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February 28, 2001 Meeting Summary

No changes or additions were suggested for the February 28, 2001 meeting summary.
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Technical Background Presentations

The majority of the meeting was devoted to a presentation of technical background information, in order to bring all members of the work group to the same level of knowledge and understanding about the relevant data that already exist.  Work group members were encouraged to ask questions as the presentation proceeded to increase their understanding, but to leave discussions of “what it all means” and “where do we go from here” until a later time.

This meeting summary should be read in conjunction with the handout for the presentation (multiple page set beginning with “Existing Data Summary” page).  The meeting summary does not repeat the information provided in the handout or the accompanying commentary during the presentation.  The meeting summary does identify briefly questions asked in response to the presentation and summarizes the answers given.

“Existing Data Summary” (1 page of handout) - Jim Christiansen

“Background and Chronology” (3 pages of handout) - Paul Lammers

Q: Why is the presentation focused only on the  Prospector area?
A: The presentation focuses on the geographic area covered by the Park City Soils Improvement District, which includes tailings from the Silver Creek Tailings Site.   Historically, this area has been nicknamed the “Prospector area.”    Because of the potential confusion with current neighborhoods using the “Prospector” name, the soils ordinance name was changed to the “Park City Soils Ordinance” and the work group’s name is the “Park City Soils Ordinance Work Group.”   

Q: What is the likelihood of this area of Park City being reconsidered for listing on the National Priority List (commonly know as the Superfund list), based on new data that might be generated?
A.  Both EPA and UDEQ representatives stated that they have no intention or desire to list this area of Park City on the National Priority List.   The agencies wish to work collaboratively with the community to determine what steps to take in this area, if any, to confirm the effectiveness of the remedial measures Park City has taken.

Q: Has the City determined compliance for all properties in the soils improvement district?  
A: The City’s primary focus has been on obtaining full compliance within the original ordinance area.  Compliance in the expanded ordinance area has been addressed as individual building permits are requested.


“Existing Data Summary - Physical Information” (4 pages of handout) - Jim Christiansen

Q: What could explain the higher concentrations of lead in soil after the cap was in place?
A: This could be explained by the high variability of lead concentrations in different locations, making sampling locations a critical feature of any soil sampling study.
A: Around 1988, Park City learned that the sand used for snow removal contained several 
1000s ppm lead, which could have affected the sampling results.  The City has stopped using that source of sand for snow removal.

Q: Has solubility of the lead in this area’s soil ever been determined?
A: No.  One work group participant pointed out that high concentration low toxicity wastes (such as those found in this area) are generally less bioavailable.

“Existing Data Summary - Health/Exposure Data” (4 pages of handout) - Jim Christiansen

Q: Recognizing that we don’t know what kind of lead is in the ordinance area soil and we don’t know its bioavailability, is there reason for concern?
A: It is too early to make definitive conclusions.  We can make generalizations.  For example, lead levels in the soil before capping were above acceptable residential levels.  Lead-contaminated dust in the homes seems to have been greatly reduced.  But there are inadequate data to reach final conclusions.

Q: Have any studies been done to see whether the 6-inch soil cap stays in place?
A: Not really.  The only evidence there is comes from soils sampling and visual inspection when a given property applies for a certificate of compliance.

Q: If children are to be tested for blood lead levels, is fall the best time to test them?
A: That generally is a good idea, if you are concerned about environmental exposure.  EPA generally does spring and fall sampling to obtain comparison data for an area like this where seasonal environmental exposure is a possibility.  In most other parts of the US, lead exposure comes primarily from lead paint, which is not a seasonal phenomenon.

Q: What would characterize a “poor” blood lead study design?
A: Various things could reflect a poorly designed blood lead study.  The study might not look at all potential sources of lead contamination.   It might look at the wrong population, namely people not exposed to lead.   It might ignore study participants’ habits or life-style patterns which could increase (or decrease) exposure to lead.   It could involve only participants who volunteer to be tested, rather than a random sampling, which could result in a non-representative sample of the population potentially exposed to lead.  Generally, poor statistics or poor science incorrectly applied often explain invalid or inconclusive results in any kind of scientific study, including blood lead studies.
A: This group should try to reach consensus on what study design would generate the data that the group thinks is valuable.

Q: Why are the 1984 blood lead study data inconclusive?  
A: The 1984 study data reflect conditions before the cap and soils ordinance were in place.  The 1984 study also did not study the most sensitive population — children ages 0-7.  There was also no information about the nature of the participants’ exposure to tailings or other sources of lead, such as leaded gas.  

Q: What would account for the reduced blood lead levels in the 1988 study?
A: Exposure to lead was going down across the country during this time period due to other factors, such as the elimination of leaded gas.  Based on the information collected during this study, there is no way to correlate the reduction in blood lead levels to any individual environmental factor.   We need to double-check that the cap was in place at the time the blood samples were taken for the study report issued in 1988.

Q: Is there a legal requirement for blood level tests over a certain level to be reported?
A: Yes.  All blood lead level tests should be reported to a state registry, and those at high levels are referred to the relevant county for follow-up.  Only two high blood lead levels have been reported within the soils ordinance area.  One family had just moved from Kansas, and already had high blood lead levels before they left Kansas.  One family lived in Prospector, but there may have been a reason unrelated to soil contamination that explained the high blood lead level (possibly chewing on a lead-painted crib).  In all of Utah, blood lead level tests have been reported to the state for 930 children ages 0-13, of which 33 tests have shown elevated blood lead levels.

Q: At the Prospector Park Homeowners Association meeting last night, someone asked a  question about whether they should do soil remediation now or wait until the work group has completed its tasks.  Jim Christiansen said they should wait.  What was his rationale?
A: Jim Christiansen said his response was that the person could choose to wait based on financial issues, but if a health issue were involved, the person probably should move forward promptly with remediation.   The person asking the question had a cap on the soils in their yard, so Jim didn’t feel there was a huge health issue.

Q: How can we find out which yards tested with high levels of lead?
A: The City has the test results, but the lead levels are highly variable, depending on the condition of the cap.  Lisa Cilva Ward mentioned that in her yard, the lawn areas were fine, but the planting areas where digging had taken place regularly and annual plants have been planted had high lead levels.


“Park City Municipal Code” (last 13 pages of handout) - Paul Lammers

Paul Lammers’ slides included a flow chart of the Certificate of Compliance/ Occupancy process which is not included in the handout.  Michele Straube, facilitator, has a copy of the flow chart which she can fax to anyone interested in seeing it.  Essentially, the flow chart shows the following:

Request ---> Sample ---> Lab ---> Results
  Results = Acceptable Limits ---> CO/Compliance Certificate
  Results = Exceed Standards ---> Mitigation ---> Financial Guarantees (Bond) ---> Resample
Resample = Acceptable Limits ---> CO/Compliance Certificate
Resample = Exceeds Standards ---> Mitigation ---> Bond ---> Resample
  Results = Uncertain Results ---> Resample
Resample = Acceptable Limits ---> CO/Compliance Certificate
Resample = Exceeds Standards ---> Mitigation ---> Bond ---> Resample 

Q: Do property owners need to cover dirt piles with water and plastic for dust control?
A: Not necessarily.  Property owners need to do whatever works to control dust.  Restaurants often call to inform the City about dust problems.

Q: If property owners ask to have their soil tested, does the City make them come into compliance if the soils test high?  What happens to property owners who do not volunteer?
A: There is no mandatory component to the soils ordinance.  If a property owner asks to have their soil tested, they subject themselves to the ordinance and compliance will be required.  Property owners who do not ask to have their soil tested, however, cannot be compelled to test or remediate.

Q: Gravel pads, which are not impervious, are reappearing.  Are conditions like this affecting the cap?
A: Gravel pads are apparently used by homeowners in order to comply with the homeowners’ association rules, which prevent paving side yards.  The types of activities that can affect the cap involve earthmoving.  During development of a property, the capped areas go out of compliance during construction, and go back into compliance before the certificate of occupancy is issued.  Once construction has been completed and the exposed areas are covered again, the property generally goes back into compliance.

Q: Is there a charge for the City to test a property owner’s soil?
A: There is a $100 fee for a soils test.  The City used to offer this service for free, but ran out of dedicated funds.  The City has since then hired a consultant, Bingham Environmental, to give homeowners independent data.


Q: How many of the untested lots are likely to have high levels of lead in the soil?
A: All of the untested lots have vegetative cover, but they do not all necessarily have a cap.  Probably 50% of the untested lots would be in compliance with the lead levels specified in the ordinance, and 50% would not.

Q: Have the requests for soils testing in the expanded ordinance area been the same percentage of property owners as have requested testing in the original ordinance area?
A: The expanded ordinance area includes many new construction sites, such as Canyon Crossing, Chatham Hills and Hidden Meadows.  These sites all need to comply with the ordinance to receive a Certificate of Occupancy.  Most of the lots in Old Town are paved lot line to lot line, so exposure to soils is not as great an issue.

Q: Why was Daly Avenue excluded from the ordinance area?
A: This area did not present the same environmental issues for the City.  This was getting out of the tailings deposit area.  Soil levels along the rail line, where the railroad was hauling material, were generally consistent.  The floodplain and the creek were not as affected.  Therefore, the ordinance area did not extend above the top of Main Street.
A: EPA has been struggling with where to draw the lines as well.  They know there probably is contamination outside the ordinance area, but less is known about the level and extent of contamination in those areas.

Q: The areas along the rail trail (to the right) are recreational areas.  Should something be done to address any soil contamination that might exist there?
A: Those areas are being addressed as part of the full watershed stakeholders’ group.  BLM will be taking responsibility for the Silver Creek Claims.
A: The rail trail itself received 8 inches of cover while it was being constructed.

Q: When foundations are dug, and for some houses that have crawl spaces, why is the soil often orange?
A: The tailings (often appearing to be orange materials) are in a 1-2 foot thick lens.  The City requires that foundations be dug through the tailings lens.  Building contractors are allowed to segregate the unearthed materials to reduce disposal costs.  Existing houses with foundations are not required to mitigate under foundations.


Anyone having additional questions about the presentation or technical background information should contact:
	re: soils ordinance and its implementation - Ron Ivie, Park City Building Dept., 
435-615-5100
	 re: anything else - Jim Christiansen, EPA Region VIII, 303-312-6748.



Where Do We Go From Here?

There was a wide-ranging discussion about how to identify the issues that the work group would focus on.  Some work group members were ready to frame issues at this meeting, while a larger number of participants preferred having time to digest the background information that was presented and to think about what unresolved issues remained for them.  In an effort to meet some members’ desires for less time spent in meetings and to try to focus future discussions, the work group will conduct an e-mail dialogue on two interrelated things:
- What issues or “big picture” questions need to be answered to put soil contamination issues within the soil ordinance area to rest?
- What strategies should be considered to address those issues/  answer those questions?

During the discussion that led to this process option, the following concerns were raised:

	The end of this process should result in a definitive answer or closure on the question of soil contamination within the ordinance area.   The residents within the ordinance area are still uncertain about the efficacy of the soils ordinance; these uncertainties should be resolved. 

	Some work group members question whether a definitive answer or closure is possible, and fear that the issue will continually be reopened as the relevant science and technology matures.   Although it is unlikely that EPA and UDEQ will never return to Park City to check on the status of lead levels in the ordinance area because they have an obligation to monitor areas where hazardous substances remain in the ground, this process should end with a clear understanding of what the future roles and responsibilities are.

	Is there a current problem?  Are there any current health questions?

	Is the 6-inch cap working?  Is the soil within the soil ordinance area “safe”?

	Is implementation of the ordinance effective?  This type of institutional control may be considered for implementation in other communities.  Eureka, Utah was cited as a possible example.

	EPA will pay for any additional investigation that the work group decides is warranted.  Funds will be available after October 2001.

	There is a need to design an ongoing documentation process for any future activities, so that the need to revisit these questions is reduced.

	No agreements for the City to take additional action are likely unless the implications have been fully explored.  The work group agreed to follow a flow-chart approach to evaluating future actions .


	The real estate community believes that the Prospector area is the only part of Park City affected by the soils contamination questions.  EPA committed to be clearer about the scope of the watershed and work group’s efforts when communicating with the public.


Next Meeting - Time and Agenda

The next work group meeting is scheduled for Wednesday, July 11, 2001 from 9 am - 12 noon.  

It is anticipated that meetings related to the Silver Creek Stakeholder Process, including meetings of this soils work group, will not be held from September  2001 until after the February 2002 Winter Olympics have taken place.



