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

Date of Meeting: Tuesday, August 8, 2017 

CAG Members Present: Ron Rohr, Mike Dugan, Lloyd Burton, Robert Eaton, Kim Morse, Candi CdeBaca 

CAG Members Absent: Vernon Hill, Cliff Lind, AE, Drew Dutcher, Jim Garcia, Tad Bowman 

Ex Officio: Jenny Luthi, Celia VanDerLoop, Jesse Aviles, Jack Paterson 

In Attendance: Michael Ogletree, Andrew Ross, Lindsey Coulter, Gene Hook, Stephen Eppler, Chuck 
Norris, several other members of the public  

Facilitator: Elizabeth Suárez 

Introduction: Ms. Suárez began the meeting with introductions.  CAG members, ex- officio members, 
and several members of the public introduced themselves.  She then moved on to agenda items.   

Meeting Notes:  Ms. Suárez asked if there were any changes to the meeting notes.  Ms. Morse pointed 
out that she had not received the June meeting notes incorporating her changes.  It was stated that 
Kerra will send out some updated meeting notes, and will ensure that these updates are posted to the 
web site.  (Later in the meeting Ms. Morse pointed out that the updated meeting notes were printed out 
and in the folder.)   

Bylaws discussion: Mr. Burton pointed out that there are not 7 of the 13 voting members present, so 
the CAG does not have a quorum to vote.  It was agreed to move forward and discuss the draft bylaws 
that Mr. Burton had distributed, and vote on their approval at the next meeting.  Ms. Suárez then 
facilitated a conversation regarding the draft bylaws, going through paragraph by paragraph.   

Statement of Purpose – Ms. VanDerLoop identified that the last sentence of Section B, Focus, pertains to 
land use as it relates to the VB/I-70 Superfund site context.  Mr. Burton clarified that this included all 
Operable Units, and that OU1 covers much of the I-70 project range.  It was clarified that OU1 includes 
residential properties and that the I-70 corridor is not residential.  Ms. Morse suggested that the 
language reflect the entire Superfund site.  Mr. Paterson clarified that the CAG relates to other OU’s, 
and it must relate to CERCLA issues.  Mr. Burton added language specifying that the focus pertains to the 
site as it relates to Superfund context. 

Mr. Paterson raised a concern regarding the Section A language “even in excess of EPA standards.”  He 
said this language may not be necessary, as the CAG can decide on a case-by-case basis moving forward 
regarding what standards to recommend.  His concern is that the statement may undercut some 
credibility.  

Mr. Burton recalled that language is Jennifer Chergo’s, from the original documents received from the 
EPA.  Others recalled that the comment is from AE at a previous meeting.  Mr. Aviles stated that 
ultimately the EPA will decide on which standards to follow.  It was agreed that Mr. Burton will review 
the source of the statement.   

Membership section:  Ms. VanDerLoop identified that this section includes PRPs as voting members, and 
that later in the document there is a statement regarding roles of governmental agencies to inform.  
Denver is both the local health agency and also a PRP.   As such, Denver’s role is not limited to 
informing.  As a PRP, Denver’s responsibility is also to clean the site up and move forward.  Ms. CdeBaca 
questioned whether this presents a conflict of interest.  Ms. VanDerLoop responded that the situation is 
fairly normal – there are many Superfund sites where the local government or other governmental 
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entity is a potentially responsible party.  In those cases, the governmental entity fulfills both roles.  Mr. 
Burton: PRPs have an understandable motivation for minimizing their cleanup costs. The city is 
responsible to protect human health and environment. There is a certain tension built into this situation.   

Executive Committee:  Ms. Suarez pointed out that Mr. Burton had removed reference to an executive 
committee and asked if everyone was comfortable with this.  Mr. Burton identified that this had been 
done based on feedback from a number of CAG members.  A sentence inadvertently remained at the 
end of the document referencing the executive committee, which will be removed.   

Member Expectations (section B):  Mr. Aviles stated that he is fluent in Spanish and offered to speak 
with any Spanish speakers who have questions regarding the site.   

(section C) Expansion 

Role of EPA regional officials:  Mr. Aviles stated that EPA’s role is broader than the role described here, 
which is more fully described in the EPA CAG guidance.   Ms. CdeBaca: What is the role of the EPA?  Mr. 
Burton: Jennifer Chergo made many suggestions. He requested that Mr. Aviles email the other roles of 
the EPA that he would like to be included. Ms. CdeBaca pointed out the specific context of the 
statement in question which is in the section regarding membership.  Mr. Burton will add “with respect 
to membership.” 

Section 3 (meetings):  Ms. Suárez suggested that “facilitator” be substituted with “administrator”, as 
these responsibilities are currently handled by Denver, not the facilitator.  Mr. Burton suggested stating 
that Denver is the administrator.  Ms. VanDerLoop stated that right now Denver is managing the 
logistics of the CAG, since Denver is the PRP for OU2.  However, if the main focus of the CAG becomes 
OU1 or otherwise moves away from OU2, Denver may not wish to continue administering the logistics 
of the CAG.  Mr. Burton: Someone needs to be accountable and there needs to be transparency.  Ms. 
Luthi: The administrator designation is transparent, and allows for a change in the administrator.  Mr. 
Burton suggested that the language state that EPA, CDPHE, or Denver will be the administrator.  Mr. 
Aviles: Who will become that designated group if the government relinquishes this role? This could be 
the CAG itself.  Mr. Burton will change the language to also include the CAG as the possible 
administrator.  

Agenda:  Ms. VanDerLoop ran through logistical issues as they relate to the proposed schedule.   In 
order to get items translated timely, materials and presentations need to be provided to the translators 
10 calendar days beforehand.  In addition, some extra time must be allotted if subject matter experts 
are requested, so that a subject matter expert can be arranged and for the subject matter experts to 
prepare presentations or materials. She suggested that an acknowledgement for logistical constraints 
with subject matter experts be included.  Mr. Eaton also identified that the agenda needs to be posted 
seven days in advance, and would need to be translated prior to posting.  There was discussion 
regarding whether a draft or final agenda be posted.  Mr. Paterson suggested a 21-day process.  A draft 
would be circulated 21 days prior to the next meeting: allowing three days for review and comment, one 
day for revisions, ten days for translation, and seven days for posting.  Mr. Patersen will provide Mr. 
Burton with an e-mail suggesting language that describes this process. Mr. Burton will also clarify that 
days are calendar days rather than work days.   

There was discussion regarding what is required to post.  Currently, the agenda is posted to the DEH 
website and circulated to CAG members.  Ms. Suárez and Ms. VanDerLoop also believe that it is posted 
to the EPA website.  It was agreed this is sufficient, and that the final version will be posted at these 
locations.  Mr. Paterson asked where is the Administrative Record available, and where is it 
electronically available? The Administrative Record is available at the EPA Records Center and also at the 
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Valdez Perry Library. Ms. VanDerLoop suggested that there be a discussion at a future meeting 
regarding what is most accessible to non-computer users. We need to consider their access. 

Organizing the agenda:  Ms. VanDerLoop requested clarification regarding what is desired with regards 
to the language referring to discussion of the latest pollution report vs. construction updates.  She 
stated that there is a lag between the latest submitted pollution report (POLREP), with the latest 
submittal having occurred approximately five to six weeks prior to the CAG meeting.  Denver had been 
providing construction updates that refer to the more recent construction.  Mr. Burton: The most 
serious issues have arisen relating to the pollution reports.  The CAG is interested in what was 
discovered and most essentially, what was done in response to contaminants encountered?  Mr. 
Paterson asked what is a Pollution Report, or POLREP?  Ms. VanDerLoop responded that as the PRP, 
Denver is required to submit a monthly pollution report to the EPA.   This describes what activities 
happened over that month, what we have encountered, how we responded, and a projection for the 
next month, etc.  Ms. Morse: The environmental impacts are a concern. It would be helpful to highlight 
the resolutions for these concerns encountered.  Ms. Luthi: I can present on the July construction 
update, but I can only discuss the POLREPs for one month behind (i.e., June).  Ms. Morse: I suggest that 
the pollution report be included with the final agenda when it is distributed electronically so that 
everyone is included. The highlights need to be shared with the entire CAG.   Ms. Luthi stated that the 
POLREPs can be very large and contain a large amount of data.  Mr. Paterson stated that the air quality 
reports are available as well.   

Ms. CdeBaca: I am proposing that the city staff presents a simple condensed scorecard so that the 
community members can understand the content of the poll report, which is very technical. A color-
coded summary for presentation might be good.   Ms. VanDerLoop:  We will put together a strawman 
for the next meeting.  I am envisioning a table that describes each media – for example – air quality 
results met standards, water quality treatment met standards, we treated X gallons of water, we moved 
Y yards of waste.  Covering each media might be best. We will try to draft one for the group for 
discussion at the next meeting.  Ms. CdeBaca suggested that the table include the source and year of 
each standard.  

Ms. VanDerLoop suggested a change from cleanup agency to government agencies, to acknowledge that 
Denver has a broader role than just provide information. An additional paragraph can discuss the role of 
the responsible parties. Mr. Burton and Ms. Morse clarified that these bylaws pertain to the CAG.  Mr. 
Aviles: Denver’s role in the CAG is not PRP, but as the local government agency.  Mr. Aviles also 
suggested that the other five points be added to clarify that EPA has a broader role.   Ms. CdeBaca 
suggested to add in the words ‘responsive’ and ‘accessible’ to the bylaws in the context of governmental 
agencies providing information.  

Communications:  Ms. Cdebaca: Who is the authorized spokesperson if there is no executive 
committee? It was agreed we all speak for ourselves; no one speaks collectively as a representative of 
the CAG.  It was agreed to delete the last sentence referring to the executive committee, and the 
remaining language is clear that we all speak for ourselves.  

All edits will be submitted to Mr. Burton by the end of the week. 

Ms. Luthi: An explicit voting process has not been discussed in this document.  

Mr. Burton: The method of voting may be determined on an individual basis, and may vary. 

Ms. Suárez cited other meetings in which the variable voting process was employed effectively. 
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Ms. Luthi suggested that, although the agenda called for the next item to be a construction update, 
some members want to hear the air monitoring and modeling presentation, and there may not be time 
for both.  If the group prefers, she offered that Mr. Ogletree go first so members could hear the air 
monitoring and modeling presentation.  The group agreed that they preferred to hear the air monitoring 
and modeling presentation first.   

Air Monitoring and Modeling Presentation: Mr. Ogletree (Denver Environmental Health) 

Mr. Ogletree has been an air quality analyst with DEH for two and a half years. Previously, he worked as 
an analytical chemist specializing in laboratory air testing for eight years. He provided an overview of the 
monitoring stations for GLO as well as other nearby stations in the city that tie in with the GLO stations. 
He presented the locations of various monitoring stations operated by Denver, CDPHE, and National 
Jewish Health. His next slide addressed the CDPHE state monitoring stations (five within Denver), and 
the suite of pollutants that each site measures. The station at the Swansea Elementary parking lot sits 
just ½ mile from the GLO site; it measures NO, NO2, PM10, PM2.5, black carbon, and VOCs. Data is 
uploaded every hour to the CDPHE website, except for black carbon and VOCs which are uploaded 
quarterly. He clarified that each site measures different pollutants, and that the timing and location of 
the resulting data availability also varies depending on the site. Ms. VanDerLoop: Could you talk about 
each pollutant and its probable source? 

CO is primarily a vehicle pollutant, and NOx is primarily from diesel sources. Much of PM2.5 particulates 
come from vehicles and PM10 from dust and construction activities. Black carbon is also a vehicle 
particulate. VOCs come from a wide variety of sources.  

Mr. Burton: Are there any markers to target which pollutants are most likely to be coming from which 
sources, such as traffic or the Suncor refinery, etc.? 

Mr. Ogletree: Yes, but that is not within my area of expertise. I believe that a signature is traceable.  

Ms. VanDerLoop: PM2.5 is generally the product of combustion, so it is often from vehicles. We wrote 
some summaries of relevant projects that helped idenfity the targeted air pollutants for monitoring.  

Mr. Ogletree: I can provide links to the results of each agency’s monitoring results – National Jewish 
Health, CDPHE, and DEH. Also, I can append a couple slides to discuss the major air pollutants and their 
likely or possible sources. The National Jewish Health study data will be uploaded in one big report at 
the conclusion of the study. GLO data is released monthly. CDPHE data is mostly released continually on 
the hour. All of these details will be posted so that all of the CAG members, many of whom were absent, 
might have access to them.  

Ms. CdeBaca: Do any of the agencies have the capacity to create a heat mapping system to show our 
area’s data overlaid with other city air data, so that we can see cumulative impacts? Mr. Ogletree 
replied that this does not currently exist, but that he is currently working to produce this software; it will 
take some time.  

Ms. VanDerLoop: Gregg Thomas, director of DEH, created a model to explore the air contaminant 
concentrations, and compared it to air monitoring data. These are available on the DEH air quality site. 
For a true heat map, we don’t have enough data points. Collecting that density of data is prohibitively 
expensive.  
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Ms. Luthi: The GLO air monitoring data results are available on the DEH, Land Use and Planning website 
under GLO; many other air data reports are posted separately under the Air, Water, and Climate 
subpage of the DEH website. Mr. Ogletree will send an email explaining the source of the data and how 
often it is uploaded.  

Community member: What actions are being taken to clean up the air quality, so that a lay person can 
understand? Mr. Aviles expressed concern for straying from the focus of the CAG’s mission.  

Ms. Morse: When will the National Jewish Health report be available and why include it here? PM1 is 
carcinogenic, and one source is ash burning confirmed at the site. Why isn’t it being studied and why 
isn’t there a standard for this? Mr. Ogletree replied that The National Jewish Health stations collect data 
to complement data collected at GLO; they are co-located at GLO, but the data won’t be available for 
some time yet. 

Mr. Aviles: The EPA doesn’t address PM1 

Mr. Ogletree: DEH modelling effort is underway that incorporates EPA AERMOD (an atmospheric 
dispersion modeling system developed by EPA and others) as well as other modelling elements.  

Mr. Ogletree illustrated the locations of the GLO stations, which monitor As, Pb, and PM10. Monitoring 
occurs every 6th day, which mirrors the methodology at a nearby site – LaCasa Site, a full monitoring site 
by CDPHE, located in a field. This allows for better comparison.  

Differences between the two sites include the wind direction, distance from I-70, and a variety of 
impactful activities near to GLO: including railroad, interstate highway, and heavy truck traffic. These are 
identified by red arrows on the map (in packet). 

Mr. Ogletree then presented the PM10 and metals data at the average of the four GLO sites as compared 
to the LaCasa dataset. Higher values are expected at GLO with increased construction activity. He 
defined the concept of detection limits.  

Mr. Burton: Is the PM2.5 and PM10 from the construction and traffic the same as the diesel locomotive 
contributions, or differentiable? Mr. Ogletree replied that they are all collected in the same manner; 
within a given class of pollutant, they are not differentiable by the air monitors.  

Mr. Norris: Are the leftmost data points prior to construction activities? Mr. Ogletree replied yes.  Mr. 
Norris noted that presumably the 2-3 times higher values reflect construction related sources, and Mr. 
Ogletree agreed. 

Ms. CdeBaca: How are the monitors positioned? 

Mr. Ogletree: They are standardized at about 5 ft. in height, as specified by the EPA. 

Ms. Morse: Why this height? What about children who are much shorter in height? What about 
benzene? 

Mr. Aviles: The methodology reflects research into a representative average for all of the population. It’s 
likely that there is no significant difference for people, including children, of different heights.  

Ms. CdeBaca: I thought the air monitor for Swansea is located on a roof. 
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Mr. Ogletree: It is located on a roof; it reflects a different methodology than the GLO monitors. It 
operates with a light scattering sensor and produces continuous hourly data output; it does follow EPA 
guidelines.  

Mr. Burton: In a study by National Jewish Health published in 2015, children of Swansea wore personal 
monitors. Researchers were studying the relationship between asthma, indoor air quality, and the 
exacerbating effects of outdoor air quality. The readings on the children’s bodies resulted in 25% higher 
readings than the nearby air monitoring stations. Mr. Ogletree asked if that was based on indoor or 
outdoor air exposure. He pointed out that indoor air quality is often poorer quality than outdoor air 
quality due to factors such as cooking or smoking.  Poor quality indoor air likely has a much more 
negative effect on human health.   

Due to time constraints, Ms. Suarez requested questions and/or comments from members of the public 
on any items discussed this evening.   

Member of the Public: Children have higher levels of carboxyl hemoglobin per exhalation tests. I would 
like to have these tests performed on the children nearest GLO. 

Mr. Ogletree replied that monitoring for CO is underway near the site.  

Ms. CdeBaca: Is there an option for personal monitors? 

Mr. Ogletree: The National Jewish Health study is currently looking for volunteers. We can share this 
with anyone interested. 

Mr. Aviles: This seems outside the range our CAG focus.  

Mr. Burton: The community must consider the cumulative harmful impacts from numerous sources, in 
addition to the source of OU2.  

Ms. Morse: The stations don’t seem reflective of the impact as experienced by the actual members of 
the community. 

Mr. Eppler: I would like to have my name formally added to the membership list of the CAG. I’m here 
with CPFAN. 

Member of the Public: (Also with CPFAN) When I say personal monitoring, I mean from breathing. I’m 
talking about measuring the children’s breath directly.  

Construction Update (abbreviated due to time constraints): Ms. Luthi (Denver Environmental Health) 

All of the stone and grout columns have been completed. Additional sheet pilings are being installed to 
isolate high flows. Approximately 14 million gallons to date have been hauled and treated off-site.  With 
regards to the excavation and hauling of material, approximately 6,300 cubic yards of soil with asbestos 
containing material (ACM) has been disposed of at the Denver Arapahoe Disposal Site (DADS), and 
approximately 500 cubic yards of uncontaminated soil has been stockpiled onsite for reuse. The 
Operation and Maintenance plan is in the draft phase. Wastewater, Urban Drainage, Public Works, DEH, 
and Mr. Frobel, as well as Parks and Recreation are all collaborating to complete the Operation and 
Maintenance plan. Air monitoring and dust monitoring continue. Ms. Luthi provided an updated aerial 
overview of the GLO site.  
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Mr. Aviles offered to circulate an email in which he will offer to teach a class on the fundamentals of 
groundwater science and other relevant disciplines to any who might be interested. 

 

Potential Topics for the next meeting: 

Follow up and voting on the by-laws 

Status update/scorecard – discussion of strawman 

Construction Update 

Round robin (follow-up from previous meeting) 

Superfund overview/training status update 

Optimizing communication and information access for non-computer users 

 

 

 

 


