
o

Approved by:

Second Five-Year Review Report

For

Smeltertown Superfund Site
Operable Units 1 and 2

Chaffee County,
Colorado

September 2010

Prepared by:

Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment

Date:

Assistant Regional Administrator
Office of Ecosystems Proteclion

and Remediation
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. Region 8

Smeltenown Second Five·Year Review Report -1-

?} qj1v

September 7. 2010



Smeltertown Superfund Site Second Five-Year Review Report

Table of Contents
List of Acronyms __ 4

Executive Summary 5

Five-Year Review Summary Fonn 6

I. Introduction 11

Purpose of the Review 11

Authority for Conducting the Five·Year Review 11

II. Site Chronology 12

III. Background 13

General Site Description and Physical Characteristics 13

Land and Resource Usc 14

History of Contarrlination 14

lnitial Response 16

Summary of Basis for Taking Action 16

IV. Remedial Actions 18
Remedy Selection 18

Remedial Action Objectives 20

Remedy Implementation 20

Operations and Maintenance (O&M) 21

v. Progress Since the Last Five-Year Review 21
Protectiveness Statement from Last Review 21

Status of Recommendations and Follow-up Actions from Last Review 21

VI. Five-Year Review Process 23

Administrative Components 23

Community Involvement 23

Document Revie\v 24

Data Rcvie\v 24

Site Inspection 26
Community Involvement Interviews : 27

Smeltenown Second Five-Year Review Repan -2- September 7. 2010



VI I. Technical Assessment 28

Question A: Is the remedy functioning as intended by the decision documents? ..28

Question B: Are the exposure assumptions, toxicity data. cleanup levels, and
remedial action objectives (RAOs) used at the time of the remedy selection still
valid? 29

Question C: Has any other infonnation come to light that could call into
question the protectiveness of the remcdy? .30

Technical Assessment Summary 30

VIII. Issues 31

IX. Recommendations and Follow-up Actions 32

X. Protectiveness Statements 33

Xl. Next Review 34

Tables

Tahle I - Chronology of Site Events (QUI and QU2)

Table 2 - OUI Risk Estimates

Table 3 - OU I Groundwater Monitoring Pcrfonnance Standards

Table 4 - OU2 Remedial Goals for Soil

Table 5 - OU2 Groundwater Remediation Levels

Table 6 - Status of Recommendations and Follow.up Actions from Last Review

Table 7 - Issues

Table 8 - Recommendations and Follow.up Actions

Attachments

Attachment I State Map

Attachment 2 - Site Map

Attachment 3 - Mountain Mail Newspaper Notice

Attachment 4 ~ List of Documents

Attachment 5 - Monitoring Well and Spring Map

Attachment 6 - Completed Site Inspection Checklist

Attachment 7 - Photos

Smeltenown Second Five-Year Review Report -)- September 7. 20 I0



AOC
ARAR
BRA
CBSGW
CCR
CDPHE
CERCLA

COC
CoZinCo

cy

DNAPL
EFlCA
EPA
ERA
IC

MCL
mglL

MRA
NCP
NPL
O&M
OU

PAI-I
POC
PRG
PRP
RAO
RCRA
RD/RA
RIIFS
ROD
SDWA
~g1L

WCA

List of Acronyms

Administrative Order on Consent

Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirement

Baseline Risk Assessment

Colorado Basic Standard for Groundwater

Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions

Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment

Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and
Liability Act
Contaminant of Concern

Colorado Zinc Company, Inc.

cubic yards

Dense Non-Aqueous Phase Liquid

Engineering Evaluation/Cost Analysis

Environmental Protection Agency

Ecological Risk Assessment

Institutional Control

Maximum Contaminant Level

Milligrams.per Liter

Mining Restricted Area
National Contingency Plan
National Priority List

Operation and Maintenance

Operable Unit

Polycyclic Aromatic Hydrocarbon

Point of Compliance

Preliminary Remediation Goal

Potentially Responsible Party

Remedial Action Objectives

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act

Remedial DesignlRemcdial Action

RemediallnvestigationIFeasibility Study

Record of Decision

Safe Drinking Water Act

Micrograms per Liter

Waste Consolidation Area

Smeltertown Second Five·Year Review Report -4- Seplember 7. 2010



Executive Summary

The Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment (CDPHE) and the United
States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Region 8 have conducted the second
five-year review of the Smcltertown Superfund Site. The results of this five-year review
indicate that the site remains protective of human health and the environment.

EPA is the lead agency for the Smeltertown Superfund Site. The purpose of this review is
to determine if the remedy implemented continues to be protective of human health and
the environment.

As shown on the attached State Map (Attachment I), the site is located about one mile
northwest of the city of Salida, in south-central Colorado. As shown on the attached Site
Map (Attachment 2), the site is located in an industrial area, comprises approximately
120 acres adjacent to the Arkansas River and is surrounded by a few residences. A
lead/zinc ore smelter opcmted from 1902 to 1919 in the central portion of the sitc and is
still evidenced by a historical 365-foot smelting stack. [n the north and western portions
of the site a wood treating facility operated from 1926 through 1953.

The remedy included consolidating and capping waste and contaminated soil on site.
groundwater and mining restrictions. public access controls. and routine groundwater
monitoring. The trigger for the first five-year review was the start of construction on
September 21. 2000. The first five-year review was completed on September 28. 2005.

This report includes a review of decision documents. data collected since the first five­
year review. a site inspection. and interviews with the property owner. potentially
responsible parties and members of the local community.

The results of this second five-year review indicate that all immediate risks at the site
have been addressed and the remedy is protective of human health and the environment.
Long term protectiveness is to be verified by continuing routine groundwater monitoring
to evaluate the potential migration of contaminants of concern (COCs). periodic
inspection of the cap and the review of implemented institutional controls.
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Five-Year Review Summary Form

SITE IIlENTIFICHION

Site name: Smeltenown SU erfund Site, 0 erable Units I and 2.

EPA 10: COD983769738

NPL status: Pro sed 2/7/92

Remediation status: 0 'ratinlt

Multi Ie OUs: Yes

Lead a ene : EPA

Author name: Crai R. Gander

Construction com letion date:

Author title: Environmental Protection S cialisl Author ilffiliation; CDPHE

Review riod: March 2010 to Se tember 2010

Date(s) of site ins cetion: 4/2012010 throu·h 4/21/20 10

Type ,of review: Statutory

Review number: 2 (second)

Triggering action: Previous five-year review

Tri erin action date: (from CERCUS) 09/2812005

Due date: 09/2812010
• ,"m)"' refer,; [0 opcmbk unit,]
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Five-Year Review Summary Form cont'd.

Issues:

Item No. ArrKts Current Affects Future
Issues Protectiyeness Protectiveness

CYlNl IVINl

I Reponing limits for four semi·volatilc N V
organics and one metal aN above:
Action Memo limits at OU I.

2 Ikm:o(blfluornnthcnc dclech."d abovc N V
groundWtllo:t pcrforman« standard at
an OU2 I'oint ofCompliano: (P(X;)
SDrinl!: No.7.

3 Thickness or accumulation rute of N V
dense non-aqueous phase: liquid
IUNAPI.) is not rL--pon.:d at OU2.

4 Discharge from Spring Nos. 3 through N Y
6 is nOI monitored for \'olumcs of water
andfor ONAI'L. or sampled for
constituents of concern (COCs).
Springs arc usually dry.

S Reporting limits for polyC)'clic N Y
aromatic h)'drocarbons (PAils) arc
inconsistent with requirements nrthe
R;,.-cord ofL>ecision (ROD) at OU2.

6 Cadmium not listl.'d as a groundwah,"f N Y
COCaIOUI.

7 COCs from the ROD at OU2 arc N Y
inconsistent with the COCs reported in
the monitorinl! dala

• Groundwatcr performance standards for N N
2 metals and 2 PAils arc inconsiSlcnl
~tw .."<n OlJ 1 and QU2.

9 Colomdo I3ll"ic Standards for N Y
Groundwater have: chanecd for 7 PAt-is.
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Five-Year Review Summary Form conl'd.

Recommendations and Follow-up Actions:

Item
Recommendations and Due Date

Issues Party ResponsibleNo. Follow-up Aclions

I Reporting limits lor four semi· Updatlo': thc: groundwater EI'AJCDPIIFJrrl;':l;':pon December 20 I0
volatile organics and one metal are monitoring plan. if
above Action Memo limits at OU I. appropriate:.

2 £lcnzo(b)f1uoranthcnc detected Bast:d 011 additional data. Bcazcr Dcccml>cr 20 14
above groundw;llI::r performance perfoml a statistical analysis
standard at an OU2 Puin! of on the detection.
Compliance (pDq Spring No.7. Devdop a response action. if

<Ippropriale. Bc:azer Decembcr 2014

J Thickness or accumulation rate of Revis.: the groundwater EPNCDI'IIEIBc3zcr December 20 I0
dense non-aqueous phase liquid monitoring plan to add thc
(DNAl'L) is nOI reponed al OU2. requirement to monitor.

sample and report the
presence and/or lhickness of
DNAPL at all wells.

Evuluate the need for an
active remcdy to address
DNAPI. within the
groundwater (OU-2). EI'NCDPIIE December 20 14

4 Discharge from Spring Nos. 3 Update the groundwater EPAlCDPHrJBeazer O<..'Ccmbcr 20 I0
lhrough 6 is not monitored for monitoring plun to add
volumes of water and/or DNAPI .. or monitoring and sampling of
sampled for constituents of concern Spring Nos. 3 through 6 for
(COCs). Springs are usually dry. COCs. ifsufficicnl flow.

Revise the groundwater
monitoring plan to add the
requircmcnt to monitor.
sample and repon the
prescnce and/or flow ratc of EI'AlCDPllEllkazer December 2010
ONAPL at all springs.

Evaluate the nced for an
active remedy to address
DNAPL within the
groundwater (OU-2). EPNCOPIIE December 2014

5 Reponing limits for polycyclic Update the groundwater EPNCDPH[IBealer Occembcr 2010
aromatic hydrocarbons (PAils) are monitoring plan. if
inconsistent with requirements of the appropriate.
Record of Decision (ROD) at OU2.

6 Cadmium not listed as a Amend the decision EPNCDPHE March 2011
groundwatcr COC at OU I. documents as appropriate.

1 COCs from the ROO ut OU2 are Updatc the groundwatcr EI'A/CI)PIIE!Beazcr December 2010
inconsislent with the COCs reponcd monitoring plan.
in lhe monitoring data. Amcnd decision docoments if EPAlCDPHE March 2011

appropriate.
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Item
Recommendations and Due Date

Issues Party ResponsibleN,. Follow-up Actions

8 Groundwal~r ~rlormancc standards Update the groundwater EPNCDI'IIE/lk-azer Deeembcr 20 10
for 2 metals and 2 PAils arc monitoring plan.
inoonsistl,.'Tlt between au I and OU2. Determine whether the

decision documents need to
be updated. EPNCDI)IIE March 2011

9 Colorado Basie Standards for Update the groundwater F.PNCDI'IIIYlk'lU-cr D«ember 2010
Groundwater ha\'e chang~ for 7 monitoring plan.
PAHs. IJI..'tcrmine whether the

decision documents n.....'<1 to
be updated. EPNCDPIIE March 2011
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Five-Year Review Summary Form cont'd.

Protectiveness Statements:

au I (Lead-Zinc Smelting):

The remedy at au I currently protects human health and the environment because soil
and wastes containing contaminants above the remedial goals are isolated from humans
through engineering and institutional controls (lCs). However. in order for the remedy to
be protective.in the long-tenn, the following actions need to be taken: determine how to
correctly lest for the contaminants, evaluate the need for an active remedy to address the
groundwater. modify the monitoring plan and record these within a decision document.

OU2 (Wood Trealing):

The remedy at OU2 currently protects human health and the environment because soil
containing contaminants above the remedial goals are isolated from humans through
cngineering and institutional controls (ICs). However, in ordcr for the remedy to be
protective in the long-term, the following actions need to be taken: determine how to
correctly tcst for the contaminants. evaluate the need for an active remedy to address the
groundwater. modify the monitoring plan and record these within a decision document.

Smeltertown Second Five-Year Review Report -10- September 7. 2010



Smeltertown Superfund Site Five-Year Review Report

I. Introduction

Purpose of the Review

-Ibe purpose of this live-year review is to detennine whether the remedy at the site is
protective of human health and the environment. The methods, findings and conclusions
of this review are documented in this five-year review report. In addition. this report
identifies issues found during the review and recommendations to address them.

Authority for Conducting the Five-Year Review

'I'hc U.S. Environmental Protection Agency is preparing this tive-year review pursuant to
the Comprehensive Environmental Response. Compensation and Liability Act
(CERCLA) § 121 and the National Contingcncy Plan (NCP). CERCLA § 121 statcs:

If/he President se/eels a remedial action that results in any hazardous
substances. pollwanls, or contaminants remaining af the site. the President shall
review such remedial action no less oftenlhan each five years after the initiation
ofsuch remedial action to assure thm human health and the environment are
being protected by the remedial action being implemented. In addition. ifupon
such rel1iew it is the judgment a/the President that action is appropriate at such
site in aC"ordance with section [10-1] or [1061. the President shall take or require
such action. The President shall reporlto the Congress a list o//acilities/or
which such review is required, the results 0/all such review.", and any actions
taken as a result ofsuch review.)',

Thc EPA intcrpreted this requirement further in thc NCP. 40 CFR §300.430(1)(4)(ii)
states:

Ifa remedial action is selected that results in hazardous substances. pollwants. or
contaminants remaining at the site above levels that allow for unlimited use and
unrestricled exposure, the lead agen,y shall review such aClion no less ojten than
every/ive years ajter the initiation oflhe selected remedial action.

This five-year review was conducted by EPA Region 8 and CDPHE. This report, which
documents the results of the review. was prepared by CDPHE at the request of EPA
Region 8.

This is the second statutory five-year review for the site. The triggering action for the
first five-year review was the commencement of remedial construction for OU2 (fence
construction) in September 2000. At this site. five-year reviews arc required because
hazardous substances, pollutants or contaminants remain at the site above levels that
allow for unlimited use and unrestricted exposure. The first five-year review was
completed on September 28, 2005. The second five-year review period began in March
2010 and concluded Scptember 2010.

This review addresses only au I and QU2, Originally the site contained three operable
units. The eastern portion of the site has hcen identified as aU) and contained
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contamination from the now defunct Colorado linc Company (ColinCo) manufacturing
facility. OU3 was cleaned up under the Colorado Resource Conservation and Recovery
Act (RCRA) Corrective Action Order and was removed from the Superfund site.

II. Site Chronology

Table 1- Chronology of Site Events (OUI and OU2)

Ennt D.atr

Lead(/-inc sm~lt~r operations (OUIIOU2) 1902-1919

Smeller dismamled (OU I/OU2) 1920

Railroad tic t~ating on fonner smelt~r sile (OU2) 1926-1953

OU2 pro[}Crty sold by Koppers to I.owdcnnilk Company 1962

OU2 property sold to Ilulliia Construction Co. 1965

The area of former smelter operations (OU I) was purchased by E&R Trucking (Duane 1985
Zabka)

Cn:osme contaminatoo soil disco\'ercd on OU2 1986

Smellenown propos<.-d for thc Nlltional rrioril)·l.ist (NPL) I-'ebruary 1992

Rcmo\'a1 Action Nos. I. 2. and 5 10 provide boulo..-d water 10 5 rental units and install new May 26. 1993 -
drinking waler wells and a permanent water trcalll1\.'111 s)'~1:em at OU3. (NO[~: OlB is not I-'cbruary 8. 1996
pan of this li\'c-;,rcar reY;c".)

Removal Action No. J to ren'l(wc Cn..'OSOlc waste and metal containing wasteslcontaminatcd Initiated on Scp. 27_
soils from residenlial areas and land proximal to Ihe fonT'ler smelter (OU1 and OU2) 1993

Ilutala enters into an Administrntive Ordcr on Consent (AOC) (Removal Action No.4) wilh Janu~' 10. 1995
EPA to provide pc!fSOIInel and equipment for excavation and stockpiling ofonsite
contarninat~dsoils dl.'SCribcd under R,moval Action No.3

EPA t'Onduc!S a Iluman H~alth Baseline Risk Assessment and an Ecological Risk April 1995
Assessm~n1.

E!'A complclL'd OU I Engineering Evalualion/Cost Analysis (EE/CA) Report Jul)' 14. 1995

Reaz~r East. Ino:. (ne~cr) cnters into an AOC to conduct a nlmL-dial inYcstigation/focused January 16. I()I)6

feasibility stud)' (IWI-'I-'S) ofOU2. Kopf)Crs Compan)'. Ino:. had changed its name to Beazer
Malerials and S~l'\'ices. Inc.. and was subSl:quently changl.-d again in 1990 to Ueazer East.
Inc.

OUI Action Mcrrnmutdum executL'd (Remo\'al Action No.6) Sl:p.27.1996

lk'azercompleto,$lWFS ofOU2 under 1996 AOC Early 1998

ROD is iSSUl.'d for om Jun, 4. 1998

lkazer and Butala '"ter into a COOSo:nt Ikcrtt to conduct r~:mcdial design and remedial Juno: I. 2000
ao:tion (RDIRA) for OU2.

OU2 RO:Slricth'c CO\'cnanl filed al Chaffee County to restrict the usc of the property June 29. 2000

Remedial construction for tho: OU2 n..-rnedy begins with fcnce construction. ~. 21. 2000

l'helps Dodgl:. Cyprus Amax Minerals (now Freeport McMoRan Copper & Gold [ne.) and April n 2001
E&R Trucking enter into a Consent Decree to perfonn RDIRA forOUI

Oll I Rcstricli\'~ Coycnant filed at Chaffee County to n..-striClthe usc and devclopmatt No\'. 21. 2001
activillt:s on the prof)Crty in order to prcVL'1lt exposure to hazardous substanCe!;.

OU2 remedilllo:onstTllClion o:omplelcd (Remedial Action Repon issuL'd) May. 2002
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Ev~nt Dat~

RCl1l<.'CIial Design for OU I complcl~ April I I. 2003

OUI ~ial construction complcled (Final <.:Joseoul Rcport issu~) April 6. 2004

Addendum to OU I Rcslriclh c Co,·cnanl filed (Sun'CY of-Affceted An::lC) Scp. 13. 2004

Firsl fi,·c-ycar rc"ie:w signed by Asst Regional Administrator Region 8 USEI'A Sc.:p. 28. 2005

OUI Property sold 10 TI.:ck LLC by Duane n. 7.abka. Inc. July 30. 2007

III. Background

General Site Description and Physical Characteristics

Attachment I (State Map) shows the Smeltertown Superfund Site location, which is in
Chaffee County. Colorado. about one mile northwest of the city of Salida. As shown in
Attachment 2 (Site Map). the site comprises approximately 120 acres bounded on the
north by County Road 150. the cast by State Highway 291, and the south and west by the
Arkansas River.

The site is situated in the Arkansas River Valley approximately two miles upstream of
Salida., Colorado. The Arkansas River flows southeast along the west side of the site and
then turns to the east along the south side of the site. Land surface elevation at the site
ranges from 7.050 to 7,200 feet above sea leveL The majority of the site lies on a series
of river terraces. OU I lies approximately 100 feet above the Arkansas River, and most of
OU2 lies approximately 140 to 150 feet above the Arkansas River.

Between the terrace surface and the Arkansas River. there is a steep bluff vegetated with
cottonwood trees and underbrush. An old slag deposit is located 45 vertical feet down
the bluff face. 'Ibe upper surface of the slag deposit is relatively flat, and extends about
10 feet horizontally outward towards the river from the bluff face. The old slag deposit
runs approximately 1.600 feet along the east side of the Arkansas River bank.

Four distinct hydrologic units have been identified at the site within the valley-fill
deposits: the Upper Terrace Aquifer, the Lower Terrace Aquifer, the Arkansas River
Alluvial Aquifer. and underlying saturated glacial and basin-fill deposits. Groundwater
in the Upper Terrace Aquifer occurs approximately 30 feet below the ground surface and
flows towards the south. Groundwater in the remaining aquifers flows towards or
parallel to the Arkansas River.

Some of the groundwater in the Upper Terrace Aquifer discharges to intermittent seeps
and springs along the bluff of the Arkansas River approximately 40 feet below the site
terrace.
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Land and Resource Use

The site is zoned industrial, but the area
surrounding the site is zoned industrial and
residential. The site is currently surrounded
by a few residences and several industries.
Butala Construction Company (Butala) is
currently quarrying sand and gravel from
the valley till in the west and northwest
portion ofOU2 and Teck LLC is currently
storing gravel on portions ofOUI outside of
the Waste Consolidation Area (WCA).

History of Contamination

The site was originally divided into three operable units (OUs) including:

• OU 1 - historic lead/zinc smelting operation area and includes an area of waste
consolidation.

• OU2 - former wood treating facility and the current location of a sand and
gravel mine.

o OU3 - property owned by Colorado Zinc Company (CoZinCo). a zinc sulfatc
manufacturer (now defunct).

OU3 was cleaned up under a RCRA Corrective Action Order issued by CDPHE and was
removed from the Superfund site. This five-year review addresses only OUI and OU2.

Lead-Zinc Smelting rou Il

Industrial activity at the site began in 1902 with the construction of a lead-zinc smelter by
the Ohio and Colorado Smelting and Refining Company. The smelter operated from
1902 to 1919. During smelter operation, wastes with elevated concentrations of lead and
arsenic were deposited in the smelter area and became mixed in site soils.

Contaminants of concern for the portion of the site impacted by smelter opcrdtions
include lead and arsenic. Because soil contaminated with wood-treating chemicals was
deposited along with the lead and arsenic-contaminated soil in the Waste Consolidation
Area (WCA). contaminants of concern for OU 1 also include dioxin isomers.
pentachlorophenol and PAHs. which arc constituents ofcreosote.

The IO-acre property_ now containing the 4.7-acre (approximate) capped WCA. was
purchased by E&R Trucking in 1985. Phelps Dodge. Cyprus Amax Minerals (now
Freepon McMoRan Copper & Gold, Inc.) and E&R Trucking entered into a Consent
Decree with EPA to perform RD/RA for QUI on April 27. 2001. The 10-acre property is
currently owned by Teck LLC, and the potentially responsible parties are Freeport­
McMoRan Copper and Gold, Inc. (Freeport) and Teck LLC. The portion of the property
outside the WCA is used for gravel storage.
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Wood Treating (OU2)

In 1924 the Trinchera Timber Company leased part of the facility. Trinchera Timber
Company later became National Lumber and Creosoting. A portion of the former smelter
site. including the smelter office building, was used by a series of railroad tie-treating
companies (Koppers and its predecessors) beginning in 1926.

The treating operations included a pressure treating retort, drip racks. storage tanks. pole
plant and lagoons. In the retort building, railroad tics and other lumber products were
pressure-treated with creosote in steel cylinders. The treated materials were then moved
from the relort building onto drip racks were they were temporarily stored until
subsequent storage became available elsewhere on the former Koppers property.
Historical drawings indicate four storage tanks were located west of the retort building
and an additionalthrce working tanks were located adjacent to the north side of the
building. Historical aerial photographs also suggest the presence of two lagoons
northeast of the relort building on the north side of the old Chaffee Counly Road 150.
Wood treating operations ceased in 1953 when the wood treating plant was closed. Thc
property changed hands several times and was redeveloped as a sand and gravel mine by
Butala in 1965.

The former Koppers property has been cleared of most remains of past activity. The only
structures remaining are the plant office building and a water storage tank. both on the
upper tcrrace, and a gutted pump house near the Arkansas River. Butala uses portions of
the property for stockpiling of sand. gravel and other materials. and is mining outside the
area where subsurface contamination from the wood-treating operations remains.

From source areas in the process area and lagoons. wood treating constituents moved
downward through the vadose zone to the \Yater table within the Upper Terrace Aquifer.
Creosote. a DNAPL, continued to move downward to the bottom of the Upper Terrace
Aquifer leaving a residual coating ofDNAPL on the surface oflhe aquifer materials. The
remaining DNAPL migrated to the cast along the ba'ie of the aquifer. Dissolved wood
treating constituents moved in the direction of brfOundwater flow to the south towards the
Arkansas River bluff. DNAPL has been reported discharging from one spring along the
blutf of the river. although no evidence of discharge of either water or DNAPL was
observed during the April 2010 site inspection.

COCs for the ponion of the site impacted by wood treating operations included dioxin
isomers, pentachlorophenol and PAHs.

Butala and Beazer entered into a Consent Decree to conduct RDIRA for OU2 on June I.
2000. The former wood-treating property continues to be owned by Butala. which
operates a sand and gravel quarry outside the contaminated area.

Colorado Zinc Company Facility (Former aU)

The former OU3 was located southeast of the site, and was formerly occupied by the
now-defunct Colorado Zinc Company (CoZinCo) industrial facility. This facility
manufactured zinc sulfate soil amendment/animal feed. The facility and a number of
source areas at the facility have been closed under RCRA orders issued by CDPHE. This
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five-year review docs not include an evaluation of the CoZinCo facility (OU3).

Initial Response

A series of response actions were conducted beginning in 1993 to address contamination
at the site. In many cases. contamination within more than one au, including QU3. was
addressed under a single removal action.

All response actions in au I were performed as removal actions under action memo­
randa. The final and comprehensive response action for OU2 was documented under a
Rccord of Decision (ROD).

A summary of the initial rcsponse actions is provided below:

l. EPA first focused its attention on the site in 1986 as a result of delivery by Butala
of creosote-impacted soil excavated from the Koppers property to the Chaffee
County Landfill. In 1992. Beaur removed more than 5,000 tons of creosote­
stained soil stockpiled by Butala and transported the soils to a RCRA Subtitle C
landfill in Granvillc, Idaho.

2. Removal Action #1 (at OU3) from May 26, 1993 to May 23, 1994, EPA provided
bottled water to five rental units because of zinc-contaminated water. Under
Removal Action #2, from May 24. 1994 to November I. 1995. the PRP continued
the first phase of Removal #1. Under Removal Action #5. from November I.
1995 to February 8. 1996. EPA stcpped in to complete Removal Action # 2. By
February 1996. EPA and CoZineo provided permanent alternate water supplies
by installing new wells and permanent water treatment systems. Responsibility of
this OU was transferred to the State ReRA program between 1996 and 1998.

3. Removal Action No.3 (1993 Action Memorandum) included a time critical
removal action to remove creosote-contaminated sludge from five residential
driveways; lead-contaminated soil from five residential yards; a slag cinder and
debris pile from one residential property, and metal-contaminated soil next to the
smelter. Two homes were decontaminated to remove lead and arsenic dust. All
wastes were stockpiled in an area immediately west of the smokestack in the area
currently occupied by the Waste Consolidation Area repository. Additional work
under this removal action included decontaminating rails stored near a residence.
removing surface lead and creosote contamination on the upper terrace area and
removing lead and creosote contaminated materials from the banks of the
Arkansas River. The elements of this removal action were completed in

ovember I. 1995.

Summary of Basis for Taking Action

A Human Health Baseline Risk Assessment (BRA) dated April 1995. was conducted to
identify the potential for current and future risks to receptors. The BRA's findings
regarding human health risk at OUI are summarized in the following table:
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Table 2 - OUI Risk Estimates

l-<icclhter 2-00t available

Exposure Scenario Probability of Blood Lead Cancer Risk Hazard
concentration> IOlJgldl l Quotient

Current downwind 3% 4E-5 5E-1
resident child (0-6

years)

Future on Site 86% 6E-4 3E+1
resident child (0-6

years)

Current trespasser NA' 5E-6 2E-I

..

For OU2 the BRA assessed carcinogenic risks and the potential for non-cancer health
effects of 16 chemicals resulting from direct ingestion of contaminated surface and
subsurface soils. Ingestion of surface soil and inhalation of subsurface soil particulates
was considered for a current industrial worker (miner) and potential futufe residents.
Ingestion of subsurface soil and inhalation of subsurface soil particulates was considered
only for future construction workers.

Under the current and most likely future land use scenario (industrial) considered by the
BRA. there would be no unacceptable risks from wood-treating constituents.

In addition, an Ecological Risk Assessment (ERA) dated April 1995. was conducted in
order to evaluate whether remedial action was warrdJ1ted at the site. based on actual or
potential ecological risks. The ERA was conducted for the segment of the Arkansas
River that spans the length of the site as well as for the immediately surrounding riparian.
wetland and terrestrial environments. An evaluation of the smelter sub-site (OU I), and
the historical wood treating sub-site (OU2) was also conducted as a future exposure area
for terrestrial organisms.

The 1995 ERA reached the following conclusions regarding OU 1 and OU2:

• PAHs in soil do not contribute risk.

• Surface water, sediment. and seeps/springs contribute little to no risk.

• Soil downwind from the smelter contributes risk to plants due to aluminum and
zinc, and to birds due to zinc, and to small herbivores due to lead.

• Lead and zinc in soil was of potential concern for small mammals.

Based on these results. the 1996 Action Memorandum and the 1998 ROD describes
actions to reduce and prevent exposure to the risks of future residents, industrial workers
and trespassers from soils within the smelter sub-site (OU I) and the historic wood
treating sub-site (OU2) through the use of institutional controls and engineering
containment systems.
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IV. Remedial Actions

Remedy Selection

OUI (Lead-Zinc Smelting)

COCs in the smelter waste-contaminated soil are arsenic and lead. The clean up levels
for COCs in soil identified in the 1996 Action Memorandum are:

• Arsenic - 387 mg/kg
• Lead - 2,235 mg/kg

The waste-contaminated soil was consolidated in approximately a 4.7 acre area and
capped, hereafter referred to as the Waste Consolidation Area (WCA). The WCA
includes approximately 5,000 to 10,000 cubic yards (cy) of creosotc-eontaminated soil
and approximately 30.000 to 40.000 cy of soil contaminated with arsenic. lead. and
copper. The cap of the WCA consists of an IS-inch thick infiltration reduction layer
composed of soil containing a high percentage of clay/silt material. overlain by a 6-inch­
thick lopsoillayer capable of sustaining vegetation. The covered surface is sloped to
promote surface water run-ofT and minimize erosion. The cover was fertilized and
seeded.

To address the potential mobility of the contaminants within the WCA, groundwater
wells were installed and are being monitored. Table 3 presents au I groundwater
pcrfonnance standards from the 1996 Action Memorandum.

Table 3 - OUI Groundwater Monitoring Performance Standards

mIcrograms per liter milligrams per liter Safc Dnnklng Watcr Act MaXimum
Contaminant Level ~ - Safe Drinking Water Act Action Level

Cbemical Concentration Basis
Arsenic 50 ul!!l' SDWAMCL'
Manganese 840 mglL Risk-based
Antimonv 6 ul!!l SDWAMCL
Pentachlorophenol 1 "giL SDWAMCL
Benzo(a)ovrene 0.2 ugiL SDWAMCL
Benzo(b)fiuoranthene 0.092 "giL Risk-based
Benzo(k)fiuoranthene 0.92 ugiL Risk-based
Chrysene 9.2 "giL Risk-based
Dibenz(a,h)anthraeene 0.0092 ul!!l Risk-based
lndeno(1,23-ed)pyrene 0.092 ul!!l Risk-based
Benzo(a)anthracene 0.092 ul!!l Risk-based
Lead 15 "giL SDWAAC

. .. ,- - -

Engineering controls were erected to limit access to the WCA. including fencing and no
trespassing signs. Institutional controls were established to restrict land use and require
maintenance to ensure the integrity of the cap. Specifically, these institutional controls
prohibit residential use, and restrict drilling, excavation or re-contouring of the cap.
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OU2 (Wood Treating)

Approximately 5.000 tons of creosote impacted soil was removed from the site by Beazer
in 1992 and disposed of at a permitted hazardous waste management facility. Butala
Construction (current owner of aU2) scraped much of the creosote-stained surface soil
and buried this material in the WCA at au I. However, certain portions of the site may
contain soils with COCs in excess of the Preliminary Remedial Goals (PRGs).
Therefore. a Mining Restricted Area (MRA) was delineated at the site encompassing
approximately 6.6 acres. In addition to the perimeter property fence. the comers of the
MRA arc delineated by concrete monuments.

COCs also remain in surface soil inside a small fenced area at Spring No.5. Based on
the location of Spring No.5. continued long-tenn exposure at this location is not likely.
Spring No.5 is located approximately one-third of the way down a steep slope. Thc
rocky slope and vegetative cover will provide protection against accidental contact with
impacted material. As a protective measure, fcncing was placed around the immediate
area of the spring.

Table 4 presents OU2 remedial goals for soil from the 1998 ROD.

Table 4 - OU2 Remedial Goals for Soil

- I In 10.000 target rISk level for mduslnal worker scenario- milligrams per kilogram

Chemical ConcentratioD Basis
BenzO(a)anthracene 780 ml!!kl!' Risk-based-
Benzo(a)nvrene 78 ml!!kQ Risk-based
Benzo(b)nuoranthene 780 ml!!k. Risk-based
Dibenz(a.h)anthraeene 78 ml!!k. Risk-based
Indeno( 1.2.3-ed~ene 780 ml!!kQ . Risk-based
Pcntachloronhenol 4.768 ml!!k. Risk-based
HoCDD 0.2 ml!!k. Risk-based
HxCDD 0.02 ml!!k. Risk-based
HxCDF 0.02 ml!!kQ Risk-based
OCDD 2.0 ml!!kQ Risk-based.. .

Groundwater monitoring is conducted to monitor potential migration of coes toward the
Arkansas River. Table 5 presents OU2 groundwater remediation levels or the MCLs if
higher. as specified in the 1998 ROD.

Table 5 - OU2 Groundwater Remediation Levels

Chemical CODcentration Basis
Arsenic 10 "./L I MCL
Manl!anese 840 ml!!L- Risk-based
Antimonv 15 ul!!L Risk-based
Pentachloroohenol I ul!!L MCL
Benzo(a)ovrene 0.2 u!!lL MCL
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Safe Drmkmg Water ActmIlligrams per Iltermicrograms per litcr

Benzo(b)fluoranthene 0.092 u.Il Risk-based
Bcnzoik)fluoranthene 0.92 uo Risk-based
Cbrysene 9.2 ugll Risk-based
Dibenz(a.h)anlhracenc 0.0092 ugll Risk-based
Indcno( I.2.3-cd)pvrene 0.092 ugiL Risk-based
Bcnzo(a)antluacene 0.092 ugiL Risk-based
Lead 15 ugll SDWN

- ..
-

Based on the Human Health BRA and ERA conducted in April 1995. as long as the site is
not used or developed for residential purposes and the subsurface soils within the MRA
are left undisturbed. the risk to human health and the environment is acceptable.
Therefore, the selected remedy includes institutional controls (deed restrictions) to ensure
the area is not used for residential development and remains designated for industrial use
only. Institutional controls were also established to prohibit mining or excavating the
contaminated subsurface materials, wells or drilling in any groundwater aquifer and usc
of the groundwater as a drinking water supply.

Remedial Action Objectives

The Remedial Action Objectives (RAOs) in the 1998 ROD at OU2 arc:

Spring No.5: prevent human contact. prevent off-site migration of water. and prevent
additional impact to soils.

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
environmcnt from COCs in excess of the risk levels in the event that mining ofDNAPL­
impacted soils occurs.

Saturated Soils and Upper Terrace Aquifer Groundwater: protect human health and the
environment from CDCs in excess of the risk levels in the event that mining of DNAPL­
impacted soils occurs, and prcvents public use of the perched aquifer as a drinking water
supply.

Remedy Implementation

Remedial action for OU I is detined in Removal Action No.6 (Action Memorandum
dated September 27. 1996). Remedial construction for OU I (smelter wastes and
contaminated soil) was completed in April 2004. The OUl remedy consisted of:

• consolidating demolition debris. wastes and associated contaminated soils within
a 4.7-acre (approx) WCA, which was lhen capped with 24 inches of clay and
growth medium and planted with a seed mix appropriate for the site.

• access controls - fencing and signage.

• institutional controls - prohibition of(l) residential use ofthe entire IO-acre
parcel; (2) drilling, excavating or re-conlouring the WCA cap, which may damage
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or interfere with its integrity, create erosion or sliding problems or otherwise
interfere with the flow of water through drainage channels.

• groundwater monitoring.

Remedial construction for aU2 (soil contaminated with wood-treating chemicals) was
completed in May 2002. Work included:

• placing near-surface contaminated soil in the WeA at OU 1 along with
contaminated soil and oilier materials from au I and offsite locations.

• access controls - a 6-foot cyclone fence around one hillside spring with a locked
access gate.

• institutional controls - prohibition of (I) residential development; (2) mining in
the MRA; (3) mining deeper than 20 feet in the Mining ButTer Area; (4) wells or
drilling to any groundwater or aquifer within the MRA or the Mining ButTer Area
(except for monitoring or remedial wells); (5) wells or drilling within the
Groundwater Buffer Area (except for monitoring or remedial wells); and. (6) use
of groundwatcr within the Upper Terrace Aquifer or the Lower Terrace Aquifer as
a drinking water supply.

• groundvl3tcr monitoring to detennine the effectiveness of the remedy over the
long-tenn and to ensure no further migration of dissolved PAils or DNAPL.

Operations and Maintenance (O&M)

OU I O&M includes (1) continuous maintenance of the WCA and the monitoring wells;
(2) groundwater monitoring consisting of annual sampling and analysis of onc upgradient
and three downgradient monitoring wells for COCs.

OU2 Q&M includes (I) installation and continuous maintenance of the MRA markers
and the monitoring wells; (2) annual water level monitoring in 12 monitoring wells; (3)
annual sampling and analysis of one upgradient and seven downgradient monitoring
wells for coes; (4) annual gauging of all monitoring wells for DNAPL thickness; (5)
annual sampling and analysis oftive downgradient springs for coes; and (6) annual
assessment of the flow rate of water and/or DNAPL from the live downgradient springs.

V. Progress since the Last Five-Year Review

Protectiveness Statement from Last Review

"The remedy as implemented is currently protective of human health and the
environment. Contaminated groundwater associated with au J and OU2 is not currently
used. Soils and smelter wastes containing contaminants above perfonnance standards are
isolated from humans through engineering and administrative controls. The
protectiveness of the remedy will be further enhanced once institutional controls are
implemented on QUI:'

Status of Recommendations and Follow-up Actions from Last Review

Table 6 provides the status of recommendations and follow-up actions from the last
review:
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Table 6 - Status of Recommendations and Follow-up Actions from last Review

R«ommend~ Action c.•• Srltus ofR«ommend~Action Appliclble
from First five-Yen to Second
Review Five-Y""

Kniew
Institutional Controls on PRP Complete. No
land u~ in OU 1 han: not

Upon in\"c:stigation. the following documenlS relating tobct."Tl implemenled.
OU I were obtained from the Chaffee CounlY Clerk
-Dcclarntion ofCo\"cnants.. Conditions and
Rcstrit1ions.." filed Nov. 21. 2001. -Addendum to
l>cclaration ofCo\'cnants.. Conditions and Rt'Slriclions....
1iI~ Scp. 13. 2004, and a Warranty I)l.".:d from Duan....
D. Zahka. Inc. to Teck.. LI.C that acknowlt'dgc; the
buyers responsibilities sct out in the two afore'
mentioned documents.

Perimeter fence PRP Considell.'(J and not implemented. No
surrounding OU I

The Butala and leek LLC perimeter fences limit accessconsolidation requires
minor repair.

to the entire propeny. and therefOR:. prOl,,:ctiwness is
not dl.'Cre3Sl.'d by th.... poor condition of. or lack of. a
fL'TIcc immediatdy surrounding th.... OU I Waste
Consolidation An.-a.

Cortl3minants ofconc....m PRP!EI'A Complete. No
dctected abo\·c the

PRP Fm.-pon has been instructed 10 colkct and analp:cgroundwater pcrfonnance
standard at OU I. a sample from thc well annuall~".

Ikte<:tion limil for I'RP Being e\·aluated in this fhe.year rc\'iC\\', S« Item No. I y~

Idi lbenzo<a.h)anthracene in Table 8 -Issues.
is highl.-r than groundwuter
monitoring pt.'Tfonnancc
standard at OU I.

MCL for arsenic in OU I EPAlCDPHE Complete. No
to be revised downwards

The groundwater monitoring plan has been updated.
from 50 ~glL to I0 ~g/I.

effcctive January 23,2006.

An npparent "extra
.. PRP Considered nnd not implemented. No

monument was notl.'d in
The monumcnt iner....3S(.'S the size oflh.... MRA. andthe nonheasl ponion of the

MRA in OU2.
therefore protectiveness is not impaired by its prcs..:nce.

Detection limits and PRP Being ....valuated in Ihis fiv.....year review. sec Item Nos, 5 y~

analytical suite for and 7 in Table 8 -Issues.
groundwater monitoring at
OlJ2 arc inconsistent with
requirements ofth.... ROD
and Remt.'dial Work Plans..

Application of ARARs in EPAlCDPHE Iking evaluall.'d in this fi\·c-~'car review. S« Item No.8 y~

lieu of risk-based reJTlt"dial in Table 8 - Issues,
goals for groundwater
inconsistent betWl.'\.," Oll 1
and OU2.

Smeltertown Second Five-Year Review Report -22- September 7. 20 I0



Recommtndtd Action c.•• Status of R«ommtndtd Action Applicablt
from FirSI Fivr-Ytar 10 S«ond
Rtvitw Five-Ytar

Rtvitw
Many intake assumptions EPNCDPHE Considcn.:d and nOI implemented_ No
and toxicil)- values have

l1lc revi:st."d values did not increase the associat(({ risks
been rt-... ised by US EPA

to un~cptablc values.. and therefore protceti,-eness is
since completion of the:
BRA. not impaired.

The usc of 1E-6 residential EPA/COI'IIE Considered and not implemented. No
scenario lor establishing
groundwater J)\.'rlormancc
standards is inconsistent
with the usc of I[-4 as th....
occeplablc risk level for
industrial soils.

V l. Five-Yea r Review Process

Administrative Components

lbis is the second five-year review for the site. This five-year review was led by Kerri
Fiedler. EPA Remedial Project Manager and Craig Gander. CDPHE Environmental
Protection Specialist. The following team members participated in the review:

~ John Dalton, EPA Community Involvement Coordinator

~ John Goodrick. EPA staff

.,. Marilyn Null, CDPHE Community Involvement Coordinator

.,. Martin O'Grady, CDPHE Project Manager

During March 20 IO. the review team established the review schedule whose components
included:

• community involvement

• review of relevant documents

• review of data collected since the first five-year review in 2005

• meeting with <lllOmas Eve. representing Butala and Teek LLC. Jane Patarcity.
representing Beazer, Bryce Romig, representing Freeport, and their
contractors

• site inspection

• local interviews

• risk assessment review

• five-year review report development and review_

Community Involvement

A notice that the five-year review was in progress was placed in the Mountain Mail
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(Salida community newspaper) on March 3. 20 I0 (Attachment 3). The notice explained
the nature of the site, the purpose and schedule of the review and invited the public to
submit questions and comments regarding the site or the review to Kerri Fiedler at the
EPA or Craig Gander at the CDPHE.

Following completion of this five-year review, a notice will be placed in the Mountain
Mail announcing that the five-year review has been completed.

Document Review

In preparing this five-year review report. the documents in Attachment 4 were reviewed
and evaluated.

Data Review

The remedy includes a groundwater monitoring program designed to track groundwater
levels and quality both in au I and aU2.
A summary ofthesc data and the protectiveness determination of the remedy are
provided below. Attachment 5 is a map showing the locations of the site monitoring
weBs and springs.

Groundwater levels in the June 2007 and 2008 monitoring event were consistent with
historical data recorded in the "Smelter Subsite Investigation" (CH2M HILL. November
1994) and in the Post-Construction Monitoring Plan. Assessment of the relative water
elevations in the four monitored wells suggests a groundwater flow direction to the south­
southwest.

Groundwater performance standards for OU 1 are chemical-specific concentrations based
upon either Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements (ARARs) or upon
risk-based concentrations that assume a I E-6 residential scenario. The au 1 performance
standards, which are presented in Table 2, apply to three monitoring wells downgradient
of the WCA.

Samples collected annually from September 2003 to June 2008 indicate that cadmium
continues to be detected slightly above the MCL in one down-gradient well. The June
2008 results indicated cadmium was detected at 5.8 IlglL. slightly above the MeL of 5
).Ig/L. Cadmium is nOl among the COCs from the 1996 Action Memorandum and is
therefore not listed in Table 2 - OU 1 Groundwater Monitoring Performance Standards.

The groundwater contour map for the Upper Terrace Aquifer prepared by Beazer's
consultant from data collected on July 17,2009, indicates a groundwater flow direction to
the southwest in the western portion of the area and to the south or the south·southeast in
the eastern portion of the area. Previous maps generated using data collected in 2000
(presented in the Remedial Action Report), and a Beazer November 2003 map reportedly
indicate a groundwater flow direction to the south-southwest. This change in the
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direction of the groundwater flow could explain why. in August 2009. the performance
standard was exceeded. in POC Spring No.7, which is located southeast of where
contamination remains in the subsurface soil (sec below).

Groundwater performance standards for OU2 are similar (but nol identical) to those for
OUI, and are chemical-specific concentrations based upon either ARARs or upon risk­
based concentrations that assume a I E-6 residential scenario. The DU2 groundwater
performance standards. which are presented in Table 4. apply to one groundwater
monitoring well and one spring downgradient of an area of soils and groundwater
contaminated with PAHs.

The 2009 results indicate benzo(b)fluoranthene was detected in OU2 POC Spring 0.7
at an estimated concentration of 0.12 IlglL. exceeding the performance standard value of
0.092 IlglL. Benzo(b)fluoranthene was not detected at Spring No.7 in previous
monitoring events. Per the Groundwater Monitoring Plan (from the Remedial Design
Work Plan dated February 2000), Spring No.7 will be monitored again in 2010. and if
one or more eDes are found above the performance standard. the well will be re­
sampled within 60-days. If the re-sampling confirms the presence of one or more eocs
above the standards. the Lower Terrace Aquifer may be adversely impacted by wood­
treating activities. Therefore. one or a combination of the following activities may be
needed:

• Additional investigation of the potential source, fale mechanisms, and lransport
pathways for the coes found in the poe locations;

• An evaluation of the potential risk posed to the Arkansas River:

• An evaluation of alternative remedies that could be implemented to mitigate any
risks identified in the revised risk assessment; and,

• If necessary, revise the ROD through submission of an Explanation of Significant
Difference (ESD) or ROD Amendment to put in place the documentation to
change the selected remedy for OU2.

In all of the monitoring reports. naphthalene is the most commonly detected analyte and
with the highest concentrations. Naphthalene routinely exceeds the Colorado Basic
Standards for Groundwater (CBSGW) in three non-POC wells.

Finally. no data was reported in the 2005 through 2008 annual monitoring reports on the
presence and/or thickness of DNAPL in OU2 monitoring wells. or on the discharge rates
of Spring Nos. 3 and 6 as required by the Groundwater Monitoring Plan. Spring Nos. 3
through 6 appear to be located downgradient of the DNAPL source zone. During future
monitoring events, Beazer will be required to report the presence and thickness of
DNAPL in OU2 monitoring wells, and will investigate the potential nature and extent of
the DNAPL by removing any DNAPL present greater than 0.5 foot. In addition, Beazer
will be required to gauge water and/or DNAPL flow from Spring os. 3 through 6 during
future monitoring events. Spring Nos. 3 through 6 are hydraulically downgradient of
areas where DNAPL is present, or where COCs are detected above site cleanup goals. If
Spring Nos. 3 through 6 have sufficient flow to collect water samples, then water samples
will be collected and analyzed for site COCs. Future monitoring reports will include

Smeltertown Second Five-Year Review Report -25- September 7. 2010



flow rates, presence or absence of DNAPL, and analytical data from Spring Nos. 3
through 6.

Site Inspection

Inspection of the site was perfonned on April 20-21, 2010 by Kerri Fiedler and John
Goodrick of the EPA. and Craig Gander and Martin O'Grady of the CDPHE. The
purpose of the site inspection was to observe the current site condition. remedy elements.
and the groundwater monitoring network. A site inspection checklist was completed and
is included as Attachment 5.

Personnel from Butalarreck LLC. Freeport, Beazer and their consultants led a tour of the
site. At the same time, John Dalton of the EPA and Marilyn Null of the CDPI-IE
conducted community involvement interviews.

OUI

All physical remediation elements have been constructed. The perimeter Butala and
Teck LLC property fences are in generally good condition and capable of restricting
access to the entire property. including the WCA. The WCA is constructed and capped,
and the vegetation density on the cap appeared similar to offsite non-irrigated propenies.
No erosion. rilling or exposure of contaminated materials was observed. Drainage swales
around the WCA were in good condition. All required monitoring wells have been
installed and appeared in satisfactory condition.

A declaration of covenants. conditions and restrictions was executed on ovember 16,
2001. and filed with the County on ovember 21. 2001. An addendum to the ovember
21, 2001. declaration of covenants. conditions and restrictions was executed on
September 9. 2004. and filed with the County on September 13. 2004. A warranty deed
was also filed on August 6. 2007. No violations were observed of the OUI restrictive
covenants that prohibit (I) residential use and (2) disturbing the cap by drilling,
excavating or re-contouring. These institutional controls arc in place and working.

All physical remediation elements have been constructed. The perimeter Butala property
fences arc in generally good condition and capable of restricting access to the property.
All 17 of the monuments required to delineate the comers of the Mining Restricted Area
(MRA) were observed and are in satisfactory condition. One additional monument was
observed in the southeast corner of the MRA (sec Attachment 2). The presence of this
extra monument adds a small additional area to the MRA, and therefore protectiveness is
not impaired. A typical monument consists of a steel fence post embedded in a small
circular concrete pad surrounded by a protective three foot high joint of reinforced
concrete pipe.

All monitoring wells required under the OU2 ROD were observed. All hut one appeared
to be in satisfactory condition. Monitoring well No.8 had a broken hinge on the outer
protective casing. The Beazer representative commined to having it repaired.
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The fence around Spring o. 5 had been constructed and the gate was locked and in
satisfactory condition. No flow of water or DNAPL, and no creosote odor were observed
within the fenced area during the field inspection.

A declaration of restrictive covenants and restrictions against the use ofreal property was
executed and filed with the County on June 29, 2000. No violations were observed of the
OU2 restrictive covenants that prohibit (I) residential development; (2) mining in the
MRA; (3) mining deeper than 20 feet in the mining buffer area; (4) wells or drilling to
any groundwater or aquifer within the MRA or the mining buffer area (except monitoring
or remedial wells); (5) wells or drilling within the Groundwater Buffer Area (except
monitoring or remedial wells); and (6) use of groundwater within the Upper Terrace
Aquifer and the Lower Terrace Aquifer as a drinking water supply. These institutional
controls are in place and working.

Community Involvement Interviews

EPA and CDPIIE interviewed Smeltertown area stakeholders and citizens on April 20
and 21. 2010. Interviewees included city and county planning and health officials, two
County commissioners, two owners of property adjacent to the site (including a business
owner), a representative of the Chaffee County Historic Area Advisory Board, and the
Colorado Division of Wildlife area manager. One interviewee had served on the Salida
Museum Association Board, but is no longer on the board.

All interviewees expressed satisfaction with remedial actions to date, and current
responsiveness of EPA and CDPHE officials. One interviewee made it a point to say that
he trusts EPA and CDPHE to take care of public health and the environment. Another
said she had not heard anything bad about the site in the ten years she has lived in the
area. One individual said he doesn't "pay a whole lot of attention to the site because I
was told there weren't any issues anymore:'

Most interviewees indicated they have no concerns about the continued protectiveness of
the remedy and that whatever water and air quality concerns they may have had in the
past havc been addressed. Salida's drinking water is not taken directly from the Arkansas
River, but comes from nearby Pasquale Springs, where water quality is constantly
monitored.

One interviewee said hc has received no feedback from anyone concerning the site,
saying his department's interest "is to make sure nothing affects the Arkansas [River].
We've received no negative input."

City and county planning officials said they arc interested in the area for future
development. particularly as an additional industrial zone. However, Smeltcrtown
residents question the need for industrial development in the area. particularly close to the
river. CDPHE provided the county development director courtesy copies of the
environmental covenants previously filed with Chaffee County.

Residents adjacent to the site, who were instrumental in prompting agency response,
remain concerned about the CoZincCo site, stating that the facility prompted them to take
action in the first place. They believe that the owner is selling off lots, and wanted to
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know ifany deed restrictions have been placed on the property. These residents said that
before CoZincCo shut down. contaminated spring water killed trees and other vegetation.
Shortly after the facility closed. they said. the spring water appeared to clear up and
watercress began growing in it again. However, they were not comfortable using spring
water until two years after the facility closed. They brought in clean soil. and arc now
growing an organic garden they plan to irrigate with the spring water. Their drinking
water comes from a new well drilled for them during the remedial work at the site. Since
CoZincCo is part ofOU3, comments regarding this site arc not considered in this five­
year review.

These residents believe that the history of the Smeltertown cleanup should be published
and suggested a magazine where it couJd be published.

Interviewees indicated that the best way to communicate infomtation about the site is
through the Mountain Mail newspaper. email. phone calls and word-of-mouth.

VII. Technical Assessment

Question A: Is the remedy functioning as intended by the decision documents?

OU I (Lead-Zinc Smelting): Yes. The components of the remedy minimizing the chance
of exposure to contaminants in soil and groundwater are functioning as intended. The
groundwater monitoring program continues to evaluate the effectiveness of the cap
and/or migration ofCOCs in groundwater.

The perfomtance of each remedy clement is discussed below:

I. The cover system associated with the WCA remains in satisfactory condition and
therefore prevents human exposure to consolidated wastes. Vegetative cover
density is similar to nearby offsite non-irrigated properties. No erosion. animal
burrows or differential settling were noted during the inspection.

2. The Butala and leek LLC property perimeter fences are in satisfactory condition.
and serve to control access to the WCA.

3. Institutional controls prohibiting residential usc and restricting drilling.
excavation. or re-contouring of the cap has been implemented. and compliance
with the controls was confinned during the site visit on April 20-21. 2010.

4. Groundwater monitoring has been conducted at the required frequency. for the
required chemicals.

Method reporting limits (MRLs) for benzo(a)anthracene. benzo(b)nuoranthene.
dibenzo(a.h)anthracene. ideno(I.2.3-cd)pyrene. and antimony are higher than
their respective Action Memorandum limits and listed in Table 2 - OU 1
Groundwater Monitoring Perfonnance Standards. Therefore, we are unable to
dctcnnine whether these COCs are in the groundwater above the Action
Memorandum limits. The EPA. CDPHE and the Potentially Responsible Party
(PRP) (Freeport) may need to update the groundwater monitoring plan. (Issue
No. I).

OU2 (Wood Treating): Yes. The components of the remedy minimizing the chance of

•
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exposure to contaminants in soil and groundwater are functioning as intended. The
groundwater monitoring program continues to evaluate the migration of COCs in
groundwater.

The performance of each remedy element is discussed below:

I. The fencing around Spring No.5 is in place and in satisfactory condition.

2. Covenants. Conditions and Restrictions (CCRs) restricting future development.
mining, drilling and groundwater use as a drinking water supply havc been
implementcd. are on record with Chaffee County. and compliance with the eCRs
was continned during the site visit on April 20-21. 20 IO.

3. Groundwater monitoring has been conducted at the required frequencies.

Benzo(b)nuoranthene has been detected above its performance standard at POC
Spring No.7. After collecting additional data. the PRP (Beazer) should perform a
statistical analysis on this one-time detection and develop a response action, if
appropriate. (Issue No.2)

The thickness or accumulation nlle of DNAPL is not reported at any well. The
PRP (Beazer) should monitor, sample and report the presence andlor thickness of
DNAPL at all wclls annually. and remove any DNAP!. detected exceeding 6" in
thickness. The EPA. CDPHE and PRP (Beazer) should update the groundwater
monitoring plan accordingly. Based on thesc results. EPA and CDPHE can
evaluate the need for an active remedy to address DNAPL within the
groundwater. (Issue No.3)

Discharge from Spring os. 3 through 6 is not monitored for volumes of water
andlor DNAPL or sampled for cacs. The PRP (Beazer) should sample
groundwater discharging from Spring os. 3 through 6 for COCs if sufficient
now is present. The PRP (Beazer) should monitor and report the flow rate of
water andlor DNAPL at all springs annually. The EPA, CDPHE and PRP
(Beazer) should update the groundwater monitoring plan accordingly. Based on
these results, EPA and CDPHE can evaluate the need for an active remedy to
address DNi\PL within the groundwater. (Issue No.4)

One inconsistency that was identified in the first five-year review in 2005 and
again in the current five-year review is with the method reporting limits. The
method reporting limits for polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) arc higher
than their respective limits from the ROD and listed in Table 4 - OU2
Groundwater Remediation Levels. Therefore. we are unable to determine
whether these COCs arc in the groundwater above the limits in the ROD. The
EPA. CDPHE and PRP (Beazer) may need to update the groundwater monitoring
plan. (Issue No.5).

Question B: Are the exposure assumptions, toxicity data, cleanup levels and
remedial action objectives used at the time of the remedy selection still valid?

EPA's dioxin reassessment has been developed and undergone review over many years
with the participation of scientific experts in EPA and other federal agencies. as well as
scientific experts in the private sector and academia. The Agency followed current
cancer guidelines and incorporated the latest data and physiologicaUbiochemical research
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into the assessment. The results of the assessment have currently not been finalized and
have not been adopted into state or federal standards. EPA anticipates that a final
revision to the dioxin toxicity numbers may be released by the end of20 IO. In addition,
EPNOSWER has proposed to revise the interim preliminary remediation goals (PRGs)
for dioxin and dioxin-like compounds. based on technical assessment of scientific and
environmental data. However, EPA has not made any final decisions on interim PRGs at
this time. Therefore, the dioxin toxicity reassessment for this site will be updated during
the next five-year review.

OUI: No. The exposure assumptions and toxicity data used at the time of the remedy
selection in the 1996 Action Memorandum have been revised by EPA. These issues were
identified in the first five-year review prepared in 2005.

Cadmium has been detected above the MCL at POC well PD-MW-I. The EPA and
CDPHE will detennine if cadmium belongs on the list of COCs for groundwater. and
amend the decision documents if appropriate. (Issue o. 6).

OU2: No. The exposure assumptions and toxicity data used at the time of the remedy
selection in the 1998 ROD have been revised by EPA and Colorado. These issues were
identified in the first five-year review prepared in 2005.

Inconsistencies that were identified in the first five-year review in 2005, and again in
the current five-year review include:

• COCs from the ROD (listed in Table 4) are not consistent with the actual
monitoring data. The actual monitoring data does not include the metals
from the ROD. but does include naphthalene which is not listed in the
ROD. The EPA_ CDPHE and PRP (Beazer) should update the
groundwater monitoring plan accordingly. The EPA and CDPHE will
detennine whether the decision documents need to be amended. (Issue
No.7).

• The groundwater performance standards for antimony, arsenic.
benzo(a)pyrene and pentachlorophenol are inconsistent between OU I and
OU2. The Action Memorandum at OU 1 sets the groundwater
performance standards as the ARAR or the risk-based concentration,
whichever is greater. The ROD at OU2 sets the groundwater performance
standards using only the risk-based concentration. The EPA. CDPHE and
PRP (Beazer) should update the groundwater monitoring plan accordingly.
The EPA and CDPHE need to determine whether the decision documents
need to be updated. (Issue o. 8)

• The Colorado Basic Standards for Groundwater have been changed for
benzo(b)fluoranthene, benzo(k)fluoranthene, ehrysene,
dibenzo(a.h)anthracene, ideno(l ,2,3-cd)pyrene, benzo(a)anthracene, and
naphthalene. The EPA, CDPHE and PRP (Beazer) should update the
groundwater monitoring plan accordingly. The EPA and CDPHE need to
detenninc whether the decision documents need to be updated to reflect
the revised standards. (Issue No.9)

Question C: Has other information come to light that could call into question tbe
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protectiveness of tbe remedy?

OU 1: No. There is no other infonnation that calls into question the protectiveness of the
remedy.

OU2: No. There is no other infonnation that calls into question the protectiveness of the
remedy.

Technical Assessment Summary

au 1: Protectiveness is currently being achieved through access controls and institutional
controls that are in place and functioning to minimize the chance of exposure to
contaminants. The groundwater monitoring program will continue to evaluate the
effectiveness of the cap. evaluate COCs, and ensure protectiveness in the long-tenn.

A discrepancy between the reporting limits and the Action Memorandum limits for four
semi-volatile organics and one metal needs to be resolved.

OU2: Protectiveness is currently being achieved through access controls and institutional
controls that are in place and functioning to minimize the chance of exposure to
contaminants. The groundwater monitoring program will continue to evaluate COCs and
ensure protectiveness in the long-tenn.

Thickness or accumulation rate ofDNAPL needs to be monitored, sampled and reported
at all wells. Groundwater and lor D APL discharging from Spring Nos. 3 through 6
needs to be monitored and sampled. if sufficient flow is present. to ensure impacted
groundwater is not discharging from the terracc. A discrepancy between the reporting
limits and the limits in the ROD for PAHs. the suite ofCOCs monitored. perfonnance
standards between OU 1 and OU2, and the revised Colorado Basic Standards for
Groundwater needs to be resolved.

VIII. Issues

Based on the infonnation collected during the second five-year review. the following
issues were identified:

Table 7 - Issues

(Iem No. Aff«u Currenl Aff«ts t"ature
IssutS Prot«tiventSs Prol«tiventss

(VIN' (V/N'

I Reporting limits for four scmi-\'olalile N V
organics and one lTk."l.allU't: abo\'c
AClion Memo limilS at OU I.

2 Bcm·.o(b)nuorMthcm: detected above N V
groundwaler pcrfonnance standard at
an OU2 Point of Compliance (poq
Sorinl!. No.7.

3 Thickness or accumulation rme of N Y
dens.: non-aqueous phase liquid
(DNA?L) is nol rcooned al OU2.
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Item No. Affects Current Affects Future
Issun ProtKtiveness Protectiveness

<YIN' <YIN'

4 Disclu1rge: from Spring Nos. 3 through Y
6 is not moniton.-d for volulTK."S of water
and/or DNAPL or sampled for
constituents of concern (COCs).
SprinJ!S arc usually dr\'., Reponing limits for polycyclic N Y
llromalic hydrocarbons (PAHs) arc
inconsistent wilh requirements of the
Rl.:cord ofOI.:cision (ROD) at OlJ2.

6 Cadmium not listed as a groundwater N Y
COCatOUI.

7 coes from the ROD at OU2 are N Y
inconsistent with the COCs re:poned in
the monitorinil. data.

8 Ground\\'ater pcrfonnanee standards lor N N
2 metals and 2 PAlls are inconsistent
bl:tw,,:c:n ()lJ I and OU2.

9 Colorudo Basie Standards for N Y
Groundwater havt; chanj;!...-d for 7 PAils.

IX. Recommendations and Follow-up Actions

Ad F IId fT bl 8 Ra e - ecommen a Ions an 0 OW-UD choos

Item
Recomm~ndltionsInd Du~ Dlt~

Issun Plrty Rnponsibl~
No. Follow.up Aetions

I Reporting limits for four semi- Update the groundwater EPNCDPHElFn.'Cpon Ik"Ccmbc:r 2010
volatile o~anics and one metal arc monitoring plan. if
above Action Memo limits at OUI. appropriate.

2 Uenzo(b)f1uorunthene dett."Cted UaSl:d on udditional data. Ucazcr Dcc;embcr2014
above groundwater pcrfonn:mce perfon;n a statistical analysis
standard at un OU2 Point of on the detection.
Compliance (PUCl Spring No.7. Ocvelop u response action. if

appropriate. B....azer Decemocr 2014

J 'Ibickncss or accumulation rute: of Re:vise the groundwllte:r EPAlCDPHEJl3ca7.er o..."Cember 2010
dense non-aqueous phase liquid monitoring plan to add thc
(DNAPL) is nOI n.-pontd at OU2. requircmcntto monitor.

samplc and n.-port the:
presence and/or thickness of
DNAPI. at all wclls.

Evaluate the need for an
acth'c remedy to address
DNAPL \\ithin the
groundwater (OU.2). EI'A!CDPIIE D...--crmber2014
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Item
Recommendations and Due Date

Issues Party Responsible
No. Follow-up Actions

4 Discharge from Spring Nos. 3 Update the groundwater EPNCDPIIF1Beazcr I:>«emb..--r 20 I0
throu!h 6 is not monitored for monitoring plan 10 add
\'olumes of water and/or DNAPI~ or monitoring and sampling of
sampled for oonSlilucnts of concern Spring Nos.. 3 through 6 for
(COCs). Springs are usually dry, COCs. if SUmCk"Tl1 flow.

Revise the groundwater
monitoring plan to add the
requirement to monitor.
sample and rcpon the
prcsc:nce and/or flow rate of EPAlCDPUEIBeazer l>Ccemlx:r 20 I0
DNAPL a\ all springs.

E\'aluate the nc:eu for an
active remedy to address

ErNCDP11F: Oecemb<:r 2014DNAP!. within the
groundwalcr (OU-2),

5 Rc:pt>rting limits for polycyclil: Update the groundwater EPNCDPllElBeazcr December 2010
aromatic h)'drocarbons (PAils) are monitoring plan. if
inconsistent with requil'l,'menls of the appropriah:~.
Record of Decision (ROD) at OU2.

6 Cadmium nOI lii>led as a Amend the decision EPNCDPHE March 2011
groundwater COC a\ au I. doculn\."TlIS as appropriate.

7 COCs from the ROO at om are Update the groundwater EPNCDPHEllk37.cr December 2010
inconsistenl \\ilh the COCs reported monitoring plan.
in the moniloring data. Amend decision documents if EPNCDPHE March 2011

appropriale.

S Grounuyrotter performance standards Update the groundwater EPNCDPHl::IBcazcr Deamber 20 I0
for 2 metals and 2 PAHs arc moniloring plan.
inconsistent betw;,.ocn OU I and 0U2. Dctcnnine whelher the

decision documents ",:cd to
be updated. EPAlCIJI>II E March 2011

9 Colorado Basic Standards for Update the groundwater EPNCDPHfJBe1Uer December 2010
Groundwater huve chunged for 7 monitoring plan.
PAils. Dctennine whether the

decision documents nced 10
~ updated. EPAlCDPHE Murch 2011

X. Protectiveness Statements

au I (Lead-Zinc Smelting):

The remedy at OU I currently protects human health and the environment because soil
and wastes containing contaminants above the remedial goals are isolated from humans
through engineering and institutional controls (les). However. in order for the remedy to
be protective in the long-tenn, the following actions need to be taken: dctennine how to
correctly test for the contaminants, evaluate the need for an active remedy to address the
groundwater, modify the monitoring plan and record these within a decision document.

aU2 (Wood Treating):
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The remedy at OU2 currently protects human health and the environment because soil
containing contaminants above the remedial goals are isolated from humans through
engineering and institutional controls (ICs). However, in order for the remedy to be
protective in the long-term. the following actions need to be taken: determine how to
correctly test for the contaminants, evaluate the need for an active remedy to address the
groundwater, modify the monitoring plan and record these within a decision document.

XI. Next Review

The site requires ongoing five-year reviews in accordance with CERCLA § 121 (c). The
next five-year review for the Smeltcrtown Site will be perfonned by September 2015.
five years from the date of this review.
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STATE MAP



0,

""

'"

Illtl

•

",

@

•

"•

•
...~,o...

-,.

lama'
o

H._I,,"

•

y_... \I'o'la,
• •

•loo,

-w.Uur! nl,r"'o

e.

CQIT'anctwo
N,tbc)n..li

Grl1lWJlnd

...,

wo
Sletilt'g

1Ij, A:•o
La J ..nca

,t~"n
o

,.
• •Io.'r • .,. ford

P.~I" N-'tOl'IdII
G'.........nd

<':":">

.,,,

®

oG,.ee1ey

~0@J

Cheyenne

w,
o

U1
@3
[1~o3

@3

'=

OBlac.k FOl'ltil

CoiorodoO OComalron
Spnngs . ... II.

9FO\.ntain

Canon ere, f'i71
o_~

Wtil O
o

Pueblo

Lov.landO

longmonl
o

BoulderO ~

o Thomton

DenverO OAurora ~
00 <.::.::>

Littlelon Centennial aID
~cat.tl. Rock tftl

~

®
Fort CoIltnsO

ColOfado

Anl<lno,_

•

o..........

o

I,i.,.-tot ..' \'"

•

Cl'l,lrN'
•

RIO Gr.nde
Nat>on.1 Forest

SITE"
'u""ill-l: 0. '...

......•

.....
~~~ ..

•

ROim"NatIQf131
Fores.t

OC.'bonG,)ll!'

ASPen•

o<.f.mml""QO

"'........
S~ng. ~W" -

11."o •"'...

06_,t ..

•'.(:10

0 W

0...
o

Du<.....
.. 0•

H

'.'
•

,,,
•

MonctON
o

OOC1,t\Oft

Grand
JuncttOn

Con~o

~."J"~'•

•
~.e(..r

I

~

f" 'v

I

§{
I

SITE LOCATION MAP
SMElTERTOWN SUPERFUND SITE
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SITE MAP



SMElTERTOWN SUPERFUND SITE
SE/4 SECTION 25 T50N R8E, NM MERIDIAN, CHAFFEE COUNTY, COLORADO

AREAS AND LOCATIONS SHOWN ARE APPROXIMATE

2009 AERIAL PHOTGRAPH COURTESY OF COLORAQO DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES
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l
History:

KerrL

Fwd: Smeltertown ad proof
Craig Gander to: Kern Fiedler
Cc: "BARBARA Nabors", "MARTIN O'Grady"

This message has been replied to and forwarded.

03fQS/2010 11:27 AM

See below for confirmation of publication of the public notice regarding the
Smeltertown S-Year Review in the Salida newspaper.

Craig

Craig R. Gander
Environmental Protection Specialist
Superfund & Voluntary Cleanup Unit
Colorado Dept. Public Health & Environment
HMWMD-RP.-B2
4300 Cherry Creek Dr. S.;
Denver CO 80246-1530
303-692-3449
fax 303-759-5355
craig.gander@state.co.~s

»> Vickie <vickiesue@avpsalida,com> 3/5/2010 4:09 PM »>

Deb,
This ad ran on Wed. March 3, 2010 on page 12 of the Mountain Mail. In
Salida, Co
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The Five-Yf?ar Review is:
• a regular checkup on a Superfund site where waste was left in place as

part of the original remedy, to make sure the site is still safe;
• a way to make sure the remedy continues to protect people and the

environment; and
• a chance for you to tell OS about site conditions and any observations and/or concerns

you may have about the current remedy.

The Colorado Department of Public Heatth and Environment (CDPHE), in
consultation with the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), is
conducting the second five-year review of the remedy for the Smeltertownl
Koppers Superlund Site.

NOTICE OF SECONP FIVE YEAR REVIEW
SmeltertowniKoppers Superfund Site
9000 County Road 152
Salida, CO 81201

Site Industrial Activities: Three different industrial activities occurred at the SmeltertawnIKop­
perssite: a lead and zinc smelter, a wood treating facility, and zinc-sulfate manufacturing.

Site contamination included: Arsenic, cadmium, copper, lead, manganese, Zinc, pentachloro­
phenol, and creosote in soil and groundwater

The selected remedy consisted of:
• Removing most contaminated soil and capping any left in place
• Continued groundwater monitoring
• Prohibiting groundwater use in the area
• Restricting land use at the site

Current CDPHE and USEPA Site Activities: The COPHE and USEPA are monitoring the site to
ensure that the potentially responsible parties - Beazer East and Phelps Dodge - properly man­
age and maintain the remedies.

For information, or to offer comment, please contact
Craig Gander Kerri Fiedler
State Project Manager EPA Project Manager
Colorado Department of Public Health U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
and Environment 1-800-227-8917, ex 6493
1-888-569-1831, ex. 3449

NOTE: This second Five-Year Review is scheduled to be completed in draft form by the end of
May 2010. Please provide your comments no later than March 31, 2010.

Additional information on the SmeltertownIKoppers Superfund Site can be found at:
http://www.epa.gov/region8/superfundlco/smeltertown/index.html
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LIST OF DOCUMENTS



List of Documents

• Record of Decision for OU2, June 14, 1998

• Final Removal Design Report, Smehertown Superfund Site, Operable Unit 1, April 11,
2003

• Remedial Action Report, Operable Unit No.2, Smehertown Superfund Site, September
24,2002

• Remedial Action Report, Smeltertown Superfund Site, Operable Unit No.2, undated
report prepared by EPA, September 24, 2002

• Emergency Response Involvement at the Smeltertown Site, undated report prepared by
EPA, Mareh II, 1996

• Action Memorandum for time-critical removal actions (OUs 1, 2 and 3), June 17, 1993

• Action Memorandum for non-time-critical removal actions (OU I), June I, 1996

• Baseline Risk Assessment, April 1, 1995.

Groundwater Monitoring Reports

• Summary Report, June 2007 Monitoring Well Sampling Event, Smcltertown Superfund
Site, Operable Unit No. I, September 27, 2007

• Summary Report, June 2008 Monitoring Well Sampling Event, Smcltertown Superfund
Site, Operable Unit No. I, September 22, 2008

• Report of the 2005 Annual Monitoring Activities at Operable Unit #2, Smeltertown
Superfund Site, Salida, Colorado, July 21, 2006

• Report of the 2006 Annual Monitoring Activities at Operable Unit #2, Smeltertown
Superfund Site, Salida, Colorado, May 21, 2007

• Report of the 2007 Annual Monitoring Activities at Operable Unit #2, Smeltcrtown
Superfund Site, Salida, Colorado, October 13, 2008

• Report of the 2008 Annual Monitoring Activities at Operable Unit #2, Smeltertown
Superfund Site, Salida, Colorado, June 10,2009

• Report of the 2009 Annual Monitoring Activities at Operable Unit #2, Smeltertown
Superfund Site, Salida, Colorado, November 5, 2009.
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ATIACRMENT 6

SITE INSPECTION CHECKLIST



SMElTERTDWN SUPERFUND SITE INSPECTION CHECKLIST DATE OF INSPECTION: 4/20/2010

OU'

J_

Consolidation Area Soli
Cover System Observed? Condition Needs Repair? Comments

VEGETATION DENSITY APPEARS SIMILAR TO THAT ON OTHER NON·
Vegetation YES ADEQUATE NO IRRIGATED PARCElS IN THE GENERAL AREA

Erosion NO N/A NO

Seeps NO N/A NO

Gullying/Rilling NO N/A NO

Indication of Trespass? NO N/A N/A

Depressl0nS/Rut(ing NO N/A NO
Exposure of
Contaminated Mtls. NO N/A NO

Surface Water Channel

& Discharge Apron Observed? Condition Needs Repair? Comments

VEGETATION DENSITY APPEARS SIMILAR TO THAT ON OTHER NON-
Vegetation YES ADEQUATE NO IRRIGATED PARCELS IN THE GENERAL AREA

Erosion NO N/A NO

Depressions/Rutting NO N/A NO

Blockage/Siltation NO N/A NO

Erosion Control

Measures (BMPsl Observed? Condition Needs Repair? Comments

Damage NO N/A NO

Sediment Buildup NO N/A NO
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- I~' ,SMElTERTOWN SUPERFUND SITE INSPECTION CHECKLIST DATE OF INSPECTION: 4/20/2010 INSPECTOR SIGNATURE \!.. ':"I..SA''l. -..#.>L\--

OU1 CONTINUED

Access Controls Observed? Condition Needs Repair? Comments

PROPERTY QWNER BUTALA CONSTRUCTION COMPANY'S MAIN GATE
Gates YES ADEQUATE NO SERVES AS ENTRANCE POINT TO PROPERTY.

PROPERTY OWNERS BUTALA CONSTRUCTION COMPANY AND TEeK

llC'S PROPERTY FENCES PREVENT UNAUTHORIZED VEHICLE ACCESS
TO THE PROPERTY. ACCESS TO THE CONSOLIDATION AREA CAP IS
RESTRICTED BY CHAIN·LINK FENCING ON THE NORTH SIDE AND A

PORTION OF THE EAST SIDE, VERY LARGE BOULDERS ON THE SOUTH
SIDE AND A PORTION OF THE EAST SIDE, AND A DRAINAGE DITCH ON

Fences/Barriers YES ADEQUATE NO THEWESTSIDE.

PROPERTY OWNER BUTALA CONSTRUCTION COMPANY'S MAIN GATE
Locks YES ADEQUATE NO IS LOCKED WHEN THE PROPERTY IS UNOCCUPIED.

PROPERTY OWNER BUTALA CONSTRUCTION COMPANY MAINTAINS A

Signs YES ADEQUATE NO SIGN REQUIRING VISITORS TO REPORT TO THE OFFICE.

MonitorIng Wells Observed? Condition Needs Repair? Comments

KRMW-3 YES SATISFACTORY NO
EPA~MW-6 YES SATISFACTORY NO
PD·MW-l YES SATISFACTORY NO

Indications of conformance or non·conformance with Institutional Controls

Conformance was observed with the Institutional Controls that prohibit (1) residential use; (2) disturbing the Consolidation Area cap by drilling,

excavating or re·contouring.

aUl General Comments/Notes Including any changes In land use, such as new construction, wells, structures, etc. Also list existing businesses.

Since the last 5·Year RevIew, the chain·lJnk fencing immediately surrounding the Consolidation Area was removed on the west side, the south side,

and a portion of the east side. Very large boulders have been placed on the south and east sides were the fence was removed. On the west side,

access to the Consolidation Area Is restricted by a drainage ditch.

TeCK llC IS THE ONLY PROPERTY OWNER AT OUl.
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SMElTERTOWN SUPERFUND SITE INSPECTION CHECKLIST DATE OF INSPECTION: 4/20/2010 INSPECTOR SIGNATURE c.r::::b.""...U)A.-

OU2
Monitoring

Wells/Springs Observed? Condition Needs Repair? Comments

KRMW-l YES SATISFACTORY NO

KRMW·2 YES SATISFACTORY NO

KRMW·4 YES SATISFACTORY NO

KRMW·S YES SATISFACTORY NO

KRMW·6 YES SATISFACTORY NO

KRMW·7D YES SATISFACTORY NO

KRMW·7S YES SATISFACTORY NO

KRMW·8 YES POOR YES BROKEN HINGE ON PROTECTIVE CASING

KRMW~lO YES SATISFACTORY NO

KRMW·ll YES SATISFACTORY NO

KRMW·12 YES SATISFACTORY NO

KRMW-14 YES SATISFACTORY NO
SPRING 1 WAS NOT SPECIFICALLY LOCATED. HOWEVER, NO

DISCHARGE WAS OBSERVED FROM ANY SPRING ON THE BLUFF

Spring 1 NO N/A N/A OVERLOOKING THE RIVER.

SPRING 2 WAS NOT SPECIFICALLY LOCATED. HOWEVER, NO

DISCHARGE WAS OBSERVED FROM ANY SPRING ON THE BLUFF

Spring 2 NO N/A N/A OVERLOOKING THE RIVER.

SPRING 3 WAS NOT SPECIFICALLY LOCATED. HOWEVER, NO

DISCHARGE WAS OBSERVED FROM ANY SPRING ON THE BLUFF

Spring 3 NO N/A N/A OVERLOOKING THE RIVER.

SPRING 4 WAS NOT SPECIFICALLY LOCATED. HOWEVER, NO

DISCHARGE WAS OBSERVED FROM ANY SPRING ON THE BLUFF

Spring 4 NO N/A N/A OVERLOOKING THE RIVER.
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SMELTERTOWN SUPERFUND SITE INSPECTION CHECKLIST DATE OF INSPECTION: 4/20/2010 INSPECTOR SIGNATURE (j62b~ ...,-

OU2 CONTINUED

THE SPRING 5 AREA IS SURROUNDED BY A FENCE. NO DISCHARGE
Spring 5 YES N/A N/A WAS OBSERVED.

SPRING 6 WAS NOT SPECIFICALLY LOCATED. HOWEVER, NO
DISCHARGE WAS OBSERVED FROM ANY SPRING ON THE BLUFF

Spring 6 NO N/A N/A OVERLOOKING THE RIVER.

ACCORDING TO MR. THOMAS EVE, MANAGER OF BUTALA
CONSTRUCTION COMPANY, DISCHARGE FROM SPRING 7 IS
COLLECTED UNDERGROUND BY PERFORATED PIPE ALONG THE BASE
OF A RETAINING WALL. JUST TO THE EAST, WATER WAS OBSERVED

Spring 7 NO N/A N/A DISCHARGING FROM THE BASE OF AN ADJACENT RETAINING WALL.

Mining Restricted Area Markers

1 YES SATISFACTORY NO
2 YES SATISFACTORY NO
3 YES SATISFACTORY NO
4 YES SATISFACTORY NO
5 YES SATISFACTORY NO
6 YES SATISFACTORY NO
7 YES SATISFACTORY NO
8 YES SATISFACTORY NO
9 YES SATISFACTORY NO
10 YES SATISFACTORY NO
11 YES SATISFACTORY NO
12 YES SATISFACTORY NO
13 YES SATISFACTORY NO
14 YES SATISFACTORY NO
IS YES SATISFACTORY NO
16 YES SATISFACTORY NO
17 YES SATISFACTORY NO
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SMElTERTOWN SUPERFUND SITE INSPECTION CHECKLIST DATE OF INSPECTION: 4/20/2010 INSPECTOR SIGNATURE \.:I!...G..:r> ...c.Jol--
OU2 CONTINUED

Indications of conformance or non-conformance with Institutional Controls?

Conformance was observed with the Institutional Controls that prohibit (1) residential development; (2)mining in the Mining Restricted Area; (3)

mining deeper than 20 feet in the Buffer Area; (4) wells or drilling to any groundwater or aquifer within the Mining Restricted Area or the Buffer Area

(except for monitoring or remedial wells); (S) wells or drilling within the Groundwater Buffer Area (except for monitoring or remedial wells); (6) use of

groundwater within the Upper Terrace Aquifer and the Lower Terrace Aquifer as a drinking water supply.

OU2 General Comments/Notes Including any changes in land use, such as new construction, wells, structures, etc. Also list existing businesses.

IN ADDITION TO THE REQUIRED 17 MINING RESTRICTION AREA MARKERS, AN 18TH MARKER WAS OBSERVED AT THE LOCATION SHOWN ON THE

ATTACHED AERIAL PHOTO.

BUTALA CONSTRUCTION COMPANY IS THE ONLY PROPERTY OWNER AT OU2 .

.., . PageSofS
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ATTACHMENT 7

PHOTOS



Smeltertown Site Visit
April 2010

• Site visit coordinated with the
inspec:tion of the site's 17
monitoring wells.

• Monitoring wells are well
marked and protected from
dama~le by the heavy earth

movin!~ machinery.



Smeltertown Site Visit
April 2010

Fenced off seep area, restricts
public from possible DNAPL
exposure.

Steep bluff vegetated with
cottonwood trees and
underbrush overlooks
Arkansas River flood plain.



Smeltertown Site Visit
April 2010

• Top left: Gravel operation near
OU2

• Top right: Slag deposits along
the Arkansas River

• Bottom right: Ponds adjacent to
the Arkansas



Smeltertown Site Visit
April 2010

~
All VISITORS

MUST REGISTER
~···AjOFFICE

~

• The Consolidation Area at
OU1 has been capped with
clay and top soil and vegetated
with native grasses.

• The Superfund site has
restricted access and is gated
and fenced.




