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In July of 1987, in response to a release or a substantial

phased Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Study ("RIFS”)
pursuant to 40 C.F.R. 300.68 for the Facility;

The U.S. ERA completed a Phased Technical Memorandum

Study C'PFS") Report and Proposed Plan for Interim Remedial
Action on

The Plan for Interim Remedial Action proposed an interim
remedial action at the Facility;

U.S. EPA, pursuant to

of the completion of the PFS and of the proposed interim
remedial action and provided opportunity for public comment to
be submitted in writing to U.S. EPA by October 24,
orally at a public meeting held in the City of Wausau,

EPA, pursuant to Section 117 of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C.U.S.
Section 9617, has kept a transcript of the public meeting and
has made this transcript available to the public as part of the
administrative record located at U.S.-EPA, Region V, 230 South

County Public Library, Wausau, Wisconsin, and at Wausau City

Wisconsin, on October 17, 1988;

Hall, Wausau, Wisconsin.

1988, or

threat of a release of a Hazardous Substance, Pollutant or

Dearborn Street, Chicago, Illinois, 60604, at the Marathon

Section 117 of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. Section 9617, published notice
On or about October 3, 1988,

October 3, 1988;

Report on April 25, 1988, and completed a Phased Feasibility

Contaminant into, at or from the Facility, U.S. EPA commenced a
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1988, U.S. EPA, pursuant to Section 122 ofOn October 13,

42 U.S.C.CERCLA,
EPA determined each party to be a

In accordance with Section 121(f)(1)(F) of CERCLA, 42
U.S.C. Section 9621(f)(1)(F), U.S. EPA officially notified the

1988, of

1988,

a
EPA's

EPA

The interim ROD is herebyinterim remedial action.

certain parties that the U.S.
potentially responsible party ("PRP") regarding the proposed 
interim remedial action at the Facility;

party to any settlement;
Certain persons have provided comments on U.S.

proposed interim remedial action, and to such comments U.S. 
provided a summary of responses, all of which have been 
included in the administrative record referred to above;

U.S. EPA, Region V, Regional Administrator on December 23, 
1988, to which the State has given its concurrence, and which 
includes a discussion of U.S. EPA's reasons for the selected

State of Wisconsin ("State") on October 13, 
negotiations with PRPs regarding the scope of the interim 
remedial design and interim remedial action for the Facility,

U.S. EPA provided the State

Section 9622, issued special notice to

and, on or before August 16, 
with an opportunity to participate in such negotiations and be

Considering the proposed interim remedial action and the 
public comments received, U.S. EPA has reached a decision on an 
interim remedial action, which is embodied in a document called 
an interim Record of Decision ("ROD"), which was signed by the
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incorporated into and made a part of this Consent Decree, and
is attached to this Consent Decree as Attachment I;

The defendant signatories to this Consent Decree
("Settling Defendants", as defined in Paragraph 3.J. of this

and the selected interim remedial action;

Section 9617(b), has provided public notice of adoption of the
interim remedial action embodied in the form of the interim

including notice of the interim ROD'S availability to theROD,
public for review in the same locations as the administrative
record referred to above;

Pursuant to Section 117(d) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. Section
9617(d), the notice has been published in a major local
newspaper of general circulation;

Pursuant to Section 121(d)(1) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. Section
9821(d)(1), U.S. EPA, the State, and Settling Defendants ("the
Parties") believe that the interim remedial action adopted by

final remedy for the Facility, at a minimum, attain a degree of
cleanup of Hazardous Substances, Pollutants or Contaminants
released into the environment and of pontrol of further release

environment at the Facility;
The Parties believe the interim remedial action adopted by

U.S.

Consent Decree) are in agreement with U.S. EPA's interim ROD

EPA will, in conjunction with or upon completion of the

which, at a minimum, assures protection of human health and the

U.S. EPA will, in conjunction with or upon completion of the

U.S. EPA, pursuant to Section 117(b) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C.
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final remedy for the Facility, provide a level or standard of

Contaminants which at least attains legally applicable or

limitations under Federal law or facility siting law in

9621(d)(2), and the National Contingency Plan ("NCP"), 40

Settling Defendants agree to implement the interim
remedial action adopted by U.S. EPA in the ROD, as set forth in
the interim remedial action plan ("RAP"). Upon U.S. EPA
approval, the RAP will be incorporated into and become a part
of this Consent Decree as Attachment II;

U.S. EPA has determined that the work required under the
Consent Decree will be done properly by Settling Defendants,
and the Settling Defendants are qualified to implement the
interim remedial action selected in the interim ROD and;

The Parties recognize, and intend to further hereby, the
public interest in the expeditious cleanup of the Facility,
including cleanup of the groundwater in the City of Wausau, and
avoiding prolonged and complicated litigation between the
Parties;

control for such Hazardous Substances, Pollutants, or

relevant and appropriate standards, requirements, criteria, or

NOW, THEREFORE, it is hereby Ordered and Decreed:

accordance with Section 121 of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. Section

C.F.R. Section 300, et. seq.;
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I.

JURISDICTION
This Court has jurisdiction over the subject matter1.

herein, and over the parties consenting hereto, pursuant to 28
U.S.C.
107(a), 113(b), and 122 of

Settling Defendants shall not challenge9613(b), and 9622.
this Court's jurisdiction to enter, modify, and enforce this
Consent Decree.

II.
PARTIES BOUND

This Consent Decree applies to an is binding upon the2.

The undersigned representative of eachsuccessors and assigns.
Party to this Consent Decree certifies that he or she is fully
authorized by the Party or Parties whom she or he represents to
enter into the terms and conditions of the Consent Decree and

Settlingto execute and legally bind that Party to it.
Defendants shall provide a copy of this Consent Decree to the
Contractor hired to perform the Work required by this Consent
Decree and shall require the Contractor to provide a copy 
thereof to any subcontractor retained to perform any part of 
the Work required by this Consent Decree.

undersigned Parties and their officers, directors, agents,

CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. Sections 9607(a),
Sections 1331, 1345, 1355, and 1395(a), and Sections
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III.

DEFINITIONS

A.

Decree.

C.

Each

contract to each Settling Defendant within the meaning of 42

D.
hereto.

U.S.C. Section 9607(b).
•'Consent Decree" means this Decree and all Attachments

by or on behalf of Settling Defendants to undertake and 
complete the work required by this Consent Decree.
contractor and subcontractor shall be'deemed to be related by

be incorporated into and become a part of this Consent Decree 
upon approval by U.S. EPA as Attachment II to this Consent

B. "Architect" or "Engineer" means the company or 
companies retained by the Settling Defendants to prepare the 
construction plans and specifications necessary to accomplish 
the interim remedial action described in the interim ROD.

"Contractor" means the company or companies retained

Paragraph shall apply:
"Remedial Action Plan" ("RAP") means the plan for 

implementation of the interim remedial design and interim 
remedial action, and for operation, maintenance and completion 
of the interim remedial action at the Facility. The RAP shall

3. For the purposes of this Consent Decree only, and 
subject to the provisions of Section XXVII, whenever the 
following terms are used in this Consent Decree and the 
Attachments hereto, the following definitions specified in this
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E.
and the surface water in and around the City of Wausau,

The Facility is referred to as the Wausau
Groundwater Contamination Site (also known as the Wausau Water
Supply NPL Site), which Facility is located in Marathon County,

as shown on the map attached as Attachment III.Wisconsin,
refers to liability arising after"Future Liability"F.
Completion is issued pursuant toU.S. EPA's Certification of

Section XXV of this Consent Decree.
The term "Hazardous Substance, Pollutant orG.

Contaminant" shall have the meaning provided in Sections
101(14) and 101(33) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. Sections 9601(14) and
9601(33).

"WDNR" means the Wisconsin Department of NaturalH.
Resources.

"National Contingency Plan" ("NCP"), 40 C.F.R. SectionI.

42 U.S.C. Section 9605.105 of CERCLA,
J.

Marathon Electric Manufacturing Corporation.
"Parties" means the United States of America, theK.

State of Wisconsin and the Settling Defendants.
"Plaintiffs" means the United States of America andL.

its agencies and departments, and the State of Wisconsin, and
its agencies and departments.

"Settling Defendants" refers to the City of Wausau and

"Facility" refers to the soil, subsoil, groundwater

Wausau, Wisconsin.

300, s^., shall be used as that term is used in Section

Wisconsin, and encompasses the aquifer underlying the City of
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•'Past Costs" means costs incurred by PlaintiffsM.
pursuant to 42 U.S.C.

in connection with the

interim remedial action.
N.

the date of entry of this Consent Decree, in connection with

oversight and/or completion of the interim remedial action.
"Response Costs" are those costs incurred by U.S. EPAO.

or the State, other than the costs defined above at Paragraphs
These include costs incurred pursuant to 423.M. and 3.N.

66 and 67.
"State" means the State of Wisconsin.P.

means the United States of America.Q.
"U.S. EPA" means the United States EnvironmentalR.

Protection Agency.
DOJ" means the United States Department of"U.S.S.

Justice.
"Waste Material" means any hazardous substances, asT.

defined 42 U.S.C. Section 9601(14) and any associated contami-
pollutant or contaminant as defined by 42nated material.

U.S.C. Section 9601(33).

entry of this Consent Decree, 
preparation and approval of the PFS, the interim ROD and the

"Oversight Costs" are those costs incurred by

"United States"

Plaintiffs pursuant to 42 U.S.C. Section 9601 s^. after

Section 9601 et. sea±., as of the date of

U.S.C. 9604 and 9606 and/or pursuant to Paragraphs 12, 19, 25,

the review, approval, implementation, operation, maintenance.
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"Work" means the design, construction andU.

in accordance with this Consent Decree, of the
the

Consent Decree.
IV.

GENERAL PROVISIONS
Commitment of Plaintiffs and Settling Defendants:4.

A.
finance and perform the Work
hereof.

defined in Paragraph 3.U. hereof, shallB.

5.
A.

Permits and Approvals:
Except as set forth in Paragraph 5.B., all activities 

undertaken by the Settling Defendants pursuant to this Consent 
Decree shall be undertaken in accordance with the requirements 
of all applicable local, state and federal laws, regulations. 

The United States and the State haverequirements and permits.
determined that the obligations and procedures authorized under 
this Consent Decree are consistent with the authority of the

implementation, 
tasks described in the interim ROD, this Consent Decree, 
Remedial Action Plan to be attached hereto, and in any 
schedules or plans required to be submitted pursuant to this

The Work, as
be completed in accordance with all requirements of this 
Consent Decree, the interim ROD and the RAP, including the 
standards, specifications and the time periods set forth herein 
or set forth pursuant to this Consent Decree.

Settling Defendants agree jointly and severally to 
as defined in Paragraph 3.U.
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United States and the State under applicable law to establish

local permits are required for Work

non-

and the State,
and as described in the RAP.

as

depicted and assumed by the October 3, 
the Facility and by the interim ROD attached hereto as

appropriate remedial measures for the Facility.
B.i. The United States and the State have determined that

no federal, state, or 
conducted entirely on site as described in the approved RAP.

ii. Any potential or actual activity involving use of 
groundwater extracted or to be extracted by the interim 
remedial action, including the potential use of treated or 
treated groundwater as non-contact cooling water in the 
Marathon Electric Manufacturing Corporation's plant, which is 
not specifically and previously approved by the United States

is not considered "Work" as described in
Paragraph 3.U.

iii. Settling Defendants shall obtain all permits or 
approvals as required and necessary under federal, state or 
local laws for off-site Work, and shall submit timely 
applications and requests for any such permits and approvals.

iv. Settling Defendants shall provide prompt prior notice 
to U.S. EPA and the State of intent to conduct non-approved 
activities at the Facility which may significantly impact the 
interim remedial action. For purposes of this Subparagraph, 
activities which "may significantly impact the interim remedial 
action" are activities which would cause a substantial 
alteration in the local hydrologic groundwater conditions,

1988, U.S. EPA PFS for
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Such activities include; 1) creation of aAttachment I.

conditions assumed and depicted in the PFS and interim ROD).
V.

42 U.S.C.

this Consent Decree.
The standards and provisions of Section XII hereofC.

D.

E.
is it intended by the Parties to be, a permit issued pursuant
to any federal or state statute or regulations.

surface water lagoon or reservoir in or on the facility (due to 
effect on aquifer recharge rates); or 2) significant 
alterations in the City of Wausau public water supply well

Section 9622(e)(6), to direct, 
length or manner of operation of the interim remedy both prior 
to and after issuance of the Certification of Completion for

right, pursuant to Section 122(e)(6) of CERCLA,
approve or disapprove of the

pumping scheme (due to the possibility that significant changes 
could reverse or substantially alter the hydrological

describing "force majeure" shall govern delays in obtaining 
permits for the Work and also the denial of any such permits.

Settling Defendants shall include in all contracts or
subcontracts entered into for Work required under this Consent
Decree, provisions stating that such contractors or

in consultation with the State, retains the

subcontractors, including their agents and employees, shall 
perform all Work required by such contracts or subcontracts in 
compliance with all applicable laws and regulations

This Consent Decree is not, nor shall it act as, nor

U.S. EPA,



13
V.

All interim remedial design Work to be performed by6.

Prior to the initiation of interimArchitect or Engineer.
remedial design Work for the Facility, the Settling Defendants

The U.S. EPA and the State herebyEPA and the State.

All7.
Defendants pursuant to this Consent Decree shallthe Settling
direction and supervision of a qualifiedbe under the

Prior to the initiation of interimprofessional

in writing, of the name.

Settling Defendants pursuant to this Consent Decree shall be 
under the direction and supervision of a qualified professional

PERFORMANCE OF THE WORK BY 
SETTLING DEFENDANTS

pursuant to this Section.
interim remedial action Work to be performed by

acknowledge that Settling Defendants have submitted the name, 
title and qualifications of and have received the Plaintiff's 
prior approval for the Engineer selected by Settling Defendants

be performed pursuant to this Consent Decree.
such architect or engineer shall be subject to approval by U.S.

Engineer.
remedial action Work at the Facility, ‘the Settling Defendants
shall notify U.S. EPA and the State, 
title, and qualifications of the proposed Engineer, and the 
names of principal Contractors and/or Subcontractors proposed 
to be used in carrying out the interim remedial action Work to

shall notify U.S. EPA and the State, in writing, of the name, 
title, and qualifications of any Engineer or Architect proposed 
to be used in carrying out the interim remedial design Work to

Selection of any
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be performed pursuant to this Consent Decree.

subject to approval by the U.S. EPA and the State.
Attachment II to this Consent Decree will provide8. a

RAP for the implementation, performance and completion of the
interim remedial design and interim remedial action at the
Facility. The RAP shall be incorporated into and made an

The following Work shall be performed:9.
Within thirty (30) days of the certified receipt ofA.

the executed Consent Decree by the Settling Defendants, the
Settling Defendants shall submit a Draft RAP to the U.S. EPA
and the State describing and setting a schedule for the interim
remedial design and interim remedial action Work to be
conducted to implement, perform and complete the interim
remedial action in accordance with the ROD:

The RAP shall include a groundwater monitoring plan.1.

and shall include a discussion of the following items:

Remedial Design activities;b.
Remedial Action activities;c.

d.

e. Reports and Documents to be prepared and 
submitted;

Operation and Maintenance of the interim 
remedial action;

enforceable part of this Consent Decree upon approval by U.S.
EPA in consultation with the State.

Selection of any 
such Engineer or Contractor and/or Subcontractor shall be

a. Preparation of the Remedial Design and 
Remedial Action Work Plan (RD/RA Work Plan) and 
of the Plans to be included in the RD/RA Work 
Plan;
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f. Project Organization;

ii. The RAP shall describe in detail and provide a
schedule for activities determined to be necessary by U.S. EPA,
after consultation with the State, to implement, perform and
complete the interim remedial action selected in the interim
ROD.

The Settling Defendants shall revise the Draft RAP and111.
shall submit a Revised RAP to U.S. EPA and the State within
thirty (30) days of receipt of U.S. EPAs approval, disapproval

The Revised RAP willconditional approval of the Draft RAP.or

with the State.
Within sixty (60) calendar days of the approval of theB.

if no revisionsRevised RAP (or of approval of the Draft RAP,
are necessary), by U.S. EPA in consultation with the State, the
Settling Defendants shall submit to the State and to U.S. EPA a

The RD/RA
Work Plan shall be developed in conformance with the interim
ROD, the RAP, U.S. EPA Superfund Remedial Design and Remedial
Action Guidance and any additional guidance documents and

g. Schedule for initiation and completion of 
activities and Work, and for submission of 
reports and documents;

be incorporated into and attached to this Consent Decree as 
Attachment II, upon approval by U.S. EPA after consultation

Remedial Design and Remedial Action Work Plan ("RD/RA Work 
Plan") for Work to be conducted at the Facility.

guidance provided by U.S. EPA.
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C.

for submittal of the following project plans;schedule

D.

in
consultation with the State.

E.
document,

in writing, of approval or
In the event

the document.such modifications to

(1)
(2)
(3)

The RD/RA Work Plan submittal shall include, but not 
be limited to, the following project plans, including a

Within forty-five (45) calendar days of receipt of any 
the U.S. EPA Remedial Project Manager will attempt to

(4)
(5)
(6)

The RD/RA Work Plan shall also include a schedule for 
implementation of the RD/RA tasks and submittal of RD/RA
reports.

The RD/RA Work Plan and other required documents and 
reports (hereinafter referred to as "documents") shall be 
subject to review, modification and approval by U.S. EPA,

notify Settling Defendants, 
disapproval of the document, or any part thereof, 
that a longer review period is required, the U.S. EPA Remedial 
Project Manager shall notify Settling Defendants of that fact 
within thirty (30) calendar days of receipt of document. In 
the event of any disapproval, U.S. EPA, after consultation with 
the State, shall, to the extent practicable, specify, in 
writing, any deficiencies and the reasons for the determination 
of any deficiency and required modifications and the reason for

In the event of any

a sampling and analysis plan;
a health and safety/contingency plan;
a plan for satisfaction of permitting requirements 
(if any);a quality assurance project plan ("QAPP");
a groundwater monitoring plan; and
an operations and maintenance plan.
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disapproval, U.S. EPA’s right to approve or disapprove a
submittal by Settling Defendants shall not be negated should
the time stated in this Paragraph be exceeded by U.S. EPA.

Within thirty (30) calendar days of receipt of anyF.
disapproval of a document by U.S. EPA, the Settling Defendants
shall submit a revised document to U.S. EPA and the State which

notice of dispute pursuant to Section XIII below.
G. Settling Defendants shall proceed to implement the

Work detailed in the RD/RA Work Plan if and when the RD/RA Work
Plan is fully approved by U.S. EPA in consultation with the

unless otherwise directed to proceed, in writing, byState,
The Settling Defendants shall not commence field

activities until receipt of full approval by U.S. EPA of the
RD/RA Work Plan, unless otherwise directed in writing by U.S.
EPA.

H. The fully approved RD/RA Work Plan shall be deemed
incorporated into and made an enforceable part of this Consent
Decree once approved by U.S. EPA, in consultation with the

However, portions of the RD/RA Work Plan, includingState.
those items required in Paragraph 9.C. above, may be
incorporated into this Consent Decree, upon written approval by

EPA, after consultation with the State.U.S. The approved
portion of the RD/RA Work Plan shall be incorporated herein and
implemented at the written direction of U.S. EPA in
consultation with the State.

incorporates the U.S. EPA modifications, or shall provide a

U.S. EPA.
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I.

and schedule contained in the RAP and RD/RA Work Plan.
The Parties acknowledge and agree that neither the10.

RAP nor the RD/RA Work Plan constitutes a warranty or

Standards set forth in the ROD and in Paragraph 11 below and
shall not foreclose Plaintiffs from seeking performance of all
terms and conditions of this Consent Decree, including the

11.

Relevant and Appropriate Requirements (ARARs), Settling
Defendants shall meet the Performance Goals and Clean-up

and as setStandards as set forth in 11.A. through 11.C. below,
forth in the RAP (to be incorporated herein as Attachment II)

All RD/RA Work shall be conducted in accordance with 
the National Contingency Plan, the U.S. EPA Superfund Remedial

representation of any kind by Plaintiffs that the RAP or RD/RA
Work Plan will achieve the Performance Goals and Clean Up

requirement that operation of the interim remedial action 
extraction well system achieves the requirements and objectives 
of the interim ROD, including meeting all Applicable or

applicable Performance Goals and Clean Up Standards.
In order to assure that Settling Defendants meet the

Design and Remedial Action Guidance, and the requirements of 
this Consent Decree, including the standards, specifications

and RD/RA Work Plan. These Performance Goals and Clean-up 
Standards are based upon the interim RODs response objectives 
and ARARs, upon performance criteria listed in Subparagraph A 
below, upon the Wisconsin Administrative Code Chapter NR 140 
(WAC NR 140) Groundwater Quality Standards, upon the applicable



of the

as

described in
if necessary.

meets

of the
1.

ii.

iv.

iii. The amount time;

The Performance Goals for the 
intended to ensure that operation

A.
interim remedial action are 

extraction well system will achieve the response
stated in the interim ROD.

selected remedy includes a provision,
for

as applicable.
PERFORMANCE GOALS:

objectives as
The interim RODS

the interim ROD as Alternative 3, 
implementation of an additional extraction well, 
to achieve the response objectives, P.erforiiance- Goals and

Standards stated in the PFS, in the interim ROD, and
Settling Defendants shall implement 

if determined necessary and as

19
Safe Drinking Water Act Maximum Concentration Levels (MCLs), 
upon the applicable Clean Water Act Water Quality Criteria and 
related discharge limits (WQCs), and upon health based levels.

- t of influence created by 
pumping the extraction well.;
The ability of the extraction well to capture the plume (such plvime being described in Section IV of 
the attached interim ROD);

of VOC being removed by the system over

The ability of the system to protect CW7 and CW9 (see

Clean-up 
in this Consent Decree, 
the additional extraction well 
directed by the U.S. EPA in consultation with the State.

The determination of whether the initial extraction well 
the response objectives (as listed in the interim ROD) 

for this interim remedial action will be based on an evaluation 
extraction well system based on the following criteria:

The areal extent of the cone
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Attachment III for locations) from HazardousSubstances, Pollutants or Contaminants.

with all

B.
interim

as

The evaluation of the system, for purposes of determining 
whether the single extraction well is achieving the Performance 
Goals, will utilize data collected from a predetermined set of 
existing monitoring and production wells, during start up and 
after the system achieves stabilized conditions in the aquifer, 
as determined by U.S. EPA in consultation with the State. 
Specific well locations, sample frequencies and parameters to 
be measured will be described in the groundwater monitoring 
plan which is to be included in the approved RAP. Settling 
Defendants shall periodically submit performance reports on the 
system as required and specified in the approved RAP and/or 
RD/RA Work Plan. In addition. Settling Defendants shall assure 
that the extraction system performs in a manner which complies 

applicable WQS throughout the duration of operation of
the system.

CLEAN-UP STANDARDS; Clean-up Standards for this 
remedial action are based on WAC NR 140 Groundwater 

Quality Standards, Safe Drinking Water Act MCLs, Clean Water 
Act WQCs, and health based levels, as appropriate.

For purposes of this Consent Decree, the primary 
contaminant of concern is trichloroethylene (TCE). In addition 
to TCE, additional contaminants of concern are any contaminants 
specified in WAC NR 140 or in the Hazardous Substance List 
(HSL), which are detected during the monitoring program.



In order to

i.

ii.

iii. a

Facility directs otherwise.iv.

(including an
EPA in
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determined by U.S. EPA in consultation with the State, and 
those contaminants specified in the approved RAP and/or in the
rD/RA Work Plan.

c. WORK REOUTRED TO MEET CLEAN-UP STANDARDS.
meet the Clean-up Standards, Settling Defendants shall, at the 
direction of U.S. EPA in consultation with the State, operate 
the extraction well system called for in the interim ROD

additional extraction well if required by U.S.
consultation with the State), until:

the concentration of TCE is reduced to 1.8 ppb within 
a specified zone of compliance; and
the concentrations of additional contaminants of concern (as listed in WAC NR 140, in the HSL, in the RAP or in the RD/RA Work Plan) are reduced to the following levels, whichever is more stringent:
a. For additional contaminants which are specified by WAC NR 140, the levels specified for those additional 
contaminants by WAC NR 140: or ,
b. For additional contaminants not specified by WAC NR 140, the levels required by the Safe Drinking 
Water Act MCLs; or
c. For additional contaminants not specified by WAC NR 140 and not having a specified MCL, the levels required by the applicable Clean Water Act WQC; or
d. For additional contaminants not specified by WAC NR 140 and not having a specified MCL, and not having an applicable WQC level, the health based levels set by U.S. EPA in consultation with the State; and

demonstration is made that toe Water Quality Criteria (water discharge limits) have been complied 
with (for any discharge to the Wisconsin River); or 
until 
the final remedy for the
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In order to provide U.S. EPA and the State with the data 

necessary to determine whether the interim remedial action is 
meeting the Clean-up Standards, the Settling Defendants shall 
perform periodic monitoring, within the specified zone of 
compliance, as specified in the approved RAP and RD/RA Work 
Plan. The zone of compliance will consist of an area inclusive 
of predetermined monitoring and production wells, and will be 
specified in the approved RAP and RD/RA Work Plan.

The groundwater monitoring plan shall include a detailed 
discussion of the monitoring program to be implemented to test 
for compliance with the Performance Goals and Clean-up 
Standards specified herein.

12. To the extent required by Section 121(c) of CERCLA, 
42 U.S.C. Section 9621(c), and any applicable regulations, and 
to the extent that the final remedy for the Facility requires, 
U.S. EPA shall review the interim remedial action at the 
Facility at least every five (5) years after the entry of the 
Consent Decree to assure that human health and the environment 

being protected by the remedial action being implemented. 
Subject to Section XXVI and Paragraphs 14 and 66 of this 
Consent Decree, if upon such review, U.S. EPA determines that 
further response action in accordance with Sections 104 or 106 
is appropriate at the Facility, consistent with Section XVII of
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action.
13.

After the
the

action.

14.

it is

Should for some

on any 
response action proposed as a result of U.S EPAs 5-year review 
and to submit written comments for the record.

effect five (5) years 
from the date of entry of this Consent Decree, the requirements 
of this Section will apply.

and any applicable 
regulations with regard to the final remedy, 
reason this Consent Decree still be in

Since the length and manner of operation of the 
interim remedial action agreed to in this Consent Decree is to 
be addressed by the final remedy for this Facility, 
anticipated by the Parties that the requirements of this 
Section will be addressed by the final remedy for the Facility. 
The final remedy for the Facility will set forth the provisions 
by which U.S. EPA will meet the requirements of section 121(c) 
of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. Section 9621(c),

Settling Defendants shall be provided with an 
opportunity to confer with U.S EPA and the State

period for submission of written comments is closed. 
Regional Administrator of U.S EPA, Region V, shall in writing 
either affirm, modify or rescind the order for further response

this Consent Decree, the U.S. EPA may take or require such

The final decision of U.S. EPA shall be subject to 
judicial review pursuant to the dispute resolution provisions 
in Section XIV to the extent permitted by Section 113 of 
CERCLA, 42, U.S.C. Section 9613.



24

VII.

ADDITIONAL WORK

15.

Performance Goals or Clean-up Standards described in Paragraph
above, written notification of the need for such additional11,

Work will be provided to the other Project Coordinators. This
notification, to the extent practicable, shall specify the
reasons such additional Work is necessary. Any additional Work

performed by Settling Defendants in a manner consistent with
the NCP.

Any additional Work determined to be necessary by16.
Settling Defendants is subject to prior written approval by

EPA after U.S. EPA consultation with the State.U.S.
Any additional Work determined to be necessary by17.

Settling Defendants and approved by U.S. EPA after U.S. EPA
consultation with the State, or determined to be necessary by

in orderafter U.S. EPA consultation with the State,U.S EPA,
to meet the Perfoirmance Goals or Clean-Up Standards described
in Paragraph 11 above, shall be completed by Settling

specifications,Defendants in accordance with the standards.
and schedules approved by U.S. EPA after U.S. EPA consultation
with the State.

State, or the Settling Defendants determine that additional

ordered by U.S. EPA after consultation with the State shall be

Work, including additional interim remedial design Work or
interim remedial action Work, is necessary to meet the

In the event that U.S. EPA, in consultation with the
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VIII.

QUALITY ASSURANCE

with U.S.

Prior toEPA.

that is

this Consent Decree.

Consent Decree.
authorized representatives

laboratory utilized by
In

18. Settling Defendants shall use quality assurance, 
quality control, and chain of custody procedures in accordance 

EPA's ’’Interim Guidelines and Specifications For 
Preparing Quality Assurance Project Plans" (QAM-005/80) and 
subsequent amendments to such guidelines upon notification to 
Settling Defendants of such amendments by U.S. 
the commencement of any monitoring project under this Consent 
Decree, Settling Defendants shall submit a Quality Assurance 
Project Plan ("QAPP"), to U.S. EPA and the State for approval, 

consistent with the RAP and applicable guidelines.
U.S. EPA, after review of Settling Defendants' QAPP(s) and the 
State's comments thereon, will notify Settling Defendants of 
any required modifications, conditional approval, disapproval, 
or approval of the QAPP(s). Upon notification of disapproval 
or any need for modifications. Settling Defendants shall make 
all required modifications in the QAPP subject to the dispute 
resolution provisions of Section XIII. Sampling data generated 
consistent with the QAPP shall be admissible as evidence, 
without objection, in any proceeding under Section XIII of this 

Settling Defendants.shall assure that U.S. EPA 
are allowed accesspersonnel or

during normal business hours to any 
Settling Defendants in implementing 
addition, Settling Defendants shall have the laboratory
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utilized analyze samples submitted by U.S. EPA for quality
assurance monitoring.

IX.
FACILITY ACCESS. SAMPLING. DOCUMENT AVAILABILITY

To the extent that areas where Work described in the19.

to Section VII.

If such access agreements are not obtainedand the State.

secure access to the necessary area.

EPA20.

within the time specified herein, Settling Defendants shall so
EPA and the State, and Settling Defendants, subject

necessary to seek judicial assistance in obtaining access, U.S. 
A

EPA and the State may cooperate and assist the Settling

notify U.S.
to Section XII hereof, shall use their best efforts, including 
the seeking of judicial assistance, if necessary, to otherwise

To the extent it is

Defendants in any such proceedings.
Settling Defendants shall make available to U.S.

and the State the results of all sampling and/or tests or other

Any such agreement(s) shall provide access for 
the State and authorized representatives of U.S. EPA

RAP is to be performed, or areas where additional Work required 
or pursuant to Section VII is to be performed, are owned by 
persons other than the Parties bound by this Consent Decree, 
Settling Defendants shall obtain access agreements from the 
owner(s): A) within thirty (30) calendar days of U.S. EPA 
approval of the RAP, for purposes of Work described in the RAP; 
or B) within thirty (30) calendar days of a U.S. EPA 
determination that additional Work will be performed pursuant

U.S. EPA,



respect to the
and shall submit these

as described in Section X
U.S.

request. the

authorized by law.
21. At the request of U.S.

in writing, not less than

In addition.

circumstances. parameters to

advance of any 
to the implementation of 

To the extent not covered in the QAPP, 
to the extent practicable under the 

advise Settling Defendants of the

finalized QA/QC 
similarly generated by U.S. 

Decree, to the extent
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data generated by Settling Defendants with 
implementation of this Consent Decree, 
results in monthly progress reports 
of this Consent Decree. EPA and the State, upon written 

shall make available to Settling Defendants 
results of all finalized QA/QC sampling and/or 
test or other finalized QA/QC data 
EPA with respect to this Consent

U.S. EPA shall.

U.S. EPA shall, to the 
circumstances, notify Settling 

Defendants not less than fourteen (14) days in 
sample collection activity pursuant 
this Consent Decree.

EPA or the State, Settling 
Defendants shall allow split or duplicate samples to be taken 
by U.S. EPA, the State and/or their authorized representatives, 
of any samples collected by Settling Defendants with respect to 
implementation of this Consent Decree. Settling Defendants

to take any
EPA or the State deem necessary.

. In the event of sampling by U.S EPA, 
extent practicable under the

Decree.
shall notify U.S. EPA and the State, 
fourteen (14) days in advance of any such sample collection 
activity, unless otherwise agreed by the parties.
U.S. EPA and the State shall have the right 
additional samples that U.S.
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be analyzed in such sampling. At the request of the Settling 
Defendants, U.S. EPA shall, to the extent practicable under the 
circumstances, allow split or duplicate samples to be taken by 
Settling Defendants and/or their authorized representative of 
any samples collected by U.S. EPA pursuant to the 
implementation of this Consent Decree.

X.
REPORTING REQUIREMENTS

Settling Defendants shall require the contractor to 
prepare and provide to U.S. EPA and the State written monthly 
progress reports which: (A) describe the actions which have 
been taken toward achieving compliance with this Consent Decree 
during the previous month; (B) include all results of sampling 
and tests and all other data received by Settling Defendants 
during the course of the Work; (C) include all plans and 
procedures completed under the RD/RA Work Plan during the 
previous month; (D) describe all actions, data and plans which 
are scheduled for the next month and provide other information 
relating to the progress of construction as is customary in the 
industry; (E) include information regarding percentage of 
completion, unresolved delays encountered or anticipated that 
may affect the future schedule for implementation of the RAP 
and/or the RD/RA Work Plan, and a description of efforts made 
to mitigate those delays or anticipated delays. These progress 
reports are to be received by U.S. EPA and the State by the
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weekend or state or

Withinthereto.

submit a report
thereto.

Protection Agency 
required by Section 103 of CERCLA. 
the onset of such an event, 
to Plaintiffs a written report setting forth the events which 
occurred and the measures taken, and to be taken, in response 

thirty (30) days of the conclusion of the 
immediate response to such an event. Settling Defendants shall 

setting forth all actions taken to respond

of this Consent Decree.
23. If the date for submission of any item or 

notification required by this Consent Decree falls upon a 
federal holiday, the time period for 

notification is extended to the nextsubmission of that item or 
working day following the weekend or holiday.

24. Upon the occurrence of any event during performance 
of the Work which, pursuant to Section 103 of CERCLA, requires 
reporting to the National Response Center, Settling Defendants 
shall promptly orally notify the U.S. EPA Remedial Project 
Manager or, in the event of the unavailability of the U.S. EPA 
Remedial Project Manager, immediately notify the Emergency 
Response Section, Region V, United States Environmental 

(312-353-2318), in addition to the reporting 
Within twenty (20) days of

Settling Defendants shall fuimish

twelfth (12th) day of every month following the effective date
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XI.

halt,
Decree

imminent and
welfare or thesubstantial

between

between
Manager.

Proj ect 
implementation

To the

Work required by this Consent 
action when

the terms and conditions of 
the Project Coordinators

pFMEDIAl. PROJECT MANAGER/PROJECT CCX)RP1WATPBS
25. U.S. EPA shall designate a Remedial Project Manager 

and the State may designate a Project Coordinator for the 
Facility, and the Plaintiffs may designate other 
representatives, including U.S. EPA and State employees, and 
federal and State contractors and consultants, to observe and 
monitor the progress of any activity undertaken pursuant to 

The Remedial Project Manager shall have 
Remedial Project Manager by

In

this Consent Decree.
the authority lawfully vested in a
the National Contingency Plan, 40 C.E.R. Part 300. 
addition, the Remedial Project Manager shall have authority to 

conduct, or direct any
. and to take any necessary response 

conditions at the facility may present an
endangerment to public health or 

environment. Settling Defendants shall also designate a
coordinator who shall have primary responsibility for 

of the Work at the Facility.
26. To the maximum extent possible, except as 

specifically provided in the Consent Decree, communications
Settling Defendants, the State and U.S. EPA concerning 

this Consent Decree shall be made
and the Remedial Project
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Within twenty (20) calendar days of the effective27.

date of this Consent Decree, Settling Defendants, the State and
U.S. EPA shall notify each other.
address and telephone number of the designated Project
Coordinator and an Alternate Project Coordinator and the
Remedial Project Manager and Alternate Remedial Project
Manager.

XII.
FORCE MAJEURE

28.
is defined as any event arising from causes entirely beyond the
control of Settling Defendants which delays or prevents the
performance of any obligation under this Consent Decree.
'•Force Majeure" shall not include increased costs or expenses
or non-attainment of the Performance Goals or Clean-up
Standards set forth in Paragraph 11 hereof, the ROD and the
RAP.

When circumstances occur which may delay the29.
completion of any phase of the Work or delay access to the
Facility or to any property on which any part of the Work is to
be performed, whether or not caused by a "force majeure" event,

the event of their unavailability, the Director of the Waste
Management Division of U.S. EPA. Within five (5) days of the
event which Settling Defendants contend is responsible for the

Settling Defendants shall promptly notify the Remedial Project
Manager and the State Project Coordinator by telephone or in

"Force Majeure" for purposes of this Consent Decree

in writing, of the name.
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in

and the timetable

majeure".
30.

of the delay.
31.

"force majeure" event. or whether the duration of
the

Section XIII

Consent Decree.

Plan to provide 
may be necessary to allow the 

completion of the specific phase of Work and/or any succeeding 
phase of the Work affected by such delay, with such additional 
time not to exceed the actual duration

the delay is or

a waiver of any claim of "force

a "force majeure"

was warranted under the circumstances, 
parties shall resolve the dispute according to 
hereof. Settling Defendants have the- burden of proving "force 
majeure" as a defense to compliance with this

delay. Settling Defendants shall supply to Plaintiffs 
writing the reason(s) for and anticipated duration of such 
delay, the measures taken and to be taken by Settling 
Defendants to prevent or minimize the delay, 
for implementation of such measures.

If U.S. EPA, after consultation with the State, and 
Settling Defendants cannot agree whether the reason for the 
delay was a

Failure to give oral 
notice to the Remedial Project Manager and State Project 
Coordinator and to give written explanation to Plaintiffs in a 
timely manner shall constitute

event, the Parties shall modify the RD/RA Work 
such additional time as

If U.S. EPA agrees, after consultation with the 
state, that a delay is or was attributable to
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XIII.

DISPUTE RESOLUTION
32. the

concerning

33. In the event that
Consent Decree is not resolved
means,

34.

Section
of dispute to the other

33, the Party who gave the notice 
shall serve on the other Parties to this 
statement of the

Decree a written 
issues in dispute, the relevant facts 

which the dispute is based, 
opinion supporting its position, 
documentation

Within ten (10) days of the service of notice of 
dispute pursuant to Paragraph

As required by Section 121(e)(2) of CERCLA, 
Parties to this Consent Decree shall attempt to resolve 
expeditiously and informally any disagreements 
implementation of this Consent Decree 
hereunder.

or any Work required

any dispute arising under this 
expeditiously through informal 

any Party desiring dispute resolution under this 
shall give prompt written notice 
Parties to the Decree.

"Statement of Position").
Statements of Position, 
later than ten (10) days after receipt of the complaining 
Party’s Statement of Position. In the event that these 10-day 
time periods for exchange of Statements of Position may cause a 
delay in the Work, they shall be shortened upon and in 
accordance with notice by U.S. EPA.

upon 
and factual data, analysis or 

and all supporting
on which such Party relies (hereinafter the 

Opposing Parties shall serve their 
including supporting documentation, no
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An administrative record of any dispute under this35.

Section shall be maintained by U.S. EPA. The record shall

Statements of Position and supporting documentation served
pursuant to the preceding Paragraphs, and any other relevant
non-privileged information submitted with the Statements of
Position. The record shall be available for review and copying
by all Parties.

Upon review of the administrative record and after36.
consultation with the State, the Director of the Waste
Management Division, U.S. EPA, Region V, shall issue a final
decision and order resolving the dispute. This order shall be
enforceable administratively pursuant to Section 121(e)(2) of

subject to the rights of judicial review set forth inCERCLA,
Paragraph 37.

Any decision and order of U.S. EPA pursuant to37.
Paragraph 36 shall be reviewable by this Court, provided that a
motion to review the dispute is filed with the Clerk's office
within ten (10) days of receipt of U.S. EPA's decision and
order, until the date of termination of this Consent Decree
specified pursuant to Section XXV hereof. In any event.
judicial review will be conducted on .the administrative record.
using an arbitrary and capricious standard. Except as set
forth in this Paragraph or otherwise in the Consent Decree,
this Consent Decree does not establish burdens of proof or

include the written notification of such dispute, the



IP

35
standards of any kind for judicial review of dispute between

finds,
XIV.

RETENTION J^ND AVAILABILITY OF INFORMATION
ERA39.

and the State,

all records

or the Court orders, otherwise.

Settling Defendants shall make available to U.S. 
and shall retain, during the pendency of this

Consent Decree and for a period of six (6) years after 
termination of the final remedy for the Facility, 

or control which

the parties.
38. The invocation of the procedures stated in this 

Section shall not extend or postpone Settling Defendants' 
obligations under this Consent Decree with respect to the 
disputed issue unless such delay is agreed by U.S. ERA to be 
attributable to a "force majeure" event or until U.S. ERA

and documents in their possession, custody, 
relate to the performance of this Consent Decree, including, 
but not limited to, documents reflecting the results of any 
sampling, tests, or other data or information generated or 
acquired by any of them, or on their behalf, with respect to: 
A) the Work conducted pursuant to this Consent Decree; B) the 
Facility, and all documents pertaining to their own or any 
other persons's liability under CERCIA; and C) the location or 
source, if any, of Hazardous Substances, Rollutants or 
Contaminants at, in or on the Facility. After the six (6) year 
period of document retention. Settling Defendants shall notify 
U.S. ERA, the U.S. IX)J, and the State at least ninety (90) days
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Defendants

40.

accordanceprovided in

EPA

42.

provisions
confidential by Settling

43.

to be provided

If no such claim accompanies the 
. EPA and the State,

Defendants in perfoirmance
of Section 104(e)(7)(F) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C.

9604(e)(7)(F), Shall not be claimed as

prior to the destruction of any such documents, and upon 
request of U.S. EPA, the U.S. DOJ or the State, the Settling 

shall relinquish custody of non-privileged documents

Defendants.
By entering into this Consent Decree, the Settling 

Defendants do not waive any attorney client, work product or 
other privilege that may apply to any information not required 

to Plaintiffs under this Consent Decree.

the public may be given access 
further notice to Settling Defendants.

Information acquired or generated by Settling
of the Work that is subject to the

Section

41.
will be afforded the protection specified in 40 C.F.R.
Subpart B and, if determined to be entitled to confidential 
treatment under State law by the State, afforded protection 
under State law by the State.
information when it is submitted to the U.S

to such information without

to U.S. EPA, U.S. DOJ or the State.
Settling Defendants may assert business 

confidentiality claims covering part or all of the information 
connection with this Consent Decree in

with section 104(e)(7) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. Section 9604(e)(7), 
and pursuant to 40 C.F.R. Part 2, and applicable State law.

Information determined to be confidential by U.S.
Part 2,
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XV.

PAYMENT
Settling Defendants shall pay, within forty-five (45)44.

the entry of this Consent Decree, FIFTY-THOUSANDdays of
($50,000.00), which represents a portion of the UnitedDOLLARS

Payment shall be delivered to:Past Costs.States'

in the form of a certified or cashier's check payable to "U.S.
EPA Hazardous Substances Superfund" and one copy of such check

In consideration of the monies received under45.
Paragraph 44, the United States covenants not to sue Settling
Defendants for the monies received pursuant to Paragraph 44.

Settling Defendants shall pay all future Oversight46.
of the United States and the State, incurred, as of andCosts,

in overseeingafter the date of entry of this Consent Decree,

action.
advance payment of State Oversight Costs, payments shall be
made on an annual basis and within thirty (30) days of the
submission of itemized Oversight Cost statements and supporting

The Uniteddocumentation by the United States and the State.
States and the State shall submit their unpaid Oversight Cost

U.S EPA - Region V 
Attn : Superfund Accounting 
P.O. Box 70753
Chicago, Illinois 60673

implementation of this Consent Decree and the interim remedial 
Except as provided in Paragraph 49 below regarding

shall be sent to the Director, Waste Management Division, U.S.
EPA, Region V, and to the U.S. DOJ.
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claims as soon as practicable after each anniversary date of
this Consent Decree. Payment shall be made as specified in

In consideration of and uponParagraphs 44 above and 49 below.
payment of all Oversight Costs as required by Paragraphs 46,
47,

for those Oversight Costs incurred by the United States andsue
State in overseeing the RD/RA Work which are paid bythe

Settling Defendants.
If Oversight Costs related to this Consent Decree are47.

outstanding at the time the United States and the State plan to
terminate this Consent Decree, Settling Defendants shall.
within thirty (30) days of the submission of an itemized
Oversight Cost statement and supporting documentation by the
United States and the State, and before teirmination of this
Consent Decree, pay such outstanding Oversight Costs.

The Past and Oversight Costs paid by Settling48.
Defendants as set forth in this Section of the Consent Decree
are not inconsistent with the National Contingency Plan.

In the event that the State, through an arrangement49.
with the U.S. EPA, which defines the roles and responsibilities
of the Agencies and provides no funding, performs the Oversight
for this interim remedial action, the .Settling Defendants shall
advance the sum of THIRTY-THOUSAND DOLLARS ($30,000.00) to the
State for anticipated State Oversight Costs, within thirty (30)
days of notification in writing from the State that such

The State shall provide itemizedarrangement has been entered.

49 and 50, the United States and the State covenant not to
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Oversight Cost statements for all State Oversight Costs. All
State Oversight Costs in excess of the advance ($30,000.00)
made pursuant to this paragraph shall be paid by Settling
Defendants pursuant to Paragraphs 46 and 51.

The Settling Defendants shall pay, within forty-five50.
(45) days of the entry of this Consent Decree, past attorney
costs of the State in the amount of FOUR THOUSAND FIVE HUNDRED
SIXTY SEVEN DOLLARS AND FOURTEEN CENTS ($4,567.14) to the State .
for past attorney costs incurred by the State in relation to

Settling Defendantsthe preparation of this Consent Decree.
shall pay ONE THOUSAND NINE HUNDRED SEVENTEEN DOLLARS AND
FOURTEEN CENTS ($1,917.14) of the above stated amount to the
"WDNR Environmental Repair Program", as provided in Paragraph
51, below. The balance of TWO THOUSAND SIX HUNDRED FIFTY

check payable to "Wisconsin Department of Justice" which shall
be mailed or delivered to Robert A. Selk, Assistant Attorney

Settling Defendants shall pay State Oversight Costs,51.
in the form of apursuant to Paragraphs 46 and 47 above.

Geisfeldt,
Box 7921, Madison, WI 53707

certified or cashier's check payable to "WDNR Environmental 
«

Repair Program", which shall be mailed or delivered to Mark
Chief, WDNR Environmental Response and Repair

General, Department of Justice, 123 W. Washington Avenue, P.O.

DOLLARS ($2,650.00) shall be paid by certified or cashier's

Box 7857, Madison, Wisconsin, 53707-7857.

Section, P.O.
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XVI.

STIPULATED PENALTIES

52.

Violation by

a

Any

53.

Consent Decree,

Settling Defendants shall pay stipulated penalties in 
the amounts set forth in Paragraph 59 below to the United 
States for each violation of the requirements of Section V

Settling Defendants shall include any failure to complete any 
activity required under this Consent Decree, failure to submit 

plan required under this Consent Decree, or failure to 
complete any other matter required under this Consent Decree, 
in an acceptable manner and within the specified time schedules 
in any approved plan under this Consent Decree, 
modifications of the time for performance shall be in writing
and approved by U.S. EPA.

All penalties begin to accrue on the day that 
complete performance is due or a violation occurs, and continue 
to accrue through the final day of correction of the 
noncompliance. Nothing herein shall prevent the simultaneous 
accrual of separate penalties for separate violations of this

excused under Section XII ("Force Majeure").

Consent Decree.
54. Following U.S. EPAs determination that Settling 

Defendants have failed to comply with the requirements of this
U.S. EPA shall give Settling Defendants written

hereof or of the RD/RA Work Plan approved pursuant to this
Consent Decree, unless U.S. EPA determines that such failure is
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Thisnotification of the same and describe the non-compliance.

notice shall also indicate the amount of penalties due.
55.

the notification of non-compliance, unless Settling Defendants
invoke the dispute resolution procedures under Section XIII.
Penalties shall accrue from the date of violation regardless of
whether U.S. EPA has notified Settling Defendants of a

Interest shall begin to accrue on the unpaidviolation.

certified check to the "U.S. EPA Hazardous Substances

56.

hereunder.

All penalties owed to the United States under this
Section shall be payable within thirty (30) days of receipt of

period.
resolution of the dispute, the period of dispute shall end upon

balance at the end of the thirty (30) day period pursuant to
Paragraph 62 of this Section. Such penalties shall be paid by

resolution procedures under Section XIII.
accrue but need not be paid during the dispute resolution 

If the District Court becomes involved in the

in Paragraph 44 above, with a copy to the U.S. DOJ.
Neither the filing of a petition to resolve a dispute 

nor the payment of penalties shall alter in any way Settling 
Defendants' obligation to complete the performance required

57. Settling Defendants may dispute the United States' 
right to the stated amount of penalties by invoking the dispute 

Penalties shall

Superfund" and shall contain Settling Defendants' complete and 
correct address, the site name, and the civil action number. 
All checks shall be mailed to U.S. EPA, at the address listed
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the rendering of a decision by the District Court regardless of
whether any Party appeals such decision. If Settling

Court,
prior to and during the period of dispute. In the event of an

continue to accrue and shall be placed into an interest bearing
escrow account until a decision has been rendered by the final

or until no further appeal is timely taken.court of appeal,
If Settling Defendants prevail upon resolution of the appeal.

Nothing herein shall constituteno penalties shall be payable.
a waiver of Settling Defendants' right to appeal the decision

However, if the United States prevailsof the District Court.
on appeal. Settling Defendants shall immediately pay all
penalties owing.

No penalties shall accrue for violations of this58.
Consent Decree caused by events determined by U.S. EPA to be
entirely beyond the control of Settling Defendants as
identified in Section XII ("Force Majeure"). Settling
Defendants have the burden of proving force majeure or
compliance with this Consent Decree.

59.

compliance identified in Paragraph 52 above.
Period of NoncomplianceAmount/Dav

$500 1st through 10th day

The following stipulated penalties shall be payable
per violation per day to the United States for any non­

Defendants do not prevail upon resolution by the District
Settling Defendants shall pay all penalties which accrue

appeal of the District Court decision, such penalties shall
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11th through 20th day$1,000
21st day and beyond$2,000

No payments made under this Section shall be tax60.
deductible.

This Section shall remain in full force and effect61.
for the term of this Consent Decree, and as provided by Section
XXVI herein.

interest shall62.
accrue on any amounts overdue at a rate established by the
Department of Treasury of any period after the date of billing.
A handling charge will be assessed at the end of each thirty
(30) day late period, and a six percent per annum penalty
charge will be assessed if the penalty is not paid within
ninety (90) days of the due date.

If Settling Defendants fail to pay stipulated63.
penalties, the United States may institute proceedings to
collect the penalties. Notwithstanding the stipulated
penalties provisions of this Paragraph, the United States may
elect to assess civil penalties and/or to bring an action in
the United States District Court pursuant to Section 109 of

this Consent Decree, provided that Settling Defendants' total
penalty exposure for violations shall be limited as provided by

Payment of stipulated penalties shallSection 109 of CERCLA.
not preclude U.S. EPA from electing to pursue any other remedy

Pursuant to 31 U.S.C. Section 3717,

CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. Section 9609, to enforce the provisions of
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regulatory requirements.

XVII.
COVENANT NOT TO SUE

In consideration of actions which will be performed64.

specifically provided in this Consent Decree, the United States
and the State covenant not to sue Settling Defendants or their
officers, directors, employees, or agents for monies paid to
the United States and the State pursuant to this Consent Decree
and for monies expended by the Settling Defendants for the Work

(Certification of Termination) of this Consent Decree.
covenant not to sue shall take effect upon certification by

EPA of the completion of the interim remedial actionU.S.
concerning the Facility.

This covenant not to sue does not include:65.

B. Natural Resources damages;
C. Criminal liability;

preclude U.S. EPA or the State from seeking statutory penalties 
against Settling Defendants for violations of statutory or

A. Liability arising from Hazardous Substances 
removed from the Facility, including from groundwater 
in the City of Wausau;

D. Claims based on a failure by the Settling 
Defendants to meet the requirements of this Consent 
Decree;

satisfactorily performed, as determined pursuant to Section XXV
This

or sanction to enforce this Consent Decree, and nothing shall

and payments which will be made by the Settling Defendants 
under the terms of the Consent Decree, and except as otherwise
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Notwithstanding any other provision in this Consent66.
Decree: A) the United States and the State reserve the right to
institute proceedings in this action or in a new action or to
issue an Order seeking to compel the Settling Defendants to
perform any additional response work at the Facility and; B)
the United States and the State reserve the right to institute
proceedings in this action or in a new action seeking payment
to the United States for its Response Costs and to the State
for its matching share of any Response Costs incurred by the

F. Liability for violations of Federal or State law 
which occur during implementation of the interim 
remedial action;
G. Liability for unpaid United States and. State 
expenditures related to the Facility;

I. Liability for costs incurred by the United States 
and State unrelated to this Consent Decree;

E. Any matters for which the United States is owed 
indemnification under Section xyill hereof;

b. information is received, in whole or in part, 
after the entry of this Consent Decree,

H. Liability for costs other than those Costs paid by 
Settling Defendants pursuant to this Consent Decree, 
or other than costs incurred by Settling Defendants 
for Work satisfactorily performed pursuant to this 
Consent Decree;

i. for proceedings prior to U.S. ERA 
Certification of Completion of the interim 
remedial action concerning the Facility,

State due to action undertaken by U.S. ERA under CERCLA,

a. conditions at the Facility, previously 
unknown to the United States, are discovered 
after the entry of this Consent Decree, or

relating to the Facility, if:
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and these previously unknown conditions or this information
indicates that the interim remedial action is not protective of

11.

a.

and these previously unknown conditions or this infoinnation
indicates that the interim remedial action is not protective of
human health and the environment.

Notwithstanding any other' provision of this Consent67.
Decree, the covenant not to sue in this Section shall not
relieve the Settling Defendants of their obligation to meet and
maintain compliance with the requirements set forth in this

the RD/RA Work Plan and any other conditions which are set
forth herein. The United States and the State reserve the
rights to: A) take response actions at the Facility in the
event of a breach of the terms of this Consent Decree; B) seek
recovery of Response Costs incurred after entry of this Consent
Decree i) resulting from such a breach, ii) relating to any
portion of the Work funded or performed by the United States or

for proceedings subsequent to U.S. EPA 
Certification of Completion of the interim 
remedial action concerning the Facility,

conditions at the Facility, previously 
unknown to the United States, are discovered 
after the Certification of Completion by U.S. 
EPA, or
b. information is received, in whole or in part, 
after the Certification of Completion by U.S.
EPA,

human health and the environment; or

State, iii) by the United States or State as a result of having

Consent Decree, including the conditions in the ROD, the RAP,
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to seek judicial assistance to compel compliance with the
Consent Decree; and C) to take any other action needed to
respond to conditions at or adjacent to the Facility.

Nothing in this Consent Decree shall constitute or be68.
construed as a release or a covenant not to sue regarding any
claim or cause of action against any person, firm, trust, joint
venture, partnership, corporation or other entity not a
signatory to this Consent Decree for any liability it may have
arising out of or relating to the Facility. Plaintiffs and
Settling Defendants expressly reserve the right to continue to
sue and/or initiate suit against any person not a signatory to
this Consent Decree.

XVIII.
INDEMNIFICATION; OTHER CIAIMS

Settling Defendants agree to indemnify, save and hold69.
harmless U.S. EPA, the State and/or their representatives from
any and all claims or causes of action arising from acts or
omissions of Settling Defendants and/or their representatives
in carrying out the activities pursuant to this Consent Decree.
U.S. EPA and the State shall notify Settling Defendants of any
such claim or actions promptly after receipt of notice that
such a claim or action is anticipated or has been filed.

The U.S. EPA and the State are not to be construed as70.
parties to, and do not assume any liability for, any contract
entered into by Settling Defendants in carrying out the
activities pursuant to this Consent Decree. The proper
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Settling Defendants waive their rights to assert any71.
claims against the Hazardous Substances SuperFund under CERCLA
that are related to any costs incurred by Settling Defendants
in performing the Work required pursuant to this Consent

as U.S. ERA'S preauthorization of a claim against the Hazardous
Substance SuperFund.

XIX.
INSURANCE /FINANCIAL RESPONSIBILITY

Prior to commencement of RD/RA Work, Settling72.
Defendants shall submit for approval to U.S. ERA copies of a
certificate of insurance and copies of its insurance policies

liability arising out of Settling Defendants' and their

of the Work.
Settling Defendants shall maintain in force the73.

insurance policies required by Paragraph 72 above, such that.
in the aggregate, such policies provide the following amounts
of coverage:

A. Comprehensive General Liability Insurance $5,000,000.00
B. Automobile Liability Insurance $1,000,000.00
C. Worker's Compensation Insurance STATUTORY

completion of the Work under this Consent Decree is solely the 
responsibility of Settling Defendants.

Contractors' or other agents' acts or omissions in performance

which provide the coverage required in Paragraph 73, below, for

Decree, and nothing in this Consent Decree shall be construed
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which shall protect the United States and the public against
any and all liability arising out of Settling Defendants’ and
their Contractor and other agents' acts or omissions in
performance of the Work at the Facility. U.S. EPA reserves the
right to require Settling Defendants to obtain additional
coverage if determined necessary.

One or both of the Settling Defendants shall provide74.
in the form of a Corporate Guarantee, infinancial security,

the aggregate amount of SIX-HUNDRED THOUSAND DOLLARS
($600,000.00) to ensure one year of implementation and
operation of the Work at the Facility, as provided in Paragraph

The Corporate Guarantee required by Paragraph 74,75.
shall be prepared in accordance with and take the formabove.

prescribed by the requirements of 40 C.F.R. Section 264.145(f),
and shall be submitted to U.S. EPA for approval within thirty
(30) days of the entry of this Consent Decree. All submissions
of confidential business information pursuant to this Section
shall be treated as such by the U.S. EPA.

XX.
NOTICES

Whenever, under the terms of this Consent Decree,76.
notice is required to be given, a report or other document is
required to be forwarded by one Party to another, or service of
any papers or process is necessitated by the dispute resolution
provisions of Section XIII hereof, such correspondence shall be

75, below.
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directed to the following individuals at the addresses
specified below:
As to the United States or U.S. EPA

(A)

60604
(B)

(C)

As to the State of Wisconsin:
(A)

(B)

Felipe N. Gomez
Assistant Regional Counsel
Office of Regional Counsel 
5CS-TUB-3
111 W Jackson Street
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Region V 
Chicago, IL

Assistant Attorney General
Land & Natural Resources

Division
U.S. Department of Justice
10th & Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20530

Linda Wymore
Bureau of Legal Services 
Department of Natural Resources 
101 South Webster Street
Post Office Box 7921
Madison, WI 53707-7921

Mark Giesfeldt, Section Chief 
Environmental Response and Repair Section 
Bureau of Solid and Hazardous
Waste Management
Department of Natural Resources 
101 South Webster Street
Post Office Box 7921
Madison, WI 53707-7921

Basil G. Constantelos
Director, Waste Management

Division
Attn: Margaret M. Guerriero
Remedial Project Manager (5HE)
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

Region V 
230 South Dearborn Street 
Chicago, IL 60604
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(C)

As to Settling Defendants;

(A)

(B)

(C)

XXI.

The United States and the State agree that the77.
approved Work, if properly performed as set forth in Sections

V and VII hereof, and if properly completed, is consistentIV,
with the provisions of the National Contingency Plan pursuant
to 42 U.S.C. Section 9605.

XXII.
RESPONSE AUTHORITY

Nothing in this Consent Decree shall be deemed to78.
limit the response authority of the United States under 42
U.S.C. Section 9604 and Section 9606.

Michelle DeBrock-Owens
North Central District Headquarters 
Department of Natural Resources 
107 Sutliff Avenue
Box 818
Rhinelander, WI 54501

CONSISTENCY WITH 
NATIONAL CONTINGENCY PLAN

Frank A. Rovers
Conestoga-Rovers & Associates Ltd. 
651 Colby Drive
Waterloo, Ontario N2V 1C2

James P. Lonsdorf 
Lonsdorf & Andraski 
610 Jackson Street 
Post Office Box 872 
Wausau, WI 54401

Mark A. Thimke
Foley & Lardner 
777 East Wisconsin Avenue 
Milwaukee, WI 53202-5367
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XXIII.

COMMUNITY RELATIONS

79.

at the

EPA or the State,

EPA or

XXIV.
RETENTION OF JURISDICTION

80.

XXV.
EFFECTIVE AND TERMINATION DATES

81.

82. Certification of Completion of Remedial Action.
Application:A.

This Consent Decree shall be effective upon the date 
of its entry by the Court.

Consent Decree and;
B) subject to the Dispute Resolution provisions of Section 
XIII, adjudicating disputes between the Parties under this 
Consent Decree.

This Court retains jurisdiction over this matter for 
the purposes of: A) interpreting, implementing, modifying 
enforcing or terminating the term of this

When the Settling Defendants 
believe that the demonstration of compliance with Performance 
Goals and Clean-up Standards has been made and that operation

As requested by U.S.
Settling Defendants shall participate in the preparation of all 
appropriate information disseminated to the public and in any 
public meeting which may be held or sponsored by U.S. 
the State to explain activities at or concerning the Facility.

Settling Defendants shall cooperate with U.S. EPA and 
the State in providing information regarding the progress of 
interim remedial design and interim remedial action 
Facility to the public.
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of the extraction well system has been completed in accordance
with this Consent Decree, they shall submit to the United
States and State a Notification of Completion of Interim
Remedial Action and a final report which summarizes the Work

Plan(s) thereunder, analysis relating to the Performance Goals
and Clean-up Standards, and data demonstrating that the
Performance Goals and Clean-up Standards have been achieved.
The report shall include or reference any supporting
documentation.

Certification; Upon receipt of the Notice ofB.
Completion of Interim Remedial Action, U.S. EPA shall review
the final report and any other supporting documentation, and
the interim remedial actions taken.
Certification of Completion of Interim Remedial Action upon a
determination that Settling Defendants have demonstrated
compliance with Performance Goals and Clean-up Standards as
required by Section V, that operation of the extraction well
system in accordance with the terms of this Consent Decree has
been completed and that no further corrective action is

Any negative determination on the part of U.S. EPArequired.
shall set forth the manner in which work has not been

Subject to Section 122(e)(6) ofsatisfactorily completed.

EPA discretion. Settling Defendants shall thereafter have a
reasonable opportunity to respond and correct any deficiencies

done, any modification made by U.S. EPA to the RAP or Work

CERCLA, as amended, 42 U.S.C. Section 9622(e)(6), and at U.S.

U.S. EPA shall issue a
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in performance.
Defendants,
unreasonably withheld or delayed.

Tennination:83.

Decree,

this Consent Decree

XXVI.
INTEGRATION WITH FINAL REMEDY

The Settling Defendants understand that U.S.84. ERA is
at the

ROD, the Settling Defendants (as well

If the

entered.

Upon such a demonstration by the Settling 
the Certification of Completion shall not be

continuing work on its RI/FS for the Facility and that, 
conclusion of the RI/FS and the subsequent issuance of a final

and shall be enforceable by the United States by reinstitution 
of this action or by institution of a new action.

including payment of all costs and stipulated penalties 
due hereunder have been complied with.

Upon the filing of U.S. EPA's
Certification of Completion pursuant to the preceding
Paragraph, and a showing that the other terms of this Consent

as non-settling PRPs) and
U.S. EPA will have the opportunity to negotiate regarding the 
performance of the work called for in the final ROD.
Settling Defendants (and/or other) PRPs agree to go forward 
with such work, then a subsequent consent decree will be

The provisions of this Consent Decree are subject to 
and subordinated to the provisions of the subsequent consent

shall be terminated upon motion of either party. However, 
Settling Defendants' obligations pursuant to Paragraphs 66 and 
84 hereof shall survive the termination of the Consent Decree
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decree, except that the following provisions of this Consent
Decree shall continue in effect unless otherwise provided:

C) Section XVII (Covenant Not to Sue).
XXVII.

NO ADMISSION OF LIABILITY

This Consent Decree was negotiated and executed by85.
Plaintiffs and Settling Defendants in good faith to avoid the

No part of this Consentcosts and expenses of litigation.
Decree constitutes or should be interpreted or construed as:

B) an admission, determination or finding of fact;

By entering into this Consent Decree, the Settling Defendants

right or defense that it has raised or might raise in this
action or in any other proceeding or action brought by the U.S.

A) Section XV (Payment) to the extent there are any 
reimbursable costs that have been incurred by 
Plaintiff pursuant to this Consent Decree but not yet 
paid by the Settling Defendants;
B) Section XVI (Stipulated Penalties) to the extent 
there are any stipulated penalties which have been 
asserted pursuant to the Consent Decree but have not 
been paid.

C) an admission of the Settling Defendants' violations of 
any law, regulations, ordinance or common law.

do not waive, other than as to the enforcement of this Consent
Decree, and except as provided otherwise herein, any claim.

EPA, the State of Wisconsin or any other person or entity.

A) an admission of liability under the federal, state or 
local statute, regulations, ordinance or common Ihw;
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It is further agreed and ordered that, except for86.

payments made pursuant to Section XVI (Stipulated Penalties),
the payments made by Settling Defendants are not and do not

XXVIII.
MODIFICATION OF CONSENT DECREE

This Consent Decree may be modified by written87.
agreement of the Parties hereto. Any and all such agreed
modifications shall become effective upon entry of such
modifications by the Court.

ENTERED this day of 

The Parties whose signatures on the following pages hereby
consent to the terms, of this Consent Decree. The consent of
the United States is subject to the public notice and comment
requirements of 28 C.F.R. 50.7 and Section 113 of CERCLA, 42
U.S.C. §9613.

U.S. District Judge

constitute penalties, fines or monetary sanctions of any kind.

19 
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ON BEHALF OF THE UNITED STATES;

By: 

Date: 

Date: 

By: 

Date: 

By: 

Valdas V. Ad^kus 
Regional Administrator 
U.S. EPA - Region V

Felipe N. ^fomez'
Assistant Regional Counsel 
U.S. EPA - Region V

Michael J. McNulty f I 
U.S. Department of Justice
Environmental Enforcement Section

Donald A. Carr
Acting Assistant Attorney 

General
Land & Natural Resources

Division
U.S. Department of Justice
Washington, D.C. 20530
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ON BEHATF OF THE SPVrS OF WISCOdN;

Date: 

I

I

Date: 2-2., /9g‘̂

By; —_________
Robert A. Selk
T^sistant Attorney General • 
Wisconsin Department of Justice

Bv: O
Caroll D.'^sadny, Secret^
Wi scons in (^partment of Neural Resources
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CW BEHALF OF THE CTTY OF WAUSAU:

Attest: 
Clerk a 1/

Date:  

Robinson 
r, City of Wausau

Date: 7/S'‘̂
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CTJ BEHALF OF M^RATHTU ET.nTTOIC hVMSlUFT^CKIRING OCRPCRATICN;

Date; 

By:.  Marathon Electric Manufacturing Corporation
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E OF EECZSiatf
SELECO INI£RIM R iL ALTERNftnVE

Site Name and Location

Statenent of Basis and Purpose

The State of Wisconsin has concurred with the selected remedy.
Description of the Selected Remedy

• Implementation of a treatment systan for ranoval of contaminants;
• Discharge of the treated water to the Wisconsin River; and.

Declaration

iawia»)rj

Wausau Groundwater Contamination Site 
Wausau, Wisconsin

As required by Se<^ion 121(a) of CEROA as amended by SARA, the selected 
remedy is protective of human health and the environment, attains Federal 
and State requirements that are applicable or relevant and appropriate to'

Installation of an extraction well located in the soutliem portion 
of the contaminant plume;

The selected remedy is an operable unit that will address the West Wtell 
Field contaminant plume in the City of Wausau’s well field. Tie selected 
remedy is considered cost-effective and is consistent with the eventual 
final ranedy. The specific components of the selected ranedy include:

Ulis decision document presents the selected interim ronedial action for 
the Wausau Groundwater CZontamination Site in Wausau, Wisconsin, developed 
in accordance with CERCLA, as amended by SARA, and to the extent 
practicable, the National Contingency Plan. This decision is based on the 
administrative record for this site. 'Hie attached .index identifies the 
items that comprise the administrative record upon which the selection of 
the remedial action is based.

• A provision for uiplementation of an additional well, as necessary.
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Date I / Valdas V. kdarokJs 

Regional AdminiSrator

the remedial action, and is cost effective. This ranedy utilizes permanent 
solutions and alternative treatment technologies to the maximum extent 
practicable for this site. Because treatment of the principal threats of 
the site was not found to be practicable within the limited scope of this 
action, this remedy does not satisfy the statutory preference for treatment 
as a principal elanent of the renedy.
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State of Wisconsin

December 19, 1988
FILE REF: 4430

Interim Superfund

StanU/y

department of natural resources

Mr. Valdus Adamkus 
Regional Administrator 
US EPA, Region V 
230 S. Dearborn St. 
Chicago, IL 60604

Subject: Wausau Municipal Well Field - 
Remedy

Dear Mr. Adamkus:

remedy for the HeuseS^wnfclLl'well flefd''"The oroDMed*1°t
«s AUernetfve Number 3. Is discussed fulG XK

■ co"uij!!.‘h?VIm;i’"“"'“‘" «” ««-tbern end of th.

- Implementation of a treatment system for removal of VOC's:

- Discharge of the treated water to the Hisconsin River; and

■ irwcMurJ? Alternative 3 to Include an additional extraction well.

The costs of the selected Interim remedy are estimated to be:

- Capital Costs - $422,000
First year operation and maintenance - $105,000

- Subsequent annual operation and maintenance - $81,000

responsible parties do not aoree til understand that If thewill contribute ten percent of the rJmJrfJi State of Wisconsin
w2^1kJX^griurr«po'nsfJn^t^°>o^^^^^^^

Again, this Is all contlSgen? upon’relpin^ble^p^rt^^^ciVoS?*’*®
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Thank you for your support and cooperation In addressing this contaminated

Repair Section at (608) 267»7562. 

Sincerely,

C. D. UBejfdny I
Secretary \

cc: L. W1b1e-AD/5
P. Didler/M. 61e5feldt-SW/3
6. Kullhert/M. Owens-NCD .B. Dobblns-NCDS. Bangert/C. 01ebels-SH/3 Honorable John Robinson, Wausau



AUTHOR RECIPIENTFICHE/FRAME PAGES DATE TITLE DOCUMENT TYPE

Michael Strinbu-USEPA1 Cooaunlcatlon Record

Michael Strlmbu-USEPA1 CoBounlcatlon Record

Michael Striobu-USEPA1 Cofflounication Record

Michael Strlmbu-USEPA1 Communication Record

1 Michael Strimbu-USEPA Communication Record

2 Michael Strimbu-USEPA Communication Record

1 Michael Strimbu-USEPA • Communication Record

1 Michael Strimbu-USEPA Communication Record

86/03/19 Record of Conversation2 Tim Conway-USEPA Communication Record

I

84/12/20 Record of Communication of 
call to Dan Nilson of the 
NDNR re: Populations served 
by the municipal water 
systems.

84/12/27 Record of Communication of 
call from Dick Boers of 
Hausau Utilities re: 
alternate source of 
drinking water and 
continuing efforts 
to locate a new well 
field.

84/12/27 Record of Communication 
of call to David Pyles- 
Neston Sper TAT re: 
Ground Hater Gradients 
in Hausau.

85/01/07 Record of Communication 
of call to Kurt Stimpson 
of Heston Sper re: VOC 
migration and final 
report on removal 
activities.

DOCUMENT
NUMBER

85/01/07 Record of Communication 
of call to Jack Sakes 
of the HDNR re: Hausau 
water supply - usage 
and pump rates.

oaoe Nc. 31/05/89

84/09/24 Record of Communication 
from Richard O'Hara of the 
HDNR re: Hausau PA and SI.

84/09/24 Record of Communication 
to Jim Anklam of the HDNR 
re: Hausau Preliminary 
Assessment

84/09/25 Record of Communication 
from Jim Vennie of the 
HDNR re: Hausau SI.

ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX 
HAUSAU, HISCONSIN 

GROUNDHATER CONTAMINATION SITE



2

FICHE/FRAHE PAGES DATE TITLE AUTHOR RECIPIENT DOCUMENT TYPE

2 Margaret Guerriero-USEPA CoMiunication Record

1 USEPA CoBounication Record

3 Basil Constantelos-USEPA 0.Hanson-His.Oept Admin Correspondence

3 Russell Susag-3M Janet Haff-USEPA Correspondence

7 Basil Constantelos-USEPA See service list Correspondence

R.Krueger-Charne.Glassner Correspondence2 Tim Conway-USEPA

2 Tim Conway-USEPA Correspondence

88/06/13 Record of verbal comments 
by Frank Rovers on the PFS.

86/01/06 Response to Information 
Request.

86/01/10 Request that the recipient 
of this letter, before the 
government undertakes 
necessary action at this 
site,would voluntarily 
perform the work required 
to abate any release or 
threatened releases of 
hazardous subatances. etc. 
into the groundwater.

86/03/24 Additional Request for 
Information. Sent to 
counsel to Hausau Chemical.

Hark Thimke-Foley & 
Lardner

document 
NUMBER

86/06/18 Memo of call from Tom 
Stolzenberg of RMT, Inc., 
contractors for Marathon 
Electric, on use of USEPA 
well for water measurements 
and sampling and the USEPA 
recommendation on that 
request.

85/10/24 Notification of a proposed 
Superfund project to be 
funded by the USEPA.

86/04/07 Confirmation of recent 
conversations in which was 
discussed the status of 
further negotiations with the PRP's.

with Mark Thimke-contact 
person for the PRP's. 
PRP's decline to participate 
in the Rl/FS and that the 
PRP's plan to initiate 
their own investigation. 
USEPA will initiate the 
program-funded Rl/FS.

Page No. 
01/05/89

ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX 
HAUSAU, WISCONSIN 

GROUNDHATER CONTAMINATION SITE
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TITLE AUTHORFICHE/FRAHE PAGES DATE RECIPIENT DOCUMENT TYPE

TIb Conway-USEPA3 Hark Thlake-FoleyiLardner Correspondence

1 Tim Conway-USEPA Correspondence

4 Margaret Guerriero-USEPA Correspondence

2 Gary Xu1ibert-HDNR Mark ThiBke-FoleyiLardner Correspondence

n Sen Robert Kasten Jr. Vaidas Adaakus-USEPA Correspondence

4 Margeret Guerriero-USEPA See title Correspondence

Mark Thimke-Foley & 
Lardner

87/01/17 Transmittal of the plans 
for the proposed extraction 
well and a request for a 
meeting re: the same well.

87/08/26 The NONR is concerned that 
the proposal by Marathon 
Electric to begin a 
groundwater extraction 
system to remove 
contaninated groundwater 
north of the plant wil 
cause problems. These 
problems include 
changing the configuration 
of the contaminant pluBe 
and interferring with the 
USEPA's study of the area.

87/12/03 Transmittal of analytical 
results from initial 
sampling activities. 
Letters sent to 
Lonsdorf of Lonsdorf 
& Andrask; Dan LaCerta; 
R.Krueger of Charne, 
Glassner; and M.Thimke 
of Foley & Lardner.

DOCUMENT 
NUMBER

86/05/01 Confirmation of results of 
recent negotiations and 
discussion of recent 
correspondence regarding 
the RI/FS.

Page No. 
01/05/89

Craig Rawlinson-Narzyn 
Eng.

ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX 
NAUSAU. WISCONSIN 

GROUNDHATER CONTAMINATION SITE

87/01/24 Installation of an additional 
monitoring well for the 
Hausau Hater Supply 
Investigation 
and summary of contract lab 
sample numbers.

87/10/27 Package of correspondence 
recieved 
from the city of Hausau and a 
request that the USEPA bring 
the senator up to date on 
the project.
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ICHE/FRAME PAGES DATE TITLE AUTHOR RECIPIENT DOCUMENT TYPE

2 87/12/08 Explanation of concerns as to Bruce Cutright-Geraghty & Flelscher-SenProxmire Off CorrespondenceMiller

3 Vaidas Adamkus-USEPA Sen. Robert Kasten Jr. Correspondence

I Basil Constantelos-USEPA Sen. Robert Kasten Jr. Correspondence

1 Tin Conway-USEPA Hark Thinke-Foley-Lardner Correspondence

1 .Margaret Guerriero-USEPA R.Krueger-Charne.Glassner Correspondence

3 Valdas Adaskus-USEPA Sen. Hillian Proxnire Correspondence

4 Margaret Guerriero-USEPA See title Correspondence

4 See title Correspondence

3 Mary Gade-USEPA lonsdorf-Lonsdorf GAndrans Correspondence

88/02/05 Transmittal of analytical 
results of ground water 
sample data collected during 
monitoring well installation. 
Results sent to Dan LaCerta; 
R.Krueger of Charne, Glassner; 
Mark'Thimke of Foley & 
Lardner and J.Lonsdorf of 
Lonsdorf & Andrask.

88/02/03 Transmittal of missing 
four pages of the 
analytical results 
package.

88/01/25 Response to request for 
meeting by counsel for 
MarathOT Electric.

87/12/29 Explanation of USEPA action 
In light of concerns expressed 
by the City of Nausau.

the Implications of 
prohibiting
PRP's from Implementing 
clean-up 
activity.

ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX 
NAUSAU, WISCONSIN 

GROONOHATER CONTAMINATION SITE

DOCUMENT 
NUMBER

88/03/01 Supplemental Request for 
Information Pursuant to 
Section 104(e) of CERCLA 
and Section 3007 of RCRA.

88/01/22 Correction to letter sent 
12/29/87.

age No. 
1/05/89

88/02/04 Explanation of why the USEPA 
will not allow installation 
of a groundwater extraction 
well to be installed on 
Marathon Electric's property.

88/02/17 Transmittal of data generated Margaret Guerriero-USEPA 
as part of the Phase I RI. 
Data sent to Krueger, laCerta, 
Lonsdorf & Thimke, separately.
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FICHE/FRAHE PAGES DATE TITLE AUTHOR RECIPIENT DOCUMENT TYPE

3 Mary Gade-USEPA Hark TMnke-Foley&Lardner Correspondence

4 Janies P. lonsdorf Janet Haff-USEPA Correspondence

52 Janet Haff-USEPA Correspondence

2 Percy Hather-HDNR Mark Thiake-FoleyALardner Correspondence

7 Margaret Guerriero-USEPA Correspondence

4 Margaret Guerrfero-USEPA See title Correspondence

25 Nark Giesfeldt-HONR ’Bill* Constantelos-USEPA Correspondence

4 Margaret Guerriero-USEPA See title Correspondence

88/03/22 Supplemental Response to 
Information Request.

88/03/30 Notice of intent to delay 
the issuance of a HPOES 
permit to discharge 
contaminated 
groundwater to the Nisconsin 
River from a proposed 
extraction well.

88/05/06 Transmittals of analytical 
results of soil samples 
collected during monitoring 
well installation. Results 
sent to Thimke, LaCerta, 
Lonsdorf and Krueger, 
seperately.

Sent to counsel for 
the City of Nausau.

David L.
Eisenreich-Marathon Elec.

Doran,Possin-Foth & Van 
Dyke,Assoc.

DOCUMENT 
NUMBER

88/03/01 Supplemental Request for 
Information Pursuant to 
Section 104(e) of CERCLA 
and Section 3007 of RCRA. 
Sent to counsel for 
Marathon Electric.

88/04/26 Letter on behalf of the 
Nausau Energy Corp, 
discussing the review 
of the Final Nork Plan 
for the RI/FS.

88/04/27 Transmittal of Technical 
Memorandum for Phase I 
of the RI. Sent to Thimke, 
Lonsdorf, LaCerta and 
Krueger, seperately.

88/05/02 First set of revisions to the 
comprehensive ARAR's document 
provided on 3/6/87.

Page No. 01/05/89

88/03/08 Affidavit of James P. 
Lonsdorf in response 
to the Supplemental 
Request for Information.

ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX 
NAUSAU. NISCONSIN 

GROUNDNATER CONTAMINATION SITE
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fiche/frahe pages date TITLE AUTHOR RECIPIENT DOCUMENT TYPE

2 Dennis Iverson-Harzyn Ti« Conway-USEPA Correspondence

2 Kevin Adler-USEPA Dennis Iverson-Marzyn Correspondence

1 Kevin Adler-USEPA Mark Thinke-FoleyJtLardner Correspondence

16 Andrea Jirka-USEPA Beverly Kush-USEPA Correspondence

1 Kevin Adler-USEPA Michelle Owens-HONR Correspondence

1 Kevin Adler-USEPA See title Correspondence

2 Kevin Adler-USEPA Correspondence

7 Kevin Adler-iBEPA Correspondence

3 Kevin Adler-USEPA Correspondence

1 Hark Giesfeldt-HDNR Margaret Guerriero-USEPA Correspondence

1 Michelle Owens-HDNR Margaret Guerriero-USEPA Correspondence

Michelle
DeBrock-Owens—HDNR

88/06/06 Notice that the PFS is to 
perforaed along with a 
listing of subtasks.

88/09/13 Perferred alternative of 
the State of Wisconsin is 
a combination of alternatives 
three and four.

88/0S/11 Work scope, schedule and 
preliminary report outline 
for the PFS.

88/06/06 Transmittal of the analytical 
results for the second 
round of the ground water 
sampling.

88/06/30 Transmittal of the Phase 
II Work Plan. Sent to 
Dave Stewart of DeWitt 
& Porter; Thimke of 
Foley & Lardner; Krueger 
of Charne, Glassner 
and Lonsdorf of Lonsdorf 
6 Andrask.

88/08/03 Response to request 
for ARAR'S.

88/08/12 Comments on the ARAR's - 
quality based effluent 
limitations.

88/08/31 Correction to Alternatives 
Array Document.

DOCUMENT 
NUMBER

88/06/24 Approval of the addendum QAPP 
for Phase II of the Rl/FS.

Michelle
DeBrock-Owcns--WDNR

Page No. 
01/05/89

88/06/30 Invitation for any further 
questions or comments on 
the Phase 11 Rl/FS.

88/09/06 Formal notification of an 
additional state ARAR for 
the PFS.

Brian Christian-Warzyn 
Eng.

ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX 
WAUSAU, WISCONSIN 

GROUNDWATER CONTAMINATION SITE
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FICHE/FRAME PAGES DATE TITLE AUTHOR RECIPIENT DOCUMENT TYPE

1 Michelle Owens-HONR Margaret Guerriero-USEPA Correspondence

4 Mary Gade-USEPA See service list Correspondence

40 Georgette Nelas-USEPA Correspondence

7 88/10/24 Connents on the Public Comment R.Krueger-Charne.Glassner M.Guerriero&G.Nelms-USEPA Correspondence

4 USEPA Fact Sheet

4 USEPA Fact Sheet

1 Soil Exploration Co. Log

7 Meeting Notes

11 Kreul & Baltus-HDNR Meaorandus

3 Stephen Caldwell-USEPA All USEPA Regions Menorandun

15 Basil Constantelos-USEPA Valdas Adanikus-USEPA HenoranduB

82/06/21 Nell Log for Hausau 
Monitoring Hell No. 
Five.

87/08/05 Typed notes on Beeting 
regarding City of Hausau 
Groundwater Ccntanination 
Site - August 5, 1987.

83/03/28 VOC Contaoination of 
Hausau*s Hater Supply.

83/05/09 Toxicity Rating for 
Asbestos and 
Trichlorcethlyene.

87/09/00 ‘Superfund Activities Start 
In Hausau.*

88/09/23 Connent on PFS: Report 
is coBplete and accurate.

88/10/12 Special Notice of 
Potential Liability.

88/10/24 Group of docuoents 
representing 
comments by the counsel for 
Marathon Electric.

Mark Thiake-Foley & 
Lardner

DOCUMENT 
NUMBER

87/06/10 ACTION MEMORANDUM: 
Authorization to Proceed 
with the Remedial 
Investigation and 
Feasibility Study at

88/10/17 ‘Hausau Hell Field Phased 
Feasability Study Underway; 
Public Meeting October 17, 
1988, 7:00 p.B., City Hall, 
Lower Level (Rear Cafeteria), 
407 Grand Street, Hausau, 
Hisconsin."

Page No. 01/05/89
ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX 

HAUSAU, HISCONSIN 
GROUNDHATER CONTAMINATION SITE

. Draft Phased Feasibility Study ,et al.
* Bade by the counsel for Hausau 

Chemical Corp.



%

e

TITL^FICHE/FRAME PAGES DATE AUTHOR RECIPIENT DOCUMENT TYPE

Basil Constantelos-USEPA Vaidas Adaakus-USEPAI Memorandut)

4 Janes Adaos-USEPA Oikinis & Guerriero-USEPA Menorandua

2 Basil Constantelos-USEPA Valdas Adaakus-USEPA Heaorandua

2 Basil Constantelos-USEPA Valdas Adaakus-USEPA Heaorandua

1 Neal Baudhuin-WDNR H.DeBrock-Owcns-WONR Heflorandua

2 NDNR News Release

1 USEPA News Release

2 USEPA News Release

S Terry Quirk-DPRA USEPA Other

87/09/29 Approval of QAPP for 
the RI/FS.

88/12/16 Air regulations concerning 
the proposed Stripping 
Tower In the Nausau NPL 
site Phased Feasibility 
Study.

the Wausau Hater Supply 
Site in Wausau,Wisconsin.

DOCUMENT
NUMBER

87/11/24 ACTION MEMORANDUM: 
Authorization to Obligate 
Additional Funds for the 
Reaedial Investigation/ 
Feasibility Study at the 
Wausau Water Supply Site, 
Nausau, Wisconsin.

87/09/09 ‘EPA To Hold Public Meeting 
On Wausau Ground-Water 
Contaaination*

88/05/11 Adainistrative Record Index: 
Nausau Ground Water 
Contaaination Eaergency

85/01/25 ’State Nill Seek Superfund 
Aid For Wausau's Nells.’

88/09/27 ’EPA, HDNR Reschedule Public 
Meeting And Coament Period 
On Nausau Superfund Site’

Page No. 
01/05/89

87/06/24 ACTION MEMORANDUM: 
Authorization for 
Obligating Funds for 
Multi-Sites for 
Coaaunity Relations.

88/09/06 ACTION MEMORANDUM: 
Authorization for 
Supplemental Funding 
for the Phased 
Feasibility Study at 
the Nausau Water 
Supply Site, Nausau, 
Nisconsin.

ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX 
NAUSAU, NISCONSIN 

GROUNDNATER CONTAMINATION SITE
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FICHE/FRAME PAGES DATE TITLE AUTHOR RECIPIENT DOCUMENT TYPE

Removal.
Teppy Oulpk-OPRA USEPA Othep

Othcp

Jim Anklan-HDNR Repopts/Studies

USEPA Repopts/Studies

USEPA Repopts/Studies

Heston*Spep Repopts/Studies

Richard Bowden-USEPA Repopts/Studies

JiB Ank1an-N0NR USEPA Repopts/Studies

Michael StPiabu-USEPA USEPA RepoPts/Studies

USEPA RepoPts/Studies

Conestoga-Roveps & Assoc. Mapathon Electpic RepoPts/Studies

Hapzyn Engineeping USEPA Repopts/Studies

!

Pyles &
Stimpson-Neston’Sper

DOCUMENT 
NUMBER

Page No. 91/05/89

12 00/00/00 Ppoposed Plan Fop Remedial 
Action

19 00/00/00 Documentation Recopds for 
Hazard Ranking System.

4 84/08/1T Potential Hazardous Haste 
Site Preliminary Assessment.

7 84/12/27 Hazard Ranking System 
Scoring Package.

21 84/05/03 Site Assessment and 
Recommended Immediate 
Actions Fop Hausau 
Municipal Hater Supply.

13 00/00/00 Compilation of Monitoring 
Hell Analytical Results.

3 00/00/00 Narrative: Site History 
and Description.

ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX 
HAUSAU. WISCONSIN 

GROUNDHATER CONTAMINATION SITE

33 87/09/04 Final Health And 
Safety Plan.

19 87/07/00 Plan Of Remedial Hork 
Marathon Electric 
Manufacturing Company 
Hausau. Hisconsin.

2 88/08/16 Meeting agenda - Hausau Hell 
Field NPL Site Phased 
Fessability Study along 
with sign-in list.

227 85/09/00 Hydrogeological lnvestiga.tion Heston-Sper TAT 
Of Volatile Organic 
Contamination
In Hausau, Hisconsin, 
Municipal 
Mells.

1 88/06/29 Administrative Record Index; 
Hausau Ground Hater Emergency 
Removal - Update.
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FICHE/FRAME PAGES DATE TITLE AUTHOR RECIPIENT DOCUMENT TYPE

Har:yn Engineering USEPA Reports/Studies

Hariyn Engineering USEPA Reports/Studies

25 87/11/16 Community Relations Plan CH2M Hill USEPA Reports/Studies
29 Marathon Electric Reports/Studies

413 Harzyn Engineering USEPA Reports/Studies

60 Narzyn Engineering USEPA Reports/Studies

161 Harzyn Engineerring USEPA Reports/Studies

74 Harzyn Engineering USEPA Reports/Studies

177 Harzyn Engineering USEPA Reports/Studies

75 Valdas Adamkus-USEPA Reports/Studies

Transcript

88/03/04 Scope of Hork for 
Installation of an 
Interceptor/Extract ion 
Hell and Construction of 
a Hater Main Across the 
Hlsconsln River.

GeraghtySMiller and 
Conestoga-Rover

DOCUMENT 
NUMBER

Page No. 
01/05/89

48 88/10/17 Transcript of Hausau Hellfield Nine Bostwick-Court 
Superfund Site Public Meeting, Reporter 
Hausau City Hall, 10/17/88.

88/07/00 Request For Applicable or 
Relevant and Appropiate 
Requirements (ARARs).

88/09/30 Public Comment Draft Phased 
Feasibility Study

88/06/28 Final Quality Assurance 
Project Plan Addendum 
(OAPP).

88/04/00 Technical Memorandum- Phase I 
Remedial Investigation.

ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX 
HAUSAU. HISCONSIN 

GROUNDHATER CONTAMINATION SITE

88/06/16 Final Phase II 
Hork Plan.

88/12/23 Record of Decision (ROD) 
Selected Interim Remedial 
Alternative.

263 87/09/23 Final Quality Assurance 
Project Plan (QAPP).

71 87/09/04 Final Hork Plan: Remedial 
Invest i gat ion/Feas1 bl11ty 
Study



1

AUTHORDATE TITLE RECIPIENT OOCUHENT TYPE

Saapling/Oata

Saopling/Oata

Saapllng/Oata

Margaret Guerriero-USEPA Saapling/Oata

Patrick Churillo-USEPA Warzyn Eng. Saapling/Data

Curtis Rpss-USEPA Harzyn Eng. Saepling/Oata

Patrick Churillo-USEPA Harzyn Eng. Saapling/Oata

Margaret Guerriero-USEPA Saapling/Data

Saapling/DataDennis Iverson - Harzyn Margaret Guerriero-USEPA

87/12/21 Results of split samples froo 
monitoring well sampling.

87/00/00 Summary of Samples Collected 
During Existing Hell Sampling 
Hausau NPL RI/FS September29- 
October 7, 1987.

88/01/23 Review and data package: 
SHO case no. SAS 3477E; 
SMO traffic no. E 01-22.

89/02/01 Summary tables for sample 
descriptions for December, 
1987 round of sampling.

Pencak & Cutright-Geraghty & 
Miller

Dennis Iverson-Harzyn 
Engineering

87/00/00 Summary of Soil Samples 
Collected During Drilling 
Activities Hausau NPL 
RI/FS October U to 
November 14, 1987.

87/12/10 Summary of data samples 
collected during new and 
existing well sampling 
Hausau NPL RI/FS-12/2-10/ 
87.

88/01/25 Review and data package: 
SMO case no. 8485; SHO 
traffic no. EN 367-376, 
387-391.

Page No. 
12/19/88

88/01/13 Review and data package: 
SHO case no. 8270; SHO 
traffic no. EN 331, 333, 
334 .

68/02/04 Phase I Data:
* Monitoring well construction Engineering 
details and water level 
measurements.

* Hater sampling results for 
samples

collected during drilling 
activities.

* Soil gas sampling results 
for

ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD SAHPLING/DATA INDEX 
HAUSAU. WISCONSIN GROUNOHATER CONTAMINATION SITE 

DOCUMENTS MAY 8E REVIEHED AT THE USEPA 
REGION V OFFICES, CHICAGO, IL.
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DATE TITLE AUTHOR RECIPIENT DOCUMENT TYPE
samples collected during the
soil gas investigation.

Curtis Ross-USEPA Narzyn Eng. SampHng/Oata

Ida Levin-USEPA Narzyn Eng. Sanpling/Oata

Patrick Churillo-USEPA Narzyn Eng. Sanpling/Oata

Ida Levin-USEPA Narzyn Eng. Sampling/Oata

Lonpdorf-LonsdorfiAndrask Sanpling/Data

Patrick Churillo-USEPA Narzyn Eng. Sanpling/Oata

Curtis Ross-USEPA Narzyn Eng. Sanpling/Oata

Kevin Bolger-USEPA Narzyn Eng. Sanpling/Oata

Patrick Churillo-USEPA Narzyn Eng. Sanpling/Oata

86/06/23 Review and data package: Patrick Churillo-USEPA Narzyn Eng. Sanpling/Oata

88/03/14 Review and data package: 
SHO case no. 8637SAS3498E: 
ER472, 474, 476, 464, 485, 
489, 496, 499, 201-323, 329- 
333, 336, 338, 341-344, 346, 
347.

68/03/23 Review and data package: 
SMO case no. 8709, SMO 
traffic no. ER 328, 470, 
471, 473, 475, 477-483, 
486-488, 490-494, 497, 
498, 500.

Pencak & Cutright-Geraghty 6 
Miller

88/03/24 Review and data set: 
SMO case no. 6628; 
SMO traffic no.ER334, 335, 
337.339,340,345.348-350.

Page No. 
12/19/88

68/03/16 Review and data package: 
SHO case no. SAS 3477E; 
SHO traffic no. E 01-27. 
29. 30.

88/03/11 Analytical results for 
VOC analysis.

86/02/05 Reveiw and data package: 
SHO case no. 8626, SMO 
traffic no. MEQ 251-259.

68/02/05 Review and data package: 
SMO case no. 8709 , SMO 
traffic no.MEO 260-274.

ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD SAMPLING/OATA INDEX 
NAUSAU, WISCONSIN GROUNONATER CONTAMINATION SITE 

DOCUMENTS MAY BE REVIENEO AT THE USEPA 
REGIW V OFFICES, CHICAGO. IL.

86/03/10 Review and data package: 
SHO case no. SAS3498E; 
EOl-123, 137-147, 150-160.

88/02/06 Review and data package: 
SMO case no. 8333; SMO 
traffic no. EN 342, 348- 
351.
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DATE TITLE AUTHOR RECIPIENT DOCUMENT TYPE

Patrick Churillo-USEPA Narzyn Eng. SanpHng/Data

Patrick Churillo-USEPA Nariyn Eng. Sanpling/Data

Curtis Ross-USEPA Nariyn Eng. Sanpling/Data

Curtis Ross-USEPA Harzyn Eng. Sanpling/Data

Patrick Churillo-USEPA Narzyn Eng. Sanpling/Data

Patrick Churillo-USEPA Harzyn Eng. Sanpling/Data

Patrick Churillo-USEPA Harzyn Eng. Sanpling/Data

Patrick Churillo-USEPA Harzyn Eng. Saapling/Data

Curtis Ross - USEPA Harzyn Eng. Sanpling/Data

88/06/01 Review and data package; 
SKO case no. 9659SAS38876. 
SHO traffic no. ER351-391. 
436. 439.E0810-613. SIS- 
SIB, EP899.

SMO case no. 9952SAS3919E;
SMO Traffic No. ECO76-83.

88/07/19 Review and data package; 
SMO case no. 9659, SMO 
traffic no. ER 413-431, 
398.

88/06/04 Review and data package: 
SMO case no. 9918SAS3919E, 
SMO traffic no. ECD11-16.

88/07/19 Review and data package; 
SMO case no. 9694, SMO 
trafiic no. EQ 749, 
EP 884-690.

66/07/14 Data and data package; 
SMO case no. 9694, 
SHO traffic no. MEP 721- 
728.

66/08/09 Review and data package: 
SMO case no. 9918; SMO 
traffic no. MEQ 282- 
267. 289.

Page No. 
12/19/88

88/07/07 Review and data package; 
SMO case no. 9694; SMO 
traffic no. ER 457-465, 
467-469, ER 324-327, 
511-515, 517-518, 520, 
594-597, 599.

88/07/11 Review and data package: 
SMO case no. 9694, SHO 
traffic no. HEP 700- 
708, 710-720.

88/06/23 Review and data package: 
SHO case no. 9694, SHO 
Traffic No. EP879-883.

ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD SAMPLIH6/DATA INDEX 
HAUSAU. WISCONSIN GROUNDWATER CONTAMINATION SITE 

DOCUMENTS MAY BE REVIEWED AT THE USEPA 
REGION V OFFICES, CHICAGO. IL.
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DATE TITLE AUTHOR RECIPIENT DOCUMENT TYPE

Kevin Bolger-USEPA Harzyn Eng, SampHng/Oata

Curtis Ross-USEPA Harzyn Eng. Saepling/Oata

Patrick Chorillo-USEPA Narzyn Eng. Saopling/Oata

Patrick ChoriTTo-USEPA Narzyn Eng. Sanpling/Oata

Curtis Ross - USEPA Narzyn Eng. Saapling/Oata

Patrick Churlllo-USEPA Narzyn Eng. Sanpling/Oata

Patrick Churlllo-USEPA Narzyn Eng. Saapling/Oata

Patrick Churillo-USEPA Narzyn Eng. Saopling/Data

Curtis Ross-USEPA Narzyn Eng. Saepling/Data88/12/30 Review and data package: 
SKO case no. SAS 3477E; 
S.HO Traffic No. EO1-E22.

88/10/06 Review and data package: 
SKO Case No. 10299: SHO 
Traffic No. EP891-897.

88/08/31 Review and data package: 
SHO case no. 9952; SHO 
traffic no. HES 2351-358.

98/09/13 Chain-of-Custody Records and 
validated analytical data 
for sanpies collected and 
groundwater nonitoring wells.

98/08/22 Review and data package: 
SHO Case No. 9918; SHO Traffic 
No. EC001-03.06,09.10, 
17,18.21-27,36-40.

88/08/09 Review and data package:
SHO ease no. 9918SAS3919E;
S.HO traffic no. EC061-64. 72.

Dennis Iverson-Narzyn 
Engineering

88/09/14 Review and data package: 
SHO Case No. 9952; 
SHO Traffic No. EC0S6-57. 
66-70, 73.

88/08/18 Review and data package: 
SHO case no. 9918SAS3919E; 
SHO tarffic no. ECD19,20, 
31,41-43.

88/08/16 Review and data package: 
SHO Case No. 9918; SHO 
Traffic No. MEN986-999. 
HEP911-91S. HE0281.

88/10/19 Review and data package; 
SHO case no. 9918; SHO 
traffic no. ECD 46.47,51-54. 
71.

Page No. 12/19/88
ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD SAHPLING/OATA INDEX 

NAUSAU. HISCONSIN GROUNONATER CONTAMINATION SITE 
DOCUMENTS MAY BE REVIENEO AT THE USEPA 

REGION V OFFICES. CHICAGO. IL.

Margaret Guerriero-USEPA Sanpling/Oata
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TITLE MfTHDR UTE

USEPA 82/02/01

USEPA 82/0T/16

USEPA 83/05/09

USEPA 83/08/26

USEPA 83/09/01

USEPA 83/10/02

USEPA 83/10/17

15EPA 83/11/U

USEPA 84/03/20

USEPA 84/03/20

OSHER Oip. 9230.0-05
Comrity Relaticre Requirenents 
Top Operable Ihits.

(SO Oir. 9835.1
Participation of Potentially 
tepcrsible
Parties In Oevelopnent df Peslial
Invctigation 
and Feasibility Studies.

C1€ER Oir. 9832.1
Cost Recovery Actitns Uhder CERCIA

(BO (Hr. 9340.1-01
Participation of Potentially
Responsible
Parties in OeveloprEnt of RI's and

(BWER (Hr. 9230.(H)3
Conmnity Relatitre in Superfind: 
A Handbook, Interin Version.

(BO (Hr. 9230.0-W
Cerrwity Belatiois Guidaxe for 
Evaluating Citizens Concerns at 
Superftrd Sites.

(BO (Hr. 9230.0-02
Superfvrd Cotimnity Rslatims 
Policy

(BO (Hr. 92B0.0-O1
Flood Plain tequirenents

(BO (Hr. 9834.3 
Procedures for Identifying 
Respensible Parties: 
Ubctrirolled Hazardous Itete 
Superhrd

Page No. 
12/19/88

KAUSAU. HISCCNSIN GROUND KAIER CCNTAMINATKN SITE 
GUIDANCE OOOPOTS FOR THE AOilNlSTRATIVE RECORD.

DOCS. NOT COPIED - HAY 8E REVlEtCD AT THE 
USEPA REGION V OFFICES. (HICAfiO, ILLINOIS.

(BO Dir. 9355.0-03 
Uhcontrolled Hazardous Nbste Site 
(inking
Systen - k Users Manual
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TIRE AimCR OWE
FS’$.

USEPA M/09/10

USEPA M/10/01

USEPA M/10/12

USEPA M/11/19

USEPA M/12/05

USEPA 85/01/01

USEPA 85/01/01

USEPA 85/01/01

USEPA 85/02/27

lEEPA 85/04/01

USEPA 85/04/01

USEPA 85/04/02

O&ER Oir. 9285.2-04 
fSOP 86 - Hxk laves.

OGHER IKr. 9295.1-01 
KU Betwen tie ATSOR and EPA.

O&ER Wp. 9285.2-05
FSOP 89 - Site Safety Pirn.

CEWER Oir. 9285.2-01 
FSOP 84 - Siu Entry

OEWER Oir. 9834.1
Guidance oi Issuance of Notice 
Letters

CSWER Oir. 9240.M1 
User's Guide to tie Contract 
Laboratory Program.

OEWER Oir. 9285.1-01-8
Standard Operating Safety Guide 
Manual

CEKER Oir. 9285.2-03 
FSOP 88 - Air Surveillavce

Page No. 
12/19/88

O&ER Oir. 9285.2-02
FSOP 87 - Oscoitaraination of
Iteponse
Persennel

OBER Oir. 9340.2-01
Prejaratiov of Decision Cocunents
Fcr
Approving Pird-Financed and PRP
RA's
Under CEKU.

OSER Oir. 9835.0
Interim CERCLA SettlaiBit Policy

HNSNJ. MISCCNSIN GROUND W1ER C0N7AMINA7ICN SHE 
QUIWNCE OOCUOTS FOR THE AOilNISTRATIVE RECORD. 

OOCS. NOT COPIED - HAY BE REVIEWED AT THE 
USEPA REGION V OFFICES. OilCAQO, ILLINOIS.

OEWER Oir. 9834.4
Policy for &forcing Information 
RequesU in
Hazardous Waste Cases.
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(MIEAUTHORTIRE

BS/05/01USEPA

85/05/01USEPA

85/05/01USEPA

85/08/05USEPA

85/10/02USEPA

85/10/07USEPA

85/10/09USEPA

85/01/01USEPA

85/03/01USEPA

USEPA 85/03/20

CEKER (Kr. 9240.0-02 USEPA 85/03/20

OSHER CKr. 9280.0-02 
Wicy on Flood Plains and 
Inlands Assessments.

CEKROir. 9234.0-02 
CERIA COBpliaice With Other 
Envinmeital Statutes.

OEKR (Hr. 983S.2
Guidance on Drafting Consmt 
Decrees
in Hazardous Itete Cases

DSHER (Hr. 9832.3
Tining of CERIA Cost Recowery 
Acticns.

CB€R (Hr. 9375.1-04 
State Participation In The 
SuDerfird 
Progran ftnual. Vol. I

050 (Hr. 9355.1-01
Draft - Federal iMd Raaedial 
Project Hanaeenmt Manual

Page Ho. 
12/19/88

C&ER (Hr. 9375.1-04-09
State Participation in the
Superfmd
Prograo, Vol. !: Chapter 9. Audits 
of tepcree Agreenents.

OSHER (Hr. 9834.2 
Titely Initiatioi of Resposible 
Party Searches. Issuance of Notice 
Letters, 
and teleascs of Inforaaticn.

HAUSAU, MISCaeiN (SOUND MIER CWTAMINATION SITE 
QUIDWCE (XXWefTS FOR THE AIHINISTRATIVE RECXW). 

DOCS. NOT COPIED - MAY 8E REVIEHEO AT THE 
USEPA REGION V OFFICES. OilCAQO, ILLINOIS.

OSHER Dir. 9355.0-068
Guidance on Retiedial Investigations 
UhderCERCLA

OSHER Dir. 93S5.0-0SC
Guidance oi Feasibility Studies 
UhderCERCLA
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TITLE AUTHOR DATE

Analytical Support For Superfmd

USEPA 88/06/01

USEPA 86/11/07

OeER Dir. 9242.3-7 86/11/13

OCEROir. 9355.1-01 86/12/00

OHSER Dir. 9355.3-01 86/12/00

USEPA 86/12/24

OWSERDir. 9375.1-09 87/02/00

USEPA 87/02/12

USEPA 87/03/11

USPA 87/04/01

OSER Dir. 9285.4-02 87/04/22

OSMER Dir. 9355.0-19
Interio Guidance on Suoerfuid 
Selecticn of Retnedy.

Guidswe Docunent for Providing 
Alternative Mater Supplies

Standard Rl/FS Tasks Ihder 
R9i Contracts

Federal Lead Renedial 
Project Hanagement Manual.

Cfever Dir. 9355.0-78
Objectives for Renedial fiespmse 
Activities

(KER Dir. 9295.4-02
Coordinating ATSOR Health 
Assessaent tetivities 
with Superfind teaedial Process

(KER Dir. 9835.4
Interin Guidance: Stroaaline The 
Settlenent
Oecisicn Process

OCR Dir. 9355.O-O4A
Superfund Ranedial DesiTi and 
tesdial
Action Guidance

Page No. 
12/19/88

Interim Guidance tn State 
Participaticn in Pre- 
teaedial and Ramedial 
Response.

Final Guidance for tfe 
Cooperation of ATSOR 
Health Assessment Activities 
with the Superfird Remedial 
Vocess.

OSMER Dir. 9285.4-01
Suoerfuid Ftiblic Health Evaluatioi 
Manual.

MAUSAU. MISCCNSIN GROM) HATER (WTAHIMATKW SITE 
GUIlWCE DOOKHTS FOR TIC ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD.

DOCS. MOT COPIED - MAY BE REVIEHED AT THE 
USEPA REGION V OFFICES, (HIOG). ILLINOIS.
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TITLE AtmCR WTE

87/05/12

OCER Wr. 9285.4-01 87/07/00

OCER Dir. 9234.0-05 87/07/09

USEPA 87/07/09

USEPA 87/07/24

OBER Wr. 9835.la 87/10/02

0H5ER Wr. 9360.1-10 87/10/06

87/11/09

(KER Wr. 9834.11 87/11/13

Kary GedHBEPA 88/01/20

(KER Wr. 9355.3-02 88/03/00

!

!

Interln Guidance on PRPs 
participation in RI/FS.

Superfind (Kiblic Health 
Evaluation Manual.

Acpl Icable or Relevant and 
Appropiate Requirsnents.

Draft Guidance on Preparing 
uperfuid Decision Oocunents:

(EWER Wr. 9355.0-21 
Addititnal Interio Guidaxe 
for R’87 Records of Decision.

Interin Final Guidance on 
Renoval Actioi Levels at 
Centaninated Drinking Hater 
Sites.

tevissd Procedures for 
Planning and Isplerwting 
Off Site Pispose Acticrs.

Interin Guidance on Ccrpliance 
with Applicable or Relevant 
end Appropiate Requireoents. 
52 FR 32496 (8/27/87).

FT '88 tegim V TO 
Process Guidance. 
Meno fron Chief of 
the frergency 6 
Renedial Respcrse franch- 
Itete W*-

Page No. 
12/19/88

SuperfuxI Selection of 
Renedy: Backgrord 
Docuientation oi Renaining 
Issues.

NAUSAU. MISCQN5IN GROLMD NATER CONIWIKATICN SITE 
GUIDANCE DOOHNTS FDR DE ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD.

DOCS. NOT COPIED - NAY EE REVIEWED AT THE 
USEPA REGION V OFFICES, CHICAGO, ILLINOIS.

OSHER Wr. 9235.0-05
Interin Guidance on Conpliance with

Interin Guidance on Adsinistrative (KER Wr. 9833.4 
Recons for Oecisios on Selection 
of CERCLA teponse Actions.
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TITLE mcfi UTT

The Proposed Plan and ROD.

UBER Wp. 983S,1A 88/04/00

88/U/01

I

Record of DecTsicn Questions & 
Answers - Draft.

Draft Guidance on PRP 
Participation In the RI/FS.

WISAU. WSCCN5IN GROUND HATER CCNTAMINATICN SITE 
GUIUNCE DOOfOTS FOR THE ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD.

DOCS. NOT COPIED - MAY BE REVIEHED AT THE 
USEPA REGICM OFFICES, CHICAGO. ILLINOIS.

Page No. 
12/19/88



SUhM>»RY CF INTERIM REMEDIAL ALTERbMTvE SlFTJrTTflM

SITE LOCATICK AW DESCRIPTICWI.

SITE HISTORY AND ENFORCEMENT ACTIVITIESII.

A. Site History

WAUSm GROUNDWATER CCNIAMINATICIN SITE 
WAUSAU, WISCCKSIN

Itie City of Wausau provides drinking water for approximately 33,000 
people. Bie City presently operates six groundwater production wells, 
five of which are located on the north side of the City. A sixth well. 
Production Well CW8 {CW8), is located adjacent to the Wausau Municipal 
Airport, on the south side of the City. Tlie water from CW8 has a high 
concentration of iron and is used only during peak demand ^riods. 
Production wells CW6, CW7, and CW9 are located west of the Wisconsin 
River and are collectively referred to as the west Well Field. The West 
Well Field (Figure 2) is located in a predominantly residential area, 
although a few industrial facilities are located in this area. 
Production wells CW3 and CW4 are located on the east side of the 
Wisconsin River and are referred to as the East Well Field. The East 
Well Field is located in a predominantly industrial section of the City.
The six production wells are screened in an aquifer of glacial outwash 
and alluvial sand and gravel deposits which underlie and are adjacent to 
the Wisconsin River. This unconfined aquifer supplies nearly all 
potable, irrigation, and industrial water to residents aiid industries 
located in Wausau and the surrounding areas. Within the study area the. 
alluvial aquifer ranges from 0 to 160 feet thick, and has an irregular 
base and lateral boundaries.

The City of Wausau is located along the Wisconsin River in Marathon 
County, Wisconsin. The Wausau Groundwater Contamination site enconpasses 
an area in the northern section of the city which includes the City well 
Field and five of its production wells. (See Figures 1 and 2).

The City discovered in early 1982 that its production wells CW3, CW4, and 
CW6 were contaminated by volatile organic conpounds (VOCs). Toluene, 
ethylbenzene, and xylene were also detected at CW4. Trichloroethene 
(TIE) is the predaninant volatile organic conpound detected at CW6, 
although below method detection limit (EMDL) concentrations for ' 
tetrachloroetliene (PCE) and 1,2-dichloroethene have also been previously 
reported (Weston, 1984). Since the contamination was first detected in 
early 1982, TCE concentrations from CW6 have ranged from 70 micrograms 
per liter (ug/L) to 260 ug/L. The most recent sanpling (March 1988)
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Previous•StudiesB.

To reduce WC concentrations, the City originally instituted a program 
where uncontanunated water from CW9 and CW7 was blended with water from 
CW3, CW4, and CW5 to dilute the VOC concentrations. However, increasing 
WC'concentrations in groundwater caused this method to be ineffective, 
and resulted in then current regulatory limits being exceeded.

Previous investigations have identified several potential point sources 
of AZDC contamination in the vicinity of City production wells. Becher- 
Hoppe Engineers, Inc. was contracted by the City of tiausau to conduct an 
investigation of the East Well Field in the vicinity of CW3. Ihe study 
concentrated on the wergin Construction Co. property, the former site of

Ihe City has been blending water treated for VOC removal with water from 
uncontaminated simply sources (CW7 and CW9) to reduce VDC concentrations 
in the water supply distribution system. Data indicate that prior to 
installation of treatment units (pre-July 1984), drinking water sanpies. 
taken frcm various taps in the City of Wausau consistently contained TCE 
with concentrations ranging fr«n detectable levels ( >1 ug/L) to 80 ug/L. 
Lower levels of PCE and DCE were identified shortly after discovery of 
the contamination, probably before blending had reduced the levels of 
\AXs. FollCTwing installation of the packed tower \3X strippers, the 
water supply distribution system has had relatively low levels of VX’s 
(generally below detection limits of 0.5 to 1.0 xjg/L). These levels are 
depe-tdent on continued effective, operation of the treatment systen for 
(3<3 and G-J4, the influent \3X concentration for each well, and continued 
use of the two uncontaminated wells (CW7 and CW9).

indicates TCE concentrations of approximately 160 ug/L. Sample results 
from the East Well Field (CW3 and <ZW4) have indicated considerable PCE, 
TCE, and DCE iirpact at both wells. Inas generally indicated steadily 
decreasing concentrations of the three constituents since Februaiy 1984. 
CW3 has indicated decreasing PCE and^DCE concentration since the XTOCs 
were discovered in early 1982. However, TCE concentrations at CW3 have 
remained relatively constant at concentrations ranging between 80 ug,/L 
and 210 ug/L.

In 1983, the United States Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EFA) 
awarded _the City of Wausau a federal grant to help fund the design and 
installation of a packed tower VOC stripper in order to provide 
sufficient water of acceptable quality to City residents. However, 
because WC levels in the distribution syston continued to increase, U.S. 
EETk’s emergency response team was asked for assistance. As an interim 
measure in June 1984, the U.S. EFA installed a granular activated carbon 
(C3\C) treatment system on CWB. VDC stripping towers were installed in 
the Sunmer and Fall of 1984 at the City water treatment plant to treat 
water from CW3 and CW4. Subsequently, the ©C ^rstem was removed from 
service in October 1984. In December 1985 the Wausau Groundwater 
Contamination site was added, to the National Priorities List (NPL) for 
ranedial activities under Superfund.
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C. CERQA Enforcgnent

* Wausau Energy Company
* Amoco Oil Corporation

* City of Wausau
* Marathon Electric Caipany
* Wausau Chemical Conpany

a City maintenance garage. Foth & Van Dyke and Associates, Inc. performed 
a groundwater investigation at the Wausau Energy Conpany property located 
just south of the above property, in order to determine the effect of 
past bulk oil operations at the site. STS Consultants Ltd. performed 
groundwater investigations at the Wausau Chanical Conpany, also located 
in the East well Field, and instituted a groundwater extraction and 
treatment system to remediate effects of past VDC releases from their 
facility operations. Twin City Testing and Engineering Laboratory, Inc. 
conducted investigations in the East Well Field vicinity on belialf of the 
Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources (WENR). Roy F. Weston Inc. 
conducted an investigation of both the East and west Well Fields as part 
of the U.S. EFA emergency response action. CH2M Hill Inc. was contracted 

the WCNR to perform a hydrogeologic investigation of the abandoned 
City of Wausau landfill, located on property presently owned by Marathon 
Electric Company in the southern part of the West well Field. RMT Inc. 
and Geraghty & Miller Inc., rQjresenting Marathon Electric Corporation 
and the_ City of Wausau, respectively, performed a l^ndrogeologic 
investigation to determine 'the source of TCE in the groundwater in the 
vicinity of CW6. Geraghty & Miller, Inc. also installed several wells in 
the East Well Field in order to investigate VCC contamination of CW3. 
Locations of facilities discussed above are illustrated in Figure 3, and 
a listing of previous’studies is pres^ted in Table 1.
Investigations ctxiducted previously have produced inconclusive results. 
Potential sources have been identified, but' data gaps exist on source 
concentration, release rates, migration routes, aquifer characteristics, 
effect of river stage and groundwater punping on flow direction, and 
velocity of groundwater and contaminants. Ihe conclusions of nost of 
these studies include a recontnendation for further study. At least t\<o 
studies also expressed the need for a conprehensive investigation to 
address the entire well field. The remedial investigation, currently in 
progress, was therefore initiated by U.S. EFA. to fill the data gaps and 
determine a cost-effective solution to the groundwater problem.

^veral negotiation meetings were held to discuss technical and legal 
issues of a consent decree for the site. Fxxvever, due to problems witliiji 
the PR? group, and failure of the PRPs to agree to key requirements.

CERCLA enforcement activities began at the site in 1986. U.S. EPA 
identified five Potentially Responsible Parties (PRPs) as having 
potential responsibility as waste generators and/or transporters. Notice 
letters informing PRPs of tJieir potential liabilities and offering tlian 
the opportunity to perform the Ronedial Investigation/Feasibility Study 
(RI/FS) were sent via certified mail on January 17, 1986 to tJie five 
idaitified PRPs listed below:
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III. Ca^^lUNITY RKLATTCMS
A RI/FS "kick-off" public meeting was held in September 1987, to inform 
the local residents of the Superfund process and the work to be 
conducted. Issues raised during the meeting, attended mostly by PRP 
agents and City officials, iijpluded the cost of the RI/FS, the estimated 
time to complete the study, and the number of previous studies performed for the site.

negotiations were unsuccessful, and the PRPs declined to participate in 
the RI/FS. Ihe U.S. EPA then contracted with Warzyn Engineering, Inc. to conduct the RI/FS.

Information repositories have been established at Wausau City Hall, 407 
Grant Street, and the Marathon County Public Library, 400 First Street, 
Wausau, Wisconsin. In accordance with section 113(k)(l) of CERCLA, the 
administrative record for the site is available to the public at these 
locations. Ihe draft PFS and the proposed plan were available for public 
re'/iej and conment from October 3, 1988 to Octdoer 24, 1988. A public 
meeting was held on October 17, 1988 to discuss the findings of the 
Phase I RI aiid PFS, and to present the proposed plan. IVo formal public 
ccxTTnents were received during the public meeting and written coirments" 
were also r^eived during the public conment period. All comments 
received during the conment period and U.S. EPA’s responses are included 
in the attached responsiveness sunmary. Ihe provisions of sections 
113(k) (2) (i-v) and 117 of CERCEA relating to conramity relations liave 
been satisfied.

In January, 1988, U.S. EFA filed suit against four of tlie PRPs for 
recovery of past costs spent on U.S. ERA’S emergency response actions.
A fifth PRP, Amoco Oil, was not named in the lawsuit based on 
prosecutorial discretion. Trial proceedings are scheduled to begin in Noveiiber 1989.
Negotiations with the PRPs are under way for the operable unit RD/RA. 
Special Notice letters were sent out on October 13, 1988 to the five PRPs 
listed above. Negotiations are proceeding according to U.S. EPA’s 
general guidance and policies. As discussed above, two of the PRPs have 
expressed a willingness to perform the RD/RA, and are the only PRPs to 
continue to attend these negotiations to date.

Although the PRPs failed to reach an agreement with U.S. EPA, they have 
maintained considerable involvement in U.S. EPA’s study. Two of the five 
PRPS conducted an investigation of the West well Field and all have 
requested split sanpies and/or results of data collected. In artditinn, 
two of the PRPs, the City of Wausau ard Marathon Electric, offered to 
perform the phased feasibility study (PFS), aid have indicated a 
willingness to perform the operable unit Remedial Design/Ranedial Action 
(RD/RA). Correspondence regarding this matter is included in the 
administrative record for the site.
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IV. k-QF... LilW

•Die PFS evaluated alternatives to address plume migration control in the 
West Well Field of the site. A discussion of remedial action objectives 
and goals, as well as a description and evaluation of alternatives 
developed, is included in Section VII of this document.

The scope of this operable unit is limited to the contaminant plume 
inpacting the West Well Field and CW6. Ultimately, the solution to 
protecting the West Well Field will involve additional controls to 
prevent contaminants from migrating to the north fran the source area.* 
Due to the apparently slowed contaminant migration to the north caused by 
discharge of CW6 to Bos Creek, additional protection of the West Well 
Field is possible by preventing or limiting the extent of future 
contaminant movement to the north. Implementation of plume migration • 
controls will effectively limit the time during which a<6 draws in 
contaminants, thereby also limiting the period during which water 
consumers are exposed to trace levels of contaminants.
An expedited operable unit remedial action is desirable fran a public 
health standpoint. Taking action now rather than waiting for the final 
action will shorten the time required to achieve long-term protection of 
the. water supply. This expedited operable unit remedial action is 
therefore considered to be consistent with achieving a final site remedy.

In sunmer 1988 the City of Wausau placed CW6 back in service after 
conpletion of a transport pipe to carry contaminated water to the air 
stripper. Because of this, the punping rate of CW6 has increased 
substantially, and the untreated discharge to Bos Creek has been 
discontinued. These two factors tend to increase the rate of migration 
from the source area toward CW6. Water from CW6 is treated for VOC 
renoval using the existing air strippers at the water utility. However, 
if no further action is taken, CW6 will caitinue to serve as an 
interceptor well, providing the sole protection for the remaining wells 
in the West Well Field.

A contaminant plume, coiposed mainly of TCE, exists in the West Well 
Field and is being drawn toward CW6 ^e to punpage. Ihe apparent source 
area is located to the south, on or near current Marathon Electric 
property.
Until recently, CW6, v4iieh the City punped directly into Bos Creek as 
waste (subsequently contaminating Bos Creek), served as a blocking well 
to the rest of the West well Field. Uie discharge of CW6 to Bos Creek 
has resulted in a contaminated groundwater mound between the source area 
and CW6. The influence of the groundwater mound may not have fully 
penetrated the glacial outwash aquifer, but Phase I RI data suggest that 
the mound served effectively to divide the West well Field contaminant 
plume into northern and southern portions, indicating that contaminant 
migration from the source- area has been slowed.
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V. CURRENT SITE JS AND SITE CHAR isncs
Current site St^t.usA.

the developnent and

B. Site Characteristics

1. Hydrogeology

Currently being developed, the FS will detail r ‘   
evaluation of an array of remedial action alternatives to address the 
entire Wausau Groundwater Contamination site and sources inpacting it.

by relatively inpermeable igneous bedrock, 
unconfined glacial aquifer has been 
installation of the production wells.

The City production wells are located within glacial outwash and alluvial 
sediments underlying and adjacent to the Wisconsin River. The aquifer is 
located within a bedrock valley which is underlain and laterally bounded 

Groundwater flow within the 
drastically changed by tlie

— — .------  ---- Under non-punping conditions,grourdv/ater flows toward th^ Wisconsin River and its tributaries (Bos 
Creek). Groundwater naturally discharges at the surface water bodies. 
However, under punpage conditions, groundwater flows toward tlie 
production wells. The natural groundwater flow directions are frequently • 
reversed due to City well punping which induces recharge of surface water 
into the aquifer. The horizontal flow in the vicinity of the well field 
is indicated by the potentiometric contours shown in Figure 4.
The potentiometric surface map also indicates that the cone of depression 
from the East Well Field appears to affect groundwater flow below and to 
the west of the Wisconsin River. Monitoring well nests located at 
Marathon Electric indicate very slight downward gradients adjacent to tlie 
Wisconsin River. Below the Wisconsin River, the East Well Field 
production well pmpage has induced surface water recliarge of the 
aquifer, causing flow downward through the river bed and toward CW3. 
Aquifer hydraulic conductivity tests performed during the Phase I Ri 
investigation indicated hydraulic conductivity values ranging from 
1.7 X 10"* cm/sec to 8.1 x 10"2 cm/sec. Tie overall average hydraulic 
conductivity of the outwash aquifer is approximately 2.2 x lO"^ aiv-'sec, 
based on test data at monitoring wells.

A RI/FS is currently being conducted for U.S. EPA by its contractor, 
Warzyn Engineering, Inc. The RI entailed two phases or field sampling 
events. Phase I of the RI field work was conducted from August through 
January 1988, results of which are sunmarized in the April 1988 technical 
memorandum. Phase II of the RI field work was corducted from June to 
September 1988. Results of this phase of work will be included in the RI 
report for the site vrtiich is currently being prepared. The final FS, 
which addresses remediation of the entire site, is under development. 
The PFS prepared for this operable unit remedial action addresses only a 
limited portion of the site, the West Well Field plume, and is discussed 
in detail later in this document. The PFS was conpleted in September ’ 1988.
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2. Chemical Characteristics
a. Groundwater Quality

Groundwater quality soling conducted during the Phase I investigation

TCE was also observed in the shallow aquifer between Bos Creek and G<6. 
This plume is shown on Figure 5 by the lightly screened contours between 
Bos Creek and CW6. The shallow aquifer TCE contamination appears to 
result fron the induced infiltration of surface water from Bos Creek, 
which has been contaminated by the discharge from CW6. Tlie induced 
surface water recharge of the aquifer is evident from the downward 
vertical gradients at monitoring well nests in that area. Based on 
laboratory analyses of sanpies collected during October 1987, TCE 
concentrations. adjacent to the CW6 discharge were above 100 ug/L. TCE 
concentrations in the ponded area downstream were approximately 70 ug/L. 
TCE was not detected in surface water sanpies collected upstream of the 
CW6 discharge, nor was it detected at the point of discharge of Bos Creek to the Wisconsin River.

West side monitoring wells appear to delineate a deep (greater than 100 
foot) north-south trending TCE plume. Based on the vertical distribution 
of TCE throughout the aquifer in the vicinity of the old City laixifill 
and the presence of TCE in the unsaturated zone in this area, a source 
c^pears to be located within the northern portion of the former City (of 
Wausau) Landfill. The plume appears to have migrated noithward, under 
influence of punpage from CW6. The highest TCE concentration (4200 ug/L) 
within this plume was detected approximately 550 feet south of CW6.

The distribution of TCE in monitoring wells located between the Wisconsin 
River and CW3 suggest eastward migration of a deep TCE plume below tlie 
Wisconsin River from the vicinity of the former City Landfill (refer to 
Figure 5). TCE appears to be vertically distributed throughout tlie 
aquifer in the vicinity of the old City landfill, indicating close 
proximity to the source area. Slight vertical downward gradients were - 
^served in monitoring wells in the area. The highest concentrations of 
TCE were detected at a depth of approximately 115 feet. After noving 
into the deeper portion of the aquifer, a portion of the plume appears to 
migrate eastward under the influence of punpage from CW3 (refer to Figure 
4). A part of the plume has also been captured by the punpage frcrni ai)6 
and appears to migrate northward under the influence of this well. -Tlie 
TCE-contaminated portion of the aquifer appears to be less tlian 20 feet 
thick and is laterally restricted to a relatively narrow’ flow path into 
the production wells. Since CW6 produces water nearly equally from all

has identified a vertical and lateral distribution of total chlorinated 
ethenes v4uch suggest that a mininum of three sources are affecting the 
City well field. The estimated areal distribution of total chlorinated 
ethenes is shown on Figure 5. The distribution is based on a combination 
of data obtained from laboratory VDC analyses of Round 1 groundwater 
samples (October 1987) and field laboratory analyses of groundwater 
sanpies collected during drilling (October and Novatber 1987).
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Source Locationb.

SlMW?y OF SITE'RISKSVI.

sides of the 50 foot screened interval, the resulting dilution factor 
appears to range from 15 to 25. Thus, concentrations observed at tlie 
supply well are likely to be 15 to 25 times less than actual in plume 
concentration.

Ihe predominant source of TCE contamination to CW6 and CW3 appears to be 
the Marathon Electric/Former City Landfill area. Elevated concentrations 
of TCE were detected in groundwater, soil, and soil gas sanpies obtained 
from the northern portion of the landfill. Soil gas concentrations 
within the landfill range frem below minimum detection limits (1.0 ug/L) 
to approximately 82 ug/L. Soil sanpies obtained from boring in the 
vicinity of the landfill contain concentrations of approximately 200 
ug/kg. Groundwater sanpies obtained from the water table in the vicinity 
of the landfill indicate TCE concentrations ranging from 16 ug/L to 
approximately 1900 ug/L. Also detected in the vicinity of the landfill 
were 1,1,1-trichloroethane (TCA), 1,2-dichloroethene (1,2-DCE), 
chloroform, and carbon tetrachloride at concentrations generally below 
100 ug/L. Potential sources within the landfill were investigated in 
greater detail during the Phase II Rl, and will be evaluated during the 
final FS.

The risks associated with the West well Field contaminant plume liave been 
evaluated in the PFS for this operable unit. This effort entailed 
identification of contaminants, routes of migration of populations 
exposed to the contaminants associated with the West Well Field. This 
information was then used to estimate health risks based on exposure 
levels and toxicologic data of the contaminants. The final FS will 
contain a catprehensive assessment of risk for the entire site.
The predominant contaminant identified in the grourdwater in the West 
Vtell Field is TCE. The exposure pathway of concern is the City’s water 
supply. The City water distribution system supplies potable water, - 
derived exclusively from the Wausau groundwater source aquifer, to 
approximately 33,000 residents. Routes of exposure to residents through 
contaminated ground’-^eter include ingestion via drinking and cooking, as 
well as inhalation and dermal e>posure while bathing. During tlie period 
of 1982 through mid-1984, prior to punping CW6 directly into Bos Creek 
and the installaticai of the VDC strippers, levels of TCE sampled at 
vai'ious drinking water taps throughout the. water distribution system 
ranged from approximately 10 to 100 ug/L. PCE and DCE were periodically' 
detected, but usually below minimum detectable limits. Presently, the 
City treats v/ater from CW6 prior to distribution using an air stripper. 
Monitoring in the distribution system, indicates undetectable levels..of 
TCE (detection limit 0.5 ug/L).
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descripticn of alternativesVII.
Re-cnjonse Objectives

frcr.

Based on the risk 
objectivesassessment, 

identified;
from ingestion of
increased levels e_

- 3 initiated to evaluate alternatives for

1) protection from long-term exposure to low levels of TOE 
drinking water; and, 2) pr^ection frcr. future 

of contaminants to the West Well Field.
A variety of technologies to address response objectives were identify 
for further consideration. From these, four-alternatives were develop^ 
and subjected to detailed analysis using the nine developed under the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act (SARA). 
Table 2 lists the four alternatives.

Fux-ause TCE is the predominant contaminant present, it was identified 
S^Stor cS^Xnant, or contaminant of corx:em, for the West Well 
Seld toxicological effects of TCE, including acute exposure,
subchronic exposure, and carcinogenic risk, were evaluated.
Based on undetectable levels of TCE present in the tre^ water wi^in 
the City water distribution system, the short-term carcu^enic riste to 
health associated with TCE. contamination would appear to be minynal under 
SSSt^r usage practices, Ihe long-^
Citv water use is more difficult to quantify. The U.S. EFA has s^a 

contaminant Level (MX) of 5 ug TCE^ of ^^terare enforceable standards promulgated under the Safe Drinkii^ Water Act. 
Because TCE is carcinogenic and is not considered to be withixit hazard 
^S^a given thre^ld, the U.S. EFA has set a non-enforceable Maximum 
Sntamin^t Level Goal (MCLG) of zero for TCE in drinking water.
Protection of residents from exposure to TCE is dependent on adequate 
treatment of the water. ' The potential for exposure exists in ttet f^lSTof the treatment system could result in an exposure ^thway 
through the City’s drinking water. In addition, if CW6 was turned off, 

contaminant plume would migrate north, impacting the remaining 
clean wells, CW7 and CW9, in the City well field.
Raspd on the possibility of failure of CW6 and/or the air strippers, a S£ti21 f!t^risk of exposure to TCE via drinking, water ingestion 
exists at the site. Therefore, plume migration control to mitigate 
future risks is considered a prudent response action to addr^s site 
risiS action will mitigate potential long-term riste frcm
migration of cantaminants in water and will be consistent with the final 
remedy for the site.

A-
The 0Tased feasibility stud/ was

primary site-specific
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TABLE 2

LAL ACnOJ AU.

Alternative 1 No Action
Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4 A combination of Alternatives 2 and 3.

B. Treatment

Extraction well located south of Bos Creek 
near the source area, with packed to-ver 
stripping and discharge to the Wisconsin River.

Extraction well located north of Bos Creek, 
with packed tower stripping and discharge to 
the Wisconsin River.

The acute and chronic toxicity numbers listed in Table 3 (below) for the 
three major west side plume contaminants are currently being considered 
by the Wisconsin CNR in determining effluent limits for discliarge to 
surface voters. Tne numbers are being used pending promulgation of nei,? 
Wisconsin Administrative Code chapters regulating the discliarge of toxic” 
substances.

The maximum observed in-plume contamination concentrations are loiter than 
either acute or available chrpnic toxicity values for effluent limits for 
discharge to surface waters. Extraction wells would exert a hydraulic 
influence radially and throughout the saturated thickness of the aquifer, 
drawing in both uncontaminated ani contaminated groundwater, thereby 
lowering contaminant concentrations in extracted water (relative to in- 
plume concentrations) as a result of dilution. Treatment would therefore 
not be required as a result of water quality-based effluent limits.

Groundwater treatment was incorporated into each of the alternatives, 
(except No Action) as a result of techrxjlogy-based effluent limit 
requirements. Section 301(b)(2) of the Clean Water Act and federal 
regulations (40 CFR 122.44(a)) require the consideration and use of the 
Best Available Technology (BAT) that is econcmically achievable for 
treating water prior to discharge. Corresponding State requirements are 
found in section 147.04, Wisconsin Statutes and Chapters NR 215 ard 217, 
of the Wisconsin Administrative Code.
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lABLE 3

Water Quality Effluent Limits -for Surf^re Water Di<y*harap

Acute Max. Observed
CQirmund

C. Alternatives
Alternative 1 - No Action

i

trans-1,2-Dichloroettiene (DCE)
Trichloroethene (TCE)
Tetrachloroethene (PCE)

Under this alternative, no response action would be taken at this time to., 
protect the uncontaminated municipal wells in the west Well Field or to 
reduce the amount of time that CW6 draws in contaminants.

13,500
5,200

528
641

3,200
55

Chronic 
—ug/L-
Not Avail.
Not Avail.

84

Groundwater treatment required under the Clean Water Act is determined on 
a case-by-case basis pursuant to section 402(a)(1), using the guidelines 
of 40 CFR 125.3. Some flexibility is allowed in determining appropriate 
treatment technology in a particular application. Uie final 
determination regarding specific technologies will be made by WEWR during 
the design phase. The treatment system choice requires justification 
based cn literature data and/or bench or pilot scale testing that 
danonstrates effective performance.

Production Well CW6 is now on line as a water supply well. The discharge 
to Bos Creek has been halted. Based on conmunications with water utility 
representatives, CW5 will be punped nearly continuously at a rate of

The acute toxicity values are essaitially end-of-pipe effluent limits, 
because these values are riot to be exceeded within the mixing zone. The 
chronic toxicity values are not to be exceeded in the stream after 
mixing. To calculate allowable efflueit limits based on chronic 
toxicity, a mass balance is performed using tpstream, discharge, and 
downstream flow rates and concentrations.

The treatment technology used for the purposes of alternative evaluation* 
and developnent of cost estimates in the PFS is air stripping utilizing a 
packed tower stripper. Air ^stripping is effective for the types of 
contaminants in the groundwater at this site. However, a BAT-equivalent 
treatment could be provided by a passive WC stripping system, and its 
use will be evaluated as EAT by the WDNR during the design phase of the 
remedy.
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Ihere is no cost or operation pSSt^alx stripper
NO Action Alternative. Annual costs to o^ate tne ?
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Alternative 2 - detraction Well North of Bos Creek.

a groundwater extraction well 
Groundwater would be treated and

Alternative 2 involves installation of 
north of Sos Creek and south of CW^. 
discharged to the Wisconsin River.
The extraction well would be located in the vicinity of Schofield Park on 
a City-owned parcel at the northwest comer of the intersection of 
Randol0i and Burek Streets (See Figure 8). This places the well near the 
apparent center of the contaminant plume which would be the most 
effective location, me well would serve to renove contaminants fretn the 
northern portion of the TCE plume, and would draw in and intercept 
contaminants from the south. Based on information gathered to date, tlie 
plume is estimated to be approximately 500 feet wide and 20 feet thick in 
that area, and it appears to be within approximately 50 feet of the 
bedrock base of the aquifer. A deep well would therefore be used.
Groundwater flow model results indicate a groundwater piezometric surface 
divide would be created between the extraction well and CW6 (see Figure 
6b). me divide would be located between Bums and Randolph Streets. 
Contaminants located north of the divide would migrate toward CW6, and 
contaminants located south of the divide would’migrate to the extraction 
well, me influence of the extraction well also extends south to include 
the ^{parent source area, me extraction well would therefore draw in 
contaminants fron the source area.
A conceptual system layout for the northern extraction, treatment, and 
discharge systan is illustrated on Figure 8. A well and punp house are 
located on City-owned property near the intersection of Randolph and 
Burek Street. Section A-A’ (Figure 9) shows that a 130 foot well with a 
40 foot long, 20 inch diameter screen would be constructed. A small punp 
house would be constructed at the well head to protect the well head, 
motor starter and controls, and above ground piping. Above ground piping 
would incorporate a check valve, flow ccntrol valve, sanpling tap and 
totalizer flow. A package tower stripper incorporating an above-ground 
discharge slunp would be located on a concrete pad next to the well 
house, me tower pad would be surrounded by a chain link fence with a 
locking gate. For a 1500 gpm design flow and a stripping factor of 0.2, 
a 7 foot diameter tower with 15 feet of 3.5 inch naninal size 
polyethylene Pall ring packing would provide an estimated 85% reroval of 
TCE. Treated effluent would flow by gravity to the discharge line and 
ultimately to an out-fall at the Wisconsin River shoreline, me HAT 
requirement will be determined by the WENR during the design phase of tlie project.
ARARS for Alternative 2 are sunmarized in Table 5. me action would 
conply with NR 140 requirenents. In general, the highest contaminant 
concentrations observed in the west side plume are less than effluent 
lirnii^ (5.2 mg/L for TCE) established by the WENR, so water qiality-based 
reqiurenents can be satisfied. Technology-based effluent limits can be 
.satisfied with the VOC stripping technology.
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CommentRegulatory Requirement

NR HO VAC

Clean Vater Act

Vater Act;
(F

NR 219 VAC

I

NR 102 VAC NR 104 VAC

NR 200 VACNR 217 VAC

ILHR 81*84 VACILHR 50*53 VAC IND 1. 6 VAC

AC'T1ON*SPEC1FIC ARARS
Technology-based effluent Units are applicable.

TABLE 5
ARARS: ACTION ALTERNATIVES 2, 3, AND 4 PHASED FEASIBILITY STUDYVAUSAU VATER SUPPLY NPL SITE VAUSAU, VISCONSIN

Safe Drinking Vater Ac' 40 CRF 141; NJI 109 VAC

CHA Section 301;40 CFR 122:Chapter 147.04 Statutes
NR 112 VAC

Chapter 30 Statutes; NR 115*117 VAC
LOCATION*SPEC1F1C ARARs

Nay be applied although proposed facilities do not appear \o lie within regional floodway or floodway fringe.

CHEMICAL*SPECIFIC ARARs
Groundwater Quality Standards are. applicable. RI/FS process is considered to satisfy substantive requirements for investigation, analysis and consideration of appropriate response actions.
General reguirement for regulating discharges to surface water are applicable. Federal AU(}C are ARAftS> state numbers are more stringent.
Interim numbers used in establishing effluent Units for toxics are to be considered (TBC).
Drinking water HCLs and corresponding State standards are relevant and appropriate as goals for cleaning up a public water supply source aquifer.

Applicable to extraction wells.
Requirement for application for discharge permit and State review nay be applicable. Requirement for permit may be waived under CERCLA on-slte action exemption. Monitoring and reporting requirements nay be applicable.
Sampling and testing methods would be applicable for monitoring.
Applicable to system piping.Applicable to pump house.Applicable to construction phase for worker safety.
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Alternative 3 - Extraction, Well Snvrth of Bos Creek

Response objectives would begin to be met shortly after the well begins 
pwnping. Contaminants not captured by the system would be drawn to CW6, 
and. contaminated water would be treated at the City water treatment plant 
to meet drinking water MCLs. A desi^ and construction period of less 
than six months is considered realistic for this action. Risk to water 
consumers are minimized by the time it takes for CW6 to draw in 
contaminants presently situated beyond the northern extent of influence 
of the extraction well.

Under Alternative 3, a groundwater extraction well would be constructed 
south of Bos Creek. Groundwater would be extracted, treated and 
discharged to the Wisconsin River.
The extraction well would b&- located near the center of the southern 
portion of the plume and north of the apparent TCE source area. A 
location near the southeast comer of the eastern-most Marathon Electric 
Ccjrpany -building would be suitable, based on available information (See 
Figure 8). Ihe plume appears to be relatively wide in this area, and 
contamination has been observed throughout most of the 130 foot saturated 
thickness of the aquifer (See Figure 5). The concentration of 
clUorinated ethanes (primarily TCE) ranges from approximately 500 ug./L to 
2,000 ug/L in this area, based on Phase I Rl results. A deep well would 
be used to renove contaminants from the southern portion of the plure, 
and draw some contaminants back to the south, away from av'6.

Prob^le costs of Alternative 2 are sunmarized in Table 6. Major capital 
cost itans include the extraction well, punp house, stripping tower and 
foundation, controls ai>d utilities, piping and piping appurtenances. 
Major operation and maintenance cost item include energy costs, sampling 
and monitoring, analytical laboratory, routine systems inspection and 
maintenance, and reporting. Capital costs are estimated to be $432,000. 
The first-year operation and. maintariance costs are estimated to be 
$105,000, and annual operation and maintenance costs for subsequent years 
are estimated to be $82,000. The five-year present net worth (10% 
discount rate) associated with the above costs is $760,000.

Groundwater flow modeling was conducted to evaluate the effects of 
punping from the southern extraction well. Modeling results indicate 
that a divide in the groundwater piezometric surface would be created 
between the extraction well and CW6. ’ Figure 6c shows that a divide 
trending from west-northv/est to east-southeast would be located in the 
vicinity of Bos -Creek and Randolph Street. Contaminants located in

Inpiementation of this alternative is not expected to be a problem. The 
technology is readily available, conventional, ani well demonstrated. 
Construction is straight forward and no unusual features are anticipated 
to be required for the system, coordination between U.S. EPA and the 
City of Wausau will be required to acconplish inplementation of the 
system.
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Shoreline.

The five-year

roughly the northern one-half of the west side contaminant plune would 
migrate toward CW6. Contaminants located south of the contaminant plume 
would be drawn to the extraction well. Figure 6c shows that a second 
divide is located beneath the Wisconsin River. Contaminants near the 
source area would be prevented from migrating away from the source to the 
east or north. An extraction well at this location acconplishes control 
of contaminant migration away from the source to both the east and west 
well fields, while capturing a large portion of the west side contaminant plume.

ARARS for Alternative 3 are sunmarized in Table 5. The action would 
comply with NR 140 requirements. State groundwater quality stardards 
apply to the alternative. Drinking water standards (Mis) for VOCs can 
be achieved by treatment of water from CW6 at the City water treatment 
plant. The highest contaminant concentrations observed in the west side 
contaminant plume are less than effluent limits, so water quality-based 
effluent limits can be satisfied. Technology-based effluent limits can 
be satisfied with the VOC stripping technology. The EAT requirement will 
be determined by the wnMR during the design phase of the project.

A. conceptual system layout for the southern groundwater extraction and 
discharge system is shown of Figure 8. A well and pump house are located 
on Marathon Electric property east and slightly north of the southeast 
comer of the Marathon Electric manufacturing building. Section B-B’ 
(Figure 10) shows that a 150 foot, 16 inch diameter well with a 60 foot 
screen would be constructed. A small punp house would be constructed at 
the well head and a stripping tower would be provided. Approximately 220 
feet of buried gravity discharge piping would then extend south across 
Marathon Electric property to an existing storm sewer manhole. A 42-inch 
storm sewer drops from the manhole to an out fall at the Wisconsin River

Response objectives would begin to be met shortly after extraction well 
punping begins. A design and construction period of less than six nonths. 
is considered realistic for this action. The time until long-term 
protection is achieved depends on the time required for to draw in 
contaminants from the northern half of the west side contaminant plume 
and from the shallow groundwater plume caused by the discharge of CW6 into Bos Creek.

Probable costs for Alternative 3 are sunmarized in Table 7. Major- 
capital cost items include the extraction well, punp house, stripping 
tower and foundation, controls and utilities, trenching, piping and 
piping appurtenances. Major operation and maintenance cost itans include 
energy costs, sanpling and monitoring, analytical laboratory services, - 
routine systems inspection and maintenance, and reporting. Capital costs ” 
are estimated to be $422,000. The first year operation and maintenance 
costs are estimated to be $105,000 and annual operation and maintenance 
costs for subsequent years are estimated to be $81,000. The five-year 
present net worth (10% discount rate) associated with the above costs is 
$750,000.



ALTERNATIVE 2

CAPITAL -COSTS

Item Cost

$248,000

Capital Subtotal $360,000
Contingencies (20X) $ 72.000

Capital Total $432,000

ANNUAL OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE COSTS
First Year Subsequent Years

O&M Subtotal $87,200. $68,500
Contingencies (20X) $17.400 $13.500

O&M Total $104,600 $82,000

FIVE-YEAR PRESENT WORTH

Present Worth Total $760,000

Extraction WellWell House and UtilitiesWell House Piping and AppurtenancesDischarge SystemStripping Tower, Foundation, Appurtenances

$430,000$330.000

TABLE 6 SUMMARY OF PROBABLE COSTS:PHASED FEASIBILITY STUDY WAUSAU WATER SUPPLY NPL SITE WAUSAU, WISCONSIN

$ 4,500 $26,000 $ 2,700 $42,000 $ 6,000 $ 3,000 $ 3.000

$55,000 $14,000 $10,000 $19,000 $150.000

$62,000$25,000$25,000

$ 3,600 $ 8,200 $ 2,700 $42,000 $ 6,000 $ 3,000 $ 3.000

Present Worth of Capital (lOX discount rate)Present Worth of 0 & M (lOX discount rate)

Water Levels Water Quality Flow Monitoring Energy General O&M Labor Reporting Administration

Capital Facilities Subtotal
Engineering Design (25X)Contract Administration (lOX)Legal and Administrative (lOX)
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ALTERNATIVE 3

CAPITAL COSTS

Item Cost

Capital Facilities Subtotal $243,000

Capital Subtotal $352,000
Contingencies (20X) $ 70,000

Capital Total $422,000

ANNUAL OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE COSTS
First Year Subsequent Years

O&H Subtotal $87,200 $67,300
Contingencies (201) $17.400 $13.500

O&M Total $104,600 $80,800

FIVE-YEAR PRESENT WORTH

Present Worth Total $750,000

1

Extraction WellWell House and UtilitiesWell House Piping and AppurtenancesOischai^e SystemStripping Tower, Foundation, Appurtenances

Water Levels Water Quality Flow Monitoring Energy General O&M Labor Reporting Administration

TABLE 7 SUMMARY OF PROBABLE COSTS:PHASED FEASIBILITY STUDY WAUSAU WATER SUPPLY NPL SITE WAUSAU, WISCONSIN

$ 4,500 $26,000 $ 2,700 $42,000 $ 6,000 $ 3,000 $3,000

$57,000 $14,000 $10,000 $12,000 $150,000

$61,000$24,000$24,000

$420,000$330,000

$ 3,600 $ 8,200 $ 2,700 $42,000 $ 6,000 $ 2,400 $ 2.400

Engineering Design (25X) Contract Administration (lOX) Legal and Administrative (lOX)

Present Worth of Capital (lOX discount rate)Present Worth of 0 & M (lOX discount rate)
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ALTERNATIVE 4

CAPITAL COSTS

Item Cost

Capital Facilities Subtotal $490,000

Capital Subtotal $711,000
Contingencies (20X) $142.000

Capital Total $853,000

ANNUAL OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE COSTS
First Year Subsequent Years

O&M Subtotal $141,000 $117,000
Contingencies {20X) $28.000 $ 23.000

O&M Total $169,000 $140,000

Present Worth Total $1,400,000

TABLE 8 SUMMARY OF PROBABLE COSTS:PHASED FEASIBILITY STUDY WAUSAU WATER SUPPLY NPL SITE WAUSAU, WISCONSIN

$123,000 $49,000 $49,000

$112,000$28,000 $20,000 $30,000 $300.000

$ 3,600 
$ 10,000 
$ 3,500 
$ 84,000 
$ 11,000 
$ 2,400 
$ 2 >00

$ 850,000
$ 550 >00

Water Levels Water Quality Flow Monitoring Energy General O&M Labor Reporting Administration

FIVE-YEAR PR£S:?’rr WORTH
Present Worth of Capital (lOX discount rate)Present Worth of 0 & M (lOX discount rate)

Extraction WellsWell Houses and UtilitiesWell House Piping and AppurtenancesDischarge SystemsStripping Towers, Foundations, Appurtenances

Engineering Design (25X) Contract Administration (lOX)' Legal and Administrative (lOX)

$ 4,500 $ 32,000 $ 3,500 $ 84,000 $ 11,000 $ 3,000 $ 3.000
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Alternative 4 - Extraction Wells fforth and South of Bos Creek

Plume capture would be acconplished such that contaminants in the 
northern one-third of the plume would be drawn in by CW6. Contaminants 
in the central portion of the deep west side plume would be captured by 
the northern extraction well. A portion of the shallow contaminant plume 
would also be drawn in by this well. Contaminants near the source area 
and southern portion of the deep west side plume would be captured by the southern extraction well.

Groundwater flow modeling was conducted to evaluate the effects of 
punping simultaneously from the northern ard southern extraction wells. 
Well locations ^e shown on Figure 8. Groundwater flow nodeling results 
indicate two divides in the groundwater piezometric surface would be 
created in the west side contaminant plume area. One divide would be 
located between the northern extraction well and CW6, and a second divide 
would be located between the northern and southern extraction wells 
Figure 6d shows the locations of the divides. The northern divide runs 
approximately east-west and is located between Randolph and- Bums

Implementation of this alternative is not expected to be a problem. Hie 
technology is readily available, conventional, ard well denonstrated. 
Construction is straight forward and no unusual features are anticipated 
to be required for the system. Coordination between U.S. EPA, wdnr, the 
City of Wausau, and Marathon Electric Conpany will be required to acconplish iuplanentation of the system.

As shown on Figure 6d, a large southwest to northeast trending divide in 
the piezometric surface is located beneath the Wisconsin River. This 
indicates the extraction system would be effective in controlling the -* 
potential migrating of contaminants to the East well Field.
Comparison of Figures 7c and 7d shows the effect of a shutdown of CW6 for 
Alternative 4. Figure 7c shows a piezonetric surface contour-map for the 
Alternative 4 system with CW3, CW6, CW7, and CW9 punping at a combined 
rate of 1437 gpn (11 cfs). Figure 9d shows a corresponding map for 
Alternative 4 with CW6 off-line and CW3, CW4, CW7, and CW9 punping at the 
combined rate of 1437 gpn. with CW6 off-line, the northern extent of 
influence of the extraction system is shifted a few hundred feet to the' 
north, as indicated by the east-west divide located slightly south of 
Bums Street. Contaminants located north of this divide would be drawn toward CW7 and CW9.

Alternative 4 is essentially a combination of Alternatives 2 and 3. Hvo 
extraction wells would be used: one north and one south of Bos Creek. 
This system would provide plume capture to the north, and source area 
groundwater removal to the south. Extracted groundwater would be treated 
at each location and discharged to the Wisconsin River.

conceptual system layouts for the groundwater extraction, treatment, and 
discharge system are shown on Figure 8. Hie cross section for the two
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ITie details of each systan liave

VIII. SUT^FTSRY OF CQ-ff?^RATIVE ANALYSIS OF AL*

preplan. ' 
Coordination between U.S. ]— ----- 
Electric would be required to iuplansit the system.

A design and construction period of less than six nonths is considered 
realistic for this action. Uie time until risks to water consumers are 
minimized would be the time required for CW6 to draw in contaminants in 
the plume beyond the influence of the northern extraction well.

systems are shown on Figures 9 and 10. 
been discussed previously.
Response objectives would be met shortly after the wells begin punping.
Contaminants not captured by the system would be drawn into CW6.

ARARS for Alternative 4 are summarized in Table 5. The action win 
ccnply with NR 140 requirements. State groundwater quality standards 
apply to the alternative. Drinking water standards can be met (MCLs) for 
VDCs by treatment at the City water treatment plant. Ihe highest 
contaminant concentrations observed in the west side plume are less than 
effluent limits, so water- quality-based effluent limits can be satisfied. 
'Technology-based effluent limits can be satisfied with the VDC stripping 
technology. Ihe BAT requirement will be determined by the WENR during the design phase of the project.
Probable costs for Alternative 4 are sunmarized in Table 8. Major 
capital cost items include the extraction wells, punp houses, stripping 
tower and foundatiem, control systems and utilities, trenching, and 
piping. Major O&M items include energy costs, sanpling and monitoring, 
analytical laboratory services, routine systans inspection and 
maintenance, and reporting. Cepital costs are estimated to be $853,000. 
Ihe first year operation and maintenance costs are estimated to be 
$169,000, and annual operation and maintenance costs for subsequent years 
are estimated to be $140,000. Ihe five-year present net worth (10% 
discount rate) associated with the above costs is $1,400,000.

In order to determine the most appropriate alternative that is protective 
of human health and the environment, attaws ARARs, is cost-effective, 
and utilizes pennanent solutions and treatment technologies to the 
maximum extent practicable, alternatives were evaluated against each 
other, conparisons were based on the nine evaluation criteria outlined 
in S\RA. A sunmary of the conparison is. provided in lable 9. Following" 
is a disajssion of each of the criteria and the alternatives’ performance against each of these.

As with Alternatives 2 and 3, inplanentation is not expected to be a 
Technologic are. readily available aixi well daionstrated. 
- - ---  ---• EFA. WDNR, the City of Wausau, and Marathon



TABLE 9

Period of exposure to trace

away from source

I

Short-Tern Effectiveness

Evaluation Factor Alternative 1 No Action
Alternative 2 Northern Extraction Well

Alternative 3 Southern Extraction Well
Alternative 4 North and South Extraction Well

Period of exposure to trace * contaminants In treated water froia west side plume Is longest.

SUMMARY OF ALTERNATIVES EVALUATION PHASED FEASIOILITY STUDY WAUSAU WATER SUPPLY NPL SITE WAUSAU, WISCONSIN

source before capture.
Provides protection against eastward contaminant migration.
Can achieve HCLs and State groundwater standards on west side due to purging by Production Well Ch6 and northern extraction well.

Could achieve MCLs and State. groundwater standards on west side due to long term purging by municipal Product Ion Wells CWG, (west side) and CW3 (east side).

Risks to workers during Implementation addressed by standard personal protection, klsks to community considered minimal. Production Well CU6 draws In contaminants from northern one-third of west side plume. VOC removal at water plant provides protection of water consumers.

Risk to workers during Implementation addressed by standard personal protection. Risks to community considered minimal. Production Well CW6 draws In contaminants from northern one-half of- west side plume. VOC removal at water plant provides protection of water consumers.

Contaminants dr^ ( by production wdlls.
Migration of coiltamlnants to east 
well field Is likely.

Long-Term Effectivene".

Risk to workers during Implementation addressed by standard personal protection. Risks to community considered minimal. Production Well CW6 draws In contaminants from northern one-third of west side plume. VOC removal at water treatment plant provides protection of water consumers.

Contaminants captured near and away from source area.
Provides best protection against eastward contaminant migration.
Can achieve MCLs and State groundwater standards on west side due to purging by Production Well CW6 and two extraction wells.

No additional protection of community and workers Is required.
Production Well CW6 draws In contaminants from west side plume Indefinitely.
VOC removal at water treatment plant provides protection of water consumers.

Provides best protection against eastward contaminant migration.
Can achieve HCLs and State groundwater standards on west side due to purging by Production Well CW6 and southern extraction well.

Requires longest time for purging aquifer due to lack of active remediation.

Period of exposure to tracelcontaminants in treated water Is shortest (simiflar to Alternative 2).
Requires shortest time for purging agulfer among action alternatives.

Requires longest time for Requires intermediate time purging aquifer among action for purging aquifer among alternatives. action alternatives(substantially less than Alternative 2).
Contaminants drawn away from Contaminants captured near ---- — source area.

Period of exposure to trace Period of exposure to trace contaminants In treated contaminants slightlywater Is shortest similar to longer than Alternatives 2 Alternative 4). or 4.



None None None None

Implementablllty ■

Evaluation Factor

No additional services required.

Alternative 1 No Action
Alternative 2 Northern Extraction Well

Alternative 3 Southern Extraction Well
Alternative 4 North and South Extraction Well

Technical feasibility not relevant, because no additional technologies are used.

TABLE 9 (Continued)
SUHHART OF ALTERNATIVES EVALUATION PHASED FEASIBILITY STUDY WAUSAU WATER SUPPLY NPL SITE WAUSAU, WISCONSIN

Reduction ofToxicity, Nobility, Volume

Required technologies and services are available. Off'Site services including POTW and sanitary landfill may be required, and are considered available.

Required technologies and services are available. Off-site services including POTW and sanitary landfill may be required, and are considered available.

High capacity well and discharge system are reliable. Repair or replacement in relatively short time is feasible, should failure occur.

Required technologies and services are available. Off-site services including POTW and sanitary landfill may be required, and are considered available.

Coordination between U.S. EPA and WDNR for plan review and approval. Coordination with local agencies is required. Coordination with PRP group may be required. No apparent administrative difficulties.

High capacity well and discharge system are reliable. Repair or replacement in relatively short time is feasible, should failure occur.
Long term management consists of monitoring water levels, water quality, discharge quantity, and routine maintenance.

High capacity well and discharge system are reliable. Repair or replacement in relatively short time is feasible, should failure occur.

Well, treatment and discharge are conventional and readily constructed. Potential future actions are not precluded. System . effectiveness and performance are readily monitored.

Well, treatment and discharge are conventional and readily constructed. Potential future actions are not precluded. System effectiveness and performance are readily monitored.

Long term management consists of monitoring water levels, water quality, discharge quantity, and routine maintenance.

Long term management consists of monitoring water levels, water quality, discharge quantity, and routine maintenance.

Coordination between U.S. EPA and WDNR for plan review and aoproval. Coordination with local agencies is required. Coordination with PRP group.may be required. No apparent administrative difficulties.

Well, treatment and discharge are conventional and readily constructed. Poteptial future actions are not precluded. System effectiveness and performance are readily monitored.
Coordination between U.S.EPA and WDNR for plan review and approval. Coordination with local agencies is required. Coordination with PRP group may be required. No apparent administrative difficulties.

Not administratively feasible because public water supply is threatened with long-term contamination.



Cost No direct nonetary cost

HCLs achieved for municipal watersupply.

groundwater contamination.

I I

Overall Protection of Human Health and Environment

Evaluation Factor Alternative 1 No Action
Alternative 2 Northern Extraction Well

Alternative 3 Southern Extraction Well

Contaminants removed from aquifer near source area.

Compliance with ARARS

Alternative 4 North and South Extraction Well

HCLs and State groundwater standards could be achieved In aquifer In long term.
HCLs and State groundwater standards could be achieved In aquifer In long term.

TABLE 9 (Continued)
SUHHARY OF ALTERNATIVES EVALUATION PHASED FEASIBILITY STUDY WAUSAU WATER SUPPLY NPL SITE WAUSAU, WISCONSIN

Continued migration from source to west side and east side well fields.

Capital $432,000 1st year O&H $105,000 Subsequent Annual OtH $82,0005-Year Present Worth $760,000Discount Rate 10%

Capital $853,000 1st year OIH $169,000 Subsequent Annual 6&H $140,0005-Year Present Worth $1,400,000Discount Rate 10%
HCLs achieved for municipal water supply.

complies with NR 140 requirements for response to groundwater contamination.

Capital $422,000 ■ 1st Year OSH $105,000 Subsequent Annual OtH $81,0005-Year Present Worth $750,000Discount Rate 10%

Effluent standards can be met for contaminants In discharge.
Other Identified action­specific ARARs related to design, review and approval, construction and monitoring can be met.

HCLs and State groundwater ■ standards may be achieved In aquifer In long term.

HCLs achieved for municipal water supply.
complies with NR 140 comprequirements for response to requirement!

HCLs achieved for municipal water supply.
complies with NR 140 s for response to groundwater contamination.

HCLS are met by VOC removal at City water treatment plant.

Contaminants drawn away from source prior to capture.

HCLs are met by VOC removal at City water treatment plant.
Provides greatest reduction in period exposure from west side Production Well CW6.

HCLs and State groundwater standards could be achieved in aquifer in long term.
Effluent standards can be met for contaminants in discharge.
Other identified action­specific ARARs related to design, review and approval, construction and monitoring can be met
HCLs are met by VOC removal at City water treatment plant.
Provides greatest reduction of period of exposure from west side Production Well CW6.

Period of exposure to trace residual VOCs (after treatment) Is maximized.

Effluent standards can be met for contaminants In discharge.
Other identified action­specific ARARs related to design, review and approval, construction and monitoring can be met.
HCLs are met by VOC removal at City water treatment plant.
Provides substantial reduction in period of exposure from west side Production Well CW6.
Contaminants removed form aquifer near source area.



No source area control.

t

Evaluation Factor. Alternative 1 No Action
Alternative 3 Southern Extraction Well

Alternative 4 North and South Extraction Well
Alternative 2 Northern Extraction Well

Specific concerns or oreferences to be addressed in the Record of Decision.
Specific concerns or preferences to be addressed in the Record of Decision.

Likely not acceptable to the State. Specific concerns or preferences to be addressed In the Record of Decision.

TABLE 9 (Continued)
SUMMARf OF ALTERNATIVES EVALUATION PHASED FEASIBILITY STUDY UAUSAU WATER SUPPLY NPL SITE WAUSAU, WISCONSIN

Some potential for contaminant migration to east well field.

Specific concerns or preferences to be addressed in the Record of Decision.

State and Community Acceptance

Requires most time to purge contaminants from aquifer by sole reliance on City supply wells.
Likely would not comply with ARARs.

Substantially reduces time required to purge contaminants from aquifer.
Complies with identified.

Best source area control,minimizing migration to east well field.
Reduces time required to purge contaminants from aquifer.
C^glies with identified

Requires least time to purge contaminants from aquifer.
Complies with identified

Best source area control, minimizing migration to east well field.
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1. Short-Term Effectiveness

*

*

*

*

i

Alternative 1 - provides no active remediation of the aquifer.
Contaminants would be drawn to Ck'B from the source area.
Contaminant migration to the east is also anticipated as a result of 
CW3 punping.
Alternative 2 - provides capture of approximately the southern 
two-thirds of the west side plume. Contaminants in roughly the 
northern third of the plume would migrate to CW6. Contaminants would 
be removed from the aquifer as they are drawn away from the source 
and are intercepted by the northern extraction well. The northern 
well is expected to have an influence extending east of the source 
area, beneath the Wisconsin River, thereby reducing the potential 
for eastward migration of contaminants.

Alternative 4 - combines Alternatives 2 and 3. The northern extent 
of plume capture would be similar to that under Alternative 2. 
Removal of contaminants and control of migration away from tJie 
source would be acconplished as under Alternative 3.

Response objectives can be met by each of the action alternatives, and 
the desired hydraulic influence by extraction wells is expected to be 
realized within several weeks of the start of punping. The effects of 
the various systems can be' sunmarized as follows.

Alternative 3 - provides capture of approximately the southern 
half of the plume. Migration of contaminants to CW6 would also 
occur under the alternative. The southern extraction well is 
expected to have a pronounced influence extending beneath the 
Wisconsin River thereby preventing potential eastward migration more 
effectively than Alternative 2. Contaminants near the source area 
would be ranoved before migrating off-site, although the northern 
extent of influence (for drawing back contaminants) is less than for 
Alternative 2.

Under each of the alternatives, contaminated water in the northern 
section of the west side plume would migrate to CW6, and contaminated

Each of the alternatives (except No Action) is accoipanied by similar 
short-term risk to workers and the ccnmunity. These potential risks are 
associated with exposing contaminated materials from subsurface areas. 
Alternative 2 uses the area most accessible to the caimunity, but access 
can be controlled. Alternative 3 would be iiiplemented on private 
property, but plant workers may be nearby. Access to the construction 
area can be controlled. Alternative 4 involves both areas. In all three 
cases, site workers can be protected by personal protection equipment. 
None of the alternatives are considered to present appreciable ris)cs to 
populations away from the construction areas, and vapor monitoring can be 
used during construction.
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2. Long-Term Effectiveness and Pe eg

ntabilitv4. Implt

TMe reliability of each of the action alternatives is similar, 
portions of the west side contaminant plume would be captm’ed.
Action alternative is less reliable, 
protection for the west side wells, 
the East Well Field under the No Action alternative.

standards) as a result of aquifer purging.
are'therefore similar for each of the alternatives,' but interim 
term) risks are different, as discussed above.

Large 
The No 

because CW6 is used as tJie sole 
Contaminants would also migrate to

No reduction in toxicity, mobility, or volume of waste or hazardous 
substances are achieved by any of the four alternatives. Such reduction 
of toxicity, mobility, or volume is not cost-effective when ccsipared with 
the effectiveness and relatively lower cost of an extraction well and air 
stripping systen alone, versus a system which utilizes granular activated 
carbon to control air emissions, considering the relatively low levels of contaminants to be treated.

The technologies used in each of the alternatives are relatively simple 
and reliable. Each of the alternatives relies on CW6 initially as the 
last barrier to additional West Well Field contamination. ihe 
consequences of failure would be similar for each of the alternatives, 
i.e., contaminated water would be drawn toward CW6. In the event of 
remedy failure, risk to water consumers should be no greater than at 
present, as long as the City keeps CW6 in operation ard maintains WQ 
removal capabilities at the water treatment plant.

Because of the difference among the alternatives in the areas of 
extraction well influence, the major'distinctions among the alternatives 
are: (1) the time required to achieve protection ard (2) control/capture of source area groundwater.

There are differences in the time required to achieve long-term 
protection of the public water safety, as discussed above. However, each 
of the alternatives (including NO Action) is expected to achieve low 
contaminant concentrations (i.e., approaching MZLs and State groundwater 

The long-term residual risks 
(slx>rt-

water would be treated at the City water treatment plant for renoval of WCs.

The individual technologies used in each of the alternatives are 
conventional and well danonstrated. No unusual difficulties in 
construction of wells or treatment and discharge systans are anticipated. 
Alternatives 3 and 4 may involve trench excavation through rubble in the

3. Reduction in Toxicity. *fahiiitv and Volume
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constituteto a

5. Cost

itens

6. CCTTTPliance with. ARARs

7. Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment
aiort-terms risk associated with the contaminated water supply can--be 
addressed by treatnent for VDC removal at the water treatment plant. The 
alternatives differ in their ability to capture contaminants and in the 
tine required to achieve long-term protection of the water supply and a

Bie technologies and services used under each of the alternatives are 
conventional and similar. Required contractor services for extraction 
well, treatment system and discharge systan construction are similar and 
available. Each alternative requires a clean water supply for well 
construction, arxl compliant off-site facilities for disposal of possible 
drill cuttings and/or trench spoils, and for treatment and disposal of 
drilling fluids, if required. Services and materials are considered to 
be available for each alternative.
Coordinaticx^ between U.S. EPA, WCNR, the City of Wausau, and, under 
Alternatives 3 and 4, Marathon Electric, would be required for each of 
the alternatives. Potential future actions would be possible and 
effectiveness could easily be monitored with each of the alternatives.

As shown in Table 5, the same ARARs were identified for each of the 
action alternatives. State groundwater standards could be met in the 
long-term. Drinking water MCLs can be met under each alternative due to ” 
water treatment by the air strippers prior to distribution.

former City landfill, but this does not appear 
substantial disadvantage to these alternatives.

Estimated costs for the alternatives are presented in Tables 6 
through 8. Major capital cost items for each alternative include 
extraction well, pump house, stripping tower and foundation, control 
systems, utilities, trenching, and piping. f^ajor operation and 
maintenance itens include energy costs, sairpling and monitoring, 
analytical laboratory services, routine systems inspection, . and
maintenance and reporting. Capital, annual operation and maintaiance, 
and five-year present worth costs (10% discount rate) are sunmarized in 
Table 9. Variation in costs of major capital and OSM items do not affect 
the cost ccnpariscxi, because similar itens are included in each 
alternative.

Technology-based or water quality-based effluent limitations can be met 
by each of the action alternatives. Other action-specific ARARs can be 
met by eacli of the alternatives. CERCLA exetpts on-site actions from 
permit requiranents, but State review of plans will be required.
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risk

8. State Acc :ance

9. Comnunitv Acci Lance

Supnarv of Conparison

viable option for the site.

captured. '
than for Alternative 4. '
longest time to achieve long-term protection.

Uie City of Wausau and Marathon Electric, both of vhon are PRPs, have 
expressed a preference for Alternative 3. However, they have also 
expressed a desire to iirplement an alternate treatment technology that 
meets the technology-based requiranents of BAT in the Clean Water Act. 
The conmunity in Wausau has not expressed a preference for any 
alternative. Sp^ific cormen^ received during the public comment period 
and at the public meeting for the proposed plan are addressed in tJie 
responsiveness summary included with this document.

Under Alternative 1 (no action), contaminants would be purged only 
through pumping of (ZW6. Neither control of eastward contaminant 
migration nor protection from further west side contamination would be' 
achieved. This alternative is not consistent with the objectives for the 
interim response action at the site and is therefore not considered a

The State has expressed favor for Alternative 3 with the provision for 
implementation of an additional well if Alternative 3 does not achieve 
response objectives for this operable unit. The State and U.S. EPA will 
work together in determining vhether Alternative 3 is achieving the 
objectives. A discussion on criteria to be used in evaluating the 
performance of this remedy is included in Section IX of this document.

Although Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 provide similar results when evaluated 
against the nine criteria, there are sone in^rtant difference. 
Alternative 2 provide the least amount of time in which contaminahe 
will continue to rech. 0/6, but it require the longet time for aquifer­
purging. Under Alternative 4, tire amount of time ccntaminane Will

Ultimately, the long-term residual risks are expected to be similar for 
each of the alternatives. None of the action alternatives are 
anticipated to have substantial adverse effects on public health or the 
environment as a result of implanentation. Effluent standards can be met 
to protect surface water quality. Each of the alternatives, except for 
NO Action, complies with ARARs.

resulting risk reduction. Alternative 2 is less effective’ than 
Alternative 3 or 4 in controlling source area contaminants, because 
Alternative 3 and 4 incorporate source area grourdwater removal and 
Alternative 2 draws contaminants away from the source before they are 

required under Alternatives 2 and 3 would be longer 
than for Alternative 4. The No Action alternative would require the
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REMEDY AND SWUTORY ancNSIX. SEEJEC:

The selected ranedy entails:

A

Iirplenentation of a treatment system for renoval of VOCs;*

* Discharge of the treated water to the Wisconsin River; and.
* Provision for inpiementation of an additional well, as necessary.

Determination of whether the initial well meets the response objectives

Installation of an extraction well located in the southern portion of 
the contaminant plume;

These two factors, in addition to requiring the longest purge time of die 
three action alternatives, makes Alternative 2 the least attractive. 
Between Alternatives 3 and 4, the purge time and costs are the major 
differences. Because CW6 is acting as a contaminant barrier well in the 
West well Field, and the water is treated to safe drinking levels, the 
small difference in purge time between Alternatives 3 and 4 is not 
considered to cause any additional long-term healdi risk. Therefore, 
because Alterative 4 is twice as costly without providing additional 
protection. Alternative 3 is considered the cost-effective alternative.

migrate to City Well 6 is the same, however. Alternative 4 requires die 
least amount of purge time. Alternative 3 has an intermediate time 
associated with both these factors. Alternative 2 provides less 
protection against eastward migration than Alternatives 3 and 4, and it 
results in moving contamination from-the source area further into the 
aquifer before capture by the extraction well.

Section 121 of SARA required that all reredies for Superfund sites be 
protective of human health and the environment, ccnply with ARARs, be 
cost-effective, and utilize permanent solutions and alternate treatment 
technologies to the maximum extent practicable. Alternative 3, with the 
modification presented below, is believed to provide die best balance of 
trade-offs among alternatives with respect to the criteria used to 
evaluate ranedies. The modification includes the inplementation of an 
additional extraction well if Alternative 3 is unable to perform as 
modelled, thereby failj^ to meet the response objectives for this 
operable unit, as outlined earlier. Based on the evaluation of the 
alternatives, U.S. EIA and the State of Wisconsin believe diat 
Alternative 3 (modified) would be protective, attain ARARs, be cost- 
effective, and would not be inconsistent with the final remedy at the’ 
site. The final remedy will atterpt to utilize permanent solutions and 
alternate treatment technologies or resource recovery technologies to the . 
maximum extent practicable.



23

* like extent of the cone of depression created by punping of theextraction well;

should, cwe .fail.

1. Protection of Hi Health and the : treEuSS

* Ihe ability of the extraction well to capture the plume;
* The amount of VDCs removed by the system over time; and,
* The system’s ability to protect CW7 and CW9 from contaminants,

Based on the risk assessment developed for this operable unit, chronic 
exposure to low levels of VXs, and contaminant plume migration to the 
West wen Field are the identified risks associated with the west side 
contaminant plume. Inpiementation of an extraction well in close 
proximity to the source area, and treatment of extracted groundwater 
under Alternative 3 provides protection to hunan health arvJ the 
environment by reducing chronic ejposure to low level VDCs and providing - 
additional protection to the west well field from plume migration. An 
added benefit of this alternative is the capture of contaminants 
migrating eastward under the Wisconsin River toward CW3.
Addition^ protection is also provided if Alternative 3 does not perform 
as predicted. Ihe provision for inpiementation of Alternative 4 if 
necessary provides a backup to the southern extraction well in the event 
that Alternative 3 does not control plume migration in the northern part of the study area.

-As stated above, the remedy is considered the nost cost-effective 
ranedial action. It ccnplies with Federal and State ARARs. it is 
protective of human health and the environment by mitigating contaminant 
movement towards CW6 and by providing protection against operational 
failure of CW6 or the air stripper currently treating water from 0/6.
Requirements of Section 121(b) (1) (A-G) which have been determined to be 
a^licable to this operable unit are discussed below. if a particular 
section is not addressed, it was determined not to be applicable to this operable unit.

Inpiementation of Mternative 3 will not pose any unacceptable slxjrt-term 
risks or cross-media inpacts to the site, the workers, or the comnunity.

for this ranedial action win be made following start-up of tJre system 
Criteria used in making this determination include;

Evaluation of the system will be based on data collected from existing 
monitoring wells during start-up- and after the system achieves steady state conditions in the aquifer.
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Federal; Clean Water Act ( 1a.

an ARAR.

b. Chapter NR 109

State; Qiapter NR 140 VJACc.

d. State; Chapters NR 102 WAC and NR 104 WAC

2. Attaimnent of Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Recaii rements of 
'.rpnmgntal .Laws

prior to discharge. ] 
WDNR pjrsuant to Section 402(a)(1) 
guidelines outlined in 40 CFR 125.3.

Alternative 3 will be designed to meet all applicable or relevant and 
appropriate requirements (ARARs) of-Federal and more stringent State 
environmental laws. Table 5 lists the ARARs that apply to each of the 
action alternatives and the following discussion provides the details of 
the ARARs that will be met by Alternative 3.

Chapters NR 102 and NR 104 of the Wisconsin Administrative Code regulate 
surface water quality standards and discharges of wastewater to sui'face 
water, respectively. LftTder NR 102 WAC, interim values used for 
establishing effluent limits for the contaminants of concern are TOC (to

Federal: Safe Drinldnq Water Act (SDMA)/State: 
Wisconsin Administrative Code (WAC)

The SEWA and corresponding State standards specifies maximum contaminant 
levels (MCLs) for drinking water at public water supplies. Since VDCs, 
and in particular TCE, are regulated under the SEWA mcls, requirements- 
for achieving MCLs are relevant and appropriate for this remedial action.

Wisconsin groundwater protection Administrative Rule, Chapter NR 140 WAC, 
regulates public health groundwater quality standards for the State of 
Wisconsin. Ihe enforceable groundwater quality stardard for ICE is
1.8 ug/L. Groundwater quality standards as found in NR 140 l^IAC are ARARs 
for this renedial action.

Treatment of extracted groundwater prior to discharge is 
Section 301(b)(2) of the Clean Water Act requires the application of Best 
Available Technology (BAT) econcmically achievable to treat pollutants 

BAT is determined on a case-ty-case basis by the 
Clean Water Act, using

Discharge of extracted groundwater is subject to the requirements of tlie 
Clean Water Act. Ambient Water (Xaality Criteria (AWQC) for protection of 
freshwater aquatic organisms related to discharges to surface bodies is 
an ARAR. General requirsnents for discharges to surface waters under die 
Wisconsin Pollutant Discharge Elimination Systan (WPDES) discharge regulations are also an ARAR.
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State: Chapter MR 112 WACe.

f. Chanters NR 200State: 217 aivl 219 WAC

3. Cost-effectiveness

a high degree of effectiveness by providing

West wen Field.

lipi

Therefore, Alternative 3 
cost-effective alternative that is

Alternative 3 affords ;  
protection from Chronic low level exposure of TCE for production wells 
CW3 and CW6, as well as providing protection from plume migration in the 
West wen Field. Alternative 3 is the least costly alternative that is 
protective of human health and the environment, 
is considered to be the most 
protective.

These cheaters of the Wisconsin Administrative Code cover discharge 
permit applications, effluent limitations, and monitoring and reporting 

- requiranents for discharge activities to surface water bodies in the 
• State. All substantive technical requirements urxler these regulations will be met for this remedial action.

be considered), for this remedial action. NR 104 sets effluent 
limits and classifies surfaces waters in the State of Wisconsin.

4. Utilization of Permanent Solutions and Alternative Treat 
Techrxjloqies or Resource Recovery Technologies to the Maximum Extent Practicable

Chapter NR 112 VRC addresses well construction ard pump installation for 
extraction wells vhich withdraw 70 or greater. Requirements under 
this regulation will be addressed during the design phase of the ronedial 
action. Additional action-specific ARARs pertaining to construction of 
the remedy will also be addressed during design. These include, but are 
not limited to, ILHR 81-84 W\C, ILHR 50-53 WAC, and IND 1 and 6 WAC.

U.S. ERA and WENR believe the selected remedy is the nost appropriate 
alternative for meeting the respxjnse objectives for this operable unit. 
All of the alternatives evaluated (except No Action) provide adequate 
protection from chronic exposure to low levels of TCE and protection from 
plume migration. Alternative 2 does not effectively provide protection 
from TCE migration to the East well Field, nor does it provide for 
capture of contaminants at the source area. Alternatives 3 and 4 are
comparable vzith respect to the nine criteria with the exception of purge" 
time and costs. Because CW6 is acting as a contaminant barrier well for 
the northern portion of the plume, and the water is treated to safe 
drinlcing levels through an existing air stripper, the small difference, in 
pjrge time between the two does not Cause any appreciable additional 
healtli risk. Therefore, because Alternative 4 is twice as costly without
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Alternative isprotection. 3 the preferred

5. Preference for Treatment as a Principal Elf

Extraction of the contaminated groundwater in the vicinity of the source 
area will eliminate additional loading of contaminants to the aquifer and 
will extract contaminants in the groundwater. This action will be 
consistent with a final remedy to permanently restore the sole-source 
aquifer. Air stripping of extracted water prior to discharge is an 
appropriate treatment considering the low levels that are expected to be 
found and released via the air. The treatment system will be determined 
by the WCC© during the design phase of the project. Therefore, the 
selected ranedy provides the best balance of trade-offs with respect to 
the nine criteria and represents the maximum extent to which permanent 
solutions and treatment are practicable. The final remedy will attempt 
to utilize permanent solutions and alternate treatment technologies or 
resource recovery technologies to the maximum’ extent practicable.

The statutory preference for remedies that employ treatment which 
permanently and significantly reduces toxicity, mobility, or volxime of 
hazardous substances as a principal element is not satisfied. Treatment 
of extracted groundwater to reduce, toxicity, mc^ility, or volume would 
seem to be desirable to satisfy the statutory preference. However, 
treatment of contaminants which permanently. and significantly reduces 
toxicity, mobility, or volume of hazardous substances was not found to be 
practicable or cost-effective within the limited scope of this operable 
unit.

providing additional 
alternative.
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This document sunmaries the oral cements received at the public meeting 
..held October 17, 1988, and the written COTments received during the public 
connent period of October 3 to October 24, 1988.

Ihe preferred alternative for the Waus^ Groundwater Contamination (Wausau) 
site was announced to the public just prior to the beginning of the public 
conment period. Ihe preferred alternative includes:

Ihe public cement period was held from October 3 to October 24, 1938 to 
receive carments concerning the draft p^iased feasibility study (PFSj‘. 
Because of the similarities, individual comnents have.been suunarized and groupaed where appropriate.

* Installation of a groundwater extraction well in the vicinity of the 
source of the West Well Field contaminant plume;

* Treatment of the extracted water; and.
* Ihe discharge of the treated water to the Wisconsin River; and
* A provision for inplenentation of an additional well.

Judging from the comnents received during the public ccximent p^eriod, all 
paarties support the eactraction of contaminated groundwater from the'West"' 
Well Field. However, concern has been expressed over the typae of treatment 
system to be used prior to discharge to the Wisconsin River.

Ihis respaonsiveness summary is developed to document caimunity inyolvanent 
and concerns during the development of the phased feasibility study (PFS) 
for the waus^ Groundwater Contamination site, Wausau, Wisconsin, Comments 
received during the public carment period were considered in die selection 
of the operable unit renedial action for the site. Ihe responsiveness 
sunmary serves two purposes: It provides U.S. ERA with information about 
community preferences and concerns regarding the ranedial alternatives, and 
it shows manbers of the conrnunity how their conrients were incorporated' into the decision-making process.
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For any discliarge of

2

*lTie regulation may be sunmarized as follows: For any discliarge of 
contaminants to surface water bodies, the Best Available Technology (BAT) 
for treatment of that contaminant that is readily available and not 'cost- 
prohibitive should be applied prior to discharge of that water.

The responsibility for regulating discharges under the has been 
delegated to the State. Therefore, the type of treatment that would 
satisfy the BAT requirenent will be determined by the Wisconsin

- Department of Natural Resources (WEWR) during the design p^iase of the 
project. U.S. EPA conservatively proposed an air stripper for 
treatment of VDCs in the PFS and RCD only for the purposes of cost­
estimation, in order to corply with BAT requirements. However, 
another type of treatment system may also meet the BAT requirement. 
The effectiveness of a passive system for treating VOCs will be 
evaluated by the WDNR during the design phase of the project.

it: The Mayor of Wausau, the Wausau City Council President, and 
Marathon Electric Corporation have all expressed concern regarding 
the type of treatment system to be utilized for removal of Volatile 
Organic Caipounds (WCs) from the extracted grouridwater. Each party 
indicated that they favor the inpiementation of a passive 
volatilization system for treating VDCs, rather than a forced-air 
stripping system, because of cost considerations.

A. Response: As discussed in the PFS and the Record of Decision (ROD) 
for this operable unit rannedial action, the Clean Water Act (CWA) 
requires treatment of the extracted groundwater for VDC removal prior 
to discharge*. This requirement is not based on effluent limits, but 
rather on the availability of treatment technologies to raiove 
contaminants prior to discharge.

B. Comment: Wausau Chemical Corporation recormended that the proposed 
remedial action be implanented such that the contaminants found on 
the east side of the Wisconsin River are not pulled to tlie west side 
due to puitping of the proposed extraction well. It further 
reccmmended that the reme^ must reduce or minimize the existing 
migration of contamination from the west side sources(s) to the East 
Well Field.

B. Response: The consideration of this ccnment is eiibodied in the 
selection of Alternative 3, in that this alternative is expected to 
have a substantial inpact on eastward migration of TCE. Punping of 
the extraction well, as outlined in the PFS, is not axpected to-- 
induce East Well Field contaminant migration to the West Well Field. 
Modelling performed during the phased feasibility study supports this 
conclusion. Furthermore, water level monitoring win be performed 
during start-up- and subsecpent operation of the system to ensure that 
the desired performance is attained. Any adverse inpacts will be corrected as necessary.
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c. c
U.S.

D. Coning: ihe City of Wausau and I-larathon Electric Corporation have 
^inted out the fact that they offered to uiplenent (a variation of) 
the preferred alternative over a year ago and are concerned with the 
apparent lack of action taken so far by U.S. EFA.

D. Response: At the time of the proposal, U.S. EFA felt the action u-as 
pronature due to identified data gaps regarding contamination plumes 

the location of the source(s) for the West Well Field contaminant plume and the occurrence of TCE migration 
beneath the Wisconsin River had yet not been identified 
R^ermore, U.S. ERA was required to evaluate protective, cost- 
effective remedies prior to undertaking remedial action at Superfund 
sites. At the time of the proposal, no development or evaluation of 
alternatives had been completed. The data gaps have now been 
n^owed, and U.S. EPA feels that it is prudent to go forward with the mplementation of Alternative 3 (modified).

Marathon Electric Corporation requested that the ROD allow 
EFA to approve the use of extracted water as a non-contact coolant in fferathon Electric’s foundry operations.

C. ££?PP^g: Since the above use of the water was not considered in the 
feasibi.uity study, U.S. EPA would not specifically address this 

J’QD- Approval for this type of action would be 
re^uir^ through issuance of a discharge permit, and

thus the decision will be made during the design phase of the project.



ATTACHMENT II
The Remedial Action Plan is not attached.


