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1.0 INTRODUCTION

The Citizens Technical Environmental Committee (CTE@Jasised to present
these comments on the Superfund Program Cleanup Prdmota Butte Priority Soils
Operable Unit of the Silver Bow Creek/Butte Area Superfuitel Bepared by EPA and
herein referred to as the ‘Proposed Plan’. CTEC'sipnsg based on a thorough
understanding of the Superfund process, technical revieterllly hundreds of
technical documents developed for the Butte PrioritysSoperable Unit (BPSOU) over
a two decade period, and attendance at dozens of techeletthgs. CTEC presents its
position from a holistic perspective in terms of hdw bperable units of the Silver Bow
Creek and Clark Fork River NPL sites affect each offitee. BPSOU is the headwaters
for these NPL sites and remedial actions at the BP8&ctly affect downstream water
quality and fishery / aquatic life health.

CTEC's underpinning philosophical values emphasize objemhialysis,
scientifically defensible solutions and practical reamandations that protect human
health and the environment. CTEC requests that the ER#\dsy these

recommendations in light of these factors.

2.0 BPSOU OVERVIEW

The BPSOU is by far the most complex operable unit withé Superfund NPL
sites stretching from Butte and Anaconda to Missoula.oNiyt are multiple media
impacted by historic mining operations, but Montana's fdartfest city is superimposed
on the BPSOU boundary. Literally dozens of removabas have been completed over

the last 15 years to mitigate exposure to lead and arsBoperfund cleanup of Butte is



especially complex because the work must be undertakba midst of a populated

community.

HEADWATERS FIRST! : The health and vitality of the Upper Clark
Fork River Basin must begin with a first-rate Superfund cleanup oé Butt
and Silver Bow Creek.

The BPSOU sits at tHeeadwaters of the biggest river in Montana making a first rate
cleanup of the BPSOU necessary to provide assurancdedaatip will protect the Clark
Fork River and Superfund sites downstream that are camtlyrundergoing

remediation. Ultimately, the success of the Superfentkdiation efforts at Silver Bow
Creek, Warm Springs Ponds, and the Clark Fork River depenasyediation of the
major sources of contamination up-river at the BPSObkerd is reason for major
concern that if cleanup of the BPSOU is insuffici¢ing health and well being of humans
and their environment is at risk for many miles downstream.

The Superfund process and cleanup in Butte has been manynytersnaking and
the average citizen often does not understand many &ugherfund issues because of
the technical nature of the cleanup effort. To add to tmfus@mn, approaches to
cleanup at the Butte Priority Soils have been hotlyatkbby various entities leading to a
situation where the public is forced to decide whom te@ebel CTEC hopes that the
development of the final plan for the BPSOU will tarmew page in the history of the
Superfund process for Butte. The time is now for tméous stakeholders in the
Superfund process to work together with the people of Battete Upper Clark Fork to

determine and implement an acceptable cleanup of past mmingnaelting waste.

3.0 CTEC POSITION ON THE BPSOU PROPOSED PLAN

Sections 4.0 and 5.0 of this document presents CTEC comthantreflect
community concerns and needs, the final goal of protectintgah health and the
environment, and restoring beneficial use to impacted landsvaters. The comments
described below show that CTEC and the Butte citizenepresent are concerned that
the Preferred Alternative described in the Proposeddas not sufficiently meet the



Superfund evaluation criteria laid out in CERCLA law. Speally, CTEC believes that
the Proposed Plan has inadequacies meeting the followiagacrl) overall protection
of human health and the environment 2) long-term effentgs and permanence, and 3)
reduction of toxicity, mobility, or volume through treant. CTEC is also concerned
about the level of community and State acceptanceed®tbposed Plan. The Proposed
Plan in its present form seems to reflect primary iclemation of the criteria 1) cost, and
2) short-term effectiveness. CTEC believes thstshort-sited to place immediate cost
and effectiveness ahead of long-term costs and effeetsgeat the BPSOU.

CTEC feels that the complete remedy in Butte will takeextended period of
time but will need to show a high degree of permanente. community of Butte will
be affected by the adequacy of the BPSOU cleanup for mamjreds of years, making
permanence of the remedy exceptionally important. Aatditly, the long-term costs of
operation, maintenance, and treatment incurred by thi@oBed Plan in its present form
will in time surpass the costs that would be incurred lptementing appropriate
remedies today. CTEC therefore believes that an pppte cleanup for the BPSOU
will take actions to remove wastes where reasonall@ppropriate options for removal
exist, but also provide gerpetual and sufficient fund for maintenance of wastes left in
place.

In these comments, CTEC intends to suggest that mangtaggehe Proposed
Plan could lead to an acceptable cleanup at the BPSOUewWowCTEC contends that
the Proposed Plan in its present form has variousideéies needing revision.
Therefore, CTEC contends tratevised Proposed Plan is needed thatcorporates

the following suggestions.

4.0 GENERAL COMMENTS
The following are general comments on the BPSOU PexpBtanGeneral
comments describe issues and problems pertaining to the @émtument, large
components of the document, or the technical approachaskedelop the Proposed
Plan.
4.1 CTEC is concerned that Superfund remediation in Silver Bw Creek and
Warm Springs Ponds is at risk of impairment by contamination laving



the BPSOU. The ROD should state a specific contingenciap for
protecting downstream water quality and Superfund remediaton

efforts: The Proposed Plan states (pg 24, bullet 8) that heaaisvaatd
arsenic are present in reconstructed portions of SHweer Creek with the
highest concentrations upstream. NRDP monitoring datz0id4 supports
this with evidence that waste sources within the Metronstrain and
Lower Area One are recontaminating portions of SilvewECreek. The
existence of contamination in the remediated Silver Boeek channel
shows that the SBC-SST OU is vulnerable to recontammm&bm upstream
areas in the BPSOU. The engineering and design of grotedgapture and
treatment systems, waste removal actions, and stoter wmoff
remediation in the BPSOU has to be sufficient tiostpemedy
contamination is not allowed to leave the BPSOU. CTidconcerned that
the preferred alternative for groundwater capture combinidtiae lack of
contaminant source removal at LAO and MSD may not &elsefficient
capture of contaminated groundwater. CTEC is additiocalhcerned that
the phased storm water approach needs to be engineetadjéstorm/flood
events prior to these events occurring. The ROD mustpadific
contingency plans in place in the event that eithdaseror groundwater is
providing mobilization of contaminants out of the BPSOUTEC
recommends the following:

4.1.1 A network of monitoring wells needs to be establiftedolw and
west of LAO to establish that contaminated groundwateots
leaving the BPSOU and causing impairment of Silver BowICree
Multi-level nested monitoring wells should be completethb
within the alluvial and bedrock aquifers. Wells should bel tiee
assessing aquifer properties and movement of contamindush
alluvial and bedrock aquifer systems.

4.1.2 The Proposed Plan suggests contingency plans forand®1SD
groundwater contamination including capture and extractitin wi

be developed. CTEC agrees that groundwater capture and



4.2

extraction should be developed into an acceptable contigge
plan.

4.1.3 The Proposed Plan suggests the contingency plaarface water
remediation will include lime treatment or in-stredowf
augmentation. CTEC states in Specific Comment numsdér
below that flow augmentation does reduce contaminauisldo
downstream areas and should not be used as a method for
achieving surface water ARARs. CTEC recommends that more
aggressive treatment of source areas needs to besthieérof
action in any contingency plan; lime treatment ofatefwater
runoff is an acceptable last resort for the contingethay. p

Alternatives in the Proposed Plan need to be broken down arelaluated
individually to ensure selection of the most suitable alteative for
individual components of the remedy:The Proposed Plan organizes
Comprehensive Alternatives for the BPSOU by selectigsbigning Metro
Storm Drain Alternatives to Site-wide alternativeshisiclassification of
alternatives artificially reduces the cleanup optioralable and limits the
ability to choose a remedy tailored to the individuahponents of the
BPSOU. The options for cleanup at the BPSOU shoulatddeen down by
site and/or topic and each set of site-specific alteesmshould be evaluated
individually. For example, options for remediatiorgobundwater
contamination at the MSD should only be weighed agaitmr options for
groundwater at the MSD. As another example, optionseimediation of
storm water runoff over the entire BPSOU should onlwbghed against
other storm water options. The artificial organizatidcleanup alternatives
in the Proposed Plan it in the interest of finding the best remedy for the
BPSOU. Additionally, the Proposed Plan lumps 4 diffeidetro Storm
Drain Alternatives into one Comprehensive Alternatiféese Metro Storm
Drain Alternatives need to be evaluated individually loatped into one
alternative that is systematically discredited. CTiecommends that a



4.3

4.4

revised Proposed Plan include flexibility in combing altéves for
remediation.

Alternatives that call for more intensive removal should_note ranked
lower for the criteria ‘protection of human health and theenvironment'.
CTEC agrees that there is risk associated with hazawiaste removal and
transportation. However, CTEC believes that those work in waste
excavation and transportation understand the riskdtamtjob entails and
that adequate safety plans have been implemented. Cai@ams that
construction and transportation workers prefer having phbise alternative,
the absence of job risk and underemployment. We therédel it is
inappropriate to lower an alternatives ranking for thieda ‘protection of
human health and the environment’ due to worker safety\e @CCdontends
that all alternatives for cleanup at the BPSOU capdréormed in a manner
which provides a high level of worker safety.

The data and analyses used to support leaving waste in placetle
alluvial aquifer at the Metro Storm Drain are flawed. CTEC asserts that
the remedy must remove all buried waste in the MSD witlthe exception
of waste under private properties (MSD alternative 5b).Available
information on the MSD alluvial aquifer is insufficteto determine that
removal of wastes will not recover the aquifer toddeml uses. More
importantly, analyses need to be developed to determine umcgesta
removal action how long it would take for surface watehe MSD channel
to meet standards without treatment. CTEC believeshbatonceptual
model used in the Focused Feasibility Study of the M&toom Drain and
the evaluation of remedial alternatives spawned framfiawed. CTEC
further believes that the 1990 Draft Final Silver Bow Rr€éERCLA Phase
Il Remedial Investigation Data Summary Area | Operabié:Wolumes |
and Il does not provide the analysis necessary to shaivativaste-in-place
solution for the MSD is appropriate. CTEC agrees wigh¥Montana Bureau
of Mines and Geology analysis suggesting that the aquifietrecover within
a reasonable time. A groundwater contaminant modeling igaéish of the
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4.6

MSD alluvial aquifer performed by or passing review ofM@&MG should
be considered a requisite for any waste-in-place solutignless a modeling
investigation shows that the alluvial aquifer will notaeer contaminants
should be removed. CTEC maintains that given the cuarederstanding of
the aquifer the safe and conservative alternativesimediation at the MSD
is alternative 5b.

Relevant documents were not available in the administrativeecord file
during the public comment period. The public must haveccess to all
relevant information and the omission of important documents ostructs
the publics right to this information. NCP law (40CFR300.805) calls for
establishment of a copy of the administrative recoeddilor near the Butte
Area/Silver Bow Creek Superfund site. The Proposed Ba52] lists the
Montana Tech Library as one local repository for ttieiistrative record
file. CTEC found that during the public comment periodNestana Tech
Library repository did not have copies of the Risk Asseents listed as key
documents on page 4-5 of the Proposed Plan. NCP law (40CBRGPO.
states that the EPA must “ensure that the adminigtregcord includes all
documents that form the basis for the selection@félsponse action.”
CTEC has spoken with local citizens who are frustrétatithey cannot find
the BPSOU documents that they need to assess thesBdop@n. The
Montana Tech Library repository provides a locatiortli@ administrative
record file that people can access during their free-dfter work, and where
people who have a negative perception of EPA guidante &RSOU can
access information outside of an EPA office. CTECeudls that the
Montana Tech Library repository should have all ret¢wibcuments and
EPA'’s failure to maintain an appropriate record at the lslamtTech Library
obstructs the public’s right to information necessargdsess the Proposed
Plan.

The Proposed Plan cost estimates for alternatives that remobeiried
waste in the Metro Storm Drain are inflated. The MSD cosestimates
need to be revised with estimates substantiated by estineatfrom



4.7

independent sources. Alternatives for waste removal ahé MSD need to
be re-evaluated given a revised cost estimatdhe State and other
stakeholders have made public evidence that cost estifoatesnoval of
buried waste at the MSD are artificially high. CTEffeses with cost
estimates developed by the State of Montana NRDPhelRtoposed Plan
and Focused Feasibility Study of the Metro Storm Drak) cost estimates
are one of the main criteria used to discredit remoptabns for the MSD.
The FFS states that removal cost estimates are prawdadantic

Richfield. ARCO is the principal PRP at the BPSOU aglgimg on ARCO
cost estimates in evaluation of the alternativesHerBPSOU represents a
conflict of interest and igot in the interest of providing an objective
evaluation of the alternatives. Additionally, revieithe FFS Attachment D
‘Cost Documentation’ shows that the high end of thexeatton and backfill
estimates provided by Atlantic Richfield are used in th¢ estigmates. Cost
estimates for the MSD need to be revised with estsrfaden additional
contractors who are independent of the Superfund pro@sC
recommends that average/mean values of unit cost mtesed in a revised
cost estimate for MSD removal options not the high@rte range as is
done in the FFS. Revised cost estimates should alsotreptions for
limiting backfill of excavated sites. After cost estites are revised, all
remedial alternatives for the MSD including options tmait backfilling
need to be reevaluated.

The proposed solid media action level for lead (Pb) of 1200 mg/kn a
residential setting needs to be lower to protect Butte ddren from soil
and dust contamination. CTEC has compared the lead action level to
national lead standards in the Toxic Substance ControfT/RTCA) for
comparison of EPA’s derived lead risk hazard for Butte tmnal hazard
analyses. The TSCA standard is 1200 mg/kgéddoor areautside of
children play areas. The TSCA standard for resideysial play areas is 400
mg/kg. The Proposed Plan does not offer a lower actigal for lead in play
areas. CTEC is concerned that the omission off&asl specific to areas



that children use places Butte children at an elevateafigad exposure.

CTEC understands that CERCLA states that site-spée#ftt RGs are

required for Superfund but finds it difficult to understand \@hyaction level

that is 3 times the national TSCA standard is appropioatButte children.

The fact that Butte children are living in a Superfund aité are exposed to

lead in many areas of their environment makes the useyodxposure

scenario wherein Butte children intake less lead thandtienal average
extremely suspect. This fact is clearly stated iIA EFSWER Directive

#9200.4-27P: “As a result, other factors being equal, the atskisutable to

soil will generally be higher in the presence of eleddtad exposures from

other sources”. CTEC contends that exposure scerfaritse EPA
Integrated Exposure Uptake Biokinetic Model for Lead in CaidilEUBK)
used to develop lead RGs needs to be conservatively paraedtto ensure
protection of Butte children from lead poisoning. CTEC revemds that
final lead RGs be developed which consider the following:

» Direct ingestion of lead paint by children. Lead paint stigen should be
considered a critical source of exposure given Buttei$iousing stock.
CTEC recommends that final RGs be developed by usingafiwn
available on lead paint ingestion from areas with alairpercentage of
old housing stock and/or with a comparable occurrence efidedted or
exposed lead paint that a child can ingest.

* The Baseline Risk Assessment for Lead (CDM, 1994) shoatsaverage
lead concentration in Butte drinking water is 1.7 timesrtational
average based on 147 residential tap water samples viithBRSOU.
Final RGs should be developed considering site-specific lead
concentrations in drinking water.

» Airborne lead concentrations used in the BPSOU IEUBKI@hare
national averages and are based on the default assarti@tandoor
airborne lead concentration is 30% of outdoor airbagad toncentration.
This assumption ignores indoor sources of lead in Bo#emay
contribute to elevated airborne lead concentration asatontaminated



dust and outdoor lead sources that may be transported dysuch as
waste and soil in which elevated lead concentratiomaire Site-specific
indoor and outdoor airborne lead concentrations should beuneshunder
typical conditions of particulate emission and includethe IEUBK
model.

Appropriate lead RGs can be developed that consider tn¢ueve
remediation of lead based paint hazard, lead in drinkirigrpand
airborne lead if it can be determined that the PRPfunll components of
the lead abatement program to address these exposure mihaty
residences within a 10-year timeframe.

The studies of bioavailability of lead in soil to childngse rats and pigs
for comparison to human bioavailability. CTEC is cermed that these
studies which use animals may not accurately assess Heathuptake.
The rat and pig studies determine that lead in ButtéssbiB® as
bioavailable as the IEUBK default lead bioavailabilitfhe 10% and 12%
bioavailability parameters used in the RAs need to be stgapby
comparison to bioavailability determined from scientsfiadies
performed in other areas to show that these are n@ts@ estimates of
bioavailability from soil. If further data is not providdtht adequately
supports the low bioavailability parameter used for Butils,SG0TEC
recommends use of the default bioavailability factatameloping final
RGs.

The bioavailability studies involved exposing animals to medwf Butte
soils. EPA Superfund guidance OSWER directive #9355.4-12in th
section titled Implementation - Mining-related sitesesta“for mining-
related sitesvithout significant past smelting/mill activity, this interim
directive encourages further research for charaatgritie potential
impact of particle size and speciation on soil bioabditg.” CTEC
contends that it is an under sight of the bioavailgbgiudies to consider
only soil exposure when much of the lead exposure in Busteesult of
past smelter and mill activity. CTEC recommends findher

10



4.8

4.9

4.10

bioavailability studies are needed that address bioavaijatalidust from
smelter and mill sources. If further data is not provided adequately
supports the low bioavailability parameter used for Butte, @@iBEC
recommends use of the default bioavailability factatameloping final
RGs.

Use of the same lead (Pb) action level for indoalust action level for lead

(Pb) as derived for outdoor soil is not supported by scientd analysis.
The proposed action levels for indoor dust are the sentiee lead action
levels determined appropriate for outdoor soil. There isnatly more risk
with having contaminated dust coming out of cracks in théiwal child’'s
bedroom than in exposure to outdoor dirt. The TSCA deftiifesyent
national standards for outdoor dust and dirt than for indaet and it is
unclear why EPA proposes it is protective in Butte fdoor lead action
levels to mimic outdoor levels. CTEC contends that R&a for indoor dust
should be developed independently from RGs for outdobr soi

The proposed solid media action level for arsenic (As) @50 mg/kg in a
residential setting needs to be lower to protect citizerfsom soil and dust
contamination in their homes.The Proposed Plan states that the RG for
arsenic in residential solid media of 250 mg/kg represehtis 40,000
cancer risk. This is the highest cancer risk of thes8rac action levels
considered by EPA. CTEC contends that the selectitimadgast protective
RG for arsenic by EPA further puts the health of Butlizens at risk.
Arsenic RGs should be developed so that not one of the 344069 B
residents has an elevated risk of cancer from arsgpasare. CTEC
recommends that EPA perform analysis of a histograButiE residential
arsenic levels in soil to determine an appropriate natugaklin arsenic
concentration distribution that will provide for a cancisk of approximately
1 in 100,000.

The Proposed Plan does not describe how water treatment Wwitime will
ensure that ARARs are met. The ROD must provide assuraechat

discharge from water treatment operation complies with all RARs

11



411

including arsenic standards. CTEC understands that Atlantic Richfield
supports an expansion of the lagoon treatment systetreament of LAO
and MSD alluvial groundwater. Reliable proof needs to beiged that
groundwater treatment with lime in a lagoon will redus®aic to below
water quality criteria. Neither EPA nor Atlantic Rfeeld has published data
showing the ability to treat expected arsenic loads with In a lagoon.
Lime treatment of Silver Bow Creek water at Warm Spridgads has led to
a situation where arsenic exceeded ARARSs 68% of the tiniegd2004.
CTEC has suggested in General Comment 4.1 above thatirsgency plan
is needed in the event that the chosen treatmenbohéttunable to meet
ARARs. CTEC is concerned that water treatment Wntle in a lagoon may
cause conditions favorable for biological release sé@ic. CTEC maintains
that biological release of arsenic in an artificahstructed wetland setting is
not natural and it must be stipulated in the ROD thbibibbgical release of
arsenic causes exceedence of water quality standards iha violation of
ARARs. CTEC is not specifically against groundwateattreent in an
expanded lagoon setting; however, as stated above, @GEii€ains that all
discharge from a treatment lagoon must meet ARARs walter
environmental and hydrologic conditions encountered.

Stronger assurances are needed that funding will be in gte for

operation and maintenance of the chosen remedy in perpetuityGiven
that the nature of the BPSOU remedy is tending towaed$enn place and
perpetual treatment of contaminated water it will berggddhat funding
come from a non-diminishing fund. CTEC is concerned tleliberations to
date have considered funding for too short of a duratidrtfzat the issue of
who will pay for ongoing operation and maintenance dfo€r years is
undetermined. CTEC asserts that the Proposed Plardd@ineate what
operation and maintenance costs are estimated t€DEC recommends
careful consideration for possible maintenance and tpenseeds and
establishment of a non-diminishing trust fund. Wastdanesolutions must

12
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4.13

not be a temporary solution that succumbs to lack ofte@mce past the
short-term future.

CTEC supports the proposal for an improved lead abatement progm if
the program will perform a comprehensive testing of all Bute residences
in a 3-year timeframe and if abatement of contaminated duss
performed in all areas of the home affected by contaminatedust. CTEC
believes that any lead abatement program for the BP8@t involve a plan
for efficient and comprehensive testing to determine elead hazards exist
so that lead hazards can be quickly remediated. ThagoebButte have
lived for too long in the metal and arsenic laden soot sif paelter smoke
fallout. CTEC contends that all areas of residencegich the property
owner consents to sampling and remediation and in whigplpare exposed
to contaminants must be cleaned of hazardous dirt and dbst avtime
frame of ten years. CTEC explains below in Spe€ificnment number 5.3
that pathways of exposure exist to contaminated dust iriving-space
including attic dust and dust that emanates from crackslis avad ceilings.
Resources must be made available if homeowners regumestliiation of
non-living space dust. CTEC recommends that indoor dustiRGsbe
applied to non-living space dust. CTEC is concerned thatrturre
deliberations discuss funding the lead abatement profgnaomly 30 years.
CTEC contends that it must not be expected that alelsamButte
containing contaminated dust will be remediated or remodehvBE0
years. The ROD and Consent Decree must secure fupdy for the
removal of contaminated dust beyond 30 years. The ROOdkurther
stipulate that if a residence tests positive for hammas dust and the
homeowner declines remediation or for other reasonsdhe is not
remediated in a reasonable time then a lead hazaldslise must be made
upon renting, leasing, or selling the property.

The use of the phrase “attic dust” should be descriptive dy and the

ROD must specify that all contaminated residential dust tavhich there is
exposure must be removed CTEC suggests that the use of terms such as

13



4.14

“attic dust” and “house dust” be for descriptive use onlyweler, the dust
abatement program must remove all forms of residesdi@aminated dust
caused by past mining and smelting activity. CTEC conterdse of the
term “contaminated dust” is appropriate to encapsulaterafi of hazardous
dust found in Butte residences.

Past and future response actions must use cap and reclamation
engineering that ensures long-term stability and success waste in place
remediation. CTEC is concerned that the Butte Reclamation Evaluat
System (BRES) will be used as an alternative to reaiam engineering that
is self-sustaining. CTEC maintains that any cap oarneation design that
requires routine maintenance in perpetuity is likelpegoome a contaminant
source or exposure pathway at some point in the fuldf&C recommends
that BRES must be used in combination with engineeringdeshat will
stand up to future land uses and disturbance. An evaladtmast and future
failures and weaknesses of reclaimed areas shoulddestaken before
commencement of reclamation actions implemented uheddinal plan and
with each 5-year review so that future reclamation el ag renovation of
existing caps can benefit from engineering improvemeltgjineering
improvements must be tailored to avoid deficiencies itiedtin the
cap/reclamation evaluation process such that future
reclamation/maintenance/renovation actions are eegad to be self-

sustaining.

5.0 SPECIFIC COMMENTS
The following are specific comments on the BPSOU Psedd’lan. Specific

comments refer to sentences, paragraphs, or pagesdadhment where CTEC

recommends that specific changes be addressed in a revigeased Plan.

5.1

Pg 4&S5, all bullets, section ‘Investigations’This section of the Proposed
Plan lists key documents with detailed information able@tBPSOU.

However, the titles of the documents listed are abbrebiataking it difficult
for the public to locate the document that EPA is refgrto. For example,

14
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5.3

the Proposed Plan lists the document ‘Final Phaserie@®l Investigation
Report’. The actual title of this document is ‘Butteofity Soils Operable
unit, Silver Bow Creek/Butte Area Superfund Site, Phasehedial
Investigation Report’. If a person searches the M@nfaech library catalog
(listed as the local document repository) using the Reg®lan listed title
they will not find the document. Additionally, if thedposed Plan listed title
is used for a keyword search in the MTech library ogtahe catalog returns
an overwhelming number of remedial investigations, andBthee Priority
Soils Rl is lost somewhere within the 6978 entries doatify that keyword.
This is easily confusing for the public and violates the pabight to
“sufficient information as may be necessary to providessonable
explanation of the proposed plan and alternative prdgposasidered” as
defined under Title 42, chapter 103, section 9617 of CERCLA @WEC
suggests that the Proposed Plan need to make site infomraateasily
accessible to the public as possible. All relevant doctsrsould have
proper reference and all relevant documents should be laeaalathe MTech
Library repository.

Pg 13, section ‘Granite Mountain Memorial Area’: The Proposed Plan
states that air monitoring is being conducted to ensuté&ttzaite Mountain
Memorial visitors are not being exposed to hazardousraebmontaminants.
CTEC asserts that air monitoring at the Granite Mouarid&@morial must
specifically include air sampling at the visitor stand alb agother visitor
features that are constructed in the future. Air sargphiust be performed in
a manner that captures what visitors are breathingt(imouth/nose height
on a windy day). Background air monitoring outside of tlieasthat visitors
use will not adequately report the levels of contamingnatisthe public is
breathing at the memorial.

Pg 14, g paragraph, section ‘Residential Soil, Indoor Dust, and Attic
Dust’ and Pg 23, section ‘Walkerville Outdoor Soil and Indoor Dus :

The Proposed Plan suggests that there is not a coregfeisure pathway,
except in unusual circumstances for attic dust. CTH@MJes that members
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of the public who have come forward and reported instavicasute
exposure to attic dust are proof that a complete exposthnegaexists to
attic dust. CTEC disagrees that there is anything unusaat ab
homeowner, renter, or other occupant using an attic amnermds that the
danger of acute exposure exists. Additionally, the dangstsehat
contaminated dust will be tracked from attics and crandespanto living
space when these areas are accessed. Butte citizensl$@a described that
contaminated dust from within walls and attics will enber living space of a
residence through cracks in walls and ceilings. CTEC fbvereecommends
that reference to a complete exposure pathway forcatstand other non-
living space contaminated dust must be identified in a r@\Rseposed Plan
as well as all future BPSOU documents that address exppathways to
contaminated dust.

Pg 16, &' paragraph, section ‘Metro Storm Drain’: In this section, it is
stated that contaminants discharging to the channewerIMSD are
leachate primarily from the Diggings East and North Sidiéinigs and that
leachate from the Parrott Tailings is expected to takeaat 200 years to
reach lower MSD. CTEC and the Montana Bureau of MamesGeology
have provided substantiated evidence that travel timigwvthe MSD
alluvial aquifer are considerably faster than EPA ne@astimates.
Additionally, EPA’s Ground Water Technical Support Ceimea
Memorandum to the EPA Region 8 Montana Office concenramiggw of the
Metro Storm Drain Focused Feasibility Study (FFS)estatThe Parrott
Tailings are not the only source that provides contarntsrtarthe ground
water system, although they may be the most predonsoamce.” The
Memorandum also states that the MSD alluvial aqusféighly
heterogeneous and likely contains “more highly transmissives”. CTEC,
the State of Montana, MBMG, and the EPA Ground Wagshihical Support
Center are in consensus that the Parrott Tailings arendljor source of
contamination to groundwater which discharges to the M&Dmel.
Additionally, there is consensus that the contamitranel time estimates
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dictated by the FFS are much too slow. It is misleattingclude the above
statements concerning slow transport of Parrott Tailiegshate and to
suggest that the Parrott is not affecting surface watdityguthe MSD. In
fact, the information from the sources stated aboveiges further support
for removal of the Parrott Tailings. Therefore, CT&€3erts that references
to the Parrott Tailings not being a major source of coimation to MSD are
false and references to the contaminant travel tidesgified in the FFS need
to be removed from the Proposed Plan.

Pg 17, 2% paragraph, section ‘Principal Threat Wastes': It is stated that
EPA does not believe that any of the remaining wastésnitie OU
constitute highly toxic and mobile “principal threat wastdsis explained in
comment number 5.3 above that contaminated dust is bdily ixic and
mobile. CTEC contends that contaminated indoor dust areds of a
residence constitutes a principal threat waste and bslignat dust should be
listed in this section of the Proposed Plan.

Pg 19, 29 bullet, section ‘Warm Springs Ponds OUs’The text states that
RODs for the WSP were signed in 1990 and 1992. Howevernacti
performed at WSP ataterim remedial actionperformed under an Interim
ROD. Despite the positive review given to WSP inRheposed Plan, the
WSP effluent continued to exceed arsenic ARARs 68% ofrtieeih 2004.
Arsenic exceedences are due in part to loading of argenicupstream
sources in the Silver Bow Creek Stream Side TailingsBatite Priority Soils
OUs. It would be correct to inform the public that tlmafiremedy and ROD
for WSP will reflect the success of upstream cleanupeaBPSOU and
SBCSST OUs. CTEC believes that cleanup of the Butta/&ilver Bow
Creek Superfund OUs needs to be accomplished with th@geatntually
eliminating the need for treatment at WSP. The Pregph&dan should state
that the final remedy for WSP and possibility for redgdime need to treat
Silver Bow Creek water at WSP is dependent on the effioAcleanup at
BPSOU.
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5.7 Pg 20, #' paragraph, section ‘Summary of Site Risks’it states in the
Proposed Plan that site risk assessments quantifieentamd potential
human health risk from indoor dust. In contrast to tiascomprehensive
indoor dust testing has been undertaken for the entir©BPSTEC
contends that EPA has not determined the extent obtitamminated dust
problem or adequately characterized the risk. CTEC sugfesthé
Proposed Plan omit the mention of indoor dust in thiagraph and add
“additional information that reflects that future angheditious
characterization of contaminated dust will be used to dyantrrent and
potential health risks”.

5.8 Pg 20, %' paragraph, section ‘Exposure Pathways'The Proposed Plan
states that wind erosion is a primary way that minimgy @e processing
waste are mobilized. On pg 17, section ‘Air’, the PrepoBlan states that
unreclaimed source areas are never a significant soupasetaiulate matter
emissions. These two statements are in contradictirEC suggests that
wind erosion of source areas be clarified.

5.9 Pg 21, ¥ bullet, section ‘Exposure Pathways-Human’Contaminated dust
needs to be added to the primary exposure pathway dexpadiwge. A
Montana Standard article on 11/29/2004 titled “Anaconda Homeokinds
Danger Lurking in the Attic” reports that a homeowneswaautely exposed
by dermal contact to attic dust contaminated by past snegitssions.
CTEC considers similar exposure scenarios to contaedrdust probable in
Butte.

5.10 Pg?22, & paragraph, section ‘Human Health Risk’ and pg 27, ¥
paragraph, section ‘Soils-Proposed RGs'The lead PRGs described in the
Proposed Plan are stated to be a lead concentration wbidt result in a no
more than 5% probability of an individual child exceeding atlead level
of 10 ug/dL. CTEC has provided evidence in General Commenibens 4.7
and 4.8 above that the lead RG for the BPSOU is not prateftchildren’s
health. CTEC contends that lead RGs need to be madeamoservative of
human safety and any further mention of the currenbRt200 mg/kg for
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5.11

5.12

5.13

5.14

5.15

solid media in a residential setting needs to be lgistated that it i€EPA’s
preliminary estimat®f a level which would result in a no more than 5%
probability of an individual child exceeding a blood lead lefel0 ug/dL.
Pg 22, &' paragraph, section ‘Human Health Risk’: The Proposed Plan
PRG for arsenic in solid media of 250 mg/kg represents 40,000 cancer
risk. CTEC suggests in General Comment number 4.9 thatiaraction
levels should be lower to provide for lower cancer risks.

Pg 23, 8 paragraph, section ‘Walkerville Outdoor Soil and Indoor

Dust’: The Proposed Plan states that cancer risks frgmsexe to arsenic in
outdoor soil and indoor dust were within EPA’s acceptadotge. There is
no reference in this section to what EPA’s acceptaige of cancer risk is
or justification for that range. Cancer risks neetldaonade clear to the
reader when they are addressed in the Proposed Plan.

Pg 27, T bullet, section ‘Soils-Proposed RAOs'The Proposed Plan states
that one RAO is to prevent exposure to contaminated wastr reasonable
anticipated future land uses. CTEC believes that “redderanticipated
future land uses” needs to be clarified to include redevedopoptions
including community accessible open space, constructibailofings, parks,
roads, and revegetation with native species includingdyweegetation and
trees.

Pg 27, 8 bullet, section ‘Soils-Proposed RAOs'The Proposed Plan lists
as a RAO, “remediate contaminated solid media to tteneihat it will not
result in an unacceptable risk to human health”. CT&@ends that
exposure to contaminated dust is an unacceptable risk, exposuraymto
dust exist and are proven by example, and all indoor dustbausimediated
by removal.

Pg 28, T paragraph, section ‘Soils-Proposed RGsThe Proposed Plan
states that previously established residential actionsléxearsenic and lead
determined for residential yards were determined to be pirctdor
exposure to indoor dust. However, neither explanatiomaference is given

to substantiate using the same outdoor soil lead and aesiwin levels for
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5.16

5.17

5.18

5.19

indoor dust. CTEC contends that it is not scientifycallpported to suggest
that there is no difference in contamination exposuigimans between
sources in yard soil and indoor dust. CTEC believesdiratation of the
indoor dust lead and arsenic levels needs to be explainedmpdy stated as
“were determined to be protective”.

Pg 28, 4 bullet, section ‘Surface Water-Proposed RAOs'lt is stated that
an RAO is to ensure that point source discharges frymvater treatment
facility will meet ARARs. More data/information igeded in the Proposed
Plan to explain how the remedy will ensure that ARARs met in surface
water. As explained in general comment number 4.10, G3E@ncerned
that lime treatment will not meet ARARSs for arsenic

Pg 31, % paragraph, section ‘Integration of Past Response Actionslt is
stated that further details on ICs will be provided inRi@D. CTEC
maintains that institutional controls are a major ab&sition in any proposal
for cleanup at the BPSOU and details on ICs should bablein the
Proposed Plan so that citizens can adequately judge tié&will affect
private property rights and the public has a right to beinéd of proposed
or impending ICs. The public needs to have informati@ilabie on
proposed ICs that will allow comparison of remeditdraatives involving
more intensive removal actions with options involving parglemaintenance
and ICs.

Pg 36, table ‘Evaluation of Alternatives’: CTEC does not concur with the
characterization of long-term effectiveness and peemes. CTEC believes
that alternatives that call for source waste remadmaluding removal of
buried waste in the MSD, should score higher for thisraon.

Pg 45, bullet 2, section ‘Surface Water Components’ and Pg 4@&cs$ion
‘In-Stream Flow Augmentation’: The Proposed Plan suggests that flow
augmentation will be used to supplement BMPs to achievecsunfater
ARARs. Flow augmentation does nothing to stop theitmpdf
contaminants that may impair downstream remediatifomtefincluding
Silver Bow Creek and Warm Springs Ponds. It should belglstated in the
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5.20

5.21

5.22

Proposed Plan so that the public can easily understanréposal that flow
augmentation means dilution with clean water. CTERQends that clean
water supplies are one of the most critical resourcései Clark Fork River
Basin and should not be used to dilute contaminated rundfECbelieves
that sources of contamination at BPSOU must be remeedibrough removal
or effective capping measures and BMPs so that waternths off of Butte
Hill meets ARARs without dilution.

Pg 45, section ‘BMPs Approach for Storm Water: The proposed phased
approach for storm water runoff must be implemented wiéhime frame of
5-10 years. Source remediation actions must be implechémat will
account for calculated maximum runoff events. CTEiscerned that the
phased approach will take too long to achieve remediatios.g8APs and
other actions implemented as part of the phased approathotbe
designed to only control contaminant runoff from curgnaiught conditions
and absence of major storm events. Instead, BMPsande area
remediation must be engineered to control anticipated/@@0and larger
runoff events so that BMPs and storm water runoff itfuasure are in place
when these events occur. Additionally, ARARs for stefevater must be
met expediently (months to several years, not decaogspvide for
protection of downstream water quality and Superfund remediattivities.
Pg 45, bullet 1, section ‘BMPs Approach for Storm Water:CTEC
recommends the addition of visual inspection for comtanti source areas to
the surface water monitoring program. Itis CTEC’s expee that
contaminant source areas including waste areas and slickeretallic salts
can be visually found in storm water channels and flogdwathin BPSOU.
CTEC recommends that identification and remediaticthese easily
observed source areas occurs as phase 1 of the phaseavater approach.
Pg 44, 99 paragraph, section ‘Residential Areas’:CTEC is concerned that
EPA is not being conservative in the identificatidipathways of exposure
to contaminated indoor dust. CTEC maintains that pathafssposure to
attic dust do exist and dust may enter living spaces thraagh<in walls
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5.23

5.24

and ceilings as explained in Specific Comment number 5.3zablOwners
should not have to wait for remodeling if an exposure £xighe final
remedy and any lead abatement program must allow foediate cleanup
of contaminated dust in all attics. Additionally, thegraom must
expeditiously remove or provide effective barrier to exppeso contaminated
dust in walls if there are cracks or other mechanismghigh dust may enter
the living space.

Pg 50, f' paragraph, section ‘Residential Areas’The reference to “house
dust” in this section should be clarified to explain th& smelter/mining
related contaminated dust.

Pg 51, 8 bullet, section ‘Groundwater’: It should be explained in the
Proposed Plan how owners of groundwater rights witherptioposed
groundwater control area will be compensated. CTEC@#aired in
Specific Comment number 5.17 the importance of the pubtierstanding
proposed ICs. CTEC maintains there must be a prograrhigh effected
groundwater rights are replaced with a no-cost hookup toveitgr or other
external water supply. Additionally, the program shaulldsidize the cost of
replacement such that people are not paying in excels obst of pumping
the existing groundwater supply for the replacement supply.
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