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VB/I-70 Superfund Community Advisory Group (CAG) Meeting Notes 
 
Date of Meeting: Tuesday, February 13, 2018  
 
CAG members present:  Roberto Eaton, Kim Morse, Jim Garcia, AE, Drew Dutcher, Candi CdeBaca, Joan 
Seeman 
 
Ex-officio present: Celia VanDerLoop, Jack Peterson, Kerra Jones, Andrew Ross, Jesse Aviles 
 
Facilitator: Elizabeth Suárez 
 
Introduction: Ms. Suárez invited everyone at the table to introduce themselves with their affiliations. 
Each CAG member received the monthly folder with printed materials. Ms. Suárez briefly reviewed the 
agenda for the night’s meeting. 
 

Construction Scorecard Update: (Mr. Ross) 

Ms. Luthi has left her position with the City as environmental project manager for the GLO project, and 
Mr. Ross will be filling in for her position until a suitable replacement is hired. With regards to the 
construction progress, about 360 cubic yards of additional solid waste were removed in January and 
approximately two million gallons of water were treated. The December water quality results will be 
sent out separately later in the week. The December effluent results are all within the state regulatory 
standards with no exceedances for selenium. December air quality results have been uploaded to 
Denver’s webpage. In response to a recent issue, Mr. Ross explained that Denver has developed a new 
process for the air monitoring stations in the event of potential battery failure. In the event of a failure, 
the monitoring at that station will be operated the following day to ensure reliable air monitoring data 
collection. Mr. Ross introduced Ryan Crum, Mr. Banwart’s replacement and the new project manager 
for GLO from Public Works. In response to an inquiry, Mr. Crum confirmed that the liner installation is 
scheduled for late March and early April. AE asked if the temperature is a factor for the installation of 
the liner. Mr. Crum confirmed that there are temperature specifications that will be followed for both 
the pre-installation liner storage and the liner installation process. Ms. VanDerLoop explained that there 
will be leak detection testing performed post installation, before the liner is covered, as well as long 
term periodic leak detection tests. The protocols for the testing performed during installation are in the 
Final Design Report, which is available on the website. The long-term periodic testing protocols will be 
discussed in the Operations and Maintenance (O&M) plan. Mr. Garcia asked if there is a baseline to 
which the GLO air monitoring data is compared against. Mr. Ross replied that Denver collected one 
month of baseline data at the GLO site. In addition, Denver used the long term La Casa air monitoring 
site data, located approximately two miles west of GLO, as a baseline comparison. Ms. VanDerLoop 
added that this topic was addressed in detail during Michael Ogletree’s presentation (see August binder 
materials). Responding to a request, Mr. Ross said that we can provide a side by side comparison. It is 
still being determined which contractor will be performing the leak detection testing; this information 
will be followed up on. In response to a concern, Ms. VanDerLoop explained that leak detection systems 
detect very small holes, but total impermeability is not attainable for liner systems. The leak detection 
testing measures these levels to defined specifications. In response to a concern for airborne asbestos, 
Mr. Ross explained that to date, there has been all non-detect results for airborne asbestos at the air 
monitoring stations surrounding the GLO site. Asbestos is measured as numbers of fibers that collect on 
a monitoring filter; Mr. Ogletree’s presentation from August addressed these details more fully. Air 
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quality results at GLO for PM10 have all been within the state regulatory standards. Mr. Paterson asked 
if there are relevant ASTM standards that are guiding the liner installation process. Mr. Crum replied 
that yes, there are many relevant ASTM standards guiding requirements. Ms. Seeman expressed 
concerns for the duration of the liner warranties; it is her understanding that the liner warranty lasts 20 
years and the installation warranty lasts two years. Ms. VanDerLoop confirmed these numbers, and said 
that she would also double check to verify them. She also explained that the O&M plan is currently 
under draft. The target for the first draft is late March/early April, and hopefully ready for release to the 
CAG in May. Mr. Aviles added that the fully completed O&M plan will be a requirement to enable full 
operational status of the GLO project. AE commented on the January meeting notes, clarifying that Mr. 
Norris does not represent the CAG to the city, but rather serves as a technical advisor for the CAG on 
hydrogeology matters. The January notes with this correction were then approved by consensus vote.  

GLO Project Soils and Waste Materials: (Mr. Shangraw, EMSI)  

Mr. Shangraw introduced himself as a civil engineer with 40 years of experience, and a Denver 
contractor for the GLO project during the last three years, specializing in the environmental 
components. He presented an aerial view image with the location of the OU2 boundaries, historical 
smelting operations, the coliseum parking lot, the historical urban fill area, Globeville Landing Park, and 
other notable features.  He showed projections and actual volumes removed of RACS (Regulated 
Asbestos Containing Soils) and non RACS waste materials for the GLO project. RACS material consisted 
of soils with either friable building materials or ash that potentially contained fibers. With regards to 
actual volumes removed, there remains an estimated 20,000 cubic yards of additional material that will 
be excavated at the site in the coming months. The channel excavation was a meticulous process, with 
continuous inspections and conservative protocols for excavated material. Soils with asbestos and/or 
ash mixed within were removed in entirety for offsite disposal. An onsite CABI (Certified Asbestos 
Building Inspector) analyzed materials for potential asbestos material, including ash, to determine the 
categorization of soils and other materials encountered. In response to concerns for adequate soil 
sampling and characterization, Mr. Shangraw explained that the Predesign Investigation, Remedial 
Investigation, and Design Investigation work provided a large amount of soil sampling data to inform the 
baseline knowledge. The most sampling was performed in the shallowest depths of 0-5 feet. Mr. 
Shangraw presented the range, mean, and median of lead and arsenic data results from the soil 
sampling. The data shows a large range of variability. Mr. Shangraw explained that the mean of the data 
is the average of the data collected, and the median is the value of the middle number.  He explained 
why the median and mean were presented, as it shows that there are a few results that are quite high 
while on average the values are not that high.  The state background for arsenic is 11-19 ppm and for 
lead is 400 ppm; the median values all fall within these background values. With regards to soil 
projections, there have been more materials disposed offsite, in terms of RACS, than originally projected 
but by a small margin. With regards to oversight, Mr. Shangraw has performed nine quality assurance 
audits; he has corrected some minor issues, but none which compromised the quality of the project. 

38th Avenue Overlay: (Mr. Ross) 

City Council passed the 38th Avenue rezoning proposition the previous night (2/12/18) which will allow 
for mixed use construction in a portion of OU2 up to eight stories high. The rezoned properties are 
located in the northeastern-most portion of Operable Unit 2 (OU2). Mr. Ross presented the soil 
sampling data for these properties which included some elevated lead levels; these properties will be 
flagged by the Community Planning and Development group during the initial development phase and 
sent to the Denver Department of Public Health and Environment (DDPHE) for review. The DDPHE 
review would ensure that the potential developer would then contact EPA to initiate the process of 
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potential development on a Superfund site before a Record of Decision (ROD) has been reached. Mr. 
Aviles elaborated on this process, called the bona fide prospective purchaser, which requires an 
agreement for cooperation with the EPA from potential developers in various capacities. This agreement 
may include access for future environmental investigations, potential institutional controls, and 
cooperation with implementation of the final remedy, among other possibilities. If the bona prospective 
purchaser status is not attained, the new owner will assume responsibility for all CERCLA liabilities and 
future cleanup expenses. Mr. Ross clarified that no permits are currently in progress; this is a discussion 
only of potential future developments within OU2. Next in the Superfund process, Denver will need to 
update the RI/FS; Denver has hired a contractor to help with this work, hoping to complete this draft for 
EPA review by the fall of this year.  The cleanup standards for the OU2 site have yet to be determined. 
Mr. Ross further explained that after review of RI/FS document by the EPA, this will be eventually 
followed by the Record of Decision (ROD), which will be a public process and available for public 
comment. (It was later clarified that it is the Proposed Plan, which precedes the ROD, that formally 
requires a period of public review and comments, not the ROD).  

Ms. Seeman asked about the potential slag that was at some time present from historical smelter 
operations. Mr. Shangraw pointed out that the 2009 Remedial Investigation identified a slag area in the 
northernmost portion of the site. She asked if there was some documentation of the slag removal from 
the OU2 site and also commented on the RI’s recommendation against suitability for future residential 
development. Ms. VanDerLoop clarified that no final remedy has been selected; the 2009 RI/FS did 
present a potential scenario for mixed use development. Ms. CdeBaca asked why the CAG was not 
involved in the review process for the rezoned properties within OU2. Mr. Ross replied that there was 
some initial confusion for potential residential land use within the rezoned properties. Ms. VanDerLoop 
added that it is not the purview of the Superfund process or the CAG to determine zoning for land use. 
City Council makes these decisions. However, the Superfund process will determine cleanup standards 
that will ensure appropriate conditions for the designated land use. Ms. Seeman commented that she 
found that many members of City Council were unaware of the Superfund designation in north Denver. 
Mr. Paterson responded that his office (Councilwoman Ortega) has known of this designation and 
participated in this process from the beginning. Mr. Ross explained that there are laws that prevent the 
federal government from influencing land use and zoning regulations; these are the purview of local 
government. Mr. Dutcher asked about the final RI/FS to help determine the final acceptable levels and 
how they will be determined. Ms. VanDerLoop clarified the scope of the RI/FS, which will detail known 
investigations of site conditions (RI) and investigate different methods of site cleanup feasibility (FS), 
and the Proposed Plan, which recommends the best option resulting from the Feasibility Study. The 
Proposed Plan is submitted to the public for comments; there is a formal public comment period. There 
are additional opportunities for public input throughout the process outside of the formal public 
comment period. The Agency (EPA) receives the Proposed Plan and all public comments, then selects 
the best plan based on all available factors and records that decision in the Record of Decision. The 
setting of the remedy and the final numbers of the cleanup standards will come with the Record of 
Decision (ROD). In response to a question, Mr. Aviles explained that the PRPs are the entities that will 
pay for the remedy and that Denver is the current primary PRP. If the developer follows the guidelines 
to become a bona fide prospective purchaser, then they will not become a financially liable PRP. Ms. 
VanDerLoop added that Denver will likely try to stipulate by contract with potential developers that they 
also help pay for future cleanup efforts. Mr. Eppler shared his concerns for the soil sampling data. He 
pointed out that there is a large range in lead concentrations from the sampling data. Mr. Ross replied 
that such a large range in sampling results is common, and that environmental statistics and opinions of 
experienced environmental professionals like Mr. Shangraw must be relied upon to guide decision 
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making. These concerns, such as those expressed by Mr. Eppler, will help guide the future work plan this 
fall.  

OU1 Presentation: (Mr. Aviles) 

Mr. Aviles began with a history of the OU1 site, starting with the mid 1990’s initial investigations by 
CDPHE in relation to the nearby ASARCO site. CDPHE sampled at Globeville, and also within the Elyria 
and Swansea neighborhoods. Based on sampling results, EPA performed a time critical removal action, 
and a CAG was formed. The Record of Decision was signed in 2003; remediation activities consisted 
primarily of soil removal and replacement with clean fill. Risk was determined to be present only within 
residential properties, schools, and parks. Mr. Dutcher asked why were only these types of properties 
considered at risk. Mr. Aviles replied that risk was not determined to be present for workers at 
commercial and industrial properties. The risk assessment presentation from EPA in the April section of 
the binder provides a more detailed explanation of the risk assessment process. Mr. Hook further added 
that sampling results from industrial/commercial properties in closer proximity to the nearby ASARCO 
site showed relatively low levels of contamination, so investigators concluded that the VB/I-70 
industrial/commercial properties even farther from the smelter source would likely exhibit even lower 
levels of contaminants. Later sampling within OU1 and OU2 also supported this initial assumption. 
Community members shared their concerns for what they feel has been inadequate investigations into 
the environmental conditions for these industrial/commercial properties in OU1. Ms. Morse expressed 
her concerns for the potential historical dispersion and deposition of smelter contaminants at larger 
distances from the smelter smokestacks, which were designed to disperse emitted materials as far and 
wide as possible. Mr. Dutcher called for more environmental data collection at the 
industrial/commercial properties within OU1. Ms. Seeman expressed her concerns for the lack of air 
modelling performed within OU1; she stated that the EPA only sampled one commercial property in 
OU1. Many of these commercial/industrial properties are located adjacent to residential properties, and 
zoning changes are potentially altering the land use on historically commercial/industrial properties to 
residential use. AE discussed the current body of data available for these industrial/commercial 
properties, which do support the EPA’s initial decision to exclude these properties from remediation 
activities. Mr. Aviles added that 823 of 4,445 properties required cleanup and owners of 51 properties 
refused sampling; these properties carry an institutional control in the form of a notice on the title. He 
presented ranges and averages for the lead and arsenic concentrations found in soil samples within 
OU1. Currently, EPA is working to delete OU1. Mr. Dutcher expressed concern for the environmental 
conditions around excavations related to I-70; the panel members explained that CDOT conducted 
extensive sampling for the I-70 project and the results have shown relatively low levels of lead and 
arsenic. However, this area falls outside of the jurisdiction of this CAG.  

Potential Items for March CAG: 

Visual representation of existing sampling in OU1 

Infrastructure of liner system and composition of support structures 

Subsidence and geotechnical stability in GLO 

Public Comments:  

Mr. Norris expressed an interest in further reviewing the results of what has been found in OU2 
investigations to gain insight into what likely remains within the project site. 
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Ms. Noles with the City Park Friends and Neighbors expressed her disappointment for the city council’s 
decision making process regarding the rezoning. She feels that the decision makers were not well 
informed of the existing environmental conditions and urged the CAG to explore better methods for 
informing these key officials.  

Ms. Christine O’Conner also expressed her disappointment by the lack of incorporation of the 
community opinions into project decision making. She requested that the deletion of OU1 be halted, 
and that the environmental data be made more fully available for technical review by Mr. Norris.     

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 


