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I. INTRODUCTION 
 
The purpose of a Five-Year Review (FYR) is to evaluate the implementation and performance of a 
remedy in order to determine if the remedy is and will continue to be protective of human health and the 
environment. The methods, findings, and conclusions of reviews are documented in FYR reports such as 
this one. In addition, FYR reports identify issues found during the review, if any, and document 
recommendations to address them. 
 
The United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) is preparing this FYR pursuant to the 
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) Section 121, 
consistent with the National Contingency Plan (NCP)(40 CFR Section 300.430(f)(4)(ii)), and 
considering EPA policy.  
 
This is the seventh FYR for the Schmalz Dump Superfund Site (Site). The triggering action for this 
statutory review is the completion date of the previous FYR signed on August 8, 2018. The FYR has 
been prepared due to the fact that hazardous substances, pollutants, or contaminants remain at the site 
above levels that allow for unlimited use and unrestricted exposure (UU/UE).  
 
The Site consists of two Operable Units (OUs) and both OUs are addressed in this FYR. OU1 addressed 
the threat from polychlorinated biphenyl (PCB) contaminated soil and sediment; and OU2 addressed 
construction of a soil cap over the contaminated soil, and monitoring of groundwater. 
 
The Schmalz Dump Superfund Site FYR was led by Giang-Van Nguyen, Remedial Project Manager 
from EPA. Participants included Bruce LeRoy from the Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources 
(WDNR). The review began on 8/8/2022. 
 
Site Background  
The Site is a privately-owned dump site located on the north shore of Lake Winnebago in Harrison 
Township in Calumet County, Wisconsin. Harrison is located approximately ten miles south of 
Appleton and two miles east of Menasha (see Figure 1- Site Location, in Appendix B). Unauthorized 
dumping occurred at the Site from 1968 to 1979. In 1972 and 1973, fly ash and bottom ash from a utility 
company were disposed of on Site. In 1978 and 1979, building demolition debris contaminated with 
PCBs was disposed of at the Site. The Site was placed on the National Priorities List (NPL) on 
September 21, 1984. 
 
The ten and one-half acre Site includes the seven-acre dump (Schmalz Parcel), three acres of adjacent 
parcels (Adjacent Parcel) and a half-acre wetland (Schmalz Parcel). The Site is vacant property bounded 
to the north, west and south by a chain link fence; the eastern and a portion of the southeastern boundary 
is not fenced due to the wetland. A low permeability soil cap covers the seven-acre dump. The Schmalz 
Parcel originally encompassed the entire ten and one-half acres but the three-acre parcel (Adjacent 
Parcel) adjacent to the dump was sold in 1999 (see Institutional Controls Section). The Adjacent Parcel 
does not contain waste material from the dump. Residual contamination may remain at the Adjacent 
Parcel; this parcel is covered by topsoil.   
 
The Site is bound to the north and west by what were historically wetlands that have been filled for 
commercial development. A wetland borders the east side of the Site. A railroad right-of-way is on the 
southern border. South of the railroad tracks is a residential area called Waverly Beach. Waverly Beach 
was created by dredging sand from Lake Winnebago to fill the wetlands. All surrounding properties are 
developed, residentially to the south and east, commercially to the north and west, except for the land 
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immediately to the east of the Site that is a wetland. Access to the Site is restricted through two gates.  
 
In 1984, all residences in the Waverly Beach area were connected to the City of Menasha water system, 
although a few residences have retained private wells for auxiliary uses, such as lawns and gardens. 
These wells are regularly monitored by the Calumet County Land and Water Conservation Department 
(LWCD). These downgradient private wells are screened deeper than the monitoring wells and get water 
from the fractured dolomite aquifer underlying the Site. These private wells are expected to be protected 
from any contamination in the shallow aquifer at the Site by a geologic confining layer consisting of a 
30- to 50-foot-thick clay layer. The dominant groundwater flow direction in the shallow aquifer is south 
towards Lake Winnebago. Groundwater flow at the Site is generally south to southwest. Mapping of site 
boundaries, cap areas and monitoring wells and site features are shown in Appendix B, Figure 2 and 3. 
A Site chronology can be found in Appendix C. 
 

FIVE-YEAR REVIEW SUMMARY FORM 
 

 
II. RESPONSE ACTION SUMMARY 
 

SITE IDENTIFICATION 

Site Name: Schmalz Dump 
EPA ID: WID980820096 
Region: 5 State: WI City/County: Harrison/Calumet 

SITE STATUS 

NPL Status: Final 
Multiple OUs? 
Yes 

Has the site achieved construction completion? 
Yes 

 
REVIEW STATUS 

Lead agency: EPA 
Author name (Federal or State Project Manager): Giang-Van Nguyen 
Author affiliation: EPA Remedial Project Manager 
Review period: 8/8/2022 - 4/10/2023 
Date of site inspection: 3/16/2023 
Type of review: Statutory 
Review number: 7 
Triggering action date: 8/8/2018 
Due date (five years after triggering action date): 8/8/2023 
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Basis for Taking Action 
The major contaminants of concern (COCs) identified at the Site include PCBs, lead, and chromium in 
soil and sediment; and lead and chromium in groundwater. 
 
In early 1979, the initial on-site sampling by the State of Wisconsin and the United States Army Corps 
of Engineers (USACE) determined that the area where the building demolition debris was disposed was 
contaminated with concentrations of PCBs as high as 3,100 parts per million (ppm). Lead and chromium 
were also detected in relatively high concentrations at several sampling locations.  
 
Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Study (RI/FS) activities, conducted by EPA from April 1985 to 
August 1987, confirmed that elevated level of PCBs in exposed building demolition debris and sediment 
presented a threat to public health. Sampling results showed lead and chromium at concentrations of 
1,940 ppm and 964 ppm in soil samples, respectively. Elevated concentrations of lead were also found 
in sediment samples (CDM, 1987a; CDM, 1987b; CDM, 1985).  
 
Human Health Risk 
A Public Health Evaluation (PHE) was prepared for the Site during Phase I and Phase II of the RI. The 
PHE identified the main exposure pathway of concern was direct contact with PCBs, lead and chromium 
contaminated soils on site if residential development were to occur in the future and if no response 
actions were taken.  
 
Exposure risks from direct contact were calculated based on the assumption that a child in a residential 
setting would consume between one and ten grams of soil per day. Based on the acceptable chronic daily 
intake (AICs) for lead and chromium, 0.014 and 140 milligrams per day respectively, soil on the Site 
posed an unacceptable lifetime risk from direct contact.  
 
Based on the assessment, following the PCBs contamination removal, contaminants at the Site are not 
likely to pose a risk above EPA's target risk levels (10-4 to 10-7 excess risk of cancer of an exposure level 
to noncarcinogen risk reference dose (RRD) ratio greater than one) to persons having direct contact with 
contaminated soils or sediments at the Site under the exposure scenarios considered for current or future 
use. 
 
At the time of the RI, groundwater was determined not to be a public health threat because chromium 
concentrations were below the Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA) drinking water standards. However, 
leaching of chromium and/or lead to groundwater could potentially cause drinking water standards to be 
exceeded. To determine if leachable amounts of contaminants would leach, EP Toxicity Extraction Tests 
were performed on soils during the RI. Results of the tests show that very low levels of both lead and 
chromium are leachable.  
 
Ecological Wildlife Risk 
In addition to human health risks, the risks to the environment were considered. The results of the Phase 
I RI and the conditions at the Site at that time found that wildlife occupying the area of wetland 
surrounding the Site could become contaminated with PCBs through foraging in the area. Therefore, an 
environmental survey was conducted to identify the threat of PCB contamination to the wildlife at the 
Site, to determine the extent of PCB contamination in the pond, to determine whether PCBs were 
migrating off-site, and to detect the presence of other contaminants of concern. 
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Response Actions 
In 1985, based on the data from sampling results, EPA fenced the Site to address immediate health 
concerns posed by the Site contamination and to prevent public access. 
 
OU1 – PCB Operable Unit: EPA signed a Record of Decision (ROD) for the PCBs Operable Unit 1 
(OU1) on August 13, 1985, to address the public health threat of PCB contamination at the Site. 
 
The OU1 remedial action objectives (RAOs) in the 1985 ROD for the Site were: 

• Eliminate future release from the contaminant source to the various pathways, and 
• Remove the threat of direct contact to the surrounding community and the environment. 

 
The remedy selected in the OU1 ROD included: 

• Excavation of 3,500 cubic yards of PCB-contaminated material from the wetland. This includes 
three to five feet of demolition debris and one foot of sediment below it and off-site disposal in 
an approved landfill. 

 
OU2 – Soils and Groundwater Operable Unit: Based on the results of the 1987 Phase II RI, EPA 
issued the second ROD on September 30, 1987 (USEPA 1987) to address soil contamination and 
potential for groundwater contamination with lead and chromium (OU2).  
 
The OU2 RAOs in the 1987 ROD for the Site were: 

• Protection from direct contact with contaminated soils, and 
• Monitoring for degradation of groundwater quality from these soils. 
 

The remedy components in the OU2 ROD included: 
• Installation of a low permeability, compacted earth material cap over approximately seven 
acres of lead and chromium contaminated soil. 
• Implementation of groundwater monitoring on the Schmalz Dump property and adjacent 
property for lead and chromium to monitor long-term compliance with groundwater protection 
standards. Any increase in existing levels of chromium or lead will be evaluated as to whether 
corrective action is necessary based on levels found. 
• Implementation of a voluntary well abandonment program for residents between the Site and 
Lake Winnebago. This is a precautionary measure to ensure that no potential for exposure exists 
should contaminant levels in groundwater increase in the future.  
• Recommendation that adjacent property be evaluated under the pre-remedial program to 
determine whether they would qualify for an emergency action or for adding to the NPL. 
 

Cleanup Levels: 
Chromium and lead were identified in the l987 ROD for OU2 (USEPA, 1987) as the COCs for soil. At 
the time EPA issued the 1987 ROD, groundwater did not exceed State nor Federal drinking water 
standards for chromium and lead. Therefore, the selected remedy did not require treatment of 
groundwater and did not establish a cleanup standard for groundwater.  
 
However, the 1987 ROD required implementation of a groundwater monitoring program, and evaluation 
of whether a corrective action is necessary in case of any increase in groundwater concentrations of 
chromium and lead. In addition, the groundwater monitoring program was required to meet the 
following Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements (ARARs): 
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 RCRA, Subtitle C (40 CFR 264.95 and 264.97): These regulations were not applicable but were 
considered to be relevant and appropriate. These regulations are to be complied with by placing 
monitoring wells at the boundary of the waste management unit and upgradient of the unit, and 
by following sampling and analytical procedures that will produce representative data.  

 SDWA National Primary Drinking Water Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCLs), and 
Wisconsin Administrative Code (WAC) NR 140: The MCLs for both chromium and lead were 
50 micrograms per liter (μg/L). Since the date of the 1987 ROD, the MCL for chromium has 
been relaxed to 100 μg/L, while the federal cleanup requirement for lead has been made more 
stringent to 15 μg/L. WAC NR 140 provides for: 1) a Preventive Action Level (PAL), which 
serves as an early warning concentration to indicate that actions should be taken to investigate 
groundwater conditions; and 2) an Enforcement Standard (ES), which is an action level requiring 
initiation and maintenance of a cleanup response to restore groundwater quality to the PAL. If it 
is not economically or technically feasible to restore groundwater to the PAL, then the cleanup 
action must restore ground water to the ES. The ESs for both chromium and lead were 50 μg/L, 
while the PALs were 5 μg/L.  
 
The Site COCs and action levels and/or cleanup levels summary for Site soil, sediment, and 
groundwater are provided in Table 1 below. 

Table 1 – Contaminant of Concerns and Action Levels and/or Cleanup Levels Summary for 
the Site 

Media COCs Action Level - Wisconsin NR 
140  

ES/PAL 

Cleanup Level 

Groundwater 
Lead 50/5 μg/L No Standard 
Trivalent 
Chromium  

50/5 μg/L No Standard 

Debris and 
Sediment (1985 
ROD) 

PCBs  

1 ppm (Based on 
human health risk 
from direct contact 
related to future 
residential land 
use) 

Soil (1987 ROD) 
Lead and 
Trivalent 
Chromium   

 No Standard 

 
EPA issued an Explanation of Significant Differences (ESD) on September 24, 2018 (USEPA, 2018). 
The purpose of the ESD was to document a final decision to add institutional controls (ICs) and a long-
term stewardship (LTS) plan as components of the selected remedy to ensure long-term protectiveness at 
the Site and to ensure the remedy continues to operate as expected. Specifically, ICs are required at 1) 
the Schmalz Dump and 2) the three adjacent properties. ICs are required on the three adjacent properties 
to ensure that property owners acknowledge that residual contamination may be found at their 
properties.  
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Status of Implementation 
EPA began the remedial activities in 1987. Remedy implementation is summarized by OU, below: 
 
OU1 
The OU1 remedial action began in 1987. The removal and disposal of more than 3,500 cubic yards 
PCB-contaminated demolition debris and sediment to an EPA approved landfill facility off-site was 
completed in 1988. The water/solid mixture in the sediments was separated. The solids were sent to an 
EPA approved landfill. The water underwent metals precipitation and activated carbon treatment for 
removal of PCBs, chromium and lead prior to discharge to the pond area of the Site. Follow-up 
sampling confirmed remaining sediments and soil were below the cleanup level of 1 ppm. 
 
OU2 
The OU2 remedial action began in October of 1992 with the following activities being completed: 

• Installment of a low permeability, compacted earth material cap consisting of enough clean soil 
(one to ten feet thick) to provide the proper grade. This was covered with two feet of compacted 
clay, which was covered by six inches of topsoil to establish vegetative growth over 
approximately seven acres of lead and chromium contaminated soils (completed in September 
1993)  
• Abandonment of twelve existing wells both on-site and off-site adjacent to the Site and 
installation of six new monitoring wells for future monitoring purposes. 
• Initiation of a groundwater monitoring program for lead and chromium at the six new 
monitoring wells by conducting one year of quarterly groundwater sampling to provide a 
baseline of water quality at the Site from August 1993 to June 1994; followed by annual 
groundwater monitoring for the next four years, with the monitoring to be re-evaluated at the end 
of the total five-year period. The 2013 FYR noted that the four annual groundwater sampling 
rounds had been completed to fulfill the requirements of the ROD. WDNR conducted a total of 
sixteen (16) groundwater sampling events between 1993 and 2017 and submitted the 
groundwater data results for EPA review. On April 22, 2019, based on the re-evaluation of 
groundwater data from 1993 to 2017, WDNR submitted a letter to request EPA concurrence to 
discontinue groundwater monitoring and abandon Site monitoring wells (WDNR, 2019). The 
letter states that contaminant trends appear stable and that the residual groundwater 
contamination meets the closure requirements of WAC NR 726.05 (6) (a) 1., (b) and (c). Based 
on the review of the groundwater data, EPA is recommending that the groundwater monitoring 
should continue for two years to assure that there is not an increase in contaminant migration 
from the Site and to evaluate whether a further action is necessary before beginning the process 
of deletion from the NPL. 
• Sending of a voluntary well abandonment notification to residents between the Site and lake 
Winnebago. This is a precautionary measure to ensure that no potential for exposure exists 
should contaminant levels in groundwater increase in the future. Accordance to the WDNR Well 
Filling & Sealing Reports, there are two private wells abandonment in 1993 and one in 2001.  
• Adjacent properties were evaluated under the Superfund Pre-remedial program to determine 
whether they would qualify for an emergency action or for adding to the NPL. It was determined 
that the conditions on adjacent properties did not warrant an emergency action by EPA, nor 
inclusion on the NPL as a new Superfund site. Even though localized residual contaminant 
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sources exist within the fill in this area, there is no significant threat to residential well users 
based on the risk assessment used in 1987 ROD. In addition, topsoil covers the residual 
contamination and effective ICs that are in place (see Institutional Controls Section). 

The remedial design was completed in 1992, with the resulting soil cap being completed in 1994. EPA 
completed a Preliminary Close Out Report on September 24, 1993 (USEPA 1993) to document that all 
remedy construction activities were completed. 
 
Following completion of the remedial action, the lead for the Site passed from EPA to WDNR in 1995. 
Operation and maintenance (O&M) activities, along with monitoring, are ongoing and are performed by 
WDNR. 
 
ICs are in place to restrict property use and to maintain the integrity of the remedy through access 
agreements and a Court Order. 
 
Institutional Controls 
ICs are needed to restrict property use, maintain the integrity of the remedy, and assure the long-term 
protectiveness for areas which do not allow for UU/UE. The ICs were called for as part of the selected 
remedy in the ESD. A summary of the implemented and planned ICs for the Site is listed in Table 2 and 
are further discussed below.   
 
Table 2: Summary of Implemented ICs 

Media, engineered 
controls, and areas 
that do not support 

UU/UE based on 
current conditions 

ICs 
Needed 

ICs Called 
for in the 
Decision 

Documents 

Impacted 
Parcel(s) 

IC 
Objective 

Title of IC Instrument 
Implemented and Date (or 

planned) 

Schmalz Dump – 
Landfill cap 
A) Property owned 
by Gregory 
Schmalz 
(7.5 acres) 

Yes Yes See 
Figures 3 
 in Appendix 
B 

A) Grants EPA and 
the State access 
-Prohibits any 
activity that would 
adversely affect 
the integrity of the 
remedy 
implemented at the 
Site including the cap 
and the 
fence. 
-Maintains remedy 
components 
including cap and 
fence. 
-Prohibits any 
land uses 
including 
residential, 
recreational, 
commercial, or 
industrial. 

A) Court Order issued by 
Judge Reynolds in the United 
States District Court for the 
Eastern District of Wisconsin 
and dated November 15, 1991 
(Document Number 302550) 
-A restrictive covenant will 
be implemented once the 
property ownership changes 
(planned) 
-Wisconsin Continuing 
Obligations will be issued by 
the WDNR per 292.12 of the 
WI Statutes (planned) 
-Site information was 
placed on BRRTS on the 

Web (November 2018). 
 

B) Adjacent 
Property 

Yes Yes See 
Figures 3 in 

B) Property 
owners 

B) Warranty Deeds recorded 
in Calumet County, 
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(3 acres) Appendix B acknowledge that 
a portion of the 
subject property 
has been 
determined by 
EPA to be 
hazardous to 
human health or 
welfare or the 
environment. 
-grants EPA and the 
State access and 
includes similar 
restrictions as 
identified above 
 

Wisconsin on July 22, 1999. 
(Document Number 940541, 
940542 and 940543) 

 
A map showing the area in which the ICs apply is shown in Figures 3 in Appendix B. 
 
Status of Access Restrictions and ICs: 
The RODs did not include ICs, such as deed restrictions, as part of the remedy. EPA obtained a Court 
Order dated November 15, 1991, against Gregory Schmalz, the owner of the capped and fenced area of 
the Site that grants EPA and the State access to the Site and prevents Mr. Schmalz from interfering with 
the remedy or disturbing the cap. The Order does not bind future owners, however, and if the Site 
property is sold or otherwise transferred it will be necessary to obtain ICs, such as deed restrictions, 
from the new owner to ensure the protectiveness of the remedy. In addition to the property owned by 
Gregory Schmalz and controlled by the Order, the Site encompasses portions of an adjacent property. 
By Warranty Deed dated 1989, the buyers' purchased the adjacent property subject to an EPA Access 
Agreement and easements and restrictions pertaining to the remedy. In 1999, when the adjacent property 
was subsequently sold, by Warranty Deed the current owners accepted the restrictions and EPA's right 
of entry as provided in an access agreement the sellers signed on February 7, 1992. 
 
The owners of the two adjacent lots outside the capped and fenced area have granted EPA and the State 
continuing access for O&M. This agreement for access is documented in a warranty deed from John 
Schmalz and H.J. Jennerjohn, Inc., to Theodore Pawlowski, William Bojarski and Lawrence O. Love, 
recorded on July 22, 1999. The deed to the Schmalz property acknowledges that a portion of the subject 
property has been determined hazardous to human health or welfare or the environment by the EPA. The 
neighboring property has an easement agreement with EPA and the deed to the property acknowledges 
that a portion of the subject property has been determined hazardous to human health or welfare or the 
environment by EPA. Copies of the Court Order and Warranty Deeds are included in Appendix F. 
 
On September 24, 2018, EPA, with WDNR concurrence, issued an ESD to document a decision to 
include ICs as part of the remedy. Per the ESD ICs are required at 1) the Schmalz Dump and 2) the three 
adjacent properties. ICs are required on the three adjacent properties to ensure that property owners 
acknowledge that residual contamination may be found at their properties. As stated above, those ICs 
are in-place in the form of Warranty Deeds recorded in Calumet County, Wisconsin on July 22, 1999. 
Also, those properties may be included in the Continuing Obligations (COs) discussed further below. 
These IC remedy requirements also included: 1) for the Schmalz Dump, a proprietary control in the 
form of a restrictive covenant or deed restrictions which can be enforced by EPA and WDNR and would 
run with the land to apply to any future landowners once the property ownership changes since the 
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current owner has not agreed to placing the restrictions on the Site; 2) a governmental control in the 
form of COs issued by WDNR under Section 292.12 of the Wisconsin statutes which would impose 
restrictions and be enforced by the WDNR; and 3) a LTS plan to ensure that the remedy and ICs are 
maintained, monitored and enforced. 
 
In addition, the Site is currently placed on the State of Wisconsin database called Bureau for 
Remediation and Redevelopment Tracking System (BRRTS) on the Web (BOTW). BOTW is the 
WDNR’s on-line database that provides information about contaminated properties and other activities 
related to the investigation and cleanup of contaminated soil or groundwater in Wisconsin. Placing the 
information in BOTW documents the residual contamination and certain restrictions on future use of the 
Site. The database is an online, publicly accessible registry of sites in the State of Wisconsin which have 
COs related to site contamination. Having the Site on the WDNR database will strengthen LTS of the 
Site and impacted properties as it provides notification about residual contamination and/or contains 
copies of any required COs. The ICs for this site implemented as COs on the BRRTSs database are 
enforceable by WDNR under Wisconsin Statute 292.12. 
 
WDNR is responsible for Cap and Fence Maintenance until such time as a new property owner takes 
possession of the Schmalz Property. If the Site is eligible for closure under Wis. Admin. Code § NR 
726, the Fence and Cap Maintenance Plan will be incorporated into the WDNR’s GIS Soil and 
Groundwater Registry and responsibility for implementation will transfer to the property owner. 
Additional BOTW can be found at Schmalz Dump Site_BOTW. 
 
Current Compliance: Based on the inspection conducted as part of this FYR, no site uses which are 
inconsistent with the implemented ICs or the remedy IC objectives were noted. 
 
IC Follow up Actions Needed. An IC in the form of a restrictive covenant is still needed of the property 
owned by Mr. Schmalz once it is transferred to a new owner. A LTS plan is needed with procedures 
documented for monitoring, tracking, and maintaining compliance with existing and planned ICs, 
communicating with EPA, and providing an annual certification to EPA that the ICs remain in place and 
are effective. 
 
Systems Operations/Operation & Maintenance  
WDNR is responsible for O&M at the Site since 1995, which consists of annual inspections of the cap, 
groundwater monitoring and any needed maintenance activities. WDNR has developed a program for 
inspection and maintenance of the site cover. This program is consistent with requirements and 
procedures for maintaining capped landfills within the State of Wisconsin. WDNR is required to inspect 
the condition of the site cover annually, preferably in the spring, and is required to repair any damage to 
the cover. As needed, WDNR is required to mow or take other measures to control deep rooting plants, 
such as trees, to maintain the cover integrity. However, WDNR has determined that a regular schedule 
of mowing and application of fertilizers and pesticides is unnecessary. 
 
The 1987 ROD required one year of quarterly monitoring to provide a baseline of water quality at the 
Site; followed by annual groundwater monitoring for the next four years, with the monitoring to be re-
evaluated at the end of the five-year period. However, due to several scheduling errors and to a change 
of staff, WDNR did not follow to this schedule. WDNR completed the required four years of annual 
sampling from 2008 through 2012 and re-evaluated the data in 2017. 
 
During this FYR, WDNR performed the following O&M activities: 
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 Performed the annual Site inspections of the cap and fencing to verify that no inconsistent uses 

with the IC restrictions in place have occurred and that ICs remain in place and effective. 
 Conducted the redevelopment of monitoring well MW-5 and collected two rounds of 

groundwater samples for total dissolved chromium in March 23 and June 13, 2023.  

There were no problems noted in ICs activities at the Site during this FYR period. However, some O&M 
recommendations identified from last FYR have not performed and completed (see Other Findings 
Section).  
 
All residences in the Waverly Beach area have been connected to the City of Menasha water system, 
although a few residences have retained private wells for auxiliary uses, such as lawns and gardens. 
These wells are regularly monitored by the Calumet County Land and Water Conservation Department 
(LWCD). LWCD has administered a private well testing program annually, with the focus on educating 
private well owners on the importance of testing wells on a regular basis for contaminants. There are no 
Site related contaminants that have been detected in the wells.  
 
III. PROGRESS SINCE THE LAST REVIEW 
 
This section includes the protectiveness determinations and statements from the last FYR as well as the 
recommendations from the last FYR and the current status of those recommendations. 

 
Table 3: Protectiveness Determinations/Statements from the 2018 FYR 

OU # Protectiveness 
Determination Protectiveness Statement 

1 Short-term Protective The remedy at OU1 is currently protective of human health 
and the environment because a fence was placed around the 
Site and removal of more than 3,500 cubic yards of PCB-
contaminated material was completed. However, in order for 
the remedy to be protective in the long-term, the following 
actions need to be taken to ensure protectiveness: complete an 
ESD documenting ICs as a component of the remedy for the 
Site; develop and implement a Long-term Stewardship Plan to 
include procedures for monitoring and tracking compliance 
with existing ICs, communicating with EPA, and providing an 
annual certification to EPA that the ICs remain in place and are 
effective; issue continuing obligations requirements and place 
the site on the BOTW database; and implement a restrictive 
covenant. 

2 Short-term Protective The remedy at OU2 is currently protective of human health 
and the environment because it eliminates the principal threat 
posed by the Site by preventing direct contact with 
contaminated materials through the removal and capping of 
contaminated soils and groundwater monitoring. A court order 
dated November 15, 1991 and the Warranty Deed recorded in 
Calumet County, Wisconsin on July 22, 1999 ensure the 
integrity of the remedy and restrict current and future land use. 
However, in order for the remedy to be protective in the long-
term, the following actions need to be taken to ensure 
protectiveness: complete an ESD documenting ICs as a 
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component of the remedy for the Site; develop and implement 
a Long-term Stewardship Plan to include procedures for 
monitoring and tracking compliance with existing ICs, 
communicating with EPA, and providing an annual 
certification to EPA that the ICs remain in place and are 
effective; issue continuing obligations requirements and place 
the site on the BOTW database; and implement a restrictive 
covenant. 

Sitewide Short-term Protective The remedy at the Schmalz Dump Site is currently protective 
of human health and the environment because exposure 
pathways that could result in unacceptable risks are under 
control. All remedial activities specified in the 1985 and 1987 
RODs are completed. The implementation of ICs through the 
court order dated November 15, 1991, and the Warranty Deed 
recorded in Calumet County, Wisconsin on July 22, 1999 
ensure the integrity of the remedy and restrict current and 
future land use. However, in order for the remedy to be 
protective in the long-term, the following actions need to be 
taken to ensure protectiveness: complete an ESD documenting 
ICs as a component of the remedy for the Site; develop and 
implement a Long-term Stewardship Plan to include 
procedures for monitoring and tracking compliance with 
existing ICs, communicating with EPA, and providing an 
annual certification to EPA that the ICs remain in place and are 
effective; issue continuing obligations requirements and place 
the site on the BOTW database; and implement a restrictive 
covenant.   

 
Table 4: Status of Recommendations from the 2018 FYR 

OU 
# Issue Recommendations 

Current 
Status 

Current Implementation 
Status Description 

Completion 
Date (if 

applicable) 
1, 2 The RODs did 

not require ICs. 
Complete an ESD 
documenting ICs as a 
component of the remedy for 
the Site. 

Completed The ESD was signed by 
EPA, with WDNR 
concurrence, on September 
24, 2018. The ESD 
documented the decision to 
add ICs as a component of 
the selected remedy. 

9/24/2018 

1, 2 Long-term 
stewardship 
procedures are 
needed to ensure 
that effective 
ICs are 
monitored, 
maintained and 
enforced. 

Develop and implement a 
Long-term Stewardship Plan 
to include procedures for 
monitoring and tracking 
compliance with existing ICs, 
communicating with EPA, and 
providing an annual 
certification to EPA that the 
ICs remain in place and are 
effective, issue continuing 
obligations requirements and 
place the site on the BOTW 
database; and implement a 

Addressed 
in Next 

FYR 

The Site was placed on the 
BOTW database in 
November 2018. The other 
recommendations remain to 
be completed and are 
included in the Issues/ 
Recommendations section 
of this FYR: developing a 
LTS Plan, issuing COs, and 
implementing a restrictive 
covenant for the Schmalz 
property are still needed. 
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restrictive covenant. 

1, 2 Additional ICs 
needed if Site 
property is 
transferred to a 
new owner. 

Develop a restrictive 
covenant. 

Ongoing The property has not been 
sold. Therefore, this 
recommendation has been 
carried forward in this 
FYR. 

 

 
The 2018 FYR identified several recommendations as Other Findings that do not affect current nor 
future protectiveness. A status update is provided below. 
 
Recommendation: WDNR needs to repair the fence and install new safety and/or warning signs for the 
Site. 
 
The status of this recommendation is not completed due to the lack of funding, but is anticipated to be 
completed by September 2025.  
 
Recommendation: EPA will evaluate the groundwater data to determine whether to change the 
frequency of the groundwater monitoring program to assess the situation regarding chromium at the 
Site. 
 
The status of this recommendation has been completed. EPA has reviewed and evaluated the 1993-2023 
groundwater data and is recommending that the groundwater monitoring should continue at least twice a 
year for two years to assure that there is not an increase in contaminant migration from the Site and to 
evaluate whether further action is necessary before beginning the process to the deletion from the NPL 
(See Data Review Section for additional details on recent data results).  
 
IV. FIVE-YEAR REVIEW PROCESS 
 
Community Notification, Involvement & Site Interviews 
EPA published a notice in the local newspaper, the Post-Crescent and on EPA’s website on 10/23/2022, 
The public notice informed the public of the FYR and invited comments on the Site. Neither EPA nor 
WDNR received any comments. The public notice is attached as Appendix D to this FYR. 
 
The results of the review and the report will be made available at the Site information repository located 
at the University of Wisconsin-Fox Valley Library, 1478 Midway Road, Menasha, Wisconsin, and EPA 
Region 5 Superfund Record Center, 77 West Jackson Blvd., 7th floor, Chicago, as well as on the EPA’s 
website at  https://epa.gov/superfund/schmalz dump 
 
Data Review 
As part of the FYR, EPA reviewed and evaluated the groundwater analytical results from August 1993 
to June 2023 from groundwater monitoring wells MW-1 through MW-6 (MW-1 and MW-6 are both 
background wells, MW-5 is the on-site well, and MW-2, MW-3 and MW-4 are the down-gradient 
wells.) Figure 2 in Appendix B shows monitoring well locations. 
 
WDNR conducted the current FYR period groundwater sampling in March and June 2023. Groundwater 
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samples were collected at MW-5 for total dissolved chromium. Groundwater samples were not collected 
at the other monitoring wells because chromium concentrations detected during the 1993 to 2017 
sampling events did not exceed the ES. Lead was not observed above method detection limits in any 
groundwater sample from 1993 to 2017. Sampling was conducted using low-flow techniques with a 
peristaltic pump through a flow cell with constant field measurements for temperature, conductivity, 
dissolved oxygen, pH and redox potential. Samples were collected once readings stabilized. The total 
dissolved chromium results of sampling MW-5 were 213 and 194 μg/L on March 23 and June 13, 2023, 
respectively. The previous sampling result on October 31, 2017 was 237 μg/L.  
 
As of data from 2023, the concentrations of chromium in the on-site monitoring well MW-5 (213 and 
194 μg/L) are consistently greater than the groundwater quality ES (50 μg/L) from the 1987 ROD, as 
well as the changed ES level since the time of the ROD of 100 μg/L. Concentrations of chromium have 
fluctuated in MW-5 since 2008, but they do not appear to be increasing over time and above the 
maximum concentration of 340 μg/L since 1993.  
 
The 1987 Phase II RI report analyzed filtered and unfiltered groundwater samples and concluded that 
most lead and chromium was found in suspended solids and removed by filtration to levels below the 
MCL. Groundwater monitoring wells GW-9 and GW-9A, located approximately eight feet apart, were 
anomalies in this regard and results for chromium were 1,140 and 286 μg/L in the filtered samples. 
These wells were located close to but outside the Site and determined to be impacted from another 
unidentified source (WDNR 2019). However, it is uncertain whether these detections indicate that 
groundwater containing chromium exceeding the MCL, is migrating from the Schmalz Dump site or that 
it is migrating from an off-site or a localized source. As of this FYR, EPA is recommending that the 
groundwater monitoring should continue at least twice a year for two years to assure that there is not an 
increase in contaminant migration from the Site and to evaluate whether a further action is necessary 
before beginning the process to the deletion from the NPL. Mann-Kendall analyses should be performed 
to demonstrate “stability” of chromium trends to support such statements.  
 
It should also be noted that the chromium contamination at the Site is of the trivalent form. There was no 
hexavalent chromium, which is more hazardous, detected above 10 μg/L during the RI/FS sampling. 
Trivalent chromium is much less toxic than hexavalent chromium and EPA’s Integrated Risk 
Information System (EPA IRIS) has classified trivalent chromium as Group D, not classifiable as to 
carcinogenicity in humans.  
 
Site Inspection 
The inspection of the Site was conducted on 3/16/2023. In attendance were Giang-Van Nguyen, EPA 
and Bruce J LeRoy, WDNR. The purpose of the inspection was to assess the protectiveness of the 
remedy by inspecting the condition of fencing to restrict access, inspecting the integrity of the cap, 
assessing the general condition of the Site, and verifying the condition of the monitoring wells.  
 
The Site appeared secure with both a locked gate and fence. There was no evidence of violations of the 
ICs at the Site. The cap was covered with snow. Small trees and shrubs have grown through/close to the 
fence in several areas and should be removed. Small bushes and trees were observed to be located close 
to, but not in the soil cap. These should also be removed. The perimeter fence was in good condition, 
with the exception of damage along the north side of the site where trees had fallen across the fence 
which was observed previously and noted in the 2018 FYR. There was no signed of trespassing 
observed from the damaged part of the fence. The flush mount covers appeared secured and closed on 
the monitoring wells. The Site Inspection Checklist is included in Appendix D. 
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V. TECHNICAL ASSESSMENT 
 
QUESTION A:  Is the remedy functioning as intended by the decision documents? 
Answer: Yes. 

 
Remedial Action Performance: Remedial components included in the Site 1985 and 1987 RODs have 
been implemented and continue to provide adequate protection of human health and the environment.  
The review of documents, ARARs, risk assumptions, the results of the Site inspection indicate that the 
remedy is functioning as intended by the RODs.  
 
The fencing around the Site, the removal and proper off-site disposal of the PCB-contaminated wastes 
and sediment, and the capping of the remaining contaminated wastes within the landfill have achieved 
the remedial objectives to minimize the migration of contaminants to groundwater and surface water and 
prevent direct contact with, or ingestion of, contaminants in waste materials. There were no signs of 
unauthorized access, and no new uses of groundwater were observed during the FYR site inspection. 
The gates to the Site are intact and in good condition. However, as noted from the last FYR, the 
damaged fence should be repaired, and the new warning signs need to be installed at the Site. This is 
anticipated to be completed by September 2025. 
 
As of this FYR, EPA reviewed the 2019 WDNR request to end groundwater monitoring and evaluated 
the groundwater data from 1993 through 2023 and is recommending that the groundwater monitoring 
program needs to be continued at least twice a year for two years to assure that there is not an increase in 
contaminant migration from the Site and to evaluate whether a further action is necessary before 
beginning the process to the deletion from the NPL. 
 
All residences in the Waverly Beach area were connected to the City of Menasha water system in 1984, 
although a few residences have retained private wells for auxiliary uses, such as lawns and gardens. The 
downgradient residential wells are screened deeper than the monitoring wells and are believed to be 
protected from contamination in the shallow aquifer at the Site by a 30- to 50-foot-thick clay confining 
layer; the rate of groundwater movement is slow, and the movement of trivalent chromium is also very 
retarded within the aquifer.  
 
Implementation of Institutional Controls and Other Measures: 
At this time, initial IC evaluation activities have determined that all non-UU/UE areas are addressed 
effectively by the court order of November 15, 1991 and the Warranty Deed recorded in Calumet 
County, Wisconsin on July 22, 1999. The implementation of effective ICs has prevented exposure to, or 
ingestion of, Site related contaminants in the soil and groundwater and therefore, the remedy is 
functioning as intended. Also, as recommended from the last FYR, EPA issued an ESD in 2018 to 
document that ICs are a necessary component of the remedy. WDNR has also placed the Site on the 
State of Wisconsin BRRTS database on the Web (BOTW). Remaining ICs activities include 
implementing an IC in the form of a restrictive covenant if the Schmalz property is transferred to a new 
owner and an LTS Plan needs to be developed.  
 
QUESTION B:  Are the exposure assumptions, toxicity data, cleanup levels, and remedial action 
objectives (RAOs) used at the time of the remedy selection still valid? 
Answer: No. 
 



 

18 
 

Question B Summary: 
The RAOs in place at the time of remedy selection are still valid. The assumptions and data are still 
valid and there have been no changes in the physical conditions of the Site that would affect the 
protectiveness of the remedy. The OU1 RAO at the Site has been achieved to eliminate future release 
from the contaminant source to the various pathways and to remove the threat of direct contact to the 
surrounding community and the environment. The OU2 RAO has been achieved to protect from direct 
contact with contaminated soils and monitoring for degradation of groundwater quality from these soils. 

 
Changes in Standards and TBCs: No. There have been changes in toxicity values and exposure 
assumptions since the time of the decision documents, however the RAOs and cleanup levels for the Site 
are still valid. The changes as described below are not expected to alter the protectiveness of the remedy 
and unlikely to pose any additional threat to human health under current Site conditions because public 
water is available to the Site area and ICs are in place which prevent exposure to impacted groundwater. 
There have been no changes in ARARs or RAOs. 
 
Groundwater: Both State and Federal groundwater standards have changed since the ROD. The drinking 
water standards, or MCLs, for chromium and lead were both 50 μg/L. Since the date of the 1987 ROD, 
the MCL for chromium has been increased to 100 μg/L, while the MCL for lead has been made more 
stringent at 15 μg/L. At the time of the 1987 ROD, the WAC NR 140 ESs for both chromium and lead 
were 50 μg/L while the PALs were 5 μg/L. Since the date of the 1987 ROD, both the ESs and PALs for 
chromium have been changed to 100 μg/L and 10 μg/L, respectively. The ES for lead has been changed 
to 15 μg/L, and the PAL has changed to 1.5 μg/L.  

 
Changes in Toxicity and Other Contaminant Characteristics: There have been no changes in the 
toxicity factors for the COCs nor other contaminant characteristics at the Site since the RODs and the 
last FYR. 
 
Changes in Risk Assessment Methods: Standardized risk assessment methods have not changed in a 
way that could affect the assessment of the protectiveness of the remedy. 

 
Changes in Exposure Pathway: There are no new exposure pathways that have been discovered at the 
Site during this FYR. Therefore, there are no current public health concerns associated with the Site. 
There have been no changes to either land use or expected land use at the Site. 
 
QUESTION C:  Has any other information come to light that could call into question the protectiveness 
of the remedy? 
Answer: No.  
 
No other information generated during this FYR calls into question the protectiveness of the remedy. 
The Site has not been impacted by any natural disasters and has no known climate change 
vulnerabilities. 
 
VI. ISSUES/RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

Issues/Recommendations 

 
Issues and Recommendations Identified in the Five-Year Review: 
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OU(s):1, 2  Issue Category: Institutional Controls 

Issue: LTS procedures are needed to ensure that effective ICs 
are monitored, maintained and enforced. 

Recommendation: Develop and implement a LTS Plan to 
include procedures for monitoring and tracking and maintaining compliance with 
existing and planned ICs, communicating with EPA, and providing an annual 
certification to EPA that the ICs remain in place and are effective.  

Affect Current 
Protectiveness 

Affect Future 
Protectiveness 

Party 
Responsible 

Oversight Party Milestone Date 

No Yes EPA/State 
 

EPA 4/30/2024 

 
OU(s):1, 2  Issue Category: Institutional Controls 

Issue: Additional ICs needed if Site property is transferred to a new owner. . 

Recommendation: Develop a restrictive covenant.  

Affect Current 
Protectiveness 

Affect Future 
Protectiveness 

Party 
Responsible 

Oversight Party Milestone Date 

No Yes EPA/State 
 

EPA 12/31/2024 

 
OU(s): 2  Issue Category: Monitoring 

Issue: Concentrations of chromium in the onsite monitoring well MW-5 are 
consistently greater than the groundwater quality ES (50 μg/L) from the 1987 
ROD, as well as the changed ES level since the time of the ROD of 100 μg/L.  

Recommendation: Continue groundwater monitoring of the six monitoring wells 
at least twice a year for two years to assure that there is not an increase in 
contaminant migration from the Site and to evaluate whether a further action is 
necessary; perform Mann-Kendall analyses to demonstrate “stability” of 
chromium trends.   

Affect Current 
Protectiveness 

Affect Future 
Protectiveness 

Party 
Responsible 

Oversight Party Milestone Date 

No Yes State 
 

EPA 9/30/2025 

 
OU(s):1, 2  Issue Category: Site Access/Security 

Issue: The perimeter fence was damaged along the north side of the site where 
trees have fallen across the fence. Also, there are no hazardous safety or warning 
signs placed around the Site. 

Recommendation: Remove the tree and repair the fence; and install new 
hazardous safety and/or warning signs for the Site. 
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Affect Current 
Protectiveness 

Affect Future 
Protectiveness 

Party 
Responsible 

Oversight Party Milestone Date 

No Yes State 
 

EPA 9/30/2025 

 
OTHER FINDINGS 
The following is a recommendation that was identified during the FYR that may improve performance 
of the remedy but that does not affect current or future protectiveness:  WDNR has developed a program 
for inspection and maintenance of the site cover consistent with requirements and procedures for 
maintaining capped landfills within the State of Wisconsin. Written documentation of these O&M 
requirements should be provided to EPA in the form of a Site O&M Plan or a similar plan. 
 
VII. PROTECTIVENESS STATEMENT 
 

Protectiveness Statement(s) 

Operable Unit: 
OU1 

Protectiveness Determination: 
Short-term Protective  

Protectiveness Statement:  
The remedy at OU1 is currently protective of human health and the environment because a fence 
was placed around the Site and removal of more than 3,500 cubic yards of PCB-contaminated 
material was completed. These response actions removed the threat of direct contact with 
contamination to the surrounding community and the environment. However, in order for the remedy 
to be protective in the long-term, the following actions need to be taken to ensure protectiveness:  
1) Develop and implement a Long-term Stewardship Plan to include procedures for monitoring and 
tracking compliance with existing ICs, communicating with EPA, and providing an annual 
certification to EPA that the ICs remain in place and are effective;  
2) Develop a restrictive covenant; and 
3) Remove the tree, repair the fence; and install new hazardous safety and/or warning signs for the 
Site. 

 

Protectiveness Statement(s) 

Operable Unit: 
OU2 

Protectiveness Determination: 
Short-term Protective  

Protectiveness Statement:  
The remedy at OU2 is currently protective of human health and the environment because it 
eliminates the principal threat posed by the Site by preventing direct contact with contaminated 
materials through installation of a low permeability cap over contaminated soils and groundwater 
monitoring. However, in order for the remedy to be protective in the long-term, the following actions 
need to be taken to ensure protectiveness:  
1) Develop and implement a Long-term Stewardship Plan to include procedures for monitoring and 
tracking compliance with existing ICs, communicating with EPA, and providing an annual 
certification to EPA that the ICs remain in place and are effective;  
2) Develop a restrictive covenant;  
3) Continue groundwater monitoring of the six monitoring wells at least twice a year for two years to 
assure that there is not an increase in contaminant migration from the Site and to evaluate whether a 
further action is necessary; perform Mann-Kendall analyses to demonstrate “stability” of chromium 
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trends; and  
4) Remove the tree, repair the fence; and install new hazardous safety and/or warning signs for the 
Site. 

Sitewide Protectiveness Statement 

Protectiveness Determination: 
Short-term Protective 

  

Protectiveness Statement: 
The remedy at the Schmalz Dump Site is currently protective of human health and the 
environment because exposure pathways that could result in unacceptable risks are under 
control. All remedial activities specified in the 1985 and 1987 RODs are completed. The 
implementation of ICs through the court order dated November 15, 1991 and the Warranty Deed 
recorded in Calumet County, Wisconsin on July 22, 1999 ensure the integrity of the remedy and 
restrict current and future land use. However, in order for the remedy to be protective in the long-term, 
the following actions need to be taken to ensure protectiveness:  
1) Develop and implement a Long-term Stewardship Plan to include procedures for monitoring and 
tracking compliance with existing ICs, communicating with EPA, and providing an annual 
certification to EPA that the ICs remain in place and are effective;  
2) Develop a restrictive covenant;  
3) Continue groundwater monitoring of the six monitoring wells at least twice a year for two years to 
assure that there is not an increase in contaminant migration from the Site and to evaluate whether a 
further action is necessary; perform Mann-Kendall analyses to demonstrate “stability” of chromium 
trends; and 
4) Remove the tree, repair the fence; and install new hazardous safety and/or warning signs for the 
Site. 

 
VIII. NEXT REVIEW 
 
The next FYR report for the Schmalz Dump Superfund Site is required five years from the completion 
date of this review.  
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APPENDIX B – FIGURES 
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FIGURE 1 – Site Location

SCHMALZ 
DUMP SITE

Lake Winnebago
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Figure 2 - Site Feature, Site boundaries, Cap Areas and Monitoring Wells.   
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Figure 3 - Parcel Boundaries 

 
 

  

Bojarski Parcel 
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APPENDIX C – SITE CHRONOLOGY 

 
  
     Chronology of Site Events 

Event Date 

Filling begins at the site. This included car bodies, stone, trees, waste wood chips, 
pulp and mash from paper manufacture. 1968 

Fly ash and bottom ash from Menasha Utility is deposited. 1972 & 1973 

Demolition debris from Allis-Chalmers Corporation facility is deposited. 1978 & 1979 

On-site sampling identified polychlorinated biphenyl (PCB) contamination within the 
area of the Allis-Chalmers debris disposal area. 1979 

Final listing on the United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) National 
Priorities List (NPL). 9/21/1984 

Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS) initiated. 4/1985 

Record of Decision (ROD) for the PCB Operable Unit (OU)1 requiring fence around 
the PCB OU and removal and off-site disposal of PCB contaminated sediments and 
debris in an approved landfill. 

8/13/1985 

Fence constructed. 1985 

ROD for the capping OU2 requiring the installation of a low permeability, compacted 
earth material cap over approximately seven acres of lead and chromium 
contaminated soil, implementation of groundwater monitoring for lead and 
chromium, propose a voluntary well abandonment program. 

9/30/1987 

Removal and disposal of the PCB contaminated debris and sediments. The solids 
went to an EPA approved landfill. Follow-up sampling confirmed remaining 
sediments were below action level of 1 mg/kg. 

1987-1988 

The Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources (WDNR), EPA Region 5, and the 
United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) developed design documents.  The 
approved design was a soil cap. 

1988-1992 

Contractor initiated clearing and grubbing of the site for construction.   1992 

Cap placement, final grading and seeding of the site. 1993-1994 

Quarterly groundwater sampling. 1993-1994 

EPA completed a Preliminary Close Out Report  09/24/93 

First Five-Year Review signed 09/24/93 

Final inspection of the site by USACE, EPA and WDNR. 1994 

Contractor’s responsibility for maintaining the cap ends and final inspection. 6/1/1995 

WDNR became responsible for maintenance and monitoring of the site cover. 6/1/1995 

WDNR inspection and groundwater sampling. 4/21/1998 

WDNR inspection and groundwater sampling. 7/21/1998 
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Event Date 

WDNR inspection and groundwater sampling 11/2/1998 

EPA second Five-Year Review 1998 

WDNR inspection / Third 5-Year Review 9/29/2003 

WDNR inspection and groundwater sampling. 10/12/2004 

EPA inspection / Fourth 5-Year Review 6/24/2008 

Fourth Five-Year Review Signed 08/22/2008 

WDNR inspection and groundwater sampling. 2008 - 2012 

EPA Inspection / Fifth Five-Year Review 06/19/2013 

Fifth Five-Year Review Signed  8/12/2013 

Sixth Five-Year Review Signed 8/8/2018 
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APPENDIX D – PUBLIC NOTICE



 

30 
 

 



 

31 
 

APPENDIX E – SITE INSPECTION CHECKLIST  
 

I.  SITE INFORMATION 

Site name: 
Schmalz Dump Site 

Date of inspection: 
3/16/2023 

Location and Region: 
Harrison, Wisconsin/ Region 5 

EPA ID:  
WID980820096 

Agency, office, or company leading the FYR: 
U.S. EPA Region 5 

Weather/temperature: 
45 degree F, Cloudy, Rainy 

 
Remedy Includes: (Check all that apply) 

 
 Landfill cover/containment ☐  Monitored natural attenuation 

  Access controls  ☐  Groundwater containment 

  Institutional controls  ☐ Vertical barrier walls 
☐  Groundwater pump and treatment ☐ Other:  Click or tap here to enter text. 
☐  Surface water collection and treatment 

Attachments: 

☐ Inspection team roster attached  Site map attached 
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II.  INTERVIEWS (Check all that apply) 

1. O&M Site Manager     Bruce J LeRoy, Hydrogeologist, 3/16/2023 

Interviewed:   at site   ☐  at office    ☐  by phone   Phone Number: (920)889-0151 

Problems, suggestions:          Report attached 
Wisconsin DNR is responsible for site O&M. 

2. O&M Staff               Name         , Title       , 
Click or tap to enter 
a date. 

Interviewed: ☐  at site    ☐  at office    ☐  by phone   Phone Number: Click here to enter text. 

Problems, suggestions:          Report attached 
Click or tap here to enter text. 

3. Local regulatory authorities and response agencies (i.e., State and Tribal offices, emergency response 
office, police department, office of public health or environmental health, zoning office, recorder of 
deeds, or other city and county offices, etc.)  Fill in all that apply. 

Agency:     Click or tap here to enter text. 

Contact: Name         , Title       , Click or tap to enter a date.,   P: Phone Number 

Problems, suggestions:          Report attached  

Click or tap here to enter text. 

Agency:     Click or tap here to enter text. 

Contact: Name         , Title       , Click or tap to enter a date.,   P: Phone Number 

Problems, suggestions:        ☐  Report attached 

Click or tap here to enter text. 

Agency:     Click or tap here to enter text. 

Contact: Name         , Title       , Click or tap to enter a date.,   P: Phone Number 

Problems, suggestions:        ☐  Report attached 

Click or tap here to enter text. 

Agency:     Click or tap here to enter text. 

Contact: Name         , Title       , Click or tap to enter a date.,   P: Phone Number 

Problems, suggestions:         

Click or tap here to enter text. 

4. Other Interviews (optional):  ☐  Report attached 

Click or tap here to enter text. 
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III.  ON-SITE DOCUMENTS & RECORDS VERIFIED (Check all that apply) 

1.  O&M Documents 

 ☐ O&M manual  Readily available ☐ Up to date  N/A 

 ☐ As-built drawings  Readily available ☐ Up to date  N/A 

 ☐ Maintenance logs  Readily available ☐ Up to date  N/A 

 Remarks: Click or tap here to enter text. 

2.  Site-Specific Health and Safety Plan  Readily available 

 ☐ Contingency Plan/Emergency Response Plan  Readily available 

Remarks: N/A 

3. O&M and OSHA Training Records  

  Readily available ☐ Up to date  N/A 

Remarks: Click or tap here to enter text. 

4.  Permits and Service Agreements 

 ☐ Air discharge permit  Readily available ☐ Up to date  N/A 

 ☐ Effluent discharge   Readily available ☐ Up to date  N/A 

 ☐ Waste disposal, POTW  Readily available ☐ Up to date  N/A 

 Other permits: Click or tap here to enter text. 

Remarks: Click or tap here to enter text. 

5. Gas Generation Records  

  Readily available ☐ Up to date  N/A 

Remarks: Click or tap here to enter text. 

6. Settlement Monument Records  

  Readily available ☐ Up to date  N/A 

Remarks: Click or tap here to enter text. 

7. Groundwater Monitoring Records  

  Readily available ☐ Up to date ☐ N/A 

Remarks: Click or tap here to enter text. 

8. Leachate Extraction Records  

  Readily available ☐ Up to date  N/A 

Remarks: Click or tap here to enter text. 

9. Discharge Compliance Records 
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 ☐ Air  Readily available ☐ Up to date  N/A 

 ☐Water (effluent)  Readily available ☐ Up to date  N/A 

Remarks: Click or tap here to enter text. 

10. Daily Access/Security Logs  

  Readily available ☐ Up to date  N/A 

Remarks: Click or tap here to enter text. 

IV.  O&M COSTS 

1. O&M Organization 

  State in-house ☐ Contractor for State 

 ☐ PRP in-house ☐ Contractor for PRP 

 ☐ Federal Facility in-house ☐ Contractor for Federal Facility 

Remarks: Click or tap here to enter text. 

2. O&M Cost Records 

 ☐Readily available  Up to date  Funding mechanism/agreement in place 

 Original O&M cost estimate Click or tap here to enter text. ☐ Breakdown attached 
Total annual cost by year for review period if available 

From  
Click or tap to enter a 
date. 

To  
Click or tap to 
enter a date. 

Total cost  
Click or tap here to 
enter text. 

☐ Breakdown attached 

From  
Click or tap to enter a 
date. 

To  
Click or tap to 
enter a date. 

Total cost  
Click or tap here to 
enter text. 

☐ Breakdown attached 

From  
Click or tap to enter a 
date. 

To  
Click or tap to 
enter a date. 

Total cost  
Click or tap here to 
enter text. 

☐ Breakdown attached 

From  
Click or tap to enter a 
date. 

To  
Click or tap to 
enter a date. 

Total cost  
Click or tap here to 
enter text. 

☐ Breakdown attached 

From  
Click or tap to enter a 
date. 

To  
Click or tap to 
enter a date. 

Total cost  
Click or tap here to 
enter text. 

☐ Breakdown attached 
 

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

Describe costs and reasons:   

Click or tap here to enter text. 

V.  ACCESS AND INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS 
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 Applicable ☐ N/A 

1. Fencing Damaged  Location shown on site map  Gates secured  N/A 

Remarks: The perimeter fence was in good condition, with the exception of damage along the north 
side of the site where trees had fallen across the fence which was observed since the last FYR 

2. Other Access Restrictions  Location shown on site map  Gates secured 

Remarks: Click or tap here to enter text. 

3. Institutional Controls (ICs) 

A. Implementation and Enforcement 

Site conditions imply ICs not properly implemented  Yes    No  N/A 

Site conditions imply ICs not being fully enforced  Yes    No  N/A 

Type of monitoring (e.g., self-reporting, drive by) Annual Monitoring 

Frequency Click or tap here to enter text. 

Responsible party/agency Wisconsin DNR 

Contact: Bruce J. LeRoy, Hydrogeologist, 3/16/2023,   P: (920)889-0151 

Reporting is up-to-date  Yes    No ☐ N/A 

Reports are verified by the lead agency  Yes    No ☐ N/A 

Specific requirements in deed or decision documents have been 
met 

 Yes    No ☐ N/A 

Violations have been reported  Yes    No ☐ N/A 

Other problems or suggestions: 

Click or tap here to enter text. 

B. Adequacy  ICs are adequate  ICs are inadequate  N/A 

Remarks: Click or tap here to enter text. 

4. General 

A. Vandalism/Trespassing  Location shown on site map  No vandalism evident 

Remarks: Click or tap here to enter text. 

B. Land use changes on site  N/A 

Remarks: Click or tap here to enter text. 

C. Land use changes off site  N/A 
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Remarks: Click or tap here to enter text. 

VI. GENERAL SITE CONDITIONS 

1. Roads ☐  Applicable     N/A 

A. Roads damaged ☐ Location shown on site map ☐ Roads adequate ☐ N/A 
Remarks: Click or tap here to enter text. 

B. Other Site Conditions 

Remarks: Click or tap here to enter text. 

VII. LANDFILL COVERS 

1. Landfill Surface  Applicable  N/A 

A. Settlement (Low Spots) ☐ Location Shown on Site Map  Settlement Not Evident 
Areal Extent: Click or tap here to enter text. Depth: Click or tap here to enter text. 

Remarks: The cap was covered with snow. Therefore, the landfill cap conditions were not observed during 
this site inspection. 

B. Cracks ☐ Location Shown on Site Map  Cracking Not Evident 
Lengths: Click or tap here to 
enter text. Widths: Click or tap here to enter text. Depths: Click or tap here to enter 

text. 

Remarks: Click or tap here to enter text. 

C. Erosion ☐ Location Shown on Site Map  Erosion Not Evident 
Areal Extent: Click or tap here to enter text. Depth: Click or tap here to enter text. 

Remarks: Click or tap here to enter text. 

D. Holes ☐ Location Shown on Site Map  Holes Not Evident 
Areal Extent: Click or tap here to enter text. Depth: Click or tap here to enter text. 

Remarks: Click or tap here to enter text. 

E. Vegetative Cover ☐ Grass ☐ Cover Properly Established 

 Tress/Shrubs (indicate size and locations on a diagram  No Signs of Stress 
Remarks: Small trees and shrubs have grown through/close to the fence in several areas and closed to, but 
not in the soil cap.  
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F. Alternative Cover (armored rock, concrete, etc.)  N/A 
Remarks: Click or tap here to enter text. 

G. Bulges ☐ Location Shown on Site Map  Bulges Not Evident 
Areal Extent: Click or tap here to enter text. Height: Click or tap here to enter text. 

Remarks: Click or tap here to enter text. 

H. Wet Areas/Water Damage  Wet Areas/Water Damage Not Evident 

☐ Wet Areas ☐ Location Shown on Site Map Areal Extent: Click or tap here to enter text. 

☐ Ponding ☐ Location Shown on Site Map Areal Extent: Click or tap here to enter text. 

☐ Seeps ☐ Location Shown on Site Map Areal Extent: Click or tap here to enter text. 

☐ Soft Subgrade ☐ Location Shown on Site Map Areal Extent: Click or tap here to enter text. 

Remarks: Click or tap here to enter text. 

I. Slope Instability ☐ Location Shown on Site Map ☐ Slope Instability Not Evident 

 ☐ Slides Areal Extent: Click or tap here to enter 
text. 

Remarks: Click or tap here to enter text. 

2. Benches ☐ Applicable  N/A 
(Horizontally constructed mounds of earth placed across a steep landfill side slope to interrupt the slope in order to 
slow down the velocity of surface runoff and intercept and convey the runoff to a lined channel.) 

A. Flows Bypass Bench ☐ Location Shown on Site Map  N/A or Okay 
Remarks: Click or tap here to enter text. 

B. Bench Breached  Location Shown on Site Map  N/A or Okay 
Remarks: Click or tap here to enter text. 

C. Bench Overtopped  Location Shown on Site Map  N/A or Okay 
Remarks: Click or tap here to enter text. 

3. Letdown Channels ☐ Applicable  N/A 
(Channel lined with erosion control mats, riprap, grout bags, or gabions that descend down the steep side slope of 
the cover and will allow the runoff water collected by the benches to move off of the landfill cover without creating 
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erosion gullies.) 

A. Settlement ☐ Location Shown on Site Map  Settlement Not Evident 
Areal Extent: Click or tap here to enter text. Depth: Click or tap here to enter text. 

Remarks: Click or tap here to enter text. 

B. Material Degradation ☐ Location Shown on Site Map ☐ Degradation Not Evident 
Material Type: Click or tap here to enter text. Areal Extent: Click or tap here to enter 

text. 
Remarks: Click or tap here to enter text. 

C. Erosion ☐ Location Shown on Site Map  Erosion Not Evident 
Areal Extent: Click or tap here to enter text. Depth: Click or tap here to enter text. 

Remarks: Click or tap here to enter text. 

D. Undercutting ☐ Location Shown on Site Map  Undercutting Not Evident 
Areal Extent: Click or tap here to enter text. Depth: Click or tap here to enter text. 

Remarks: Click or tap here to enter text. 

E. Obstructions ☐ Location Shown on Site Map ☐ Undercutting Not Evident 

Type:  Click or tap here to enter text. 
Areal Extent: Click or tap here to enter text. Size: Click or tap here to enter text. 

Remarks: Click or tap here to enter text. 

F. Excessive Vegetative Growth ☐ Location Shown on Site Map ☐ Excessive Growth Not Evident 

Areal Extent: Click or tap here to enter text. ☐ Vegetation in channels does not obstruct 
flow 

Remarks: Click or tap here to enter text. 

4. Cover Penetrations ☐ Applicable  N/A 

A. Gas Vents ☐ Active ☐ Passive 

☐ Properly secured/locked  Functioning ☐ Routinely sampled 

☐ Good condition ☐ Evidence of leakage at penetration 

☐ Needs Maintenance        ☐ N/A 
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Remarks: Click or tap here to enter text. 

B. Gas Monitoring Probes 

☐ Properly secured/locked  Functioning ☐ Routinely sampled 

☐ Good condition ☐ Evidence of leakage at penetration 

☐ Needs Maintenance        ☐ N/A 
Remarks: Click or tap here to enter text. 

C. Monitoring Wells 

 Properly secured/locked  Functioning ☐ Routinely sampled 

☐ Good condition ☐ Evidence of leakage at penetration 

Needs Maintenance        ☐ N/A 
Remarks: Click or tap here to enter text. 

D. Leachate Extraction Wells 

☐ Properly secured/locked  Functioning ☐ Routinely sampled 

☐ Good condition ☐ Evidence of leakage at penetration 

☐ Needs Maintenance        ☐ N/A 
Remarks: Click or tap here to enter text. 

E. Settlement Monuments  Located  Routinely Surveyed  N/A 
Remarks: Click or tap here to enter text. 

5. Gas Collection and Treatment ☐ Applicable  N/A 

A. Gas Treatment Facilities 

☐ Flaring  Thermal Destruction ☐ Collection for Reuse 

☐ Good condition ☐ Needs Maintenance 

Remarks: Click or tap here to enter text. 

B. Gas Collection Wells, Manifolds, and Piping 
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☐ Good condition ☐ Needs Maintenance  N/A 

Remarks: Click or tap here to enter text. 

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

☐ Good condition ☐ Needs Maintenance  N/A 

Remarks: Click or tap here to enter text. 

6. Cover Drainage Layer ☐ Applicable  N/A 

A. Outlet Pipes Inspected ☐ Functioning ☐ N/A 
Remarks: Click or tap here to enter text. 

B. Outlet Rock Inspected ☐ Functioning ☐ N/A 
Remarks: Click or tap here to enter text. 

7. Detention/Sediment Ponds ☐ Applicable  N/A 

A. Siltation ☐ Siltation Not Evident ☐ N/A 
Areal Extent: Click or tap here to enter text. Depth: Click or tap here to enter text. 

Remarks: Click or tap here to enter text. 

B. Erosion ☐ Erosion Not Evident  
Areal Extent: Click or tap here to enter text. Depth: Click or tap here to enter text. 

Remarks: Click or tap here to enter text. 

C. Outlet Works ☐ Functioning ☐ N/A  
Remarks: Click or tap here to enter text. 

D. Dam ☐ Functioning ☐ N/A  
Remarks: Click or tap here to enter text. 

8. Retaining Walls ☐ Applicable  N/A 

A. Deformations ☐ Location Shown on Site Map ☐ Deformation Not Evident 

Horizontal Displacement: Click or tap here to enter text. 

Vertical Displacement: Click or tap here to enter text. 

Rotational Displacement: Click or tap here to enter text. 
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Remarks: Click or tap here to enter text. 

B. Degradation ☐ Location Shown on Site Map ☐ Deformation Not Evident 
Remarks: Click or tap here to enter text. 

9. Perimeter Ditches/Off-Site Discharge ☐ Applicable  N/A 

A. Siltation ☐ Location Shown on Site Map ☐ Siltation Not Evident 
Areal Extent: Click or tap here to enter text. Depth: Click or tap here to enter text. 

Remarks: Click or tap here to enter text. 

B. Vegetative Growth ☐ Location Shown on Site Map ☐ N/A 

☐ Vegetation Does Not Impede Flow  

Areal Extent: Click or tap here to enter text. Type: Click or tap here to enter text. 

Remarks: Click or tap here to enter text. 

C. Erosion ☐ Location Shown on Site Map ☐ Erosion Not Evident 
Areal Extent: Click or tap here to enter text. Depth: Click or tap here to enter text. 

Remarks: Click or tap here to enter text. 

D. Discharge Structure ☐ Functioning ☐ N/A 
Remarks: Click or tap here to enter text. 

VIII.  VERTICAL BARRIER WALLS 

 Applicable  N/A 

1. Settlement ☐ Location Shown on Site Map ☐ Settlement Not Evident 
Areal Extent: Click or tap here to enter text. Depth: Click or tap here to enter text. 

Remarks: Click or tap here to enter text. 

2. Performance Monitoring Type of Monitoring: Click or tap here to enter text. 

☐ Performance Not Monitored ☐ Evidence of Breaching 
Frequency: Click or tap here to enter text. Head Differential: Click or tap here to enter text. 

Remarks: Click or tap here to enter text. 
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IX.  GROUNDWATER/SURFACE WATER REMEDIES 

 Applicable  N/A 

1. Groundwater Extraction Wells, Pumps, and Pipelines ☐ Applicable ☐ N/A 

A. Pumps, Wellhead Plumbing, and Electrical ☐ N/A 

☐ Good Condition ☐ All Required Wells Properly Operating ☐ Needs Maintenance 

Remarks: Click or tap here to enter text. 

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

 Good Condition ☐ Needs Maintenance 
Remarks: Click or tap here to enter text. 

C. Spare Parts and Equipment ☐ Needs to be Provided 
 Readily Available ☐ Good Condition  Requires Upgrade 

Remarks: Click or tap here to enter text. 

2. Surface Water Collection Structures, Pumps, and Pipelines ☐ Applicable ☐ N/A 

A. Collection Structures, Pumps, and Electrical  

 Good Condition ☐ Needs Maintenance  

Remarks: Click or tap here to enter text. 

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

 Good Condition ☐ Needs Maintenance 
Remarks: Click or tap here to enter text. 

C. Spare Parts and Equipment ☐ Needs to be Provided 
 Readily Available ☐ Good Condition ☐ Requires Upgrade 

Remarks: Click or tap here to enter text. 

3. Treatment System ☐ Applicable  N/A 

A. Treatment Train (Check components that apply) 

 Metals removal ☐ Oil/Water Separation ☐ Bioremediation 

 Air Stripping ☐ Carbon Absorbers  
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☐ Filters Click or tap here to enter text. 

☐ Additive (e.g. chelation agent, flocculent) Click or tap here to enter text. 

☐ Others Click or tap here to enter text. 
 Good Condition ☐ Needs Maintenance 

 Sampling ports properly marked and functional 

 Sampling/maintenance log displayed and up to date 

 Equipment properly identified 

 Quantity of groundwater treated annually Click or tap here to enter text. 

 Quantity of surface water treated annually Click or tap here to enter text. 

Remarks: Click or tap here to enter text. 

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

 N/A ☐ Good Condition ☐ Needs Maintenance 

Remarks: Click or tap here to enter text. 

C. Tanks, Vaults, Storage Vessels  N/A 

 Proper Secondary Containment ☐ Good Condition ☐ Needs Maintenance 

Remarks: Click or tap here to enter text. 

D. Discharge Structure and Appurtenances 

 N/A ☐ Good Condition ☐ Needs Maintenance 

Remarks: Click or tap here to enter text. 

E. Treatment Building(s) 

☐ N/A   ☐ Good condition (esp. roof and doorways)   
 Needs repair  Chemicals and equipment properly stored 

Remarks  Click or tap here to enter text. 

F. Monitoring Wells (Pump and Treatment Remedy) ☐ N/A   
☐ Properly secured/locked  Functioning 
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☐ Routinely sampled  All required wells located 

☐ Good condition  Needs Maintenance          

Remarks  Click or tap here to enter text. 

4. Monitoring Data   
A. Monitoring Data:   

 Is Routinely Submitted on Time  Is of Acceptable Quality 
B. Monitoring Data Suggests:   

☐ Groundwater plume is effectively contained  Contaminant concentrations are declining 
5. Monitored Natural Attenuation  

A. Monitoring Wells (natural attenuation remedy)  N/A 
  Properly secured/locked   Functioning  Routinely sampled 
  All required wells located   Needs Maintenance  Good condition 

Remarks: Click or tap here to enter text. 

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

XI.  OVERALL OBSERVATIONS 
1. Implementation of the Remedy 

Describe issues and observations relating to whether the remedy is effective and functioning as designed.  
Begin with a brief statement of what the remedy is to accomplish (i.e., to contain contaminant plume, 
minimize infiltration and gas emission, etc.). 
There are no significant issues or observations have been identified during this site inspection. Remedy is 
effective and functioning as designed.   

2. Adequacy of O&M 

Describe issues and observations related to the implementation and scope of O&M procedures.  In particular, 
discuss their relationship to the current and long-term protectiveness of the remedy. 
Click or tap here to enter text. 

3. Early Indicators of Potential Remedy Problems 

Describe issues and observations such as unexpected changes in the cost or scope of O&M or a high 
frequency of unscheduled repairs that suggest that the protectiveness of the remedy may be compromised in 
the future.    
Click or tap here to enter text. 

4. Early Indicators of Potential Remedy Problems 

Describe possible opportunities for optimization in monitoring tasks or the operation of the remedy. 
Click or tap here to enter text. 

 



 

45 
 

APPENDIX F - Court Order and Warranty Deeds  
 




































