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I. INTRODUCTION 

The purpose of a five-year review (FYR) is to evaluate the implementation and performance of a remedy to 
determine if the remedy is and will continue to be protective of human health and the environment. The methods, 
findings and conclusions of reviews are documented in FYR reports such as this one. In addition, FYR reports 
identify issues found during the review, if any, and document recommendations to address them. 

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) is preparing this FYR pursuant to the Comprehensive 
Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) Section 121, consistent with the National 
Contingency Plan (NCP) (40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Section 300.430(f)(4)(ii)),-and considering EPA 
policy. 

This is the Third FYR for the Mouat Industries Superfund site (the Site). T11e response actions conducted at this 
Site were removal actions rather than remedial actions. Therefore, a FYR is not required under Statute or 
regulation. This policy Five~Year Review is required because the Site is on the National Priorities List and the 
removal actions left hazardous substances, pollutants, or contaminants on site above levels that allow for 
unlimited use and unrestricted exposure. The triggering action for this policy review is the previous FYR. 

The Site consists of one operable unit (OU]), which will be addressed in this FYR. OUl addresses surface and 
subsurface soil, surface water and groundwater. 

The FYR was led by EPA remedial project manager (RPM) Roger Hoogerheide with support from Sara Alfano 
and Ryan Burdge of Skea. The review began on 5/31/2017. Documents reviewed as part of this FYR are included 
in Appendix A. 

Site.Background 

The Site is located in Stillwater County, Montana, on the south side of the Town of Columbus. CmTent and 
projected land uses for the Site and sun-ounding area are light and heavy industrial uses. The Columbus airstrip is 
located to the south (Figure 1). Residential areas and a golf course are located south of the airport. 

1n 1957, Mouat Industries constructed a chromium processing plant at the Site. Various operators leased the Site 
from the Town until about 1973. Until 1962, site facilities generated sodium sulfate process wastes containing 
sodium chromate and sodium dichromate. Hexavalent chromium (chromium-6) containing compounds leached 
from the sodium chromate waste piles inlo underlying soils and eventually into groundwater. In addition, normal 
facility op·erations resulted in sodium dichromate spills. The area of affected soil was an estimated 3.3 acres. 

The Town has owned the eastern portion of the Site since 1933. In 1960, the Town acquired the western portion of the 
Site which was conveyed to Timberweld in 2006. Timberweld, a manufacturer of lam'mated wood structural elements 
and composite wood beams, had a facility on the western po11ion of the site property. Timberweld recently shut 
down its operations in 2016 and sold all assets. Two individual landowners purchased the Western portion of the 
Site prope_rty in 2017. The Town's portion of the Site includes a new public works building and parking lots. The 
western portion of the Site is surfaced with gravel. Based on conversations with the new property owners, the 
anticipated future use of these properties is expected to be slab on grade storage sheds with material and 
equipment possibly being stored outside. 

Bedrock underlying the Site ranges between 13 and 35 feet below ground surface. Immediately overlying the 
shale bedrock are alluvial gravels between approximately 7 and 27 feet. Above the gravel, fine-grained sediments 
consisting of alluvial clay, silt, and fine sand horizons, typical of floodplain deposits, are encountered. 
Hydrogeologic investigations at the Site have focused on the alluvial sand and gravel formation. The aquifer 
appears to be unconfined. However, the overlying fine-grained clay and silt layers may act locally to confine the 
aquifer. Groundwater flows toward the southeast. 
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Use of groundwater at the Site is prohibited and municipal water supplies are available to the area. Groundwater 
downgradient is a potential source of irrigation water for the golf course, crops and nearby lawns. There are no 
su'rface water areas or channels on site. The Yellowstone River is located about a half-mile south of the Site. A 
pond on the local golf course is located between the river and the Site. 
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Figure 1: Site Map 
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FIVE-YEAR REVIEW SUMMARY FORM 

Site Name: Mouat Industries 

EPA ID: MTD021997689 

NPL Status: Final 

Multiple OUs? 
No 

Lead agency: EPA 

SITE IDENTIFICATION 

City/County: Columbus/Stillwater County 

Has the site achieved construction completion? 
Yes 

REVIEW STATUS 

Author name: Roger Hoogerheide, Sarah Alfano-and Ryan Burdge 

Author affiliation: EPA Region 8 and Skea 

Review period: 5/31/2017 ~ 4/13/2018 

Date of site inspection: 6/12/2017 

Type of review: Discretionary 

Review number. 3 

Triggering action date: 4/15/2013 

Due date (five years after triggering action date): 4/J 5/2018 

II. RESPONSE ACTION SUMMARY 

Basis for Taking Action 

Site investigations in 1977, 1980, 1983 and 1984 led to the Site's proposal forlisting on the National Priorities 
List (NPL) in 1984. EPA listed the Site on the NPL in 1986. Hazardous substances released at the Site include 
chromium-6 and chromium~3; sampling found both contaminants above health-based or regulatory levels for soil, 
surface water and groundwater. A timeline of Site activities is included in Appendix B. 

Response Actions 

Anaconda Minerals Company (AMC), which acquired Mouat Industries' interests in the buildings and equipment, 
undertook several voluntary actions between 1969 and 1973 in response to concerns expressed by the Town. 
These actions included containerization and relocation of wastes and treatment of soils. Demolition of the former 
processing facility finished in 1974. The former processing plant footprint was covered with approximately 2 feet 
of gravel. 
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AMC activities in 1969, 1973 and 1974 isolated wastes from the environment and treated contaminated soils. 
They included: 

• Removing stockpiled chromium salts from the Site yard. A portion of the waste was drummed and 
relocated to the processing plant building. The remainder of the waste was stored on the concrete floor of 
the processing plant building. The former location of the material was graded and covered with graveL 

• Removing about 468 tons of material stored inside the building. The material was taken off-site for 
disposal. 

• Excavating and transporting chromium-contaminated soil from the Site for off-site disposal. 
• Applying acids and ferrous sulfate to remaining in-place soils and working the reagents into the soil to 

convert chromium-6 to chromium-3. 

1990 Time-Critical Removal Action 
EPA issued an action memorandum to initiate a time-critical removal action in ] 990 to address the threat of direct 
contact with hazardous materials by on-site workers and nearby individuals, and provide run-on, run-off drainage 
control for the Site. In March and April 1990, the EPA Region 8 Emergency Response Branch secured the Site by 
surrounding it with six-foot-high industrial chain link fencing and the Town re-routed the drainage ditch that had 
carried storm water through the center of the Site to perimeter locations. 

1991 Time-Critical Removal Action 
In 1991, EPA issued a second time~critical removal action memorandum selecting on-site treatment of remaining 
soils as the primary removal alternative with off-site disposal of soils as a backup. Pursuant to a 199 l 
Administrative Order on Consent (AOC), FMC Corporation (FMC), one of the Site's potentially responsible 
parties (PRPs) implemented the soil removal action selected under the 1991 Action Memorandum. Excavation of 
Site soils met a cleanup performance standard established in the 1991 Action Memorandum and was based on the 
results of Toxicity Characteristic Leaching Procedures (TCLP) performed on Site soils. Soils within the Site 
fenceline were excavated based on a TCLP extract total chromium concentration threshold of 0.5 milligrams per 
liter (mg/L). Soils outside the fence (largely o_n Timberweld property) were excavated based on a TCLP extract 
total chromium concentration threshold of O.l mg/L. 

Soils were first mixed with a proprietary mixture of acids. Treated soils were then mixed with Portland cement 
and placed in steel bins to solidify into soil blocks. Approximately 14,000 cubic yards (7000 blocks) were treated 
and placed in the excavated area as an on-site repository in the first year. Treated soil blocks were placed in the 
excavated area on-site. In response to the Town's concern about the potential size of the repository, approximately 
19,400 cubic yards of soils with chroITl.lum levels above cleanup standards were excavated and transported for off­
site disposal in 1994. The final cover consisted of gravel on the Timberweld property to allow vehicle access for 
material lay~down and two feet of soil and a vegetated cover in the fenced area owned by the Town. 

1996 Non-Time-Critical Removal Action 
EPA issued a 1996 Action Memorandum for a non-time-critical removal action for remaining areas of 
environmental concern: 

• Swface and Subswface Soil: Land use restrictions required. No further action needed due to previously 
completed excavation and treatment of soil and land use restrictions, The Town is a PRP and is 
responsible for issuing and-maintaining institutional controls. 

• Surface Water: The 1996 Action Memorandum identified surface water performance standards for the 
golf course pond and ditches as a result of contaminated groundwater discharges to surface water. 
Monitoring detertruned the applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements (ARARs) have been met 
and no further action is needed. 

• Groundwater: Natural attenuation, groundwater monitoring and institutional controls (ICs) to limit public 
exposure to contaminated groundwater required. Federal maximum contaminant level (MCL) for 
chromium of 100 micrograms per liter (~~g/L) identifiec!- as ARAR. The Action Memorandum indicated 
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the Monitoring Plan Well Network monitoring was anticipated to be performed by the PRPs, under an 
appropriate Administrative Order. 

2008 Amendme11t to the June 21, 1996Action Memorandum 
EPA amended the 1996 Action Memorandum to clarify the points of compliance for groundwater at the Site and 
that the restriction on groundwater use in the block placement area will be maintained as long as ICs are necessary 
(through the modification in the Town of Columbus' Superfund Overlay District Ordinance). It also clarified that 
groundwater monitoring will continue as long as waste remains in place, but that the frequency of monitoring may 
be modified based on monitoring results, and stated that the Montana Department of Environmental Quality 
(MDEQ) and EPA will prepare a Post Removal Site Control Plan pursuant to Section 300.415(1)(3) of the NCP. 

Status of Implementation 

In 1993, F1vlC implemented the soil removal action selected under the 1991 Action Memorandum. The 1996 
Action Memorandum provided supplemental documentation of previous removal actions at the Site and included 
a non-time-critical removal action for groundwater. Pursuant to the 1996 UAO, Atlantic Richfield Company 
(ARCO) began formal implementation of the removal action described in the 1996 Action Memorandum. In 
2009, EPA and MDEQ determined that all appropriate actions had been completed on the surface and subsurface 
soils component of the Site. Therefore, EPA deleted the surf{l.ce and subsurface soils component from the NPL. 
The Post Removal Site Control Plan was completed in 2009 and modified in 2013. 

Annual groundwater monitoring began in 1996 and was temporarily susp-ended in 2002 when groundwater 
performance standards were met. Annual monitoring resumed in 2008 and continued through 2015. Sampling was 
again co_nducted in 2017 in support of this FYR. 

ICs Summary 

The 1996 Action Memorandum and UAO required ICs restricting land use and groundwater use. They included 
restrictions to; 

• Prohibit excavation into blocks of treated soils. 

• Limit vehicle loads on gravel-covered portions of the on-site repository (also referred to as the block 
placement area). 

• Prohibit any use of the soil-covered block placement area unless those areas are paved or covered with 
gravel. 

• Require the property owner to maintain the site cover, drainage facilities and fences. 
• Establish specifications for construction on the block placement area. 
• PLtt groundwater use restrictions in place. 

!Cs have been in place since 1995, when the Town approved a zoning ordinance and Superfund Overlay District, 
which cannot be modified without prior approval from EPA (see Appendix C for Town map). Land use 
restrictions apply only to the block placement areas and surrounding protective buffer areas. An EPA-approved 
2008 modification to the ordinance lifted the groundwater use restriction, except in the block placement area and 
extended to the compliance wells. The modified ordinance also allowed for removal of fences around the soil 
cover areas, since fences were no longer deemed necessary. However, the property owners must maintain the 
vegetated soil cover or gravel cover on their property that is above the areas where treated soils were placed on 
site (Figure 2). In addition, the 2008 ordinance added that building construction is allowed within the block 
placement area and excavation required for this construction and trenching for utilities is allowed as long as the 
waste excavated is placed back into the trenches once work is completed-and the Site does not allow for unlimited 
use/unrestricted exposure. The ordinance is included in Appendix H. 
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The Town agreed to implement and enforce the I Cs at the Site and placed a warranty deed1 on the Timberweld 
property to denote that portions of the property are subject to the land use restrictions stated in the Overlay 
Di_strict ordinance. In addition, EPA and the Town have communicated with recent purchasers of the former 
Timberweld property to ensure that they are aware of and have copies of the restrictions. The anticipated property 
uses are not expected to affect the gravel cover. Table 1 summarizes fCs at the Site. 

Table 1: Summary of Planned and/or Implemented I Cs 

Media, Engineered 
ICs Called 

Controls, and Areas re, for in the JC Title of IC Instrument that Do Not Support 
Needed Decision Impacted Parcel(s) 

Objective Implemented and Date UU/UE Based on 
Current Conditions 

Documents 

Superfund Overlay 
District, as implemented 

32081427213030000 in Town Ordinance No. 
32081427213010000 336 (Appendix H). The 
3208l4272l3040000 2008 modification to the 

Groundwater Yes Yes 
32081427213020000 Limitations on Superfund Overlay 
32081427115010000 groundwater use District removed 
32081427115020000 ground water use 

restrictions, except in the 
See Figure 2 block placement area and 

extending to the 
comnliance wel!s. 

Establishes 

32081427213030000 specifications for 

3208142721301,0000 construction and 

32081427213040000 specifies that the 
Superfund Overlay 

32081427213020000 property owner 
District, as implemented Soil Yes Yes 32081427ll50IOOOO is required to 
in Town Ordinance No. 

32081427115020000 maintain the site 336 cover, drainage 

See Figure 2 facilities and 
fences placed on-
site 

1 A warranty deed is a type of deed where the grantor (sel!cr) guarantees that he or she holds clear tillc to a piece of real 
estate and has a right m sell it to the grantee (buyer). 
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Figure 2: IC Map 
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Systems Operations/Operation & Maintenance (O&M) 

All response actions at the Site were conducted as removal actions. Therefore, activities that would be considered 
O&M activities at a site where remedial actions are conducted are instead conducted as post-removal site control 
at the Site. Post-removal site control activities currently conducted at the Site include the Town's monitoring and 
maintenance of the vegetative and gravel soil covers, monitoring and maintenance and enforcement of the ICs, 
groundwater monitoring and periodic evaluation of ICs, and FYRs. 

The 2013 Amended Post Removal Site Control Plan was developed to comply with the amended 1996 non-time­
critica! removal action groundwater requirements. It updated activities since the original plan and modified the 
groundwater monitoring network. The plan identified four monitoring wells located next to and in the bJock 
placement area that will be monitored. The nbjective of annual sampling of source area wells is to monitor 
groundwater quality impacts from the treated soil cement blocks as the blocks degrade over time and determine if 
remaining chromium will create a groundwater plume in the future. 

III. PROGRESS SINCE THE PREVIOUS FYR 

This section includes the protectiveness determinations and statements from the last FYR as well as the 
recommendations from the previous FYR and the current status of those recommendations. 

Table 2: Protectiveness Determinations/Statements from the 2013 FYR 

OU# 
Protectiveness 

Protectiveness Statement 
Determination 

I Short-term Protective The response actions implemented at OU I currently protect human 
health and the environment because.all caps are still intact, which is 
protective of human health and the environment in the short-term. Even 
though the Town has conducted some recent activities that are 
inconsistent with the ICs, these actions do not impact short-term 
protectiveness because the blocks excavated were replaced on Town 
property within the block placement area and this issue is easily 
remedied. However, in order -for the response actions to be protective in 
the long-term, the fol!owing actions need to be taken: the Post Removal 
Site Control Plan needs to be modified; and the EPA and MDEQ need 
to ensure that the Town operates, maintains, and enforces the zoning 
ordinance that implements the ICs for the Site to ensure protectiveness. 

Sitewide Short-term Protective Because the response actions at all OUs .arc protective, the Sile is 
Protective of human health and the environment. 
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Table 3: Status of Recommendations from tl1e 2013 FYR 

OU Current 
Current Completion 

# 
Issue Recommendations 

Status 
Implementation Status Date (If 

Descrintion annlicable) 
I Excavated waste blocks Clarify whether the blocks Completed A temporary excavation 12/2/2016 

were placed into a non- are solid or hazardous waste of the-waste blocks took 
waste block area (utility and develop proper place during 
corridor), which is procedures for handling and construction of the 
inconsistent with the IC. disposing of any excavated public works building. 

blocks to ensure blocks are EPA subsequently 
handled in accordance with worked with the Town 
RCRA, CERCLA and regarding waste 
Montana disposal placement and future 
requirements. adherence to the ICs. 

Currently, all waste 
blocks are covered. 

I The vegetative cover, Modify the Post Removal Completed Town Ordinance No. 10/21/2013 
gravel and asphalt caps Site Control Plan to clearly 336 states the property 
do not have a formalized outline scheduled inspection owner must maintain the 
inspection and and maintenance vegetated soil cover or 
maintenance plan. respoilsibilities for the gravel cover on the Site. 

vegetative cover, gravel and EPA wiU update the Post 
asphalt caps. These actions Removal Site Control 
should be written to assure Plan, as needed. 
compliance with institutional 
controls. 

1 Soil and gravel covers The Town will regrade the Completed The cover areas are 9/6/2013 
constructed have not cover to facilitate runoff and maintained and have 
been maintained to maintenance. Surplus been regraded and 
prevent degradation. equipment, vehicles. soil and vegetation is established. 
Block areas with a gravel will be taken off the The vegetated soil cover 
vegetated soil cover are cap. Once completed. the area is no longer being 
being utilized as an area will be reseeded, EPA utilized as a storage area. 
equipment and vehicular and MDEQ will be notified, 
storage area and soi! and and an inspection will be 
gravel are stockpiled. In conducted. 
addition, damage from 
vehicles and other 
means was evident and 
unreoaired. 

I Monitoring wells used to Abandon all monitoring Completed Ten wells not used for 9/17/2015 
monitor the completed wells not included in the post Site monitoring have 
response action have not closure monitoring. been abandoned. 
been abandoned. Some 
of these wells are 
damaged and may act as 
surface water conduits. 
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IV. FIVE-YEAR REVIEW PROCESS 

Community Notification, Involvement & Site Interviews 

A pub1ic notice was made available by a newspaper posting in the Stillwater County News, on 6/22/2017 and in 
the Billings Gazette on 6/21/2017. It stated that the FYR was underway and invited the public to submit any 
c_omments to EPA. The results of the review and the report will be made avai1able at the Site's information 
repository, Stillwater County Library, located at 27 North 4th Street in Columbus, Montana. 

During the FYR process, interviews were conducted to document any perceived problems or successes with the 
remedy that has been implemented to date. The results of these interviews are summarized below and included in 
Appendix G. 

Daryl Reed, MDEQ - Mr. Reed's overall impression of the cleanup is mostly positive. He noted that since the 
removal action and repository construction, the project has been mostly successful in reducing the chromium in 
groundwater, establishing an effective groundwater monitoring program and allowing site redevelopment to 
proceed. 

Ted Duaime, Montana Bureau of Mines and Geology -Mr. Duaime has a positive overall impression of the 
cleanup. He noted there are still groundwater issues on site and possibly off site during certain periods. 

Dennis Holten, Town of Columbus Public Works - Mr. Holten stated that it is disappointing that time, effort and 
millions of dollars were spent on the remedial activities when the contaminated soil could have been hauled to a 
hazardous waste facility. 

FMC Corporation -FMC stated the remedy is performing as designed and that FMC is unaware of any cmTent 
environmental effects. FMC noted that the community has been reusing the Site since completion of cleanup. 

Data Review 

This FYR includes a review of 2013, 2014, 2015 and 2017 groundwater monitoring data. The objective of annual 
sampling of source area wells is to monitor groundwater quality impacts from the treated soil cement blocks as 
the blocks degrade over time and determine if remaining chromium will create a groundwater plume in the future. 
Ten wells located downgradient of the source area are also monitored as part of the monitoring well network. 

Groundwater concentrations are compared to the trigger values for the Site of three times the MCLs in the source 
area and/or half of the MCLs downgradient, as required by the Post Removal Site Control Plan. The plan states 
that annua1 exceedance of the trigger values requires more frequent (semiannual) monitoring. Trigger values for 
chromium are as follows: 

• Background; > 25 ~tg/L 
• Block Placement Area: > 300 µg/L (3 times the MCL) 
• Downgradient well:> 50 µg/L (1/2 the MCL) 
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Figure 3. Groundwater Monitoring Network 
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Table 4 includes monitoring results from 2013, 2014, 2015 and 2017. The trigger value was exceeded in the total 
recoverable sample collected from block area well MO-25 during the September 2013 annual sampling trip, 
which triggered more frequent sampling beginning in 2014. During the June 2014 sampling, trigger values were 
exceeded in samples from one block area well (MO-25) and two downgradient wells (MO-10 and MO-11). 
Exceeding the trigger values in June 2014 necessitated biennial sampling, which took place in early October 
2014. All other chrorrtium concentrations from all other wells were well below the trigger values. The highest 
chromium concentrations in the most downgradient well (MIS-1 lA) were 35.98 µg/L (total recoverable 
chromium) and 33. 72 µg/L (dissolved chromium). During the July 2015 sampling, the trigger value was exceeded 
in MO-25 and one downgradient well (MO-10) which n'ecessitated biennial sampling in September 2015. No 
well exceeded the trigger values during the September sampling event. 

Table 4: Groundwater Monitoring Results 

Trigger Value Dissolved 
Total Recoverable 

Wells Date Chrpmimh 
(µg/L) Chromium (µg/L) (µg/L) 

Background Wells 

RMIS-1 9/10/2013 >25 0.900] <0.500 U 

RMIS-1 6/16/2014 >25 2.51 2.66 

RMIS-1 6/16/20f4 >25 2.33 3.07 

RMIS-1 7/2/2015 >25 1.42 2.25 

RMIS-1 (DUP) 7/2/2015 >25 1.61 2.39 

RMIS-1 6/12/2017 >25 <10.0 U 27.4 

Block Arca Wells 

MO-09 9/10/2013 >300 2.73 44.77 

MO-09 2/13/2014 >300 3.64 14.13 

MO-09 6/17/2014 >300 4.98 16.46 

MO-09 10/9/2014 >300 2.94 34.93 

MO-09 7/1/20]5 >300 3.16 13.97 

MO-09 9/24/2015 >300 I.66 34.07 

MO-09 6/12/2017 >300 <10.0 U 24.7 

MO-25 9/10/2013 >300 286.92 320.2 

MO-25 2/12/2014 >300 267.81 268.54 

MO-25 6/16/2014 >300 464.32 479.33 

MO~25 10/9/2014 >300 273.38 309.22 

MO-25 7/1/2015 >300 369.96 367.84 

MO-25 (Dup) 7/1/2015 >300 368.55 422.6 

MO-25 9/24/2015 >300 256.8 265.88 

MO-25 6/12/2017 >300 459 460 

MO-26 9/10/2013 >300 7.35 9.05 

MO-26 2/13/2014 >300 9.88 1 I .09 

MO-26 6/18/2014 >300 6.53 7.21 

MO-26 10/9/2014 >300 8.43 8.79 

MO-26 (Dup) J0/9/2014 >300 8.91 8.74 

MO-26 7/112015 >300 8.61 10.14 
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Trigger Value Dissolved 
Total Recoverable 

Wells Date Chromium 
(µg/L) Chromium (µg/L) 

(µg/L) 

MO-26 9/24/2015 >300 6.15 8.77 

MO-26 6/12/2017 >300 l 16 ll4 

RMIS-2 9/[0i2013 >300 21.44 27.4 

RMIS-2 2/13/2014 >300 16.93 17.73 

RMIS-2 (Dup) 2/13/2014 >300 16.02 17.62 

RMIS-2 6/18/2014 >300 30,64 35.02 

RMIS-2 10/10/2014 >300 12.32 13.73 

RMIS-2 7/l/2015 >300 34.67 34.81 

RMIS-2 9/24/2015 >300 21.42 24.43 

RMIS-2 6/12/2017 >300 58.6 57.7 

Downgradient Wells 

MO-10 9/10/2013 >50 23.66 31 

MO-10 2/11/2014 >50 30.59 32.05 

MO-10 6/16/2014 >50 53.53 57.92 

MO-10 10/9/2014 >50 25.11 27.24 

MO-10 7/1/2015 >50 54.99 53.12 
MO-JO 9/24/2015 >50 22.98 23.73 

MO-10 6/12/2017 >50 46.2 33.3 

MO-11 9/l0/2013 >50 1.800 J 20.45 

MO-11 2/l2/2014 >50 2.200] 8.16 

MO-II 6/16/2014 >50 4.71 221.62 

MO-JI 10/9/2014 >50 3.5 29.81 

MO-II 7/l/2_015 >50 < I.DOU 19.91 

MO-11 9/24/2015 >50 2.55} 2.92 

MO-1 I 6/12/2017 >50 10.8 J 32.5 

MIS-SB 2/12/2014 >50 20.15 19.65 

MIS-llA 9/10/2013 >50 24.42 27.05 

MIS-I IA 21]2/2014 >50 28.9 29.28 

MIS-1IA 6/17/2014 >50 35.27 36.34 

MIS-llA 10/7/2014 >50 33.72 35.98 

MIS-llA 7/l/2015 >50 30.83 29.99 

MIS-llA 9/23/2015 >50 33.77 38.1 

MIS-! 1B 9/10/2013 >50 19.25 21.51 

MIS-IIB 2/12/2014 >50 23.82 24.04 

MIS-1 IB 6/17/2014 >50 24.01 24.34 

MIS-1 lB 1017/2014 >50 25.04 26.76 

MIS-l IB 7/l/2015 >50 25.2 24.25 

MIS-1 IB 9/23/2015 >50 25.69 28.97 

MIS-1 JB 6/12/2017 >50 24.9 22.5 

MIS-14 9/10/20]3 >50 7.44 8.3 
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Trigger Value Dissolved 
Total R~coverable 

Wells Date Chromium (µg/L) Chromium (µg/L) 
(µg/L) 

MIS-14 (Dup) 9/10/2013 >50 7.4 8.56 

111S-14 2/12/2014 >50 12.25 12.02 

MIS-14 6/17/2014 >50 10.51 I0.63 

MIS-14 (Dup) 6/l?/2014 >50 10.21 10.67 

MIS-14 1017/2014 >50 6.13 6.78 

MIS-14 (Dup) 10/7/2014 >50 5.79 6.46 

MIS-14 6/30/2015 >50 10.4 10.32 

MIS-14 9/23/2015 >50 7.34 8.1 

MIS-14 6/12/2017 >50 25.5 10.5 J 

MIS-14 (Dup) 6/12/2017 >50 11.4 J 10.7 J 

MIS-15* 9/10/2013 >50 8.15 10.9 

MIS-15 2/11/2014 >50 9.79 10.01 

MIS-15 (Dup) 2/11/2014 >50 9.95 10.31 

MIS-15 6/16/2014 >50 9.23 10.25 

MIS-15 10/8/2014 >50 8.62 9.5 

MIS-15 6/30/2015 >50 9.77 11.83 

MIS-15 9/24/2015 >50 8. 1 9, 18 

MIS-15 6/12/2017 >50 13.0J <IO.OU 

MIS-16* 9/1012013 >50 7.35 8.58 

MIS-16 (Dup) 9/10/2013 >50 7.52 8.47 

MlS-16 2/11/2014 >50 10.57 9.87 

MlS-16 6/16/2014 >50 10,81 1 J.95 

MIS-16 10/8/2014 >50 9.43 9.98 

MIS-16 7/1/2015 >50 7.14 7.52 

MIS-16 9/24/2015 >50 11.6 12.86 

MIS-16 6/]2/2017 >50 14.2 J 12.4 J 

MIS-16(I)up) 6/12/2017 >50 11.7 J 11.8 J 

RMIS4* 9/10/2013 >50 12.02 ]6.7 

RMIS-4 2/1 l/2014 >50 16.53 15.48 

RMIS-4 6/16/2014 >50 22.45 21.42 

RMlS-4 10/8/2014 >50 12.32 14.11 

RMIS-4 7/1/2015 >50 11.97 11.75 

RMlS-4 9/23/2015 >50 12.33 15.45 

RMIS-4 6/12/2017 >50 27.3 26.8 

RMIS-5* 9/10/2013 >50 9.94 10.82 

RMlS-5 2/11/2014 >50 15.35 14.27 

RMIS-5 6/16/2014 >50 15.56 17,85 

RMIS-5 10/8/2014 >50 15.4 17.77 

RMIS-5 7/1/2015 >50 25.18 24.14 

RMIS-5 9/23/2015 >50 24.63 25 .49 
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Trigger Value Dissolved 
Total Recoverable 

Wells Date Chromium (µg/L) Chromium (µg/L) 
(µg/Lj 

RMIS-5 6/12/2017 >50 3 J.3 39.3 

RMIS-8 9/10/2013 >50 11.59 13.04 

RMIS-8 6/17/2014 >50 !7.7 18.81 

RMIS-8 l0/7/2014 >50 18.9 20,85 
RMIS-8 6/30/2015 >50 20.41 18.39 
RMIS-8 9/23/2015 >50 20,55 22.69 

RMIS-8 6/12/2017 >50 21.6 20.4 
Notes: 
*=Compliance wells 
J = Estimated concentration 
U = Concentration below detection limit 
Dup = Duplicate 
Bold - Exceeds tric-,,.er value 

In 2015, the concentrations in M0-25 again exceeded the trigger value for both dissolved and total recoverable 
chromium concentrations and it exceeded it again during the 2017 round of sampling. Well M0-25 is the only 
well that regularly exceeds the trigger level. The highest concentrations occur in June, which corresponds to 
periods of rising groundwater levels. Concentrations are often high in the block area during recharge events. 
Previously, MDEQ staff had indicated it could be worth considering raising the 300 µg/L trigger value to a higher 
concentration. This is because the hydrogeology shows that even if there are high concentmtions in the source 
wells, there are not high concentrations downgradient in the compliance wells (MIS-15, MIS-16, RMIS-4 and 
RMIS-5), EPA is proposing to modify the contingency trigger values, in consultation with MDEQ, as part of a 
revision to the PRSC Plan that is expected to be cOmpleted a couple of months after the issuance of this FYR. 

Site Inspection 
The Site inspection took place on 6/12/2017. In attendance were EPA RPM Roger Hoogerheide and Sarah Alfano 
and Ryan Burdge from EPA contractor Skeo. The purpose of the lnspection was to assess the protectiveness of the 
response actions. The site inspection checklist and photos are included in Appendices D and F. 

Site inspection participants met at the Columbus public works building, located on site. Dennis Holten, the 
Town's Director of Public Works, participated in a walk of the capped area on the public works property and 
along adjacent parcels to the west. No issues related to the capped areas were noted during the inspection. The 
vegetation was well established and monitoring wells were not damaged. The recent transfer of the former 
Timberweld property was discussed. EPA and the Town's Public Works Department are in communication with 
the new owners regarding development restrictions and anticipated property use. The participants then inspected 
the downgradient wells at the airport property. Located wells were in good condition. Monitoring well MIS-I ]A 
could not be located by the inspection team or the 2017 sampling teams. No other issues were noted during the 
inspection. 

V. TECHNICAL ASSESSMENT 

QUESTION A: Is the remedy functioning as intended by the decision documents? 

Yes, the review of documents, ARARs and ICs and the results of the Site inspection indicate that the response 
actions for the block area are functioning as intended. All removal actions called for in the Action Memorandums 
have been completed. The soils removal action, which addressed the source of contamination, was considered 
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complete in 1995 through the issuance of a Final Closeout Report. EPA deleted the surface and subsurface soils 
component of the Site from the NPL in 2009. 

Groundwater monitoring data show that the response actions continue to maintain grouridwater protectiveness. 
Chromium concenti:ations in block area monitoring well MO-25 continue to exceed the trigger value of 300 µg/L, 
particularly during high-water times of the year. However, the chromium is quickly dispersed, diluted and/or 
attenuated in the highly transmissive aquifer, as evidenced by the chromium concentrations of less than half of the 
MCL in the four nearest downgradient wells. No exceedances of downgradient trigger values (½ the MCL) were 
detected except two samples in June 2014 from MO-IO and MO-11 and one sample (MO-10) in 2015. EPA is 
currently revising the trigger values as part of a revised PRSC Plan. 

!Cs have been established by the Town through a zoning ordinance and Superfund Overlay District that restrict 
use of groundwater and disturbance of soil in the block waste area. The Town has agreed to implement and 
enforce ICs at the Site and also placed a deed notice on the former Timberweld property to denote that the 
property is within the Overlay District. EPA has communicated with recent purchasers of the former Timberweld 
property to ensure they are aware of and have copies of the restrictions. The warranty deeds that were conveyed 
with the Timberweld properties are also subject to provisions contained in the January 17, 2006 warranty deeds. 
The ICs also require that the Town maintain the vegetative cap and drainage features on this property and that the 
owners of the former Timberweld property maintain the gravel cover in the block placement area defined in Town 
Ordinance No. 336. A meeting was also held with the Mayor and City Commissioners in March 2018 to discuss 
ICs to reinforce the Town's responsibilities. 

QUESTION B: Are the exposure assumptions, toxicity data, cleanup levels and remedial action objectives 
(RAOs) used at the time of the remedy selection still valid? 

Yes, the exposure assumptions, toxicity data, cleanup levels and objectives for the response actions used at the 
time of the response action selection are still valid. Excavation of Site soils was based on the results of TCLP 
performed on Site soils. Treated waste blocks are covered with clean fill and gravel, eliminating potential direct 
exposures. The current federal and state MCL remain unchanged from the ARARs identified in the 1996 Action 
Memorandum (100 µg/L Cr). 

QUESTION C: Has any other information come to light that could call into question the protectiveness of the 
remedy? 

No other information has come to light that could call into question the protectiveness of the remedy. 
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VI. ISSUES/RECOMMENDATIONS 

Issues/Recommendations 

OU(s) withoul_Issues/Recommendations Ide'ntified in the 'FYR: 

OU! 

OTHER FINDINGS 

The following issues were identified during the FYR; however, they do not affect current and/or future 
protectiveness: 

• The groundwater monitoring requirements in the Post Removal Site Control are not being consistetitly 
implemented. EPA, in consultation with DEQ, will revise the monitoring requirements in the Post 
Removal Site Conti'Ol Plan and issue a Revised PRSCP. 

• Though Town Ordinance No. 336 states the property owner must maintain the vegetated soil cover or 
gravel cover on the Site, EPA is updating the Post Removal Site Control Plan outlining scheduled 
inspection and maintenance re~ponsibititiesfor caps as necessary. 

• Monitoring well MS-1 ]A could not be· located. 

VII. PROTECTIVENESS STATEMENT 

Site,,•ide Protectiveness Statement 

Protectiveness Determination: 
Protective 

Prote'c'tiveness Statement: 

Planned Addendum 
Completion Date: 
C!"ick h;:·re tn enwr a d:it\". 

The remedy at OUl is protective of human health and the environment. The repository cap over the 
treated soils and drainage features around the repository are intact and maintained by the Town of 
Columbus. While chromium groundwater quality standards have episodic exceedances when 
groundwater comes into contact with the treated soils underlying the repository, the chromium 
groundwater standards are consistently met at the Point of Compliance established in the 2008 Action 
Memorandum. Institutional controls are in place and are being properly operated, maintained and 
enforced by the Town of Columbus. ICs can also be easily modified through the Superfund Overlay 
District should future land use require modifications. Because the remedy is protective at all OUs, the 
site is protective of human health and the environment. 

VIII. NEXT REVIEW 

The next FYR Reporl for the Mouat Industries Superfund site is required five years from the completion date of 
this review. 
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APPENDIX B - SITE CHRONOLOGY 
Table B-1: Site Chronology 

Event Date 
The Town ourchased the eastern nortion of the Site. 1933 
William G. Mouat and Mouatindustrics constructed a chromium processing plant on the Site 1957 
under a five-vear lease a 0 reement with the Town. 
The Town extended the Moual lease through August 6, 1967. Monat changed operations so 1962 
that no chromium wastes were created after this time. 
The Monte Vista Company purchased the plant and equipment, and received an assignment 1963 
ofMouat's lease for a nortion of the Site. 
The Monte Vista Comnanv executed a five-vear lease directly with the Town. 1969 
In response to Town concerns, AMC collected some waste materials from the Site and placed 1969 
them inside a building that had been used for sodium dichromate production. The former 
location of the material was graded and covered with gravel. 
In response to Town concerns, AMC rerouted stormwater away from site structures and the 197;1 
vard. In addition, AMC removed material from the Site and treated soils in r lace. 
The Monte Vista Comnanv removed n]ant enuinment, buildin°s and machinery from the Site. 1974 
Timberweld leased space at the Site from the Town and covered the former chromium 1975 
nrocessino nlant footnrint with 2 feet of oravel. 
Site investigations conducted, including a preliminary assessment/site inspection by EPA. 1977, 1980, 1983, 1984, 

1985, 1989 and 1992 
EPA sent letter to the Town indicating that the chromium in groundwater exceeded drinking 1984 
water standards and recommended that the contaminaied groundwater not be used for human 
and animal eonsumntion. 
EPA nronosed \istinl!" the Site on the NPL. 1984 
EPA listed the Site on the NPL. June 1986 
Action Memorandum issued requiring a time-critical removal action to secure the Sile with 1990 
fencing and to control stormwater run-on and runoff. 
Action Memorandum issued requiring a time-critical removal action to remediate chromium- September 1991 
contaminated soils. 
UAO issued to several PRPs reouirinl!" imn!ementation of the 1991 Action Memorandum. November 1991 
Excavation and treatment of chromium-contaminated soils on site. 1993 
Excavation and disposal of chromium-contaminated soils to RCRA-C and RCRA-D 1994 
nermitted off-site facilities. 
Superfund Overlay District with groundwater and land use restrictions as ICs adopted as 
Town of Columbus ordinance. 

April 1995 

Encrineerim! Evaluation/Cost Analvsis Renart for groundwater comoleted. 1996 
Human Health and EcoJoo-ica\ Risk Assessment comnleted. Januarv 1996 
Action Memorandum issued for a non-time-critical removal action to address groundwater. June 1996 
UAO issued re"uirin° the imn!ementation of the 1996 Action Memorandum. Julv 1996 
Preliminarv Close-OutReoort issued and Site declared construction comn!ete bv EPA. Sentember 1996 
Semiannual groundwater monitoring of monitoring plan well network under the 1996 UAO. November 1996 -

October 2002 
Chromium concentrations in monitoring wel!s remain below the MCL of0.1 mg/L for three October 2002 
consecutive years, thus meeting the performance standards required by the 1996 Action 
Memorandum. 
Chromium concentrations in non-network wells within the Superfund Overlay District were December 2003 
below the MCL, as required by the performance standards estabJished in the 1996 Action 
Memorandum. 
Final Comnlction Renart issued. November 2004 
Final Site Evaluation Report investigation to determine the potential for chromium-6 to leach 
from remediatcd -chromium-contaminated soils. 

September 2007 
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Event Date 
EPA completed the first FYR. March 2008 
Town amended Subsections F, G, and Hof Superfund Overlay District, allowing for building 
construction within the block placement area and for excavation within the block placement 
area, and amended the S"uperfund Overlay District to reflect the removal of the groundwater 
use,restrictions from the District, "exceotino- the block olacement area." 
Close-out of UAOs (Docket#VHI-92-05 and VII-96-22). Aori! 2008 
Action Memorandum Amendment to the June 21, 1996 Action Memorandum for the non- June 2008 
time-critical removal action issued. 
Post Removal Site Control Plan comnleted. Februarv 2009 
Notice of Partial Deletion from NPL for the soil actions. March 2009 
Building of Town's public works building commenced on the Lreated block placement area. August 12, 20J 1 
EPA comnletcd the second FYR. Aori! 15, 2013 
EPA revised the Post-Removal Site Control Plan Au!!USt 2013 
EPA discontinued annual monitorincr of groundwater 2015 
Timberweld ceased operations September, 2016 
Timberweld orooertv within site boundaries sold in auction March,2017 
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APPENDIX C - SITE MAPS 
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APPENDIX D - SITE INSPECTION CHECKLIST 

FIVE-YEAR REVIEW SITE INSPECTION CHECKLIST 

I. SITE INFORMATION 

Site Name: Mouat Industries Date of Insncction: 06/12/2017 

Location and Region: Columbus, Montana 8 EPA ID: MTD021997689 

Agency, Office or Company Leading the Five-Year 
Weathcrfrempetature: 80s and sunny 

Review: EPA Region 8 

Remedy Includes: (Check all that apply) 
[8] Landfill cover/containment [8] Monitored natural attenuation 
[8] Access controls D Groundwater containment 
[8] Institutional controls D Vertical barrier walls 
D Groundwater pump and treatment 
D Surface water collection and treatmen1 
D Other: 

Attachments: D Inspection team roster attached D Site map attached 

II. INTERVIEWS (check all that apply) 

J. O&M Site Manager -- -- --
Name Title Date 

Interviewed D at site D at office O by phone Phone: --
Problems, suggestions D Report attached: 

2. O&M Staff -- -- --
Name Title Date 

Interviewed D at silc D at office D by phone Phone: --
Problems/suggestions D Report attached: 

3. Local Regulatory Authorities and Response Agencies (i.e., state and tribal offices. emergency 
response office, police department, office of public health or environmental health, zoning oflice, 
recorder of deeds, or other city and county offices). Fill in a!l that apply. 

Agency __ 
Contact -- -- -- --

Name Title Date Phone No. 
Problems/suggestions D Report attached: __ 

Agency __ 
Contact __ Name -- -- --

Title Date Phone No. 
Problems/suggestions D Report attached: __ 

Agency __ 
Contact -- -- -- --

Name Title Date Phone No. 
Problems/suggestions D Report attached: __ 

Agency __ 
Contact -- -- -- --

Name Title Date Phone No. 
Problems/suggestions D Report attached; __ 

Agency __ 
Contact 
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Name Title Date Phone No. 
Problems/suggestions O Report attached: 

4. Other Interviews {optional) D Report attached: 

Other interviews discussed: 

Dennis Holten. Director of Public Works 

Ted Duaime, Montana Bureau of Mines and Geology 

Shawn Tollin, FMC 

Daryl Recd, MDEQ 

III. 0N-SJTE DOCUMENTS AND RECORDS VERJFIED (check all that apply) 

I. O&M Documents 

O0&Mmanual D Readily available D Up to date l2J NIA 

0 As-built drawings 0 Readily available D Upto date l2J NIA 

D Maintenance logs D Readily available D Up to date l2J NIA 

Remarks; 

2. Site-Specific Health and Safety Plan D Readily available D Up to date l2J NIA 

D Contingency plan/emergency response plan D Readily available OUp to date l2J NIA 

Remarks:~ 

3. 0&M and OSHA Training Records D Readily available D Up to date l2J NIA 

Remarks: --

4. Permits and Service Agreements 

D Air discharge permit D Readily available D Up to date l2J NIA 

D Effluent discharge D Readily available 0 Up to date [l] NIA 

D Waste disposal, P0TW D Readily available D Up to date l2J NIA 

0 0tl1er permits:_ D Readily available OUp to date l2J NIA 

Remarks; 

5. Gas Generation Records D Readily available D Up to date l2J NIA 

Remarks: --

6. Settlement Monument Records D Readily available D Up to date l2J NIA 

Remarks: --

7. Groundwater Monitoring Records rgJ Readily available !:8J Up to date • NIA 

Remarks: 

8. Leachate Extraction Records D Readily available D Up to date l2J NIA 

Remarks: 

9. Discharge Compliance Records 

OAir D Readily available D Up to date l2J NIA 

D Water (effluent) D Readily available D Up to date l2J NIA 

D-2 



Remarks: --
JO. Daily Access/Security Logs D Readily available 0Up to date l8J N/A 

Remarks: 

IV. O&M COSTS 

1. O&M Organization 

D State in-house D Contractor for slate 

D PRP in-house 0 Contractor for PRP 

D Federal facility in-house D Contractor for Federal facility 

t8J Contractor for EPA 

2. O&M Cost Records 

[8] Readily available D Up to date 

D Funding mechanism/agreement in plai::e D Unavailable 

Original O&M cost estimate: __ 0 Breakdown attached 

Total annual cost by year for review period if available 

From: 01/01/2013 To: 12/31/201'3 $20,000 D Breakdown attached 

Date Date Total cost 

Prom: 01/01/2014 To: 12/3l/2Q14 ~20,000 D Breakdown attached 

Date Date Total.cost 

From: 01/01/2015 To: 12/31/2015 $0.00 0 Breakdbwn attached 

Date Date Total cost 

From: 01/01/2016 To: 12/31/2016 $0.00 D Breakdown aUached 

Date Date Total cost 

From: 01/01/2017 To: 12/31/2Q17 $20,000 D Breakdown attached 

Date Date Total cost 

3. Unanticipated or Unusually High O&M Costs during Review Period 

Describe costs and reasons: 

V. ACCESS AND INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS [8] Applicable • NIA 

A. Fencing 

I. Fencing Damaged D Location shown on site map [8] Gates secured • NIA 

Remarks: 

B. Other Access Restrictions 

1. Signs and Other Security Measures D Location shown on site map [2;] NIA 

Remarks: 

C. Institutional Controls (ICs) 
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l. Implementation and Enforcement 

Site conditions imply ICs not properly implemented 0Yes 121 No • NIA 

Site conditions imply ICs not being fully enforced • Yes 121 No O NIA 

Type of monitoring (e._g., self-reporting, drive by): Daily use by Town 

Frequency: Daily 

Responsible party/agency: EPA 

Contact -- -- -- --
Name Title Date Phone no. 

Reporting is up to date 0Yes 0No 121NIA 

Reports are verified by the lead agency 0Yes 0No 121 NIA 

Specific requirements in deed or decision documents have been met IZJYes 0No • NIA 

Violations have been reported IZJ Yes 0No • NIA 

Other problems or suggestions: 0 Report attached 

2. Adequacy [8J ICs are adetjuatc D ICs are inadequate • NIA 

Remarks: --

D. General 

l. Vandalism/Trespassing D Location shown on site map t8l No vandalism evident 

Remarks: 

2. Land Use Changes On Site • NIA 

Remarks: Pro2erty recently sold. No·new reuse yeL 

3. Land Use Changes Off Site 121 NIA 

Remarks: --
VI. GENERAL SITE CONDITIONS 

A. Roads fgJ Applicable • NIA 

I. Roads Damaged D Location shown on site map fSI Roads adequate • NIA 

Remarks: 

B. Other Site Conditions 

Remarks: 

VII. LANDFILL COVERS (gJ Applicable • NIA 

A. Landfill Surface 

I. Settlement (low spots) D Location shown on site map fSI Settlement not evident 

Aria! extent: -- Depth: __ 

Remarks: 

2. Cracks D Location shown on site map IZJ Cracking not evident 

Lengths: __ Widths: -- Depths: __ 

Remarks: 
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3. Erosion D Location shown on site map !ZI Erosion not evident 

Arial extent: -- Depth: __ 

Remarks: 

4. Holes D Location shown on site map l'8J Holes not evident 

Arial extent: -- Depth: __ 

Rcmarb: 

5. V cgetative Cover C8J Grass l'8J Cover properly established 

l'8J No signs of stress D Trees/shrubs {indicate size and locations on a diagram) 

Remarks: --

6. Alternative Cover (e.g., armored rock, concrete) IZ] NIA 

Remarks: 

7. Bulges D Location shown on site map IZI Bulges not evident 

Arial extent: -- Height: __ 

Remarks: 

8. Wet Areas/Water Damage 1Z1 Wet areas/water damage not evident 

D Wet areas D Location shmVn on site map Arial extent: --

• Ponding 0 Locallon shown on site map Arial extent: --
D Seeps D Location shown on site map Arial extent: --
D Soft subgradc D Location shown on site map Arial extent: --
Remarks: ---

9. Slope Instability D Slides 0 Location shown on site map 

ISi No evidence of slope instability 

Aria! extent: --
Remarb: --

B, Ilenche.s D Applicable IZ] NIA 

(Horizontally constructed mounds of earth placed across a steep landfill side slope to inteO'upt the slope in 
order to slow down !he velocity of surface runoff and intercept and convey the runoff lo a line<l channel.) 

I. Flows Bypass Bench D Location shown on site map D NIA or okay 

Remarks: --
2. Bench Breached D Location shown on site map D NIA or okay 

Remarks: 

3. Bench Overtopped 0 Location shown on site map 0 NIA or okay 

Remarks: 

C. Letdown Channels • Applicable IZ] NIA 

(Channel lined with erosion control mats, riprap, grout bags or gabions that descend down the steep side 
slope of the cover and will allow the runoff water collected by the benches to move off of the landfill 
cover without creating erosion gullies.) 
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J. Settlement (Low spots) D Location shown on site map D No evidence of settlcme;\ 

Arial cxtem: -- Depth: __ 

Remarks: 

2. Material Degradation D Location shown on site map 0 No evidence of degradation 

Material type: __ Arial extent: --
Remarks: 

3. Erosion D Location shown on site map D No evidence of erosion 

Arial extent: -- Depth: __ 

Remarks: 

4. Undercutting D Location shown on site map O No evidence of undercutting 

Arial extent -- Depth: __ 

Remarks: 

5. Obstructions Type: __ 0 No obstructions 

D Location shown on site map Arial extent: --
Size: --
Remarks: 

6. Excessive Vegetative Growth Type: __ 

0 No evidence of excessive growth 

D Vegetation in channels does not obstruct flow 

D Location shown on site map Arial extent: --
Remarks: --

D. Cover Penetrations D Applicable l2J N/A 

J. Gas Vents D Active D Passive 

D Properly secured/Jocked D Functioning D Routinely sampled D Good condition 

D Evidence of leakage at penetration 0 Needs maintenance • NIA 

Remarks: --

2. Gas Monitoring Probes 

0 Properly secured/locked 0 Functioning D Routinely sampled D Good condition 

D Evidence of lc~kage at penetration D Needs maintenance • NIA 

Remarks: 

3. Monitoring Wells (within surface area of landfill) 

D Properly secured/locked 0 Functioning D Routinely sampled 0 Good condition 

0 Evidence of leakage at penetration 0 Needs maintenance ON/A 

Remarks: 

4. Extraction Wells Leachate 

0 Properly secured/locked D Functioning D Routinely sampled D Good condition 
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D Evidence of leakage at penetration 0 Needs maintenance • NIA 

Remarks: 

5. Settlement Monuments • Located 0 Routinely surveyed • NIA 

Remarks: 

E. Gas Collection and Treatment 0 Applicable IS] NIA 

l. Gas Treatment Facilities 

D Flaring D Thermal destruction D Collection for reuse 

D Goo'd condition D Needs maintenance 

Remarks: 

2. Gas Collection Wells, Manifolds and Piping 

D Good condition D Needs maintenance 

Remarks: --

3. Gas Monitoring Facilities (e.g., gas monitoring of adjacent homes or buildings) 

D Good condition D Needs maintenance • NIA 

Remarks: --
F. Cover Drainage Layer 0 Applicable IS] NIA 

1. Outlet Pipes Inspected 0 Functioning • NIA 

Remarks: 

2. Outlet Rock Inspected D Functioning • NIA 

Remarks: 

G. Detention/Sedimentation Ponds 0 Applicable IS] NIA 

l. Siltation Area extent: -- Depth: __ • NIA 

0 Siltation not evident 

Remarks: 

2. Erosion Arca extent: -- Depth: __ 

D Erosion not evident 

Remarks: --

3. Outlet Works D Functioning • NIA 

Remarks: 

4. Dam D Functioning • NIA 

Remarks: 

H. Retaining Walls 0 Applicable IS] NIA 

1. Deformations D Location shown on site map D Deformation not evident 

Horizontal displacement: __ Vertical displacement: __ 

Rotational displacement: __ 

Remarks: --
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2. Degradation 0 Location shown on site map 0 Degradation not evident 

Remarks: 

I. Perimeter Ditches'Off~Site Discharge [g'J Applicable ON/A 

1. Siltation 0 Location shown on site map ISi Siltatiori not evident 

Area extent: -- Depth: __ 

Remarks: 

2. V cgetative Growth 0 Location shown on site map • NIA 

ISi Vegetation does not impede flow 

Arca extent: -- Type: __ 

Remarks: 

3. Erosion 0 Location shown on site map ISi Erosion not evident 

Arca extent: -- Depth: __ 

Remarks: 

4. Discharge Structure ISi Functioning • NIA 

Remarks; 

VIII. VERTICAL BARRIER WALLS 0 Applicable l2JNIA 

I. Settlement D Location shown on site map D Setc!ement not evident 

Area extent: -- Depth: __ 

Remarks: 

2. Performance Monitoring Type of monitoring: __ 

0 Performance not monitored 

Frequency: __ D Evidence of breaching 

Head differential: --
Remarks: 

IX. GROUNDWATER/SURFACE WATER REMEDIES [gj Applicable 0 NIA 

A. Groundwater Extraction Wells, Pumps and Pipelines D Applicable l2J NIA 

1. Pumps, Wellhead Plumbing and Electrical 

D Good condition D All required wells properly operating D Needs maintenance • NIA 

Remarks: 

2. Extraction System Pipelines, Valves, Valve Boxes and Other Appurtenances 

D Good condition D Needs maintenance 

Remarks: 

3. Spare Parts and Equipment 

0 Readily available 0 Good condition D Requires upgrade 0 Needs to be provided 

Remarks: 

B. Surface Water Collection Structures, Pumps and Pipelines D Applicable l2J NIA 
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1. Collection Structures, Pumps and Electrical 

D Good condition D Needs mainLemmce 

Remarks: 

2. Surface Water Collection System Pipelines, Valves, Valve Boxes and Other Appurtenances 

D Good condition 0 Needs maintenance 

Remarks: 

3. Spare Parts and Equipment 

D Readily available D Good condition D Requires upgrade 0 Needs to be provided 

Remarks: --
c. Treatment System 0 Applicable [81 N/A 

1. Treatment Train (check components that apply) 

D Metals removal D Oil/water separation 0 Bioremediation 

D Air stripping 0 Carbon adsorbers 

0 Filters: __ 

D Additive (e.g., chelation agent, flocculent): __ 

• Others: __ 

0 Good condition D Needs maintenance 

•- Sampling pons properly marked and functional 

D Sampling/maintenance log displayed and tip to date 

D Equipment properly identified 

0 Quantity of groundwater treated annually: __ 

0 Quantity of surface water treated annually: __ 

Remarks: --

2. Electrical Enclosures and Panels (properly rated and functional) 

ON/A 0 Good condition 0 Needs maintenance 

Remarks: 

3. Tanks, Vaults, Storage Vessels 

ON/A D Good condition D Proper secondary containment D Need,s maintenance 

Remarks: 

4. Discharge Structure and Appurtenances 

ON/A D Good condition D Needs maintenance 

Remarks: 

5. Treatment Building(s) 

ON/A D Good condition (esp. roof and doorways) 0 Needs repair 

D Chemicals and equipment properly stored 

Remarks: 

6. Monitoring Wells (pump and treatment remedy) 
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D Properly secured/locked D Functioning D Routinely sampled D Good condition 

D All required wells located 0 Needs maintenance • NIA 

Remarks: --

D. Monitoring Data 

1. Monitoring Data 

0 fa routinely submitted on time • Is of acceptable quality 

2. Monitoring Data Suggests: 

0 Groundwater plume is effectively contained O Contaminant concentrations are declining 

E. Monitored Natural Attenuation 
1. Monitoring Wells (m1tural-attenuation remedy) 

[8J Properly secured/locked [8J Functioning ~ Routinely sampled [8J Good condition 

D All required wells located D Needs maintenance • NIA 

Remarks: Monitoring wells were generally observed to be in good condition. However. one well cag was 
broken and one we]! could nOL be located during: the inSgection. No samgling was conducted in 2015 or 
2016. 

X. OTHER REMEDIES 
If there are remedies applied at the site and not covered above, attach an inspection sheet describing the physical 
nature and condition of any facilitv associated with the remedy. An example would be soil vapor extraction. 

XI. OVERALLOBSERVATIONS 
A. Imniementation of the Remedy 

Describe issues and observations relating to whether the remedy is effective and functioning as designed. 
Begin with a brief statement of what the remedy is designed to accomplish (e.g., to contain contaminant 
plume, minimize infillration and gas emissions). 
The remedy was designed to limit QUblic exgosure to contaminated groundwater aiid soil through 
monitored natural attenuation of groundwater. the stabilization and caQging of soil. and imQlementation of 
institutional controls. During the-site ins12ection and based on recent sampline events, the remedy am1ears 
to be in nlace and functional. 

B. Adeauacv of O&M 
Describe issues and observations related to the- implementation and scope of O&M procedures. In 
particular, discuss their relationship to the current and long-term prolccLivcness of the remedy. 
The cover areas are well maintained. EPA abandoned unneeded wells but annual samQling: did not occur 
in 2015 or 2016. 

C. Earlv Indicators of Potential Remedy Problems 
Describe issues and observations such as unexpected changes in the cost or scope of O&M or a high 
frequency of unscheduled repairs that suggest that the protectiveness of the remedy may be compromised 
in the future. 
None. 

D. Onnortunities for Optimization 
Describe possible opportunities for optimization in monitoring tasks or the operation of the remedy. 
EPA may consider discontinuing wells as concentrations continue to decrease. 
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APPENDIX F - SITE INSPECTION PHOTOS 

Monitoring well M0-25, in front of the public works building 

F-1 



The public works building and the gravel parking lot 

Secured monitoring well in the block placement area 
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Vegetated cover area (foreground) and airport (background) 

Northeast parcel of the former T imberweld property 
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Western parcel of the former Timberweld property 

The vegetated cover area and public works building 
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Regraded cover area and the public works parking lot 

Eastern parking lot of the public works building 
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The public works building 
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Downgradient well and bollards 

Eastern parcels of the former Timberweld property 
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APPENDIX G- INTERVIEW FORMS 

Monat Industries Superfuud Site 
Site Name: Monat Industries 

Interviewer Name: Ryan Burdge 
Subject Name: Daryl Reed 
'Subject Contact Information: 
Time: 
Interview Location: Self-reported 

Interview Format (circle one): In Person 

Interview Category: State Agency 

Five-Year Review Interview Form 
EPA ID No.: MTD021997689 

Affiliation: 
Affiliation: 

Skeo 
MDEQ 

Date: 10/19/2017 

Phone Mail ! Other: Email 

1. What is your overall impression of the project, including cleanup, maintenance and reuse activities (as 
appropriate)? 
My overall impression is mostly positive. Since the removal action decision made by EPA during the 
early time-critical removal actions to build an unlined repository, the project has been mostly successful 
in reducing the chromium groundwater plume, establishing an effective groundwater monitoring 
program, and allowing the site to be redeveloped. 

2. What is your assessment of the current performance of the remedy in place at the Site? 
Thanks to the involvement of the Montana Bureau of Mines and Geology, there is a better 
understanding of the hydrogeologic mechanisms that are responsible for the annual increases in the 
chromium groundwater plume during spring recharge conditions. Releases of chromium to groundwater 
continue during high-water events from contact with either the uncemented material between the 
solidified blocks or the treated blocks themselves. 

3. Are you aware of any complaints or inquiries regarding site-related environmental issues or remedial 
activities from residents in the past five years? 
1 am not aware of any concerns other than my own. Although the Post Removal Site Control Plan 
addressed decreasing the frequency of gro_undwater monitoring, it was not supposed to happen until 
after performing trend analysis in this third Five-Year Review. Groundwater monitoring was not taking 
place during 2016. Also, the ability to accurately time the sample event to capture the peak chromium 
plume migration has been hindered by no longer having pressure transducers to obtain re_al-time water 
level changes. 

4. Has your office conducted any site-related activities or communications in the past five years? If so, 
please describe the purpose and results of these activities. 
No. 

5. Are you aware of any changes to state laws that might affect the protectiveness of the Site's remedy? 
No. 

6. Are you comfortable with the status of the institutional controls at the Site? If not, what are the 
associated outstanding issues? 
Yes, the institutional controls are likely to be more effective with the town maintenance facility at the 
repository because the staff is on site to control access and conduct maintenance if needed. 

7. Are you aware of any changes in projected land use(s) at the Site? 
No. 
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8. Do you have any comments, suggestions or anything to add regarding the management or operation of 
the Site's remedy? 
The Post Removal Site Control Plan should either be followed or revised. The Plan calls for trend 
analysis in this third Five-Year Review that "demonstrates that chromium concentrations are stable, 
decreasing, or non-detect, then :sampling will be reduced to biennially." 

9. Can we add your email address to our distribution list for the Site? 
Yes. 
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Monat Industries Superfund Site 
Site Name: Mouat Industries 

Interviewer Name: 
Subject Name: 

Time: 11:00 a.m. 
Interview Location: 

Ryan Burdge 
TedDuaime 

Se1f~reported 

Interview Format (circle one): In Person 

Interview Category: State Agency 

Five-Year Review Interview Form 
EPA ID No.: MTD021997689 

Affiliation: Skeo 
Affiliation: Montana Bureau of Mines 

and Geology 
Date: 7/25/17 

Phone Mail I Other: Email 

L What is your overall impression of the project, including cleanup, maintenance and reuse activities (as 
appropriate)? 
Positive. The agencies (EPA and MDEQ) have worked with the Town to help with development of the 
repository site (new town shops). The cap area is we].] maintained by the Town with good vegetative 
coverage. 

2. What is your assessment of the cmTent performance of the remedy in place at the Site? 
Remedy appears to be working well; however, there are still groundwater issues on site and possibly off 
site during certain periods. 

3. Are you aware of any complaints or inquiries regarding site-related-environmental issues or remedial 
activities from residents in the past five years? 
No complaints. Have had inquiries regarding improvements to airpmt runway. 

4. Has your office conducted any·site-related activities or communications in the past five years? If so, 
please describe the purpose and results of these activities. 
Performed annual sampling of the Site through 2015. This included collection of water samples and 
monitoring water levels. Results of monitoring were reported lo EPA and MDEQ, 

5. Are you aware of any changes to state laws that might affect the protectiveness of the Site)5 remedy? 
NA. 

6, Are you comfortable with the status of the institutional controls at the Site? If not, what are the 
associated outstanding issues? 
NA. 

7. Are you aware of any changes in projected land use(s) at the Site? 
No. 

8. Do you have any comments, suggestions or anything to add regarding the management or operation of 
the Site's remedy? 
No. 

9. Can we add your email address to our distribution list for the Site? 
Yes. 
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Mouat Industries Superfund Site Five-Year Review Iuterview Form 
Site Name: Mouat Industries EPA ID No.: MTD021997689 

Interviewer Name: Ryan Burdge Affiliation: Skeo 
Subject Name: Dennis Holten Affiliation: Town of Columbus 
Subject Contact Information: 
Time: 8:30 a.m. Date: 07/13/17 
Interview Location: Self-reported 

Interview Format (circle one): In Person Phone Mail ~ Other: Email 

Interview Category: City of Columbus 

1. Are you aware of the former environmental issues at the Site and the c1eanup activities that have taken 
place tb date? 
Yes. 

2. What is your overall impression of the remedial activities at the Site? 
Disappointing that all the time, effort and millions of dollars were spent on the remedial activities when 
ultimately all of the contaminated soil could have been hauled to a hazardous waste site as much of it 
was at the end. 

3. How/where do you get information about the Site? 
State/EPA. 

4. What have-been the effects of the Site on the surrounding community, if any? 
Loss of useful industrial site property. 

5. Are you aware of any complaints or inquiries regarding environmental issues or the remedial action 
from residents since implementation of the cleanup? 
Not aware of any recent complaints or inquiries. 

6. Have there been any problems with unusual or unexpected activities at the Site, such as emergency 
response, vandalism or trespassing? 
No. 

7. Are you aware of any changes to statt;! Jaws or local regulations that might affect the protectiveness of 
the Site's remedy? 
No. 

8. Are you aware of any changes in projected land use(s) at the Site? 
No. 

9. Has EPA kept involved parties and surrounding neighbors informed of activities at the Site? 
Yes. 

10. What is the best way to reach you with information about the Site? 
Email. 

11. What is the best way to reach the community with information about the Site? 
Local newspaper, Town of Columbus website, Stillwater County website and library. 

l 2. Do you have any comments, suggestions or anything to add regarding the project? 
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How long will we be going through five-year reviews and will this project ever be closed? 

13. Can we add your email address to our distribution list for the Site? If yes, please provide. 
Yes. 
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Moua! Industries Superfund Site Five-Year Review Interview Form 
Site Name: Monat Industries EPA ID No., MTD021997689 

Interviewer Name: Rvan Burdge Affiliation: Skco 
Subject Name: Shawn Tollin 
Subject Contact Information: 

Affiliation: FMC Corporation 

Time: 9:30 a.rn. Date, 09/14/17 
Interview Location: Self-reported 

Interview Format (circle one): In Person Phone Mail I Other: Email 

Interview Category: Potentially Responsible Parties (PRPs) 

1. What is your overall impression of the remedial activities at theBite? 
Remedial activities are considered complete. 

2. What have been the effects of the Site on the surrounding community, ifany? 
No environmental effects, to the best of FM C's knowledge. The community has been reusing the 
site since completion of remediation. 

3. What is your assessment of the current performance of the remedy in place at the Site? 
Remedy is performing as designed. 

4. Are you aware of any complaints or inquiries regarding environmental issues or the remedial action 
from residents since implementation of the cleanup? 
None, to the best of FM C's knowledge. 

5. Do you feel well-informed regarding the Site's activities and remedial progress? If not, how might 
EPA convey site-related information in the future? 
Yes. 

6. Do you have any comments, suggestions or anything to add regarding the management oroperation 
of the Site's remedy? 
No. 

7. Can we add your email address to our distribution list for the Site? 
Yes. 

G-6 



APPENDIX H - TOWN OF COLUMBUS ORDINANCE 336 

O RDINANCE NO. 336 __ 

AN ORDINANCE or THE TOW COUNCIL OF 1 HE TOWN OF COLUMBUS, 

MONTANA, AME DfNG SUBSECTIONS F, G AND HOF SECTION 17.76.030 

or THE COLl mus \,flJNICIPAL CODE 

WHEREAS, the Montana Depa1iment ofEnvironmenlal Quality and the US Environmental 
Prott:.:tion Agency have recommended changes to Subsections F, G and Hof Section 17.76.030, of 
the Columbus Municipal Code pertaining 10 pcrfonnance standards for the block placcmcnl area 
"ithin the Moual lndustricl> 'upcrfund Sile overlay district based on the Nm ember, 2009, t.louat 
Industries Supcrfund Site St111Uural Capacity and l11sl1tulion:il Controls Reassessment Final Report 
prepm ed by the Rureau of Mines and Geology Montana Tech of the University of l\ lontana; and 

WHEREA 5. the Tov. n Council 1s agreeable to m.ikmg tht' recommended changes. 

NOW, TIIEREFORE, be it ordained by the Town Council of the Town of C-0lu111bu,, 
Muntana: 

I) Subsection r of Section 17.76.030 oflh~ Columbu~ Municipal Code 1s hereby 
,111 ie11dcd to read as follows: 

"P. If a bui lumg is coustructcd \\ itl11n the blod. placement area, c,cc,1vat1011 
requirs:d for th1 construction and trenching for ullhtics is allowed. Excavated waste may be 
placed back into the foundation excavation and compacted as backfill to support the 
fou ndation and /or dispo~ed of according to state of Montana approved methods. Any 
building or structure, including the related utilities, must meet all applicable requirements 
of the Montana St.1te Building Code and the Town of Columbus zoning code. Load limits 
for build111gs or structures will not exceed s1:,,. thousand (6,000) pounds per ~quare foul as 
long a waste is lcf\ in place" 

2) Suhs.;ction G of Section 17 76.030 of lhe Columbu~ Municipal Code i hereby 
amended to read as follows: 

''Ci. Asphalt paving can be ~ubstitutcd for the uppcnnosl four inches of gravel 
cover. Jn this case, U1c Jsphalt will he placed in three cour:.c~- •· a min;mum two-inch gr,1vel 
base course, a four-inch asph:ill b:isc rnurse, a1 J a two-inch ~urface wc:irmg course. 

3) Subsection Hof Section l 7.76.030 of the Columbus ~lunicipal Code is hereby 
,1mc11ded to rl!Jd as follows: 

"II Maintenance offence~ around the s011 c0ver areas as well as locked gates arc 
no longer deemed necessary. However, the propc11y owner must mamtain the vegetated s0il 
cover or gravel cover on the site 
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4) That all Ordinances or pai1s of Ordinances in conn,ct herewith shnll be repealed upon 
the cffrctivc date of this Ordinance_ 

5) ThisOnlinance shall become effective 1hiny(30) days after its passage.and approvaL 

PASSED by the Town Council ll!\d approved by the Mayor on second reading this ..J5Jt1 
day March, 2010, 



03/04/200! Th'E 16:54 FA.! 406 322 4176 Tmm of Columbus ~001/001 

IIDIIIIIIHIIUllll!ll~IIIWI 
1089617- RB SDMS 

ORDINANCE NO. _3_,2~8,.__ 

AN QRPINANCE OF THE TOWN COUNCIL OF THE TOWN OF COLUMBUS, 

MONTANA, A"M.f::NDIN'G SUBSECTION D OF SECTION 17. 76.010 AND 
SECTJON 17.76.040 OF'l'HE COLUMBUS MUNii::lPAL CODE 

WHEREAS, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency has allowed the removal of 
groundwater use restrictions from the Superfund overlay district (SOD), excepting the block 
placement area; and 

WHEJIBAS, the U.S. Environmental Agency Prolection Agencyhasrequ.ested that the Town 
amend Subsection D ofSccrion 17.76,010 and Section 17, 76.040 ofthe Columbus Municipal Code 
lo reflect the removal of the groundwater use restrictions fi-om the SOD, excepting the bleck: 
placement area. 

NOW, THEREFORE, be it ordained by the Town Council of the Town of Columbus, 
Montana: 

1) Subsection D of Section 17.76.010 ofthe Columbus Municipal Code is hereby 
amended to read as follows: 

"D. Limiting well use and p'°hibiting drilling of wells within the SOD 
block placement area; and •.• " 

2) The first sentence under Section I 7.76.040 of the Colurnbos Municipal Code is 
,hereby amended to read as follows·. 

"17 ,76.040 Limitations on groundwater use. 

The following limitations apply to groundwater usc and n:lated activities. 
within the Sv:perfund overlay district block placement area: ... " 

3) This Ordinance shall become effective thirty (30) days after itii passage and-approval, 

PASSED by the Town Council and approved by the Mayor this ..3J:d day March, 2008, 

~-/Garyiie01Umn - Mayor 

Ronald D. Barndt- Town Clerk 
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' 
17.76.010 

Chapter 17.76 MAY I ') 2005 

SOD SUPERFUND OVERLAY DISTRICTM(~·f,!; ,:_:- · 

Sections: 
17.76.010 
17.76.020 
17.76.030 
17.76.0411 
17.76.050 

Intent. 
Additional application requirements, 
Performance standards for block placement area. 
Limitations on groundwater use. 
Sunset provision. 

17.76.010 Intent. 
The intent of the Superfund overlay district (SOD) is to protect public health. 

safety and welfare while allowing appropriate use of lands within the district. 1l1is intent 
will be accomplished by: 

A. Assuring that land use in the Superfund overlay district is compatible with 
protecting, and providing for permanent preservation and maintenance of remedial ac­
tions implemented pursuant to the Superfund law, including soil caps, treated concrete 
blocks. and other remedial structures; 

B. Requiring that any developmerit in the block placement area of the SOD be 
preceded by submittal of detailed site and construction plans. prepared by an archilect or 
engineer, for review and approval by lhe lown as an institutional control in the context of 
the federal Superfund law; 

C. Requiring submittal of as built plans with certification from an architect or 
engineer that site development and construction in the block placement- area was com­
pleted in compliance with this zoning title and federal Superfund law; 

D. I,,i_miting well U$e and prohibiting drilling of wells within the SOD: and 
E. Placing a notice to purchasers on any deed. contract for sale, or other instru­

ment of conveyance before any lot or parcel, or any interest in any lot or parcel. in the 
Superfund overlay district is conveyed. (Ord. 321 (part), 2004: Ord. 298 § I (part) 
(I 1.02.191), 1997) 

17.76.020 Additional application requirements. 
All applications for uses and development in the Superfund overlay area shall in­

clude the following information: 

A. As with other permit applications, an application form. an accurate site plan 
and review fees; 

(Columbus 1/05) 234 
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17.76.020 

B. A detailed grading and drainage plan prepared by an engineer showing the lo­
cation, dimensions and depth of all excavations. volumes of material to be moved. and 
other drainage features; 

C. Detailed plans prepared by an architect or engiheer showing how remedial 
structures such as soil caps, treated concrete blocks. and other structures will be protected 
and maintained in relation to the proposed development in the block placement area; 

D. Test results that confirm that any fill material proposed to be imported to the 
l;>lock placement area has less than 0.1 mg/I total chromium in toxicity characteristic 
leaching procedure (TCLP) extracts or written certification that no fill material will he 
imported; and 

E. Bearing capacities, design loads and wheel loads resulting from uses proposed 
for the block placement area. (Ord. 321 (part). 2004: Ord. 298 § 1 (part) ( 11.02.192). 
1997) 

17.76.030 Performance standards for block placement area. 
The following standards apply to the block placement area within the Superfund 

overlay district: , · 

A. No excavation will be pennitted through the twentyMfour (24) inch thick soil 
or gravel cover except for building or utility construction as described in subsection F of 
this section. (Excavation is permitted at the existing sanitary sewer only for purposes of 
sewer maintenance and improvement.) 

B. Areas with gravel cover and block placemen I can.be used for vehicle parking. 
material storage and related traffic. This includes trucks up to the maximum gross vehicle 
weight Wld axle loads pennitted under lhe Montana Department ofHighways adopted 
"Federal Bridge Formula," forklifts up to fifty thousand (50,000) pounds gross weight 
with up to thirty•seven thousand (37,000) pounds on a single axle with four tires. and 
construction equipment with up to seven thousand two hundred (7.200) pounds per 
square foot under the actual tire or track contact area. 

C. Areas with a vegetated soil cover cannot be used for any purpose unless a 
gravel cover or a gravel and asphalt overlay is placed over the twenty-four (24) inch thick 
soil cover or a gravel cover that meets the following criteria: 

I. The gravel will be select road stone from a local source. Gravel already on the 
site will be used to the ex.tent possible: off.site gravel sources will be used only if on-site 
quantities of suitable gravel are not sufficient. This gravel will be well sorted with a 

range of particle sizes to facilitate close compaction and lo minimize voids and perme• 
ability in the cover after placement and compaction. 

235 (Columbus J/05) 
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17.76.030 

2. The gravel will be separated from the underlying blocks and soils by a woven 
geotextile designed to -reduce migration of gravel particles downward into the block­
south layer and of block pieces upward into the gravel layer. 

3. The gravel layer will be approximately two feet (twenty-four (24) inches) 
thick. 

4. The gravel will be placed in six to twelve ( 12) inch lifts to facilitate grading 
and compaction. Each lift will be compacted with a motorized road construction type 
roller. 

5. The finished surface of gravel Will be graded to promote precipitation runoff 
to perimeter diversion ditches. The center elevation of the gravel surface will be ap­
proximately one foot above the perimeter elevations. and the average surface slope will 
be one percent 

6. The gravel surface Will be designed and installed to accommodate vehicular 
traffic and open storage of materials. Operation of vehicles such as trucks and forklifts 
will promote compaction of the surface gravel and further reduce infiltration. 

7. Maintenance of the gravel cover will be by the landowner or lessee. 
D. The soil and gravel covers constructed pursuant to subsection C ofthis section 

must be maintained by the property owner to prevent degradation. Damage due to ero­
sion, wind, burrowing animals, vehicles, or other causes must be repaired promptly by 
the property.owner. 

E. The perimeter drainage channels and culverts must be maintained by the city 
of Columbus public works department in an open, free-flowing condition. 

F. If any building or structure (including related utilities) is to be constructe~ on 
the block placement areas, sufficient soil must be placed over initial cover so that any 
excavation required for this construction does not penelrate the placed blocks. Any build­
ing or structure, including the related utilities, must meet all applicable requirements of 
the Montana State Building Code and the city of Columbus zoning code. Load limits for 
buildings or structures will not exceed six thousand (6,000) pounds per square foot. 

G. Asphalt paving can be substituted for the uppermost siX inches oflhe gravel 
cover. In this case, the asphalt will be placed in t~o courses-a four inch base course and 
a two inch surface wearing course. 

H. The fences around the soil cover areas must be maintained by the property 
owner and the gates must be kept locked. To protect the soil cover, wheeled vehicles 
must be excluded from soil cover areas excepl for soil cover and vegetation maintenance. 
(Ord. 298 § I (part)(! 1.02.193), 1997) 
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17.76.040 

17.76.040 Limitations on groundwater use. 
The following limitations apply to groundwater use and related activities within the 

Superfund overlay district: 
A. Installation or operation of new groundwater wells. groundwater fed ponds or 

channels. and other groundwater extraction or recovery systems will not be pennitted. 
B. Use of groundwater from existing wells, ponds. springs. seeps or any other 

groundwater recovery or extraction system will not be permitted. except for lawn irriga­
tion use, use of the existing golf course pond. and groundwater monitoring of wells, 

C. Excavation below the groundwater table (static groundwater level) for any 
purpose will not be allowed except for tempi;:irary excavation work necessary for con­
struction purpos,es including placement of footings and utilities. Such temporary excava­
tion work shall require a permit from the town of Columbus, (Ord. 298 § I {part) 
(11.02.194), 1997) . 

17.76.050 Sunset provision. 
Application requirements and limitations for groundwater use shall sunset and will 

no longer be applicable after the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency allows the re­
moval of these restrictions from the Superfund overlay district. (Ord. 321 (part), 2004) 
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