
single Arerican. Most of themdied in their
eighties, sone of themin their nineties.
Perfectly healthy people. Mre people die from
snmoking than die fromcreosote. So |I' m saying
here, | think you' ve got sonme -- sone bad
criteria here.

MB. HOOTEN. Let me kind of explain to
you the data we used.

MR WLLIAVS: Al right.

MB. HOOTEN. Let me explain to you the
data that we've used. To cone up with these
nunbers, we used experinments that have occurred
inlaboratories with aninals, and we've had somne
human data that shows that these contaninants
present a risk. And the level that we've placed
the acceptable risk range is very high. You're
correct when you say that nore peopl e have died
f rom snoki ng.

MR WLLIAVS: That's right.

MS. HOOTEN:. You are correct. The
| evel that has been set for protectiveness has
been set very high. The levels that we've given
you are probability. It doesn't nean that
everyone exposed is going to contract cancer. It
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nmeans that the probability rises as you get
closer to the nunbers of one in a hundred or --
or one in a thousand or one in ten thousand. So
all we're nmeasuring here is the probability of a
person contracting cancer. It deals with
exposure to these contam nants under the
scenarios that we've described. So...

MR WLLIAVS: |'ve certainly been
exposed. In fact, all the wells in Wllsville
was between fifty and a hundred yards fromthe
railroad track and downhill on the down side of
the track. No one ever died fromany
cont am nati on.

So sonewhere we're -- we're putting
figures out here, but we're not tal ki ng common
sense. Conmon sense tells ne that stuff is not
as dangerous as you're saying it is.

DR DI CKERSON. On the studies on
| aboratories aninals, was that ingested or was
that topical or how?

MS. HOOTEN: W have a nunber of

studi es that took place. And Jane Mtchell is

fromthe State of Col orado, and she is our
toxicologist. So she is nore qualified to answer
that question.
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M5. MTCHELL: | can't really address
specifically all the studies, but typically with
PAHs, which is primarily what we're concerned
about. Wth creosote you see effects fromall
realns. In other words, generally at the point
of contact is when you'll see an effect. So
we' re not concerned whether it's inhaled,

i ngested, or whether it's contact by the skin.
Al of those different routes have been studied.

You know, we have sone information in
wor ker popul ation, sone infornmation in aninal
study. But all of those are a concern to this
particul ar type of chemcal.

MR BIGOWN As far as animal study,
the fact that no fish have died in the
Arkansas. . .

DR DI CKERSON. Wl |, | nean, one
point, Ms. Mtchell, you're tal king about routes
of ingestion. So what was the air sanples, say,
three inches above to a foot above ground? Wat
parts per mllion was that versus the ground at
one hundred parts per nmillion?

MS. MTCHELL: |'mnot sure that | can
address that specifically. In terns of the exact
concentration we saw?
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DR DI CKERSON. Ri ght .

MR O GRADY: Well, we didn't do any
air sanpling as part of this investigation. And
for the nost part, the contamination, as it does
exist, is significantly bel ow the ground surface.
So it's unlikely that in this particular case
that inhalation would be a route of exposure.

DR DI CKERSON: R ght. So that woul d
be negligi bl e?

MR O GRADY: At this Site, yes.

MB. HOOTEN. W have -- | have a copy
of a Human Health R sk Assessnent with ne if you
would like to look at the levels that we've found
for each one of the contam nations, contam nants
at the locations. Because it did differ as to
whi ch scenario we were | ooking at. Mre
contam nation, again, in the subsurface than in
the surface.

MR BIGOW |, Robert Biglow, would
like to enter a statement relative to a
particul ar individual.

|I've been the son-in-law of C. Stewart
McDonal d, he resides at 1827 Lake Avenue, Puebl o,
Col orado 81002. For 31 years |'ve been a
son-in-law. He's 82 years of age at this
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particular point in tinme. For 38 years he was
the chief research chenist for Col orado Fuel and
Iron Corporation. Hs prinmary area of work was
in the coal tar products area; creosote day in,
day out. Creosote on his clothes, breathing the
funes, on his hands, washing it; day in and day
out. The nman is in inpeccable shape. And -- and
every one of his staff is -- is -- has done well.
He's never had any cancer problemin that area.

Thank you.

(Audi ence cl appi ng)

MR EVERETT: |I'mdenn Everett, and
will add to that.

This tail- -- this tailing pond you
tal ked about used to be adjacent to a pasture
where cattle run, and when it rained or snowed
those ponds would fill with water. And |'ve seen
cattle drinking out of the ponds. As far as
know, it never bothered the cattle

Al so, bel ow the Arkansas River, right

bel ow where these springs cone out there are

still alot of big fishin there. | think
there's still a lot of good fishing just right
across directly fromthe -- where the old plant
was. That's just part of -- I've never heard of
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anyt hing getting sick around there.

MS. HOOTEN: You know, | need to
clarify that we have not seen any creosote
contam nant in the Arkansas R ver. So..

Go ahead.

MR ROTHSCHI LD: Yeah, |'m Max
Rot hschild. And, of course, |'ve been working --
| woul d be someone that would be interested in
recovering materials for road construction in
that area, so I'mgoing to ask you sone
questions, and naybe you can hel p ne.

W tal k about Alternative 2. Now,
that's where we continue to test; is that
basi cal | y what we're sayi ng?

MS. HOOTEN: W continue to nonitor --

MR ROTHSCHI LD: Ckay. Monitor. Ckay.
Moni t or

Al right. Can the units that are
bei ng nonitored be reviewed as a function of
tine? In other words, building them-- what Bob
suggested a while ago, is there a point intine --
you have ol der Superfund sites that are a hundred
years old that show a different pattern than you
di scovered in that one that's 40 years old. Can

you find, as a function of tinme, so that we don't
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necessarily sterilize anybody's ground, but we
have a tine franme for doing that; is that a
possibility?

MB. HOOTEN:. Are you tal ki ng about
natural tenuation of the soils?

MR ROTHSCH LD: Yes, na'am

Ms. HOOTEN. Certainly that can occur.

MR, ROTHSCHI LD. So that can continue

to occur?
Now, can -- can we forecast a safe
tinme?

V5. HOOTEN:  No.
MR ROTHSCHI LD: |s there enough data
to do that?
MS. HOOTEN: W have not sel ected
enough data for ne to tell you what the --
(Reporter interruption)
MS. HOOTEN: W have not sel ected data
to show you what the degradati on conponent or
natural tenuation would be of those soils.
MR ROTHSCH LD Ckay.

V5. HOOTEN. W do know that they do --

that they can mgrate. W have not |ooked at the

physi cal characteristics that woul d pronote

degradation. But it is sonething that could be --
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MR ROTHSCHI LD Vwell, you know, |'m
famliar with sonme of the things the State Health
Departnent gets into. They kept ne fromputting
a certain type of sand on the roads. W' ve had
all kinds of interesting things go on in
Col or ado.

Now, why -- are we working on anything
to treat this kind of site? Not necessarily dig
it up, haul it away, bury it. Are we suggesting
there's a way to treat a creosoted site that
we -- that can change these paraneters of danger
or effectiveness? No one wants anybody
unhealthy. And | learned long tine ago -- and
| don't disagree with what all of you are saying,
you understand -- but ny experience with the
Corps of Engineers and EPA and the State Health
Departnent, that once they have identified the
problem the best thing is to find a way to sol ve
the problem Not necessarily say to them
"There's no problem" Because it usually doesn't
go away. That -- that's what |'ve found.

I spent 20 years in Colorado as a
public works director, so I'mfamliar with
governnent -- too famliar with governnment -- and
how it works. |'ve been part of it, in fact.

SOUTH PARK REPORTI NG
(719) 395-7611



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

Ckay. Now, for your information, cold
asphalt plant or a cold m x programdoes not have
to necessarily have a continuous operation. I|f
you had a stockpile, then you deemit safe, you
could utilize that stockpile for a project
period. A project period. You understand where
I''mcomng fron? Then you' d have to establish
anot her stockpile for another project period.
But | don't think it would be a continuous
treatnent.

Now, help ne with this 760, 000 tons
that we could mne. And that cost, you said, was
$7770,000; is that --

M5. HOOTEN: . No. No.

MR ROTHSCHI LD: | got that wong?

MS. HOOTEN: Yeah. It's -- 760, 000
tons in the 6.6 acres could be m ned.

MR ROTHSCHI LD: R ght. Coul d be
m ned.

MS. HOOTEN. O that, we believe that
76,000 tons are contamn nated.

MR ROTHSCHI LD: Well --

MB. HOOTEN. Ckay? Now, we have not
shown you any cost for the operations of the

mning itself.
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MR ROTHSCHI LD: Ch, | understand that

MB. HOOTEN. W' ve only shown you the
cost of having to deal with that contam nated
material .

MR ROTHSCHI LD: Right. So if | were

mning this, if | were going to mne this, I'd
have to build into ny cost -- if | was going to
mne it all -- roughly a dollar a ton?

MS. HOOTEN: You know, | don't know.
You're going to have to ask --

MR HLL: What he' s askingis if it's
$770,000 to treat the 76,000 tons -- is that what
that is? He's going to have to add a dollar per
ton into his mning cost?

Wio's paying the $770,000 is what |'d
like to know. Wio's paying the ticket up here?

M5. HOOTEN. W have a coupl e of
responsi ble parties at the Site, those being
Beazer East, Incorporated --

(Reporter interruption)

MB. HOOTEN:. Those bei ng Beazer East,

I ncor porated, and the owner and operator of the
Site, which is Frank Butala of Butala
Const ructi on.

MR, ROTHSCHI LD: One nore issue, and
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then |' m done.

Is it possible that Alternate 2 and

Alternate C,

in conbination, would be acceptabl e?

Because it |ooks |ike that woul d sol ve several

problens. |I've nowgot -- |I've got -- now | have

four block dots. | have four black dots in ny

systeminstead of two in one, two in the other.

And I'magetting rid of the problemw thout

keeping it on-site where it can continue to be a

probl em

MB. HOOTEN:. Ckay.

MR ROTHSCHI LD: Is that --

M5. HOOTEN. Alternative 2 | ooks at no

MR ROTHSCH LD: No, | -- okay.

M5. HOOTEN. Alternative 3 asks --

MR ROTHSCHI LD: |'masking, could it

be bot h?

V5. HOOTEN. Well, Aternative 3 |ooks

at mning -- or Alternative C

MR ROTHSCHI LD. Alternative C does?

MB. HOOTEN:. Yes. Looks at mi ning.

M. TETER Can | just clarify one

t hi ng?

1" m Joni

Teter from EPA
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Alternative 2 also includes the
continued restriction on the residential use.

MR ROTHSCHI LD: | understand that.

Ms. TETER So fromthat perspective,
that continues on through. | just wanted to make
sure everybody under st ands.

MR ROTHSCHI LD: What |'mtrying to
find is a way that we don't sterilize that |and
forever. W're too anxious to sterilize property
inthis country. And if there's a way we can
finally mtigate it by using Alternative 2,
nonitoring, and Alternative C, which is
elimnating the problem it looks to me |ike we
don't sterilize a man's land forever. You know?

You' ve heard of wetlands issue?
They' Il kill ya'. |'ve been through all these
babi es; the Corps of Engineers and the world.
I"'mtrying to find a way to conbine so | get four
dots on your line and eventually the probl em goes
avay.

Ms. HOOTEN. So that | understand you
right, you're saying that first we rely upon
natural elimnation --

MR ROTHSCHI LD: Well, that's part of
your nonitoring process.
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MS. HOOTEN: — and nine --

MR ROTHSCHI LD: That's right.

Ms. HOOTEN:. If you recall, the one
figure that Martin put up that had the | evels of
contam nation at depth, and you saw t hose
nunbers, sonetines were five figures ppm that's
nmuch nore contam nated than what we find at the
surf ace.

(Reporter interruption)

MS. HOOTEN: That's much nore
contam nated than what we find at the surface.

MR ROTHSCHI LD: And | agree with him
| don't disagree with what he's saying.

V5. HOOTEN:  No.

MR ROTHSCHI LD: But as | continue to
mne, ny surface is changi ng.

MB. HOOTEN:. Uh- huh. Right.

MR ROTHSCHI LD: My surface is -- maybe
things get better then. You told ne you didn't
know that. And | don't know that. W don't have
the data to know that it will get better if the
surface is nowten feet lower. That's all.

I"'mjust trying to find a way not to
sterilize property in this country. | don't know
if I"'mever going to get it done. | won't live
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| ong enough. But | get very frustrated when we
set rules. And there's nothing wong with that.
| realize you're doing it for health. You know,
I'"'mnot dunb. But we've also got to find a way
to solve the problem W can't say, "W've got a
problem and we've got to throw away six acres,"
because next it will be 60, and then it will be
600, and then it will be 6,000. And we've got to
find a way.

Thanks.

M5. HOOTEN. | wanted Dan, if you will,
to describe the process that was -- that we went
through to elimnate sone of the treatnent
conmponents that we |ooked at, some of the
treatments in the screening process.

MR GREGORY: Onh, you're stretching ny
menory.

I"'mDan Gegory with ENSR

We | ooked at treatment in-place. Many
of the treatnments that can be used in-place are
not effective because of the viscosity of this
material. It is so sticky, it is just very
difficult to treat this naterial in place and
actually fully renove it.

There are other treatnents that can be
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done ex situ; that is, after excavating.

Li kewi se, those treatnents have a problemin that
it isdifficult to renove entirely all the
contam nation fromfiner-grained portions of that
material .

You al so have rocks nmixed in. The fact
that this is a course deposit makes it difficult
to handl e the material in nmany of the typical
treatment types of operations.

So | think those are the -- the only
other things that we | ooked at.

It's inpossible, for instance, to take
this to an incinerator and burn it, because it's
rock. Much of this is actually rock.

W elimnated in-place treatnent
options. Mst of them they woul d not be
effective.

MB. HOOTEN. Does that hel p?

MR ROTHSCHI LD: Yeah, it hel ps. But |
nmust have m ssed sonething in your presentation
t hen.

I thought EPA was the one that nade the
suggestion that asphalt was very simlar to our
problem And | probably put down a ton or two of
asphalt in nmy career, and | thought | heard that.
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So now you're saying there's no way to treat it.
But every asphalt plant | know runs on heat.
Now, you seemto be saying cold, which
| accept, because we can do it cold now, which
can encapsulate it. So I'mconfused. This is
not a criticism This is ny confusion. Didn't
hear hi msay asphalt works.
M5. HOOTEN:. Let ne try and clarify for
you then. W're saying it's treatnent, but
really what it is, it's a beneficial reuse. The
sanme contanminants that we have in this waste is
found in asphalt, such that we could use this
material and blend it into an asphalt m xture and
have a beneficial reuse.
Now, we -- we refer to that as
treatment, but really it's a beneficial reuse.
Ckay? W don't really treat it per se. But we
want to -- it's the closest thing we have to a
treatment in the alternative that | described.
MR ROTHSCHI LD: But it was an
alternative that was suggested?
MS. HOOTEN: Yes. C and B both have
the beneficial reuse conditions.
MR FAUGHT: My nane is John Faught.
Wien | got very confused is who's property is --
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(Reporter interruption)

I''m being confused. | thought | knew
before | got here, but |I'mconfused now If |
understand correctly, Qperable Unit 2 is about 60
acres; is that correct?

MB. HOOTEN:. 118 acres, actually.

MR FAUGHT: And that's a larger area
of this Site, setting aside for a nonment the
mning restricted area, the 6.6 acres, that EPA
is proposing to restrict just to industrial use --

MB. HOOTEN Ri ght.

MR FAUGHT: — is that correct?

MS. HOOTEN: That's correct.

MR FAUGHT: Wereas under the | ocal
zoni ng ordi nance, residential use would be
al | oned?

MS. HOOTEN: That's correct.

MR FAUGHT: So there's a restriction
on the larger tract of property?

MB. HOOTEN: Uh- huh.

MR FAUGHT: Then on the 6.6 acres
where -- the Mning Restricted Area, EPA woul d
propose to have a restriction that says that that
cannot be mined; is that correct?

MS. HOOTEN: That is correct.
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MR FAUGHT: And then goes ahead and
says that if, in fact, it is mned, then you
shoul d follow certain procedures to nake sure
that it's safe; is that correct?

MS. HOOTEN: That's correct.

MR FAUGHT: And in that seven -- in
that 6.6 acres, when you go into mning, aren't
you really inpacting 760,000 tons? Because
that's what you're going to be involved with in
doi ng the mning, even though there's only
76,000, and maybe -- specifically above the
i ndustrial base standards?

MB. HOOTEN. You will have to segregate
the waste. And there are -- is a description in
the book of feasibility that tal ks about visually
separating the waste for a period of tine and
then conducting tests on the visually
contam nated waste to see whether or not you can
detect contam nation by looking at it visually.

If our tests show that we have sone
accuracy in visual detection versus anal ytical
tests, then we will then do |less testing and nore
vi sual inspection.

But the -- the entire 760,000 tons that
woul d be mined woul d have to be segregat ed;
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segregat ed bet ween contam nated waste and
uncont am nated waste, sanpled to ensure that we
know what waste is contaninated. And then the
cont am nat ed waste woul d have to be either --
well, our preferred alternative is that it be
recycled into a cold asphalt plant if this area
is mned

MR FAUGHT: | think the point the
gentl eman was naking here, if, in fact, it can be
m ned and cl eaned up permanently, that that
shoul d be the best renedy.

Pl us sone day that Site could be --
don't know what will happen in 50 years. That
m ght be the greatest place in the world for

soneone to have a nice place along the Arkansas

Ri ver.

MR ROTHSCH LD: Well, if it's
possible. | just hate to see land sterilized,
that's all. If we can solve the problem if this

is a solution..

MR HLL: So what's the EPA suggest?

You all have done the tests. What's the

suggesti on?

V5. HOOTEN. Well, we would -- first of

all, we cannot force mning onto the owner.
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H LL: You cannot what?

HOOTEN. For ce m ni ng.

5 ® 2

H LL: Onto the owner?

MS. HOOTEN: This area, if this was not
a current mning operation, we would call this
wast e unacceptabl e because of its depth, and we
woul d not be | ooking at the scenario of mning
and recycling.

MR HLL: So what would you do; just
leave it there to continue the contam nation?

MB. HOOTEN. Because no one is being
exposed, no one is drinking the groundwater.
Ckay? No one is drinking that groundwater in the
Upper Aquifer. It's at a level where it is not
affecting the drinking water resource area.
Ckay? Resource area. So it's an innocent,
stagnant situation where we're not seeing any
exposure. So we would nmonitor to ensure that
that was the case for perpetuity.

MR H LL: Gaen, who pays the cost of
the cl ai n? The | andowner ?

MS. HOOTEN: The | andowner is a -- he
is considered a responsible party and Beazer. So
they are both financially Iliable.

MR HLL: Is Koppers no longer in
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exi st ence?

M5. HOOTEN. No, Koppers -- Koppers,
the conpany at the tine --

MR H LL: Was absorbed by --

M5. HOOTEN. -- it was in operation,
but Koppers has turned into Beazer.

MR HLL: So Beazer now absorbs
Koppers' responsibility? Ckay.

MB. HOOTEN: Yes.

MR HILL: And to what extent -- since
the current | andowner had nothing to do with
causing the contam nation then, to what extent is
he responsi bl e?

M5. HOOTEN. He's responsible to the
extent that he knew the contami nation was there
when he bought the property.

MR HILL: And he knew that the --

MS. HOOTEN: He was aware of it.

MR HILL: And he knew that the
treatment plant was there.

Was he aware of the contam nation?
Wien did this becone obvious or apparent or
known?

MS. HOOTEN: He was aware that there
was a woodtreating operation that occurred on the
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property. So he's not what we would refer to as
an "innocent |andowner." And then he has
operated -- or he has handl ed sone of the waste
on Site. So those two make himliable for the
cl eanup, as well.

MR HILL: Because he knew that there
was a waste treatnent plant there?

MB. HOOTEN Ri ght.

MR HLL: Let's go back to your one in
ten thousand to one in a mllion.

Do you know what the population in this
county is?

MS. HOOTEN: No, | don't.

MR HILL: It's alittle over 15,000
peopl e. So what you're saying is five people out
of fifteen thousand in this county are going to
have to go over there and adjust that and -- |
nean, you know, the nunbers are ridicul ous.

MB. HOOTEN: Yes.

MR HLL: | mean, if you were talking
about the popul ati on of Denver, Chicago, Dall as,
Los Angeles, | could understand the concern. I'm
not deneaning human life or saying hunman life --
but the nunbers out here work differently.

M5. HOOTEN. Well, again, it is a
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probability. So even though we're tal king about
one in ten thousand, it's that one individual in
that ten thousand that we're trying to protect.

MR HLL: Who's protecting this
| andowner and his private property rights? |
nean, what's the wei ght here? How does it wei gh?
How does it wei gh?

MR WLLIAVE: Vait a mnute. Let ne
answer .

I, for one, would like to hear from M.
Frank Butal a, because he's the one that's
primarily involved with this. And I'd like to
find out what his position is and how he feels
what's the best way that he can handle this and
still conmply with the regulations and safety.

MR HLL: He's the nan paying the
taxes today and has for several years.

UNKNOWN SPEAKER: And these | aws are
hurting him

MR BUTALA: Frank is doing awfully
well just sitting here.

MS. HOOTEN: | don't mind. Frank, do
you want to say sonething?

MR BUTALA: Well, at this point |
really couldn't say too rmuch, because all of this
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stuff is just garbage to me. | didn't go to high
school. | don't understand any of this stuff

that you're talking about. Al | know is that
there's creosote being used all over the sk
areas. | nean, ties for retaining walls and
stuff. It's up and down the railroad tracks, as
he nentioned. And it's not only for a hundred
mles, it's for tens of thousands of mles around
the country.

And about three years ago there was an
article in the local paper that said that 256, 000
peopl e use the Arkansas Ri ver between Buena Vista
and Canon Gty or Pueblo. They were not al
fishermen, they weren't all boaters or anything
But these people are running -- nost of themare
runni ng up and down along the tracks and the
roads and the water with just a swinsuit on.

Sorre of them have thongs on, and sone of them
wal k barefooted on there. And | can't see what
the -- why this is so dangerous for us when it's
not a danger for the people, and they continually
do that every year. The nunber's probably higher
than that.

Sol -- 1 don't quite followall this
stuff.
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MR BIGON Wth respect to Spring
No. 5, within 200 to 250 feet exists a den of
five red foxes. Now, Spring No. 5 occurs right
there also relative to that band where
Cot t onwoods grow t hrough there. The spring
provi des the water for those Cottonwoods. And
I'd like to suggest that you catch one of these
foxes and check themout for this stuff.

MS. HOOTEN: No, we've done an
ecol ogical risk assessnment, and | think it's in
the Proposed Plan that we did not find an
ecol ogi cal risk.

MR BIGLON One other thing that |
want to --

MS. HOOTEN: So we can | eave the foxes.

MR BIGOW |'ve had sone high school
and college and mlitary chem stry courses. And
this was pointed out on one of these charts that
this is a pol yhydrocarbon.

Now, we live in an area that has a high
amount of sunlight and a hi gh anmount of
ultraviolet light. And as | understand creosote,
a coal tar product, that the hydrocarbons are
subj ect to breakdown in sunlight. You can step
out here on the Everett Ranch, and | can show you
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vertical tie

On the south

posts used in fencing situations.

side of those fence posts the

creosote is conpletely gone. W're down to wood

fiber all the way through. On the north side of

that post we

still have the residual creosote.

And with respect to degradation, I'ma little bit

of the opinion if we just get it out in the

sunlight, we

can elimnate a lot of the problem

M5. HOOTEN:. Again, we did not |ook at --

(Reporter interruption)

VM5. HOOTEN. Ve did not | ook at natura

tenuation and degradation in order to quantify.

W are dealing with some | ong-chain

hydr ocar bons who -- which their degradation is

not as great

as the shorter-chain. W' ve already

seen Mother Nature doing a good job on this site

And we didn't see any of the short-chain

hydr ocar bons,

the benzenes, the toluenes, the

xyl enes, we didn't see that. So Mdther Nature

al ready has done a good job at this site. W

have not been able to -- or we have not

quantified degradation. But | would agree with

you that degradation can occur. W are really

dealing with the | arger-chain hydrocarbons

degr adati on,

not with the shorter-chain
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hydr ocar bons.

DR DICKERSON H . |I'mDr. Dave
Di ckerson. Before | becane a doctor ny degree
was in petroleumchem stry. And you' ve already
seen that you've got a hundred parts per nillion
surface, subsurface is higher.

Like M. Eve -- | nean, M. Biglow
nentioned, with ultraviolet light you're going to
see at breakdown. If you start nessing with it,
you're going to cause a bigger problem |
believe, than if you just leave it al one.

M5. HOOTEN. If you mined it?

DR DI CKERSON:  Huh?

M5. HOOTEN. If you mined hit?

DR DI CKERSON: Yes, if you went in
there and started mining it, digging it up and
changing the surface areas, you're going to cause
a bigger problemthan where it's at right now

MR DAVIDSON: My nane is Bruce
Davi dson. | hope you can hear ne, Lisa.

I have a question: According to your
scal e, does groundwater |each down through these
76,000 tons in question?

MR O GRADY: No. For the nost part --
for the nost part the 76, 000 tons woul d be above
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the groundwater table.

MR DAVI DSON: Ckay. But surface water --
does surface water -- how do we get groundwater?

MR O GRADY: Ch. Yeah. |I'msorry.

MR DAVI DSON: Does water flow through
t hat ?

MR O GRADY: |'msorry. Yes. Yes.

MR DAVIDSON: So it filters through
this contam nation, and it comes out throughout
Springs 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 and so on and so on?

M5. HOOTEN: Just 5.

MR DAVIDSON. And what's the status of
that water on Spring No. 5?2 | can't find it in
here. | suppose it talks about it in the
Feasibility Study.

MR O GRADY: Yeah. Well, the -- the
rate at which the spring flows is fairly |ow,
such that --

MR DAVIDSON |s that water
cont am nat ed?

MR O GRADY: Ch, I'msorry. Yes, it

MR DAVIDSON It is?

MS. HOOTEN: Yes.

VR DAVIDSON. Do we have those
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figures? Do we know how bad that is?

MR O GRADY: Yes.

MR DAVI DSON: There seens to be
questions of how bad that is. I'd like to see
those figures.

If that groundwater is contam nated,
then we know there's real contam nation here.

But there seens to be real questions and concerns
over whether there is contam nati on and enough of
it to do any harm The EPA seens to think so,

but then there are some | ocal concerns that
don't. | think we need to answer that before, as
Max says, you sterilize the property, which is
anot her concern.

V5. HOOTEN: W need to tell you our
view, though, of Spring No. 5. It is an isolated
situation, and it is confined to an area of very
| ow exposure. In other words, it's very snall.
So we have defined an ecological risk. The stuff
comng fromSpring 5 is contam nated. And there
are sone levels, and | think Martin showed you --
yeah, the ppns com ng out of that, and you saw
that it was 38,000. So it is fairly
contam nated. But --

VMR DAVI DSON: 38, 000 per billion?
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38.970 parts per billion?

MR O GRADY: Correct.

M5. HOOTEN: Right. Right.

MR DAVI DSON: Thank you. That answers
ny question as to the level of real
cont am nation.

MB. HOOTEN: Yes.

MR DAVI DSON: Wiich is certainly what --
that's why I'mhere, to try to find out if it's
contam nated. And that tells me there's an
overconcern on the EPA's part, if that's clear
enough.

MB. HOOTEN: Uh- huh.

VR DAVI DSON: Wii ch | hope hel ps
answer the real contam nation that we're dealing
with. And do we sterilize sonething that's
contam nated at that |evel?

MB. HOOTEN: You know, naybe | shoul d
clarify. W're not sterilizing this. W're not --
we didn't find --

(Reporter interruption)

MR ROTHSCHI LD: By sterilizing, | nean
nmake it inpossible for a property owner to
utilize his property rights.

VMB. HOOTEN: Ch, okay.
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MR ROTHSCHI LD: Your suggestion says
that he has limted use of his property.

MB. HOOTEN: Uh- huh

MR ROTHSCHI LD: And that al ways
concerns nme with any -- | don't care whether it's
the county governnent or the federal governnent.
Wienever we get into that scenario, | get
concerned that we've nowtraded it. |'d sooner
find a solution so it doesn't have to happen

And | ooks to ne |ike you've suggested sonet hi ng

| don't know whether Frank is interested in those

solutions. That's his decision. But at |east
there are sone suggestions -- you've tried to
nmake sone suggestions to solve the probl em

MB. HOOTEN: Uh- huh

MR ROTHSCH LD: |I'mstill not
satisfied that | can't put a couple of them
together. But that's probably for future
di scussi ons when you nmay be reviewing the
coments fromthis neeting.

VB. HOOTEN: Ckay.

MR HLL: At what stage is this
deci si on- naki ng process?

VMB. HOOTEN: Vel 1, we're asking that
you send witten coments, to be postnarked no
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| ater than Novenber 21st, to nyself. And that's
ny nanme and address there

On receipt of your comments --

MR HLL: This is yours?

MB. HOOTEN: Yes, it's on that front
page.

So upon recei pt of your comments, we
will review your coments, find -- and what we'll --
in reviewi ng your comments, we will ook for any
new i nformati on that you have or what -- your
community acceptance. That is one of the nine
criteria for the alternatives that have been
presented here.

MR HILL: One of nine?

MB. HOOTEN: One of the nine criteria.
And we' ve tal ked about the wei ght eval uati on and
conmpari sons of the alternatives. There are nine
criteria that we |look at.

The last two are community acceptance
and state acceptance. And so we wei gh those
based upon your comments. And then we decide if
that should -- if that sways us fromthe
alternatives that we have referred to as our
preferred alternatives in the Proposed Plan. And
so we then put that decision in what is called a
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Record of Decision. And it's a docunent that
descri bes our reasoning for selecting the
alternative that we will issue to inplenent at
the Site.

And attached to that we will put a
response in a sumary which will respond to your
witten comments in detail.

MR HILL: And then who nmakes the
deci si on?

V5. HOOTEN: EPA

MR WLLIAVE: Wiat is the status of
the EPA situation in Leadville? | understand
that the sheriff there ordered you people out of
town by sundown.

MB. HOOTEN: You know, | don't know the
status of Leadville.

MR WLLIAVS: Well, 1'Il tell you, |
saw a bunper sticker the other day. Wat this
bunper sticker says is that, "I |love ny Country;
what | fear is nmy Governnment." And that's true.

W peopl e have a concern here. W have
been overly wal ked on by governnent. And at sone
point intime we'd kind of like to nake a few of
our own decisions. Maybe it's tine we go get a
bi gger sheriff. Maybe we better talk to M.
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M1ler, naybe we better talk to Ken Chl ouber,
maybe we better talk to Scott Mlnnis and see if
we can find a bigger sheriff.

VMB. HOOTEN: You know, we encourage you

to talk to your representatives. So pl ease, feel

free to.

MR WLLIAVS: | will. Believe ne, |
will,

MR ROTHSCHI LD: Again, let ne say --
let me say in Gaen's defense, |'ve talked to her,
she will listen. Doesn't nean you've changed her

mnd. But that isn't the issue here. W're
trying to get their expertise as professionals to
find a solution to a problemwe have in this
community. So we need to discuss with her -- and
| found her to be receptive. Mre so than sone

of the folks I've dealt with in the past. And |
wanted to give her that conplinent, because we
need her ideas, not -- not her foregone
conclusions. And | don't feel that she has

establ i shed foregone concl usi ons.

So | encourage you to put down your
coments in witing, give her an opportunity to
anal yze them and then she'll need to talk to
State Health, and maybe that's another issue.
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MR WLLIAVS: There's an ol d saying:
"The solution to pollutionis dilution." And
that's true. You just can't let it concentrate
in areas. What you say is -- is very, very true.
| agree with you a hundred percent.

What -- we're seeing this all over the
country, particularly in the Forest Service; if
they have a problemwith an area, all they do is
fence it, lock it off. And like | told them
their signs are going to have to be changed. It
say thus and so, "Forest Service, Land of many
uses." W're going to change that to, "Land of
no uses at all."

Who are we saving this ground for? CQur
grandchi |l dren? Are they going to open this
ground up to our grandchildren? The answer to
that is no. As the popul ation increases, they
won' t.

So you're absolutely correct; if we can
find the solution that uses the property and
helps M. Butala, |, as a citizen, and I, as a
taxpayer, amall for it.

UNKNOWN SPEAKER:. Wl |, this is also a
contradiction to our Chaffee County Planning --

MR BI GLOW That hasn't passed yet.
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UNKNOMN SPEAKER: What |' mtal ki ng
about is --

(Reporter interruption)

UNKNOWN SPEAKER: -- no residents in
the industrial areas, which is what you're
tal ki ng about.

MR EVE Again, ny nanme is Tom Eve.

But help ne identify this problem
again. I'mstill going back to where you' ve
determined that it is a hazard. And you' ve used
the criteria that soneone has to be exposed to
this material for twenty-five years, five days a
week.

MB. HOOTEN: Uh- huh

MR EVE: Ckay. Now, are you talking
about exposed to the 760,000 tons, or only to the
concentration of the 76,000 tons?

MB. HOOTEN: |'mtal king about being
exposed to the concentration of 76,000 tons.

MR EVE And ny point here, just plain
comon sense tells you, and anybody that knows
anyt hi ng about construction or mning, it doesn't
take twenty-five years to mne 76,000 tons of
gravel . You know, it takes, like, a year or a
nonth or -- depending on how nuch equi pnent you
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have. So if you reduce the criteria down to
where now we' re only tal king about a ten-year
exposure, are we back into where we are in the
saf e zone agai n?

MB. HOOTEN: The estimates that we have
frommning are el even years.

MR EVE Yeah. that cuts your
criteriain half. Is that what you used, or did
you use the twenty-five-year criteria?

M5. HOOTEN: For exposures? No, we did
use the 25-year criteria for the exposures.

MR EVE And if you cut that down to
el even, which is what you're saying is really
nore close to being right, are we -- are we still
in an unacceptable risk factor?

MB. HOOTEN W did not | ook at el even
years exposure. our risk assessnent is
quantified based upon what we thought soneone
woul d be exposed to. So our--

MR EVE. The Departnent knows it won't
be that long, because your own nunber's el even
years. |If you put that in an equation, is it
still unacceptable risk factor? That's ny
questi on.

MB. HOOTEN And | don't know how ruch
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t hat woul d change.

Jane, can you answer that? If it
changed fromtwenty-five to el even?

M5. M TCHELL: It's probably roughly
proportionate. So we mght be instead of, you
know, five out of ten thousand down to two or
three out of ten thousand.

But | think your point is well taken in
that, you know, we are trying to look at a risk
that is, you know, reasonable attached to what's
really going on in the comunity. And | think
that's a really good point that we shoul d | ook
at: "What is specific to that Site?"

MR EVE And again, if you're using
this eleven thousand -- | nean, the el even-year
figure, when in actuality it could be done in one
year with the right equipnment, and then does that
elimnate the risk? If all that naterial would

be handled in one year, is there really any risk

at all?

MR H LL: And used in asphalt?

MR EVE That's what |'m asking.

M5. HOOTEN: It's a valid point.

MR HLL: Again, let me ask you a
question. | know that the EPA has been on the
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Srmuggl er M ne Project in Pitkin County for a
nunber of years. How long has it been there, the
EPA an that job in Pitkin County on the Snuggl er
nm ne?

MB. HOOTEN: You know, you're asking ne
questions about --

MR HLL: | can tell you that they've
been there at |east ten years.

M5. HOOTEN: Yes, yes.

MR HILL: Is that what we're
encountering here to clean this up? Are we
creating governnent jobs for the next ten years?

V5. HOOTEN: No, | hope not.

MR HLL: As a taxpayer, | hope not.

MB. HOOTEN: Yeah. Again, if it's
mned, our estimate is eleven years. W woul d
have to be here ensuring that that naterial is
handl ed - -

(Reporter interruption)

MB. HOOTEN: W woul d have to ensure
that that naterial that's being handl ed during
that mning process would be done in an
environnental | y sound fashion so there won't be
any contamnation in there, in the Arkansas
River, or we don't see any in groundwater or we
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won't see exposure to those workers. So we woul d
expect to be here during that tine.

MR ROTHSCH LD: Wll, Alternative C
t hough, doesn't really lend itself to really
what' s being proposed? Alternative C, as | read
it, "Inpacted soils that exceed the PRGs on-site
woul d be tenporarily stockpiled for future
use. ..

So below a -- bel ow a certain nunber,
what ever that nmgic nunber is, would be sold as
aggregate for industrial use?

M5. HOOTEN: Right. W expect that a
| arge portion of it, you know, nost of --

MR ROTHSCHI LD: Wul d be sold if
m ni ng was done?

I don't know whether they want to mne --

MB. HOOTEN: Ri ght.

MR ROTHSCHI LD: It could be in the
interest of Frank, he'll finally say, "I'll fence
it. Wiat about ny business?"

MR HILL: Is it conceivable that
governnent and private industry can work together
on this?

MB. HOOTEN Yeah.

MR H LL: And governnent should sit
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down with M. Butala and naybe cone up with this
solution that you suggested; that maybe it m ght
even be sonething that ends up being profitable
to M. Butala — God forbid -- and clean up
sonething that is hazardous? Is that beyond the
real m of conprehensi on?

MB. HOOTEN No, it's not. In fact --

MR HILL: How do -- how do we initiate
t hat ?

MB. HOOTEN Well, in fact, M. Butala,
who is here, and Beazer have been encouraged by
EPA to talk to each other.

MB. TETER Gaen, she can't hear you.

MB. HOOTEN: We'll get a speaker phone
next time.

M. Butal a and Beazer have been
encouraged by EPA to talk to each other to cone
to a resol ution.

MR HLL: But they need to talk to EPA
too?

MB. HOOTEN: They need too talk to EPA
too. And they have been. But this is as nuch in
their, control to solve this problemas it is the
EPA' s.

DR DI CKERSON: Again, | have one
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question on how EPA determined that this was a

risk.

76-ton --

MS. HOOTEN:. Uh- huh.

DR DI CKERSON: Was that using the

t he subsoil surface neasurenents, or

was that nonsurface neasurenents?

MS. HOOTEN. No. It's the subsurface

that renders the risk. The surface we find is

accept abl e.

In other words, an industrial

worker, if all he did was work on the surface, is

an acceptable risk. W find no problemwth

that. It's when they start digging into the nore

contam nated waste at depth that we find that to

be an unacceptabl e ri sk.

DR DICKERSON. So if he didn't do

anyt hing bel ow, there wouldn't be any

property?

necessary -- any need to do anything to the

M5. HOOTEN: Under industrial exposure.

Because of your |ocal zoning | aws, we woul d have

to restrict residential, because residential

woul d put

be hi gher.

Zoni ng.

it

i nto anot her exposure, which woul d

DR DI CKERSON: |'mon Pl anni ng and
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VMB. HOOTEN:. Ch, okay.

DR DI CKERSON. | don't know who woul d
buy the property anyway. But -- | nean, build a
house.

MS. HOOTEN: Well, is that viable to
not allow residential on industrial zoned
property?

DR DI CKERSON: R ght now the county
regul ations, if you have a comercial, you can do
anything you basically want with it. So you
could put an apartment conplex on it. But you'd
have to sell it first, talk sonmebody into buying

it.

MR JOHNSON: W had that problemw th --
the airport problemup there in Buena Vista.

MR WLLIAVB: It's not a |and of
beauty out there anyway.

MR GRAVES: Yes, sir. May |?

I''m Harmon Graves, | al so represent
But al a Construction.

As | understand your proposal, 118
acres will be subject to a restriction agai nst
residential use as a consequence of approxinately
6.6 acres of contami nation; is that a fair
stat enment ?
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MS. HOOTEN. No, | don't think so.
Because the surface -- again, there is surface
contam nation in areas outside of the 6.6 acres.
Ckay? But it happens to be at a level that is
acceptable in an industrial. But if we started
to look at residential, | think it would grow

Now, | don't believe it's the entire
118 acres that we're tal king about. But it would
grow. And we didn't really look at that growth
as to what area would be --

MR GRAVES: As | understand your
description of the Site, then that woul d be the
restriction; it's 118 acres? Am | misconstruing
t hat ?

MS. HOOTEN: For residenti al
devel opnent ?

MR CGRAVES: Yes.

MS. HOOTEN: W have not -- we have
tal ked about restriction at the Site, namng the
Site -- the entire area. But we have not
actually | ooked at the nunbers to see whether it
exists for the industrial -- or for the
resi dential exposure. So...

MR GRAVES: As proposed, though, it
does not restrict the entire Site to residential
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devel opnent? Isn't that what M. Butala nust --
nust consi der?

MB. HOOTEN. That's -- yes. That's the
understandi ng until we look in greater depth at
the levels that we see in residential
devel opnent .

MR JOHNSON: You want to shut this
down until you find this out, right?

MS. HOOTEN: Pardon mne?

MR JOHNSON: You want to shut all this
down now until you find out?

MS. HOOTEN. W want to shut it down --

MR JOHNSON: You want to stop --

MR EVE You're asking her if -- they
want to inply the -- inpose the restriction at
this point intinme until the tests are over? Is
that what you're asking?

MR JOHNSON: Yeah.

MB. HOOTEN. W woul d i ntend on asking
for a restriction. W would ask it fromthe
| andowner. And the | andowner woul d have to
engage in settlement with EPAto restrict the
land. And | think that we would derive nore
detail in that settlenent that woul d tal k about
the restricted area.
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MB. TETER Again, just to clarify --
Joni Teter again -- on the 118 acres, mning is
not restricted except in the 6.6. So M. Butala
can mne the rest of the property. He just can't
buil d hones on sone portion of that. And it is
what that portion is that Gaen is tal ki ng about
we woul d be | ooking at further. So he can do any
ki nd of industrial activity outside that 6.6
acres. There's no restriction on that.

M5. HOOTEN. You're reading -- you're
readi ng a degree of accuracy in those statenents
that was not intended. So it's not the 118; it
is that area that woul d exceed a residential
ri sk. Ckay? And | don't know what that is.

MR JCOHNSON: But you're going to tie
up this whole 118, right?

MS. HOOTEN. No. | wouldn't intend to
tie up that 118. It'Il only tie up that that
woul d exceed a residential risk. And | don't
know that ri sk.

MR JOHNSON: So this goes into a whole
other study, right?

MB. HOOTEN. Dan, have you | ooked at
that study?

MR WLLIAVE: Not in detail.

SOUTH PARK REPCRTI NG
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MS. HOOTEN: W have the infornation.

I just haven't looked at it to determ ne what
that area is. Ckay?

MR GRAVES: |If one were going to
continue on with the investigation, how would you
anticipate that investigation being undertaken?
How woul d you reach a determination, for exanple,
that instead of 118 acres being restricted in
possi bly perpetuity to, let's say, 60 acres or
6. 67 How woul d you see that science devel op?

MS. HOOTEN: The entire area was
gridded and sanpled. W just go in and | ook at
the PRGs for the residential. There are --

(Reporter interruption)

MS. HOOTEN: The entire area was
gridded so that we have that informati on. W
woul d | ook at the |evel of risk, the contam nant
| evel that woul d be considered unacceptable for
there, residential, find out whether it was
exceeded on the Site and comment on that area. |
understand we have the data. I'mtelling you, |
just have not |looked at it for that kind of
deci si on.

MB. TETER If | can interject for just
a mnute. There's a truck parked catty-corner
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across the street with his lights on. So if
that's anybody in here, you might want to turn
your lights off.

(Reporter changed paper)

MB. HOOTEN. Ckay. Lisa has her tape
in. And thanks for the m crophone.

MR BUTALA: | just wanted to point out
one other thing; that Spring No. 5 does not run
all year long. It runs probably about seven
nmonths out of the year. It's fromthe irrigation
of the fields to the -- to the east. And --

MR O GRADY: Ckay.

MR BUTALA: |t produces a very, very
smal | quantity going west at tines.

MB. HOOTEN. And again, we al so believe
that Spring No. 5 is a very discrete area. And
so short of mning in that area, we couldn't --
couldn't be nonitoring to ensure that it does not
conplete a pathway to the Arkansas River. Right
now there is no evidence that there is PAHs in
the Arkansas River.

Go ahead.

M. JIMNEZ: My nane is Cynthia
Jimnez. can you -- would you tell me the status
of KRMW1, Spring 1?

SOUTH PARK REPCRTI NG
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M5. HOOTEN. W didn't see any
contam nation from Spring 1.

MB. JIMN EZ: Ckay. Because ny father
owns Spring 1.

MB. HOOTEN. Ch, okay. We didn't -- we
didn't find any --

MB. JIMN EZ: And under 2, you woul d
continue to nonitor spring 1 and -- under 2, to
be Sure there was no contam nation?

MS. HOOTEN: W woul d nonitor all
springs. W're really going to concentrate on
Spring 5 because that's where we see existing
contam nation. But we'd continue to nonitor all
springs.

MR GREGORY: Can | respond to that?

MS. HOOTEN: Yes. Go ahead. Go ahead.

MR GRECQCRY: You' re aski ng about a
Spring, and KRMW1 is a well.

MB. JIM N EZ: Vell, we actually own
the well.

MR GRECORY: And we essentially use
that as our background. so it's-upgradient from
all the contam nation.

M5. JIMNEZ The reason | ask is we
drink it, we bathe init. You know, if we found

SOUTH PARK REPCRTI NG
(719) 395-7611



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

contam nation --

MR GREQORY: It's an upgradient well.
It's uphill. It won't be contam nated.

MB. JIM NEZ: Ckay.

MR GREQORY: So you should be -- be
fine.

MB. HOOTEN. Ckay. Anyone el se?

So now that you can all hear ne, Lisa
can hear ne, there are no nore questions, right?

MR EVE Wll, | have a question. The
nane is Tom Eve agai n.

It's hel pful -- you know, when you use
all these figures in so many parts per mllion
and billion and different chem cals and
everything, it's hard for a lay person to
under stand unl ess you put sone of these figures
in perspective.

MB. HOOTEN:  Uh- huh.

MR EVE: And when we're | ooking at
surface contamination out there and tal ki ng about
restricting it to residential use, it would be
hel pful if you could put that in sone kind of
perspective. Like, you' ve already commented that
asphalts contain the sane hazardous materials
that exist out there. And if sonebody were to

SOUTH PARK REPCRTI NG
(719) 395-7611



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

pave their driveway with asphalt, would they be
i nposi ng on thensel ves nmore of a risk than they
would if they had a residence on this particular
pi ece of property? Sonething to that effect

or --- or sonething to hel p people conpare what

the risk really is. Because we all know there's
alot of risk with a lot of different things we
do to our own property.

MB. HOOTEN. And that's a very good
topi c, because what we're tal king about here is
we, in our everyday lives, manage our risk. The
gentl eman was tal ki ng about snoki ng. Exercise
diet, all of those things, we nmanaged our ri sk

When Superfund was set up, the nanaged
ri sk, what the agency was tasked w th, was
managi ng that risk between those two nunber that
I gave you, the one in ten thousand and one in a
mllion. And that's what we're here talking to
you toni ght about is that managed risk. And it's
much higher, or it's nmuch nore stringent than
sone of the things that you' re exposed to every
day. But this is where CERCLA has defined what
the acceptable risk is, and it's our job to
manage within that risk. Ckay?

Any ot her questions?
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Go ahead.

MR BIGLON Are these, the
cross-sections, exhibits and the napped exhibits,
are they in our library?

MB. HOOTEN. Yes. And | apol ogi ze for
not having those in the library sooner. | know
that some of you did visit the local library, but,
I delivered a copy today. So they are there.

MR Bl GLON Thank you.

MB. HOOTEN. Any ot her questions?

(No response)

MB. HOOTEN. W thank you for com ng
out. W actually didn't expect this many, and so
we're really grateful for the interest that you
have in this Site. W do encourage you to
provi de us your comments; it is one of the nine
criteria.

W will take a serious |ook at any
coment that you provide to us, and we wl |
respond to you in the Responsive Summary of the
Record of Decision. And we'd like to -- and with
that, we'll convene this neeting, and we'll |00k
forward to your comments. Thank you.

(Proceedings concluded at 9:02 p.m)
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