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RECORD CF DECI SI ON
PART |
THE DECLARATI ON

WArm Springs Ponds I nactive Area Operable Unit (QU 12)
Silver Bow Creek/Butte Area NPL Site (original portion)
Upper dark Fork River Basin, Mntana

STATEMENT COF BASI S AND PURPCSE

Thi s deci si on docunent presents the selected interimrenmedial action for the Warm
Springs Ponds I nactive Area Operable Unit which is part of the Silver Bow Creek/Butte
Area National Priorities List (NPL) Site. The selected renedial action was devel oped in
accordance with the Conprehensive Environmental Response, Conpensation, and Liability
Act of 1980, as amended (CERCLA), 42 USC Sec. 9601, et. seq. and, to the extent
practicable, the National G| and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP),
40 CFR Part 300. This decision is based on the administrative record for the Inactive
Area and Active Area operable units of the Warm Springs Ponds, Silver Bow Creek/Butte
Area NPL Site.[1] <Footnote>1 The administrative record index and copies of key site
docunents are available for public review at the University of Mntana Library, the

Mont ana Tech Library on West Park Street in Butte, and other information repositories in
the dark Fork Basin. The conplete adm nistrative record may be reviewed at the offices
of the U S. EPA, 301 South Park, Federal Building, Helena,

M. </ f oot not e>

Al determ nations reached in this Record of Decision were nade in consultation with the
Mont ana Departnent of Health and Environmental Sciences, Solid and Hazardous Waste
Bureau (hereafter referred to as the State or MDHES), which conducted the renedi al



investigation for the Warm Springs Ponds and participated fully in the selection of the
remedy and the devel opment of this decision docunment. The State of Montana is in
agreenent with the EPA concerning the selected remedy. A copy of the State's letter of
concurrence wWith the selected remedy is attached to Part 111.

ASSESSMENT OF THE SI TE

Actual and threatened rel eases of hazardous substances fromthe Inactive Area Operable
Unit of the Warm Springs Ponds, if not significantly reduced or elimnated by

i mpl enentation of the response action selected and described in this Record of Decision,
nmay present an imminent and substantial endangernent to the public health, welfare, or

t he environnent.

DESCRI PTI ON OF THE SELECTED REMEDY

The Warm Springs Ponds are |located in Deer Lodge County, approxi mately seven mles east
of Anaconda, near the historic confluence of Silver Bow, Wllow, MII and Warm Spri ngs
creeks. These streans are principal headwaters of the dark Fork River, which begins
approxi nately one-quarter nmle north of the Inactive Area Qperable Unit boundary.

The Warm Springs Ponds are conprised of three settling ponds, the area bel ow
(north of) Pond 1, a series of wildlife ponds, and the MII-WIIow Bypass
(see Figure 1).

In 1991, the Warm Springs Ponds were divided into two operable units:

a) Active Qperable Unit (QU No. 4 of the Silver Bow Oreek/Butte Area site),
including Ponds 2 and 3, their inlet and outlet channels, their associ ated water
treatment facilities, the wildlife ponds and the upper bypass channel
(MII-WIIlow Bypass);[2] <Footnote>2 The interimrenmedy for the Active Area
Qperable Unit was described in the Septenber 1990 Record of Decision, as
nodi fied by the June 1991 Expl anation of Significant Differences including its
errata sheet. </footnote> and

b) Inactive Qperable Unit (OU No. 12 of the Silver Bow Oreek/Butte Area site),
including Pond 1, the historic Silver Bow Oreek channel and sone uncont ani nat ed
grassland and wet nmeadows bel ow Pond 1, and the | ower bypass channel, which
contains not only MIIl and WIIow creeks, but also outflows fromPond 2 (see
Fi gures 2A and 2B).

The selected interimrenedy for the Inactive Area Qperable Unit includes neans for
controlling contam nati on associ ated with subnerged and exposed tailings, soils, pond
bottom sedi nents, and ground and surface water. The selected renedy nay be sunmarized
as follows:

1. Renmove all tailings and contam nated soils fromthe adjacent portion of the
bypass channel and fromthe area bel ow Pond 1 not planned for wet closure.
Consol idate the wastes over existing dry tailings within the western portion of
Pond 1.

2. Modify, or enlarge if necessary, the adjacent portion of the bypass channel to
safely route flood flows up to 70,000 cubic feet per second (cfs) which is
one-hal f the estimated probabl e maxi rumflood (PMF) for the conbined fl ows of
Silver Bow, Wllow and MII creeks. Soils and gravels that have copper
concentrations bel ow 500 ng/ kg and neet geotechnical requirements will be used
for raising and strengthening the existing bernms and constructing new bermns.



10.

11.

12.

Rai se, strengthen and arnmor with soil cement the north-south aspect of the Pond 1
berm In accordance with specified state safety standards for high hazard dans
and for the protection of human health and the environment, the reconstructed
berm nust withstand the estimated naxi mum credi bl e earthquake (MCE) for this
area. |In addition, the reinforced bermnust be constructed to w thstand fl ood
flows up to 70,000 cfs (0.5 PMF) in the enl arged bypass channel.

Stabilize the east-west aspect of the Pond 1 berm The reconstructed berm nust
wi thstand a maxi mum credi bl e earthquake for this area, thus protecting agai nst
t he novement of contai ned pond bottom sedinents or tailings into the

uncontam nated or wet closed areas bel ow Pond 1 in accordance with specified
state dam safety standards, and for the protection of human health and the

envi ronnent .

Extend and arnor the north-south aspect of the Pond 1 berm approximately 2,400
feet in a north-northeasterly direction. This extended bermw Il be constructed
to provi de nmaxi mum credi bl e eart hquake protection and the ability to withstand
one-hal f the estinated probabl e maxi numflood (70,000 cfs) in the adjacent bypass
channel .

Rel ocate the | owernost portion of the bypass channel and convert the present
channel into a ground water interception trench. The relatively straight reach
of the bypass channel, fromthe apex of the existing Pond 1 bermto the historic
Silver Bow Creek channel, will be relocated north of the extended berm The
entire reach of the bypass channel that is adjacent to the inactive area will be
reconstructed, reclainmed and restored to a nore natural, neandering condition.
QG her excavated areas will be reclained and restored to their natural condition.

The converted ground water interception trench will be deepened and punps wll be
installed to allow for a punp-back system Intercepted water that fails to meet
speci fied standards wi |l be punped back to the active area for treatment.
Monitoring wells and surface water quality nonitoring stations will be placed at
strategi c | ocations.

Construct wet-closure berns to enclose the subnerged and partially subnerged
tailings and contanminated soils. Wthin the eastern portion of Pond 1 and al ong
the historic Silver Bow Creek channel bel ow Pond 1, these snaller berns will
create a series of cells, which when flooded will vary in depth froma m ni num of
one foot to a maxi mum of six feet.

Chemcally fix (immbilize) the tailings and contam nated soils, now encl osed by
smal l er berns, by incorporating line and line slurry onto or into them

Fl ood the wet-closure cells with water adjusted to a pH greater than 8.5 and
mai ntai n proper water surface elevations in the wet-closure cells.

Cover the dry tailings and contami nated soils within the western portion of Pond
1 with 2 inches of |inestone, 12 inches of fill, and 6 inches of a suitable soil
cap. This dry-closed area will be contoured to control runoff and seeded with
native vegetation.

Construct a runoff interception systemalong the east side of the inactive area.
This systemwi |l prevent floods originating in the eastern hills fromentering
the wet-closure cells. It will be designed to intercept one-half the probable
maxi mum fl ood, which is estinated to be 8,500 cfs at its peak. A collection
system or other engineered solution will be constructed to prevent excessive
sedinents fromentering the Aark Fork R ver inmediately bel ow



13. Install toe drains along the arnored berns and construct a collection nanifold
for both the active and inactive areas. The water collected will be punped to
the active area for treatment if it exceeds final point source discharge
standards specified in Attachment 5 to the Warm Springs Ponds Active Area
Uni |l ateral Administrative O der.

14. I npl erent | ong-term ecol ogi cal nmonitoring. By neans of an unbi ased set of
neasurenents, this nmonitoring effort will concentrate on the effects of
bi ol ogi cal systens living in contact with netals in the water and substrate of
ponds and wetl ands environnents. The results will validate or invalidate the
decision to chemically fix, wet-close and contain in place the exposed and
subnerged tailings and contam nated soils.

15. I npl enent institutional controls to prevent residential devel opnent, domestic
wel | construction, disruption of dry-closure caps, and sw nm ng

The selected remedy is an interi mresponse acti on; however, not in the usual sense.
Interimactions usually address only portions of site cleanups, or nmay not intend to
utilize permanent solutions to the nmaxi num extent practicable. Thus, they are usually
not intended to be the final response action for a particular site or set of

ci rcunst ances

This interimresponse action utilizes permanent solutions to the maxi num extent
practicable, and the EPA believes that subsequent final evaluations will denonstrate the

effectiveness of the interimrenedy. It is an interimremedy for the follow ng reasons:
1. Hazar dous substances will remain on site
2. The sel ected renedy enpl oys innovative nmethods for reducing or elimnating

threats to human health and the environment, which will require monitoring over
tinme to evaluate its effectiveness; and

3. Cont am nat ed source areas upstream and upgradi ent have direct inplications on the
ef fectiveness and permanence of any renedy selected for this area

Wil e every reasonable effort was nmade to assure that this remedy will be protective of
human health and the environnent, the neasure of its protectiveness, effectiveness and
permanence requires time and a watchful eye. dearly, when conpared to the 10 ot her
remedi es examned in the feasibility study, the renmedy sel ected affords the nost
reasonabl e bal ance of objectives and it offers the greatest potential for becomng a
final renedy. Thus, the selected renedy presented in this Record of Decision

attenpts to pernmanently renediate the principal threats posed by contam nation wthin
the Inactive Area Qperable Unit.

Additionally, the selected renedy is acceptable to a mgjority of interested dark Fork
Ri ver Basin residents and | ocal governnent officials. Several public scoping neetings
were hel d throughout the basin as the EPA and State exanined feasible alternatives.

I ndi vi dual s and speci al interest groups requested nore studies with respect to totally
renoving the contam nated materials fromthe historic flood plain and consunptive water
usage estimates for the various alternatives. The EPA responded with additional studies
and fol l owup neetings were conducted prior to issuing the proposed plan. Wile no
remedy can be expected to recei ve unani nous public support, the remedy sel ection process
in this instance was carried out with full public participation and the remedy sel ected
is broadly supported.



STATUTCRY DETERM NATI ONS

The selected renedy is protective of human health and the environnment, conplies with
Federal and State requirements that are legally applicable or relevant and appropriate
to the renmedial action unless a statutory waiver is invoked, and is cost-effective.

Al though the remedy is an interimremedy which will be reevaluated in a final remedy
deci sion for the Warm Springs Ponds active and inactive areas, the remedy utilizes
permanent solutions and alternative treatment technol ogies to the maxi mum ext ent
practicable and satisfies the statutory preference for remedi es that enpl oy treatnent
that reduces toxicity, nobility, or volune as a principal elenent.

Because this remedy will result in hazardous substances renaining on site, above

heal t h- based and environnent al -based | evels, a review will be conducted within five
years after comrencenent of renedial action to ensure that the remedy continues to
provi de adequate protection of human health and the environment. Additionally, the
remedy selected by this Record of Decision will be subject to a separate public review
once cleanup work at other operable units and NPL sites that affect this operable unit
is conpleted.
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1.0 SITE NAME, LOCATI ON AND DESCRI PTI ON

The Warm Springs Ponds are located in southwestern Montana, at the |l ower end of Silver
Bow Creek, approximately 27 m|les downstream of Butte. The pond systemis a series of
three sediment settling ponds that were constructed over a span of about 60 years. Pond
1 was constructed around 1911; Pond 2 around 1916; and Pond 3 during the |late 1950s.
They were constructed by the Anaconda Copper M ning Conpany in an effort to prevent
tailings and other sedinments fromentering the dark Fork R ver, which begins

approxi mately one-half mle below Pond 1 (see Figure 1).

Ponds 2 and 3 have been retained as settling ponds. Tailings and other sedinents from
Silver Bow Creek physically settle to the bottomas the velocity of the incom ng water
decreases. The addition of linme near the inlet to Pond 3, a practice that began sone 20
years ago, also makes it possible to actively treat the dissolved netals, or cause them
to precipitate out of solution and settle to the bottom Hstorically, |inme has been
added only during the late fall, winter, and early spring.

Pond 1 was never involved in the active treatnent of water from Silver Bow Oreek by the
addition of line, and it no longer plays a role in settling sedinents. This inactive
area, and the area below Pond 1, are essentially isolated fromthe active treatnent
portion of the pond system The relatively small volune of water contained within this
inactive area is present due to seepage fromthe ponds above.

WIllow and MI1 creeks, which historically joined with Silver Bow Oreek in the area
above the present pond system were diverted away from Silver Bow Creek and around the
pond systemin the late 1960s. Figure 1 shows the current configuration of these



streans, as well as the three ponds, bypass channel, wildlife ponds, and the old Silver
Bow Creek channel below Pond 1. The entire systemis approxinately four mles |ong and
one nmile wde, covering approximately 2,500 acres of open pond water and interspersed
wet| ands and tailings deposits.

The Warm Springs Ponds are divided into two operable units. The Active Area Qperable
Unit includes Ponds 2 and 3, their inlet and outlet channels, their treatnent
facilities, the adjacent portion of the MII-WIIow Bypass, and the wildlife ponds. The
Inactive Area Qperable Unit includes Pond 1, the old Silver Bow Creek channel bel ow Pond
1, an uncontam nated grassland and wet meadow bel ow Pond 1, and the adj acent | ower
bypass channel .

The Sept enber 1990 Record of Decision for the Warm Springs Ponds, as nodified by the
June 1991 Explanation of Significant Differences and its errata sheet, described the
remedy for the Active Area Operable Unit. A nmjor nodification of the Explanation of
Significant Differences was to divide the entire Warm Springs Ponds area into two
operable units. As a result, renedial design and renedial action have proceeded as

pl anned for the active area, but at the sane time, nore time was allowed for the

sel ection of an appropriate renedy for the inactive area. The final renedial design
report for the Active Area Operable Unit, which was submtted by the potentially
responsi bl e party, the Atlantic R chfield Conpany (ARCO, has been approved by the EPA
and renedi al action construction will begin in July 1992.

In July 1990, the EPA and ARCO entered into an Adm nistrative Oder on Consent for the
MI1-WIIow Bypass Renoval Action. This work is conpleted and is an integral part of
the two renedial actions planned for the Warm Springs Ponds system Briefly, this
action involved the follow ng work:

. removal of 436,000 cubic yards of tailings and contami nated soils fromthe bypass
and disposal in a dry portion of Pond 3,

. reinforcing and arnoring the Pond 2 and 3 berns (an additional 1 mllion cubic
yards of uncontam nated fill dirt was excavated fromthe bypass for this
pur pose); and

. construction of inproved inlet and outlet structures and a divider di ke between
Silver Bow Creek and WIlow and MII creeks.

1.1 THE I NACTI VE AREA CPERABLE UNI T

The Inactive Area Cperable Unit (Pond 1 and the area bel ow Pond 1) contain about 3.4
mllion cubic yards of contam nated sedinents, tailings and soils.

Approxi mately 475,000 mllion cubic yards of these materials are contained within the
area below Pond 1. They are over-bank deposits that settled out along Silver Bow O eek
prior to the construction of Pond 1. This area is sinmlar to the streanside tailings
deposits above the ponds, and to a limted degree sinilar to the over-bank tailings
deposits, or "slickens" found along the Cark Fork River. The area below Pond 1 is
different fromthese other areas in respect to the fact that water no | onger flows
freely through this nowisol ated channel.

Approximately 2.9 million cubic yards of contam nated sedinents, tailings and soils are
contained within Pond 1. They settled out of Silver Bow Creek over a short period after
Pond 1 was constructed in about 1911. Pond 2 was constructed approxi mately 5 years
later. The tailings and sedi ments contain some 20 or nore contaninants; however, the
contami nants of primary concern are arsenic, cadm um copper, |ead and zinc.



The netal s-cont am nated deposits contained within the inactive area reach depths of 8 to
12 feet. Wthin the eastern portion of Pond 1 and in the old Silver Bow Creek channel
bel ow Pond 1, the deposits are largely subnerged under standing water that has seeped
fromthe ponds above. The underlying nmarsh deposits and other naturally deposited silts
and soils, as well as the shallow ground water, have been contani nated by the downward
novenent of dissolved nmetals fromthe overlying tailings and pond bottom sedi nents.

The remaining two-thirds of Pond 1 (mddle and western portions) contains tailings that
appear dry on the surface, but are generally in contact with the ground water. That
portion of the area below Pond 1 which lies outside of the old flood plain is

uncont am nat ed neadow on the surface; however, the underlying shallow ground water has
been affected by seepage fromthe ponds (see Figures 2A and 2B).

2.0 SITE H STORY AND SUMVARY CF ENFORCEMENT ACTI VI TI ES

The di scovery of gold along Silver Bow Creek, in 1864, opened the door for mning and
its ancillary activities in the upper dark Fork River basin. Wthin a few years the

gol d was depl eted, but copper and silver ores were found to be plentiful and of a high
grade. Wthin a span of less than 20 years after the first prospectors found gold in
the area's streans and gul ches, nore than 300 copper and silver mnes, numerous ore
processing mlls, and at |east eight open air snelters were operating in Butte al one.
Many of the mines, mlls and smelters were owned and operated by the Anaconda Copper

M ni ng Conpany or related conpanies. The Atlantic R chfield Conpany is the successor to
Anaconda and is the current owner of sone of the upstreamfacilities and the Warm
Springs Ponds area.

These early mining, mlling, and snelting activities resulted in extensive damage to the
Silver Bow Creek drainage basin. First, gold mning in the stream channel devastated
its banks and riparian vegetation. The nines, mlls and snelters that foll owed dunped
their wastes directly into Silver Bow Creek. As the city of Butte grew, raw sewage was
added to the wastes entering the stream These wastes conpletely choked off flowin
Silver Bow Creek at times, but still had little difficulty finding their way into the
Cark Fork River, which alternately carried themand deposited themalong its entire
length of over 250 miles. Lake Pend Oreille (pronounced Ponderay) in |daho received
sone of these wastes before MI|Itown Dam and the Warm Spri ngs Ponds began to coll ect

t hem

Early newspaper accounts and photographs fromthe turn of the century document the
devastation. About 1911, the Anaconda Copper M ning Conpany built the first settling
pond on Silver Bow Creek in an attenpt to prevent wastes fromentering the dark Fork
River. This is now known as Pond 1 of the Warm Springs Ponds system Pond 1, and Pond
2 which was built about 5 years |ater, experienced various breaches and overfl ows which
led to contam nation in the Warm Springs Ponds inactive area and the dark Fork R ver
bel ow.

The direct discharge of mining, mlling and snelting wastes into Silver Bow Creek
continued until the early 1970s. Altogether, over 19 nmillion cubic yards of tailings
and sediments have settled in the Warm Springs Ponds and an additional 3 nillion cubic
yards reside along the banks of Silver Bow Creek above the ponds. Leaching and run off
from upstream sources continue to degrade Silver Bow Creek and add contami nation to the
ponds.

The vol une of waste in the three ponds, if renoved and transferred to another |ocation,
woul d cover an area equal to 100 football fields, 90 feet deep. In addition to the
extraordinary volume of waste present, their noisture content and their ability to
retain noisture for many decade, after being renmoved froma wet environment present
difficulties with respect to nmoving and containi ng them



The sources of hazardous substances, pollutants, and contam nants at the Warm Springs
Ponds inactive area are varied. The several snelters and mlls that were established
and operated in Butte, fromapproxinmately 1880 until 1940, disposed their m ning wastes
in Silver Bow Creek. Tailings and other nine wastes are still |ocated at these fornmer
facilities, and they continue to | each contam nants into Silver Bow Creek.

Additionally, mne water and discharges fromthe Wed Concentrator were di scharged into
Silver Bow Creek for several years. The Anaconda Smelter operations also contributed
waste to the Warm Springs Ponds area, through various ditches and conveyances. Al of
these sources led to the mgration of substantial quantities of mne wastes downstream
to, anong other places, the Warm Springs Ponds inactive area.

The land uses in this area are principally agriculture and tourism The adjacent
community of WArm Springs grew up around a najor state facility for mental
rehabilitation. The small community of Cpportunity and a few rural honmes are | ocated
within a few mles of the ponds. The nearest city is Anaconda, about 7 mles to the
west .

The Opportunity tailings ponds are |located | ess than one mle west of the Warm Springs
Ponds. The Qpportunity tailings ponds cover over 4,600 acres and are nostly dry,
exposed tailings deposits. This area is part of the Anaconda Snelter Superfund Site.

The Silver Bow Creek site was listed on the NPL in 1983. The site was expanded to
include | arge areas in and around Butte, in 1987. EPA through a cooperative agreenent
with MDHES, conducted a site wide renedial investigation the Phase | investigation-which
was rel eased in 1987. MDHES al so conducted a Phase Il investigation, which focused on
the Warm Springs Ponds area specifically, was released in 1989. A feasibility study,

whi ch included a risk assessnent for the Warm Springs Ponds area, was released in 1989.
Fol | owi ng public comment on a proposed plan for the entire Warm Springs Ponds area, EPA
i ssued a Record of Decision in 1990. The Record of Decision was changed in an

Expl anation of Significant Differences and its errata sheet, which l[imted EPA s cl eanup
decision to the active area only, and reserved further decisions for the inactive area
for a future Record of Decision. Under EPA oversight, ARCO conducted an anal ysis of
renedi ation alternatives for the inactive area. The alternatives analysis was rel eased
in 1991. EPA issued a proposed plan for the inactive area in March 1992.

ARCO, the successor-in-interest to the Anaconda M nerals Conpany and ot her snelter and
ml| operators in Butte, is the current owner of the Warm Springs Ponds inactive area.

MDHES, through its Water Quality Bureau, issued an order in 1967 which required the
Anaconda M nerals Conpany to prevent the introduction of heavy netal salts fromthe Warm
Springs Ponds into the dark Fork River by, anong other things, punping back

contam nated water frombelow Pond 1 to the treatnent system above. |In 1989, MDHES,

again through its Water Quality Bureau, issued an order to ARCO requiring berm ng bel ow
the Warm Springs Ponds to prevent mgration of tailings and other contam nated nateri al
whi ch were causing fish kills in the dQark Fork River.

In 1990, pursuant to CERCLA Section 106, EPA ordered ARCOto renove all tailings and
soils contaminated with heavy netals fromthe MII|-WI|ow Bypass. This work is
essentially conpleted and to sonme extent is incorporated into this Record of Decision
and the Septenber 1990 Record of Decision for the active area. In 1991, EPA ordered
ARCO to inplenment the Warm Springs Ponds active area renedy, again pursuant to CERCLA
Section 106. ARCO will begin renediation of the active area in July 1992.



3.0 H GHLI GHTS CF PUBLI C PARTI ClI PATI ON

In 1983, the initial community relations plan for the Silver Bow Creek site (the site
name has since been changed to include the Butte area) designated the Butte-Silver Bow
County Health Departrent as the focal point for conmmunity invol venent and included the
formation of a local citizens' advisory committee. The conmmittee assisted the State in
the selection of a contractor for the Phase | renedial investigations of the site. A
significant portion of the Phase | study characterized the contam nation present at the
War m Spri ngs Ponds.

In 1985, a review of the comunity relations plan by the EPA brought about several

i mprovenents, including a toll-free tel ephone nunber, fact sheets and updates, and an
increase in the nunmber of informal neetings with the public. These inprovenments were put
in place by the State over a period of about two years.

The Phase Il renedial investigation, followed by a feasibility study, began in 1986 at
what was then a single Warm Springs Ponds operable unit. The RI/FS continued through
1989 as a State-lead effort. During that time, MDHES and EPA staff provided information
about the Warm Springs Ponds activities at public neetings and through fact sheets and
progress reports. These reports were distributed to people on a nailing list in Novenber
1986, Novenber 1987, May 1988, July 1988, August 1988, Cctober 1988, June 1989,

Sept enber 1989, and May 1990. The nmailing list grew from 271 individuals in 1987 to
about 800 individuals in 1990. Special interest groups that indicated concern about the
site included the ark Fork Coalition, Butte Chapter of Trout Unlimted, Skyline
Sportsnen of Anaconda, the Deer Lodge Chapter of Trout Unlimted, George Grant Chapter
of Trout Unlimted, Anaconda Sportsnen's Cub, Pintlar Audubon, and Upper d ark Fork
Chapter of Trout Unlimted.

The Warm Springs Ponds Feasibility Study and proposed plan were rel eased for public
review in Cctober 1989. The MDHES held public informational neetings in Butte,

Anaconda, and M ssoul a during Cctober 1989 and formal public hearings in the sanme cities
in Decenber. The public comrent period for the feasibility study and proposed plan was
open from Cctober 1989 until the end of January 1990.

Toward the close of the public comment period in January 1990, the EPA becane the | ead
agency for the Silver Bow Oreek site. Overwhel mi ng opposition to an inmpoundnent
proposed for the Cpportunity area caused the EPA to reject much of the proposed plan for
the Warm Springs Ponds remedy and conbi ne the el enents of other alternatives examined in
the feasibility study in order to devise a remedy that was both acceptable to the
majority of the public and adequately protective of human health and the environmnent.

Al t hough the record shows there was considerable effort put forth by the agencies to
involve the public, nmany commenters expressed dissatisfaction with the level of public
invol venent in the process of selecting a renedy for the Warm Springs Ponds. That
perception, nmore than any other consideration, influenced the EPA to defer a decision
with respect to Pond 1 and the area bel ow Pond 1, exanine feasible alternatives nore
carefully, and involve the public fully in the selection of a renedy. Thus, EPA divided
the Warm Springs Ponds into two operable units.

The Record of Decision (ROD) for the Warm Springs Ponds was signed in Septenber 1990.
The ROD included Pond 1, but deferred the decision on the area below Pond 1 for a year.
By May 1991, EPA and the State realized that a decision for Pond 1 (and the area bel ow)
woul d involve nore tine and effort, and would delay the renedy for Ponds 2 and 3. EPA
wote an Explanation of Significant D fferences (ESD) which laid out the rationale for
splitting Warm Springs Ponds into two operable units: the Active Area (Ponds 2 and 3)
and the Inactive Area (Pond 1 and the area below), as well as docunenting sonme changes
to the active area renedy. Using this division, EPA could proceed with the active area



remedy and yet give sufficient tine and effort to deciding on an appropriate renmedy for
the inactive area.

The EPA endeavored for over a year to involve all affected parties before arriving at a
recommended renedial action plan for the inactive area. Five public scoping nmeetings
were held throughout the basin and nunerous briefings and individual contacts were
conducted during 1991 and early part of 1992. In response to concerns expressed at
these meetings, particularly by Deer Lodge and M ssoul a residents, the EPA ordered or
conduct ed supplenental feasibility studies. A fact sheet outlining the EPA's plans for
both the inactive and active areas was issued in July 1991 to residents of the basin.

The proposed plan for the Inactive Area Qperable Unit was issued in March 1992 and two
final public hearings were held in Anaconda and M ssoul a before the close of the public
comrent period. Wile no single renedy preferred by the EPA ever seens to be

unani nously favored by all parties concerned, this renedy sel ection process was carried
out under intense public scrutiny and the selected renedy is favored by a clear mgjority
of the affected public.

Information repositories, containing key site studies, indexes and reports, are
presently naintained at the following |ocations: University of Mntana Library in
M ssoul a, National Park Service Main Ofice in Deer Lodge, Hearst Free Library in
Anaconda, Montana Tech Library in Butte, and the Butte EPA office. The conplete
adm nistrative record is maintained in mcrofilmat the University of Mntana and

Mont ana Tech, and in hard copy at the EPA's offices in the Hel ena Federal Building, 301
Sout h Park.

4.0 SCOPE AND ROLE OF OPERABLE UNIT WTHI N SI TE STRATEGY

The Silver Bow Creek/Butte Area Superfund Site, because of its conplexity and size, has
been separated into several remedial operable units. They are:

o Streanside Tailings (Silver Bow Greek fromthe Colorado Tailings to the Warm
Springs Ponds; RI/FS underway)

o3 M ne Fl oodi ng/ Berkeley Pit (RI/FS underway; ROD expected in 1994)

oA Warm Springs Ponds Active Area (Renedial Action begins in 1992; MII- =WII| ow
Bypass Renoval Action conpl et ed)

U7 Rocker (Rermoval of 1,000 cu yds conpleted in 1989; RI/FS underway)
(0 8:] Butte Priority Soils (RI/FS began in 1992)

QU12 Warm Springs Ponds Inactive Area (Record of Decision in 1992; Renedial Action
begi ns in 1993; Reredi al Action conpletion expected in 1994).

QU13 Butte Non Priority Soils Qperable Unit (RI/FS and ROD pendi ng)

QU14 Butte Active Area (R /FS and RCD pendi ng)

QU15 Final Evaluation of the Warm Springs Ponds (follow ng upstream cl eanup)

In addition, several renoval actions have been or will be inplenented at the site,

including the MI1-WIIow Bypass renoval, Travona M ne Shaft Control, residential soils
cl eanups, and the Lower Area One cl eanup.



The site and its operable units are part of the larger and nore enconpassi ng dark Fork
Ri ver Basin Superfund Conpl ex, which consists of three additional NPL sites and their
approximately 17 operable units. They are the Montana Pol e, Anaconda Snelter, and
MIltown Reservoir NPL sites.

The studies and actual cleanup activities being conducted at each site vary greatly.
The dark Fork River Basin Master Plan established priorities anong the sites and
operabl e units, based upon their relative inportance in terns of risks to human health
and the environnent. The Warm Springs Ponds ranked very high in terns of environnenta
risks.

The remedi al investigations (Phase | and I1), public health and environmenta

assessnent, and initial feasibility study for the Warm Springs Ponds were conducted with
a single, conprehensive renedy intended. The decision to divide the pond systeminto
two operable units was nade late in the process. The rationale for that decision is
adequat el y discussed in previous sections. It is enphasized here in order to point out
that for the inactive area, the characterization of the nature and extent of

contam nation, the identification of risks, the definition of problens, and the

devel opnent of possible renedies were largely the product of a single, conprehensive
study that made no dis