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United States of America, State of Wisconsin v. 
City of Wausau,Wisconsin; Marathon Electric Corp.; 
Wausau Chemical Corporation and James E. Cherwinka, 
Case No. 90-C-08311-C
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Clerk
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Madison, Wisconsin 53703
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I am writing to confirm that the Consent Decree entered on 
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entitled cases.
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, 
STATE OP WISCONSIN

CITY OP WAUSAU, Wisconsin 
MARATHON ELECTRIC 

MANUFACTURING CORP.
WAUSAU CHEMICAL CORPORATION 
JAMES E. CHERWINKA

In response to a release or a
of a Hazardous Substance into, at or from the Facility,

In THE UNITED STATES DISTRICTpCDURT 
FOR THE WESTERN DISTRICTj OF {

J 
f J

defined in paragraph 4 of this Consent Decree) 
Priorities List ("NPL"), which is set forth at 40 CFR Part 300, 
Appendix B, by publication in the Federal Register on June 10,

i!.s

The United States Environmental Protection Agency 
("U.S. ERA"), pursuant to Section 105 of the Comprehensive 
Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980, 

Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act of 
1986 ("CERCLA"), 42 U.S.C. §9605, placed the Wausau Groundwater 
Contamination Site (a.k.a. Wausau Water Supply NPL Site), located 

in Marathon County, Wisconsin (the "Facility" as

EPA in July, 1987, commenced a Remedial Investigation and
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Feasibility Study ("RIFS") pursuant to 40 CFR §300.68 for the
Facility;

During the RIFS process, U.S. EPA determined that an interim

prior to development of a final remedy. in order to expedite the
clean-up of the Facility. U.S. EPA completed a Phased Technical
Memorandum Report on April 25, and completed a Phased1988,
Feasibility Study ("PFS") Report and Proposed Plan for Interim
Remedial Action on October 3, 1988.

After public notice, opportunity for comment, and response to
comments on the proposed interim operable unit remedy, U.S. EPA
issued its interim Record of Decision ("interim ROD") on December

Pursuant to a consent decree lodged with the Court on July 17,

655-C), two of the five Potentially Responsible Parties ("PRPs"),
the City of Wausau and Marathon Electric Manufacturing
Corporation, have agreed to design and implement the interim
operable unit remedy. The interim ROD and the September 8, 1989,
consent decree are attached hereto as Appendix 1.

U.S. EPA published the final Remedial Investigation ("RI")
Report in July, 1989, and completed the final Feasibility Study

1-
("FS") Report in August, 1989. The FS Report contained a
proposed final remedial action at the Facility;

of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. §9617, published notice of the completion of
On or about August 14, 1989,

23, 1988, recommending an interim operable unit remedial action.

1989, and entered on September 8, 1989 (Civil Action No. 89-C-

U.S. EPA, pursuant to Section 117

"operable unit" remedy could be implemented at the Facility,
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§9617,

Region V, 230 South Dearborn Street,record located at U.S. ERA,

Wisconsin.at the Marathon County Public Library, Wausau,
pursuant to Section 122 of

§9622, notified Settling Defendants that the
PRP regarding the proposedEPA determined each party to beU.S. a

remedial action at the Facility;
42 U.S.C.In accordance with Section 121(f)(1)(F) of CERCLA,

U.S. EPA notified the State of Wisconsin on§9621(f)(1)(F),
1989, of negotiations with PRPs regarding the scopeDecember 8,

of the remedial design and remedial action for the Facility, and

U.S. EPA has provided the State with an opportunity to
participate in such negotiations and be a party to any
settlement;

1989, Settling1989, and November 20,On October 16,

the RIFS and of the proposed remedial action in a major local 
newspaper of general circulation and provided opportunity for
public comment to be submitted in writing to U.S. EPA by

or orally at a public meeting held in the

Defendants provided Wausau Energy Corporation with notice of 
negotiations regarding the Facility, and provided the opportunity

On December 8, 1989, U.S. EPA,

September 12, 1989,
City of Wausau, Wisconsin, on August 22, 1989;

Chicago, Illinois and at Wausau City Hall, Wausau, Wisconsin, and

CERCLA, 42 U.S.C.

U.S. EPA, pursuant to Section 117 of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C.
has kept a transcript of the public meeting and has made this 
transcript available to the public as part of the administrative
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to Wausau Energy Corporation to participate in such negotiations
and be a party to any settlement;

EPA notified the Federal natural resource
trustee of negotiations with PRPs on the subject of addressing
the release or threatened release of hazardous substances at the
Facility;

of responses, all of which have been included in the
administrative record referred to above;

Considering the proposed remedial action and the public
comments received, EPA has reached a decision on a finalU.S.
remedial action, which is embodied in a document called a Record
of Decision ("ROD") signed by the Regional Administrator on

(attached as Appendix 2 hereto), to which the
State has given its

EPA's reasons for the final remedial action and for anyof U.S.
significant changes from the proposed remedial action contained
in the FS;

U.S. EPA, pursuant to Section 117(bj of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C.
§9617(b), has provided public notice of adoption of the final
remedial action set forth in the ROD, including notice of the
ROD'S availability to the public for review in the same locations
as the administrative record referred to above;

Certain persons have provided comments on U.S. EPA's proposed
remedial action, and to such comments U.S. EPA provided a summary

concurrence, and which includes a discussion
September 29, 1989,

Pursuant to Section 122(j) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. §9622(j), on
December 8, 1989, U.S.
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§9617(d), the

notice has been published in a major local newspaper of general
and the notice includes an explanation of any

in the FS and the reasons for such changes;
42 U.S.C.Pursuant to Section 121(d)(1) of CERCLA,

the State of Wisconsin, and Settling

Facility;
The Parties believe the remedial action adopted by U.S. EPA

legally applicable or relevant and appropriate standards,
criteria,, or limitations under Federalrequirements,

environmental law or State environmental or facility siting law
42 U.S.C.in accordance with Section 121(d)(2) of CERCLA,

§9621(d)(2), and that the remedial action is in accordance with
§9621, and with the NationalSection 121 of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C.

Contingency Plan ("NCP"), 40 CFR Part 300;
Settling Defendants agree to implement the final remedial

including the interim operable unit, adopted by U.S. EPAaction,
in the interim and final RODs as set forth in Appendices 1 and 2

adopted by U.S. EPA will attain a degree of cleanup of Hazardous 
Substances, Pollutants and Contaminants released into the 
environment and of control of further release which at a minimum

circulation, 
significant changes from the proposed remedial action contained

will provide a level or standard of control for such Hazardous 
or Contaminants which at least attains

assures protection of human health and the environment at the

§9621(d)(1), U.S. EPA,
Defendants ("the Parties") believe that the remedial action

Substances, Pollutants,

Pursuant to Section 117(d) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C.
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to this Consent Decree and incorporated by reference into this

and U.S. EPA has determined that the work required underDecree,
this Decree will be done properly by Settling Defendants and that
Settling Defendants are qualified to implement the final remedial
action; and

The Parties recognize, and intend to further hereby, the
public interest in the expedition of the cleanup of the Facility

THEREFORE, it is hereby Ordered and Decreed:NOW,
I. PURPOSE OF DECREE

The purpose of this Consent Decree is to provide for1. a.
implementation by Settling Defendants of the final remedial
design and remedial action for the Facility selected by U.S. EPA,
as set forth in the interim and final Records of Decision
attached as Appendices 1 and 2, and to provide for payment of
certain costs incurred and to be incurred by the United States
and the State.

This Consent Decree, upon entry, shall supersede theb.

in Civil Action No 89-C-655-C,.except as set forth in Section
XXVI, paragraph 84, of the interim operable unit consent decree.

II. JURISDICTION
This Court has jurisdiction over the subject matter2.

herein and over the Parties consenting hereto pursuant to 28
U.S.C.

and in avoiding prolonged and complicated litigation between the 
Parties;

Sections 1331, and 1345, and Sections 107(a), 113(b), and

September 8, 1989, interim operable unit consent decree entered
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Settling
to

this action.
PARTIES BOUND

successors and assigns.

Settling Defendants
to the Contractor(s)

the Contractor(s) to

DEFINITIONSIV.
this Consent4.

Decree
definitions shall apply:

means

the remedial action, such

Whenever the following terms are used in 
and the Appendices attached hereto, the following

hired to perform the Work (as 
this Consent Decree and shall require

of this Decree to anyprovide written notice and a copy 
subcontractor retained to perform any part of the Work.

authorized by the Party or 
enter into the terms and conditions 
execute and legally bind that Party to it. 
shall provide a copy of this Consent Decree

hereinafter defined) required by

122 of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. §§9607(a), 9613(b), and 9622. !
challenge this Court's jurisdiction 

Settling
Defendants shall not
enter, modify and enforce this Consent Decree.
Defendants hereby waive service of the summons and complaint in

A. "Cleanup Standards" means the requirements respecting the 
degree of cleanup of groundwater, surface water, soil, air or 
other environmental media that must be achieved and maintained by 

requirements being set forth in the

III.
3. This Consent Decree applies to and is binding upon the 

undersigned Parties and their officers, directors, agents.
The undersigned representative of each 

Party to this Consent Decree certifies that he or she is fully 
Parties whom she or he represents to 

of the Consent Decree and to
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B.

C.

U.S.C. §9607(b).
D.

E.

attached as Appendix 3.

Decree.
do those portions of the Work for which it is retained, 
contractor and subcontractor shall be deemed to be related by 
contract to each Settling Defendant within the meaning of 42

plans required by this Decree.
"Consent Decree" means this Decree and the four

In the event of any conflict between theappendices hereto.
Decree and any appendix, the Decree shall control.

"Contractor" means the company or companies retained by 
or on behalf of Settling Defendants to undertake and complete the 
Work required by the ROD, the interim ROD and this Consent

Each Contractor and subcontractor must be qualified to
Each

"Engineer" or "Architect" means the company or companies 
retained by the Settling Defendants to prepare the construction 
plan and specifications needed to accomplish the Work required by 
the ROD, the interim ROD and this Consent Decree.

For purposes of this Consent Decree only, "Facility" 
means the soil, subsoil, groundwater and the surface water in and 
around the City of Wausau, Wisconsin, and encompasses the aquifer 
underlying the City of Wausau, Wisconsin. 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, Wisconsin, as shown on the map

ROD, the Interim ROD, paragraph 12 of this Decree, and in the
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The term "Hazardous Substance, Pollutant,F.

shall have the meaning provided in Sections 101(14) and 101(33)

G.

H.
The NCP

EPA andI.

Decree.
J.

of Wisconsin and the Settling Defendants.
"Performance Standards" means the performanceK.

theas

L.

is promulgated at 40 CFR Part 300.
"Oversight Costs" are those costs incurred by U.S.

the State in monitoring the compliance of the Settling Defendants
with this Consent Decree, including but not limited to payroll

indirect and overhead costs, sampling and

of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. §§9.601(14) and 9601(33)
"Interim ROD" means the Record of Decision issued on

requirements for the remedial action which must be met by 
set forth in this Decree, the ROD,

and other direct costs, 
laboratory costs, travel, contractor costs and costs of review 
and approval of the Work performed pursuant to this Consent

"National Contingency Plan" or
term is used in Section 105 of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. §9605.

"Parties" means the United States of America, the State

or Contaminant"

Settling Defendants,
Interim ROD, the SOW, the RD/RA Work Plan and/or other plans 
submitted to and approved by U.S. EPA pursuant to this Decree.

"RD/RA Work Plan" means the Remedial Design/Remedial 
Action Work Plan for the design, construction and implementation 
of the remedial action, and operation and maintenance of the 
remedial action for the Facility, as submitted by Settling

December 23, 1988, attached as Appendix 1 hereto.
"NCP" shall be used as that
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Defendants and approved by U.S. EPA pursuant to paragraph 13 of
this Decree, including any modifications made pursuant to the
provisions of this Decree.

M. "Record of Decision" or "ROD" means the administrative
Record of Decision issued by U.S. EPA on September 29, 1989,
setting forth the remedial action requirements for the Facility,
attached as Appendix 2 hereto.

"Remedial Project Manager" or "RPM" means the personN.

activities at the Facility pursuant to the NCP and Section XI
hereof.

"Response Costs" means any costs not inconsistent withO.
the National Contingency Plan incurred by the United States or
the State pursuant to 42 U.S.C. §§9601 s^.

P. "Scope of Work" or "SOW" means the plan. set forth as
Appendix 4 to this Decree, for implementation of the remedial
design and remedial action at the Facility pursuant to the Record
of Decision, and any subsequent amendments of Appendix 4 pursuant
to the provisions of this Decree.

"Settling Defendants" means those Parties other than theQ.
United States of America or the State who sign this Consent
Decree.

R. "State" means the State of Wisconsin.
S. "WDNR" means the Wisconsin Department of Natural

Resources.
"United States" means the United States of America.T.

designated by U.S. EPA to coordinate, monitor or direct remedial
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••U.S. EPA^^ means the United States EnvironmentalU.

V.
X.

Decree.
GENERAL PROVISIONSV.

Commitment of Settling Defendants to Perform RD/RA.5.
A.

B.

Section VI below.
Compliance with Applicable Laws; Permits and Approvals6.
A.

laws, regulations and permits as required by CERCLA.

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

requirements of this Decree, the ROD, 
and all other plans or schedules submitted 

In case of conflict
Plan, the Interim ROD,

Settling Defendants agree jointly and severally to 
finance and perform the Work as defined in paragraph 4 hereof.

The Work shall be completed in accordance with all 
the SOW, the RD/RA Work

and approved by U.S. EPA under this Decree.
between any of the documents, the document listed first in the 
order listed in the preceding sentence shall control. The 
procedures for submission and approval of plans are set forth in

Protection Agency.
••U.S. DOJ^' means the United States Department of Justice.
••Work^^ means the design, construction and implementation, 

in accordance with this Consent Decree, of the tasks described in 
the ROD, the Interim ROD, this Decree, the Scope of Work, the 
RD/RA Work Plan, and any other plans or schedules submitted by 
Settling Defendants and approved by U.S. EPA pursuant to this
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Pursuant to Section 121(e)(1) of CERCLA,B. no

entirely on-site. Settling Defendants shall obtain all permits
or approvals necessary for off-site work under applicable

state or local laws and shall submit timely applicationsfederal,
and requests for any such permits and approvals.

The standards and provisions of Section XII hereofC.
describing Force Maieure shall govern delays in obtaining permits
required for the Work and also the denial of any such
permits, provided that Settling Defendants have made timely and
complete application for any such permits.

Settling Defendants shall include, in all contractsD.
or subcontracts entered into for Work required under this Consent

provisions stating that such contractors orDecree,
subcontractors, including their agents and employees, shall
perform all activities required by such contracts or subcontracts
in compliance with all applicable laws and regulations.

This Consent Decree is not a permit issued pursuantE.
to any federal or state statute or regulation.

No informal advice, guidance.Formal Approval Recruired.7.
suggestions or comments by representatives of the United States
or the State on plans, reports or other documents submitted by
the Settling Defendants shall be construed as relieving them from
obtaining any formal approvals, permits or other authorizations
required by law or by this Decree.
suggestions or comments by such government representatives with

Further, no advice, guidance.

federal, state, or local permits are required for work conducted
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Decree or to transfer any

9.
A.

located.

this Decree to any other party or person.
Unless otherwise provided, dates

comprise the Old City/Marathon Electric Landfill, the parcels 
which comprise the Wausau Chemical Corporation property, the 
parcel(s) of land upon which the interim operable unit extraction 
well described in the Interim ROD and RD/RA Work Plan will be

respect to any submission by the Settling Defendants shall be 
construed so as to relieve them of their obligations under this 

of their liability or obligations under

calendar days.
notification required by this Decree falls upon a weekend or 
state or federal holiday, the time period for submission of that 
item or notification is extended to the next working day
following the weekend or holiday.

Conveyance of the Facility
Within thirty (30) days of approval by the Court of 

this Decree, each Settling Defendant shall record a Notice of 
this Decree with the Office of the Register of Deeds, Marathon 

in the chain of title for each parcel

8. Computation of Time.
and time periods specified in or under this Decree are in 

If the date for submission of any item or

County, State of Wisconsin, 
of the Facility owned by the Settling Defendants, including 
parcels owned by the Wausau Water and Sewerage Utilities, where 
physical components of the remedial action will be/are located, 
and those parcels where source areas of contamination are

These areas include the parcels owned by the City of 
Wausau and Marathon Electric Manufacturing Corporation which
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located, and the parcels upon which City Well ("CW") 3 and CW6
are located.

The areas of the Facility described in paragraphB.
9.A. above, may be freely alienated provided that at least sixty
(60) days prior to the date of such alienation, the Settling
Defendant which owns the parcel notifies the United States and
the State of such proposed alienation, the name of the grantee.
and a description of the Settling Defendant's obligations to be

Additionally, the Settling Defendantperformed by such grantee.
shall provide a copy of the Consent Decree to the proposed
grantee at least sixty (60) days prior to the date of such

In the event of such alienation, all of Settlingalienation.
Defendants' obligations regarding the alienated parcel pursuant
to this Decree shall continue to be met by all Settling
Defendants and the grantee.

Any deed, title or other instrument of conveyanceC.
regarding a parcel of the Facility described in paragraph 9.A.
above shall contain a notice that the parcel is the subject of

case
number, the court having jurisdiction herein, the address of the

notation that a copy of the Consent Decree may be obtained by
contacting the Clerk of the Court or the City Clerk, City Hall,

Clerk of the Court for the court having jurisdiction herein and a

Wausau, Wisconsin.

this Consent Decree, setting forth the name of the case.
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PERFORMANCE OF WORK BY SETTLING DEFENDANTSVI.

10.
Architect/Enqineer.A.

Selection of any such
EPA in

consultation with the State.
All remedial action Work to beContractor.B.

State.

If U.S.

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

professional architect or engineer.
architect or engineer is subject to approval by U.S.

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

As soon as possible after entry

performed pursuant to this Consent Decree.
architect/engineer or contractor and/or subcontractor shall be 
subject to approval by the U.S. EPA in consultation with the

the Settling Defendants shall notify U.S. 
writing, of the name, title, and qualifications of the proposed 
architect/engineer, and the names of principal contractors and 
subcontractors proposed to be used in carrying out the Work to be

Selection of any such

Selection of Architect/Enqineer and Contractor(sj.
All remedial design Work to be

qualified professional engineer.
of the Decree, and at least 30 days prior to the date upon which 
initiation of remedial action Work is required under this Decree, 

EPA and the State, in

C. Disapproval of Architect/Enqineer or Contractor*
EPA disapproves of the initial or subsequent selection of 

an architect/engineer or contractor, Settling Defendants shall 
submit a list of alternate architect/engineers or contractors to
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U.S. EPA and the State within thirty (30) days of receipt of the
notice of disapproval. As soon as practicable after receipt of
the list, will providein consultation with the State,U.S. EPA,
written notice of the names of the architects. engineers or
contractors on the list of which it approves. Settling
Defendants may select any approved architect, engineer or
contractor from the list and Shall notify U.S. EPA and the State
of the name of the person or entity selected within twenty-one
(21) days of receipt of the list.

Replacement of Architect/Enqineer or Contractor. IfD.
at any time Settling Defendants propose to change an architect.
engineer or contractor previously approved by U.S. EPA, they
shall give written notice to U.S. EPA and the State of the name.
title and qualifications of the proposed new architect. engineer
or contractor. Such architect. engineer or contractor shall not

in consultation withperform any Work until approval by U.S. EPA,
the State, has been given.

Scope of Work. Appendix 4 to this Consent Decree11.
provides a Scope of Work ("SOW”) for the implementation and
completion of remedial design and remedial action at the
Facility. This Scope of Work is incorporated into and made an
enforceable part of this Consent Decree.

The Work performed by12. Cleanup and Performance Standards.
Settling Defendants under this Consent Decree shall meet the
Cleanup Standards and Performance Standards set forth below, as
modified by U.S. EPA in consultation with the State, in
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These Cleanup andaccordance with this Consent Decree.

Performance Standards are based upon the Administrative Record,
the interim ROD, the final ROD (including response objectives and
ARARs as explained at Section IX, especially pages 31-32, of the
final ROD), upon the Wisconsin Administrative Code Chapter NR 140
(WAC Chap. NR 140) Groundwater Quality Standards, upon applicable
Safe Drinking Water Act C’SDWA'') Maximum Concentration Levels
("MCLs”) , upon the Clean Water Act ("CWA'') Section 301 Best
Available Technology (''BAT") reguirements and Section 303 Federal
Water Quality Standards (''FWQS”) , upon the Wisconsin Water
Quality Standards (promulgated pursuant to Wisconsin Statutes
Chapters 144 and 147), and upon health based levels. as
applicable.

Settling Defendants shall operate the components of the final

EPA,
with the State.

Section A.l below sets forth the Performance Standards which
must be obtained and met during the operation of the soil vapor
extraction (SVE) components of the final remedy. The SVE
Performance Standards are intended to ensure that the SVE systems
are operated in a manner which will achieve the Cleanup Standards
on a timely basis.

Sections A.2. and A.3. below set forth the Performance
Standards which must be obtained and met during operation of the
groundwater extraction components of the final remedy. The

remedy until the Cleanup and Performance Standards are fully 
achieved, unless otherwise approved by U.S. EPA, in consultation
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groundwater extraction Performance Standards are intended to
ensure that the groundwater extraction component of the final

Section B.l below sets forth the Cleanup Standards for
groundwater extraction. The groundwater Cleanup Standards are

reduced to specified concentrations.are

The SVE Cleanup Standards are intended to
ensure that the SVE components of the remedy are operated until
contaminant levels in soils and groundwater are reduced to
specified concentrations.

accordance with this Consent Decree.
A. Performance Standards

operation of the final remedy. The Performance Standards set

Decree.

Settling Defendants shall operate the final remedy such that 
the Performance Standards are met as specified during the

intended to ensure that the groundwater extraction components of 
the remedy are operated until contaminant levels in the aquifer

Section B.2 sets forth the Cleanup Standards for soil vapor 
extraction (SVE).

remedy is operated in a manner which will achieve the Cleanup 
Standards set forth below on a timely basis.

forth below may be modified by U.S. EPA as necessary, in

Additional Performance and Cleanup Standards may be 
established by U.S. EPA, in consultation with the State, in

consultation with the State, in accordance with this Consent
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1.

U.S. EPA approval,
contractor.

b.

with the State.

wells,

gas

d.

and

at least a 25% overlap between the cones
and shall maintain an extraction well vacuum pressure to 

in consultation with the State.

Settling Defendants shall employ the optimum spacing 
at theof wells and optimum extraction well vacuum pressure 

extraction well head, as approved by U.S. EPA, in consultation
At a minimum. Settling Defendants shall maintain

of influence of adjacent

Soil Vapor Extraction Performance Standards
a. Settling Defendants shall utilize a SVE contractor 

experienced in performing SVE at Superfund sites and shall obtain 
in consultation with the State, of the SVE

approved by the U.S. EPA, in consultation with the State.
In order to provide U.S. EPA and the State with data 

necessary to determine whether the SVE systems are meeting 
Performance Standards and reducing soil contamination, the 
Settling Defendants shall implement a SVE monitoring program 
perform periodic monitoring of the SVE systems, as approved by 
U.S. EPA in consultation with the State. Prior to all sampling

be approved by U.S. EPA,
c. In order to gain U.S. EPA approval to cease 

operation of the SVE systems. Settling Defendants must meet the 
SVE Cleanup Standards and must demonstrate that the soil vapor 
extraction systems have reduced the concentration of total 
exhaust gas VOCs to 1% of the initial exhaust gas VOC 
concentration ’. All measurements, including the initial exhaust 

VOC concentration measurements, shall be performed as
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events,

in consultation with the State.
In order to demonstrate that the SVE systems aree.

These tests shall entail collection and analysis of aEPA.
predetermined number of random soil samples collected at various

soilAt a minimum,U.S. EPA approved locations and depths.
samples for the performance objective tests shall be obtained
prior to startup of the SVE systems, at the midoperation point or
within two (2) years of start-up, whichever comes first, and at
the completion of the operation of the SVE systems.

2.

EPA in consultation with the State.
The operable unit extraction well shall be pumped ata.

a minimum of 1600 gallons per minute (gpm) for at least 125 hours
per week, until the Cleanup Standards set forth in paragraph
12.B., and any other Cleanup Standards set by U.S. EPA pursuant

in
consultation with the State.

Settling Defendants shall treat extractedb.
groundwater utilizing the treatment system specified in the

Settling Defendants shall operate the operable unit 
groundwater extraction system to meet the Performance Standards

Operable Unit Groundwater Extraction System Performance 
Standards

reducing soil contaminant concentrations. Settling Defendants 
shall conduct performance objective tests as approved by U.S.

the SVE systems shall be shut off for a minimum of 48 
hours before collecting samples, unless otherwise approved by

set forth below, at all times, unless otherwise approved by U.S.

to paragraph 12.B., are achieved, as determined by U.S. EPA,

U.S. EPA,
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At a minimum, any discharges

EPAc.

Performance Standards.
d.

determined necessary and as approved by U.S.
with the State.

3.

in consultation with the State.

Failure

the terms of the Consent Decree.

approved monitoring program to provide U.S.
demonstrating that the operable unit extraction system is meeting

The pumping rates set forth below for CW3 and CW6 are based on 
modelling which assumes an average monthly pumping rate of 1257

Municipal Groundwater Extraction Well System Performance 
Standards.
Settling Defendants shall operate the Municipal 

Groundwater Extraction Well System (City Wells CW3 and CW6) to 
meet the Perfoirmance Standards set forth below, at all times.

supply system for the City of Wausau, including CW3 and CW6 and 
controlled by the City of Wausau.

approved final RD/RA Work Plan.
shall meet all requirements of the CWA, including application of 
CWA Section 301 BAT, and all requirements of Wisconsin Water 
Quality Standards (promulgated pursuant to Wis. Stat. Chaps. 144
and 147), prior to discharge.

Settling Defendants shall implement an U.S.
EPA with data

Settling Defendants shall implement and operate the 
second extraction well as delineated in the Interim ROD, if

EPA in consultation

unless otherwise directed by EPA,
It is understood that the Wausau Water Utility operates the water

that the Utility is
of the Utility to meet the applicable terms of this Consent
Decree shall constitute failure of Settling Defendants to meet
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gpm for CWIO, and 314 gpm for each CW7 and CW9. To the extent
possible, the Settling Defendants agree to operate the municipal
water supply system so as to approximate the average monthly
pumping rates for CW7,
completion of the final remedy.

CW3 shall be pumped at a minimum rate of 1100 gpma.
for at least 100 hours per week.

b. CW6 shall be pumped at a minimum rate of 1500 gpm
for at least 100 hours per week.

Settling Defendants shall perform groundwaterc.
modelling, utilizing a MODFLOW/RANDOM WALK model or its
equivalent, as approved by U.S. ERA in consultation with the
State, to provide U.S. ERA with information by which to assess
the impact of any proposed changes to the municipal groundwater
extraction Rerformance Standards listed in 3.a. and 3.b. above.
Alternatively, U.S. ERA may perform the necessary modelling. and
Settling Defendants shall pay for the U.S. ERA modelling as part
of Oversight costs.

d. Treatment of extracted groundwater from CW3 and CW6
shall be performed utilizing the existing air strippers. The air
strippers shall be maintained and operated such that 99% VOC
removal efficiency is maintained at all times.

Settling Defendants shall notify U.S. ERA at leaste.
twenty-four (24) hours in advance of any shutdowns of CW3 and
CW6. In cases of emergency shutdowns. Settling Defendants shall

CW9 and CWIO, in order to achieve timely
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f.

The

demand.

approval for operation of the municipal well groundwater
extraction component of the final remedy.

Cleanup StandardsB.
The Settling Defendants shall operate the final remedy

pumping rates set forth above for CW7, CW9 and CWIO. 
description shall include the rationale and strategy for 
operation of the system, and shall describe provisions for 
meeting changing conditions and contingencies (e.g. changing 

seasonal variations, precipitation events, breakdowns.

until the Cleanup Standards set forth below, and any Cleanup 
Standards set pursuant to or applicable to this Decree, including 
all applicable Ground Water Quality Standards set forth in Wis.

for the previous month for the water supply system.
subparagraph shall be effective beginning with the month 
following the month in which Settling Defendants receive U.S. EPA

maintenance, etc.).
g. Settling Defendants shall include in the monthly 

progress reports the pumping and maintenance schedule realized
This

notify U.S. EPA within twenty-four (24) hours of such shutdown, 
and shall provide an explanation for the shutdown.

Settling Defendants shall include in the Draft RD/RA 
Work Plan a detailed description and explanation of the operation 
of the Wausau Water Utility's municipal water supply system, 
description shall explain how the operation of the municipal well 
system will be adjusted to accommodate the required operation of 
CW3 and CW6 and the goal of approximating the average monthly

The



24

1.

For purposes of this Consent Decree, tetrachloroethylene
(PCE), trichloroethylene (TCE), and 1,2 dichloroethylene (DCE)
are the primary contaminants of concern.
any contaminants specified in WAC NR 140 or in the hazardous
substance list (HSL) (40 CFR §302), which are detected during

in consultation with the State.
The Cleanup Standards for contaminants TCE and PCE,a.

based on the WAC NR 140 groundwater standards for TCE and PCE,
shall be 1.8 ug/1 for TCE, and 1.0 ug/1 for PCE. The Cleanup
Standard for DCE shall be 70 ug/1, based on the EPA drinking

Additionally, Cleanupwater health advisory level for DCE.

State,
monitoring of the final remedy.

The Settling Defendants shall perform periodicb.
monitoring within a specified zone of compliance as specified in
the approved final RD/RA Work Plan.

In accordance with paragraph 84, monitoring shallc.
continue for at least 5 years after the Certificate of Completion

Consent Decree, to demonstrate thatis issued pursuant to this
Cleanup Standards are being met.

Admin. Code Chap. NR 140, are met, as deteirmined by U.S. EPA in 
consultation with the State.

Groundwater Extraction and Treatment Cleanup 
Standards

Standards may be specified by EPA, in consultation with the 
for any other contaminants of concern detected during

In addition, to these,

monitoring of the final remedy shall also be included as 
contaminants of concern, as determined and directed by U.S. EPA

After 5 years, U.S. EPA, in
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evaluate the data produced andconsultation with the State, will

if any, additional monitoring or other work willdetermine what.

2.
a.

until
each contamination source area.above.

unless otherwise approved by U.S.
The boundary of eachbelow.State, pursuant to paragraph 2.e.

in consultation withshall be determined by U.S. EPA,source area
the State.

b.

monitoring activities, to provide U.S.
The Soil Cleanupdata on which to base a Soil Cleanup level.

c.
until Soil Cleanup levels to be specified by U.S.

Settling

d.
Defendants may cease operation at a particular source area of one

levels designated by U.S. EPA must be achieved in order to 
eliminate source area contaminant loading to the aquifer, and

determined by U.S. EPA in consultation with the State.
Defendants shall achieve Soil Cleanup levels within three years

of SVE system startup.
Pursuant to subparagraph f, below. Settling

Settling Defendants shall perform mass-flux
EPA in consultation

thereby contribute to the achievement of the Cleanup Standards.
Settling Defendants shall operate the SVE systems

groundwater modelling, as approved by U.S.
with the State, utilizing data produced during sampling and

EPA and the State with

EPA are met, as

the Cleanup Stan^rds specified pursuant to paragraph B.1., 

are met at the boundary of
EPA, in consultation with the

be required.
Soil Vapor Extraction System Cleanup Standards 
Settling Defendants shall operate the SVE systems
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Of the SVE components of the final remedy upon aor more

in consultation with the State, that
the SVE Cleanup Standards and SVE Performance Standards have been
achieved by the SVE component at a particular source area, as

U.S. EPA and the State recognize that it ise.
possible that one or more components of the SVE systems may
achieve SVE Performance Standards and SVE Soil Cleanup levels
while groundwater Cleanup Standards have not been met at the

SettlingIn such circumstance.boundary of a source area.
or more components of the

SVE systems where Settling Defendants can demonstrate to U.S.
in consultation with the State, that the exceedance ofEPA,

groundwater Cleanup Standards is due to residual contamination in
groundwater, and is not due to residual contamination in soils.

in consultation with the State.as approved by U.S. EPA,
Notification and Demonstration.f.
When the Settling Defendants believe that one ori.

more of the SVE components at a particular source area have been
completed and that the demonstration of compliance with SVE
Cleanup and SVE Performance Standards can be made as required in
subparagraphs d. and e.

they shall submit to the United States and the State aDecree,
Notification of Completion of SVE Work and an SVE Report which:
1) discusses in detail all of the SVE component work done; 2)
demonstrates that SVE Cleanup and Performance Standards have been

Defendants may cease operation of one

demonstration to U.S. EPA,

above, in accordance with this Consent

approved by U.S. EPA, in consultation with the State.
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11.

EPA,

taken.

EPA,

achieved at a particular source area; 3) describes any 
modification made to the SOW or Work Plan(s) thereunder relating 
to the SVE Cleanup and SVE Performance Standards; and 4) includes 
all SVE and SVE related groundwater data generated pursuant to
this Decree.

Upon receipt of the Notice of Completion of SVE 
Work, U.S. EPA, in consultation with the State, shall review the 
SVE Report and supporting documentation, and the SVE actions 

Based on this review, U.S. EPA in consultation with the 
State, may direct, and Settling Defendants shall perform, any 
additional sampling needed to support the demonstration. 

I

iii. Settling Defendants shall resubmit the SVE Report to 
U.S. EPA and the State, if and as directed by U.S. EPA, in 
consultation with the State, which incorporates additional data 
gathered during sampling activities and which addresses U.S. EPA 
comments, in consultation with the State. The SVE Report must 
conclusively demonstrate that the SVE Cleanup and SVE Performance 
Standards have been achieved. The SVE Report shall be prepared 
and certified as true and accurate by a registered professional 
engineer and the Settling Defendants’ Project Coordinator, and 
shall include all supporting documentation.

iv. Settling Defendants may cease operation of the SVE 
component which was the subject of the demonstration after U.S.

in consultation with the State, approves of the SVE Report 
for that component. However, this approval does not constitute 
Certification of Completion of Remedial Action, and SVE Work will
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EPA issues thenot be certified as complete until U.S.

Certification pursuant to paragraph 84.
in consultation with theIn the event U.S. EPA,g-

subsequently determines that source area contaminantState,
loading is contributing to the exceedance of Cleanup Standards,
Settling Defendants shall perform SVE as directed by U.S.
consultation with the State.

RD/RA Work Plan.13.
Within sixty (60) days of the lodging of thisA.

Remedial Design/Remedial Action Work Plan ("RD/RA Work Plan") to
the U.S. EPA and the State for the design, construction.
operation and maintenance of the remedial action at the Facility.
Within thirty (30) days of the receipt of U.S. EPA comments.
modifications or approval of the Draft Work Plan, the Settling
Defendants shall submit a final RD/RA Work Plan. The RD/RA Work
Plan shall be developed in conformance with the ROD, the Interim

the SOW, U.S. EPA Superfund Remedial Design and RemedialROD,
Action Guidance and any additional guidance documents provided by

The interim operable unit RD/RA Work Plan for theU.S. EPA.
design, construction, operation and maintenance of the West Side
Extraction Well(s),
by the terms of this Decree and as directed U.S.

The interim work plan shall beconsultation with the State.
incorporated into the final RD/RA Work Plan, and shall be
submitted to U.S. EPA and the State no later than the date upon

EPA, in
shall be modified, if necessary, as required

EPA, in

Consent Decree, the Settling Defendants shall submit a Draft
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The interim

C.

accomplish the Work listed in Tasks II,

5.
6.

Remedial Design* Task II;

entry of the Decree under this paragraph, but following entry 
shall pay all such costs that accrued prior to entry pursuant to

which the draft Final RD/RA Workplan is due.
Workplan shall guide operation of the West Side extraction wells 
until the Final RD/RA Workplan is approved, unless otherwise

in consultation with the State.

* Task I:
1.
2.
3.
4.

Section XV hereof.
The RD/RA Work Plan submittal shall include all

Project Plans listed in Task I below, and shall include a 
description and schedule addressing how Settling Defendants will

III, and IV below;
Project Plans

Description and Qualifications of Personnel
Health and Safety Plan
Quality Assurance Project Plan
Monitoring Program Plan, addressing;
* SVE
* Municipal Wells
* Operable Unit Well(s)
Modelling Plans (SVE mass-flux and municipal 
groundwater extraction)
Project Schedule for Completion of Tasks

directed by U.S. EPA,
B. If the Consent Decree is not subsequently entered. 

Settling Defendants shall complete the RD/RA Work Plan and shall 
have their liability for the Facility reduced accordingly or, at 

Settling Defendants may discontinue their work on 
reduction of their liability

their option, 
the RD/RA Work Plan and receive no 
for the Facility by reason of costs incurred for such work. 
Settling Defendants shall not be required to pay any Oversight 
Costs for U.S. EPA's or the State's review of their work prior to
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Final Remedy Construction* Task III:

* Task IV: Reports

The RD/RA Work Plan shall be subject to review,D.
modification and approval by U.S. EPA, in consultation with the

in accordance with the procedures set forth in paragraphState,
14 below.

The fully approved RD/RA Work Plan, as modified.E.
shall be deemed incorporated into and made an enforceable part of
this Consent Decree. All Work shall be conducted in accordance
with the National Contingency Plan, the U.S. EPA Superfund
Remedial Design and Remedial Action Guidance, and the

specifica.tions and schedule contained in the RD/RA Work Plan.
Procedures for Work Plans and Other Documents.Approval14.

Upon review of each work plan or other documentA.
required to be submitted and approved by U.S. EPA pursuant to

c.
d.

a.
b.

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

1.
2.
3.
4.

Design Plans and Specifications 
Operation and Maintenance Plan 
Cost Estimate
Construction Schedule
Construction Quality Assurance Plan 
Community Relations

1. Construction Quality Assurance (CQA) Program Plan: 
Responsibility and Authority 
Construction Quality Assurance Personnel 
Qualifications 
Inspection Activities 
Documentation

2. Implementation of CQA Program Plan

Progress
Draft
Final
SVE Completion

requirements of this Consent Decree, including the standards.
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Defendants,
or

B.
the schedule contained at Section V of the SOW) or unless

EPA,

C.

deficiencies.
D.

hereof.

Settling Defendants may submit any disapproval, 
or conditions of approval of a document, to which

Section XVI (Stipulated Penalties) shall govern the 
implementation of Work and accrual and^payment of any stipulated 
penalties during dispute resolution. Implementation of non­
deficient portions of the submission shall not relieve Settling

otherwise agreed by the Parties, within thirty (30) days of 
approval or modification of a submission by U.S. EPA, Settling 
Defendants shall proceed to implement the Work reguired.

In the event of partial U.S. EPA disapproval the
Settling Defendants shall proceed, within thirty (30) days of 
receipt of notice from U.S. EPA or by such other time as may be 
agreed to by the Parties, to implement the Work in any approved 
portions of the submission upon request by U.S. EPA, and shall 
submit a revised document to U.S. EPA and the State curing the

modification,
they object, for dispute resolution pursuant to Section XIII

The provisions of Section XIII (Dispute Resolution) and

this Decree, and after consultation with the State, the U.S. EPA 
Remedial Project Manager (the "RPM") will notify Settling 

in writing, that a document is (1) approved, (2) 
disapproved, (3) modified by U.S. EPA to cure deficiencies, 
(4) to be returned to Settling Defendants for modification.

Unless otherwise directed by the U.S. EPA (including
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Defendants of any liability for stipulated penalties under
Section XVI.

VII. ADDITIONAL WORK AND MODIFICATION OF THE SOW
The provisions of the SOW attached as15. No Warranty.

Appendix 4 reflect the Parties’ best efforts at the time of
execution of this Decree to define the technical work required to
perform the remedial action described in the ROD. The Parties
acknowledge and agree that approval by U.S. EPA of the SOW or the
RD/RA Work Plan does not constitute a warranty or representation
of any kind that the SOW or RD/RA Work Plan will achieve the
Cleanup and Performance Standards, and shall not foreclose the
United States or the State from seeking compliance with the
applicable Cleanup and Performance Standards.

Modification of the Scope of Work16.

The Parties recognize that modification of the SOW may be
required at some point in the future, e.g. to provide for
modifications of design, construction or operation, to provide
for additional Work needed to perform the Remedial Action, or for
additional Work needed to meet the Clean-up and Performance
Standards. In such event, the following procedures shall be
followed to amend the SOW:

a.

b. The other Parties shall respond to such notice in writing 
within thirty (30) days of receipt or such other time as 
may be agreed to by the Parties.

The party that determines that additional Work or other 
modification of the SOW is necessary shall provide 
written notice of such determination to the other 
Parties.
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If the Parties agree on the

shall be
Approval of
modifications.

If the Parties do not agree on the18.

above, they

QUALITY ASSURANCE. VIII.
19.

applicable guidelines,

requires modification of the SOW, 
agreed to by the Parties, the Settling Defendants shall submit a 
revised SOW in conformance with the decision for EPA's approval.

Defendants of such amendments by U.S. EPA.
under this Consent Decree,

Dispute Resolution.
additional Work within thirty (30) days

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

Prior to the

17. Modification by Agreement.
modifications to the SOW, the agreement shall be in writing and 

filed with the Court along with the amended SOW.
the Court shall be requested for material

commencement of any monitoring program
Settling Defendants must have EPA approval of the final Quality 
Assurance Project Plan ("QAPP"), consistent with the SOW and 

in accordance with paragraphs 13-14

proposed modifications or 
of receipt of the notice required by paragraph 16.a. 
may initiate dispute resolution pursuant to Section XIII of this 
Decree. The scope and standard of review set forth in paragraph 
38 shall govern any judicial determination in such dispute. 
Within thirty (30) days of any resolution of a dispute that 

or such other time as may be
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Sampling data generated consistent with the QAPP(s)hereof.

shall be admissible as evidence, without objection, in any
Settling Defendants shall

representatives are allowed access to any laboratory utilized by
In

assurance monitoring.
IX.
Access to Facility and Other Property Controlled by20.

As of the date of lodging of this ConsentSettling Defendants.

contractors shall have access at all times to the parcels of the

available to Settling Defendants to which access is necessaryor
to effectuate the remedial design or remedial action required

Access shall be allowed for the purposes

not limited to:
Monitoring the Work or any other activities takingA.

B.
United States;

proceeding to enforce this Decree.
assure that U.S. EPA and State personnel or authorized

place at the Facility;
Verifying any data or information submitted to the

pursuant this Decree.
of conducting activities related to this Decree, including but

FACILITY ACCESS, SAMPLING. DOCUMENT AVAILABILITY

Decree, the United States, the State, and Settling Defendants'

Settling Defendants in implementing this Consent Decree, 
addition. Settling Defendants shall have a designated laboratory 
analyze samples submitted by U.S. EPA or the State for quality

Facility owned by Settling Defendants described in paragraph 9.A. 
above, and shall have access to any other property controlled by
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■-D.

E.
additional

F.

G.
Consent Decree.

To the extent that the21.

States,

obtained,

and shall be paid
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Conducting investigations relating to contamination

applicable law; or
Assessing Settling Defendants' compliance with this

entry of this Decree 
the United States. The 
Settling Defendants in obtaining access, to the extent necessary 

the remedial action for the Facility, using such 
The United States'

at or near the Facility;
Obtaining samples;
Assessing the need for, planning, or implementing 

response actions at or near the Facility;
Inspecting and copying records, operating logs, 

contracts or other documents maintained or generated by Settling 
Defendants or their agents, consistent with this Decree and

Access to Other Property.
Facility or other areas where Work is to be performed hereunder 
is presently owned by persons other than Settling Defendants, 
Settling Defendants shall use best efforts to secure from such 
persons access for Settling Defendants', contractors, the United 

the State, and their authorized representatives, as 
necessary to effectuate this Consent Decree. If access is not 

despite best efforts, within 45 days of the date of 
, Settling Defendants shall promptly notify 

United States thereafter may assist

to effectuate
means as the United States deems appropriate.
costs in this effort, including attorney's fees and other 
expenses, shall be considered costs of response
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with Section XV of this

In

Nothing herein shall restrict 
authorities and rights under 
statute, regulation or

03/06/1991 16:44 FROM EPA REGION 5 ORC CHGO IL. TO

by settling Defendants in accordance 
Decree (Payeent).

22. ftffneaa Authority Retained. 1 
in any way the United States' access 
CERCIA, RCRA or any other applicable 
pemit.

33. AvallablUtV. Settling Defendente shall sake
available to V.S. EPA and the State the results of all saspling 
and/or tests or other data generated by Settling Defendants with 
raspeot to ths ifiplesentatlon of this Cenaent Decree. U.S. EPA 
and th. State, upon reguest, shall hake available to the Settling 
Def.nd.nt.''the results of finalised QA/QC sampling and/or 
finalised QA/OC tests or other finalised QA/QC data generated by 
U.S. EPX, the State, or their contractors.

24. Split Sasioles. At the request of U.S. EPA or the State, 
settling Defendants shall allow split er duplicate saaples to be 
taken by U.S. EPA, the State and/or their authorised 
representatives, of any sanples collected by Settling Defendants 
with respect to iBplementatlon of this Consent Decree. Settling 
Defendant, .hall notify U.S. EPA and the State, in writing, not 
less than fourteen (14) days in advance of any such sanple 
collection activity, unless otherwise agreed by the Parties, 
addition, U.S. EPA and th. State shall have the right to take any 
additional sanples that U.S. EPA or th. State dean necessary. In 
th. event of sanpllng by U.S EPA, U.S. EPA shall, to th. ext.nt 
practicable under the circumstances, notify Settling Oaf.ndants
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advise

sampling.
shall, to

EPAby U.S,.
Decree.

X.

25.
prepare

(1)

unresolved delays encountered or anticipated that may affect

Work Plan during the previous month;
data and plans which(4) describe all actions, data and plans which are scheduled 

for the next month and provide other information relating to 
the progress of construction;
(5) include information regarding percentage of completion, 
the future schedule for implementation of RD/RA Scope of Work

not less than fourteen (14) days in advance of any sample 
collection activity pursuant to the implementation of this 
Consent Decree. To the extent not covered in the QAPP, U.S. EPA 
shall, to the extent practicable under the circumstances. 
Settling Defendants of the parameters to be analyzed in such 

At the request of the Settling Defendants, U.S. EPA 
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 

pursuant to the implementation of this Consent

REPORTING REQUIREMENTS
Monthly Progress Reports. Settling Defendants shall
and provide to the United States and the State written

monthly progress reports which;
(1) describe the actions which have been taken toward 
achieving compliance with this Consent Decree during the 
previous month, and attach copies of appropriate supporting 
documentation such as invoices, contract documents and 
photographs;
(2) include all results of sampling and tests and all other 
data received by Settling Defendants during the course of the 
work which has passed quality assurance and quality control 
procedures;
(3) include all plans and procedures completed under the RD/RA
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Progress reports are to be submitted to U.S. EPA and the State by
the tenth (10th) day of every month following the date of entry
of this Consent Decree.

Other Reporting Requirements. Settling Defendants shall26.
submit to EPA and the State reports, plans and data required by
the SOW, the RD/RA Work Plan or other approved plans in
accordance with the schedules set forth in such plans.

Reports of Releases. Upon the occurrence of any event27.
during performance of the Work which,, pursuant to Section 103 of

Settling Defendants shall promptly orally notify the U.S. EPA
Remedial Project Manager ("RPM"), or in the event of the
unavailability of the U.S. EPA RPM, the Emergency Response

in addition to the reporting required by Section 103. Within
twenty (20) days of the onset of such an event. Settling
Defendants shall furnish to the EPA and the State a written
report setting forth the events which occurred and the measures

Within thirty (30)
days of the conclusion of such an event. Settling Defendants
shall submit a report setting forth all actions taken to respond
thereto.

Settling Defendants shall submit eachAnnual Report.28.
year, within thirty (30) days of the anniversary of the entry of

or Work Plan, and a description of efforts made to mitigate 
those delays or anticipated delays.

Section, Region V, United States Environmental Protection Agency,

the Consent Decree, a report to the Court and the Parties setting

CERCLA, requires reporting to the National Response Center,

taken, and to be taken, in response thereto.



forth the status of the

remaining

XI.
29.

representatives,
federal

In40 CFR Part 300.

imminent and

30.

accomplished in the preceding year, 
to be accomplished, and the schedule for implementation

the implementation of the Work
made between the Project Coordinators and the RPM.

Project Manager ("RPM")
Coordinator for the Facility, and they may designate other 

including U.S. EPA and State employees, and 
and state contractors and consultants, to observe and

Work undertaken pursuant to this 
the authority lawfully vested

39
remedial action at the Facility, which 

statement of major milestones

as specifically provided in
between Settling Defendants, the State and U.S.

under this Consent Decree shall be

Consent Decree.
in an RPM by the National Contingency Plan, 

shall have the authority to halt any Work

monitor the progress of any
The RPM shall have

shall include at a minimum a
a statement of tasks

addition, the RPM
required by this Consent Decree and to take any necessary 
response action when conditions at the Facility may present an 

substantial endangerment to public health or welfare
Settling Defendants shall also designate a

Project Coordinator who shall have primary responsibility for 
implementation of the Work at the Facility.

Communications.■ To the maximum extent possible, except 
the Consent Decree, communications

EPA concerning

or the environment.

of the remaining Work.
REMEDIAL PROJECT MANAGER/PROJECT COORDINATORS 

Desiqnation/Powers. U.S. EPA shall designate a Remedial 
and the State shall designate a Project
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Within twenty (20) calendar days of theReplacements.31.

Alternate RPM.

FORCE MAJEUREXI I>.
Definition.32.

When Settling Defendants becomeNotice to RPM Recfuired.33.
aware or should become aware of circumstances which may delay the

U.S. EPA.

Decree is defined as any event arising from causes beyond the 
control of Settling Defendants which delays or prevents the

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, 
Settling Defendants shall immediately notify the RPM and the 
State Project Coordinator by telephone, or in the event of their 
unavailability, the Director of the Waste Management Division of 

Within ten (10) days of the event which Settling

entry of this Consent Decree, Settling Defendants, the State and 
U.S. EPA shall notify each other, in writing, of the name, 
address and telephone number of the designated Project 
Coordinator and an Alternate Project Coordinator, and the RPM and

performance of any obligation under this Consent Decree 
notwithstanding Settling Defendants' best efforts to avoid the 
delay. Increased costs or expenses or non-attainment of the 
Performance or Clean-Up Standards shall not constitute "force

"Force Majeure" for purposes of this Consent

If the identity of any these persons changes, 
notice shall be given to the other Parties at least five (5) 
business days before the changes become effective.

majeure" events.
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constitute a waiver of any claim of
34.

or

necessary to allow

35.
the reason for the delay was a
duration of the delay is

or that the

later than

the

the additional time

delay, that the duration of the delay is or was warranted, 
requested for completion of the Work involved

Defendants contend is responsible for the delay. Settling 
Defendants shall supply to the United States and the State in 
writing the reason(s) for and anticipated duration of such delay, 

and to be taken by Settling Defendants tothe measures taken
prevent or minimize the delay, and a proposed timetable for 

Failure to give such oral

If U.S. EPA agrees that a delay is 
a "force majeure" event, the Parties shall modify the SOW 
RD/RA Work Plan to provide such additional time as may be 

the completion of the specific phase of Work 
of the Work affected by such delay.

or was attributable to

or was warranted under the
circumstances, or that the length of additional time requested by 
Settling Defendants for completion of the delayed work is 
necessary. Settling Defendants shall initiate a formal dispute 

resolution proceeding under Section XIII below or no
fifteenth (15th) day after the receipt of U.S. EPA's negative 

finding. In such a proceeding, Settling Defendants have the 
burden of proving that the event was a force majeure, that best 
efforts were exercised to avoid and mitigate the effects of the 

that

and/or any succeeding phase
If U.S. EPA does not agree with Settling Defendants that 

"force majeure" event, or that the

implementation of such measures.
notice and written explanation in a timely manner shall 

"force majeure".
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XIII.
The Parties to this Consent Decree shall attempt to36.

informal dispute resolution period, which shall not exceed

37.

conclusion of the informal dispute resolution period. A party
seek formal dispute resolution prior to the expiration of themay

38.

Decree

a.

is necessary to compensate for the delay, and that the notice 
were complied with.

according to the following procedures:
Within ten (10) days of the service of the Formal

Notice of Dispute pursuant to the preceding paragraph, or such 
other time as may be agreed to by the Parties, the party who gave

resolution by giving a written
other Parties no later than the tenth (10th) day following the

informal discussion period.
Formal dispute resolution for disputes pertaining to the 

selection or adequacy of remedial design or remedial action 
(including the selection and adequacy of any plans which are 
required to be submitted for government approval under this 

and the adequacy of Work performed) shall be conducted

fifteen (15) days.
If the dispute is not resolved within the informal 

discussion period, any party may initiate formal dispute 
"Formal Notice of Dispute " to the

resolve expeditiously any disagreements concerning the meaning, 
application or implementation of this Consent Decree. Any party 
seeking dispute resolution first shall provide the other Parties 
with an "Informal Notice of Dispute" in writing and request an

provisions of paragraph 33
DISPUTE RESOLUTION
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C.

any
all

The record

administrative decision is made,
which the record will close.

d.

e.

the notice shall serve on the other Parties to this Decree a 
the relevant facts

dispute governed by this paragraph.
the Formal Notice of Dispute, the Statements of Position, 
supporting documentation submitted by the Parties, and any other 
material on which the U.S. EPA decisionmaker relies for the 
administrative decision provided for below. The record shall be 
available for inspection and copying by all Parties, 
shall be closed no less than ten (10) days before the

and U.S. EPA shall give all
Parties prior notice of the date on

Upon review of the administrative record U.S. EPA 
will issue a final decision and order resolving'the dispute.

Any decision and order of U.S. EPA pursuant to 
subparagraph d. shall be reviewable by this Court, provided that 
the proper motion is filed with the Court within 10 days of 
receipt of U.S. EPA's decision and order. Judicial review will

written statement of the issues in dispute, 
upon which the dispute is based, and factual data, analysis or 
opinion supporting its position (hereinafter the ’’Statement of 
Position”), and shall provide copies of all supporting 
documentation on which such party relies.

b. Opposing Parties shall serve their Statements of 
Position and copies of supporting documentation within ten (10) 
days after receipt of the complaining party’s Statement of 
Position or such other time as may be agreed to by the Parties.

U.S. EPA shall maintain an administrative record of 
The record shall include
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be conducted on U.S. EPA's administrative record and U.S. EPA's
decision shall be upheld unless it is demonstrated to be
arbitrary and capricious or in violation of law.

Judicial dispute resolution for any issues not governed39.
by the preceding paragraph may be initiated by petition to the
Court and shall be governed by the Federal Rules of Civil

Except as specifically provided in other provisionsProcedure.
of this Decree, e.g.
burdens of proof for such dispute resolution proceedings.

The invocation of the procedures stated in this Section40.
shall not extend or postpone Settling Defendants' obligations
under this Consent Decree with respect to the disputed issue
unless and until U.S. EPA agrees otherwise. EPA'sU.S.
position on an issue in dispute shall control until such time as
the Court orders otherwise in accordance with the provisions of
this Section.

Any applicable Stipulated Penalties continue to accrue41.
during dispute resolution, as provided in Section XVI hereof.
Settling Defendants may seek forgiveness of stipulated penalties
that accrue during dispute resolution by petition to U.S. EPA
and/or the Court pursuant to paragraph 60 below.

Upon the conclusion of any formal or informal dispute42.
resolution under this Section which has the effect of nullifying
or altering any provision of the RD/RA Work Plan or any other
plan or document submitted and approved pursuant to this Decree,

Section XII, this Decree does not establish

Settling Defendants shall submit an amended plan, in accordance
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to U.S. EPA within fifteen (15) days of

Amendments of the SOW as

so agree.

43.
the State and

control which relate to the

performance in the order or 
dates of performance for related 
unless the order or decision expressly

years following the issuance
of this Decree all records and documents

XIV.
Settling Defendants shall make available to U.S. 

shall retain the following documents until six (6) 
of the Certificate of Completion

RETENTION AND AVAILABILITY OF INFORMATION
EPA and

or unrelated items of Work

to, 
other data or information generated or 
or on their behalf, with respect to the Facility and all

or any other person'silability 
After this period of

so provides or the Parties

documents pertaining to their own 
for response actions or costs under CERCLA. 
document retention. Settling Defendants shall notify U.S. DOJ, 
U.S. EPA and the State at least ninety (90) calendar days prior 
to the destruction of any such documents, and upon request by

pursuant to paragraph 82 
in their possession, custody, or 
performance of this Consent Decree, including, but not limited 

documents reflecting the results of any sampling, tests, or 
acquired by any of them.

with the decision, 
receipt of the final order or decision, 
a result of dispute resolution proceedings are governed by 
Section VI above. Amendments of a plan or other document as a 
result of dispute resolution shall not alter any dates for 
performance unless such dates have been specifically changed by 
the order or decision. Extension of one or more dates of

decision does not extend subsequent
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U.S. EPA, Settling Defendants shall relinquish custody of the
documents to U.S. EPA or the State.

Settling Defendants may assert business confidentiality44.

42 U.S.C. §9604(e)(7), and pursuant to 40104(e)(7) of CERCLA,
Information determined

entitled to confidential treatment under State law by the State,
If no such

information without further notice to Settling Defendants.

not be claimed as confidential by Settling Defendants.
In the event that Settling Defendants' obligation to46.

documents to avoid improper disclosure.

claims covering part or all of the information provided in 
connection with this Consent Decree in accordance with Section

afford^protect.ijon under^State law by the State.
claim accompanies the information when it is submitted to U.S.

is requested. Settling Defendants must provide the United States 
and the State all information necessary to determine whether the

produce documents under this Section includes documents which are 
privileged from disclosure as attorney-client communications, 
attorney work-product or other privilege recognized by law. 
Settling Defendants may seek to withhold production of such

At the time production

CFR {2.203(b) and applicable State law.
to be confidential by U.S. EPA will be afforded the protection

EPA or the State, the public may be given access to such

specified in 40 CFR Part 2, Subpart B and, if determined to be

, 45. Information acquired or generated by Settling Defendants 
in performance of the Work that is subject to the provisions of 
Section 104(e)(7)(F) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. {9604(e)(7)(F), shall
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of

other generally

59604(e)(7)(F).
PAYMENTXV.

Within ten47.

that sum at

Ir

Hazardous Substances Superfund,"

privileged any 
disclosure provision

(10) days of the entry of this Consent Decree, 
MILLION SIX-HUNDRED AND FIFTY

EPA, Superfund Accounting, P.O.
60673 in the form of a certified or 

and referencing the Court Docket
CERCLA Site Identifier NumberNumber affixed to this Decree, the

TJB 05B6N8 and DOJ Case Number 90-11-2-444A. A copy of such 
check shall be sent to the Director, Waste Management Division,

document is privileged, including such information as is 
generally required under the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure. 
If the United States does not agree with the Settling Defendant s 
claim of privilege, Settling Defendants may seek protection . 
the documents from the Court. Settling Defendants shall not 
withhold as privileged any information or documents that are 

collected pursuant to requirements of this 
document has been generated in

Settling Defendants shall pay ONE
THOUSAND DOLLARS ($1,650,000.00), plus interest on
EIGHT and FORTY-SEVEN one-hundredths percent (8.47%) from April 

1990 until the date of entry of this Consent Decree, to the
U.S. EPA Hazardous Substances Superfund, delivered to the U.S.

Box 70753, Chicago, Illinois 
cashier check payable to "EPA

created, generated or
Decree, regardless of whether the 
the form of an attorney-client communication or 
privileged manner. Settling Defendants may not withhold as 

documents that are subject to the public 
of Section 104(e)(7)(F) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C.
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Decree.

whichever is later,
itemized amounts.

Repair Program,
certified or cashier's check payable to,

" which shall be mailed or delivered to Mark

Justice shall be by certified or

§9601 s^.
49. A. Within sixty (60) days of the signing of this Consent 

Decree by the Parties, the State shall submit to the Settling 
Defendants an itemization of past attorneys' and WDNR staff costs 
related to the negotiation and preparation of this Consent

Within forty-five (45) days of receipt of itemization by 
the Settling Defendants or the entry of this Consent Decree, 

Settling Defendants shall pay in full the 
Payment due to the Wisconsin Department of 

cashier's check payable to.

Madison Wisconsin, 53707-7857.

"Wisconsin Department of Justice," which shall be mailed or 
delivered to Robert A. Selk, Assistant Attorney General, 
Department of Justice, 123 W.Washington Avenue, P.O.Box 7857, 

Payment due to WDNR shall be by 
"WDNR Environmental

U.S. EPA, Region V and to the Assistant Attorney General, Land 
and Natural Resources Division, U.S. Department of Justice, at 
the addresses provided in Section XX (Notices).

48. The payment made under the preceding paragraph is for 
payment of Response Costs incurred prior to the entry of this 
Decree claimed by the United States in this action. Upon receipt 
of the payment required above, the United States covenants not to 
sue Settling Defendants for any Response Costs incurred prior to 
the date of entry of this Decree, pursuant to CERCLA, 42 U.S.C.
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Chief, WDNR Environmental Response and Repair Section,

P.O.Box 7921, Madison WI 53707.
In the event that the State, through an arrangement 

with U.S. EPA, performs the Oversight for this Consent Decree, 
the Settling Defendants shall pay, within thirty (30) days after 
an itemized cost statement and a demand for payment is received 
from the State, all State Oversight Costs: 1) which are incurred 
by the State after the date of entry of this Consent Decree; and 
2) which, when added to operable unit oversight costs incurred by 
the State prior to the entry of this Consent Decree, exceed the 
Thirty Thousand Dollar ($30,000.00) advance which was paid to the 
State pursuant to the consent decree which was entered on 
September 8, 1989, in Civil Action No. 89-C-655-C (Appendix 1). 
The State shall provide itemized Oversight Cost statements to the 
Settling Defendants for all State Oversight Costs incurred as 
soon as practicable after the end of each State fiscal year. 
Payment shall be made as specified in paragraph 49.A. above.

50. A. Settling Defendants shall pay all Response Costs 
incurred by the United States and/or the State after the date of 
entry of this Consent Decree, including all Oversight Costs, all 
costs of access required to be paid pursuant to Section IX 
herein, and all costs incurred in enforcing this Decree in any 
proceeding or action in which the United States or the State 
prevails. The United States' claims for Oversight Costs shall be 
submitted on an annual basis, as soon as practicable after each 
anniversary date of this Consent Decree, along with itemized cost
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In the event thestatements (such as an Annotated SPUR Report).

State and U.S. EPA enter into an arrangement for the State to

its claims for outstanding Oversight costs, from the date of
EPA-Stateentry of this Decree through the date of the U.S.

arrangement, as soon as practicable after the date of the
itemized cost statement (such asThe United States'arrangement.

Annotated SPUR Report) for such Costs shall be paid by thean
Settling Defendants within thirty (30) days of the submission of
such claims to the Settling Defendants.

The State's claims for Oversight costs which, whenB.
added to operable unit oversight costs incurred by the State

pursuant to the consent order which was entered on September 8,
in Civil Action No. 89-C-655-C, shall be paid by the1989,

Settling Defendants within thirty (30) days after the submission
of a State claim and a demand for payment to the Settling

Payments shall be made as specified in paragraphs 47Defendants.
and 49.A. above.

Settling Defendants may agree among themselves as to the51.
apportionment of responsibility for the payments required by
this Section, but their liability to the United States and the
State for these payments shall be joint and several.

prior to the entry of this Consent Decree, exceed the Thirty
Thousand Dollar ($30,000.00) advance which was paid to the State

perform oversight for the Remedial Action, U.S. EPA shall submit
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STIPULATED PENALTIESXVI.
Settling Defendants shall pay stipulated penalties in the52.
set forth below to the United States for each failure toamounts

SOW,
under this Consent Decree:

PENALTY(per day)VIOLATION

$2,500$1,500$500

$10,500$5,000$1,500

$10,000$5,000

$10,000$5,000 .$1,500

$5,000$2,500

'$15,000$10,000$5,000

the day that completeAll penalties begin to53.

Failure to submit 
progress reports

Failure to submit 
RD/RA Work Plan or 
any portion thereof

Failure to submit
Design or construction 
plans or submittals 
(per plan/submittal) $1,500

Failure to complete 
any component(s) 
of remedial action:
Failure to comply 
with notice or any other 
requirements of the 
Decree not listed here:$1,500

UP TO 
30 DAYS

UP TO 
60 DAYS

OVER 
60 DAYS

performance is due or a violation occurs, and continue to accrue 
through the final day of correction of the noncompliance or

complete any of the following requirements of this Decree in an 
acceptable manner and within the time schedules specified in the 

the RD/RA Work Plan or in other plans submitted and approved

Failure to take action 
to abate an endangerment 
under Section XXII:

accrue on
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Any modifications of the time" forcompletion of performance.

Following U.S.54.
Defendants have failed to comply with any of the requirements of
this Consent Decree, U.S. EPA shall give Settling Defendants
written notification of the same and describe the non-compliance.
This notice shall also indicate the amount of penalties due.

Defendants of a violation.
55.

56.
to the stated dmount of penalties on the grounds that the
violation is excused by the Force Majeure provisions of Section
XII or that it is based on a mistake of fact. The dispute
resolution procedures under Section XIII shall be followed for

57.

Defendants' obligation to continue and complete the performance
required hereunder.

invoke the dispute resolution procedures under Section XIII.
Settling Defendants may dispute the United States' right

All penalties owed to the United States under this 
Section shall be payable within thirty (30) days of receipt of 
the notification of non-compliance, unless Settling Defendants

such a dispute.
Neither the filing of a petition to resolve a dispute nor 

the payment of penalties shall alter in any way Settling

However, penalties shall accrue as provided in the preceding 
paragraph regardless of whether U.S. EPA has notified Settling

performance shall be in writing and approved by U.S. EPA.
Nothing herein shall prevent the simultaneous accrual of separate 
penalties for separate violations of this Consent Decree.

EPA's determination that Settling



EPA decision or

order;
b.

c.

below.
59.

60.
EPA

Settling Defendants shall not owe stipulated penalties 
for any items upon which they prevail in dispute resolution.

Notwithstanding the above provisions, the Settling 
Defendants shall have the right to petition the Court or U.S.

If the dispute is appealed to this Court, accrued 
penalties shall be paid to U.S. EPA within fifteen (15) days of 
receipt of the Court's decision or order, except as provided in 
subparagraph c below;

If the District Court's decision is appealed by any 
party. Settling Defendants shall pay all accrued penalties into 
an interest-bearing escrow account within fifteen (15) days of 
receipt of the Court's decision or order. Penalties shall be 
paid into this account as they continue to accrue, at least every 
thirty (30) days. Within fifteen (15) days of receipt of the 
appellate court decision, the escrow agent shall pay the balance 
of the account to U.S. EPA 
extent that they prevail, ;

and/or to Settling Defendants to the 
as determined pursuant to paragraph 59

53
58. Penalties shall continue to accrue as provided in 

paragraph 53 during the dispute resolution period, but need not 
be paid until the following decision points;

a. If the dispute is resolved by agreement or by 
decision or order of U.S. EPA which is not appealed to this 
Court, accrued penalties shall be paid to U.S. EPA within fifteen 
(15) days of the agreement or the receipt of U.S.
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petition submitted under this provision.

61.

Pursuant to 31 U.S.C.due.
amounts overdue at a rate established by the Department of

A handling

on the unpaid balance of

period, and a six percent per annum penalty charge will be 
assessed if the penalty is not paid within ninety (90) days of

result of the dispute.
may grant an appropriate reduction in the stipulated,penalties 
that accrued during the dispute resolution period. Settling 
Defendants shall have the burdens of proof and persuasion on any

Interest shall begin to accrue 
stipulated penalties on the day following the date payment is 

§3717, interest shall accrue on any

If the Court or U.S. EPA so finds, they

Treasury for any period after the date of billing, 
charge will be assessed at the end of each thirty (30) day late

(according to the level of dispute resolution reached) for 
forgiveness of stipulated penalties that accrue during dispute 
resolution for items upon which they did not prevail, based on a 
finding; (1) that the delay in work or other violation that 
caused the stipulated penalty to accrue was necessary and 
appropriate during the dispute resolution proceeding; and (2) 
that Settling Defendants' position regarding the dispute had 
substantial support in law and fact and reasonably could have 
been expected to prevail, considering the applicable standard of 
review, and (3) that Settling Defendants sought dispute 
resolution at the earliest practicable time and took all other 
appropriate steps to avoid any delay in remedial action work as a
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Penalties shall be paid as specified in paragraphthe due date.

62.

EPA63.
nay elect to assess
U.S. District Court pursuant

Paynent of stipulated

64.

Case No.

satisfactorily perfomed,

(Certification of Termination).

47 hereof.
If Settling Defendants fail to pay stipulated penalties, 

the United States or the State nay institute proceedings to
In any such proceeding, penalties shall

XVII.
Except as otherwise specifically provided in the 

following paragraph or elsewhere in this Decree, the United 
States and the State covenant not to sue the Settling Defendants 
for monies paid to the United States and State pursuant to this 

the consent decree entered on March 21, 
and for monies expended for Work

the provisions of this Consent Decree.
penalties shall not preclude U.S. EPA from electing to pursue any 
other remedy or sanction to enforce this Consent Decree, and 
nothing shall preclude U.S. EPA or the State from seeking 
statutory penalties against Settling Defendants for violations of 
statutory or regulatory requirements.

COVENANT NOT TO SUE

1990, in

collect the penalties.
be paid as provided in paragraph 47 above.

Notwithstanding any of the above provisions, U.S. 
civil penalties and/or to bring an action in 

to Section 109 of CERCLA to enforce

Decree and pursuant to
89-C-09i8-C,

as determined pursuant to Section XXV
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This Covenant Not To Sue does not include;65.
Liability arising from hazardous substances removeda.
from the Facility;
Natural resource damages;b.
Criminal liability;c.
Claims based on a failure by the Settling Defendants tod.
meet the requirements of this Consent Decree;
Any matters for which the United States is owede.
indemnification under Section XVIII hereof; or
Liability for violations of Federal or State lawf.
which occur during implementation of the remedial

action.
Notwithstanding any other provision in this Consent66.
(1) the United States and the State (except as the StateDecree,

is limited by the final judgement and release in Case No. 89-C-
entered in the U.S. District Court for the Western0918C,

District of Wisconsin and as limited by CERCLA) 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 (2) the
United States and the State reserve the right to institute
proceedings in this action or in a new action seeking to
reimburse the United States for its Response Costs and to
reimburse the State for its matching share of any response action
undertaken by U.S. ERA and/or the State under CERCLA, relating to
the Facility, if;
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a.

health and the environment; and
EPA certification

c.

67.

For purposes ofadministrative record supporting the RODS.

and these previously unknown conditions 
indicates that the remedial action is not protective of human

health and the environment.
With regard to the State, nothing in this paragraph 

contained in the consentshall modify the covenant not to sue
Civil Action No. 89-C-918-C.

for proceedings prior to U.S. EPA certification of 
completion of the remedial action concerning the Facility,

(i) conditions at the Facility, previously unknown 
to the United States, are discovered after the entry
of this Consent Decree, or
(ii) information is received, in whole or in part, 
after the entry of this Consent Decree,

and these previously unknown conditions or this information
indicates that the remedial action is not protective of human

b. for proceedings subsequent to U.S.
of completion of the remedial action concerning the Facility,

(i) conditions at the Facility, previously unknown 
to the United States, are discovered after the 
certification of completion by U.S. EPA, or
(ii) information is received, in whole or in part, 
after the certification of completion by U.S. EPA,

or this information

and 2, hereto, or in documents contained in U.S. EPA's

decree entered on March 21, 1989,
For purposes of subparagraph a. of the preceding 

paragraph, the information received by and the conditions known 
to .the United States are that information and those conditions 
set forth in the Interim and final RODs attached as Appendices 1
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the administrative record supporting the RODS,and final RODs, or

68.

Decree,

The
United States reserves its rights to: A) take response actions at

United States; or

69.
adjacent to the Facility.

Settling Defendants hereby release and waive any rights 
to assert any claims against the United States or any agency of 
the United States relating to the Facility.

subparagraph b. of the preceding paragraph, the information 
received by and the conditions known to the United States are 
that information and those conditions set forth in the Interim

the Facility in the event of a breach of the terms of this 
Consent Decree; and B) to seek recovery of costs incurred after, 
entry of the Consent Decree; 1) resulting from such a breach; 2) 
relating to any portion of the Work funded or performed by the

3) incurred by the United States as a result of 
having to seek judicial assistance to remedy conditions at or

in reports or other documents submitted to U.S. ERA pursuant to
ERA in overseeing thisthis Consent Decree or generated by U.S.

Consent Decree prior to certification of completion.
Notwithstanding any other provisions in this Consent 

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 Consent 

including the conditions in the RODs, SOW, the RD/RA Work 
Rian and any other plans, schedules, submittals or conditions 
which are set forth herein or modifications made hereto.
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shall constitute or be70.

other

Decree.

venture, partnership
to this Consent Decree for any

Nothing in this Consent Decree 
construed as a release or a covenant not to sue regarding any 
claim or cause of action against any person, firm, trust, joint 

, corporation or other entity not a signatory 
liability it may have arising out 
The United States and the State

representatives from any 
arising from the acts or omissions of Settling Defendants and/or 
their representatives, including contractors and subcontractors, 
in carrying out the work here pursuant to this Consent Decree.

and the State shall notify Settling Defendants

of or relating to the Facility, 
expressly reserve the right to continue to sue any person, 
than the Settling Defendants, in connection with the Facility.

INDEMNIFICATION; OTHER CLAIMSXVIII.
71. Settling Defendants agree to indemnify, save and hold 

harmless the United States, the State and/or their
and all claims or causes of action

The United States
of any such claims or actions as soon as practicable after 
receipt of notice that such a claim or action is anticipated or 
has been filed.

72. The United States and the State do not assume any 
liability of Settling Defendants by virtue of entering into this 
agreement or by virtue of any designation that may be made of 
Settling Defendants as U.S. EPA's representatives under Section 
104(e) of CERCLA for purposes of carrying out this Consent

The United States and the State are not to be construed 
as Parties to any contract entered into by Settling Defendants in
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carrying out the work pursuant to this Consent Decree. The
proper completion of the Work under this Consent Decree is solely
the responsibility of Settling Defendants.

Settling Defendants waive their rights to assert any73.
claims against the Hazardous Substances Superfund under CERCLA

the Work performed pursuant to this Consent Decree, and nothing
in this Consent Decree shall be construed as U.S. EPA's
preauthorization of a claim against the Hazardous Substance
Superfund.

INSURANCE/FINANCIAL RESPONSIBILITYXIX.
Settling Defendants shall purchase and maintain in force74.

for the duration of the remedial action work, comprehensive
general liability and automobile insurance.
determined by U.S. EPA in consultation with the State, with
limits of five million and one million dollars, respectively,
combined single limit, naming as additional insureds the United

EPA and the State in carrying out activities pursuant to this
for the duration of this ConsentIn addition.Consent Decree.

Settling Defendants shall satisfy, or shall ensure thatDecree,
their contractors or subcontractors satisfy, all applicable laws
and regulations regarding the provision of workmen's compensation
insurance for all persons performing Work on behalf of Settling
Defendants in furtherance of this Consent Decree.

or the equivalent, as

States and the State, covering the acts or omissions of the U.S.

that are related to the Facility, including any costs incurred in



61
Prior to commencement of the Work at the Facility,

maintains insurance equivalent to that described above, or
risks but in a lesser amount, thencovering the sameinsurance

subcontractor Settling

described above which is not maintained by the contractor or

75.

NOTICESXX.
76.

following individuals at the addresses specified below;the
As to the State;

a.a. Felipe N. Gomez 
Assistant Regional Counsel 
Office of Regional Counsel 
111 W. Jackson 3d Floor 
Chicago, IL 60604

with respect to that contractor or
Defendants need provide only that portion of the insurance

Whenever, under the terms of this Consent Decree, notice 
is required to be given, a report or other document is required 

or service of any papers

Linda Meyer
Bureau of Legal Services 
Dept, of Natural

Resources 
101 S. Webster Street 
P.O. Box 7921 
Madison WI 53707-7921

subcontractor.
Settling Defendants shall provide financial security, in 

in the manner required by 40 C.F.R.

As to the United States or 
U.S. EPA;

to be forwarded by one party to another, 
or process is necessitated by the dispute resolution provisions 
of Section XIII hereof, such correspondence shall be directed to

Settling Defendants shall provide U.S. EPA and the State with a 
certificate of insurance and a copy of the insurance policy. If 
Settling Defendants demonstrate by evidence satisfactory to the 
United States and the State that any contractor or subcontractor

the amount of $3,000,000.00, 
264.145(f), to assure completion of the Work at the Facility.
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b.

c.

As to Settling Defendants;

XXI.
CONSISTENCY WITH NATIONAL CONTINGENCY PLAN

The United States and the State agree that the Work and77.
additional Work if any, if properly performed and completed, is
consistent with the provisions of the National Contingency Plan.

b. James P. Lonsdorf 
Lonsdorf & Andraski 
610 Jackson Street 
P.O. Box 872 
Wausau, WI. 54401

c. Raymond R. Krueger
Charne, Clancy & Taitelman S.C. 
100 E. Wisconsin Avenue
Suite 2400
Milwaukee, WI 53202-4113

Michelle DeBrock-Owens
North Central District
Headquarters

Dept, of Natural
Resources
107 Sutliff Avenue
Box 818
Rhinelander, WI 54501

b. Director, Waste Management 
Division

Attn; Margaret Guerierro 
Remedial Project Manager (5HE) 
U.S. Environmental Protection

Agency
230 S. Dearborn Street 
Chicago, Illinois 60604

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

c. Assistant Attorney General 
Land & Natural Resources 

Division
Attn: Michael McNulty
U.S. Department of Justice 
10th & Pennsylvania Ave., N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20530

Mark Giesfeldt
Section Chief 
Environmental Response 
and Repair Section
Bureau of Solid and 
Hazardous Waste 
Management
Dept, of Natural 
Resources
101 S. Webster Street 
P.O. Box 7921
Madison, WI 53707-7921
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XXII.

ENDANGERMENT AND EMERGENCY RESPONSE
78.

or

inconsistent with the NCP.

79.
Decree
United States under 42 U.S.C. §9604.

performance of the Work which causes or 
hazardous substance into the environment which presents or may 

imminent and substantial endangerment to public health

In the event of any action or occurrence during the 
threatens a release of a

in the manner provided in Section XV hereof.
Nothing in the preceding par'agraph 
shall be deemed to limit the response authority of the

or in this Consent

present an 
or welfare or the environment, Setting Defendants shall 
immediately take all appropriate action to prevent, abate, 
minimize such release and endangerment, and shall immediately 
notify the RPM or, if the RPM is unavailable, the U.S. EPA 
Emergency Response Section, Region V, U.S. EPA. Settling 
Defendants shall take such action in accordance with all 
applicable provisions of the Health and Safety Plan and the 
Contingency Plan developed pursuant to the SOW and approved by 
U.S. EPA. In the event that Settling Defendants fail to take 
appropriate response action as required by this paragraph and 
U.S. EPA or the State takes such action instead, Settling 
Defendants shall reimburse all costs of the response action not

Payment of such costs shall be made
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COMMUNITY RELATIONSXXIII.
80.

XXIV.
This Court will retainRetention of Jurisdiction.

enforce compliance with its terms,

Modification.

in Section VII.

modification.
be effective.

accordance with Section XIII hereof.
No material modification shall be made to

Nothing in this paragraph shall be deemed to alter 
the Court’s power to supervise or modify this Consent Decree.

81.
jurisdiction for the purpose of enabling any of the Parties to 
apply to the Court at any time for such further order, direction, 
or relief as may be necessary or appropriate for the construction 
or modification of this Consent Decree, or to effectuate or

or to resolve disputes in

82.
this Consent Decree without written notification to and written
approval of the Parties and the Court except as provided below or

The notification required by this Section shall

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

RETENTION OF JURISDICTION; MODIFICATION

set forth the nature of and reasons for any requested
No oral modification of this Consent Decree shall

Settling Defendants shall cooperate with U.S. EPA and 
the State in providing information regarding the progress of 
remedial design and remedial action at the Facility to the 

EPA or the State, Settling
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XXV.

This Consent Decree83.
its entry by the Court except to

84.
a.

that Work has been

in

a
any

shall

U.S.taken.
Remedial Action upon a
have completed the Work

United States a Notification- of
Final Report which discusses in 
modification made to the SOW or Work Plan(s) thereunder 

and Performance Standards, and including
The Final Report

Application.
completed and that the demonstration of 

compliance with Cleanup and Performance Standards has been made 
accordance with this Consent Decree, they shall submit to the 

Completion of Remedial Action and 
detail all of the work done.

EFFECTIVE DATE AND CERTIFICATION OF COMPLETION OF REME_DY 
shall be effective upon the date of 

the extent provided in paragraph

relating to the Cleanup
all data generated pursuant to this Decree.
must conclusively demonstrate that the Cleanup and Performance 
Standards have been achieved. The Final Report shall be prepared 
and certified as true and accurate by a registered professional 
engineer and the Settling Defendants' Project Coordinator, and 

include all supporting documentation.
b. Certification. Upon receipt of the Notice of 

Completion of Remedial Action, U.S. EPA shall review the final 
report and supporting documentation, and the remedial actions

EPA shall issue a Certification of Completion of 
determination that Settling Defendants 

in accordance with the terms of this

13 (RD/RA Work Plan).
Certification of Completion of Remedial—Action.

When the Settling Defendants believe
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Consent Decree and have demonstrated compliance with Cleanup and

and that no further Work is required.Performance Standards,
Post-Certification Obligations.c.

U.S.

Work is required.
The entry of this ConsentEffect of Settlement.85.

Decree shall not be construed to be an acknowledgment by the
Parties that the release or threatened release concerned
constitutes an imminent and substantial endangerment to the

Except as provided

, 19^.

(5) years after the Certificate of Completion is issued.
EPA shall review the monitoring data and determine if further

public health or welfare or the environment.
in the Federal Rules of Evidence, the participation by any Party

Following Certification, Settling Defendants shall continue to
As required by paragraph 12.B.1.C.,

in the process under this section shall not be considered an 
admission of liability for any purpose, and the fact of such 
participation shall not be admissible in any judicial or 
administrative proceeding, including a subsequent proceeding
under this section.

ENTERED this 

U.S. District Judge

perform the following Work:
Settling Defendants shall perform monitoring, as approved by U.S.
EPA in consultation with the State, of the final remedy for five
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By: 

Date:

By: 

Date: 

K Adamkus 
' Administrator

FOR THE UNITED STATES OP AMERICA:

Richard B. Stewart
Assistant Attorney

General
Land & Natural Resources

Division
U.S. Department of Justice
Washington, D.C. 20530

// Z • ? 0

The Parties whose signatures appear below 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 
Section 122(i) of CERCLA and 28 C.F.R. §50.7.

^gio 
United States
Environmental Protection
Agency
Chicago, JL 6^604
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FOR THE STATE OP WISCONSIN:

Date:

BV= CflXxXf'l-''
Caroll D. SeGretaVy
Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources

Q- ______

RdKert A. Selk
Assistant Attorney General
Wisconsin Department of Justice
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tThe o

By:

(Corporate acknowledgment/Seal)

Name
Address

If different from above, the following is the name and address of 
this Settling Defendant’s agent for service of process:

May 8, 1990
Date

The undersigned Settling Defendant hereby consents to the 
foregoing Consent Decree in U-S- v. City of_Wausau, .et__alx

Prior Notice to all Parties shall be provided by Settling 
Defendant of any change in the identity or address of the 
Settling Defendant or its agent for service of process.

Mayor Inhn Rnhin«;f>n______NaWe of Officer (Print)
Mayor ___

Title

'ausau
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The undersigned Settling Defendant hereby consents to the
foregoing Consent Decree in V.

By:

(Corporate acknowledgment/Seal)

Name
Address

Prior Notice to all Parties shall be provided by Settling 
Defendant of any change in the identity or address of the 
Settling Defendant or its agent for service of process.

Marathon Electric Manufacturing 
Corporation

May 8, 1990
Date

David Eisenreich
Name of Officer (Print)

Vice President, Administration
Title

If different from above, the following is the name and address 
of this Settling Defendant's agent for service of process:

City of Wausau, et al.
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Wau^u Chemi or at io:
By:

Date

(Corporate acknowledgment/Seal)

Name
Address

I_  JAMES CHERMINKA______
\i^e of Officer (Print)

PRESIDENT__________
Title

If different from above, the following is the name and address of 
this Settling Defendant’s agent for service of process:

Prior Notice to all Parties shall be provided by Settling 
Defendant of any change in the identity or address of the 
Settling Defendant or its agent for service of process.

The undersigned Settling Defendant hereby consents to the 
foregoing consent Decree in U.S, v. city of Wausau, et al.
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Ja: he
By;

Title

Date

(Corporate acknowledgment/Seal)

Name
Address

II

yy____________________ _
Name of Officer (Print)

If different from above, the following is the name and address of 
this Settling Defendant's agent for service of process;

2^

Prior Notice to all Parties shall be provided by Settling 
Defendant of any change in the identity or address of the 
Settling Defendant or its agent for service of process.

MAY 10 ’90 15:16 CHfiRhE a ISSUER (414)273-3742

The undersigned Settling Defendant hereby consents to the 
foregoing Consent Decree in U.S, v. Citv of Wausau, et al
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LIST OF APPENDICES
Appendix l-Interim Record of Decision and Interim Consent Decree
Appendix 2-Final Record of Decision
Appendix 3-Map of Facility
Appendix 4-Scope of Work
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Rsoan) CF EBcrsiON

iNIERIM REMEDIAL T^TERNAITVESELEO
Site Name and Location

Statenent of Basis and Purpose

Wausau Groundwater Contamination Site 
Wausau, Wisconsin

The State of Wisconsin has concurred with the selected remedy.
Description of the Selected Remedy
The selected ronedy is an operable unit that will address the West Well 
Field contamin^t plume in the City of Wausau’s well field. The selected, 
remedy is considered cost-effective and is consistent with the eventual 
final remedy. The specific conponents of the selected remedy include:

Installation of an extraction well located in the soutliem portion 
of the contaminant plume;
Inplorientation of a treatment system for removal of contaminants;
Discharge of the treated water to the Wisconsin River; and,

As required by Se(^ion .121(a) of CERCLA as amended by SARA, the selected 
ranedy is protective_of human health and the environment, attains Federal 
and State reguirenents that are applicable or relevant and appropriate to"

A provision for iirplanentation of an additional well, as necessary.
Declaration

This decision document presents the selected interim remedial action for 
We'Wausau Groundwater Contamination 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. The attached index identifies the 
items that corrprise the administrative record upon which the selection of 
the remedial action is based.
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25 U
Date I I

the remedial action, and is cost effective. This remedy 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 ranedy does not satisfy the statutory preference for treatment 
as a principal element of the renedy.

[ f -===;li ■
Valdas V. Adamkis XT
Regional ?dmini£trator



December 19, 1988

Field - Interim Superfund

to be:

C*n*rc Otuany. 
Stortuy

FILE REF: 4430

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

Subject: Wausau Municipal Well Remedy

State of WiMonsIn \ DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES

Dear Mr. Adamkus:

remedy*?" th? Ha2sau*S2n1c1pB?*ielT ?te?d“‘"Th? S?’’ ’"terfm
- Alternuive NueOer 3. ,s 5,tcu«ed I?,’?; JlhrS?????

■ «>’ In the southern end of the

- Implementation of a treatment system for removal of VOC'si

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

■ 1f’?««Mr?? Alternative 3 to Include an additional extraction well’.

The costs of the selected Interim remedy are estimated

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

- Subsequent annual operation and maintenance - $81,000

agency concurrwith the^selected*alternative Alternatives Array, our
responsible parties do nnt aor^J ti r understand that If the
will contribute ten percent of State of Wisconsinfor this project wSutS 6^44^2^® ?n sK

years. sharing.may be Sp to tin •
ADSln. this Is all contl^gon? Contract.



2.Mr. Valdus Adamkus - December 19» 1988

!

1
I

I

I

I

-1

I

ii

I1 » I 
i

Thank you for your support and cooperation In addressing this contaminated municipal water supply. If you have any questions regarding this matter, please contact Mr. Mark Glesfeldt, Chief of the Environmental Response & Repair Section at (608) 267*7562.
Sincerely,

C. D. vBe^dny I
Secretary \

cc: L. W1ble-AD/5 
P. Didler/M. G1esfeldt-SW/3 
G. Kullbert/M. Owens-NCD - 
B. Dobblns-NCD
S. Bangert/C. 01ebel$-SW/3 
Honorable John Robinson. Wausau



ICHE/FRAKE PAGES DATE TITLE DOCUMENT TYPEAUTHOR RECIPIENT

Michael Strimbu-USEPA1 Communication Record

1 Michael Strimbu-USEPA Communication Record

1 Michael Strimbu-USEPA Communication Record

1 Michael Strimbu-USEPA Communication Record

1 Michael Strimbu-USEPA Communication Record

2 Michael Strimbu-USEPA Communication Record

I Michael Strimbu-USEPA Communication Record

1 Michael Strimbu-USEPA Communication Record

2 86/03/19 Record of Conversation Communication RecordTim Conway-USEPA

84/09/24 Record of Communication 
frcjh Richard O'Hara of the 
HONR re: Nausau PA and SI.

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

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

85/01/07 Record of Communication 
of call to Kurt Stimpson'*-, 
of Heston Sper re: VOC 
Bigration and final *' 
report on removal 
activities.

84/09/25 Record of Communication 
from Jim Vennle of the 
HDNR re; Hausau SI.

84/12/20 Record of Communication of 
call to Dan Hilson of the 
HDNR 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.

DOCUMENT 
NUMBER

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

*306 Ns. 
1/05/89

ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX 
HAUSAU, WISCONSIN 

GROUNDHATER CONTAMINATION SITE
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DOCUMENT TYPERECIPIENTAUTHORTITLECHE/FRAME PAGES DATE

Communication RecordMargaret Guerriero-USEPA2

Communication RecordUSEPA1

D.Hanson-His.Dept.ofAdmin CorrespondenceBasil Constantelos-USEPA3

CorrespondenceJanet Haff-USEPARussell Susag-3M

CorrespondenceSee service listBasil Constantelos-USEPA

R.Krueger-Charne.Glassner CorrespondenceTim Conway-USEPA

CorrespondenceTia Conway-USEPA

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

Hark Thimke-Foley & 
lardner

} No.
S/89

86/06/18 Hemo of call from Tom 
Stoltenberg of RHT, 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.

DOCUMENT 
NUMBER

2 86/03/24 Additional Request for 
Information. Sent to 
counsel to Nausau Chemical.

2 86/04/07 Confirmation of recent 
conversations in which was ' 
discussed the status of 
further negotiations with 
the PRP’s.

3 86/01/06 Response to Information 
Request.

7 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 substances, etc. 
into the groundwater.

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

ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX 
WAUSAU. WISCONSIN 

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

3 Tin Conway-USEPA Mark Thimke-Foley&Lardner Correspondence

1 Tim Conway-USEPA Correspondence

4 Margaret Guerriero-USEPA Correspondence

2 Gary KuT ibert-WDNR Mark Thimke-FoleyiLardner Correspondence

17 Sen Robert Kasten Jr. Valdas Adamkus-USEPA Correspondence

4 See titleMargeret Guerriero-USEPA Correspondence

Page No. 0705/89

Mark Thimke-Foley & 
Lardner

Craig Rawlinson-Warzyn 
Eng.

DOCUMENT 
NUMBER

87/12/03 Transmittal of analytical 
results from Initial 
laapling activities, 
letters sent to 
lonsdorf of lonsdorl" 
t Andrask; Dan LaCerta; 
R.Krueger of Charne, 
Glassner; and H.Thimke 
of Foley & Lardner.

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

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

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.

ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX 
WAUSAU, WISCONSIN 

GROUNDWATER CONTAMINATION SITE

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

87/08/26 The WONR is concerned that 
the proposal by Marathon 
Electric to begin a 
groundwater extractio.n 
system to remove 
contaminated groundwater 
north of the plant wil 
cause problems. These 
problems include 
changing the configuration 
of the contaminant plume 
and interferring with the 
USEPA's study of the area.
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DOCUMENT TYPERECIPIENTAUTHORTITLElE/FRAME PAGES DATE

CorrespondenceSen. Robert Kasten Jr.Valdas Adamkus-USEPA

CorrespondenceSen. Robert Kasten Jr.Basil Constantelos-USEPA

Hark Thimke-Foley-Lardner CorrespondenceTim Conway-USEPA

R.Krueger-Charne.Glassner CorrespondenceMargaret Guerriero-USEPA

CorrespondenceSen. William ProxnireValdas Adamkus-USEPA

CorrespondenceMargaret Guerriero-USEPA See title

Correspondence

Lonsdorf-LonsdorfiAndrans CorrespondenceMary Gade-USEPA

ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX 
WAUSAU. WISCONSIN 

GROUNDWATER CONTAMINATION SITE

Bruce Cutright-Geraghty & Fleischer-SenProxmire Off Correspondence 
Miller

DOCUMENT 
NUMBER

1 88/02/03 Transmittal of missing 
four pages of the 
analytical results 
package.

3 88/02/04 Explanation of why the USEPA 
will not allow installatio.n 
of a groundwater extraction 
well to be installed on 
Marathon Electric's property.

3 88/03/01 Supplemental Request for 
Information Pursuant to 
Section 104(e) of CERCLA 
and Section 3007 of RCRA.

2 87/12/08 Explanation of concerns as to 
the implications of 
prohibiting 
PRP's from implementing 
clean-up 
activity.

3 87/12/29 Explanation of USEPA action 
in light of concerns expressed 
by the City of Wausau.

1 88/01/25 Response to request for 
meeting by counsel for 
Marathon Electric.

4 88/02/05 Transmittal cf analytical 
results of ground water 
sample data collected during 
monitoring well installation. 
Results sent to Dan LaCerta; 
R.Krueger of Charne, Glassner; 
Mark Thirake of Foley & 
Lardner and J.Lonsdorf of 
Lonsdorf & Andrask.

1 88/01/22 Correction to letter sent 
12/29/87.

Ho. < 
5/89.

4 88/02/17 Transmittal of data generated Margaret Guerriero-USEPA See title 
as part of the Phase 1 Rl.
Oats sent to Krueger, laCdrta, 
lonsdorf & Thimke, sfperately.
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FICHE/FRAHE PAGES DATE TITLE AUTHOR RECIPIENT DOCUMENT TYPE

3 Mary Gade-USEPA Hark Th-imke-Foley&Lardner Correspondence

< James P. Lonsdorf Janet Haff-USEPA Correspondence

52 Janet Haff-USEPA Correspondence

2 Percy Hather-WDNR Mark Thimke-Foley&Lardner Correspondence

Margaret Guerriero-USEPA Correspondence

Margaret Guerriero-USEPA See title Correspondence

Hark Giesfeldt-HONR •Sill’ Constantelos-USEPA Correspondence

Margaret Guerriero-USEPA See title Correspondence

88/03/22 Supplemental Response to 
Information Request.

Sent to counsel for 
the City of Hausau.

Doran,Possin-Foth & Van • 
Dyke,Assoc.

David L.
Eisenreich-Marathon Elec.

document
NUMBER

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

86/03/01 Supplemental Request for 
Information Pursuant to 
Section 101(e) of CERCLA 
and Section 3007 of RCRA. 
Sent to counsel for 
Marathon Electric.

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

25 88/05/02 First set of revisions to the 
comprehensive ARAR's document 
provided on 3/6/87.

ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX 
WAUSAU, WISCONSIN 

GROUNDWATER CONTAMINATION SITE

7 88/01/26 Letter on behalf of the 
Wausau Energy Corp, 
discussing the review 
of the Hnal Work Plan 
for the RI/FS.

1 88/01/27 Transmittal of Technical 
Memorandum for Phase I 
of the RI. Sent to Thinke, 
Lonsdorf. LaCerta and 
Krueger, seperately.

Paae No.
C 705/89

1 88/05/06 Transmittals of analytieaj 
results of soil samples 
collected during aoditoring. 
well Installation. Results 
tent to Thimke, LaCerta, 
Lonsdorf and Krueger, 
teperately.
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DOCUMENT TYPERECIPIENTAUTHORTITLE:he/frahe pages date

CorrespondenceTin Conway-USEPADennis Iverson-Warzyn2

Dennis Iverson-Harzyn CorrespondenceKevin Adler-USEPA2

Mark Thimke-FoleyMardner Correspondence1

Beverly Kush-USEPA Correspondence16

Michelle Owens-WDNRKevin Adler-USEPA Correspondence1

See titleKevin Adler-USEPA CorrespondenceA

Kevin Adler-USEPA Correspondence2

Kevin Adler-USEPA Correspondence7

Kevin Adler-USEPA Correspondence3

Margaret Guerriero-USEPA CorrespondenceMark Giesfeldt-WDNR1

Margaret Guerriero-USEPA Correspondence1 Michelle Owens-WDNR

88/05/11 Work scope, schedule and 
preliminary report outline 
for the PFS.

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

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

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

88/08/31 Correction to Alternatives 
Array Document.

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

Michelle 
DeBrock-Owens—WONR .

Michelle
DeBrock-Owens—WONR

Brian Christlan-Warzyn 
Eng.

DOCUMENT 
NUMBER

88/06/06 Notice that the PFS Is to 
performed along with a 
listing of subtasks.

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

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

)e No. 
'05/89

88/06/06 Transmittal of the analytical Kevin Adler-USEPA 
results for the second 
round of the ground water 
sampling.

88/06/24 Approval of the addendum QAPP Andrea Jirka-USEPA 
for Phase II of the RI/FS.

ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX 
WAUSAU, WISCONSIN 

GROUNDWATER CONTAMINATION SITE
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CHE/FRAKE PAGES DATE TITLE AUTHOR RECIPIENT DOCUMENT TYPE

Michelle Owens-WONR Margaret Guerriero-USEPA Correspondence1

See service list4 Mary Gade-USEPA Correspondence

40 Georgette Nelms-USEPA Correspondence

7

4 USEPA Fact Sheet

4 USEPA Fact Sheet

1 Soil Exploration Co. Log

7 Meeting Notes

11 Kreul & Baltus-HDNR Memorandum

3 Stephen Caldwell-USEPA All USEPA Regions Memorandum

IS Basil Constantelos-USEPA Valdas Adamkus-USEPA Memorandum

88/09/23 Comment on PFS: Report 
isxromplete and accurate.

88/10/12 Special Notice of 
Potential Liability.

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

87/09/00 'Superfund Activities Start 
In Wausau.*

82/06/21 Well Log for Wausau 
Monitoring Well No. 
Five.

87/09/05 Typed notes o.n meeting 
regarding City of Wausau 
Groundwater Ccntamination 
Site - August 5. 1987.

83/03/28 VOC Ccntamination of 
Wausau's Hater Supply.

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

Mark Thimke-Foley & 
Lardner

DOCUMENT
NUMBER

87/06/10 ACTION MEMORANDUM;.' 
Authorieation to Proceed 
with the Remedial 
Investigation and 
Feasibility Study st

loe No. 
/05/89

ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX 
WAUSAU, WISCONSIN 

GROUNDWATER CONTAMINATION SITE

88/10/24 Comments on the Public Comment R.Krueger-Charne.Glassner M.GuerrieroiG.Nelms-USEPA Correspondence 
Draft Phased Feasibility Study ,et al. 
made by the counsel for Wausau 
Chemical Corp.

88/10/17 'Wausau Well Field Phased 
Feasability Study Underway; 
Public Meeting October 17, 
1988, 7:00 p.m.. City Hall, 
Lower Level (Rear Cafeteria), 
407 Grand Street, Wausau, 
Wisconsin.'
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DOCUMENT TYPERECIPIENTAUTHORTITLEFICKE/FRAHE PAGES DATE

MemorandumBasil Constantelos-USEPA Valdas Adamkus-USEPA4.

01 kirn's & Guerriero-USEPA MemorandumJames Adams-USEPA4

MemorandumBasil Constantelos-USEPA Valdas Adamkus-USEPA2

MemorandumBasil Constantelos-USEPA Valdas Adamkus-USEPA2

MemorandumM.DeBrock-Owens-WONRNeal Baudhuin-WDNR

News ReleaseHONR

News ReleaseUSEPA ,

News ReleaseUSEPA

OtherUSEPATerry Quirk-DPRA

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

the Wausau Water Supply 
Site in Wausau,Wisconsin.

DOCUMENT 
NUMBER

87/0S/24 ACTION MEMORANDUM: 
.Authorization for 
Obligating Funds for 
Multi-Sites for 
Community Relations.

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

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

’age No. ?05/89

6 88/05/11 Administrative Record Index; 
Wausau Ground Water 
Contamination Emergency

1 87/09/09 *EPA To Hold Public Meeting 
On Wausau Ground-Water 
Contamination"

1 88/12/16 Air regulations concerning 
the proposed Stripping 
Tower in the Wausau NPL 
site Phased Feasibility 
Study.

2 85/01/25 "State Will Seek Superfund 
Aid For Wausau's Nells."

ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX 
WAUSAU, WISCONSIN 

GROUNDWATER CONTAMINATION.SITE

2 88/09/27 "EPA, WDNR Reschedule PuWic 
Meeting And Comment Period 
On Wausau Superfund ^ite" -.
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Removal.

1 Terry Quirk-OPRA USEPA Other

2 Other

3 Jim Anklam-WONR Reports/Studies

12 USEPA Reports/Studies

19 USEPA Reports/Studies

13 Westcn»Sper Reports/Studies

21 Richard Bowden-USEPA Reports/Studies

4 Jim Anklam-WDNR USEPA Reports/Studies

7 Michael Strimbu-USEPA USEPA Reports/Studies

227 Heston-Sper TAT USEPA Reports/Studies

19 Conestoga-Rovers i Assoc. Marathon Electric Reports/Studies

33 Reports/StudiesHarzyn Engineering USEPA

84/08/17 Potential Hazardous Waste 
Site Preliminary Assessment.

84/12/27 Hazard Ranking System 
Scoring Package.

85/03/00 Hydrogeological Investigation
Of Volatile Organic 
Contamination
In Wausau, Wisconsin,
Municipal
Wells.

00/00/00 Compilation of Monitoring 
Well Analytical Results.

00/00/00 Narrative; Site History 
and Description.

00/00/00 Prooosed Plan For Remedial 
Action

00/00/00 Documentation Records for 
Hazard Ranking System.

88/06/29 Administrative Record Index: 
Wausau Ground Water Emergency 
Removal - Update.

88/08/16 Meeting agenda - Wausau Well 
Field NPL Site Phased 
Feasability Study along 
with sign-in list.

DOCUMENT 
NUMBER

®8ge No. 
*.705/89

87/07/00 Plan Of Remedial Work 
Marathon Electric 
Manufacturing Company 
Mausau, Misconsin. ''

87/09/04 Final Health And 
Safety Plan.

81/05/03 Site Assessment and 
Recommended Immediate ■ 
Actions For Wausau 
Municipal Water Supply.

Pyles &
Stimpson-Weston*Sper

ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX ' 
WAUSAU, WISCONSIN 

GROUNDWATER CONTAMINATION SITE
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Reports/StudiesWarzyn Engineering USEPA71

Warzyn Engineering USEPA Reports/Studies

25 87/11/16 Conmunity Relations Plan CH2M Hill Reports/StudTesUSEPA

Marathon Electric Reports/Studies

USEPA Reports/StudiesWarzyn Engineering

Warzyn Engineering USEPA Reports/Studies

.Reports/StudiesWarzyn Engineerring USEPA

Reports/StudiesWarzyn Engineering USEPA

Reports/StudiesWarzyn Engineering . USEPA

Valdas Adankus-USEPA' Reports/Studies

Transcript

87/09/04 Final Work Plan: Remedial 
Investigat ion/Feasi bi 1ity 
Study

Geraghty&Hi1ler and
Conestoga-Rover

DOCUMENT
NUMBER

ge No. 
/OS/89

29 88/03/C4 Scope of Work for 
Installation of an 
Interceptor/Extraction 
Well and Construction of 
a Water Hain Across the 
Wisconsin River.

ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX 
WAUSAU, WISCONSIN 

GROUNDWATER CONTAMINATION SITE

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

48 68/19/17 Transcript of Wausau Hellfield Nina Bostwick-Court 
Superfund Site Public Meeting, Reporter 
Wausau City Hell, 10/17/88.

60 88/06/16 Final Phase II 
Work Plan.

161 85/06/28 Final Quality Assurance 
Project Plan Addendum 
(CAPP).

177 88/09/30 Public Comment Draft Phased 
Feasibility Study

74 88/07/00 Request For Applicable or 
Relevant and Appropiate 
Requirements (ARARs).

75 88/12/23 Record of Decision (ROD) 
Selected Interim Remedial 
Alternative.

413 88/04/00 Technical Memorandum- Phase I 
Remedial Investigation.
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TITLEDATE AUTHOR RECIPIENT DOCUMENT TYPE

Sampling/Data

Sampling/Oata

Sampling/Data

Margaret Guerriero-USEPA Sampling/Data

Patrick ChuriTTo-USEPA War:yn Eng. Sampling/Data

Curtis Ross-USEPA Sampling/DataHarzyh Eng.

Patrick Churillo-USEPA Sampling/DataHarzyn Eng.

Margaret Guerriero-USEPA Sampling/Data

Dennis Iverson - Harzyn Margaret Guerriero-USEPA Sampling/Data

98/01/23 Review and data package: 
SHO case no. SAS 3477E: 
SHO traffic no. E 01-22.

88/02/01. Summary tables for sample 
descriptions for December, 
1987 round of sampling.

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

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

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

Dennis Iverson-Harzyn
Engineering

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

Page No. 
12/19/88

87/00/00 Summary of Soil Samoles
Collected During Drilling 
Activities Hausau NPL 
RI/FS October 14 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.

ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD SAMPLING/DATA INDEX 
HAUSAU, WISCONSIN GROUNOHATER CONTAMINATION SITE 

DOCUMENTS HAY BE REVIEHEO AT THE USEPA 
REGION V OFFICES. CHICAGO, IL.

Pencak & Cutright-Geraghty & 
Hiller

88/02/04 Phase I Data:
• Monitoring well construction Engineering 
details and water level 
■easurements.

• Hater sampling results for
samples
collected during drilling 
activities.

• Soil gas sampling results
for
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DOCUMENT TYPERECIPIENTAUTHORTITLEDATE
samples collected during the
soil gas investigation.

Sampling/OataHariyn Eng.Curtis Ross-USEPA

Sampling/OataHarzyn Eng.Ida Levin-USEPA

Sampling/OataHarzyn Eng.Patrick Churi11o-USEPA

Sampling/OataWarzyn Eng.Ida Levin-USEPA

Lonsdorf-LonsdorfiAndrask Sampling/Oata

Sampling/OataHarzyn Eng.Patrick Churi11o-USEPA

Sampling/OataHarzyn Eng.Curtis Ross-USEPA

Sampling/OataHarzyn Eng.Kevin Bolger-USEPA

Sampling/OataHarzyn Eng.

Sampling/OataHarzyn Eng.IB/08/23 Review and data package: Patrick Churillo-USEPA

Petrick Churillo-USEPA •-

38/02/05 Review and data package: 
SHO case no. 8709 , SHO 
traffic no.MEO 260-274.

88/03/11 Analytical results for 
VOC analysis.

Pencak & Cutright-Geraghty & 
Miller

88/03/10 Review and data package: 
SMO case no. SAS3498E: 
EOl-123. 137-147, 150-160.

88/03/14 Review and data package: 
SHO case no. 8637SAS3498E; 
ER472, 474, 475, 484, 485, 
489, 495, 499, 201-323, 329- 
333, 336, 338, 341-344, 346, 
347.

88/03/23 Review and data package: 
SMO case no. 8709, SMO 
traffic no. ER 328, 470, 
471, 473. 475. 477-483. 
485-488, 490-494, 497, 
498, SOO.

Page No. 12/19/88

88/02/08 Review and data package: 
SMO case no. 8333; SHO 
traffic no. EN 342. 348- 
351.

18/03/24 Review and data let: 
SMO ease no. 1528; 
SMO traffic no.ER334. 335. 
337.339.340.345.348-350.

88/03/16 Review and data package: 
SMO case no. SAS 3477E; . 
SMO traffic no. E 01-27. 
29. 30.

98/02/05 Reveiw and data package: 
SHO case no. 8628, SHO 
traffic no. MEQ 251-259.

ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD SAMPLING/OATA INDEX 
HAU5AU, WISCONSIN GROUNDHATER CONTAMINATION SITE 

DOCUMENTS MAY 8E REVIEHEO AT THE USEPA 
REGION V OFFICES, CHICAGO, IL.
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DOCUMENT TYPE• AUTHOR RECIPIENTTITLEDATE

Sampling/OataPatrick Churi1lo-USEPA Warzyn Eng.

Patrick Churi1lo-USEPA Sampling/OataHarzyn Eng.

Harzyn Eng. SampHng/OataCurtis Ross-USEPA

Harzyn Eng. Sampling/OataCurtis Ross-USEPA

Sampling/OataPatrick Churi1lo-USEPA Harzyn Eng.

Patrick Churi1lo-USEPA Sampling/OataHarzyn Eng.

Sampling/OataPatrick Churillo-USEPA Harzyn Eng.

Patrick Churi1lo-USEPA Sampling/OataHarzyn Eng.

Sampling/OataCurtis Ross - USEPA Harzyn Eng.

58/97/14 Data and data package: 
SMO case no. 9694, 
SHO traffic no. HEP 721- 
728.

98/08/04 Review and data packaoe: 
SHO case no. 99I8SAS39t9E. 
SHO traffic no. ECD11-16.

88/07/19 Review and data package: 
SHO case no. 9694, SHO 
trafiic no. EQ 749, 
EP 884-890.

SHO case no. 9952SAS3919E;
SHO Traffic No. ECD76-83.

Page No. 
72/19/88

98/07/19 Review and data package: 
SHO case no. 9659, SMO 
traffic no. ER 413-431, 
398.

98/08/01 Review and data package: 
SMO ease no. 9659SAS36878, 
SHO traffic no. ER351-391. 
436. <39.E0810-813. SIS­
SIS, EP899.

98/08/09 Review and data package: 
SHO case no. 9918; SHO 
traffic no. HEQ 282- 
287. 289.

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

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

ADHINISTRATIVE RECORD SAMPLING/OATA INDEX 
HAUSAU, WISCONSIN GROUNOHATER CONTAMINATION SITE 

DOCUMENTS MAY BE REVIEHEO AT THE USEPA 
REGION V OFFICES. CHICAGO. IL.

88/07/07 Review and data package: 
SHO case no. 9594; SHO 
traffic no. ER 457-465, 
467-469, ER 324-327, 
511-515, 517-518, 520, 
594-597, 599.
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DOCUMENT TYPERECIPIENTAUTHORTITLEDATE

SampTIng/OataHapzyn Eng.Kevin Solger-USEPA

SampHng/OataHar:yn Eng,Curtis Ross-USEPA

Samp!ing/DaCaHarzyn Eng.Patrick Churi1lo-USEPA

SampTing/DataHarzyn Eng.Patrick Churi1lo-USEPA

Samp!ing/DataHarzyn Eng.Curtis Ross - USEPA

Margaret Guerriero-USEPA Sampiing/Data

Sampling/DataHarzyn Eng.Patrick Churillo-USEPA

Sampling/DataHarzyn Eng.Patrick Churillo-USEPA

Sampling/DataHarzyn Eng.Patrick Churillo-USEPA

Sampling/DataHarzyn Eng.Curtis Ross-USEPA

Dennis Iverson-Harzyn 
Engineering

88/08/09 Review and data package: 
SHO case no. 9918SAS3919E: 
SXO .traffic no. EC061-64, 72.

88/08/18 Review and data cackage: 
SMO case no. 9918SAS3919E: 
SKO tarffic no. ECD19.20, 
31,41-43.

88/08/22 Review and data package: 
SHO Case No. 9918; SHO Traffic 
No. ECDOl-03,05.09.10. 
17,18,21-27,36-40.

88/03/31 Review and data package: 
S.HO case no. 9952 ; S.HO 
traffic no. HES 2351-358.

’9/09/13 Chain-of-Custody Records and 
validated analytical data 
for samples collected and 
groundwate." monitoring wells.

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

88/12/30 Review end data package: 
SHO case no. SAS 3477E; 
SHO Traffic Ho. E01-E22.

ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD SAMPLING/OATA INDEX 
HAUSAU, WISCONSIN GROUNOHATER CONTAMINATION SITE 

DOCUMENTS MAY BE REVIEHED AT THE USEPA 
REGION V OFFICES, CHICAGO, IL.

Page No. 
12/19/88

88/08/16 Review and data package: 
SHO Case No. 9918: SHO 
Traffic No. HEN986-999, 
HEP911-915, HEQ281.

88/09/14 Review and data package: 
SHO Case No. 9952;
SMO Traffic No. ECD56.-57, 
66-70. 73.

88/10/19 Review and data package: 
SHO case no. 9918; SMO 
traffic no. ECD 46,47,51-54, 
71.
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TITIE MflHOR UTE

USEPA 82/02/01

USEPA 82/07/16

USEPA 83/05/09

USEPA 83/08/25

USEPA 83/09/01

USEPA 83/10/02

USEPA 83/10/17

USEPA 83/11/1*

USEPA 81/03/20

USEPA 81/03/20

150 Oir. 9230.0H)5
Ccmnity telations Requireients 
Iv Operable Units.

Pace No. 12/19/88

©O Oir. 9835.1
teiicipation of Potentially
tepcrsible
Parties In Developrent of teodial
Investioatiw
and Feasibility Studies.

150 Oir. 9310.1-01
Participation of Potentially
Ibsponsible
Parties In Oevelopnent of RI's and

ISO Dir. 9230.0-03
Cociiunity Relations in Suoerfund: 
A Handbook, Interim Versioi.

OCEROir. 9832.1
Cost tecovery Actions Uhder CERCLA

ISO Oir. 9230.0-02
Superfuid Cornunity Relations
Policy

(5€R Oir. 9230.0-01
CoTwity Relaticrs Guidance for
Evaluating Citizens Ccncems at 
SuperfmJ Sites.

OSO Oir. 9280.0-01
Flood Plain Requirenents

OSO Oir. 9834.3
Procedures for Identifying
Responsible Parties:
Utanlrolled Hazardous Waste
Superfird

tSO Oir. 9355.0-03
Ihcantrolled Hazardous Itete Site 
fenking
System - A Users Manual

WAUSAU, WISCCNSIN QiaWO WATER CCNTAHINATICN SITE 
GUIDANCE DOOWENTS FOR THE ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD. 

DOCS. NOT COPIED - HAY BE REVIEWED AT THE 
USEPA REGION V OFFICES, CHICAGO, ILLINOIS.
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WTEAUTHORTITLE

FS’s.
84/09/10USEPA

84/10/01USEPA

USEPA 84/10/12

84/11/19USEPA

84/12/05USEPA

85/01/01USEPA

USEPA 85/01/01

USEPA 85/01/01

85/02/21USEPA

85/04/01USEPA

USEPA 85/04/01

USEPA 85/04/02C&a Wr. 9295.1-01
MDU Betwesi tie ATSOR rd EPA.

Page No. 
12/19/88

CSWER Dir. 9240.0-01
User's Guice to the Contract 
Laboratory Program.

OSIER Dir. 9834.1
Quidaxe cti Issuance of Notice 
Letters

CSfER Dir. 9835.0
Interim CERCLA Settlerant Policy

CEWER Oir. 9285.2-01 
FSOP M - Site Entry

0&« Dir. 9285.2-05
FSOP 89 - Site Safety Plan.

0&€R Dir. 9285.2-02
FSOP SI - (tecontanination of
Response
Personnel

OSJER Dir. 9285.2-04
FSOP 85 - fcrk Itr^.

OSs'ER Dir. 9285.2-03
FSC? 83 - Air Surveillance

DSJER Dir, 9340.2-01
Pretaration cf Decision Ctr.rBits
For
Aporwing Fund-Financed and PfiP
RA's
Ihder CERCLA.

0S€R Dir. 9285.1-01-8
Standard Operating Safety Guide
.*^1

CSWER Dir. 9834.4
Policy for Enforcing Inforuaticn
Requests in
Hazardous Haste Cases.

KAUSAU, WISCCKSIN GROUND HATER CONTAMINATION SITE 
GUUVWCE DOCUfSITS FOR THE AO1INISTRATIVE RECORD. 

DOCS. NOT COPIED - HAY EE REVIEHED AT THE 
USEPA REGION V OFFICES. CHICAGO, ILLINOIS.
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WTEAUTHORTITLE

85/05/01USEPA

85/06/01USEPA

85/06/01USEPA

85/08/06USEPA

USEPA 85/10/02

USEPA 85/10/07

85/10/09USEPA

USEPA 85/01/01

USEPA 86/03/01

USEPA 86/03/20

C&ER Dir. 9240.0-02 USEPA 86/03/20

C&.'EP Dir. 9932.3 
Tiring of CE.PCLA Cost 
Actios.

Dir. 9355.1-01
Draft - Federal Lead tecedial 
Project fbnacerait Haroal

Oa® Dir. 9280.0-02 
ftjlicy on Flood Plains and 
Pfetlands Assessrents.

C&ER Dir. 9375.1-04 
State Participaticn In Pie 
Swerfird
Pros.-an Panual, Vol. I

Page No. 
12/19/88

ffiWER.Dir. 9234.0-02
CERSLA Corpliance With Other 
Envirarcntal Statutes.

CSHER Dir. 9834.2
Tisely Initiation of Responsible
Party Sca.-xhes, Issuance of Notice
Letters,
and Releases of Information.

0S€R Dir. 9835.2
Guidance cn Drafting Consent
Decrees
in Hazardous Waste Cases

CSiER Dir. 9375.1-04-09
State Participaticn In the
Superfird
Proc-an, Vol. !: Chapter 9, Audits 
of tespcTse Agreerents.

WAUSAU. HISCOSIN QOJNO HA7ER CCNTAMINATICN SITE 
GUIDANCE OOCUrWTS FOR THE ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD.

DOCS. NOT COPIED - MAY BE REVIEWED AT THE 
USEPA RE6ICN V OFFICES, OilCAGO, ILLINOIS.

CSWER Dir. 9355.0-06B
Guidance oi Reredial Investigations
Under CERCLA

OSHER Dir. 9355.0-05C
Guidance on Feasibility Studies
IWer CERCIA
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A-aTytica1 Support For Superfird

86/06/0)USEPA

86/11/07USEPA

86/11/13pWSER Oir. 9242.3-7

85/12/00CWSER Dir. 9355.1-01

85/12/00O'EER Oir. 9355.3-01

85/12/24USEPA

CWSER Dir. 9375.1-09 87/02/00

87/02/12USEPA

87/03/11USEPA

USEPA 87/04/01

(WER Oir. 9285.4-02 -- 87/04/22

Faisral Lead Reredial 
Project tewgerent fenual.

CSgi Dir. 9355.0-19
Irte-i.'n Quidixe on Seoerfund
Select icn of Reredy.

P»No. 
12/19/88

C&ERDir. 9285.4-01
Suoerfind Rjblic Health Evaluation 
fbnual.

Standard RI/FS Tasks Uhder 
R91 Contracts

Guidance Docurent for Providing 
Alternative KSter Supplies

OeR Oir. 9835.4
Inieria Quida.xe: Streamline The^
SettlBTBlt
Decision Process

OG.R Dir. 92’5.4-02 
Cdordinatir^ ATSOR Health 
Assesirmt Activities 
with Superhrd teredial Process

CSER Oir. 9355.O-O4A
Suoerfund Reredial Oesi^ and 
teredial
Action Guidance-

Cbe- th.r. 9355.O-7B
Cfcjectives for tenedial Respoise 
Activities

’rterim Guidance on State 
Paticipation in Pre- 
fteedial and fenedial 
Response.

Fiml Guidne for th 
Cooperation of ATSCR . 
Health Assessrent Activities 
with th Superfini Rradial 
Process.

WAUSAU. HISCCNSIN GROUND HATER CONTAMINATION SITE 
GUIDANCE DOCUMENTS FOR THE ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD.

DOCS. NOT COPIED - HAY BE REVIEWED AT THE 
USEPA REGION V OFFICES. CHICAGO. ILLINOIS.
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87/05/12

87/07/00OWSER Oir. 9285.4-01

a6£R Dir. 9234.0-05 87/07/09

USEPA 87/07/09

USEPA 87/07/24

OWSER Dir. 9835.1a 87/10/02

OWSER Oir. 9360.1-10 87/10/06

87/11/09

OWSER Oir. 9934.11 87/11/13

Mary Gede-USEPA 88/01/20

OWSER Oir. 9355.3-02 88/03/00

Interim Guidance on PRPs 
participation in RI/FS.

tensed Procedures for 
Planning and Implerenting 
Off Site Respcrse Actixs.

ft-aft Guidance oi Preparing 
Superfird Decision Ooctrants:

Interim Final Guidance on 
texval Action Levels at 
Ccntasinated Drinking Water 
Sites.

Page No. 
12/19/88

OSCTDir. 9355.0-21
Additimal Interim Guida.nce 
•for Ft'il Records of Decision.

Suierfird Rjblic Health 
Evaluation fbnual.

Atplicable or Relevant and 
Appropiate Requiretients.

FT ’88 fegion V ROD 
Process Guidance, 
teo fron Chief of 
the Erengmcy & 
teedial Response ft-ancfr 
testc Hrit. Div.

Suoerfird Selection of 
Renedy: feckground 
f>inrgntatinn cT Renaining 
Issues.

Interim Guidance on Administrative O^BER Oir. 9633.4 
Records for Decisions on Selecticn 
of CSCLA Response Actions.

WAUSAU. HISCmSlN GROUND WATER CCNTAHINATICN SITE 
GUIDANCE DOCUMENTS FOR THE ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD.

DOCS. NOT COPIED - HAY BE REVIEWED AT THE 
USEPA REGION V OFFICES, CHICAGO, ILLINOIS. -

Interim Guidance on CmoHance 
with Applicable or Relevant 
end Appropiate Requirerents. 
52 FR 32496 (8/27/87).

OSER Oir. 9235.0-05
Interim Guidance on Compliance with
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The Proposed Plan and ROO.

88/04/00OWSER Dir. 9835.1A

88/04/CI

Draft Guidance cn PRP 
Participation in the RI/FS.

Record of Decision Questions i 
Answers - Oaft.

Pace No. 
12/19/88 WUSAU, HISCCNSIN GROUND HATER CONTAMINATION SITE 

GUIDANCE DOCUhOnS FOR THE AEHINISTRATIVE RECORD. 
DOCS. NOT COPIED - MAY E REVIEHEO AT THE 
USEPA REGION V OFFICES, OilCAQO. ILLINOIS.



OF INTERIM REMEDIAL ALTERNATTvE SELECTICN

I. SITE LOCATICN AND DESCRIFTICN

SITE HISTORY ATT) n<FORCH-iENr ACTTVITTESII.
A. Site History'

WAUSAU GROUNDWATER CCNIAtllNATICtV SITE 
WAUSAU, WISCONSIN

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. Hiis 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 bouridaries.

The City of Wausau is located along the Wisconsin River in MaratJion 
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 of Wausau provides drinking water for approximately 33,000 
people. The 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 periods. 
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. Tlie East 
Well Field is located in a predominantly industrial section of the City.

The City discovered in early 1982 that its production wells CW3, C<4, and 
C-.’6 were contaminated by volatile organic conpounds (VDCs). Toluene, 
ethylbenzene, and xylene were also detected at CW4. Trichloroethene 
(TCE) is the predonunant volatile organic conpound detected^ at CW5, 
although below me^od detection limit (B’^DL) 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 fran 70 micrograms 
per liter (ug/L) to 260 ug/L. The most recent sampling (Marcli 1988)
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B.
sources
Becher-

Previous Studies '*
Previous investigations have identified several potential ^iiit 
of VOC contamination in the vicinity of City production wells.

indicates TCE concentrations of approximately 160 ug/L. S^le 
from the East Well Field (CW3 and CW4) have indicated coi^iderable .. 
TCE. and DCE ijTpact at both wells. CW4 has generally indicated ste^ilY 
decreasing concentrations of the three constituents since Februa^ 19^. 
CW3 has indicated decreasing PCE and\DCE concentration since tiie 
were discovered in early 1982. However, TCE concentrations at CW3 ha\^ 
remained relatively constant at concentrations ranging between 80 ug/L 
and 210 ug/L.
■K) reduce VDC concentrations, the City originally instituted a pro^am 
where uncontaminated water from CW9 and CW7 was blended with water from 
CW3, CW4, and 016 to dilute the VDC concentrations. However, increasing 
VOC concentrations in groundwater caused this metliod to be. ineffective, 
and resulted in then current regulatory limits being .exceeded.
In 1983, the United States Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) 
awarded the City of Wausau a federal grant to help fund the design 
installation of a packed tower WC stripper in order to provide 
sufficient water of acceptable quality to City residents. However, 
because VDC levels in the distribution system continued to increase, U.S. 
EPA’s emergency response team was asked for assistance. an intei^ 
measure in June 1984, the U.S. EPA installed a granular 
(GAC) treatment system on CW6. 
the Summer and Fall c_ 
water from CW3 and GV4. 
service in October 1984. 
Contamination site was added to

response team was asked for assistance.
VOC stripping towers were installed in 

of 1984 at the City water treatment plant to treat 
Subsequently, the GAC system was removed from 

In December 1985 the Wausau Groundwater 
the National Priorities List (NFL) for

remedial activities under Superfund.
The City has been blending water treated for VOC removal with water frOT 
uncontaminated supply sources (CW7 and CW9) to rec^ce VTC concentration 
in the water supply distribution system. Data indica.te that prior 
installation of treatment units (pre-July 1984), (h'lnking water s^^. 
taken frcm various taps in the City of Wausau consistently confined 
with concentrations ranging fr^ 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 • 
VDCs. Following installation of the packed tower VOC stripper’s, the 
water supply distribution systen has had relatively low levels of VOC s 
(aenerally belo’-^ detection limits of 0.5 to 1.0 ug/L). These levels ye 
dependent on continued effective operation of the treatment system fy 
a-/3 and CW4, the influent VOC concentration for each well, and continued 
use of the two uncontaminated wells (CW7 and (ZW9).
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CERCXA EnforcementC.

* City of Wausau
* Marathon Electric Coirpany
* Wausau Cheraical Coirpany

* Wausau Energy Conpany
* Amoco Oil Corporation

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 atove property, in order to determine the effect of 
past bulk oil operations at the site. STS Consultants Ltd. performed 
groundwater investigations at the Wausau Chemical Conpany, also located 
in the East Well Field, and instituted a groundwater extraction and 
treatment system to ronediate effects of past VDC releases from their 
facility operations. TVin City Testing and Engineering Laboratory, Inc. 
conducted investigations in the East Well Field vicinity on behalf 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. EPA emergency response action. CH2M Hill Inc. was contracted 
by the WENR to perform a hydrogeologic investigation of the abandoned 
City of Wausau landfill, located on property presently owned by Marathon 
Electric Conpany in the southern part of the West Well Field. RMT Inc. 
and Geraghty & Miller Inc., representing Marathon Electric Corporation 
and the_ City of wausau, respectively, performed a hydrogeologic 
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 wen Field in order to investigate VDC contamination of CW3. 
Locations of facilities discussed above are illustrated in Figure 3, and 
a listing of previous’studies is presented in Table 1.
Investigations conducted 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. The conclusions of most of 
■these studies include a reconmendation for further study. At least two 
studies also expressed ■the need for a carprehensive investigation to 
address the entire well field. The ronedial investigation, currently in 
progress, was therefore initiated by U.S. EPA to fill the data g^>s and 
determine a cost-effective solution to the groundwater problem.

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 their potential liabilities and offering them 
the opportunity to perform the Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Sti^y 
(RI/FS) were sent via certified mail on January 17, 1986 to the five 
id^tified PRPs listed t«low:

Several negotiation meetings were held to discuss technical and legal 
issues of a consent decree for the site. Ko^^ever, due to prcbleirs within 
the PR? group, and failure of the PRPs to agree to key requirements,
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Wausau East 
. Twin City

1. Hydrogeological Investigation of " 
teusau Wisconsin «unicipa!“e?fs 
September, 1985.

Report and Exploration 7 
August^l98r°"^^' (forWNR)',

(for City of Wausau), Beecher Hoppe

to waterWausau cneaical 0o„^,,,

CHjM HilC^SbSa^,'^^°£ Wausau Landfill, (for WD®,,

4- fisting Conditions r
WausaJ

Ttesting Corporation,

’!S‘;.riT srss

Groundwater Investigation
Engineers, Inc., 1983. ’

TABLE L

In Wausauf'uisco^sinr(fo“Sausau’Se'^°™?'' ^nargy Facility 
Dyke and Associates, Inc., ’ ’^Foth^rVai^

JteH 6, Wausau, WsS^sfr^’fc^^Cit^ Alluvial Aquifer Beneath Citthe Alluvial
J —aii(jInc., July, 1987.
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OO-T'IUNITy RFLATimSIII.

! proceeding according to U.S. EPA’s 
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.

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, included 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'd^lined to participate in 
the RI/FS. Hie U.S. EPA then contracted.with'Warzyn Engineering, Inc. to- 
conduct the RI/FS. ,

Negotiations with the PRPs are under way for the operable unit RDz'RA. 
Special Notice letters were sent out on October 13, 1988 to the five PRPs 
listed above. Negotiations are proceeding according to U.S.^ Er?.*c 
general guidance and policies. ------

Mthough the PRPs failed to reach an agreement with U.S. EPA, they have 
maintained considerable involvement in U.S. EPA’s study. Ivo 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 addition, 
two of the PRPs, the City of Wausau and Marathon Electric, offered to 
perform the biased feasibility study (PFS), and have indicated a 
willingness to perform the operable unit Remedial Design/Remedial Action 
(RD/RA). Correspondence regarding this matter is included in the 
administrative record for the site.
In January, 1988, U.S. EPA filed suit against four of the PRPs for 
recovery of past costs spent on U.S. EPA’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 
November 1989.

In January, 1988,

Information repositories have been established at Wausau City Hall, 407 
Grant Street, and the Marathon County Public Library, 400 First Street, 
Wan<^11, Wisconsin. In accordance with section 113(k)(l) of CERCLA, the 
administrative record for the site is available to the public at tliese 
locations. Hie draft PFS and tlie proposed plan were available for public 
revie*/ and conment from October 3, 1988 to October 24, 1988. A public 
meeting was held on Oc.tober 17, 1988 to discuss the findings of the 
Phase I RI and PFS,..and to present the proposed plan. Ivo formal public 
comnents were received during the public meeting and written comnents 
were also received during the public conment period. All ccximents 
received during tJie conment period and U.S. EPA’s resinses are included 
in the attaclied responsiveness suiimary. Ihe provisions of sections 
113(k)(2)(i-v) and 117 of CERCIA relating to community relations have 
been satisfied.
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IV. SCOPE OF OPERABr.E UNIT

■^e 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 from 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 movenent to the north. Implementation of plume migration dr­
controls will effectively limit the time during which G<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 from 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 cojisidered'to be consistent witli achieving a final site reaiedy.
The PFS evaluated alternatives to address plume migration control in Uie 
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.

In summer 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 porping 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 
fron the source area toward CW6. Water from CW5 is treated for VOC 
removal using the existing air strippers at the water utility. However, 
if no further action is taken, CW5 will continue to serve as an 
interceptor well, providing the sole protection for the remaining wells 
in the West Well Field.

A contaminant plume, conposed mainly of TCE, exists in the West Well 
Field and is being dravm toward CW6 due to punpage. The apparent source 
area is located to the south, on or near current Marathon Electric 
property.
Until recently, CW6, vdiich 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, The discharge of CW6 to Bos Creek 
has resulted in a contaminated groundwater mound between the source area 
and C^'6. 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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CURRENT SITE SITMUS AND SITE CHARACTERISTICSV.
Current Site StatusA.

The PFS was coiipleted in Septenber

Currently being developed, the FS

B. site Characteristics

  2 - • —; detail the developneiit -and 
evaluation of array ' remedial action alternatives to address the 
entire Wausau Groundwater Contamination site and sources impacting it.

1. Hydrogeology
Tlie 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 
by relatively inpermeable igneous bedrock. Groundwater flow within tire 
unconfined glacial aquifer has been drastically changed by the 
installation of the production wells. Under non-pjuping conditions, 
grouTidv/ater flows toward the Wisconsin River and its tributaries (Bos 
Creek). Groundwater naturally discharges at the surface water bodies. 
Ho^aver, under pumpage conditions, groundwater flows toward tlie 
production wells. The natural groundwater flow directions are frequently 
reversed due to City well puiiping 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 sho’.'zn in Figure 4.
The potenticmetric 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 tJie Wisconsin River, the East Well Field 
production well pimpage has induced surface water recliarge of the 
aquifer, causing.flow downward through the river bed and toward Cw3.
Aguifer 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 lO"^ cm/sec. -The overall average_hydraulic 
conductivity of the outwash aquifer is approxunately 2.2 x 10 aii/sec, 
based on test data at monitoring wells.

A RI/FS is currently being conducted for U.S. ERA by its contractor, 
Warzyn Engineering, Inc. The RI entailed two phases or field sanpling 
events. Phase I of the RI field work was conducted from August through 
■TannaTy 1988, results Of uhich are sunmarized in the 7\pril 1988 technical 
noTorandum. Phase II of the RI field work uas conducted from June to 
September 1988. Results of this phase of work will be included in the RI 
report for the site which is currently being prej^ed. The final FS, 
wliich addresses remediation of the entire site, is under development. 
The PFS prepared for this operable unit ranedial 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 coiipleted in Septanber 
1988.



7

2. Chemical Characteristics
a. Groundwater Quality

Groundwater quality sanpling conducted during the Phase I investigation 
has identified a vertical and lateral distribution of total chlorinated 
ethenes which suggest that a minirnum’ 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 VOC analyses of Round 1 groundwater 
sanpies (October 1987) and field laboratory analyses of groundwater 
sairples collected during drilling (October and November 1987).
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 laiidfill . 
and the presence of TCE in the unsaturated zone in this area, a source 
appears to be located within the northern portion of the former City (of 
Wausau) Landfill. The plume appears to have migrated noithward, vuider 
influence of punpage from a<6. The highest TCE concentration (4200 ug/L) 
within tliis plume was detected approximately 550 feet soutli of Ct\'6.

The distribution of TCE in monitoring wells located betweeit the Wisconsin - 
River and 0/3 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 tlie old City landfill, indicating close 
proximity to the source area. Slight vertical downward gradients were 
observed in monitoring wells in the area. Tie highest concentrations of 
TCE were detected ^t a depth of approximately 115 feet. Tkfter moving into the deeper portion of the aquifer, a portion of the plume appears to migrate eastward..under the influence of pmipage fran CW3 (refer to Figure 
4). A part of the plume has also been captured by the puiipage fran 046 
and appears to migrate northward under the influence of tliis well. 'Tlie 
TCE-contaminated portion of tJie aquifer ajpears to be less tlian 20 feet thick and is laterally restricted to a relatively nni-row flow path into 
the proft ’.ction wells. Since C. o produces water nearly equally frem all

TCE was also observed in the shallow aquifer between Bos Creek and a<6. 
This plume is sJio^jn on Figure 5 by the liglitly screened contours between 
Bos Creek and CW6. The shallow aquifer TCE contamination appeal's to 
result from the induced infiltration of surface water from Bos Creek, 
which has been contaminated by tJie discharge frexn CN6. Tlie induced 
surface water recharge of the aquifer is evident from tlie 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 tlie ponded area downstream were approximately 70 ugA- 
TCE was not detected in surface water sarrples collected upstream of the 
(346 discharge, nor was it detected at the point of discharge of Bos Creek 
to the Wisconsin River.
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Source Locationb.

SUM'-PRY OF SITE RISKSVI.

•me exposure pathway of concern is the City’s water  
Tlie City water distribution system supplies potable water.

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

Tie risks associated with the West Well Field contaminant plume liave been 
evaluated in the PFS for this operable unit. Tiis effort entailed 
identification of contaminants, routes of migration of populatioiis 
exposed to tlie contaminants associated with the West Well Field. Tiis 
information was then used to estimate health risks based on exposiyQ 
levels and toxicologic data of the contaminants. The final FS will 
contain a comprehensive assessment of risk for the entire site.
The predominant contaminant identified in the grounduater in tlie West 
Well Field is TCE. ' . . 
supply. ' derived exclusively frcxn the Wausau groundwater source aquifer, 
approximately 33,000 residents. Routes of exposui'e to residents ^ough 
contaminated groundwater include ingestion via drinking and cooking, cis 
well as inhalation and dermal e>posure while bathing. During tlie period 
of 1982 through mid-1984, prior to puling CW6 directly into Bos Creek 
and the installation of the VDC strippers, levels of TCE ^rpled at 
various 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 froh 016 prior to distribution using an air stripper. 
Monitoring in the distribution system, indicates undetectable levels.of 
TCE (detection limit 0.5 ug/L)•

The predominant source of TCE contamination to CW5 and CW3 appears to be 
the Marathon Electric/Former City Landfill area. Elevated concentrations 
of TCE were detected in groundwater, soil, and soil gas sanples obtained 
from the northern portion of the landfill. Soil gas concentrations 
within the landfill range from below minimum detection limits (1.0 ug/L) 
to approximately 82 ug/L. Soil sanples obtained from boring in tlie 
vicinity of the landfill contain concentrations of approximately 200 
ug/kg. Groundwater sanples obtained from the water table in tlie 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 RI, and will be evaluated during tlie 
final FS.
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VII. DESCRIFTICl^ OF ALTERNATIVES
Restxinse ObjectivesA.

Based on the possibility of failure of CW5 and/or the air strippers, a 
potential future risk of exposure to TOE via drinking water ingestion 
exists at the site. Therefore, plume migration control to mitigate 
future risks is considered a prudent response action to address site 
risks. Tliis action will mitigate potential long-term risks from 
migration of contaminants in water and will be consistent with the final 
remedy for the site.

A variety of technologies to address response objectives were identified 
for further consideration. From these, four'alternatives were developed 
arxi subjected to detailed ajialysis using the nine evaluation criteria., 
developed under ^e Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act (SARA). 
Table 2 lists the four alternatives.

Because TEE is the predominant contaminant present, it was identified as 
the indicator contaminant, or contaminant of concern, for the West Well 
Field. The toxicological effects of TCE, including acute exposure, 
subchronic exposure, and carcinogenic risk, were evaluated.
Based on undetectable levels of TCE present in the treated water within 
the city water distribution system, the short-term carcinogenic risks to 
health associated with TCE. contamination would appear to be minimal under 
current water usage practices. The long-term cancer risk associated with 
City water use is more difficult to quantify. The U.S. EPA has set a 
Maximum Contaminant Level (PEL) of 5 ug TCE/L of drinking water. MCLs 
are enforceable standards promulgated under the Safe Drinking Water Act. 
Because TCE is carcinogenic and is not considered to be withcxxf hazard 
below a given threshhold, the U.S. EPA has set a non-enforceable Maximum 
Contaminant Level Goal (MCLG) of zero for TCE in drinking water.

Ihe phased feasibility study was initiated to evaluate alternatives for 
remediation of the West Well Field contaminant plume. Based on the risk 
assessment, two primary site-specific response objectives were 
identified; 1) protection from long-term exposure to low levels of TCE 
from ingestion of drinking water; and, 2) protection from future 
increased levels of contaminants to the West Well Field.

Protection of residents from exposure to TCE is dependent on adequate 
treatment of the water. ' The potential for exposure exists in that 
failure of the treatment system could result in an exposure pathway 
■through the City’s drinking water. In addition, if CW6 was turned, off, 
•the TCE contaminant plume would migrate north, impacting the remaining 
clean wells, CW7 and CW9, in -the City well field.
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T?\BT.K 2

IftL ACnOT ALTERNATTVESF
No ActionAlternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

A combination of Alternatives 2 and 3.Mtemative 4

B. Treatment

Extraction well located north of Bos Creek, 
with packed tower stripping and discharge to 
the Wisconsin River.
Extraction well located south of Bos Creek 
ne^r the source area, with packed tower 
stripping and discharge to the Wisconsin River.

The maximum observed in-plume contamination concentrations are lower than 
either acute or available chronic 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 and 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.
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 wiscor^sin KIR. in determining effluent limits for discliarge to 
surface v/aters. Tne numbers are being used pending promulgation of new, 
Wisconsin Administrative Code chapters regulating the discliarge of toxic 
suLbstances.

was incorporated into each of the alternatives, 
a result of technology-based effluent limit 

  301(b)(2) of the Clean Water Act and federal
regulations (40 CER 122.44(a)) require the consideration and use of the 
Best Available Technology (BAT) that is economically achievable for 
treating water prior to discharge. Corresponding State requirements are 
found in section 147.04, Wisconsin Statutes and Chapters NR 215 and 217, 
of the Wisconsin Administrative Code.

Ground'.vater treatment 
(except No Action) as 
requirements. Section
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I7\BLE 3
Water Quality Effluent Limits -for Surface Water Discharge

Acute Max. ObservedC pound

C. Alternatives
Alternative 1 - Action

end-of-pipe effluent limits,
Tlie

Under this alternative, no response action would be taken at this time to-. 
jarotect the uncoQtaminated municipal wells in the West Well Field or to 
reduce the amount of time that CW5 draws in contaminants.

trans-l,2-Dichloroethene (DCE)
Trichloroethene (TCE)
Tetrachloroetliene (PCE)

13,500
5,200

528
641

3,200
55

Not'Avail.
Not Avail.

84

Chronic 
—ug/L-

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. The final 
determination regarding specific technologies will be made by WENR during 
the design phase. The treatment systan choice requires justification 
based cxi literature data and/or bench or pilot scale testing that 
demonstrates effective performance. .. . 
The treatment technology used for the purposes of alternative evaluation* 
and developnent of cost estimates in the PFS is air stripping utilizing a. 
packed tov/er stripper. Tdr-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 VOC stripping system, and its _■ 
use will be evaluated as BAT by the WDNR during the design phase of the renedy.

Production Well (3V6 is now on line as a water supply well, lhe discharge 
to Bos Creek has been halted. Based on connrunications with water utility 
representatives, CW5 will be puuped nearly continuously at a rate of

The acute toxicity values are essentially
because these values are riot to be exceeded within the mixing zone, 
cl^onic toxicity values are not to be exceeded in the stream after 
mixing. To calculate allowable effluent limits based on chronic 
toxicity, a mass balance is performed using upstream, discharge, and 
downstream flow rates and concentrations.
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approximately 1600 gpn during the high-donand sunwer months

Water from Production Well CW6 is being treated at the water utility for 
VOC reiTDval using an existing strippii^ tower.
Figure* 6a shows a simulated piezometric head contour mp for the ^ 
Action alternative under summertime punping conditions of 11 cubic f^ 
per second (cfs) total flow. A piezometric s^face northeast to southwest would be created. This divide would exteM from 
the southern portion of ^ferathon Electric toward Gil^rtPark to We 
northeast. The apparent source area located on J^athon^^^Electric 
property is located on the divide. The influence of the Well Field 
pumping wells extends to the source area. Contaminants would 
the north from the source area into the West Well Field. Under th^e 
conditions, CW6 would function as an interceptor well, captur^g 
contaminants drawn toward the West Well Field. Both the deep a^ shallow 
contaminant plumes (see Figure 5) are withw the 2one of infl^e of 
CW5. Without any other controls, this situation would continue until we 
west side contaminant plume has been effectively purged from the aquifer 
by production well punping.
Comparison of Figures 7a and 7b shows the effect of taking CW6 o^ line. 
Figure 7a reflects the same conditions discussed above. Figure 7b shows 
simulated piezometric head contours with CW6 off and the total sumner 
production well punpage of 11 cfs maintained. The piezom^ric surf^e 
divide is shifted slightly to the north, reflecting a relatively greater 
influence of West Well Field production wells. The source area and west 
side plumes would be within the zone of influence of CW7 and CW9.
If CW6 ceased punping, contaminants would be expected to migrate further 
north under the influence of CW7 and CW9 punpage. T.ic— 
provision for protecting uncontaminated cy? and CW9 in 
failure that results in subst^tial down time for (ZW6.
Applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements (AKARs) for the No 
Action alternative are sunmarized in Table 4. The only ARARs identified 
are federal drinking water standards and Wisconsin Chapter NR 140 - 
standards and requirements. Drinking water MZLs can be met as a result 
of VOC removal at the water treatment plant.
Under the No Action alternative, there would be_no time associated wi^ 
inplementatidn however, the time during which water “Consumers would 
exposed to trace (less than detectable) levels of contaminants  in 
drinking water would be maximized. A single City water supply ...
would be relied on. to draw contaminants from the source area and from t^'- 
ajuifer on the ‘vrest--side, preventing further northward contaminant 
migration to other west well field water supply wells.
There is no cost or operation and maintenance (O&M) associate^ with the 
No Action Alternative. Annual costs to operate the present air stripper 
were not considered as O&M under this alternative.
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TABLE 4

Regulatory Requirement Comment

t
LOCATION-SPECIFIC ARARs

ACTION-SPECIFIC ARARs
No action-specific ARARs were Identified for the No Action alternative.

I

Safe Drinking Water Act; 40 CFR 141; NR 109 WAC

No location-specific ARARs were Identified for the No Action alternative. «

CHEMICAL-SPECIFIC ARARs
Drinking water MCLs and corresponding State standards for health-related compounds are relevant and appropriate as goals for cleaning up a public water supply source aquifer. •

ARARS: ALTERNATIVE 1 - NO ACTION PHASED FEASIBILITY STUDYWAUSAU WATER SUPPLY NPL SITE WAUSAU, WISCONSIN
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Mtemative 2 - Extraction Well North of Bos Creek
Alternative 2 involves installation of a grounawater extraction well 
north of Bos Creek and south of CW6. Groundwater would be treated and 
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 
Randolph 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. The well would serve to remove contaminants from the 
northern portion of the TCE plume, and would draw in and intercept 
contaminants from the south. Based on information gathered to date, the 
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.
Grouridwater flow model results indicate a groundwater piezometric surface 
divide would be created between the extraction well and CW6 (see Figure 
6b). The divide would be located between Bums and Randolph Streets. 
Contaminants located north of the divide would migrate toward CW6, and 
contaminant.^ located south Of the divide would migrate to the extraction 
well. The influence of the extraction well also extends south to include 
the apparent source area. The extraction well would therefore draw in 
contaminants from the source area.
A conceptual system layout for the northern extraction, treatment, and 
di^harge system is illustrated on Figure 8. A well and purrp-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 purrp 
house would be constructed at the well head to protect the well head, 
motor starter and controls, above ground piping. Above ground piping 
would incorporate a check v^ve, flow control 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. The 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 nominal size 
polyethylene Pall ring packing would provide an estimated 85% removal of 
TCE. Treated effluent would flow by gravity to the discharge line and 
ultimately to an out-fall at the Wisconsin River shoreline. Ihe BAT 
requirement will be determined by the WENR during the design phase of tlie 
project. .. ..
ARARS for Alternative 2 are sunmarized in Table 5. The action would 
coirply with NR 140 requirements. In general, the highest contaminant 
concentrations observed in the west side plume are less thani effluent 
limits (5.2 mg/L for TCE) established by the WENR, so water qynlity-hHsed 
requiranents can be satisfied. Technology-based effluent limits can be 
.satisfied with the VOC stripping technology.
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CommentRegulatory Requirement
CHEMICAL-SPECIFIC ARARs

NR 140 MAC

Clean Mater Act

LOCATION-SPECIFIC ARARs

ACTION-SPECIFIC ARARs
Technology-based effluent limits are applicable.

NR 219 MAC

NR 102 MAC NR 104 MAC

NR 200 MACNR 217 MAC

ILHR 81-84 MAC ILHR 50-53 MAC INO 1. 6 MAC

CMA Section 301;40 CFR 122:Chapter 14/.04 Statutes
. NR 112 MAC

TABLE 5
ARARS: ACTION ALTERNATIVES 2. 3, AND 4 PHASED FEASIBILITY STUDYMAUSAU MATER SUPPLY NPL SITE MAUSAU, WISCONSIN

Safe Drinking Mater Act;40 CRF 141; N|t 109 MAC

Chapter 30 Statutes; NR 115-117 MAC
Hay be applied although proposed facilities do not appear to lie within regional floodway or floodway fringe. '

Interim numbers used In establishing effluent limits for toxics are to be considered (TBC).
Drinking water MCLs 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 may be applicable. Requirement for permit may be waived under CERCLA on-slte action exemption. Honitoring and reporting requirements may 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.

Groundwater Quality Standards are applicable. RI/FS process is considered to satisfy substantive requirements for investigation, analysis and consideration of appropriate response actions.
General renuirement for regulatinq discharges to surface water are applicable. Federal AUQC are ARARS* state numbers are more stringent.
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Probable costs of Alternative 2 are summarized in Table 6. Major capital 
cost items include the extraction well, pji'ip house, stripping tower and 
foundation, controls and 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. 
Ihe 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 $82,000. Hie five-year present net worth (10% 
discount rate) associated with the above costs is $760,000.
Response objectives would begin to be met shortly after the well begins 
punping. Contaminants not captured by the system would be drawn to CW6, 
and contaminated water would be treated at the City water tieaunent plant 
to meet drinking water MCLs. A design 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 CW5 to draw in 
contaminants presently situated beyond the northern extent of influence 
of the extraction well.
Implementation of this alternative is not expected to be a problem. The 
technology is readily available, conventional, and well demoi^trated. 
Construction is straight forward and no unusual features are anticipated 
to be required for the system. Coordination between U.S. EFA and the 
City of Wausau will be required to accoirplish implementation of the 
system.

Alternative 3 - Extraction Well South of Bos Creek
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.
Hie extraction well would be- 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 M^athon Electric 
Company building would be suitable, based on available information (See 
Figure 8). The 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 
chlorinated ethenes (primarily TCE) ranges from approximately 500 ug./L to 
2,000 ug/L in this area, based on Phase I RI results. A deep well would 
be used to remove contaminants from the southern portion of the plume, 
ard draw some contaminants back to the south, away from CW6.

••
Groundwater flow., modeling was conducted to evali^te the effects of 
punping from the southern extraction well. Modeling results indica^ 
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-northwest to east-southeast would be located in the 
vicinity of Bos Creek and Randolph Street. Contaminants located in



ALTERNATIVE 2

CAPITAL-COSTS

Item Cost

Capital Facilities Subtotal $248,000

Capital Subtotal $360,000
Contingencies (202) $ 72,000

Capital Total $432,000

ANNUAL OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE COSTS
First Year Subsequent Years

O&M Subtotal $87,200 $68,500
Contingencies (202) $17,400 $13,500

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

FIVE-YEAR PRESENT WORTH

$760,000Present Worth Total

Extraction Well
Well House and Utilities
Well House Piping and Appurtenances
Discharge System
Stripping 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

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

Engineering Design (252)
Contract Administration (102)
Legal and Administrative (102)

Present Worth of Capital (102 discount rate)Present Worth of 0 & H (102 discount rate)
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Probable costs 
capital cost items

■ ■ *. Approximately 220 
would then extend south across

• • . A 42-inch 
out fall at the Wisconsin River

roughly the northern one-half of the west side contaminant plume would 
migrate toward CW6. Contaminants located south of the contaminant 
would be drawn to the extraction well. Figure 6c shows that a seco^ 
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.
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 purrp house would be constructed^at 
the well head and a stripping tower would be provided. 
feet of buried gravity discharge piping 2-_’. : 
Marathon Electric property to an existing storm sewer manhole, 
storm sewer drops from the manhole to an i—-- -
shoreline.

 ■ - • - ". The action would
conply with NR 140 requirements. State groundwater quality standards 
apply to the alternative. Drinking water standards (Mds) for VOCs^ can 
be achieved by treatment of water from CW6 at the city water trea^t 
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 c^ 
be satisfied with the VDC stripping technology. Ihe BAT requirement will 
be determined by the WENR during the design phase of the project.

for Mtemative 3 are summarized in Table 7. Major* 
include the extraction well, jotp house, stripping 

towr and foundation, controls and utilities, trenching, piping and 
piping appurtenances. Major operation.and maintenance cost items 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-ye^ 
present net worth (10% discount rate) associated with the above costs is 
$750,000.
Response objectives, would begin to be met shortly after extraction 
punping begins. A design and construction period of less thm six months., 
is considered realistic for this action. The time until lo^-tem 
protection is achieved depends on the time requir^ for CW6 to draw in 
contaminants from the northern half of the west side contaminant Pl^ 
and from the shallow groundwater plume caused by the discliarge of CW6 
into Bos Creek.

ARARS for Alternative 3 are summarized in Table 5.
Drinking water standards (Mds) for VCGs^can
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ALTERNATIVE 3

CAPITAL COSTS

CostItem

$243,000

$352,000Capital Subtotal
$ 70,000Contingencies (20%)
$422,000Capital Total

ANNUAL OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE COSTS
Subsequent YearsFirst Year

$67,300$87,200O&M Subtotal
$13,500Contingencies (20%) $17,400
$80,800O&M Total $104,600

$750,000Present Worth Total

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

TA8LE 7
SUMMARY OF PROBABLE COSTS:

PHASED FEASIBILITY STUDY
WAUSAU WATER SUPPLY NPL SITE

WAUSAU, WISCONSIN

$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

Extraction Well
Well House and Utilities
Well House Piping and Appurtenances
Discharge SystemStripping Tower, Foundation, Appurtenances

Capital Facilities Subtotal

' FIVE-YEAR PRESENT WORTH
Present Worth of Capital (10% discount rate) Present Worth of 0 & M (10% discount rate) .

Engineering Design (25%)
Contract Administration (10%) 
Legal and Administrative (10%)

$ 4,500 
$26,000 
$ 2,700 
$42,000 
$ 6,000 
$ 3,000 
$ 3,000
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Altemativie 4 - Extraction Wells North and South of Bos Creek
IVo

nie cross section for the two
Conceptual system layouts for the groundwater extraction, treatment, and 
discliarge system are sliowii on Figure 8. T.._ i-zzr t?.? f t

Groundwater flow modeling was conducted to evaluate the effects of 
punping simultaneously from the northern and southern extraction wells. 
Well locations are shown on Figure 8. Groundwater flow modeling results 
indicate two divides in the groundwater piezcmetric 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 
streets.

Mtemative 4 is essentially a combination of Mtematives 2 and 3. 
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.

Plume capture would be acconplished such that contaminants in the 
northern one-tliird 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.

Inplonentation of this alternative is not expected to be a problen. Hie 
technology is readily available, conventional, and well demonstrated. 
Construction is straight forward and no unusual features are anticipated 
to be required for the systen. Coordination between U.S. ERA, WDNR, the 
City of Wausau, and Marathon Electric Conpany will be required to 
accarplish inpiementation 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, ihis 
indicates the extraction system would be effective in controlling the ” 
potential migrating of contaminants to the East Well Field.
Conparison of Figures 7c and 7d shows the effect of a shutdown of CW6 for 
Alternative 4. Figure 7c shows a piezometric surface contour'map for the 
Alternative 4 system with CW3, CW6, CW7, and CW9 funping at a ccxrbined 
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 gpm. With CW6 off-line, the northern extent of 
influence of the extraction syston is shifted a few hundi’ed 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 <3J7 and CW9.



ALTERNATIVE 4

CAPITAL COSTS

CostItem

$490,000

$711,000Capital Subtotal
$142,000Contingencies (20%)
$853,000Capital Total

ANNUAL OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE COSTS
Subsequent YearsFirst Year .

$117,000O&M Subtotal $141,000
$ 23,000Contingencies (20%) $28,000
$140,000$169,000O&M Total

$1,400,000Present Worth Total

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

TABLE 8
SUMMARY OF PROBABLE COSTS:

PHASED FEASIBILITY STUDY
WAUSAU WATER SUPPLY NPL SITE

WAUSAU, WISCONSIN

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

$300,000

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

Extraction Wells
Wellj Houses and Utilities
Well House Piping and Appurtenances
Discharge SystemsStripping Towers, Foundations, Appurtenances

Capital Facilities Subtotal

$ 850,000
$ 550,000

Engineering Design (25%)
Contract Administration (10%)'
Legal and Administrative (10%)

FIVE-YEAR PRESENT WORTH
Present Worth of Capital (10% discount rate)
Present Worth of 0 & M (10% discount rate)

$ 4,500
$ 32,000
$ 3,500
$ 84,000

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

‘ $ 11,000
$ 3,000
$ 3,000
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The details of each system have

SU-I-aRY OF Ca-FARATIVE ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVESVIII.

systems are shojn on Figures 9 and 10. 
been discussed previously.

A design and construction period of less than six months is considered 
realistic for this action. The 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. ,

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. Tlie action will 
comply with NR 140 requirements. State groundwater quality standards 
apply to the alternative. Drinking water standards can be met (MCLs) for 
VOCs by treatment at the City water treatment plant. The 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. The EAT requirement will be determined by the WENR during 
the design phase’ of the project.
Probable costs for Alternative 4 are surrmarized in Table 8. Major 
capital cost itans include the extraction wells, punp houses, stripping 
tower and foundation, control systems and utilities, trenching, and 
piping. Major O&M items include energy costs, sampling and monitoring, 
analytical laboratory services, routine systems inspection and 
maintenance, and reporting. Capital costs are estimated to be $853,000. 
The 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. The five-year present net worth (10^ 
discount rate) associated with the above costs is $1,400,000.
As with Alternatives 2 and 3, implementation is not expected to be a 
problem. Technologies are^ readily available and well demonstrated. Coordination between U.S. eA, WDNR,' the City of Wausau, and Marathon 
Electric would be required to inple-ment the system.

In order to determine the most appropriate alternative that is protective 
of human health and the environment, attains ARARs, is cost-effective, 
and utilizes permanent 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 SARA. A sunmary'bf the comparison is provided in Table 9. Following 
is a discussion qf each of the criteria and the alternatives’ performance 
against each of these.'
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Evaluation Factor

Short-Tern Effectivencjs

Alternative 1 No Action
Alternative 2 Northern Extraction Well

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

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.
Period of exposure to trace contaminants slightly lonqer than Alternatives 2 or 4.

Could achieve HCLs and State groundwater standards on west side due to long terra purging by municipal Production Wells CW6, (west side) and CW3 (east side).

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.
Period of exposure to trace contaminants in treated water Is shortest similar to Alternative 4).

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

Contaminants drawn away from 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 Cw5 and northern extraction well.

Period of exposure to trace(contaminants in treated water is shortest (similar to Alternative 2).
Requires shortest time for purging aquifer among action alternatives.

Long-Tern Effectivene".

TABLE 9
SUHHARV OF ALTERNATIVES EVALUATION PIIASEO FEASIBILITY STUDY WAUSAU WATER SUPPLY NPL SITE WAUSAU. WISCONSIN

Contaminants captured near and away from source area.
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 two extraction wells.

Risks 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 plant provides protection of water consumers.

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

Contaminants drawn away from source by production w<Ils.
Hiqratlon of coi tamlnants to east well field Is 1 kely.

Ho additional protection of community and workers Is required.
• liroductlon Well CW6 draws In contaminants from west side plume Indefinitely.
VOC removal at water treatment plant provides protection of water consumers.

Requires Intermediate time for purging aquifer among action alternatives (substantially less than Alternative 2).
Contaminants captured near source area.
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 among action alternatives.



None NoneNone None

InplenentablKty ■

No additional services required.

Alternative 1 Ho Action
Alternative 2 Northern Extraction Well

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

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

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

Long term management consists of monitoring water levels, water quality, discharge quantity, and routine maintenance.

Not administratively feasible because public water supply is threatened with long-term contamination.

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

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.

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

Long term management consists of monitoring water levels, water quality, discharge quantity, and routine maintenance.
Reduction ofToxicity, Mobility, Volume

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.
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.

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

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 approval. Coordination with local agencies is required. Coordination with PRP group may be required. No apparent administrative difficulties.



No direct nonetary costCost

Evaluation 
Factor

Alternative 1 No Action
Alternative 2 Northern 
Extraction Well

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

Compliance with 
ARARS

Overall Protection of Hunan Health 
and Environment

Period of exposure to trace residual VOCs (after treatment) Is 
maximized.

aquifer near source area.

HCLs and State groundwater standards may be achieved in aquifer in long term.

HCLS are met by VOC removal at City water treatment plant.

TABLE 9 (Continued)
SUMMARY OF ALTERNATIVES EVALUATION PHASED FEASIBILITY STUDY 

WAUSAU WATER SUPPLY NPL SITE WAUSAU, WISCONSIN

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 in period exposure from west 
side Production Well CW6.

HCLs and State groundwater standards could be achieved 
in aquifer in long term.

Continued migration from source to 
west side and east side well 
fields.

Capital $432,000 1st year O&M $105,000 Subsequent Annual O&H 
$82,0005-Year Present Worth 
$760,000Discount Rate 10%

HCLs achieved for municipal 
water supply.

complies with NR 140 requirements for response to groundwater contamination.

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 drawn away from Contaminants removed form 
source prior to capture. aquifer near source area.

Capital $422,000 ' 1st Year O&M $105,000 Subsequent Annual O&H 
$81,0005-Year Present Worth 
$750,000Discount Rate 10%

HCLs achieved for municipal 
water supply.

complies with NR 140 requirements for response 
to groundwater contamination.
HCLs and State groundwater 
standards could be achieved 
in aquifer in long term.

Capital $853,000 1st year O&H $169,000 Subsequent Annual O&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.
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.
Contaminants removed from 
aquifer near source area.

HCLs achieved for municipal water 
supply.
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TABLE 9 (Continued)

No source area control.

State and Community Acceptance

Evaluation Factor Alternative 1 No Action
Alternative 2 Northern Extraction Well

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

Complies with identified ARARS. Complies with identified ARARs.

SUHHART OF ALTERNATIVES EVALUATION PHASED FEASIBILITY STUDY WAUSAU WATER SUPPLY NPL SITE WAUSAU, WISCONSIN

Some potential for 
contaminant migration to east well field.

Likely not acceptable to the State. Specific concerns or preferences to be addressed in the Record of 
Decision.

Substantially reduces time required to purge 
contaminants from aquifer.
Complies with identified ARARs.

Specific concerns or preferences to be addressed in the Record of Decision.

Reduces time required to 
purge contaminants from aquifer.

Specific concerns or preferences to be addressed in the Record of Decision.
Specific concerns or preferences to be aaddressed in the Record of Decision.

Best source area control,minimizing •migration to east well field.
Requires least time to purge contaminants from aquifer.

Best source area control, minimizing migration to east well field.

Requires most time to purge contaminants from aquifer bv sole «• reliance on City supply wells.
Likely would not comply with ARARs.
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*

*
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★

, and
the desired hydraulic influence hy extraction wells is expected to he

Alternative 4 - combines Tkltematives 2 and 3. The nortliem extent 
of plume capture would be similar to that under Alternative 2. 
Removal of contaminants and control of migration away from tlie 
source would be acconplished as under Alternative 3.

1. Short-Term Effectiveness
Farb of the alternatives (except NO Action) is acconpanied by similar 
short-term risk to workers and the conmunity. These potential risks are 
associated with exposing contaminated materials from subsurface areas. 
Alternative 2 uses the area most accessible to the community, but access 
can be controlled. Alternative 3 would be iiTplemented 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 equiprent. 
None of the alternatives are considered to present appreciable risks 
populations away from the construction areas, and vapor monitoring can be 
used during construction.
Response objectives can be met by each of the action alternaf:^es^,^ 
realized within several weeks of ^e start of punping. The effects of 
the various systems can be'summarized as follows.

Alternative 1 - provides no active remediation of the aquifer. 
Contaminants would be drawn to CW6 from the soiree 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 016. Contaminants would 
be removed from the aquifer as they are drawn away from the source 
and are intercepted by the northern extraction well. Tlie nortliem 
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 3 - provides capture of approximately the southern 
half of the plume. Migration of contaminants to CW6 would ^so 
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 removed 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 tlie northern 
section of the west side plume would migrate to CW6, anrl contaiiunoted
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2. Lonq-Term Effectiveness and Perrranence

4. Impli Ttabilitv

water would be treated at the City water treatment plant for removal of VDCs.

The reliability of each of the action alternatives is similar, 
portions of the west side contaminant plume would be capttured. 
Action alternative is less reliable, 
protection for the west side wells.
the East Well Field under tlie No Action alternative.

Large 
The No 

because CW6 is used as tlie sole 
Contaminants would also migrate to

No reduction in toxicity, mobility, or volume of waste or liazardous 
substances are achieved by any of the four alternatives. Such reduction 
of toxicity, mobility, or volume is not cost-effective when coii^xared witli 
tfie effectiveness and relatively lou-er cost of an extraction well and air 
stripping systsn alone, versus a system wliich utilizes granular activated 
carbon to control air onissions, considering the relatively low levels of 
contaminants to be treated.

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 and (2) control/capture 
of source area groundwater.

The technologies used in each of the alternatives are relatively sinple 
and reliable. Each of tJie alternatives relies on CW6 initially as tJie 
last barrier to additional West Well Field contamination. The 
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 tlian at 
present, as long as the City keeps CW5 in operation and maintains VDQ 
removal capabilities at the water treatment plant.

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 Taction) is expected to achieve low 
contaminant concentrations (i.e., approaching MCLs and State groundwater 
standards) as a result of aquifer purging. The long-term residual risks 
are'therefore similar for each of the alternatives, but interim (short­
term) risks are different, as discussed above.

The individual technologies used in each of the alternatives are 
conventional and well deronstrated. ' No unusual difficulties in 
construction of wells or treatunent and discliarge systems ai‘e anticipated. 
Alternatives 3 and 4 may involve trench excavation through rubble in the

3. Reduction in Toxicity. Fobilitv and Volume
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6, Compliance with ARARs

Technology-based or water

drill cuttings and/or trench spoils, and for 
drilling fluids, if required.  Services cr_ r

As shown in Table 5, 
action alternatives.

 . Services
be available for each alternative.

Other action-specific ARARs can be 
CBRCLA exenpts 
of plans will be required.

5. Cost
Estimated costs for the alternatives are in

Major capital cost items — ---
punp house, 

utilities, trenching, 
items include 
laboratory services, 

maintenance and reporting. ' . 
and ;
Table 9. 
the cost 
alternative. 

Coordination between U.S.
Alternatives 3 and 4,-----thp alternatives. Potential future actionsSfectiveness could easily be monitored with each of the alternatives.

throuch 8. Major capital cost items for each alternative include extraSion well, pump house, stripping tower and foundation, ^^ro 
StS utilitieS^trenching, and piping. Manor ope^^^ 
nSntenance items include energy costs, sanplwg

laboratory services, routine systems inspection, analytical i^ratory s operation and maintenance,
five-year preset worth costs (10% discount rate) are suitm^iz^ ' "^^^^iftion in costs of major capital and O.R 

conparison, because similar items are included

the same ARARs were identified for each of the 
State groundwater standards could be met in the 

long-term.’ Drinking water MZLs can be met under e^ alternative due to 
water treatment by the air strippers prior to distribution.
Technology-based or water quality-based effluerit limitations c^ te m^ 
by each of the action alternatives. Other action-specific
net by each of the alternatives. CERCLA exempts on-site actions from 
permit requirements, but State review

U.S. EPA, VOIR, the City of Wausau, and, under 
Marathon Electric, would be required for each of 

Potential future actions would be possible and

7. Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment
Swrt-terms risk associated with the
addressed by treatnwt for VOC removal at the
alternatives differ in their ability to «pturetinxe required to achieve long-term protection of the water sufply and a

to constitute aformer City landfill, but this does not appear 
substantial disadvantage to these alternatives.

and materials are considered to
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8. State Acceptance

of time contaminaiits will

environment as a result of mplesnentation. 
to protect surface water quality. 1—-- - 
No Action, conplies with ARARs.

: ! 3 with the provision for 
inpiementation of an additional well if Alternative 3 does not achieve 
response objectives for this operable unit.

2 is less effective* than 
area contaminants, because 

! area groundwater removal and 
from the source before they are

resulting risk reduction. AJtemative 
Alternative 3 or 4 in controlling source 
Alternative 3 and 4 incorporate source 
Alternative 2 draws contaminants away i.captured. Tl:e time required under Alternatives 2 and 3 would be longer 
than for Alternative 4. The No Action alternative would require the 
longest time to achieve long-term protection.
Ultimately, the long-term residual risks are expected to be similar foi 
each of the alternatives. None of the action alternatives are 
anticipated to have substantial adverse effects on public health or the .... . Effluent standards can be met

Each of the alternatives, except for

expressed a preference for Alternative 3. 
expressed a desire to inplement an clt* 
meets the technology-based requirements 
The community in Wausau has not expressed 
alternative. Specific comments i 
and at the public meeting .

Surmarv of Comparison
Under Alternative 1 (no action), contaminants would be purged only 
through pumping of G-J6. Neither control of eastward contaminant 
migration nor protection from further west side contamination would 
achieved. This alternative is not consistent with the objectives for 
interim response action at the site and is therefore not considered a 
viable option for the site.
Although Alternatives'2, 3, and 4 provide similar results wh^ evaliiat«a 
against the nine criteria, there are some import^t differaic^. 
Alternative 2 provides the least amount of time in which contaminants 
will continue to reach CW6, but it requires the_ longest 
purging. Under Alternative 4, tJie amount l_ --

9. Coiranunitv Acceptance
The City of Wausau and Marathon Electric, both of whom are have ■---- i"3 3. Hov/ever, they have also

alternate treatment teclmo logy tJiat 
of BAT in tlie Clean Water ?ct._ 

; a preference for any 
r^Vived "during the public comm,ent period 

 the proposed plan are addressed in tlie
responsiveness sunmary included with this document.

The State has expressed favor for Alternative 
inpiementation of an additional 1' ...jnresponse objectives for this operable unit. The State U.S. EFA will 
work together in determining whether Alternative 3 is adiieving the 
objectives. A discussion on criteria to be used in evaluating the 
performance of this ronedy is included in Section IX of this document.
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further .into the

IX.

*

*

initial well meets the response objectivesDetermination of whether the

migrate to City Well 6 is the same, 
least amount of purge time, 
associated with both these 
protection against e,— -
aquifer before capture by the extraction well.
These two factors, in addition to requiring the longest ptirge time of tlie — ‘ i--- '• —! least attractive.

time and costs are the major 
contaminant barrier well in the

The selected ranedy entails:
Installation of an extraction well located in tlie southern portion of 
the contaminant plume;

* Inplementation of a treatment system for removal of VOCs;
* Discharge of the”"treated water to the Wisconsin River; and,
Provision for inplementation of an additional well, as necessary.

three action alternatives, makes Mtemative 2 the
Between Mtematives 3 and 4, the purge 
differences. Because OJ6 is acting as a . . ..-oWest 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 health risk. Therefore, 
because Alterative 4 is twice as costly without providing additional 
protection. Alternative 3 is considered the cost-effective alternative.

SELECTED REMEDY AND STATUTORY DEIERI'IDSiATICNS
Section 121 of SARA required that all remedies for superfu^ sites 
protective of human health and the environment, comply with ARARs, oe 
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 the ^st.balance of 
trade-offs among alternatives with respect to the criteria used to 
evaluate remedies. The modification includes the implementation of an 
additional extraction well if Alternative 3 is un^le to peiform^ 
modelled, thereby failing to.meet the response object.ives , for t^s 
operable unit, as outlined earlier. Based, on the evaluation, of 
alternatives, U.S. EFA and the State of Wiscoi^in ^lie^ that 
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 renedy will attenpt to utilize permanent solutions and 
alternate treatment technologies or resource recovery technologies to the . 
maximum extent practicable.

however. Alternative 4 requires the 
Mtemative 3 has an intermediate time 

factors. Alternative 2 provides less 
eastward migration than Alternatives^3 ap^^4,_^^it 

results in moving contamination fron> the source area f---- ----
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* The ability of the extraction well to capture the plume;

<■

1. Protection of Human Health and the Environment

for this remedial action will be made following start-up of the systen. 
Criteria used in making this determination include:

, An 
contaminants

* The extent of the cone of depression created by purrping of the 
extraction well;

*,The system’s ability to protect CW7 and CW9 from contaminants, should 
’=‘cW6rfail.

Based on the risk assessment developed for this operable unit, chronic, 
exposure to low levels of VOCs, and contaminant plume migration to the 
West Well Field are the identified risks associated with the west side 
contaminant plume. Inplementation of an extraction well in close 
proximity to the source area, and treatment of extracted groundwater 
under Alternative 3 provides protection to huran health and^ the _ 
environment by reducing chronic exposure to low level VOCs 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 urider the Wisconsin River toward CW3.

Evaluation of the systan will be based on data collected from existing 
monitoring wells during start-up' and after the system achieves steady 
state conditions in the aquifer.

* The anount of VOCs removed by the system over time; and.

Additional protection is also provided if Alternative 3 does not perfonn 
as predicted. The provision for inplonentation 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.
Inplementation of Alternative 3 will not pose any unacceptable sliort-term 
risks or cross-media impacts to the site, the workers, or the comnunity.

As stated above, the renedy is considered the most cost-effective 
rpmpdial action. It ccnplies with Federal and State ARARs. It is 
protective of human health and the environment by mitigating contaminant 
novanent towards CW5 and by providing protection against operational 
failure of CW6 or the air stripper currently treating water from CW6.
Requirements of Section 121(b) (1) (A-G) which have been determined to be 
applicable 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.
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Relevant and Appropriate Reciuiren>ents_sf2. Attainment of Applicable or 
Environmental Lavs

, of wastewater to sui'face

L__- to discharge is an ARAR, 
requires the application of Best 

A^iiiSili'TKrmologY (BAT) econcnicallY ^chiev^le to trea^^lMa^s 
Hiqrharae BAT is determined on a case-by-case basis py 

402(a)(1) of the Clean Water Act. usir« 
guidelines outlined in 40 CFR 125.3.

Chapters NR 102 MAC and NR 104 WAC
Chapters NR 102 ind NR 104 of the Wisconsin Administrative Code regulate 
surface water quality standards and discharges 
water, respectively. Under NR 102 WAC, 
establishing effluent

Qiapter NR 140 WAC
Hlsecmin groundwater protection Administrative140> 
regulates public health groundwater 'loality sta^^ for the Stye ot 
wiSonsin. The enforceable groundwater APARs
1.8 ug/L. Groundwater quality standards as found in NR 140 mac are 
for this remedial action.

£he requirements of tlie 
(AWQC) for protection of 

to surface bodies is 
■ 3 to "surface waters under the

Elimination System (WRDES) discharge

Discharge of extracted groundwater is subject to 
Clean Water Act. Ambient Water Quality Criteria 
freshwater aquatic organisms related to discharges 
an ARAR. General requiremaits for -
Wisconsin Pollutant Discharge n-----
regulations are also an ARAR.
Treatment of extracted groundwater prior
section 301(b)(2) of the Clean Water to’’treat pollutants

BAT is determined on a 
Section 402(a)(1) of the

the ARARS that will be met by Alternative 3.

Federal: Safe Drinking Water Act (Sli-ffli)/Statei
Wisconsin Administrative Code (MA(U

Ite SDt^ and corresponding State stand^ds sirS^wS^
S^^n rSre«^-

fS achi»dng mils are relevant and appropriate for this rsnedial action.
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State; Chapter MR 112 MACe.

f. State: Chapters MR 200 217 and 219 MAC

3. Cost-effectiveness
affords

Therefore, Alternative 3
cost-effective alternative that is

U.S. ERA and WEHR believe the selected remedy is the most appropriate 
alternative for meeting the response objectives for this operable unit. 
TUI 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 
frcxn TCE migration to the East Well Field, nor does it provide for 
capture of contaminant ’s at the source area. TUtematives 3 and 4 are

• ccmparable with resp^t 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 
drinking levels through an existing air. stripper, the small differenceL. in 
pirge time between the two does not cause any appreciable additional 
heal til risk. Therefore, becavise Alternative 4 is twice as costly without

be considered), for this remedial action. NR 104 WAC sets effluent 
limits and classifies surfaces waters in the State of Wisconsin.

Chapter NR 112 W?C addresses well construction and pump installation for 
extraction wells which withdraw 70 gpm or greater. Requirements under 
this regulation will be addressed, during the design phase of the remedial 
action. ?dditional 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 WAC, ILHR 50-53 WAC, and IND 1 and 6 WAC.

TUtemative 3 affords a high degree of effectiveness by providing 
protection from chronic low level exposure of TCE for production wells 
Cv-3 and CW6, as well as providing protection from plume migration in die 
West Well Field. TCLtemative 3 is the least costly alternative that is 
protective of human health and the environment, 
is considered to be the most 
protective.

Thes'e chapters of the Wisconsin Administrative Code cover discharge 
permit applications, effluent limitations, and monitoring and rerprting 
requirements for discharge activities to surface water bodies in the 
State. 7CL1 substantive technical requirements under these regulations 
will be met for this remedial action.

4. Utilization of Permanent Solutions and Alternative Treatment 
Technologies or Resource Recovery Technologies to the Maximum Extent 
Practicable
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protection. Alternative 3 is the preferred

a Principal Element

found and released via the air.
by the WEWR during the design phase

5- Preference for Treatment as

providing additional 
alternative.
Extraction of t!ie 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 win be 
consistent with a remedy to permanently restore the sole-source 
aquifer. .Mr stripping of extracted water prior to discharge is an 
^ropriate treatment considering the low levels that are expected to be 

treatment system will be determined during the design phase of the project. Therefore the 
selected remedy provides the best balance of trade-offs with respect to 
tile rune 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 maxiniim’extent practicable.

treamt of contaminants which permanently and significantly reduces- 
toxicity, mobility, or volume of hazardous substances was not found to be 
^ticable or cost-effective within the limited scope of this operable



RESPCfJSIVETjESS SUMMARY:

ovzRvim

* The

Judging frorn tJie comments

WAUSAU C2?0UNDWATER CCS^n?>MINATICN SITE 
WAUSAU, WISCCNSIN

* A provision for inplonentation of an 
received during the public comneirt period, all_^ 

parties support tJie extraction of contanunated groundwater from tbe West 
Well Field." However, concern has been expressed over the type of treatment 
system to be used prior to discharge to the Wisconsin Rivei.

The preferred alternative for the Wausau Groundwater Contain nation (Wausau) 
site was announced to the public just prior to the beginning or the public 
conment period. Tlie preferred alternative includes:

* Installation of a groundwater extraction well in the vicinity of the 
source of the West VJell Field contaminant plume;

SUr-I iARY OF PUBLIC ca-MEWTS AND AGFTOf RESPCMSES
The. public conment .period was held from October 3 to tetober 24, ^^38 to 
receive camtents conceming the draft phased feasibility study 
Because of the similarities, individual conrt^ts have been sui-.marized and 
grouped where appropriate.

PURPOSE

sv-sss™; STSSS’S"™ sr:.^s;
community preferences and concerns regarding the ronedial altematiy^, 
it shows members of the comunity how their consents were incorporated into 
the decision-making process.
This document suimaries the oral connents received at the ^hlic ni^ting 
held October 17, 1988, and the varitten comments received during the public 
comment period of October 3 to October 24, 1988.

* Treatment of the extracted water; and, 
discharge of the treated water to the Wisconsin River; and 

additional well, as necessary.
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B. Comment; Wausau Chemical Corporation recommended that the proposed 
remedial action be iirplemented such that tlie contaminants found on 
the east side of the Wisconsin River are not pulled to tlie west side 
due to punping of the proposed extraction well. It further 
recomnended that the remedy must reduce or minimize tlie. existing 
migration of contamination from the west side sources(s) to tlie East 
Well Field.

The responsibility for regulating discharges under the OilA has been 
delegated to the State. Therefore, the type of treatment that would 
satisfy the BAT requirement will be determined by the Wisconsin

*The regulation .may be summarized 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.

- Department of Natural Resources (WDNR) during the design phase of the- 
project. U.S. EFA conservatively proposed an air stripper for 
treatment of VOCs in the PFS and ROD only for the purposes of cost­
estimation, in order to comply 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.

A. Coirment: 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 Compounds (VOCs) from the extracted groundwater. Each party 
indicated that, they favor the inpiementation of a passive 
volatilization system for treating VOCs, rather than a forced-^r

■ stripping system, because of cost considerations.
A.* Response: As discussed in the PFS and the Record of Decision (ROD) 

for this operable unit remedial action, the Clean Water Act (O^) 
requires treatment of the extracted groundwater for VOC removal prior 
to discharge*. This requirement is not based on effluent limits, but 
rather on the availability of treatment technologies to remove 
contaminants prior to discharge.

B. Response: The consideration of this comment is anbodied 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 expected to-* 
induce Fast Well Field contaminant migration to the West Well Field. 
Modelling performed during the phased feasibility sti^ supports this 
conclusion. Furthermore, water level monitoring will be perfonred 
during start-up' and subsequent operation of the system to ei'isure that 
the desired performance is attained. Any adverse inpacts will be 
corrected as necessary.
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thus the decision will be 
project.

requested that the ROD allow 
as a non-contact

D. Comment: ’ 
pointed out the fact that they offered
the preferred alternative over a year ago and are concenied’witt 
apparent lack of action taken so far by U.S. ERA.

C. Comment: f
U.S. ERA to
coolant in Pferathon Electric’s

C. Response: ; ‘ 
feasibility study, U.S. 
request in the ROD. 
required from the WEfOR through i 

made during the design ’’phase

not considered in the 
not specifically address this 
—type of action would be 

issuance of a discharge permit, and 
; of the

Marathon Electric Corporation 
to approve the use of extracted water 

foundry operations.
Since the above use of the water was 

• ERA uwld r • 
Approval for this

The City of Wausau and I^athon Electric Corporation have 
the preferrej alternative ove7 Se
apparent lack of action taken so far by U.S. —

D. Response: At the time of the proposal, U.S. ERA felt the action was

Se'^rr V
Ke™t?verM^n aevelopnent or evaluation of
aruemarives had been conpleted. The data crane: boua v, 
the^SS' it is prudent to go forward with
the rnplementation of Alternative 3 (modified).
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PURPOSEI.

II.

soils at each of

• ; of the final 
designed and implemented by

J rates of 
■Lj expedite removal of 
affecting these wells;

[ rate of 
=,), with provision for 
extraction well, if

The purpose of this Scope of Work (SOW) is to
Remedial Design/Remedial Action (final remedy) finaloJound^ker contamination Site (-^e) as embodied in the final

shall be followed in designing and implementing the final y 
at the Wausau site.

DESCRIPTION OF THE FINAL REMEDY

GROUNDWATER CONTAMINATION 
SITE, WAUSAU, WISCONSIN

The final remedy entails:
- Installation of soil vapor zvnrZoils^at^each of

remove Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs) in soils 
the three identified source areas:

the SVE operation using vapor■ at an off-site

APPENDIX 4

■ phase^carbon Sn'i^rwrich^hall be regenerated 
RCRA approved site;

- Implementation of .Monitoring Program;
- Groundwater remediation utilizing specified pumping

the municipal supply wells in order to < 
the groundwater contaminant plumes <---

- Groundwater remediation utilizing specified P^mpjng
the operable unit extraction well(s). ’ 
addition of a second operable unit <----
necessary;

- Treatment of groundwater utilizing existing 
strippers and operable unit extraction well treatment 
system.

The standards and specifications of the components 
remedy for the Wausau site shall be < .

1



A.

B.

C.

D.

2

The SVE systems shall entail a network of wells, screened 
within the unsaturated soils and finished just below the 
water table, at the identified source areas of contaminated 
soils. The systems shall be designed to meet the 
Performance Standards listed in Paragraph 12 of the Consent 
Decree, and shall remove contaminated soil vapors from the 
soils, using the extraction well array and vacuum process to 
be specified in the approved final design submittal. 
Settling Defendants shall operate the SVE systems until the 
Cleanup Standards set forth in Paragraph 12.B. of the 
Consent Decree are met, as directed by U.S. EPA in 
consultation with the State, in order to eliminate loading 
of contaminants from soils to groundwater.

Treatment of Off-Gas Vapors from SVE Systems.
Extracted soil vapors from the SVE systems shall be treated 
using vapor phase activated carbon. Carbon units shall be 
included as part of each SVE system and carbon shall be 
regenerated off-site at a RCRA approved facility, in order 
to achieve removal and destruction of the contaminants in 
the soil at source areas. Air emissions from the systems 
shall comply with all applicable air quality standards, 
including those set by WAC NR 445.

Implementation of Monitoring Program.
The monitoring program shall be designed to detect changes 
in the chemical concentration of contaminants in the 
groundwater and soils at the site. Monitoring shall include 
collection and laboratory analysis of samples from 
monitoring wells and from soils located within the site 
area, as directed by U.S. EPA, in consultation with the 
State. The exact monitoring wells and soil sample locations 
to be included in the monitoring program and parameters to 
be analyzed will be specified by U.S. EPA in consultation 
with the State.

Operation of Existing Municipal Wells as a Groundwater 
Extraction System and Utilization of Existing Municipal 
Air Strippers as Treatment for Extracted Water.

The groundwater extraction system shall include City Wells 
(CWs) 3 and 6.' Pumping rates of these wells shall be 
approved by U.S. EPA, in consultation with the State, and 
the wells shall be operated such that the wells completely

the Settling Defendants as described below and as approved by 
U.S. EPA in consultation with the State:

Installation of Soil Vapor Extraction (SVE) Systems at 
Identified Source Areas.



E.

as

determined by

III. SCOPE

A. Task I:
of Personnel

addressing:

of Tasks5.
B. Task II:

1.
2.
3.
4.

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

from the site, 
with the State, 
the existing air 
the Cleanup

ZZ.Z-, C. and D.
Section IV of this

—> contaminated groundwater 
approved by in -su-tation -

(or removal of cor.-.arir.snts -o^
-pply system.

capture and remove 
as i  - \Extracted groundwater 
strippers Z_- ---Standards required by Paragr=ph 
prior to discharge to the water s

operation of operable J^erSate?.Well(s) with Treatment System for Extracted war
The final remedy shall include ecxpUtion at .
implementation, operation and mai._.tenance 
unit extraction well/treatment s/=tem as 
approved final RD/RA Work Plan. ^rovisi 
the final RD/RA Work Plan fcr imp.emen--- 
operable unit extraction well 
necessary by U.S. EPA,, — 
Treatment c. —-- ’ -approved by U.S. EPA in consultat.on 
Settling Defendants l__ extraction well(s) until the Clea.iup S. 
Paragraph 12 of the Consent decree 
U.S. EPA in consultation v”*'’

Project Plans
Description and Qualifications 
Health and Safety Plan. Quality Assurance Project Plan 
Monitoring Program Plan, <---

a. SVE
b. Municipal Wellsc. Operable Unit Well(s) 
Project Schedule for Completion

Remedial Design
Design Plans and Specifications 
Operation and Maintenance Plan 
Cost Estimate Construction Schedule construction Quality Assurance Plan 
Community Relations

5__  fof the operable 
directed in the 

?rovisions shall be made in 
cation of a second 

if such is determined to be
— - - - -- in consultation with the State.
?f extracted groundwater shall be •--- 1 with the brace.

shall^operate the operable unit -candards set forth in 
------ are met, as <-------  

with the State.

The final RD/RA Work Rian shall inciuoe 
in paragraph III.A. below (Task Ij, an- sha i au 
performance of the Work listed in ‘ "below (Tasks II, III, and IV), as outl.ned .n ----
SOW:

- I shall include the
. below (Task I), anc

outlined in
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C.
1

ReportsD. Task IV:

Al.

Health and Safety PlanA2.
4

1.
2.
3.
4.

c.
d.

A. Task I: PROJECT PLANS
The Settling Defendants shall prepare, and submit according to 

" ction V below, Project Plans which 
the overall management strategy for

Description and
Settling Defendants shall describe and document the 
responsibility and authority of all organizations and 
personnel involved with the implementation of the final

and contractor personnel.

the schedule set forth at Section V below 
shall describe and document -- ----- 11 -- . -performing the design, construction, operation, maintenance and 
monitoring of the final remedy.
The Project Plans shall include:

Qualifications of Personnel

Responsibility and Authority 
Construction Quality Assurance Personnel 
Qualifications 
Inspection Activities 
Documentation

2. Implementation of CQA Program Plan

Task III: Final Remedy Construction
. Construction Quality Assurance (CQA) Program Plan:

a.
b.

Settling Defendants shall preparewhich includes the project plans described in paragraph ly.A.
below (Task I), and which describes how Settling Defendants will 
accomplish the Work prescribed in paragraphs IV.B., C., and D.
below (Tasks II, III, and IV)

Progress
Draft 
Final SVE Completion Report

Settling Defendants may utilize and submit previously approved 
operable unit plans (from the interim RD/RA work plan) as part of 
the required final RD/RA Work Plan submittals, where applicable 
and appropriate. Any such previously approved operable unit 
plans are subject to U.S. EPA modification and must be re­
approved by U.S. EPA, in consultation with the State.
IV. RD/RA Work Plan Contents

and submit an RD/RA Work Plan paragraph IV.A. 
C., and D.



Quality Assurance.

interim

B. Task II:

5

1. 
m.

a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.
g-

h.
i. 
j- k.

schedule for monitoring 
monitoring plan shall[ for each of the

SVE, 2. Municipal

The settling Defendants shall submit a Health and Safety 
Plan to address the activities to be performed at the site 
to implement the final remedy. The Health and S y Plan developed for the operable unit extraction «ell(s^ may be 
made a part of the final Health and Safety Plan, to tne 
extent applicable.

A4. Monitoring Program Plan
settling Defendants shall submit detailed monitoring plans 
describing the type, frequency^and !----
of the final remedy. The r.-. i"'"'' . .
groundwater, soil gas, and air monitoring 
components of the final remedy (e.g. 1. • 
Wells, and 3. Operable Unit Well(s)).

Completion of Tasks
Project Schedule

■ - ' T

and completion of

A3 . Quality Assurance Project Plan (QAPPI
The settling Defendants shall Prepare a QAPP 
remedy sampling, analysis and da a •shall be consistent with the requirements of the U.S. 
contract Lab Program (CLP) tor theoutside the CLP. At a minimum, the QAPP shall inciuoe 
following:

Statement of Purpose
Project DescriptionProject Organization and Responsibility 
Sampling Procedures and Objectives 
Sample Custody and Document Control

validation,
Internal^Quality^Control Chec.cs and Frequency 
Performance System Checks and Frequency 
Preventive Maintenance Procedures and Frequency 
Data Precision, Accuracy and Completeness 
Assessment Procedures 
Corrective Action
Quality Assurance Reporting

A5. Project Schedule for
The Settling Defendants shall develop a - remedy for construction and implementation of the final remedy 
which identifies timing for dates forall tasks. Settling Defendants shall specify 
completion of th.^ final remedy and ma:or interim 
milestones.

REMEDIAL DESIGN



which include

i.

I.

ii.
I.

and

6

a. Design Plans and Specifications
The Settling Defendants shall develop-clear and 
comprehensive design plans and specifications ---  --
but are not limited to the following:

of the design strategy and the design

The Settling Defendants shall prepare and submit the plans and 
specifications listed below, in order to implement the final 
remedy at the site, according to the schedule in Section V of 
this SOW. Settling Defendants shall assure general correlation, 
between drawings and technical specifications, such being a basic 
requirement of any set of working construction plans and ' 
specifications. Before submitting the design plans and 
specifications, prior to the 95% prefinal design submittal, the 
Settling Defendants shall:

4

* Coordinate and cross-check the specifications and 
drawings; and
* Perform complete proofing of £he edited specifications 
and required cross-checking of all drawings and 
specifications.

Additionally, the Settling Defendants shall prepare, and include 
in the technical specifications, contractor requirements for, 
providing appropriate service visits by experienced, qualified 
personnel to supervise the installation, adjustment, startup and 
operation of the treatment systems, and training covering 
appropriate operational procedures once the startup has been 
successfully accomplished.

Bl. Contents of Design Plans
The Remedial Design Plans and Specifications shall include, 
at a minimum:

Discussion of the design strategy and tne aesign , 
basis, including how Settling Defendants will achieve.

Compliance with all applicable or relevant 
environmental and public health standards; and

II. Minimization of environmental and public impacts.
Discussion of relevant technical factors including:

Use of currently accepted environmental 
control, measures and technology;

II. The constructability of the design;



iv.

proposed design including;
V.

I.

vi.

I. unique design

II.

b.

i.

I.
II.

7

III. Use of currently acceptable construction 
practices and techniques.

iii. Description of assumptions made and detailed 
justification of these assumptions;
Discussion of the possible sources of listing and discussion of possible operation and 
maintenance problems;
Detailed drawings of the

Qualitative flow sheets; and
II. Quantitative flow sheets.
Tables listing equipment and specifications;

material and energy balances;

III. Results of laboratory

completion.
Operation and Maintenance—Plan

elements;
Description of normal operation and maintenance (O&M), 
including;

Description of tasks for operation;
Description of tasks for maintenance;

vii. Tables giving
viii. Appendices including;

sample calculations (one example presented^and 
explained clearly for significant or t .
calculations);
Derivation of equations essential to 
understanding the report; and

and field tests.



ii.
I.

and

iii.

I.
II.

III.

IV.
iv.

I.

II.

V.

I.

Vi. Safety plan;

8

Corrective Action;
Description of corrective actions to be 
implemented in the event that the final remedy 
fails in part or whole, and/or if groundwater 
action levels are exceeded; and

II. Schedule for implementing these corrective 
actions; .

III. Description of prescribed treatment or 
operation conditions; and

IV. Schedule showing frequency of each O&M task.
Description of potential O&M problems, including;

Description and analysis of potential O&M 
problems;

II. Sources of information regarding problems;
III. Description of remedies to be implemented to 

resolve O&M problems.
Description of routine monitoring and laboratory 
testing, including;

Description of monitoring tasks;
Description of required laboratory tests and 
their interpretation;
Required Data Collection, Quality Assurance
Plan; and
Schedule of monitoring frequency and dates;

Description of alternate O&M, including;
In event of partial or total failure of the final 
remedy, alternate procedures which shall be 
implemented to prevent undue■hazard; and
Analysis of vulnerability and additional resource 
requirements should partial or total failure 
occur.



I.

I.
II.
III.
IV.

I.

Cost Estimatec.

(95% completion) and the

9

shall develop cost estimates for 
the Settling Defendants have 
--- ’ to construct and 
The cost estimate developed in 

shall be refined to
I 

cost estimate shall 
and maintenance costs.

An initial Cost Estimate snaii oe submitted simultaneously 
with the Prefinal'Design submittal (

Daily operating logs;
II. Laboratory records;
III. Records for operating costs;
IV. Mechanism for reporting emergencies,
V. Personnel and maintenance records, and
VI. Monthly/annual reports to State agencies.

A Draft Operation and Maintenance Plan shall be submitted 
simultaneously with the Prefinal Design submittal (95% 
completion of Design). Settling Defendants shall revise 
the Draft Plan as directed by U.S. EPA, in consulta 
with the State, and shall submit a Final Operation and 
Maintenance Plan simultaneously with the Final Design 
submittal (at 100% completion of design).

The Settling Defendants 
the purpose of assuring that 
the financial resources necessary 
implement the final remedy. T.._ 
the Feasibility Study (August 1988) reflect the more detailed/accurate design Pla?s^and 
specifications being developed. The «--
include both capital and operation

Initial Cost Estimate shall be_

Description of precautions, of ^^^cessary 
equipment, etc., for site personnel, and

II. safety tasks required in event of systems failure.

vii. Description of equipment; and
Equipment identification;
Installation of monitoring components;
Maintenance of site equipment; and
Replacement schedule for equipment and 
installed components.

viii. Records and reporting mechanisms required.



Construction and Operation Scheduled.

Construction Quality Assurance Objectivese.

above as follows:
Preliminary Design Plan
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Final Cost Estimate shall be submitted simultaneously with 
the Final Design submittal (100% completion).

Settling Defendants shall prepare and submit the plans 
outlined in paragraph IV.B.l.a-e. above as follows:

The Settling Defendants shall identify and document the 
objectives and framework for the development of a 
construction quality assurance program including, but not 
limited to the following: responsibility and authority; 
personnel qualifications; inspection activities; sampling 
requirements; and documentation. These objectives shall be 
discussed in the Prefinal and Final Design Submittals.

The Settling Defendants shall develop a Construction and 
Operation Schedule for construction and implementation of 
the final remedy which identifies timing for initiation and 
completion of all tasks. Settling Defendants shall specify 
dates for construction and operation of the final remedy 
and shall specify major interim milestones.
A Draft Schedule shall be submitted with the Prefinal 
Design submittal (95% completion of design) and a revised 
Final Schedule shall be submitted with the Final Design 
submittal (100% completion)

B2. Design Phases

a.
The Settling Defendants shall submit the Preliminary Design 
submittal when the design effort is 30% complete. At this 
stage, the Settling Defendants shall have verified the 
existing conditions of the site. The Preliminary Design 
submittal shall reflect a level of effort such that the 
technical requirements of the project have been addressed 
and outlined so that they may be reviewed to determine if 
the Final Design will provide an operable and usable final 
remedy. Supporting data and documentation shall be 
provided with the design documents defining the functional 
aspects of the program. The preliminary construction 
drawings submitted by the Settling Defendants shall be 
organized and clear. The scope of the technical 
specifications shall be outlined in a manner reflecting the
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b.

Final Design SubmittalPrefinal Design andc.
i.

Final Design Submittal11.

B3. Additional Studies

11

At the discretion of the U.S. 
State, a < 
the project.

Settling Defendants shall 
submission, design percentage of completion

-- - epa in consultation with the 
design review nay be required at 60% completion of 

■ . Settling Defendants shall submit an 
Intermediate Design Plan which shall include the same 
elements as the Prefinal Design Plan.

The settling Defendants shall submit the Final Design 
Submittal at 100% completion of design., The Final 
Design submittal shall consist of the tPlans and Specifications, the Final Construction C 
Estimate, the Final Operation and Maintenance Plan. 
Final Quality Assurance Project Plan, the Final Project Schedule and Final Health and Safety Plan
The quality of the design documents sha11 be such^that 
the Settling Defendants would be able to include them 
in a bid package and invite contractors to submit bid 
for the construction project.

Prefinal Design submittal
The Settling Defendants shall submit the Prefinal 
Design Submittal at 95% completion of design (i.e., 
prefinal). After U.S. EPA, m consultation with the 
State, approves of the Prefinal Design submittal, the Settllng^Defendants shall incorporate the retired 
revisions and submit a complete Prefinal Design 
Submittal, including reproducible drawings and 
specifications.
The Prefinal Design submittal shall consist of the 
Design Plans and Specifications, Draft Operation and 
Maintenance Plan, Initial Capital and Operating an Maintenance Cost Estimate, Draft <=°^=truction and 
Operation Schedule, Draft Quality Assurance Project 
Plan and Draft Health and Safety Plan.

final specifications. The 
include with their preliminary 
calculations reflecting the same 
as the designs they support.

Intermediate Design Plan
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C. TASK III: FINAL REMEDY CONSTRUCTION
Preparation of Construction Quality Assurance Program Plan

B4. Community Relations Support
A community relations program v/ill be implemented jointly by 
the U.S. EPA and the Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources 
(WDNR). The responsible parties shall cooperate with the U.S. 
EPA and the WDNR, participate in the preparation of all 
appropriate information disseminated to the public, and in 
public meetings that may be held or sponsored by the U.S. EPA 
or the WDNR to explain actiyities at or concerning the site, 
including the findings of the RI/FS.
Community relations support will be consistent with Superfund 
community relations policy as stated in the "Guidance for 
Implementing the Superfund Program" and "Community Relations 
in Superfund - A Handbook".

The final remedy may require additional studies to supplement 
the available technical data. At the direction of the U.S. 
EPA, in consultation with the State, for any such studies 
required by U.S. EPA, the Settling Defendants shall furnish 
all services, including field work as required, materials, 
supplies, physical plant, labor, equipment, investigations, 
studies and superintendence. Sufficient sampling, testing and 
analysis shall be performed to optimize the required treatment 
and/or .disposal operations and systems. There shall be an 
initial'meeting of all principal personnel involved in the 
development of the program. The purpose will be to discuss 
objectives, resources, communication channels, roles of 
personnel involved and orientation to the site, etc. Settling 
Defendants shall submit an interim report which shall present 
the results of the testing with the recommended configuration 
of the final remedy (including alternative options). A review 
conference shall be scheduled after the interim report has 
been reviewed by U.S. EPA and all interested parties. 
Settling Defendants shall also submit a final report of the 
testing which shall include all data taken during the testing, 
a summary of the results of the studies, and a discussion of 
the results.

Following U.S. EPA approval, in consultation with the State, 
of the Final Design submittal, the Settling Defendants shall 
develop and implement a construction quality assurance (CQA) 
program to ensure that the completed final remedy meets or 
exceeds all design criteria, plans and specifications. The 
CQA plan is a site specific document which shall be submitted 
to the U.S. EPA for approval, in consultation with the State,



a

Personnel Qualifications
b.

c.

i.

I.

and safety protocol;
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J start of the construction. - 
include the elements which are

At a minimum, the CQA 
! summarized below;

Review methods for 
inspection data;

II. Review methods for distributing and storing 
documents and reports;

III. Review work area security

prior to the 
plan shall i

. Responsibility and Authority
The responsibility and authority of all

supporting inspection staff.
Construction Quality Assurance

responsibilities.
Inspection Activities
The observations, tests and Inspections will be used
to monitor the construction and/or installation of the 
components of the final remedy shall ‘>® “e„cyCQA plan. The plan shall include the scope and fregency 
of each type of inspection. Inspections shall include compliance with the environmental Ind
hnt not be limited to, inspection of air quality ana 
emissions monitoring records, solid and anifests)disposal records (including RCRA transportation manifests^ 
etc The inspections shall also ensure compliance with all health and sa?ety procedures In addition to oversight 
inspections, the Settling Defendants shall conduct the 
following activities:

Preconstruction Inspection and Meeting
Prior to initiation of construction activities and as 
directed by U.S. EPA, in consultation with the state, 
the Settling Defendants shall conduct a 
Preconstruction Inspection and Meeting to.

documenting and reporting
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IV.

V.

The

ii.
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iii. Final Inspection
Upon completion of all outstanding construction items, 
the Settling Defendants shall notify U.S. EPA and the 
State to conduct a Final Inspection. The Final 
inspection -shall consist of a walk-through inspection 
of the site area. The Prefinal Inspection Report 
shall be-used as a checklist for the Final Inspection, 
including the outstanding construction items, 
identified in the Prefinal Inspection. Settling

Discuss any proposed modifications of the 
construction quality assurance plan to ensure that 
site-specific considerations are addressed; and
Conduct a site walk-around to verify that the 
design criteria, plans and specifications are 
understood and to review material and equipment 
storage locations.
Preconstruction Inspection and Meeting shall be 

documented by a designated person and minutes shall be 
transmitted to all Parties to the Consent Decree.

Prefinal Inspection
Upon preliminary construction completion. Settling 
Defendants shall notify U.S. EPA and the State to 
conduct a Prefinal Inspection. The Prefinal 
Inspection shall consist of a walk-through inspection 
of the entire site area. The inspection is to  
determine whether the final remedy construction is 
complete and consistent with the contract documents 
and the U.S. EPA approved final remedy. Any 
outstanding, incorrect or incomplete construction 
items discovered during the inspection shall be 
identified, noted, and rectified by Settling 
Defendants.
Additionally, equipment shall be operationally tested 
by Settling Defendants. The Settling Defendants shall 
certify that the equipment will function as designed 
and that all specifications have been met.Settling 
Defendants shall correct deficiencies and initiate and 
complete retesting, as directed by U.S. EPA, in 
consultation with the State. The Settling Defendants 
shall submit a Prefinal Inspection Report within 
thirty (30) days of the prefinal inspection which 
shall document all outstanding, incorrect, or 
incomplete construction items, actions required to 
resolve these items, completion date for these items, 
and shall set a date for the Final Inspection.
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all outstanding items

Documentation

documentation.

D. TASK IV;

a.

b.
c.

d.

e.

f.

15

! of the 
State

Summaries of aJJ, 
remedy during
Summaries of all contacts

■ ' - -- - • 

reporting period;
potential problems

Defendants shall certify that 
have been resolved.

local community, public
government during the i
Summaries of all problems or lencountered'during the reporting perio ,

Actions being taken to rectify problems;

] estimate of the percentage 
final remedy completed;
Summaries of all findings;

11 approved changes made in the final 
the reporting period;

( with representative 
interest groups or Ct

DI. Progress

during the design and activities containing:reports for operation and maintenance
• ■ . .. +-bP nercentaqe of theA description and

d.

a iorrective measures 

;ro:?:rfn| -rjjt" t s™.. an 
records shall be presented in the CQA plan.

C2. implementation of CQA Program Pl^

»=E Bt;: “
design, schedule and the CQA plan.

Reports
The Settling Defendants shall h^?ask iv^ti^document'the'^
reports as set forth in Tasks I monitoring of
design, construction, operati » shall include, but not be the final remedy . The documentation shall inciu , 
limited to, the following:
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g-
h.
i.

Draft Plans and ReportsD2.
a.

b.

c.

d.

i.

ii.

iv.

V.

D3. Final Plans and 'Reports
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Changes in personnel during the reporting period; 
Projected work for the next reporting period; and 
Copies of daily reports, inspection reports, 
laboratory/monitoring data, etc.

a. Finalization of Plans and Reports

Explanation of the operation and maintenance and 
monitoring to be undertaken at the site.

The Settling Defendants shall submit a draft final 
remedy RD/RA Program Plan as outlined in Task I;
The Settling Defendants shall submit Draft Construction Plans and Specifications, Design Reports, 
Cost Estimates, Schedules, Operation and Maintenance 
plans, and Study Reports as outlined in Task II;
The Settling Defendants shall submit a Draft 
Construction Quality Assurance Program Plan and 
Documentation as outlined in Task III; and.
At the completion of the construction of the final 
remedy, the Settling Defendants shall submit a Draft 
Construction Completion Report to the U.S. EPA and the 
State. The Construction Completion Report shall 
document that the final remedy construction is 
consistent with the design specifications. The Report 
shall include, but not be limited to the following 
elements:

Synopsis of the final remedy and certification of 
the design and construction;
Explanation of any proposed and/or U.S. EPA 
approved modifications to the plans and why these 
are/were necessary for the project;

iii. Results of all pilot and/or field tests/studies, 
site monitoring, and certification that the final 
remedy will meet or exceed the Performance 
Standards.
Listing of the Performance and Clean-up Standards.
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c.

d.

V. Submission Summary
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, which At a

SVE Completion Report

?Sru S Eptand’the l?ate a Notification of completion of 
wirit and an SVE Report for each SVE «’°»P®"“‘V8^'SpA

Defendants believe has been completed.^ '
in consultation with the State, j provide
direct "®'|ettling Defendants shall
comments to Settling Defendan . additional data

4. Ti c FPA in consultation with the State, the
tXtuSS^fMaiti sha^ “?eH:n"“on:trirti°on%lans and 
rp:crffcltro:s:^"D:^ign^"pc?tt cost Estimates Project,

and the Construction CompletionEPA comments received on draft submission .
b. Draft Completion of Final Remedy Report
NO later than fourteen years from ^tart-up of the final

a nraft Completion of Final Remedy Reporr, 1^/1 of the final remedy, 
shall document that all been achieved by 

Defendants shall conduct any the final remedy, 
consultation with the State.

remedy (unless otherwise
<------submit a Draft Completion o- 
shall document the completion 
minimum, the Draft Report ch= Performance and clean-up Standards have 
the final remedy. .Settling L 
additional activities needed to complete 
as directed by U.S. EPA in ’

Final Completion of Final Remedy Report
settlihg Defendants shall incorporate US EPA comments and 
modifications to the Draft Completion of Final Remedy 
Report, and shall ’'??“in consultation with the

of ihese ’-a^itional activities and
tocave. vp r consultation with the State,

remedy for the site has been fully completed.
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Due DateSubmission

* Draft RD*/RA Work Plan(Task I & Description of Tasks II, III and IV)

is

Intermediate Design (60% completion)*

* Prefinal Design (95% completion)

* Final Design (100% completion)

Concurrent
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90 days 
after 
submittal of 
Final 
Work Plan

30 days 
after EPA 
comment on 
Prefinal 
Design Plan

60 days after 
the lodging 
date of the 
Consent Decree

60 days 
after 
submittal of 
Final Work 
Plan

180 days 
after 
submittal of 
Final 
Work Plan

- Remedial Design Tasks II.B through II.E
(SOW Section IV.B.)*
* Draft Submittals (Draft 0 & M Plan, Draft

30 days after 
receipt of 
EPA comments on 
Draft RD/RA Work 
Plan

- , B., C., & D. 
B., C. & D.)

- Design Phases & Task II.A. Submittals 
(See SOW Section IV.B.)
Preliminary Design (30% completion)

- RD/RA Work Plan
(Contents listed at SOW Section III.A., 
and described in SOW Section IV.A., r .

* Final RD/RA Work Plan 
(Completed Task I Project Plans & 
Description of Tasks II, III and IV)

A summary of the information reporting requirements contained in 
this SOW is presented below:



* Final Submittals

Additional Studies
Interim Report* Additional Studies:

Final Report* Additional Studies:

Draft Construction Quality Assurance Plan

Final Construction Quality Assurance Plan*

* Preconstruction Inspection and Meeting

Prefinal Inspection Report*

Draft Construction Completion Report*

i
Final Construction Completion Report*

i
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L

with 
Prefinal 
Design 
Submittal
Concurrent 
with Final 
Design 
Submittal

30 days 
after EPA 
comment on
Interim Report

30 days after EPA 
comment on Draft 
Construction 
Quality Assurance 
Plan
Within 30 days 
(minutes and 
notes)

of Inspection 
and Meeting

30 days after 
Prefinal 
Inspection
30 days after EPA 
comment 
on Prefinal 
Inspection 
Report
30 days after EPA 
comment 
on Draft

*
(Task III)

As required 
by EPA

30 days after 
approval of 
Final Design 
Submittal

Cost Estimate, Draft Construction Schedule, 
Draft QAPP)



* Draft Completion of Final Remedy Report

Final Completion of Final Remedy Report*

SVE Completion of Work Report(s)*

• MONTHLYProgress Reports for Tasks I through IV
MONTHLY
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i

1

Construction
Completion Report

30 days after EPA 
comment 
on Draft 
Completion of 
Final Remedy 
Report
When Settling 
Defendants believe 
SVE work has been 
completed at a 
particular 
source area

*A11 due dates are subject to modification at EPA direction or 
upon EPA. approval.

Progress Reports During Operation 
and Maintenance

Upon completion of 
final remedy, but 
no later than 14 
years from start­
up, or as

X otherwise directed 
by EPA

A


