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VB/I-70 Superfund Community Advisory Group (CAG) Meeting Notes 

Date of Meeting: Tuesday, October 10, 2017  

CAG members present: Drew Dutcher, Mike Dugan, AE, Roberto Eaton, Kim Morse, Jim Garcia, Stephen 
Eppler, Roberto Eaton, Joan Seeman (for Lloyd Burton) 

CAG members absent: Candi CdeBaca, Tad Bowman, Lloyd Burton, Ron Rohr, Cliff Lind, Vernon Hill, 
Kenia Abeyta 

Ex-officio present: Fonda Apostolopoulos, Jack Paterson, Jesse Aviles, Celia VanDerLoop, Jenny Luthi, 
Andrew Ross, Lindsey Coulter (for Kerra Jones) 

Facilitator: Elizabeth Suárez 

Introduction: Ms. Suárez began the meeting with introductions. CAG members and ex-officio members 
introduced themselves with their affiliations. Ms. Suárez noted the newly created CAG informational 
binders and other agenda items. Several possible presenters were available for the November meeting, 
and the CAG needed to discuss their priorities for the November agenda. Ms. Suárez welcomed City Park 
Friends and Neighbors (CPFAN), a local neighborhood organization recently accepted in the CAG. It was 
announced that Denver’s Office of Sign Language Services representatives were in attendance to type all 
spoken words, observe and document the meeting, and make future recommendations.  

Code of Conduct (In bylaws): The Code of Conduct concerns the behavior and tone of exchanges to 
maintain respectful communication in meetings. Ms. VanDerLoop requested that the code of conduct be 
extended to all email exchanges as well, as some recent emails have bordered on disrespect. AE 
concurred; She does not approve of blind CCing or rude personal emails. She supports a collaborative 
neighborhood-like atmosphere to maximize accomplishment of the CAG’s mission. This sentiment was 
met with general agreement from those at the table.   

Administrative: Ms. Coulter discussed the binders: they include all presentations and past meeting 
materials such as agendas, presentations, and meeting notes. All materials will still be available online. 
Members will be responsible for populating the binder with future meeting materials going forward.  

Lory Kosinski, the director of Sign Language Services with Denver’s agency of Human Rights and 
Community Partnerships, introduced herself as well as Claudette, the court reporter present. Ms. 
Kosinski’s office provides services for deaf and hard of hearing persons; she attended the meeting to 
monitor the acoustics. She offered her contact cards, as well as CART and sign language services for 
future meetings. She noted that, as stated on the agendas, individuals who would like accommodation, 
such as these services, should contact her and request accommodation so that services can be tailored 
to meet the specific needs.   

Overview of progress towards the OU2 final remedy: (Ms. VanDerLoop)  

Ms. VanDerLoop called attention to the Superfund process overview document located in the May 
section of the binder. The Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Study (RI/FS) was completed in 
2009/2010, and the EPA has recently asked Denver to update the RI/FS. Denver will submit a conceptual 
draft workplan for updating the RI/FS to EPA for review; it will then be presented to the CAG for input. 
Next the FS, essentially an engineering evaluation of available remedy alternatives, will be updated and 
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finalized. Finally, a Proposed Plan will be presented for public comment and the Record of Decision 
(ROD) will follow. Since 2009/2010, a great deal of new environmental information has been collected, 
which will be compiled in the updated RI and FS, and will be presented to the CAG. Denver officials hope 
to use the advisory group process to progress towards the Final Remedy. 

Ms. Morse: What does the timeline look like? I’m under the impression that the whole Superfund site 
moves through the process cohesively, but there’s been talk of Operable Unit 1 (OU1) being delisted.  

Ms. VanDerLoop: Oftentimes the OUs are dealt with separately. Denver’s intention is to address OU2 
separately than EPA’s process for OU1. We hope to present the draft workplan this fall/winter along 
with a timeline. 

Ms. Morse: What about OU1, Jesse? 

Mr. Aviles: As far as I know, OU1 is completed. OU2 and OU3 are under investigation. 

Ms. Seeman: OU1 is complete, but the public has not had an opportunity to comment on it. It is 
complete but not closed. We’ve been assured by other EPA officials that OU1 is still open for comment. 
Can we make this OU1 closure document an agenda action item? 

Mr. Aviles: I will check into that document to determine if it was up for public comment. There is a 30- 
day window for public comment following the closure document publication.  

AE: Can you please define the delisting status in a succinct manner?  

Mr. Aviles: Delisting is the end. The process begins with the identification of the contaminated site, 
followed by a Preliminary Assessment which scores the site. If scored high enough, the site is proposed 
for the National Priority List (NPL) which may lead to NPL addition, and subsequently a RI/FS and Record 
of Decision (ROD), a design and implementation (remedy), and finally delisting – the removal of the site 
from the NPL; this is always the end goal. It is usually done on a site-wide basis.  

Mr. Eppler: Our concern is that events related to groundwater and surface water could further disperse 
contaminants (left in place) from OU1 into OU2, particularly towards the South Platte River valley.  

Ms. Morse: Given the CDPHE statewide arsenic background results—11 mg/kg; why have different 
arsenic (cleanup) standards been applied – 11 vs 70 mg/kg – at different sites so close in proximity to 
one another in north Denver?  

Mr. Dutcher: I don’t understand the scope of OU1—were industrial properties ever investigated or 
cleaned up? Why are only residential properties considered in OU1? 

Mr. Aviles: Background varies and is determined on a site-specific basis, for example background in a 
natural area might be very different from developed urban areas. We (EPA) look at background and also 
consider exposure and risk. Based upon the baseline risk assessment, I think in 2001, limited sampling 
conducted within OU1 indicated exposure and risk to be absent from commercial properties. Nothing 
has changed. 

Mr. Dutcher: How could airborne, smelter-origin contamination only affect residential properties? 

Ms. Seeman: Contaminated groundwater remains a primary concern for the community members. No 
assessment was ever performed. We would like an RI/FS for OU1.  
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Mr. Aviles: Residential exposure with regards to contamination is calculated for a much longer duration 
of time than commercial worker exposure. That explains why the level of contaminants are tolerated at 
much higher levels in industrial/commercial properties than residential properties. 

Ms. VanDerLoop referenced the May map that illustrates sampling values at commercial properties 
within VB/I-70, a compilation of publicly available data from National Western, 39th Ave, the Central 70 
EIS, and Voluntary Cleanup Properties; nearly all sample results were below residential cleanup 
standards. She further explained the patterns of contamination within residential properties: both that 
the residential properties affected were random and that sample contaminant concentrations dropped 
significantly at the perimeter of the affected properties. The most logical sources of contamination to 
explain these observed patterns were lead arsenic pesticides and arsenic trioxide pesticides applied to 
the surface of the residential properties during the 1950’s and 60’s. EPA recognized in their Record of 
Decision that residential pesticides were in some part responsible for the site contamination. That 
explains contamination on residential properties but not commercial properties.  

Ms. Seeman stated that this particular risk assessment never included a risk assessment for pregnant 
women or children, and that the cumulative health effects are not well explained, and the pesticides 
were not the conclusion regarding the cause.  She also questioned why Denver is presenting most of the 
material even though they are the PRP, which she stated is unusual. 

AE referenced the March presentation materials in the binder, which indicates that an aggregate of 
testing has been performed but acknowledges that further testing seems to be required.  

Globeville Landing Outfall Dewatering Update: (Mr. Ross) 

Mr. Ross presented a map illustrating the three dewatering collection locations related to current 
excavations. He explained that the water is being pumped out for collection, settled out, then hauled to 
MacDonald Farms for treatment via electrocoagulation (EC). During this process, the water passes 
through two plates with electrical charge; the metal contaminants move toward one plate and 
coagulate into sludge. The sludge is hauled to the Front Range Landfill located in Erie for disposal. The 
treated water is diluted with the Denver water that has been treated through reverse osmosis and then 
discharged to the South Platte River.   

Mr. Eppler: The groundwater taken from the three different sites is aggregated before testing? 

Mr. Ross replied “yes.” Mr. Eppler shared a concern for the ensuing loss of point-specific influent 
contamination data. 

Mr. Apostolopoulos: Mr. Bowen presented data from 12 different groundwater wells; we already know 
the contaminant levels of point-specific groundwater.  

Ms. VanDerLoop clarified that Denver is updating the RI/FS, per EPA’s request, not writing a new RI. Ms. 
VanDerLoop agreed to share the EPA request email with the CAG. 

Mr. Ross: (per scorecard in presentation and handouts) The red boxes illustrate the exceedance for 
discharge allowances in the permit. Arsenic and cadmium enter the facility above discharge allowances 
for surface water although exceedances are relatively minor (the influent arsenic levels fall below the 
maximum contaminant levels, or MCLs, for drinking water standards). The influent is treated, then 
released with water quality in compliance with the surface water discharge allowance. 
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Mr. Eppler: The amount of groundwater treated is in excess of the projected volumes; how much in 
excess? 

Mr. Ross: Public Works may be able to provide an estimate for those volumes in November. The 
permit cap specifies 100 gallons/minute, which has not been exceeded. 

Ms. Seeman: Where is the treated water being discharged? Why were the initial plans to treat water 
onsite altered to hauling all water offsite for treatment and what are the associated costs? 

Mr. Ross explained that Denver chose the point of discharge into the South Platte to be located just 
north of McDonald Farms (as pictured, see handout) to ensure that the location be situated within land 
owned by Denver, as stipulated by the discharge permit. 

AE noted that the construction site tour video created by Mr. Dugan is available online for reference.  

Mr. Eppler: Is the contamination of the influent water also in excess of anticipated levels? And is that 
the reason that water was hauled offsite rather than treated onsite as originally planned? 

Mr. Ross explained that only the volume is higher than expected, not the contaminant levels. The data is 
available on DEH’s website – it’s called Echo.  Mr. Ross offered to help people access the data, if desired. 

Construction Scorecard Update: (Ms. Luthi)  

Waste materials to date include ~125,000 cubic yards, of which asbestos containing materials (ACM) 
total 69,409 cubic yards, as well as ~17 million gallons of water resulting from construction dewatering.  
Air quality monitoring is ongoing – all parameters have been met, including those for PM10, asbestos, 
and lead. The liner installation and the park reconstruction have not yet been initiated, but are expected 
to begin in November of this year.  The support columns have been completed. Regarding the recent 
PolRep (pollution report) Denver agreed to update the FS and RI per EPA request, and the request as 
well as Denver’s response between EPA and Denver will be circulated to the CAG.  

Ms. Seeman shared a concern regarding the permit change. Ms. Luthi clarified that the discharge permit 
did not change, only a transfer of ownership associated with the permit. The specifications of the permit 
remained the same.  

Ms. Morse: Where can community members find handouts and information in connection to the 
PolReps?  

Ms. VanDerLoop explained that the PolReps are not yet available online, but Denver is currently working 
to make them available online, likely in the same location as the air monitoring reports. Ms. Luthi added 
that the Environmental Land Use and Planning portion of the Denver Environmental Health website 
displays all meeting notes, agendas, and presentations, both in English and Spanish. 

September meeting notes were then approved by consensus vote. 

Discussion Regarding the November Agenda:  

Ms. Suárez presented various options for the November agenda, then invited input for the questions 
and format. Potential presentations included the protective liner design elements, the Delgany 
Interceptor details, the ground and surface water information, and the OU1 Remedial Investigation.  

Mr. Eppler proposed that the CAG focus on a single topic – the protective liner design elements—for 
November, with a separate presentation on surface and groundwater for December. Mr. Dutcher 
concurred. AE shared an interest in the relationship between Denver Water and Aurora Water and 
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would like to hear the perspective of Aurora Water scientists. Ms. Seeman shared her interests in the 
infrastructure to support the liner – the stone and grout columns, particularly their composition, as well 
as the liner warranty and associated long-term liability. Ms. Morse asked what considerations 
determined the material chosen for this liner. She noted that previous studies focused on individual 
sections of the larger site; in this context, what effects might large scale landscape changes have on the 
liner performance? Mr. Eppler also stated concern for long-term monitoring of liner performance, as 
well as the planned actions in the event that the liner fails to perform to specifications.  

Ms. VanDerLoop replied that Denver is happy to discuss the long-term maintenance and operation of 
the liner.  

Ms. Seeman noted that there are no similar liner situations anywhere in the country. She called for more 
presentations of independent experts, with no financial connection to Denver. Mr. Eaton commented 
that no one has presented any barriers to anyone coming in to present at the CAG. 

Ms. Suárez recommended that the CAG take an in-depth study of the liner in November; the CAG 
members agreed. Mr. Frobel will be invited to present at the November meeting. 

Ms. Seeman expressed an interest in requesting a TASC expert to provide the CAG with technical 
assistance. Mr. Aviles replied that information on how to request a TASC expert has been provided, and 
a request has not been received. Ms. Morse added that she had not completed the request for the 
TASC. 

AE advanced a question for Mr. Frobel: Given the unique forces of this site, why are you confident that 
this liner is up to the task? For AE, risk management and liabilities related to liner anchoring and possible 
settlement are the most important topics for the presentation. 

Mr. Dugan: Does the EPA have a current list of PRPs? Can it be shared with the CAG? When was the last 
5-year review completed? 

Mr. Aviles agreed to email the 2014 5-year review to everyone on the CAG, but he is uncertain if a list 
of PRPs is available; he will investigate. 

It was suggested that the groundwater and surface water presentation be the primary December 
agenda item, but it is unknown if Ian Bowen (EPA) will be available.  A brief OU1 overview presentation 
will be delivered in November, to invite input for more detailed topics to be further explored in 
December.  

Ms. VanDerLoop clarified that the Delgany interceptors were cut and diverted temporarily for project 
construction but will remain in the same location long term. 

Mr. Aviles announced the class update—he has received interest from 15 people. He suggested the 
community room with 20-person capacity within the nearby public library for the class. He is planning 
two-hour classes per topic, one session each week. There was consensus among CAG members on this 
approach.   

Ms. Suarez asked for questions and/or comments from members of the public.  

 AE suggested that hardcopy documents should be housed and available at the nearby library for 
community members. 
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Ms. Noles introduced herself as the president of CPFAN; she officially accepted the CPFAN nomination 
to the CAG, and she explained that their ultimate responsibility is to present this information to the 
community.  

It was noted that all CAG and ex-officio attendees are documented via a sign-up sheet; this attendance 
record is also recorded in the meeting notes. 

Ms. Seeman asked about the advertisement mechanisms to notify community members of these 
meetings. 

Ms. Jones will follow up on this question next month.  

Ms. Chergo explained that EPA sent out notification of the CAG to all registered neighborhood 
organizations, businesses, and school communities. She suggested for a future topic that the CAG 
discuss how to best advertise to other community members.  Per the CAG bylaws, the CAG shares 
responsibility to advertise the meetings to notify the community members they represent. 

Ms. Suárez clarified that she is an independent contractor, not a Denver employee. She noted that EPA 
representatives are always in attendance, each month. Ms. Suárez wished everyone a good night. 

 

 

 

 


