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CONSENT DECREE
FORREMEDIALDESIGN AND REMEDIAL ACTION AT OPERABLE UNIT 1 OF
THE LOWER FOX RIVER AND GREEN BAY SITE

I. BACKGROUND

A The United States of America (“United States™), on behalf of the Administrator of
the United States Environmental Protection Agency (“EPA”), and the State of Wisconsin
(the “State™), on behalf of the Wisconsin Deparment of Natural Resources (“W DNR”), filed a
Complaint in this matter pursuant to Sections 106 and 107 of the Comprehensive Environmental
Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (“CERCLA”), 42 U.S.C. §§ 9606 and 9607.

B. The Plaintiffs’ Complaint seeks, inter alia: (i) reimbursement of certain costs
incurred by the United States and the State for response actions at the Lower Fox River and
Green Bay Site (the “Site,” as defined below) in Northeastern Wisconsin, together with accrued
interest; and (i1) performance of response work by the defendants at Operable Unit 1 (“OU1,” as
defined below) of the Site consistent with the National Contingency Plan, 40 C.F.R. Part 300 (as
amended) (the “NCP”).

C. In accordance with the NCP and Section 121(f)(1)(F) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C.

§ 9621(f)(1)(F), the State was notified of negotiations with potentially responsible parties
regarding the implementation of the remedial design and the remedial action for OUl. The State
has been an active participant in such negotiations and is a party to this Consent Decree.

D. In accordance with Section 122(j)(1) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9622(j)(1), EPA
has notified the appropriate natural resource trustees (the “Trustees”), as represented by the Fox
River/Green Bay Natural Resource Trustee Council, of negotiations with potentially responsible

parties regarding the releases of hazardous substances that may have resulted in injuries to



natural resources under Federal, State, and Tribal trusteeship at the Site. The Trustees have
participated in the negotiation of this Consent Decree, and support this Consent Decree, as
indicated by the Trustee Council Resolution attached to this Consent Decree as Appendix A.

E. EPA, WDNR, and the Trustees are parties to several Site-specific Memoranda of
Agreement, as “Inter-Govermnental Partners” sharing a “mutual goal of remediating and/or
responding to hazardous substances releases and threats of releases to, and restoring injured and
potentially injured natural resources in, [the Site area].” The Inter-Governmental Partners’
founding Memorandum of Agreement recognized that WDNR would have “a leadership role, in
full partnership with EPA, in exercising response authority” at the Site, and the Plaintiffs intend
to continue that cooperative relationship as to actions required under this Consent Decree.

F. The defendants that have entered into this Consent Decree (“Settling Defendants,”
as defined below) do not admit any liability to the Plaintiffs, to the Trustees, or to any other party
arising out of the transactions or occurrences alleged in the Complaint, nor do they acknowledge
that the release or threatened release of hazardous substance(s) at or from the Site constitutes an
imminent or substantial endangerment to the public health or welfare or the environment.

G. In response to a release or a substantial threat of a release of a hazardous
substance(s) at or from the Site, WDNR in 1998 commenced a Remedial Investigation and
Feasibility Study (“RI/FS”) for the Site pursuant to 40 C.F.R. § 300.430, with funding and
technical assistance from EPA. In December 2002, WDNR completed a Remedial Investigation
(“RI”) Report and a Final Feasibility Study (“FS”) for the Site.

H. Pursuant to Section 117 of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9617, notice of the completion
of the FS and of the proposed plan for remedial action was published in major local newspapers

of general circulation in the Fox River Valley. WDNR and EPA provided an opportunity for



written and oral comments from the public on the proposed plan for remedial action. A copyof
the transcript of the public meeting is available to the public as part of the administrative record
upon which WDNR and EPA based the selection of the response action.

L The decision by WDNR and EPA on the remedial action to be implemented at
OUI at the Site is embodied in a final Record of Decision (“ROD”), executed by WDNR and
EPA in December 2002. The ROD includes an explanation of significant differences between
the final remedial action plan and the proposed plan as well as a responsiveness summary to the
public comments. Notice of the final plan was published in accordance with Section 117(b) of
CERCLA.

J. Based on the information presently available to EPA and WDNR, EPA and
WDNR believe that the Response Work (as defined below) will be properly and promptly
conducted by the Settling Defendants if conducted in accordance with the requirements of this
Consent Decree and its appendices.

K. Solely for the purposes of Section 113(j) of CERCLA, the remedial action
selected by the ROD and the Response Work to be performed by the Settling Defendants shall
constitute a response action taken or ordered by the President.

L. The Partiesrecognize, and the Court by entering this Consent Decree finds, that
this Consent Decree has been negotiated by the Parties in good faith and implementation of this
Consent Decree will expedite the cleanup of OUI and will avoid prolonged and complicated
litigation between the Parties, and that this Consent Decree is fair, reasonable, and in the public
interest.

NOW, THEREFORE, it is hereby Ordered, Adjudged, and Decreed:



II. JURISDICTION

1. This Court has jurisdiction over the subject matter of this action pursuant to
28 U.S.C. §§ 1331 and 1345, and 42 U.S.C. §§ 9606, 9607, and 9613(b). This Court also has
personal jurisdiction over the Settling Defendants. Solely for the purposes of this Consent
Decree and the underlying Complaint, Settling Defendants waive all objections and defenses that
they may have to jurisdiction of the Court or to venue in this District. Settling Defendants shall
not challenge the terms of this Consent Decree or this Court's jurisdiction to enter and enforce
this Consent Decree.

1. PARTIES BOUND

2, This Consent Decree applies to and is binding upon the United States and the
State and upon Settling Defendants and their successors and assigns. Any change in ownership
or corporate status of a Settling Defendant including, but not limited to, any transfer of assets or
real or personal property, shall in no way alter such Settling Defendant's responsibilities under
this Consent Decree.

3. Settling Defendants shall provide a copy of this Consent Decree to each contractor
hired to perform the Response Work required by this Consent Decree and to each person
representing any Settling Defendant with respect to OU1 or the Response Work and shall
condition all contracts entered into hereunder upon performance of the Response Work in
conformity with the terms of this Consent Decree. Settling Defendants or their contractors shall
provide written notice of the Consent Decree to all subcontractors hired to perform any portion of
the Response Work required by this Consent Decree. Settling Defendants shall nonetheless be
responsible for ensuring that their contractors and subcontractors perform the Response Work

contemplated herein in accordance with this Consent Decree. With regard to the activities



undertaken pursuant to this Consent Decree, each contractor and subcontractor shall be deemed
to be in a contractual relationship with the Settling Defendants within the meaning of Section
107(b)(3) of CERCLA, 42 U.SC. § 9607(b)(3).

IV. DEFINITIONS

4. Unless otherwise expressly provided herein, terms used in this Consent Decree
which are defined in CERCLA or in regulations promulgated under CERCLA shall have the
meaning assigned to them in CERCLA or in such regulations. Whenever terms listed below are
used in this Consent Decree or in the appendices attached hereto and incorporated hereunder, the
following definitions shall apply:

“CERCLA” shall mean the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and
Liability Act of 1980, as amended, 42 U.S.C. §§ 9601-9675.

“Consent Decree” shall mean this Decree and all appendices attached hereto (listed in
Section XXXI). In the event of conflict between this Decree and any appendix, this Decree shall
control.

“Day” shall mean a calendar day unless expressly stated to be a working day. “Working
day” shall mean a day other than a Saturday, Sunday, or Federal holiday. In computing any
period of time under this Consent Decree, where the last day would fall on a Saturday, Sunday,
or Federal holiday, the period shall run until the close of business of the next working day.

“Date of Lodging” shall mean the day on which this Consent Decree is lodged with the
Court.

“DOI” shall mean the United States Department of the Interior and any successor

departments or agencies of the United States.



“DOI Past Cost Payments” shall mean the payments to be made to the DOI NRDAR Fund
under Subparagraph 52.a.(ii) (Initial Payments to the United States) of this Consent Decree to
reimburse DOI for a portion of its past natural resource damage assessment costs related to the
Site.

“DOJ” shall mean the United States Department of Justice and any successor departments
or agencies of the United States.

“Effective Date” shall be the effective date of this Consent Decree as provided by
Section XXIX.

“EPA” shall mean the United States Environmental Protection Agency and any successor
departments or agencies of the United States.

“EPA Past Cost Payments™ shall mean the payments to be made to the Fox River Site
Special Account within the EPA Hazardous Substance Superfund under Subparagraph 52.a.(i)
(Initial Payments to the United States) of this Consent Decree to reimburse EPA for a portion of
its past response costs related to the Site.

“Force Majeure Event,” for purposes of this Consent Decree, shall mean any event arising
from causes beyond the control of the Settling Defendants, of any entity controlled by Settling
Defendants, or of Settling Defendants’ contractors or subcontractors, that delays or prevents the
performance of any obligation under this Consent Decree despite Settling Defendants’ best
efforts to fulfill the obligation. The requirement that the Settling Defendants exercise “best
efforts to fulfill the obligation™ includes using best efforts to anticipate any potential Force
Majeure Event and best efforts to address the effects of any potential Force Majeure Event (i) as
it is occurring and (ii) following the potential Force Majeure Event, such that the delay is

minimized to the greatest extent possible.
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“Fox River OUI Disbursement Special Account” or the “Disbursement Special Account
shall mean the disbursement special account established for OU1 by EPA pursuant to Section
122(b)(3) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. §9622(b)(3), and this Consent Decree.

“Fox River Site Special Account” shall mean the special account established for the Site
by EPA pursuant to Section 122(b)(3) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9622(b)(3) .

“Fox River OUI Escrow Account” or the “Escrow Account” shall mean the escrow
account trust fund established for OU1 by the Settling Defendants pursuant to this Consent
Decree.

“Institutional Controls” shall mean all response activities to implement institutional
controls requirements under the ROD.

“Interest” shall mean interest at the rate specified for interest on investments of the EPA
Hazardous Substance Superfund established by 26 U.S.C. § 9507, compounded annually on
October 1 of each year, in accordance with 42 U.S.C. § 9607(a). The applicable rate of interest
shall be the rate in effect at the time the interest accrues. The rate of interest is subject to change
on October 1 of each year.

“Interest Earned” shall mean interest earmed on amounts in the Disbursement Special
Account, which shall be computed monthly at a rate based on the annual return on investments of
the Hazardous Substance Superfund. The applicable rate of interest shall be the rate in effect at
the time the interest accrues.

“July 2003 AOC” shall mean the Administrative Order on Consent between WTM I

Company, EPA, and WDNR, captioned In the matter of the Lower Fox River and the Green Bay

Site, Docket No. V-W-‘03-C-745 (the “July 2003 AOC™). The July 2003 AOC is attached hereto

as Appendix F.



“Long Term Monitoring™ shall mean all response activities to implement long termn
monitoring requirements under the ROD.

“National Contingency Plan” or “NCP” shall mean the National Oil and Hazardous
Substances Pollution Contingency Plan promulgated pursuant to Section 105 of CERCLA,

42 U.S.C. § 9605, codified at 40 C.F.R. Part 300, and any amendments thereto.

“NRD Commitment” shall mean the $3,000,000 committed to natural resource
restoration efforts under Paragraph 52 (Initial Payments to Plaintiffs) and Paragraph 53
(Subsequent Payments for Natural Resource Restoration).

“NRDAR Fund” shall mean DOI’s Natural Resource Damage Assessment and
Restoration Fund.

“Operation and Maintenance” or “O & M” shall mean all activities required to maintain
the effectiveness of the Remedial Action as required under the Operation and Maintenance Plan
approved or developed by the Response Agencies pursuant to this Consent Decree and the
Statements of Work.

“Operable Unit 1” or “OU1" shall mean the Little Lake Butte des Morts reach of the
Lower Fox River, as delineated by the Record of Decision signed by WDNR and EPA in
December2002. More specifically, OU1 is the portion of the Lower Fox River (and the
underlying River sediment) starting at the outlet of Lake Winnebago at the Neenah Dam and the
Menasha Dam downstream to the Upper Appleton Dam, including sediment deposits A through
H and POG. As so defined, OU1 is depicted in Figure 7-9 of the December 2002 Final
Feasibility Study for the Site, a copy of which is attached hereto as Appendix G.

“Paragraph’ shall mean a portion of this Consent Decree identified by an arabic numeral

or an upper case letter.



“Parties” shall mean the United States, the State of Wisconsin, and the Settling
Defendants.

“Performance Standards” shall mean the selected remedy requirements, contingent
remedy requirements, and cleanup standards for measuring the achievement of the goals of the
Remedial Action, as set forth in Sections 13.1, 13.3.1, and 13.4 through 13.6 of the ROD and
Section Il of the SOW for Remedial Action.

“Plaintiffs” shall mean the United States and the State of Wisconsin.

“Post-Remedy Institutional Controls Work” shall mean all response activities to
implement institutional controls requirements under the ROD and the Institutional Controls Plan
after Certification of Completion of Remedial Action by EPA pursuant to Subparagraph 44.b.

“Post-Remedy Monitoring” shall mean all response activities to implement Long Term
Monitoring requirements under the ROD and the Final Operation and Maintenance Plan after
Certification of Completion of Remedial Action by EPA pursuant to Subparagraph 44.b.

“RCRA?” shall mean the Solid Waste Disposal Act, as amended, 42 U.S.C. §§ 6901
et seq. (also known as the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act).

“Record of Decision” or “ROD” shall mean the Record of Decision relating to OUI at the
Site signed in December 2002 by the Deputy Administrator of the Water Division of WDNR and
by the Director of the Superfund Division of EPA Region $, and all attachments thereto. A copy
of the ROD (excluding the ROD Appendices) is attached as Appendix H.

“Remedial Action” shall mean those activities (except for Operation and Maintenance,
Post-Remedy Institutional Controls Work, and Post-Remedy Monitoring), to be undertaken by
the Settling Defendants to implement the ROD requirements for OU], in accordance with the

SOW, the final Remedial Design Work Plan, the final Remedial Action Work Plan, and other



plans approved by the Response Agencies. For the purpose of this Consent Decree, Remedial
Action shall not include any response action required solely under Section XV (Emergency
Response).

“Remedial Action Work Plan” shall mean the document developed pursuant to
Paragraph 14 of this Consent Decree and approved by the Response Agencies, and any
amendments thereto.

“Remedial Design™ shall mean those activities to be undertaken by Settling Defendant
WTM I Company to conduct predesign investigations and to develop the final plans and
specifications for the Remedial Action for OU1 pursuant to the July 2003 AOC and the Remedial
Design Work Plan.

“Remedial Design Work Plan” shall mean the document described by Paragraph 12 of
this Consent Decree and approved by the Response Agencies, and any amendments thereto.

“Response Agencies” shall mean WDNR and EPA.

“Response Work™ shall mean all activities Settling Defendants are required to perform
under this Consent Decree, except those required by Section X VI (Natural Resource Restoration
Efforts) and Section XXVII (Retention of Records).

“Section” shall mean a portion of this Consent Decree identified by a roman numeral.

“Settling Defendants™ shall mean P. H. Glatfelter Company and WTM I Company.

“Settling Defendants’ Related Parties” shall mean: (i) Settling Defendants’ successors,
but only to the extent that the alleged liability of such person is based on the alleged liability of a
Settling Defendant; (ii) Settling Defendants’ former or current officers, directors, employees, or

shareholders, but only to the extent that the alleged liability of such person is based on acts
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and/or omissions which occurred in the scope of the person’s employment or capacity as an
officer, director, employee, or shareholder of a Settling Defendant.

“Site” shall mean the Lower Fox River and Green Bay Site in Northeastern Wisconsin.

“Specified Future Response Costs” shall mean all costs, including, but not limited to,
direct and indirect costs, that the United States and the State incur after July 1, 2003 in reviewing
or developing plans, reports and other items pursuant to the July 2003 AOC and this Consent
Decree, in verifying the Response Work, in implementing O&M, Institutional Controls, and
Long Term Monitoring requirements required under the ROD and the SOW, or in otherwise
implementing, overseeing, or enforcing this Consent Decree, including, but not limited to,
payroll costs, contractor costs, travel costs, laboratory costs, the costs incurred pursuant to
Paragraph 19 of Section VIII, Section X (including, but not limited to, the cost of attorney time
and any monies paid to secure access and/or to secure or implement Institutional Controls
including, but not limited to, the amount of just compensation), Section XV, and Paragraph 90 of
Section XXII.

“State” shall mean the State of Wisconsin.

“State Past Cost Payments” shall mean the $10,000 payment to be made to the State
under Subparagraph 52.b (Initial Payments to the State) of this Consent Decree to reimburse the
State for a portion of its past response costs related to the Site.

“Statements of Work” or “SOW” shall mean: (i) the statement of work for
implementation of the Remedial Design, as set forth at Appendix F to this Consent Decree, and
any modifications made in accordance with the July 2003 AOC and this Consent Decree; and/or

(ii) the statement of work for implementation of the Remedial Action, Institutional Controls,
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Long Terin Monitoring, and Operation and Maintenance at the Site, as set forth in Appendix I to
this Consent Decree and any modifications made in accordance with this Consent Decree.

“Supervising Contractor” shall mean the principal contractor retained by the Settling
Defendants to supervise and direct the implementation of the Response Work under this Consent
Decree.

“United States” shall mean the United States of America.

“Unresolved DOI Past Costs™ shall mean the unreimbursed natural resource damage
assessment costs that the United States has paid at or in connection with the Site (or any portion
of the Site) through July 1, 2003.

“Unresolved EPA Past Costs” shall mean the unreimbursed response costs, including, but
not limited to, direct and indirect costs, that the United States has paid at or in connection with
the Site (or any portion of the Site) through July 1, 2003.

“Unresolved State Past Costs™ shall mean the unreimbursed response costs, including, but
not limited to, direct and indirect costs, that the State has paid at or in connection with the Site
(or any portion of the Site) through July 1, 2003.

“Waste Material” shall mean: (i) any “hazardous substance” under Section 101(14) of
CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9601(14); (ii) any pollutant or contaminant under Section 101(33),

42 U.S.C. § 9601(33); (iii) any “solid waste” under Section 1004(27) of RCRA, 42 U.S.C.
§ 6903(27); and (iv) any “hazardous substance” under Wis. Stat. § 292.01.

“WDOJ” shall mean the Wisconsin Department of Justice and any successor departments
or agencies of the State.

“WDNR?” shall mean the Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources and any successor

departments or agencies of the State.
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V. GENERAL PROVISIONS

5. Obijectives of the Parties. The objectives of the Parties in entering into this

Consent Decree are to protect public health and welfare and the environment by the design and
implementation of certain response actions at OUl by the Settling Defendants, to reimburse a
portion of the EPA and State past costs and to reimburse all Specified Future Response Costs, to
provide partial compensation for natural resource damages, and to resolve the claims of Plaintiffs
against Settling Defendants as provided in this Consent Decree.

6. Commitments by Settling Defendants.

a. Settling Defendants shall finance and perform the Response Work in
accordance with this Consent Decree, the ROD, the SOW, and all work plans and other plans,
standards, specifications, and schedules set forth herein or developed by Settling Defendants and
approved by the Response Agencies pursuant to this Consent Decree. Settling Defendants shall
also reimburse EPA and the State for a portion of their past response costs and shall reimburse
EPA and the State for future response costs, as provided by this Consent Decree. Settling
Defendants shall also provide partial compensation for natural resource damages, as provided
herein.

b. Settling Defendants need not perform Response Work under this Consent
Decree unless: (i) the Disbursement Special Account and/or the Escrow Account described by
Section VI and Appendices B and C contain funds to finance the work; or (ii) this Consent
Decree specifically requires the Settling Defendants to fund or to perform the work without
reimbursement from, or recourse to, the Disbursement Special Account and/or the Escrow

Account.
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7. Compliance With Applicable Law. All activities undertaken by Settling

Defendants pursuant to this Consent Decree shall be performed in accordance with the
requirements of all applicable federal and state laws and regulations. Settling Defendants must
also comply with all applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements of all Federal and state
environmental laws as set forth in the ROD and the SOW, unless the Response Agencies
determine that there are grounds for invoking a waiver under 40 C.F.R. § 300.430(f)(1)(ii)(C).
The activities conducted pursuant to this Consent Decree, if approved by the Response Agencies,
shall be considered to be necessary and consistent with the NCP.
8. Permits.

a. As provided in Section 121(e) of CERCLA and Section 300.400(e) of the
NCP, no permit shall be required for any portion of the Response Work conducted entirely on-
site (i.e., within the areal extent of contamination or in very close proximity to the contamination
and necessary for implementation of the Response Work). Where any portion of the Response
Work that is not on-site requires a federal or state permit or approval, Settling Defendants shall
submit timely and complete applications and take all other actions necessary to obtain all such
permits or approvals.

b. The Settling Defendants may seek relief under the provisions of
Section XIX (Force Majeure Events) of this Consent Decree for any delay in the performance of
the Response Work resulting from a failure to obtain, or a delay in obtaining, any permit required
for the Response Work.

C. This Consent Decree is not, and shall not be construed to be, a permit

issued pursuant to any federal or state statute or regulation.
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VI. ESTABLISHMENT AND USE OF CERTAIN SITE-SPECIFIC ACCOUNTS

9. Generally. As provided by this Section and Appendices B and C, two separate
Site-specific accounts — to be known as the Fox River OU1 Disbursement Special Account (the
“Disbursement Special Account™) and the Fox River OUl Escrow Account (the “Escrow
Account”) — shall be established and managed to provide sources of funds for payment and
reimbursement of particular categories of Site-related response costs and natural resource
restoration costs, as specified by Paragraphs 10 and 11. The Escrow Account may be established
as several accounts or sub-accounts to address the different sources and uses of the funds paid
into the Escrow Account. The response costs to be paid and reimbursed from the Disbursement
Special Account and the Escrow Account are expected to include, but will not be limited to,
certain costs incurred by the Settling Defendants that are defined herein as “Allowable RD/RA
Costs.” The natural resource restoration costs to be paid and reimbursed from the Escrow
Account may include, but will not be limited to, certain costs incurred by the Settling Defendants
that are defined herein as “Allowable Restoration Work Costs.”

a. Allowable RD/RA Costs. Solely for the purpose of this Consent Decree,
the term “Allowable RD/RA Costs” is defined as necessary response costs incurred and paid by
Settling Defendants for the Remedial Design and the Remedial Action, excluding the following
costs that shall not be eligible for payment or reimbursement as Allowable RD/RA Costs:

(1) any costs exceeding $2 million for the contaminant delineation
investigation and Remedial Design components of the Response Work, as

provided by Subparagraph 8.a of Appendix C;

(2)  response costs incurred or paid by the Settling Defendants pursuant

to Section XV (Emergency Response);
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(3) any other payments made by Settling Defendants to the Plaintiffs
pursuant to this Consent Dccree, including, but not limited to: (i) any direct
payments to Plaintifts under Section XVII: and (ii) any interest, stipulated
penalties, or stipulated damages paid pursuant to Section XXI;

4) attorneys’ fees and costs;

(5) costs of any response activitics Scttling Defendants perform that
are not required undcr, or approved by the Response Agencies pursuant to this
Consent Decree;

(6) costs related to Settling Defendants’ litigation, settlement,
development of potential contribution claims or identification of defendants;

{(7) internal costs of Settling Defendants, including but not limited to,
salaries, travel, or in-kind services, except for those costs that represent the work
of employees of Settling Defendants directly performing the Remedial Design or
the Remedial Action;

(8) any costs incurred by Settling Defcndants prior to the Eftective
Date, cxcept for: (i) Remedial Design or Remedial Action work approved by the
Responsc Agencies; or (11) other costs of Response Work required by this Consent
Decree after the Date of Lodging; or

9 any costs incurred by Settling Defendants pursuant to Section XX
(Dispute Resolution).

b. Allowablc Restoration Work Costs. Solely for the purpose of this Consent

Decree, the tcrm “Allowablc Restoration Costs™ is defined as necessary restoration costs incurred

and paid by Settling Defendants for Approved Restoration Work (as defined by Paragraph 48),
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excluding the following costs that shall not be eligible for payment or reimbursement as
Allowable Restoration Work Costs:

1) any costs for work other than Approved Restoration Work;

(2)  any costs exceeding the pre-approved cost ceiling set by the
Statement of Work for Approved Restoration Work;

3) any other payments made by Settling Defendants to the Plaintiffs
pursuant to this Consent Decree, including, but not limited to: (i) any direct
payments to Plaintiffs under Section XVII; and (ii) any interest, stipulated
penalties, or stipulated damages paid pursuant to Section XXI;

4 attorneys’ fees and costs;

(5)  costs of any restoration activities Settling Defendants perform that
are not required under, or approved by the Plaintiffs pursuant to, this Consent
Decrese;

(6)  costs related to Settling Defendants’ litigation, settlement,
development ofpotential contribution claims or identification of defendants;

@) intemal costs of Settling Defendants, including but not limited to,
salaries, travel, or in-kind services, except for those costs that represent the work
of employees of Settling Defendants directly performing Approved Restoration
Work;

®) any costs incurred by Settling Defendants prior to the Effective
Date, except for Approved Restoration Work completed pursuant to this Consent

Decree; or
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(9)  any costs incurred by Settling Defendants pursuant to Section XX
{Dispute Resolution).

10. Establishment and Management of the Disbursement Special Account. In

accordance with the procedures and requirements established by the December 2001 Consent
Decree in the matter captioned United States and the State of Wisconsin v. Appleton Papers Inc.
and NCR Corporation, Case No. 01-C-0816 (E.D. Wis.) (the “API/NCR Decree”), the Plaintiffs
shall use their best efforts to have $10 million available for funding response action projects
under the API/NCR Decree deposited in the Disbursement Special Account after the Effective
Date. EPA shall establish the Disbursement Special Account as a new special account within
the EPA Hazardous Substance Superfund. Subject to the terms and conditions set forth in this
Consent Decree, EPA agrees to make those funds in the Disbursement Special Account,
including Interest Eamed on those funds in the Special Account, available for disbursement to
the Escrow Account as partial reimbursement of certain Allowable RD/RA Costs. The
Disbursement Special Account shall be managed as set forth in Appendix B to this Consent
Decree, which is incorporated herein by reference

11.  Establishment and Management of the Escrow Account. By no later than March
31, 2004, the Settling Defendants shall establish and maintain financial security in the form of
the Escrow Account trust fund, from which funds shall be disbursed for payment and
reimbursement of particular categories of Site-related response costs and natural resource
restoration costs. The Settling Defendants shall establish the Escrow Account with the funds
required to be paid pursuant to Section XVII (Payments) below. The Escrow Account shall be
managed as set forth in Appendix C to this Consent Decree, which is incorporated herein by

reference. The escrow agreement estab lishing the Escrow Account shall be in substantially the
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form attached hereto as Appendix D and shall identify the manager for the Escrow Account (the
“Escrow Agent”). The Settling Defendants may establish the Escrow Account (or an account or
sub-account within the Escrow Account) as a Qualified Settlement Fund (or “QSF’’) within the
meaning of 468B-1 of the Treasury Regulations.
VII. PERFORMANCE OF THE RESPONSE WORK BY SETTLING DEFENDANTS
12.  OUIl Remedial Design.

a. Settling Defendant WTM I Company shall perform the Remedial Design
components of the Response Work (including predesign investigations) in accordance with the
July 2003 AOC. A copy of the July 2003 AOC is attached as Appendix F to this Consent
Decree, is incorporated herein by this reference, and all requirements under the July 2003 AOC
are hereby made enforceable requirements of this Consent Decree, but only as to Settling
Defendant WTM I Company.

b. Settling Defendant WTM I Company shall submit the following plans and
reports to the Response Agencies pursuant to the July 2003 AOC and this Paragraph: (i) a
Pre-Design Sampling Work Plan; (ii) a Remedial Design Work Plan; (iii) a Basis of Design
Report; (iv) a Preliminary (50%) Design; (v) a Pre-Final (90%) Design; and (vi) a Final (100%)
Design. Upon approval by the Response Agencies, all submittals required by the July 2003 AOC
and this Paragraph 12 shall be incorporated into and become enforceable under this Consent
Daecree.

c. Settling Defendant WTM I Company shall provide Settling Defendant
P. H. Glatfelter Company with copies of the plans and reports identified in the preceding
Subparagraph contemporaneously with their submission to the Response Agencies. Within 15

days of the date of submission, Settling Defendant P. H. Glatfelter may submit written comments
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on the relevant plan or submission; provided, however, that nothing in this Paragraph shall be

conswued as affording Settling Defendant P. H. Glatfelter Company a right to invoke or
participate inany dispute resolution process under Section XX (Dispute Resolution) conceming
any submittal under the July 2003 AOC.

13, Selection of Supervising Contractor.

a. All Remedial Design components of the Response Work to be performed
by Settling Defendant WTM I Company pursuant to Paragraph 12 of this Consent Decree shall
be under the direction and supervision of WTM I Company’s Project Coordinator designated
pursuant to the July 2003 AOC. All other aspects of the Response Work to be performed by
Settling Defendants pursuant to Sections VII (Performance of the Response Work by Settling
Defendants), VIII (Post-Remedy Response Work and Remedy Review), IX (Quality Assurance,
Sampling and Data Analysis), and XV (Emergency Response) of this Consent Decree shall be
under the direction and supervision of the Settling Defendants” Supervising Contractor, the
selection of which shall be subject to disapproval by the Response Agencies. Within 10 days
after Settling Defendant WTM I Company’s submittal of the Pre-Final (90%) Design, Settling
Defendants shall notify the Response Agencies in writing of the name, title, and qualifications of
any contractor proposed to be the Supervising Contractor. The Response Agencies will issue a
notice of disapproval or an authorization to proceed. If at any time thereafter, Settling
Defendants propose to change a Supervising Contractor, Settling Defendants shall give such
notice to the Response Agencies and must obtain an authorization to proceed from the Response
Agencies before the new Supervising Contractor performs, directs, or supervises any Response

Work under this Consent Decree.
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b. If the Response Agencies disapprove a proposed Supervising Contractor,
the Response Agencies will notify Settling Defendants in writing. Settling Defendants shall
submit to the Response Agencies a list of contractors, including the qualifications of each
contractor, that would be acceptable to them within 30 days of receipt of the Response Agencies’
disapproval of the contractor previously proposed. The Response Agencies will provide written
notice of the names of any contractors that they disapprove and an authorization to proceed with
respect to any of the other contractors. Settling Defendants may select any contractor from that
list that is not disapproved and shall notify the Response Agencies of the name of the contractor
selected within 21 days of the Response Agencies’ authorization to proceed.

c. If the Response Agencies fail to provide written notice of their
authorization to proceed or disapproval as provided in this Paragraph and this failure prevents the
Settling Defendants from meeting one or more deadlines in a plan approved by the Response
Agencies pursuant to this Consent Decree, Settling Defendants may seek relief under the
provisions of Section XIX (Force Majeure Events).

14.  OU1I Remedial Action. Subject only to the funding limitations of this Consent

Decree and the special reservations of rights specified in Section XXIV, the Settling Defendants
shall performn all requirements under this Paragraph 14 until the Perforinance Standards are
achieved and for so long thereafter as is otherwise required under this Consent Decree.
a. The requirements under this Paragraph 14 shall be performed by Settling
Defendants with funding from the following sources:
(1)  To the extent such funds are available in the Disbursement Special
Account, the Settling Defendants shall be entitled to seek disbursement from the Disbursement

Special Account for reimbursement of Allowable RD/RA Costs.
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(2) To the extent such {unds are available in the Escrow Account and
not earmarked or disbursed for other purposcs under this Consent Decree, the Settling
Defendants shall be entitled to seek disbursements from the Escrow Account for payment or
reimbursemcent of Allowable RD/RA Costs.

b. Within 90 days after the approval of the Final Design submittal described
by the Statement of Work appended to the July 2003 AOC. but no earlicr than 30 days after the
Effective Date, the Settling Defendants shall submit to the Responsc Agencies a work plan for
the pcrformance of thc Remedial Action (the “Remedial Action Work Plan™). The Remedial
Action Work Plan shall provide for construction and implementation of the remedy sct forth in
the ROD such that the Pcrformance Standards will be achieved, in accordance with this Conscnt
Decree, the ROD, the SOW, and the design plans and specifications developcd by Settling
Defendant WM I Company under Paragraph 12 and approved by the Response Agencies. Upon
its approval by thec Response Agencies, the Remedial Action Work Plan shall be incorporated
into and become cnforceable under this Consent Decree.

c. ‘The Remedial Action Work Plan shall include the following: (i) an
updated schedule for implementing all Remedial Action tasks identified in the final design
submittal. incorporating any refinements to thc Final Project Schedule submitted under the July
2003 AOC and Paragraph 12; (ii) any refincments to the Final Hcalth and Safety Plan, the Final
Contingency Plan, the Final Sediment Removal Verification Plan, and the Capital and Operation
and Maintenance Cost Estimate submitted under the July 2003 AOC and Paragraph 12; (iii) a
Final Construction Quality Assurance Project Plan; (iv) an Institutional Controls Plan; (v) a Final
Operation and Maintenance Plan (including a plan for Long Term Monitoring); (vi) a schedule

for submitting any other Remedial Action Plans; and (vii) the initial formulation of the Scttling
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Defendants’ Remedial Action Project Team (including, but not limited to, the Supervising
Contractor).

d. Upon approval of the Remedial Action Work Plan by the Response
Agencies, Settling Defendants shall perform the activities required under the Remedial Action
Work Plan. The Settling Defendants shall submit to the Response Agencies all plans, submittals,
or other deliverables required under the approved Remedial Action Work Plan in accordance
with the approved schedule for review and approval pursuant to Section XII (Response Agencies’
Approval of Plans and Other Submissions). Unless otherwise directed by the Response
Agencies, Settling Defendants shall not commence physical Remedial Action activities at QU
prior to approval of the Remedial Action Work Plan. Subject only to the funding limitations of
this Consent Decree and the special reservations of rights specified in Section XXIV, the Settling
Defendants shall implement the Remedial Action as set forth in the approved Remedial Action
Work Plan until the Performance Standards are achieved.

e. Notwithstanding the funding limitations of this Consent Decree, after
Certification of Completion of Remedial Action by EPA pursuant to Subparagraph 44.b, the
Settling Defendants shall continue to implement the Institutional Controls Plan and the Final
Operation and Maintenance Plan for so long as required by those plans.

1S.  Modification of the SOW or Related Work Plans.

a. Subject to Subparagraph 15.c below, ifthe Response Agencies determine
that modification to the work specified in the SOW and/or in work plans developed pursuant to
the SOW is necessary to achieve and maintain the Performance Standards or to carry out and
maintain the effectiveness of the remedy set forth in the ROD, the Response Agencies may

require that such modification be incorporated in the SOW and/or such work plans; provided,
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however, that a modification may only be required pursuant to this Paragraph to the extent that it
is consistent with the scope of the remedy selected in the ROD.

b. For the purposes of this Paragraph 15 and Paragraph 44 only, the “scope of
the remedy selected in the ROD” is, as described by Sections 13.1 and 13.3 of the ROD:

(1) removal of sediment in OU1 with PCB concentrations greater than the 1 ppm remedial action
level (“RAL”) or achieving a surface weighed average concentration (“SWAC”) of 0.25 ppm or
less after removal of sediment; (ii) dewatering of the sediment that is removed; (iii) treatment of
the water collected during the dewatering process; (iv) off-Site disposal of the removed sediment
after dewatering; (v) demobilization and site restoration; and (vi) Institutional Controls and Long
Term Monitoring. The “scope of the remedy selected in the ROD” may also include partial
capping or supplemental capping of contaminated sediments in certain areas of OU1, if specified
requiremernts are met, as described by Sections 13.4 through 13.7 of the ROD.

c. If Settling Defendants object to any modification determined by the
Response Agencies to be necessary pursuant to this Paragraph, they may seek dispute resolution
pursuant to Section XX (Dispute Resolution), Paragraph 65 (record review). The SOW and/or
related work plans shall be modified in accordance with final resolution of the dispute.

d. Subject only to the fimding limitations of this Consent Decree and the
special reservations of rights specified in Section XXIV, Settling Defendants shall implement
any work required by any modifications incorporated in the SOW and/or in work plans
developed pursuant to the SOW in accordance with this Paragraph.

e. Nothing in this Paragraph shall be construed to limit the Response
Agencies’ authority to require performance of further response actions as otherwise provided in

this Consent Decree.
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16. Settling Defendants acknowledge and agree that nothing in this Consent Decree,
the SOW, the Remedial Design Work Plan, or Remedial Action Work Plan constitutes a
warranty or representation of any kind by Plaintiffs that compliance with the work requirements
set forth in the SOW and the Work Plans will achieve the Performance Standards.

17.  Settling Defendants shall, prior to any off-Site shipment of Waste Material from
the Site to an out-of-state waste management facility, provide written notification to the
appropriate state environmental official in the receiving facility’s state and to the Response
Agencies’ Project Coordinators of such shipment of Waste Material. However, this notification
requirement shall not apply to any off-Site shipments when the total volume of all such
shipments will not exceed 10 cubic yards.

a. The Settling Defendants shall include in the written notification the
following information, where available: (i) the name and location of the facility to which the
Waste Material is to be shipped; (ii) the type and quantity of the Waste Material to be shipped;
(1ii) the expected schedule for the shipment of the Waste Material; and (iv) the method of
transportation. The Settling Defendants shall notify the state in which the planned receiving
facility is located of major changes in the shipment plan, such as a decision to ship the Waste
Material to another facility within the same state, or to a facility in another state.

b. The identity of the receiving facility and state will be determined by the
Settling Defendants following the award of the contract for Remedial Action construction. The
Settling Defendants shall provide the information required by Subparagraph 17.a as soon as

practicable after the award of the contract and before the Waste Material is actually shipped.
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VII. POST-REMEDY RESPONSE WORK AND REMEDY REVIEW

18.  O&M and Post-Remedy Institutional Controls. After Certification of Completion
of Remedial Action by EPA pursuant to Subparagraph 44.b, Settling Defendants shall perform
O&M and Post-Remedy Institutional Controls Work as required by the ROD, the Final Operation
and Maintenance Plan, and the Institutional Controls Plan. In the event that Settling Defendants
fail to perform O&M and Post-Remedy Institutional Controls Work as required by this
Paragraph, and EPA or, as appropriate, the State takes such action instead, Settling Defendants
shall reimburse EPA and the State for all costs of the response action not inconsistent with the
NCP pursuant to Paragraph 54 (Payment of Specified Future Response Costs).

19.  Periodic Remedy Review and Post-Remedy Monitoring. Settling Defendants
shall conduct any studies and investigations as requested by the Response Agencies, in order to
permit the Response Agencies to conduct reviews of whether the Remedial Action is protective
ofhuman health and the environment at least every five years as required by Section 121(c) of
CERCLA and any applicable regulations. Such studies and investigations shall include, but shall
not be limited to, Post-Remedy Monitoring after Certification of Completion of Remedial Action
by EPA pursuant to Subparagraph 44.b. In the event that Settling Defendants fail to conduct
such studies and investigations as required by this Paragraph, and EPA or, as appropriate, the
State takes such action instead, Settling Defendants shall reimburse EPA and the State for all
costs of the response action not inconsistent with the NCP pursuant to Paragraph S4 (Payment of

Specified Future Response Costs).
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20. Further Response Actions.

a. If the Response Agencies determine, at any time, that the Remedial Action
is not protective of human health and the environment, the Response Agencies may select further
response actions for OU1 in accordance with the requirements of CERCLA and the NCP.

b. Settling Defendants and, if required by Sections 113(k)(2) or117 of
CERCLA, the public, will be provided with an opportunity to comment on any further response
actions proposed by the Response Agencies as a result of the review conducted pursuant to
Section 121(c) of CERCLA and to submit written comments for the record during the comment
period.

c. Notwithstanding Paragraph F of Section I (Background), Settling
Defendants hereby agree and covenant that the Plaintiffs shall not have to prove and that Settling
Defendants shall not contest the following facts with respect to OU1 in response to any
administrative order or in any judicial proceeding relating to any further response action the
Response Agencies select for OUI1 to the extent that the reopener conditions in Paragraph 86 or
Paragraph 87 (United States' reservations ofliability based on unlemown conditions or new
information) are satisfied:

1) Each Settling Defendant is a person who at the time of disposal of a hazardous
substance owned or operated a facility from which such hazardous substances
were disposed of, and from which there have been releases of hazardous
substances which caused the incurrence of response costs for OU1; and

(ii) Each Settling Defendant is a person who by contract, agreement, or otherwise
arranged for the disposal or treatment of hazardous substances owned or

possessed by the Settling Defendant, by another party or entity, at a facility owned
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or operated by another party or entity and containing such hazardous substances,

from which there have been releases of hazardous substances which caused the

incurrence of response costs for OUI.

d. Except as provided by Subparagraph 20.c, nothing herein shall constitute a
waiver of any claim or defense by any Party with respect to any such further response action.

IX. QUALITY ASSURANCE, SAMPLING, AND DATA ANALYSIS
21. Settling Defendants shall use quality assurance, quality control, and chain of

custody procedures for all treatability, design, compliance and monitoring samples in accordance
with “EPA Requirements for Quality Assurance Project Plans (QA/RS)” (EPA/240/B-01/003,
March 2001), “Guidance for Quality Assurance Project Plans (QA/G-5)” (EPA/600/R-98/018,
February 1998), and subsequent amendments to such guidelines upon notification by the
Response Agencies to Settling Defendants of such amendment. Amended guidelines shall apply
only to procedures conducted after such notification. Prior to the commencement of any
monitoring project under this Consent Decree, Settling Defendants shall submit to the Response
Agencies for approval a Quality Assurance Project Plan (“QAPP”) that is consistent with the
SOW, the NCP and applicable guidance documents. Ifrelevant to the proceeding, the Parties
agree that validated sampling data generated in accordance with the QAPP(s) and reviewed and
approved by the Response Agencies shall be admissible as evidence, without objection, in any
proceeding under this Decree. Settling Defendants shall ensure that the Response Agencies’
personnel and their authorized representatives are allowed access at reasonable times to all
laboratories utilized by Settling Defendants in implementing this Consent Decree. In addition,
Settling Defendants shall ensure that such laboratories shall analyze all samples submitted by the

Response Agencies pursuant to the QAPP for quality assurance monitoring. Settling Defendants
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shall ensure that the laboratories they utilize for the analysis of samples taken pursuant to this
Decree perform all analyses according to accepted EPA methods. Accepted EPA methods
consist of those methods which are documented in the “Contract Lab Program Statement of
Work for Inorganic Analysis” and the “Contract Lab Program Statement of Work for Organic
Analysis,” dated February 1988, and any amendments made thereto during the course of the
implementation of this Decree; however, upon approval by the Response Agencies, Settling
Defendants may use other analytical methods which are as stringent as or more stringent than the
CLP-approved methods. Settling Defendants shall ensure that all laboratories they use for
analysis of samples taken pursuant to this Consent Decree participate in an EPA or EPA-
equivalent QA/QC program. Settling Defendants shall only use laboratories that have a
documented Quality System which complies with ANSI/ASQC E4-1994, “Specifications and
Guidelines for Quality Systems for Environmental Data Collection and Environmental
Technology Programs,” (American National Standard, January 5, 1995), and “EPA Requirements
for Quality Management Plans (QA/R-2),” (EPA/240/B-01/002, March 2001) or equivalent
documentation as determined by the Response Agencies. The Response Agencies may consider
laboratories accredited under the National Environmental Laboratory Accreditation Program
(“NELAP”) as meeting the Quality System requirements. Settling Defendants shall ensure that
all field methodologies utilized in collecting samples for subsequent analysis pursuant to this
Decree will be conducted in accordance with the procedures set forth in the QAPP approved by
the Response Agencies.

22.  Upon request, the Settling Defendants shall allow split or duplicate samples to be
taken by the Response Agencies or their authorized representatives. Settling Defendants shall

notify the Response Agencies not less than 15 days in advance of any sample collection activity
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unless shorter notice is agreed to by the Response Agencies. In addition, the Response Agencies
shall have the right to take any additional samples that the Response Agencies deem necessary.
Upon request, the Response Agencies shall allow the Settling Defendants to take split or
duplicate samples of any samples they take as part of the Plaintiffs’ oversight of the Settling
Defendants’ implementation of the Response Work.

23. Settling Defendants shall submit to the Response Agencies copies of the results of
all sampling and/or tests or other data obtained or generated by or on behalf of Settling
Defendants with respect to OUI and/or the implementation of this Consent Decree unless the
Response Agencies agree otherwise.

24.  Notwithstanding any provision of this Consent Decree, the United States and the
State hereby retain all of their informa%on gathering and inspection authorities and rights,
including enforcement actions related thereto, under CERCLA, RCRA and any other applicable
statutes or regulations.

X. ACCESS AND INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS

25.  If any property where access and/or land/water use restrictions are needed to
implement this Consent Decree is owned or controlled by any of the Settling Defendants, such
Settling Defendants shall:

a. commencing on thedate of lodging of this Consent Decree, provide the
Plaintiffs and their representatives, including the Response Agencies and their contractors, with
access at all reasonable times to such property, for the purpose of conducting any activity related
to this Consent Decree including, but not limited to, the following activities:
(1)  monitoring the Response Work;

2) verifying any data or information submitted to the Plaintiffs;
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3) conducting investigations relating to contamination at or near the
Site;

4) obtaining samples;

(5) assessing the need for, planning, or implementing additional
response actions at or near the Site;

(6) implementing the Response Work pursuant to the conditions set
forth in Paragraph 90 of this Consent Decree;

(7)  inspecting and copying records, operating logs, contracts, or other
documents maintained or generated by Settling Defendants or their agents, consistent
with Section XX VI (Access to Information);

(8) assessing Settling Defendants' compliance with this Consent
Decree; and

(9)  determining whether the Site or other property is being used in a
manner that is prohibited or restricted, or that may need to be prohibited or restricted, by
or pursuant to this Consent Decree;

b. commencing on the date of lodging of this Consent Decree, refrain from
using the Site, or such other property, in any manner that would interfere with or adversely affect
the integrity or protectiveness of the remedial measures to be implemented pursuant to this
Consent Decree.

c. if requested in writing by the Response Agencies, execute and record in
the appropriate County land records office, an easement, running with the land, that: (i) grants a
right of access for the purpose of conducting any activity related to this Consent Decree

including, but not limited to, those activities listed in Paragraph 25.a of this Consent Decree, and
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(ii) grants the right to enforce the land/water use restrictions listed in Paragraph 25.b of this
Consent Decree, or other restrictions that the Response Agencies determine are necessary to
implement, ensure non-interference with, or ensure the protectiveness of the remedial measures
to be performed pursuant to this Consent Decree. Such Settling Defendants shall grant the access
rights and the rights to enforce the land/water use restrictions to: (i) the United States, on behalf
of EPA, and its representatives, (ii) the State, on behalf of WDNR, and its representatives,

(iii) the other Settling Defendants and their representatives, and/or (iv) other appropriate grantees
identified by the Response Agencies. Such Settling Defendants shall, within 45 days after
receiving a written request from the Response Agencies, submit to the response Agencies for
review and approval with respect to such property:

(i) a draft easement that is enforceable under the laws of the State of Wisconsin, free
and clear of all prior liens and encumbrances (except as approved by EPA), and
acceptable under the Attorney General'’s Title Regulations promulgated pursuant
to 40 U.S.C. § 255; and

(if)  acurrent title commitment or report prepared in accordance with the U.S.
Department of Justice’s Title Standards 2001 (the “Standards”).

Within 15 days of EPA’s approval and acceptance of the easement, such Settling Defendants
shall update the title search and, if it is determined that nothing has occurred since the effective
date of the commitment or report to affect the title adversely, take the steps necessary to record
the easement with the appropriate County land records office. Within 30 days of recording the
easement, such Settling Defendants shall provide EPA with final title evidence acceptable under
the Standards, and a certified copy of the original recorded easement showing the clerk's

recording stamps.
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26.  Ifany property where access and/or land/water use restrictions are needed to
implement this Consent Decree is owned or controlled by persons other than any of the Settling
Defendants, Settling Defendants shall use best efforts to secure from such persons:

a. an agreement to provide access thereto for Settling Defendants, as well as
for the Plaintiffs, on behalf of the response Agencies, as well as their representatives (including
contractors), for the purpose of conducting any activity related to this Consent Decree including,
but not limited to, those activities listed in Paragraph 25.a of this Consent Decree;

b. an agreement, enforceable by the Settling Defendants and the Plaintiffs, to
abide by the obligations and restrictions established by Paragraph 25.b of this Consent Decree, or
that are otherwise nece;ssary to implement, ensure non-interference with, or ensure the
protectiveness of the remedial measures to be performed pursuant to this Consent Decree; and

c. if requested in writing by the Response Agencies, the execution and
recordation in the appropriate County land records office, of an easement, running with the land,
that: (i) grants aright of access for the purpose of conducting any activity related to this Consent
Decree including, but not limited to, those activities listed in Paragraph 25.a of this Consent
Decree, and (ii) grants the right to enforce the land/water use restrictions listed in Paragraph 25.b
of'this Consent Decree, or other restrictions that the Response Agencies determine are necessary
to implement, ensure non-interference with, or ensure the protectiveness of the remedial
measures to be performed pursuant to this Consent Decree. The access rights and/or rights to
enforce land/water use restrictions shall be granted to: (i) the United States, on behalf of EPA,
and its representatives, (ii) the State, on behalf of WDNR, and its representatives, (iii) the other

Settling Defendants and their representatives, and/or (iv) other appropriate grantees. Settling
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Defendants shall, within 45 days after receiving a written request from the Response Agencies,
submit to the Response Agencies for review and approval with respect to such property:

@) a draft easement that is enforceable under the laws of the State of Wisconsin, free

and clear of all prior liens and encumbrances (except as approved by the Response
Agencies), and acceptable under the Attorney General's Title Regulations
promulgated pursuant to 40 U.S.C. § 255; and

(ii)  a current title commitment or report prepared in accordance with the U.S.

Department of Justice’s Title Standards 2001 (the “Standards”).
Within 15 days of EPA’s approval and acceptance of the easement, Settling Defendants shali
update the title search and, if it is determined that nothing has occurred since the effective date of
the commitment or report to affect the title adversely, take the steps necessary to record the
easement with the appropriate County land records office. Within 30 days of the recording of the
easement, Settling Defendants shall provide EPA with final title evidence acceptable under the
Standards, and a certified copy of the original recorded easement showing the clerk's recording
stamps.

27.  Forpurposes of Paragraph 26 of this Consent Decree, “best efforts” includes the
payment of reasonable sums of money in consideration of access, access easements, land/water
use restrictions, and/or restrictive easements. If any access or land/water use restriction
agreements required by Paragraphs 26.a or 26.b of this Consent Decree are not obtained within
45 days of the Effective Date of this Consent Decree, or if any access easements or restrictive
easements required by Paragraph 26.c of this Consent Decree are not submitted to the Response
Agencies in draft form within 45 days of receipt of a written request by the Response Agencies,

then Settling Defendants shall promptly notify the United States in writing, and shall include in
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that notification a summary of the steps that Settling Defendants have taken to attempt to comply
with Paragraph 26 of this Consent Decree. The United States and the State may, as they deem
appropriate, assist Settling Defendants in obtaining access or land/water use restrictions, either in
the form of contractual agreements or in the form of easements running with the land. Settling
Defendants shall reimburse the United States and the State, as Specified Future Response Costs,
for all costs incurred, direct or indirect, by the United States or the State in obtaining such access
and/or land/water use restrictions including, but not limited to, the cost of attorney time and the
amount of monetary consideration paid or just compensation.

28.  Ifany property where access and/or land/water use restrictions are needed to
implement this Consent Decree is owned or controlled by the Plaintiffs, the Plaintiffs shall use
best efforts to assist the Settling Defendants in securing necessary access and/or land/water use
restrictions.

29.  Ifthe Response Agencies determine that land/water use restrictions in the forn of
state or local laws, regulations, ordinances or other governmental controls are needed to
implement the remedy selected in the ROD, ensure the integrity and protectiveness thereof, or
ensure non-interference therewith, Settling Defendants shall cooperate with the Response
Agencies’ efforts to secure such governmental controls.

30.  Notwithstanding any provision of this Consent Decree, the United States and the
State retain all of their access authorities and rights, as well as all of their rights to require
land/water use restrictions, including enforcement authorities related thereto, under CERCLA,

RCRA and any other applicable statute or regulations.
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XI. REPORTING REQUIREMENTS
31.  Monthly RD/RA Progress Reports.

a. In addition to any other requirement of this Consent Decree, starting with
the first month after the Date of Lodging, Settling Defendants shall submit two copies of written
Monthly RD/RA Progress Reports to each of the Response Agencies that shall: (i) describe the
actions which have been taken toward achieving compliance with this Consent Decree during the
previous month; (ii) include a sammary of all results of sampling and tests and all other data
received or generated by Settling Defendants or their contractors or agents in the previous month;
(iii) identify all work plans, plans and other deliverables required by this Consent Decree
completed and submitted during the previous month; (iv) describe all actions, including, but not
limited to, data collection and implementation of work plans, which are scheduled for the next
month and provide other information relating to the progress of construction, including, but not
limited to, critical path diagrams, Gantt charts and Pert charts; (v) include information regarding
percentage of completion, unresolved delays encountered or anticipated that may affect the future
schedule for implementation of the Response Work, and a description of efforts made to mitigate
those delays or anticipated delays; (vi) include any modifications to the work plans or other
schedules that Settling Defendants have proposed to the Response Agencies or that have been
approved by the Response Agencies; and (vii) describe all activities undertaken in support of the
Community Relations Plan during the previous month and those to be undertaken in the next
month. Settling Defendants shall submit these progress reports to the Response Agencies by the
tenth day of every month following the Date of Lodging until Certification of Completion of
Remedial Action by EPA pursuant to Subparagraph 44.b. During performance of the Remedial

Design, the Monthly RD/RA Progress Reports shall include all information required by
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Paragraph 38 of the July 2003 AOC and shall thereby satisfy the requirement to submit a
monthly progress report under the July 2003 AOC and this Consent Decree. If requested by the
Response Agencies, Settling Defendants shall also provide briefings for the Response Agencies
to discuss the progress of the Response Work.

b. The Settling Defendants shall notify the Response Agencies of any change
in the schedule described in the Monthly RD/RA Progress Report for the performance ofany
activity, including, but not limited to, data collection and implementation of work plans, no later
than seven days prior to the performance of the activity.

32. Quarterly Reports. Starting with the second quarter of 2004, the Settling

Defendants shall submit Quarterly Reports under this Paragraph to assist the Plaintiffs in
monitoring the funding and budgeting of the Response Work and any Approved Restoration
Work.

a. The Settling Defendants shall submit Quarterly Reports on a quarterly
basis for so long as the Remedial Action continues under this Consent Decree, until Certification
of Completion of Remedial Action by EPA pursuant to Subparagraph 44.b. For a given calendar
year, the Report for the first calendar quarter shall be submitted by no later than May 1 of that
calendar year, the Report for the second calendar quarter shall be submitted by no later than
August 1 of that calendar year, the Report for the third calendar quarter shall be submitted by no
later than November 1 of that calendar year, and the Report for the fourth calendar quarter shall
be submitted by no later than February 1 of the next calendar year.

b. Each Quarterly Report shall:

(1)  provide a complete and accurate written cost summary of all

Allowable RD/RA Costs submitted to the Escrow Agent for payment from the
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Escrow Account during the reporting period, certified in accordance with
Subparagraph 32.c;

(2)  specify any amount requested as a periodic disbursement from the
Disbursement Special Account to the Escrow Account pursuant to Paragraph 10
and Appendix B;

(3) provide a complete and accurate written cost summary of all
Allowable Restoration Work Costs submitted to the Escrow Agent for payment
from the Escrow Account during the reporting period, certified in accordance with
Subparagraph 32.c;

(4 list and total all amounts requested and/or disbursed during the
reporting period as payments or reimbursements fi-om the Escrow Account
pursuant to Paragraph 11 and Appendix C;

(5) indicate the approximate balance of the Escrow Account at the end
of the reporting period;

(6)  summarize all Response Work and all Approved Restoration Work
funded and perf ormed under the Consent Decree during the reporting period; and

@) project whether the total balance remaining in the Disbursement
Special Account and the Escrow Account is likely to be sufficient to fund the
completion of the Remedial Action, after making all other payments and
reimbursements from those Accounts that are required under the Consent Decree.
C. Each Quarterly Report shall contain the following certification signed by

the Chief Financial Officer of a Settling Defendant or by an Independent Certified Public

Accountant retained by the Settling Defendants:
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“To the best of my knowledge, after thorough investigation and review of Settling
Defendants’ documentation of unreimbursed costs incurred and paid for the work
summarized in this report that was performed pursuant to the Consent Decreg, I certify
that the information contained in or accompanying this Quarterly Report is true, accurate,
and complete. 1 am aware that there are significant penalties for knowingly submitting
false information, including the possibility of fine and imprisonment.”
Each Quarterly Report shall include a list of the cost documents that the certifying individuals
reviewed in support of the Quarterly Cost Summary Report. Upon request by the Plaintiffs,
Settling Defendants shall provide the Plaintiffs any additional informnation that the Plaintiffs
deem necessary for review of a Quarterly Report.

d. [f the Plaintiffs find that a Quarterly Report includes a mathematical error,
an accounting error, costs that are not Allowable Response Work Costs or Allowable Restoration
Work Costs, costs that are inadequately documented, or costs covered by a prior Quarterly
Report, the Plaintiffs will notify Settling Defendants and the Settling Defendants shall cure the

deficiency by submitting a revised Quarterly Report.

33, Release Reporting.

a. Upon the occurrence of any event during performance of the Response
Work that Settling Defendants are required to report pursuant to Section 103 of CERCLA or
Section 304 of the Emergency Planning and Community Right-to-Know Act (“EPCRA.”),
Settling Defendants shall within 24 hours of the onset of such event orally notify the Response
Agencies’ Project Coordinators or the Response Agencies’ Alternate Project Coordinators (in the
event of the unavailability of the Project Coordinator). If neither the EPA Project Coordinator
nor the EPA Altemate Pro ject Coordinator is available, oral notification notice shall be given to

the Emergency Response Section, Region 5, United States Environmental Protection Agency.
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These reporting requirements are in addition to the reporting required by CERCLA Section 103
or EPCRA Section 304.

b. Within 20 days of the onset of such an event, Settling Defendants shall
fuamish to Plaintiffs a written report, signed by the Settling Defendants' Project Coordinator,
setting forth the events which occurred and the measures taken, and to be taken, in response
thereto. Within 30 days of the conclusion of such an event, Settling Defendants shall submit a
report to Plaintiffs setting forth all actions taken in response thereto.

34, Submission and Certification of Reports.

a. Settling Defendants shall submit two hard copies of all plans, reports, and
data required by the SOW, the Remedial Design Work Plan, the Remedial Action Work Plan, or
any other approved plans to each of the Response Agencies in accordance with the schedules set
forth in such plans. At the same time, the Settling Defendants shall submit an additional copy to
each of the Response Agencies in electronic format.

b. All reports and other documents submitted by Settling Defendants to the
Response Agencies (other than the monthly progress reports referred to above) which purport to
document Settling Defendants’ compliance with the terms of this Consent Decree shall be signed
by an authorized representative of the Settling Defendants, including but not limited to the
Settling Defendants’ Project Coordinator.

XII. RESPONSE AGENCIES’ APPROVAL OF PLANS AND OTHER SUBMISSIONS
35.  After review of any plan, report or other item which is required to be submitted
for approval by the Response Agencies pursuant to this Consent Decree, the Response Agencies
shall: (i) approve, in whole or in part, the submission; (ii) approve the submission upon specified

conditions; (iii) modify the submission to cure the deficiencies; (iv) disapprove, in whole or in
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part, the submission, directing that the Settling Defendants modify the submission; or (v) any
combination of the above. However, the Response Agencies shall not modify a submission
without first providing Settling Defendants at least one notice of deficiency and an opportunity to
cure within 30 days, except where to do so would cause serious disruption to the Response Work
or where previous submission(s) have been disapproved due to material defects and the
deficiencies in the submission under consideration indicate a bad faith lack of effort to submit an
acceptable deliverable.

36. In the event of approval, approval upon conditions, or modification by the
Response Agencies, pursuant to Paragraph 35(i), (ii), or (iii), Settling Defendants shall proceed to
take any action required by the plan, report, or other item, as approved or modified by the
Response Agencies subject only to their right to invoke the Dispute Resolution procedures set
forth in Section XX (Dispute Resolution) with respect to the modifications or conditions made by
the Response Agencies. In the event that a submission has a material defect and the Response
Agencies modify the submission to cure the deficiencies pursuant to Paragraph 35(i), the
Response Agencies retain their right to seek stipulated penalties, as provided in Section XXI
(Stipulated Penalties).

37.  Resubmission of Plans.

a, Upon receipt of a notice of disapproval pursuant to Paragraph 35(iv),
Settling Defendants shall, within 30 days or such longer time as specified by the Response
Agencies in such notice, correct the deficiencies and resubmit the plan, report, or other item for
approval. Any stipulated penalties applicable to the submission, as provided in Section XXI,

shall accrue during the 30-day period or otherwise specified period but shall not be payable
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unless the resubmission is disapproved or modified due to a material defect as provided in
Paragraphs 38 and 395.

b. Notwithstanding the receipt of a notice of disapproval pursuant to
Paragraph 35(iv), Settling Defendants shall proceed, at the direction of the Response Agencies,
to take any action required by any non-deficient portion of the submission. Implementation of
any non-deficient portion of a submission shall not relieve Settling Defendants of any liability for
stipulated penalties under Section XXI (Stipulated Penalties).

38.  Inthe event that a resubmitted plan, report or other item, or portion thereof, is
disapproved by the Response Agencies, the Response Agencies may again require the Settling
Defendants to correct the deficiencies, in accordance with the preceding Paragraphs. The
Response Agencies also retain the right to modify or develop the plan, report or other item.
Settling Defendants shall implement any such plan, report, or item as modified or developed by
the Response Agencies, subject only to their right to invoke the procedures set forth in Section
XX (Dispute Resolution).

39. If upon resubmission, a plan, report, or item is disapproved or modified by the
Response Agencies due to a material defect, Settling Defendants shall be deemed to have failed
to submit such plan, report, or item timely and adequately unless the Settling Defendants invoke
the dispute resolution procedures set forth in Section XX (Dispute Resolution) and the response
Agencies’ action is overturned pursuant to that Section. The provisions of Section XX (Dispute
Resolution) and Section XXI (Stipulated Penalties) shall govern the implementation of the
Response Work and accrual and payment of any stipulated penalties during Dispute Resolution.

If the Response Agencies’ disapproval or modification is upheld, stipulated penalties shall accrue
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for such violation from the date on which the initial submission was originally required, as
provided in Section XXI.

40.  All plans, reports, and other items required to be submitted to the response
Agencies under this Consent Decree shall, upon approval or modification by the Response
Agencies, be enforceable under this Consent Decree. In the event the Response Agencies
approve or modify a portion of a plan, report, or other item required to be submitted to the
Response Agencies under this Consent Decree, the approved or modified portion shall be
enforceable under this Consent Decree.

XHI. PROJECT COORDINATORS

41,  Within 10 days after Settling Defendant WTM I Company’s submittal of the
Pre-Final (90%) Design, Settling Defendants, WDNR, and EPA will notify each other, in
writing, of the name, address and telephone number of their respective designated Project
Coordinators and Alternate Project Coordinators. If a Project Coordinator or Alternate Project
Coordinator initially designated is changed, the identity of the successor will be given to the
other Parties at least 5 working days before the changes occur, unless impracticable, but in no
event later than the actual day the change is made. The Settling Defendants’ Project Coordinator
shall be subject to disapproval by the Response Agencies and shall have the technical expertise
sufficient to adequately oversee all aspects of the Response Work. The Settling Defendants’
Project Coordinator shall not be an attorney for any of the Settling Defendants in this matter. He
or she may assign other representatives, including other contractors, to serve as a representative
for oversight of performance of daily operations during remedial activities at OU].

42.  Plaintiffs may designate other representatives, including, but not limited to, EPA

and WDNR employees, and federal and State contractors and consultants, to observe and monitor
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the progress of any activity undertaken pursuant to this Consent Decree. EPA’s Project
Coordinator and Alternate Project Coordinator shall have the authority lawfully vested in a
Remedial Project Manager (“RPM”) and an On-Scene Coordinator (“OSC”) by the National
Contingency Plan, 40 C.F.R. Part 300. In addition, the Response Agencies’ Project Coordinators
or Alternate Project Coordinators shall have authority, consistent with the National Contingency
Plan, to halt any Response Work required by this Consent Decree and to take any necessary
response action when s/he determines that conditions at the Site constitute an emergency
situation or may present an immediate threat to public health or welfare or the environment due
to release or threatened release of Waste Material.
43.  The Response Agencies’ Project Coordinators and the Settling Defendants’
Project Coordinator will meet, at a minimum, on a monthly basis.
XIV. CERTIFICATION OF COMPLETION
44, Certification of Completion of the Remedial Action for OU1.

a. Within 90 days after Settling Defendants conclude that the Remedial
Action has been fully performed such that the Performance Standards have been achieved,
Settling Defendants shall schedule and conduct a pre-certification inspection to be attended by
Settling Defendants and the Response Agencies. If, after the pre-certification inspection, the
Settling Defendants still believe that the Remedial Action has been fully performed such that the
Perfortnance Standards have been achieved, they shall submit a written report to the Response
Agencies requesting certification pursuant to Section XII (Response Agencies’ Approval of Plans
and Other Submissions) within 60 days of the inspection. In the report, a registered professional
engineer and the Settling Defendants’ Project Coordinator shall state that the Remedial Action

has been completed in full satisfaction of the requirements of this Consent Decree. The written
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report shall include as-built drawings signed and stamped by a professional engineer. The report
shall contain the following statement, signed by a responsible corporate official of a Settling
Defendant or the Settling Defendants’ Project Coordinator:
To the best of my knowledge, after thorough investigation, I certify that the
information contained in or accompanying this submission is #rue, accurate and
complete. I am aware that there are significant penalties for submitting false
information, including the possibility of fine and imprisonment for knowing
violations.
If, after completion of the pre-certification inspection and receipt and review of the written
report, EPA, after reasonable opportunity to review and comment by the State, determines that
the Remedial Action or any portion thereof has not been completed in accordance with this
Consent Decree such that the Performance Standards have not been achieved, EPA will notify
Settling Defendants in writing of the activities that must be undertaken by Settling Defendants

pursuant to this Consent Decree to complete the Remedial Action such that the Performance

Standards are achieved; provided, however, that EPA may only require Settling Defendants to

perform such activities pursuant to this Paragraph to the extent that such activities are consistent
with the “scope of the remedy selected in the ROD,” as that term is defined in Paragraph 15.b.
EPA will set forth in the notice a schedule for performance of such activities consistent with the
Consent Decree and the SOW or require the Settling Defendants to submit a schedule to EPA for
approval pursuant to Section XII (Response Agencies’ Approval of Plans and Other
Submissions). Settling Defendants shall perform all activities described in the notice in
accordance with the specifications and schedules established pursuant to this Paragraph, subject
to their right to invoke the dispute resolution procedures set forth in Section XX (Dispute

Resolution).
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b. If EPA concludes, based on the initial or any subsequent report requesting

Certification of Completion and after a reasonable opportunity for review and comment by the
State, that the Remedial Action has been performed in accordance with this Consent Decree such
that the Performance Standards have been achieved, EPA will so certify in writing to Settling
Defendants. This certification shall constitute the Certification of Completion of the Remedial
Action for purposes of this Consent Decree, including, but not limited to, Section XXII
(Covenants Not to Sue by Plaintiffs). Except as expressly provided by this Consent Decree,
Certification of Completion of the Remedial Action shall not affect Settling Defendants'
obligations under this Consent Decree.

45.  Certification of Completion of the Response Work for OU1.

a. Within 90 days after Settling Defendants conclude that all phases of the

Response Work (including O&M, Post-Remedy Institutional Controls Work, and Post-Remedy
Monitoring) have been fully performed, Settling Defendants shall schedule and conduct a pre-
certification inspection to be attended by Settling Defendants and the Response Agencies. If,
after the pre-certification inspection, the Settling Defendants still believe that the Response Work
has been fully performed, Settling Defendants shall submit a written report by a registered
professional engineer stating that the Response Work has been completed in full satisfaction of
the requirements of this Consent Decree. The report shall contain the following statement,
signed by a responsible corporate official of a Settling Defendant or the Settling Defendants’
Project Coordinator:

To the best of my knowledge, after thorough investigation, I certify that the

information contained in or accompanying this submission is true, accurate and

complete. I am aware that there are significant penalties for submitting false

information, including the possibility of fine and imprisonment for knowing
violations.
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If, after review of the written report, EPA, after reasonable opportunity to review and comment
by the State, determines that any portion of the Response Work has not been completed in
accordance with this Consent Decree, EPA will notify Settling Defendants in writing of the
activities that must be undertaken by Settling Defendants pursuant to this Consent Decree to
complete the Response Work; provided, however, that EPA may only require Settling
Defendants to perform such activities pursuant to this Paragraph to the extent that such activities
are consistent with the “scope of the remedy selected in the ROD,” as that term is defined in
Paragraph 15.b. EPA will set forth in the notice a schedule for performance of such activities
consistent with the Consent Decree and the SOW or require the Settling Defendants to submit a
schedule to EPA for approval pursuant to Section XII (Response Agencies’ Approval of Plans
and Other Submissions). Settling Defendants shall perform all activities described in the notice
in accordance with the specifications and schedules established therein, subject to their right to
invoke the dispute resolution procedures set forth in Section XX (Dispute Resolution).
b. If EPA concludes, based on the initial or any subsequent request for
Certification of Completion by Settling Defendants and after a reasonable opportunity for review
and comment by the State, that the Response Work has been performed in accordance with this
Consent Decree, EPA will so notify the Settling Defendants in writing.
XV. EMERGENCY RESPONSE

46.  Intheevent of any action or occurrence during the performance of the Response
Work which causes or threatens a release of Waste Material at or from OUI that constitutes an
emergency situation or may present an immediate threat to public health or welfare or the
environment, Settling Defendants shall, subject to Paragraph 47, immediately take all appropriate

action to prevent, abate, or minimize such release or threat of release, and shall immediately
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notify the Response Agencies’ Project Coordinators, or, if a Response Agency Project
Coordinator is unavailable, the Response Agency’s Alternate Project Coordinator. If neither the
EPA Project Coordinator nor the EPA Alternate Project Coordinator is available, the Settling
Defendants shall notify the EPA Emergency Response Unit, Region 5. Settling Defendants shall
take such actions in consultation with the EPA’s Project Coordinator or other available
authorized EPA officer and in accordance with all applicable provisions of the Health and Safety
Plans, the Contingency Plans, and any other applicable plans or documents developed pursuant to
the SOW. In the event that Settling Defendants fail to take appropriate response action as
required by this Section, and EPA or, as appropriate, the State takes such action instead, Settling
Defendants shall reimburse EPA and the State for all costs of the response action not inconsistent
with the NCP pursuant to Paragraph 54 (Payment of Specified Future Response Costs).

47.  Nothing in the preceding Paragraph or in this Consent Decree shall be deemed to
limit any authority of the United States, or the State, to: (i) take all appropriate action to protect
human health and the environment or to prevent, abate, respond to, or minimize an actual or
threatened release of Waste Material on, at, or from the Site, or (ii) direct or order such action, or
seek an order from the Court, to protect human health and the environment or to prevent, abate,
respond to, or minimize an actual or threatened release of Waste Material at or from the Site,
subject to Section XXII {Covenants Not to Sue by Plaintiffs).

XVI. NATURAL RESOURCE RESTORATION EFFORTS

48.  Settling Defendants’ Performance of Approved Restoration Work. As provided

by the following Subparagraphs, the Settling Defendants may propose to the Plaintiffs or the

Plaintiffs may propose to the Settling Defendants that the Settling Defendants perform certain
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natural resource restoration work under this Consent Decree, with the costs to be paid or
reimbursed from the Escrow Account.

a. Any restoration work that the Parties agree will be performed by one or
both of the Settling Defendants under this Paragraph shall be performed in accordance with a
written Project Implementation Plan, jointly approved by the Plaintiffs and by the other Trustees,
as represented by the Trustee Council (“Approved Restoration Work™). The Project
Implementation Plan shall: (i) describe the restoration work to be performed by one or both of
the Settling Defendants; (i1) establish a schedule for performance of the work; and (iii) establish a
project budget and a pre-approved cost ceiling for the work. The Project Implementation Plan
(including the project budget and the pre-approved cost ceiling) may be revised during the course
of the work by a written amendment approved by the Parties to this Consent Decree and by the
other Trustees.

b. All Approved Restoration Work shall be consistent with the Trustees’
Joint Restoration Plan and Environmental Assessment for the Lower Fox River and Green Bay
(the “Restoration Plan”).

c. All of the Settling Defendants” Allowable Restoration Work Costs (as
defined by Subparagraph 9.b) for Approved Restoration Work shall be paid or reimbursed from
the Escrow Account in accordance with Paragraph 11 of this Consent Decree and Appendix C.
Dispute resolution provisions and force majeure provisions for Approved Restoration Work are
set forth in Appendix E, which is incorporated herein by reference.

d. As provided by Paragraph 32, each Quarterly Report submitted to the
Plaintiffs under this Consent Decree shall include, among other things, a complete and accurate

written cost summary of all Allowable Restoration Work Costs for the reporting period, and a
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swiunary of all Approved Restoration Work finded and perfonned under this Paragraph during
the reporting period.

e. Within 60 days after completing all Approved Restoration Work under a
particular Project Iinplementation Plan, the Settling Defendants shall submit a Final Project
Report to DOI and WDNR summarizing: (i) all Approved Restoration Work performed under
the Plan; and (ii) the total Allowable Restoration Work Costs forthe Approved Restoration Work
performed under the Plan. DOI and WDNR shall in turn provide the other Trustees copies of
each Final Project Report.

49, Trustee-Sponsored Natural Resource Restoration Efforts.

a. All funds paid and disbursed to a Site-specific sub-account within the
NRDAR Fund under Paragraph 53 shall be managed by DOI for the joint benefit and use of the
Trustees to pay for Trustee-sponsored natural resource restoration efforts in accordance with the
Restoration Plan. Consistent with the Restoration Plan, all such funds shall be applied toward
the costs of restoration, rehabilitation, or replacement of injured natural resources at the Site,
and/or acquisition of equivalent resources, including butnot limited to any administrative costs
and expenses necessary for, and incidental to, restoration, rehabilitation, replacement, and/or
acquisition of equivalent resources planning, and any restoration, rehabilitation, replacement,
and/or acquisition of equivalent resources undertaken.

b. Decisions regarding any dedication or expenditure of funds under this
Paragraph shall be made by the Trustees, acting through the Trustee Council. Settling
Defendants shall not be entitled to dispute — under Section XX (Dispute Resolution) or in any
other forum or proceeding — any decision relating to funds or restoration efforts under this

Paragraph.
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XVIL. PAYMENTS

50. Payments Into the Escrow Account.

a. [1ming and Amount of Payments. Each Settling Defendant shall pay a

total 0£$26,250,000 into the Escrow Account in accordance with the following schedule:

(i) each Settling Defendant shall deposit $10,500,000 into the Escrow Account by no later than
March 31, 2004; and (ii) each Settling Defendant shall deposit an additional $15,750,000 into the
Escrow Account by no later than June 30, 2004. The payment requirements of this Paragraph are
several obligations only, not joint obligations.

b. Nature of the Payments. Each Settling Defendant’s payment under this

Paragraph includes the following: (i} $25,000,000 to fund the Remedial Action; and
(ii) $1,250,000 to fund a portion of the NRD Commitment.

51. Disbursements from the Escrow Account

a. As provided by this Consent Decree and Appendix C, certain funds from
the Escrow Account shall be disbursed to the United States and the State as payment of sums due
under this Consent Decree, and certain other funds from Escrow Account shall be disbursed to
the Settling Defendants for payment or reimbursement of Allowable RD/RA Costs and/or
Allowable Restoration Work Costs.

b. It is anticipated that certain funds may be disbursed from the Escrow
Account for payment of certain Allowable RD/RA costs and/or Allowable Restoration Work
Costs even before the Effective Date. In the event the Plaintiffs withdraw or withhold consent to
this Consent Decree before entry, or the Court declines to enter the Consent Decree, the
unexpended balance of the Escrow Account shall be disbursed to the Settling Defendants at their

request.
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52. Initial Payments to Plaintiffs.

a. Initial Payments to the United States. Within 30 days after the Date of

Lodging, the Settling Defendants shall pay a total of $1,040,000 directly to the United States,
with each Settling Defendant being responsible for paying one-half of that total amount
($520,000 each). The $1,040,000 paid to the United States under this Subparagraph shall be
applied as follows: (i) $740,000 shall be directed to the Fox River Site Special Account within
the EPA Hazardous Substance Superfund, as the EPA Past Cost Payments, and shall be retained
and used to conduct or finance response actions at or in connection with the Site, or transferred
by EPA to the EPA Hazardous Substance Superfund; and (ii) $300,000 shall be directed to the
DOI NRDAR Fund, as the DOI Past Cost Payments.

b. State Past Cost Payments. Within 30 days after the Date of Lodging, the
Settling Defendants shall pay a total of $10,000 directly to the State, as the State Past Cost
Payments, with each Settling Defendant being responsible for paying one-half of that total
amount ($5,000 each).

C. The payment requirements of this Paragraph are several obligations only,
not joint obligations.

53. Subsequent Payments and Disbursements for Natural Resource Restoration. As

provided by this Paragraph and by Appendix C, a total of $3,000,000 shall be paid and disbursed
as the NRD Commitment.

a. By no later than January 31, 2004, the Settling Defendants shall pay a total
of $500,000 of the NRD Commitment directly to a Site-specific sub-account within the DOI
NRDAR Fund, with each Settling Defendant being responsible for paying one-half of that total

amount ($250,000 each), to finance Trustee-sponsored natural resource damage restoration
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efforts under Paragraph 49. The payment requirements of this Subparagraph are several
obligations only, not joint obligations.

b. The remaining $2,500,000 of the NRD Commitment shall be disbursed
from the Escrow Account in accordance with the schedule and requirements of Appendix C:
(i) for payment or reimbursement of Allowable Restoration Work Costs incurred for Approved
Restoration Work to be performed by the Settling Defendants under Paragraph 48; and/or (ii) for
payment to a Site-specific sub-account within the DOl NRDAR Fund, to finance Trustee-
sponsored natural resource damage restoration efforts under Paragraph 49.

54.  Reimbursement of Specified Future Response Costs.

a. EPA Reimbursement. All Specified Future Response Costs incurred by
the United States shall be reimbursed as follows:

(D) Except for costs under Section XV (Emergency Response) that are
payable under Subparagraph 54.a.(2), all Specified Future Response Costs incurred and billed by
the United States before Certification of Completion of Remedial Action by EPA pursuant to
Subparagraph 44.b shall be reimbursed from the Escrow Account as provided by Appendix C, to
the extent that such costs are not inconsistent with the National Contingency Plan.

2 The Settling Defendants shall make direct payments to EPA for
any Specified Future Response Costs incurred by the United States under Section XV
(Emergency Response) and for any Specified Future Response Costs incurred and/or billed by
the United States after Certification of Completion of Remedial Action by EPA pursuant to
Subparagraph 44.b, to the extent such costs are not inconsistent with the National Contingency
Plan. On a periodic basis, the United States will send Settling Defendants a bill requiring

payment that includes an EPA cost summary, showing direct and indirect costs incurred by EPA
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and its contractors, and a DOJ cost summary, showing costs incurred by DOJ and its contractors,
if any. Settling Defendants shall make all payments within 30 days of Settling Defendants’
receipt of each bill requiring payment, except as otherwise provided by Paragraph 68.

(3)  All payments and disbursements received by EPA under this
Subparagraph 54.a shall be deposited in the Fox River Site Special Account within the EPA
Hazardous Substance Superfund, and shall be retained and used to conduct or finance response
actions at or in connection with the Site, or transferred by EPA to the EPA Hazardous Substance

Superfund.

b. State Reimbursement. All Specified Future Response Costs incurred by
the State shall be reimbursed as follows:

(D Except for costs under Section XV (Emergency Response) that are
payable under Subparagraph 54.b.(2), all Specified Future Response Costs incurred and billed by
the State before Certification of Completion of Remedial Action by EPA pursuant to
Subparagraph 44.b shall be reimbursed from the Escrow Account as provided by Appendix C, to
the extent that such costs are not inconsistent with the National Contingency Plan.

(2)  The Settling Defendants shall make direct payments to the State for
any Specified Future Response Costs incurred by the State under Section XV (Emergency
Response) and for any Specified Future Response Costs incurred and/or billed by the State after
Certification of Completion of Remedial Action by EPA pursuant to Subparagraph 44.b, to the
extent such costs are not inconsistent with the National Contingency Plan. On a periodic basis,
the State will send Settling Defendants a bill requiring payment that includes a WDNR cost
summary, showing direct and indirect costs incurred by WDNR and its contractors, and a WDOJ

cost surnmary, showing costs incurred by WDOJ and its contractors, if any. Settling Defendants
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shall make all payments within 30 days of Settling Defendants’ receipt of each bill requiring
payment, except as otherwise provided by Paragraph 68.

C. The payment requirements of this Paragraph are joint obligations of both
Settling Defendants, not several obligations.

SS. Payment Instructions.

a. Pavments to the United States.

(1)  Initial Payments to the United States. The Initial Payments to the

United States under Subparagraph 52.a shall be paid by FedWire Electronic Funds Transfer
(“EFT”) to the U.S. Department of Justice account in accordance with current EFT procedures,
referencing the Lower Fox River and Green Bay Site and DOJ Case Number 90-11-2-1045/2.
Payment shall be made in accordance with instructions to be provided by the Financial Litigation
Unit of the United States Attorney’s Office for the Eastern District of Wisconsin after the Date of
Lodging. Any paymentsreceived by the Department of Justice after 4:00 p.m. (Eastern Time)
will be credited on the next business day. At the time of payment, Settling Defendants shall
ensure that notice that payment has been made is sent to DOJ, DOI, and EPA in accordance with
Section XXVIII (Notices and Submissions) and to:

Financial Management Officer

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region §

Mail Code MF-10J

77 W. Jackson Blvd.

Chicago, IL 60604
Of the $1,040,000 total amount paid to the United States under Subparagraph 52.a: (i) $740,000
shall be deposited in the Fox River Site Special Account, to be retained and used to conduct or

finance response actions at or in connection with the Site, or wansferred by EPA to the EPA

Hazardous Substance Superfund; and (ii) $300,000 shall be deposited in the DOI NRDAR Fund.
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(2)  All Other Payments to EPA. Except as provided by Subparagraph

55.a.(1), all payments to EPA under this Section or under Appendix C shall: (i) be made by a
certified or cashier’s check or checks made payable to “EPA Hazardous Substance Superfund,
Fox River Site Special Account;” (ii) reference the Lower Fox River and Green Bay Site, EPA
Site/Spill ID Number A565, and DOJ Case Number 90-11-2-1045/2; and (iii) indicate that the
payment is for Specified Future Response Costs payable pursuant to this Consent Decree. All
payments to EPA under Section XXI (Stipulated Penalties and Stipulated Damages) shall: (i) be
made by a certified or cashier’s check or checks made payable to “EPA Hazardous Substance
Superfund;” (ii) reference the Lower Fox River and Green Bay Site, EPA Site/Spill ID Number
AS565, and DOJ Case Number 90-11-2-1045/2; and (ii1) indicate that the payment is for stipulated
penalties payable pursuant to this Consent Decree. All payments under this Subparagraph
55.a.(2) shall be sent to:

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 5

Program Accounting and Analysis Branch

P.O. Box 70753

Chicago, IL 60673
At the time of payment, Settling Defendants shall ensure that notice that payment has been made
is sent to DOJ and EPA in accordance with Section XXVII (Notices and Submissions) and to:

Financial Management Officer

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 5

Mail Code MF-10]

77 W. Jackson Blvd.
Chicago, IL. 60604

(3)  All Other Payments to the DOI NRDAR Fund. Except as provided

by Subparagraph 55.a.(1), all payments to the DOl NRDAR Fund under this Section or under

Appendix C shall: (i) be made by an electronic funds transfer transaction in accordance with
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transfer instruction to be provided by the United States; (ii) reference the Lower Fox River and
Green Bay Site and DOJ Case Number 90-11-2-1045/2; and (iii) indicate that the payment is
being made pursuant to this Consent Decree with WTM I Company and P. H. Glatfelter
Company. At the time of payment, Settling Defendants shall ensure that notice that payment has
been made is sent to DOI, DOJ, WDNR, and WDOJ in accordance with Section XXVII (Notices
and Submissions) and to:

Department of the Interior

Natural Resource Damage Assessment and Restoration Program

Attn: Restoration Fund Manager

1849 C Street, N.W.

Mailstop 4449

Washington, DC 20240
DOI shall in tum notify the other Trustees that a payment to the DOI NRDAR Fund has been

received under this Subparagraph.

(4)  Payments to the United States for Stipulated Damages Under

Paragraph 74. All payments to the United States under Paragraph 74 (Stipulated Damages
Amounts - NRD Commitment) shall: (i) be made by a certified or cashier’s check or checks
made payable to “Treasurer, United States of America;” (ii) be tendered to the Financial
Litigation Unit of the Office of the United States Attorney for the Eastern District of Wisconsin;
and (iii) be accompanied by a letter referencing the Lower Fox River and Green Bay Site and
indicating that the payment is for stipulated damages payable pursuant to Paragraph 74 of this
Consent Decree with WTM I Company and P. H. Glatfelter Company. At the time of payment,
Settling Defendants shall ensure that notice that payment has been made is sent to DOI and DOJ

in accordance with Section XX VIII (Notices and Submissions).
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b. Payments to the State. All payments to the State under this Section or

under Section XXI (Stipulated Penalties and Stipulated Damages) shall: (i) be made by a
certified or cashier’s check or checks made payable to “Wisconsin Department of Natural
Resources;” (ii) reference the Lower Fox River and Green Bay Site; (iii) indicate that the
payment is being made pursuant to this Consent Decree with WTM I Company and
P. H. Glatfelter Company; and (iv) be sent to:

Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources

Attn: Greg Hill, State Project Coordinator

101 S. Webster St.

Madison, WI 53703
Atthe time of payment, Settling Defendants shall ensure that notice that payment has been made
is sent to the State in accordance with Section XXVIII (Notices and Submissions).

XVII. INDEMNIFICATION AND INSURANCE

56.  Settling Defendants’ Indemnification of the United States and the State.

a. The United States and the State do not assume any liability by entering
into this agreement or by virtue of any designation of Settling Defendants as EPA’s authorized
representatives under Section 104(e) of CERCLA. Settling Defendants shall indemnify, save and
hold harmless the United States, the State, and their officials, agents, employees, contractors,
subcontractors, or representatives for or from any and all claims or causes of action arising from,
or on account of, negligent or other wrongful acts or omissions of Settling Defendants, their
of ficers, directors, employees, agents, contractors, subcontractors, and any persons acting on their
behalf or under their control, in carrying out activities pursuant to this Consent Decree, including,

but not limited to, any claims arising from any designation of Settling Defendants as EPA’s

authorized representatives under Section 104(e) of CERCLA. Further, the Settling Defendants

58



agree to pay the United States and the State all costs they incur including, but not limited to,
attorneys fees and other expenses of litigation and settlement arising from, or on account of,
claims made against the United States or the State based on negligent or other wrongful acts or
omissions of Settling Defendants, their of ficers, directors, employees, agents, contractors,
subcontractors, and any persons acting on their behalf or under their control, in carrying out
activities pursuant to this Consent Decree. Neither the United States nor the State shall be held
out as a party to any contract entered into by or on behalf of Settling Defendants in carrying out
activities pursuant to this Consent Decree. Neither the Settling Defendants nor any such
contractor shall be considered an agent of the United States or the State.

b. The United States and the State shall give Settling Defendants notice of
any claim for which the United States or the State plans to seek indemnification pursuant to
Paragraph 56, and shall consult with Settling Defendants prior to settling such claim.

C. Nothing contained in this Consent Decree is intended to limit Settling
Defendants’ potential for insurance coverage.

57.  Settling Defendants waive all claims against the United States and the State for
damages or reimbursement or for set-of f of any payments made or to be made to the United
States or the State, arising from or on account of any contract, agreement, or arrangement
between any one or more of Settling Defendants and any person for performance of Response
Work on or relating to OUI or any Approved Restoration Work, including, but not limited to,
claims on account of construction delays. In addition, Settling Defendants shall indemnify and
hold harmless the United States and the State with respect to any and all claims for damages or
reimbursement arising from or on account of any contract, agreement, or arrangement between

any one or more of Settling Defendants and any person for performance of Response Work on or
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relating to OU1 or any Approved Restoration Work, including, but not limited to, claims on
account of constuction delays.

58.  No later than 15 days before commencing any on-site Remedial Design work
under this Consent Decree, Settling Defendant WTM I Company shall secure, and shall maintain
throughout the Remedial Design, comprehensive general liability insurance with limits of
1 million dollars, combined single limit, and automobile liability insurance with limits of
1 million dollars, combined single limit, naming the United States and the State as additional
insureds. No later than 15 days before commencing any on-site Remedial Action work under this
Consent Decree, Settling Defendants shall secure, and shall maintain until the first anniversary of
EPA's Certification of Completion of the Remedial Action pursuant to Subparagraph 44.b,
comprehensive general liability insurance with limits of 5 million dollars, combined single limit,
and automobile liability insurance with limits of 2 million dollars, combined single limit, naming
the United States and the State as additional insureds. In addition, for the duration of this
Consent Decree, Settling Defendants shall satisfy, or shall ensure that their contractors or
subcontractors satisfy, all applicable laws and regulations regarding the provision of worker's
compensation insurance for all persons performing the Response Work on behalf of Settling
Defendants in fiirtherance of this Consent Decree. Prior to commencement of the Response
Work under this Consent Decree, Settling Defendants shall provide the Response Agencies
certificates of such insurance and a copy of each insurance policy. Settling Defendants shall
resubmit such certificates and copies of policies each year on the anniversary of the Effective
Date. If Settling Defendants demonstrate by evidence satisfactory to the Response Agencies that
any contractor or subcontractor maintains insurance equivalent to that described above, or

insurance covering the same risks but in a lesser amount, then, with respect to that contractor or
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subcontractor, Settling Defendants need provide only that portion of the insurance described
above which is not maintained by the contractor or subcontractor. Costs incurred by Settling
Defendants to comply with this paragraph shall be considered Allowable RD/RA Costs.
XIX. FORCE MAJEURE EVENTS

59.  Except as provided by Paragraph 2 of Appendix E, if any event occurs or has
occurred that may delay the performance of any obligation under this Consent Decree, whether or
not caused by a Force Majeure Event, the Settling Defendants or their contractors shall orally
notify the Response Agencies’ Project Coordinators or, in a Response Agency’s Project
Coordinator’s absence, the response Agency’s Alternate Project Coordinator or, in the event both
of EPA's designated representatives are unavailable, Superfand Division Director for EPA
Region 5, within 5 working days of when Settling Defendants first knew that the event might
cause adelay. Within 10 working days thereafter, Settling Defendants shall provide the
Response Agencies a written explanation and description of the reasons for the delay; the
anticipated duration of the delay; all actions taken or to be taken to prevent or minimize the
delay; a schedule for implementation of any measures to be taken to prevent or mitigate the delay
or the effect of the delay; the Settling Defendants' rationale for atiributing such delay to a Force
Majeure Event if they intend to assert such a claim; and a statement as to whether, in the opinion
of the Settling Defendants, such event may cause or contribute to an endangerment to public
health, welfare or the environment. The Settling Defendants shall include with any notice all
available documentation supporting their claim that the delay was attributable to a Force Majeure
Event. Failure to comply with the above requirements shall preclude Settling Defendants from
asserting any claim of a Force Majeure Event for that event for the period of time of such failure

to comply, and for any additional delay caused by such failure. Settling Defendants shall be
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deemed to know of any circumstance of which Settling Defendants, any entity controlled by
Settling Defendants, or Settling Defendants' contractors knew or should have known.

60. IfEPA, after a reasonable opportunity for review and comment by WDNR, agrees
that the delay or anticipated delay is attributable to a Force Majeure Event, the time for
performance of the obligations under this Consent Decree that are affected by the Force Majeure
Event will be extended by EPA, after a reasonable opportunity for review and comment by
WDNR, for such time as is necessary to complete those obligations. An extension of the time for
performance of the obligations affected by the Force Majeure Event shall not, of itself, extend the
time for performance of any other obligation. If EPA, after a reasonable opportunity for review
and comment by WDNR, does not agree that the delay or anticipated delay has been or will be
caused by a Force Majeure Event, EPA will notify the Settling Defendants in writing of its
decision. If EPA, after a reasonable opportunity for review and comment by WDNR, agrees that
the delay is attributable to a Force Majeure Event, EPA will notify the Settling Defendants in
writing of the length of the extension, if any, for performance of the obligations affected by the
Force Majeure Event.

61.  Ifthe Settling Defendants elect to invoke the dispute resolution procedures set
forth in Section XX (Dispute Resolution), they shall do so no later than 15 days after receipt of
EPA’s notice. In any such proceeding, Settling Defendants shall have the burden of
demonstrating by a preponderance of the evidence that the delay or anticipated delay has been or
will be caused by a Force Majeure Event, that the duration of the delay or the extension sought
was or will be warranted under the circumstances, that best eff orts were exercised to avoid and
mitigate the effects of the delay, and that Settling Defendants complied with the requirements of

Paragraphs 57 and 58, above. If Settling Defendants carry this burden, the delay at issue shall be
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deemed not to be a violation by Settling Defendants of the affected obligation of this Consent
Decree identified to EPA and the Court.
XX. DISPUTE RESOLUTION

62.  Except as provided by Paragraph 3 of Appendix E, the dispute resolution
procedures of this Section shall be the exclusive mechanism to resolve disputes between Settling
Defendants and the Plaintiffs arising under or with respect to this Consent Decree. However, the
procedures set forth in this Section shall not apply to actions by the Plaintiffs to enforce
obligations of the Settling Defendants that have not been disputed in accordance with this
Section. The dispute resolution procedures of this Section shall not apply to any disputes
between Settling Defendants and the Plaintiffs not arising under or with respect to this Consent

Decree.

63. Informal Dispute Resolution. Any dispute which arises under or with respect to

this Consent Decree shall in the first instance be the subject of informal negotiations between the
parties to the dispute. The period for informal negotiations shall not exceed 20 days from the
time the dispute arises, unless it is modified by written agreement of the parties to the dispute.
The dispute shall be considered to have arisen when one party sends the other parties a written
Notice of Dispute.

64. Formal Dispute Resolution.

a. Except as provided by Paragraph 3 of Appendix E, in the event that the
parties cannot resolve a dispute by informal negotiations under Paragraph 63, then the position
advanced by EPA shall be considered binding unless, within 10 days after the conclusion of the
informal negotiation period, Settling Defendants invoke the formal dispute resolution procedures

of this Section by serving on the Plaintiffs a written Statement of Position on the matter in
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dispute, including, but not limited to, any factual data, analysis or opinion supporting that
position and any supporting documentation relied upon by the Settling Defendants. The
Statement of Position shall specify the Settling Defendants’ position as to whether formal dispute
resolution should proceed under Paragraph 65 or Paragraph 66.

b. Within 30 days after receipt of Settling Defendants’ Statement of Position,
EPA will serve on Settling Defendants its Statement of Position, including, but not limited to,
any factual data, analysis, or opinion supporting that position and all supporting documentation
relied upon by EPA. EPA's Statement of Position shall include a statement as to whether formal
dispute resolution should proceed under Paragraph 65 or 66. Within 10 days after receipt of
EPA's Statement of Position, Settling Defendants may submit a Reply.

C. If there is disagreement between EPA and the Settling Defendants as to
whether dispute resolution should proceed under Paragraph 65 or 66, the parties to the dispute
shall follow the procedures set forth in the paragraph determined by EPA to be applicable.
However, if the Settling Defendants ultimately appeal to the Court to resolve the dispute, the
Court shal]l determine which paragraph is applicable in accordance with the standards of
applicability set forth in Paragraphs 65 and 66.

65. Formal dispute resolution for disputes pertaining to the selection or adequacy of
any response action, any disputes under Paragraph 98, and all other disputes that are accorded
review on the administrative record under applicable principles of adminisiative law shall be
conducted pursuant to the procedures set forth in this Paragraph. For purposes of this Paragraph,
the adequacy of any response action includes, without limitation: (i) the adequacy or
appropriateness of plans, procedures to implement plans, or any other items requiring approval

by the Response Agencies under this Consent Decree; and (ii) the adequacy of the performance
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of response actions taken pursuant to this Consent Decree. Nothing in this Consent Decree shall
be construed to allow any dispute by Settling Defendants under this Consent Decree regarding
the validity of the ROD's provisions.

a. An administrative record of the dispute shall be maintained by EPA and
shall contain all statements of position, including supporting documentation, submitted pursuant
to this Section. Where appropriate, EPA may allow submission of supplemental statements of
position by the parties to the dispute.

b. The Superfund Division Director for EPA Region 5 will issue a final
administrative decision resolving the dispute based on the administrative record described in
Subparagraph 65.a. This decision shall be binding upon the Settling Defendants, subject only to
the right to seek judicial review pursuant to Subparagraphs 65.c and d.

C. Any administrative decision made by EPA pursuant to Subparagraph 65.b
shall be reviewable by this Court, provided that a motion for judicial review of the decision is
filed by the Settling Defendants with the Court and served on all Parties within 20 days of receipt
of EPA's decision. The motion shall include a description of the matter in dispute, the efforts
made by the parties to resolve it, the reliefrequested, and the schedule, if any, within which the
dispute must be resolved to ensure orderly implementation of this Consent Decree. The United
States and the State may file a response to Settling Defendants' motion.

d. In proceedings on any dispute governed by this Paragraph, Settling
Defendants shall have the burden of demonstrating that the decision of the Superfund Division
Director for EPA Region 5 is arbitrary and capricious or otherwise not in accordance with law.
Judicial review of EPA’s decision shall be on the administrative record compiled pursuant to

Subparagraph 65.a.
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66.  Formal dispute resolution for disputes that neither pertain to the selection or
adequacy of any response action nor are otherwise accorded review on the administrative record
under applicable principles of administrative law, shall be governed by this Paragraph.

a. Following receipt of Settling Defendants' Statement of Position submitted
pursuant to Paragraph 64, and after service of EPA’s Statement of Position and any Reply, the
Superfund Division Director for EPA Region S will issue a final decision resolving the dispute.
The Superfund Division Director’s decision shall be binding on the Settling Defendants unless,
within 20 days of receipt of the decision, the Settling Defendants file with the Court and serve on
the parties a motion for judicial review of the decision setting forth the matter in dispute, the
efforts made by the parties to resolve it, the relief requested, and the schedule, if any, within
which the dispute must be resolved to ensure orderly implementation of the Consent Decree.
The United States may file a response to Settling Defendants’ motion.

b. Notwithstanding Paragraph K of Section I (Background) of this Consent
Decree, judicial review of any dispute governed by this Paragraph shall be governed by
applicable principles of law.

67.  The invocation of formal dispute resolution procedures under this Section shall
not extend, postpone or affect in any way any obligation of the Settling Defendants under this
Consent Decree, not directly in dispute, unless EPA or the Court agrees otherwise. Stipulated
penalties with respect to the disputed matter shall continue to accrue but payment shall be stayed
pending resolution of the dispute as provided in Par;graph 79. Notwithstanding the stay of

payment, stipulated penalties shall accrue from the first day of noncompliance with any

applicable provision of this Consent Decree. In the event that the Settling Defendants do not
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prevail on the disputed issue, stipulated penalties shall be assessed and paid as provided in
Section XXI (Stipulated Penalties).

68.  Disputes Regarding Specified Future Response Costs. Settling Defendants may
contest payment of any Specified Future Response Costs under Paragraph 54 if they determine
that the United States or the State has made an accounting error or if they allege that a cost item
that is included represents costs that are inconsistent with the NCP. For any such costs incurred
and billed before Certification of Completion of Remedial Action by EPA pursuant to
Subparagraph 44.b, notice of any such objection shall be submitted in writing as provided by
Subparagraph S.c of Appendix C. For any such costs incutred and billed after Certification of
Completion of Remedial Action by EPA pursuant to Subparagraph 44.b, notice of any such
objection shall be given in writing within 30 days of receipt of the bill. A copy of any notice of
objection shall be sent to the United States (if the United States’ accounting is being disputed) or
to the State (if the State's accounting is being disputed) pursuant to Section XXVII (Notices and
Submissions). Any such notice of objection shall specifically identify the contested Specified
Future Response Costs and the basis for objection. In the event of an objection, all uncontested
Specified Future Response Costs shall immediately be paid to the United States or the State in
the manner described in Paragraph 54. Upon submitting a notice of objection, the Settling
Defendants shall initiate the Dispute Resolution procedures in Section XX (Dispute Resolution).
If the United States or the State prevails in the dispute, within 10 days of the resolution of the
dispute, all surns due (with accrued Interest) shall be paid to EPA (if the United States’ cost are
disputed) or to the State (if the State’s costs are disputed) in the manner described in
Paragraph S4. If the Settling Defendants prevail conceming any aspect of the contested costs, the

portion of the costs (plus associated accrued interest) for which they did not prevail shall be
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disbursed to EPA or the State, as appropriate, in the manner described in Paragraph 54; and the
amount that was successfully contested need not be paid to EPA or to the State. The dispute
resolution procedures set forth in this Paragraph in conjunction with the procedures set forth in
Section XX (Dispute Resolution) shall be the exclusive mechanisms for resolving disputes
regarding reimbursement of the United States and the State for their Specified Future Response
Costs.
XXI. STIPULATED PENALTIES AND STIPULATED DAMAGES

69.  Settling Defendants shall be liable for stipulated penalties and/or stipulated
damages in the amounts set forth in this Section for failure to comply with the requirements of
this Consent Decree specified below, unless excused under Section XIX (Force Majeure Events)
or Paragraph 2 (Force Majeure Events for Restoration Work) of Appendix E. “Compliance” by
Settling Defendants shall include completion of the activities under this Consent Decree or any
work plan or other plan approved under this Consent Decree identified below in accordance with
all applicable requirements of law, this Consent Decree, the SOW, and any plans or other
docurnents approved by the Plaintiffs pursuant to this Consent Decree and within the specified

time schedules established by and approved under this Consent Decree.
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70. Stipulated Penalty Amounts - Failure to Make Payments. A Settling Defendant

shall be liable for stipulated penalties in the amounts set forth below for each day of violation for

that Settling Defendant’s failure to make payments as required under this Consent Decree:

VIOLATION PENALTY PERDAY
UPTO 11-30 OVER
10 DAYS DAYS 30DAYS

Failure to deposit funds in the Escrow
Account as required by
Subparagraph 50.a: $10,000 $15,000 $25,000

Failure to make any Initial Payments to
Plaintiffs as required by Paragraph 52: $1,000 $2,500 $5,000

Failure to make any payment of Specified

Future Response Costs as required by

Subparagraphs 54.a.(2) or 54.b.(2): $1,000 $2,500 $5,000
Any stipulated penalties for failure to deposit funds in the Escrow Account shall be divided
evenly between EPA and the State. Any stipulated penalties for failure to make any Initial
Payments to Plaintiffs shall be divided between the United States and the State in proportion to

the amounts that are unpaid or overdue. Any stipulated penalties for failure to make payment of

Specified Future Response Costs shall be paid to the Party that rendered the bill involved.

69



71.  Stipulated Penalty Amounts - Response Work. Settling Defendants shall be liable

for stipulated penalties in the amounts set forth below for each day of violation for failure to

perform Response Work as required under this Consent Decree:

VIOLATION PENALTY PER DAY
UPTO 11-30 OVER
10 DAYS DAYS 30 DAYS

Failure to perform the Remedial Action in
accordance with the schedule and requirements
established by the Remedial Action Work Plan,
as mandated by Paragraph 14: $2,000 $5,000 $10,000

Failure to perform O&M or Long Term Monitoring
in accordance with the schedule and requirements
established by the Final Operation and Maintenance
Plan, as mandated by Paragraph 14, Paragraph 18,
and Paragraph 19: $1,000 $2,500 $5,000

Failure to perform Institutional Controls requirements
in accordance with the schedule and requirements
established by the Institutional Controls Plan,
as mandated by Paragraph 14
and Paragraph 18: $1,000 $2,500 $5,000

Failure to undertake response action as required
by Section XV (Emergency Response): $5,000 $10,000 $20,000

Any stipulated penalties under this Paragraph shall be divided evenly between EPA and the State.

72. Stipulated Penalty Amount - Response Work Takeover. In the event that the

Response Agencies assume performance of a portion or all of the Response Work pursuant to
Paragraph 90 of Section XXII (Covenants Not to Sue by Plaintiffs), Settling Defendants shall be
liable for a stipulated penalty in the amount of $250,000. Any stipulated penalties under this

Paragraph shall be divided evenly between EPA and the State.
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73. Stipulated Penalty Amounts - Response Work Reports and Submissions. Settling
Defendants shall be liable for stipulated penalties in the amounts set forth below for each day of
violation for failure to comply with Response Work reporting and submission requirements

under this Consent Decree:

VIOLATION PENALTY PER DAY
UP TO 11-30 OVER
10 DAYS DAYS 30DAYS

Failure to submit a Remedial Action Work Plan
or any other Remedial Action Plan as
Required by Paragraph 14: $2,000 $4,000 $5,000

Failure to submit any Monthly RD/RA
Progress Report as required by
Paragraph 31: $1,000 $2,000 $2,500

Failure to submit any Quarterly
Report as required by Paragraph 32: $1,000 $2,000 $2,500

Failure to comply with the Release Reporting
requirements under Paragraph 33: $1,000 $2,000 $2,500

Any stipulated penalties under this Paragraph shall be divided evenly between the United States
and the State.

74.  Stipulated Damages Amounts - NRD Commitment. A Settling Defendant shall be

liable for stipulated damages in the amounts set forth below for each day of violation for that
Settling Defendant’s failure to comply with requirements under this Consent Decree relating to

the NRD Commitment;
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VIOLATION DAMAGES PER DAY

UP TO 11-30 OVER
10 DAYS DAYS 30 DAYS
Failure to make the Subsequent Payment for
Natural Resource Restoration as required
by Subparagraph 53.a: $1,000 $2,500 $5,000
Failure to perform Approved Restoration Work
in accordance with an approved
Project Implementation Plan, as required
by Paragraph 48: $500 $1,000 $1,500
Failure to submit a Final Project Report
on Approved Restoration Work, as
required by Subparagraph 48.e: $500 $1,000 $2,000

Any stipulated damages under this Paragraph shall be divided evenly between the United States
and the State.

75.  All stipulated penalties and/or stipulated damages shall begin to accrue on the day
after the complete performance is due or the day a violation occurs, and shall continue to accrue
through the final day ofthe correction of the noncompliance or completion of the activity.
However, stipulated penalties shall not accrue: (i) with respect to a deficient submission under
Section XII (Response Agencies’ Approval of Plans and Other Submissions), during the period,
if any, beginning on the 31st day after the response Agencies’ receipt of such submission until
the date that the Response Agencies notify Settling Defendants of any deficiency; (ii) with
respect to a decision by the Plaintiffs under Paragraph 3 (Dispute Resolution for Restoration
Work) of Appendix E, during the period, if any, beginning on the 21st day after the date that
Settling Defendants’ Statement of Position is received until the date that the Plaintiffs issue a
final administrative decision regarding such dispute; (iii) with respect to a decision by the

Superfund Division Director for Region 5 under Subparagraph 65.b or 66.a of Section XX
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(Dispute Resolution), during the period, if any, beginning on the 21st day after the date that
Settling Defendants’ reply to EPA's Statement of Position is received until the date that the
Superfund Division Director issues a final decision regarding such dispute; or (iv) with respect to
judicial review by this Court of any dispute under Section XX (Dispute Reso lution) or
Paragraph 3 of Appendix E, during the period, if any, beginning on the 31st day after the Court's
receipt of the final submission regarding the dispute until the date that the Court issues a final
decision regarding such dispute. Nothing herein shall prevent the simultaneous accrual of
separate stipulated penalties and/or stipulated damages for separate violations of this Consent
Decree.

76.  Following the Plaintiffs’ determination that Settling Defendants have failed to
comply with a requirement of this Consent Decree, the Plaintiffs may give Settling Defendants
written noti fication of the same and describe the noncompliance. The Plaintiffs may send the
Settling Defendants a written demand for the payment of the penalties. However, penalties shall
accrue as provided in the preceding Paragraph regardless of whether the Plaintiffs have notified
the Settling Defendants of a violation.

77. Settling Defendants shall pay any stipulated penalties or stipulated damages
accruing under this Section directly to the Plaintiffs, and shall not be entitled to seek payment or
reimbursement of such penalties or damages from the Disbursement Special Account or from the
Escrow Account under Paragraph 10, Paragraph 11, Appendix B, or Appendix C. All penalties
or damages accruing under this Section shall be due and payable to the United States and the
State within 30 days of the Settling Defendants’ receipt of a demand for payment by the
Plaintiffs, unless Settling Defendants invoke the Dispute Reso lution procedures under

Paragraph 3 of Appendix E or Section XX (Dispute Resolution). All payments under this
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Section shall be paid by certified or cashier’s check(s), shall indicate that the payment is for
stipulated penalties or stipulated damages, and shall be submitted to EPA, to the State, and/or to
the DOI NRDAR Fund, as appropriate, in the manner specified by Paragraph 55 (Payment
Instructions).

78. The payment of penalties or damages under this Section shall not alter in any way
Settling Defendants' obligation to complete the performance of the Response Work or any
Approved Restoration Work required under this Consent Decree.

79.  Penalties and/or damages shall continue to accrue as provided in Paragraph 75
during any dispute resolution period, but need not be paid until the following:

a. If the dispute is resolved by agreement or by an administrative decision
that is not appealed to this Court, accrued penalties and/or damages determined to be owing shall
be paid to within 15 days of the agreement or the receipt of the administrative decision;

b. If the dispute is appealed to this Court and the Plaintiffs prevail in whole
or in part, Settling Defendants shall pay all accrued penalties and/or damages determined by the
Court to be owed to the Plaintiffs within 60 days of receipt of the Court's decision or order,
except as provided in Subparagraph c below;

c. If the District Court's decision is appealed by any Party, Settling
Defendants shall pay all accrued penalties and/or damages determined by the District Court to be
owing to the United States or the State into an interest-bearing escrow account within 60 days of
receipt of the Court's decision or order. Penalties and/or damages shall be paid into this account
as they continue to accrue, at least every 60 days. Within 15 days of receipt of the final appellate
court decision, the Escrow Agent shall pay the balance of the account to the Plaintiffs or to

Settling Defendants to the extent that they prevail.
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80.  If Settling Defendants fail to pay stipulated penalties and/or stipulated damages
when due, the United States or the State may institute proceedings to collect the penalties and/or
damages, as well as interest. Settling Defendants shall pay Interest on the unpaid balance, which
shall begin to accrue on the date of demand made pursuant to Paragraph 77.

81.  Nothing in this Consent Decree shail be construed as prohibiting, altering, or in
any way limiting the ability of the United States or the State to seek any other remedies or
sanctions available by virtue of Settling Defendants' violation of this Decree or of the statutes and
regulations upon which it is based, including, but not limited to, penalties pursuant to Section

122(1) of CERCLA,; provided, however, that the United States shall not seek civil penalties

pursuant to Section 122(1) of CERCLA for any violation for which a stipulated penalty is
provided herein, except in the case of a willful violation of the Consent Decree.

82.  Notwithstanding any other provision of this Section, the United States may, in its
unreviewable discretion, waive any portion of stipulated penalties or stipulated damages payable
to the United States that have accrued pursuant to this Consent Decree. Similarly,
notwithstanding any other provision of this Section, the State may, in its unreviewable discretion,
waive any portion of stipulated penalties or stipulated damages payable to the State that have
accrued pursuant to this Consent Decree.

XXII. COVENANTS NOT TO SUE BY PLAINTIFFS

83. General Scope of Covenants

a. As specified by the covenants not to sue contained in Paragraphs 84 and
85, and subject to the reservations contained in Paragraphs 86, 87, 89, and 98, this Consent

Decree is intended to addresses the Settling Defendants’ alleged liability under Sections 106 and
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107(a) of CERCLA for “OUl Response Activities and Costs,” as that term is defined by the
following Subparagraph 83.b.

b. For the purpose of this Consent Decree, the term “OU1l Response
Activities and Costs” is defined as all response activities for Operable Unit 1 performed or to be
performed after July 1, 2003, as well as all costs for response activities for Operable Unit 1
incurred after July 1, 2003. The “OUl Response Activities and Costs” shall therefore include,
but shall not be limited to, all Response Work performed or to be performed after July 1, 2003
and all Specified Future Response Costs.

84. United States’ Covenant Not To Sue. In consideration of the actions that will be

performed by the Settling Defendants pursuant to this Consent Decree and the payments that will
be made to the Plaintiffs under the terms of the Consent Decree, and except as specifically
provided by Paragraphs 86, 87, 89, and 98, the United States covenants not to sue or to take
administrative action against Settling Defendants for OUl Response Activities and Costs
pursuant to: (i) CERCLA Sections 106 and 107,42 U.S.C. §§ 9606 and 9607; (ii)) RCRA
Section 7003,42 U.S.C. § 6973; (iii) Clean Water Act Section 311, 33 U.S.C. § 1321; (iv) Toxic
Substances Control Act Section 7, 15 U.S.C. § 2606; or (v) Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors
Act of 1899, 33 U.S.C. § 403. Except with respect to future liability, these covenants not to sue
shall take effect upon the receipt by Plaintiffs of the payments required by Paragraph 52 (Initial
Payments to Plaintiffs). With respect to future liability, these covenants not to sue shall take
effect upon Certification of Completion of Remedial Action by EPA pursuant to Paragraph 44.b.
These covenants not to sue are conditioned upon the satisfactory performance by Settling
Defendants of their obligations under this Consent Decree. These covenants not to sue extend

only to the Settling Defendants and do not extend to any other person; provided, however that
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these covenants not to sue (and the reservations thereto) shall also apply to Settling Defendants’
Related Parties.

85.  State’s Covenant Not To Sue. In consideration of the actions that will be
performed by the Settling Defendants and the payments that will be made to the Plaintiffs under
the terms of the Consent Decree, and except as specifically provided by Paragraphs 86, 87, 89,
and 98, the State covenants not to sue or to take administrative action against Settling Defendants
for OUI Response Activities and Costs pursuant to: (i) CERCLA Section 107, 42 U.S.C.

§ 9607, (ii) RCRA Section 700, 42 U.S.C. § 6972; (iii) Clean Water Act Section 505, 33 U.S.C.
§ 1365; (iv) Toxic Substances Control Act Section 20, 15 U.S.C. § 2619; or (v) Wisconsin
statutory or common law. Except with respect to firture liability, these covenants not to sue shall
take effect upon the receipt by Plaintiffs of the payments required by Paragraph 52 (Initial
Payments to Plaintiffs). With respect to future liability, these covenants not to sue shall take
effect upon Certification of Completion of Remedial Action by EPA pursuant to Paragraph 44.b.
These covenants not to sue are conditioned upon the satisfactory performance by Settling

Defendants of their obligations under this Consent Decree. These covenants not to sue extend

only to the Settling Defendants and do not extend to any other person; provided, however that
these covenants not to sue (and the reservations thereto) shall also apply to Settling Defendants’
Related Parties.

86.  Pre-certification Reservations. Notwithstanding any other provision of this

Consent Decree, the United States and the State reserve, and this Consent Decree is without
prejudice to, the right to institute proceedings in this action or in a new action, or to issue an

administrative order seeking to compel Settling Defendants (i) to perform further response
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actions relating to OUI or (ii) to reimburse the United States or the State for additional costs of
response if, prior to Certification of Completion of the Remedial Action:
(1)  conditions relating to OU1, previously unknown to EPA, are
discovered, or
(2) information, previously unknown to EPA, is received, in whole or
in part,
and these previously unknown conditions or information together with any other relevant
information indicates that the Remedial Action is not protective of human health or the
environment.

87. Post-certification Reservations. Notwithstanding any other provision of this
Consent Decree, the United States and the State reserve, and this Consent Decree is without
prejudice to, the right to institute proceedings in this action or in a new action, or to issue an
administrative order seeking to compel Settling Defendants (i) to perform further response
actions relating to OUI or (ii) to reimburse the United States or the State for additional costs of
response if, subsequent to Certification of Completion of the Remedial Action:

(1) conditions relating to OU1, previously unknown to EPA, are
discovered, or
(2) information, previously unknown to EPA, is received, in whole or
in part,
and these previously unknown conditions or this information together with other relevant
information indicate that the Remedial Action is not protective of human health or the

environment.
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88.  For purposes of Paragraph 86, the information and the conditions lsown to EPA
shall include only that information and those conditions known to EPA as of the date the ROD
was signed and set forth in the Record of Decision and the administrative record supporting the
Record of Decision. For purposes of Paragraph 87, the information and the conditions known to
EPA shall include only that information and those conditions known to EPA as of the date of
Certification of Completion of the Remedial Action and set forth in the Record of Decision, the
administrative record supporting the Record of Decision, the post-ROD administrative record, or
in any information received by EPA pursuant to the requirements of this Consent Decree prior to
Certification of Completion of the Remedial Action.

89. General Reservations of Rights. The covenants not to sue set forth above do not

pertain to any matters other than those expressly specified in Paragraphs 84 and Paragraph 8S.
The United States and the State reserve, and this Consent Decree is without prejudice to, all
rights against Settling Defendants with respect to all other matters, including but not limited to,
the following:

a. claims based on a failure by Settling Defendants to meet a requirement of
this Consent Decree;

b. liability for performance of response activities or for response costs falling
outside the definition of the OUl Response Activities and Costs, including but not limited to:
(i) liability arising from the past, present, or future disposal, release, or threat of release of Waste
Materials outside of the Site; (ii) liability for operable units at the Site other than OU|; and
(iii) liability for response costs for OU1 incurred by the United States or by the State before the
Date of Lodging (specifically including, but not limited to, any additional liability for Unresolved

EPA Past Costs or for Unresolved State Past Costs);
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c. liability for future disposal of Waste Material at O UI, other than as
provided in the ROD, the Response Work, or otherwise ordered by EPA;

d. liability, prior to Certification of Completion of the Remedial Action, for
additional response actions at OUI that EPA determines are necessary to achieve Performance
Standards, but that cannot be required pursuant to Paragraph 15 (Modification of the SOW or
Related Work Plans);

€. liability for damages for injury to, destruction of, or loss of natural
resources at the Site, and for the costs of any natural resource damage assessments relating to the
Site (specifically including, but not limited to, any additional liability for natural resource
damages beyond the NRD Commitment or for Unresolved DOI Past Costs),

f. liability for violations of federal or state law which occur during or after
implementation of the Remedial Action; and

g criminal liability.

90.  Response Work Takeover In the event EPA, in consultation with WDNR,

determines that Settling Defendants have ceased implementation of any portion of the Response
Work, are seriously or repeatedly deficient or late in their performance of the Response Work, or
are implementing the Response Work in a manner which may cause an endangerment to human
health or the environment, EPA and/or WDNR may assume the performance of all or any
portions of the Response Work as EPA determines necessary. Settling Defendants may invoke
the procedures set forth in Section XX (Dispute Resolution), Paragraph 65, to dispute EPA's
determination that takeover of the Response Work is warranted under this Paragraph. Subject to

the funding limitations and special reservations of rights specified in Section XXIV, costs
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incurred by the United States and/or the State in performing the Response Work pursuant to this
Paragraph shall be considered Specified Future Response Costs.

91.  Notwithstanding any other provision of this Consent Decree, the United States
and the State retain all authority and reserve all rights to take any and all response actions
authorized by law.

XXM. COVENANTS BY SETTLING DEFENDANTS

92.  Settling Defendants’ Covenant Not to Sue. Subject to the reservations in

Paragraph 93 and Paragraph 98, Settling Defendants hereby covenant not to sue and agree notto
assert any claims or causes of action against the United States or the State with respect to the
EPA Past Cost Payments, the State Past Cost Payments, the DOI Past Cost Payments, the NRD
Comminment, the OUI Response Activities and Costs, or this Consent Decree, including, but not
limited to:

a. any direct or indirect claim for reimbursement from the Hazardous
Substance Superfiuid (established pursuant to the Internal Revenue Code, 26 U.S.C. § 9507)
through CERCLA Sections 106(b)(2), 107, I11, 112, 113 or any other provision of law;

b. any claims against the United States (including any department, agency or
instrumnentality of the United States) or State (including any depar#ment, agency or
inswumentality of the States) under CERCLA Sections 107 or 113, 42 U.S.C. §§ 9607 or 9613,
related to the EPA Past Cost Payments, the State Past Cost Payments, the DOI Past Cost
Payments, the NRD Commitment, or the OUl Response Activities and Costs;

c. any claims against the United States (including any department, agency or
instrumentality of the United States) or State (including any department, agency or

instrumentality of the States) under the United States Constitution, the Wisconsin Constitution,
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the Tucker Act, 28 U.S.C. § 1491, the Equal Access to Justice Act, 28 U.S.C. § 2412, as
amended, or at common law, related to the EP A Past Cost Payments, the State Past Cost
Payments, the DOI Past Cost Payments, the NRD Commitment, or the OUI Response Activities
and Costs;

d. any direct or indirect claim for disbursement from the Disbursement
Special Account (established pursuant to this Consent Decree), except as provided by Paragraph
10, or

e. any direct or indirect claim for disbursement from the Fox River Site
Special Account.
Except as provided in Paragraph 95 (Waiver of Claims Against De Micromis Parties) and
Paragraph 105 (Waiver of Claim-Splitting Defenses), these covenants not to sue shall not apply
in the event that the United States or the State brings a cause of action or issues an order pursuant
to the reservations set forth in Paragraph 86, Paragraph 87, or Subparagraphs 89.b to 89.e, but
only to the extent that Settling Defendants’ claims arise from the same response action, response
costs, or damages that the United States or the State is seeking pursuant to the applicable
reservation.

93.  The Settling Defendants reserve, and this Consent Decree is without prejudice to,
claims against the United States, subject to the provisions of Chapter 171 of Title 28 of the
United States Code, for money damages for injury or loss of property or personal injury or death
caused by the negligent or wrongful act or omission of any employee of the United States while
acting within the scope of his office or employment under circumstances where the United
States, if a private person, would be liable to the claimant in accordance with the law of the place

where the act or omission occurred. However, any such claim shall not include a claim for any
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damages caused, in whole or in part, by the act or omission of any person, including any
contractor, who is not a federal employee as that term is defined in 28 U.S.C. § 2671; nor shall
any such claim include a claim based on EPA's selection of response actions, or the oversight or
approval of the Settling Defendants’ plans or activities. The foregoing applies only to claims
which are brought pursuant to any statute other than CERCLA and for which the waiver of
sovereign immunity is found in a statute other than CERCLA;

94.  Nothing in this Consent Decree shall be deemed to constitute preauthorization of
a claim within the meaning of Section 111 of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9611, or 40 C.F.R.
§ 300.700(d).

95.  Waiver of Claims Against De Micromis Parties.

a. Settling Defendants agree not to assert any claims and to waive all claims
or causes of action that they may have for all matters relating to the Site, including for
contribution, against any person where the person’s liability to Settling Defendants with respect
to the Site is based solely on having arranged for disposal or treatment, or for transport for
disposal or treatment, of hazardous substances at the Site, or having accepted for transport for
disposal or treatment of hazardous substances at the Site, if the materials contributed by such
person to the Site contained less than 2.0 kilograms of polychlorinated biphenyls (which amounts
to 0.002% of the total mass of polychlorinated biphenyls remaining at the Site, as estimated by
the December 2002 Remedial Investigation Report).

b. This waiver shall not apply to any claim or cause of action against any
person meeting the above criteria if EPA has determined that the materials contributed to the Site
by such person contributed or could contribute significantly to the costs of response at the Site.

This waiver also shall not apply with respect to any defense, claim, or cause of action that a
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Settling Defendant may have against any person if such person asserts a claim or cause of action
relating to the Site against such Settling Defendant.

XXIV. CONSENT DECREE FUNDING LIMITATION AND
SPECIAL RESERVATIONS OF RIGHTS

96.  Generally. The Parties currently anticipate that the funds to be deposited in the
Escrow Account and the Disbursement Special Account under this Consent Decree (together
with the interest earned on such deposits) will be sufficient to fund the completion of the
Response Work, after all other payments and reimbursements from those Accounts have been
made as required under this Consent Decree. This Section addresses the anticipated risk of a
future determination that those funds may not be sufficient for that purpose. If that determination
is made, the Parties’ rights and obligations shall be governed by this Section, and the
insufficiency shall not be considered a change in circumstances or a basis for seeking
non-consensual relief from this Consent Decree pursuant to Fed. R. Civ. P. 60(b).

97.  Funding Limitation. Except as expressly provided by Subparagraph 98.£.(3), this

Consent Decree is not intended to impose any obligation on Settling Defendants to finance the
Remedial Action with funding sources other than the Disbursement Special Account and the
Escrow Account, or to deposit finuds in those Accounts other than as required by

Subparagraph 50.a.

98. Special Reservations of Rights Based on Costs of the Remedial Action.

a. EPA Insufficiency Determination. EPA, in consultation with WDNR,

shall periodically evaluate and project whether the total aggregated balance in the Escrow
Account and the Disbursement Special Account is likely to be sufficient to fund the completion

of the Response Work, after all other payments and reimbursements from those two Accounts
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have been made as required under this Consent Decree. EPA’s evaluations shall include an
assessment of the timing and projected costs of the Remedial Action, the O&M, the
Post-Remedy Institutional Controls Work, and the Post-Remedy Monitoring. In making such
evaluations, EPA shall consider the information and projections contained in Settling
Defendants’ Quarterly Reports submitted under Paragraph 32 and any other information deemed
relevant by EPA. If EPA determines that the total aggregated balance in the Escrow Account and
the Disbursement Special Account is likely to be insufficient to fund the completion of the
Response Work, after all other payments and reimbursements from the Accounts have been made
as required under this Consent Decree, then EPA, in consultation with WDNR, may provide the
Settling Defendants formal written notice of that determination (an “Insufficiency
Determination”) in the manner provided by Section XX VIII (Notices and Submissions).

b. Timing. EPA may make an Insufficiency Determination under this
Paragraph: (i) at any time after the Response Agencies’ approval of the Remedial Action Work
Plan under Paragraph 14; but (ii) not after Certification of Completion of Remedial Action by

EPA pursuant to Paragraph 44.b.

C. Request for an Insufficiency Determination. A Settling Defendant may
request that EPA make an Insufficiency Determination under this Paragraph if: (i) the
determination would be timely under Subparagraph 98.b; (ii) the total aggregated balance in the
Escrow Account and the Disbursement Special Account is less than $6 million; and (iii) the
Settling Defendant can demonstrate that the total aggregated balance in the Escrow Account and
the Disbursement Special Account is likely to be insufficient to fiud the completion of the
Response Work, after all other payments and reimbursements from those two Accounts have

been made as required under this Consent Decree. Any such request shall be made in writing,
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shall include all information supporting the request, and shall be provided to all Parties as
provided by Section XXVIII (Notices and Submissions).

d. Advance Notice. At least 30 days before issuing formal written notice of

an Insufficiency Determination under this Paragraph, or within a longer time period agreed to in
writing by the Parties, EPA shall send the Settling Defendants a written communication affording
the Settling Defendants an opportunity, within that time period, to: (i) provide EPA additional
information relevant to whether the total aggregated balance in the Accounts is likely to be
sufficient or insufficient; (ii) deposit additional fiinds in the Escrow Account, in order to avoid an
Insufficiency Determination; and (iii) have informal negotiations to attempt to resolve any
dispute.

e. Termination of Certain Consent Decree Rights and Obligations. As
specified by this Subparagraph, certain rights and obligations of the Parties under this Consent
Decree shall terminate if an Insufficiency Determination is not disputed pursuant to
Subparagraph 98.f, or if a dispute under Subparagraph 98.f is resolved in EPA’s favor.

(1)  For the purpose of this Subparagraph 98.e, the “Termination Date”
shall be defined as: (i) 10 days after an Insufficiency Determination, if the Insufficiency
Determination is not disputed in accordance with Subparagraph 98.f; (ii) 10 days after the time
expires for seeking appellate court review, if this Court resolves a dispute under Subparagraph
98.fin EPA’s favor and if this Court’s decision is not appealed; or (iii) 10 days after any final
appellate court decision resolving a dispute under Subparagraph 98.f in EPA’s favor.

(2)  Upon the Termination Date, the Settling Defendants’ Consent
Decree obligation to perform the Remedial Action under Paragraph 14 (OU1 Remedial Action)

shall cease.
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(3)  Upon the Termination Date, the Settling Defendants’ Consent
Decree obligation to perform the response actions under Paragraph 18 (O&M and Post-Remedy
Institutional Controls) shall cease.

4) Upon the Termination Date, the Settling Defendants’ Consent
Decree obligation to perform the response actions under Paragraph 19 (Periodic Remedy Review
and Post-Remedy Monitoring) shall cease.

®)) Upon the Termination Date, the Consent Decree obligation to
reimburse Plaintiffs’ Specified Future Response Costs under Paragraph 54 shall cease for costs
incurred after the Termination Date.

(6)  Upon the Termination Date, the covenants not to sue under
Paragraph 84 (United States’ Covenant Not to Sue) and Paragraph 85 (State’s Covenant Not To
Sue) shall cease to apply to Settling Defendants and shall terminate as to all OUl Response
Activities and Costs. Even after the Termination Date, the provisions of Paragraph 102 (Credit
for Payments Made and Work Performed) shall continue to apply.

(7) Upon the Termination Date, the covenants not to sue under
Paragraph 92 (Settling Defendants’ Covenant Not to Sue) shall cease to apply to OU! Requnse
Activities and Costs after the Termination Date, such as: (i) any response activities for OU]
performed or to be performed after the Termination Date; and (ii) any costs of response activities
for OUI to the extent that such costs are incurred after the Termination Date. Even after the
Termination Date, the covenants not to sue under Paragraph 92 (Settling Defendants’ Covenant
Not to Sue) shall continue to apply to the EPA Past Cost Payments, the State Past Cost
Payments, the DOI Past Cost Payments, the NRD Commitment, and any OU] Response

Activities and Costs before the Termination Date, such as: (i) any response activities for OU1
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performed before the Termination Date; any (ii) any costs of response activities for OU1 to the
extent that such costs were incurred before after the Termination Date.

(8)  Upon the Termination Date, Paragraph 101 shall cease to apply to
Settling Defendants and shall terminate, and the OU1 Response Activities and Costs shall not be
considered “matters addressed” by this Consent Decree.

9) Settling Defendants specifically reserve any rights they may have
to seek review of the remedial action selected in the ROD as authorized by CERCLA Section
113(h), 42 U.S.C. § 9613(h), at any time after the Termination Date, other than in an action
brought by the United States or the State to enforce this Consent Decree.

f Insufficiency Determination Disputes.

(1) Settling Defendants shall not be entitled to dispute — under Section
XX (Dispute Resolution) or in any other forum or proceeding — EPA’s failure to make an
Insufficiency Determination or EPA’s discretionary election to delay or defer issuance of formal
written notice of an Insufficiency Determination.

(2) Within 10 days after EPA’s issuance of formal written notice of an
Insufficiency Determination, the Settling Defendants may dispute the Insufficiency
Determination in accordance with Paragraph 64 (Formal Dispute Resolution) and Paragraph 65
(record review).

3 Until a dispute under this Subparagraph 98.f is resolved, Settling
Defendants shall continue to perform all Response Work required under this Consent Decree,
specifically including all work to implement the Remedial Action under Paragraph 14, with the
continuation of the Response Work being financed either by: (i) any funds remaining in the

Disbursement Special Account or the Escrow Account; or (ii) any additional funds that Settling
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Defendants may need to commit or provide under this Subparagraph, as necessary to finance the
continuation of the Response Work.

99.  Nothing in this Consent Decree shall be construed as limiting or precluding
Plaintiffs’ right to issue an administrative order or to institute a judicial proceeding relating to
OU1 after the Termination Date, including but not limited any administrative order or judicial
proceeding seeking continuation or completion of the Response Work after the Termination
Date. Notwithstanding Paragraph F of Section I (Background), Settling Defendants hereby agree
and covenant that the Plaintiffs shall not have to prove and that Settling Defendants shall not
contest the following facts with respect to OU1 in response to any administrative order or in any
judicial proceeding relating to OU1 after the Termination Date:

i) Each Settling Defendant is a person who at the time of disposal of a hazardous
substance owned or operated a facility from which such hazardous substances
were disposed of, and from which there have been releases of hazardous
substances which caused the incurrence of response costs for OU1; and

(1)  Each Settling Defendant is a person who by contract, agreement, or otherwise
arranged for the disposal or treatment of hazardous substances owned or
possessed by the Settling Defendant, by another party or entity, at a facility owned
or operated by another party or entity and containing such hazardous substances,
from which there have been releases of hazardous substances which caused the
incurrence of response costs for OU].

XXV. EFFECT OF SETTLEMENT AND CONTRIBUTION PROTECTION

100.  Except as provided in Paragraph 95 (Waiver of Claims Against De Micromis

Parties), nothing in this Consent Decree shall be construed to create any rights in, or grant any
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cause of action to, any person not a Party to this Consent Decree. The preceding sentence shall
not be construed to waive or nullify any rights that any person not a signatory to this decree may
have under applicable law. Except as provided in Paragraph 95 (Waiver of Claims Against De
Micromis Parties), each of the Parties expressly reserves any and all rights (including, but not
limited to, any right to contribution), defenses, claims, demands, and causes of action which each
Party may have with respect to any matter, transaction, or occurrence relating in any way to the
Site against any person not a Party hereto.

101. Statutory Contribution Protection. The Parties agree, and by entering this Consent

Decree this Court finds, that the Settling Defendants are entitled, as of the Effective Date, to
protection from contribution actions or claims as provided by CERCLA Section 113(f)(2),
42 U.S.C. § 9613(f)(2) for matters addressed in this Consent Decree. Settling Defendants’
Related Parties are also entitled, as of the Effective Date, to protection from contribution actions
or claims as provided by Section 113(f)(2) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9613(f)(2), for “matters
addressed” in this Consent Decree. For the purpose of this Paragraph 101, and except as
provided by Subparagraph 98.e.(8), the “matters addressed” by this Consent Decree are the OU1
Response Activities and Costs.

102.  Credit for Payments Made and Work Performed.

a. The Parties agree and acknowledge that the Plaintiffs shall recognize that
the Settling Defendants are entitled to full credit, applied against their liabilities for response
costs and natural resource damages at the Site, for: (i) the EPA Past Cost Payments, (ii) the State
Past Cost Payments; (iii) the DOI Past Cost Payments; (iv) the NRD Commitment; (v) all
Specified Future Response Costs reimbursed under Paragraph 54; (vi) all response costs incurred

and paid by the Settling Defendants in performing the Remedial Design under the July 2003
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AQOC and this Consent Decree; and (vii) the Allowable RD/RA Costs paid or reimbursed from
the Escrow Account under Paragraph 11 of this Consent Decree and Appendix C; provided,
however, that the credit ultimately recognized shall take into account and shall not include the
amount of any recoveries by Settling Defendants of any portion of such payments from other
liable persons, such as through a recovery under Sections 107 and 113 of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C.
§8§ 9607 and 9613. With respect to the Allowable RD/RA Costs, the recognized credit shall take
into account and shall not include the amount of any disbursements from the Disbursement
Special Account to the Escrow Account pursuant to Paragraph 10 of this Consent Decree and
Appendix B. With respect to the NRD Commitment, the recognized credit may take into
account, as appropriate, the value of restoration projects funded by the NRD Commitment.
b. As provided by Paragraph 30 of the API/NCR Consent Decree, the

Plaintiffs shall recognize that Appleton Papers Inc. and NCR Corporation are entitled to full
credit, applied against their liabilities for response costs at the Site, for the funds deposited in and
disbursed from the Disbursement Special Account pursuant to Paragraph 10 of this Consent
Decree and Appendix B. In addition, the Settling Defendants hereby agree and acknowledge that
they shall recognize that Appleton Papers Inc. and NCR Corporation are entitled to full credit,
applied against their liabilities for response costs at the Site, for the funds deposited in and
disbursed from the Disbursement Special Account pursuant to Paragraph 10 of this Consent
Decree and Appendix B.

103.  The Settling Defendants agree that with respect to any suit or claim for
contribution brought by them for matters related to this Consent Decree they will notify the
United States and the State in writing no later than 20 days prior to the initiation of such suit or

claim.
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104. The Settling Defendants also agree that with respect to any suit or claim for
contribution brought against them for matters related to this Consent Decree they will notify in
writing the United States and the State within 20 days of service of the complaint on them. In
addition, Settling Defendants shall notify the United States and the State within 20 days of
service or receipt of any Motion for Summary Judgment and within 20 days of receipt of any
order from a court setting a case for trial.

105. Waiver of Claim-Splitting Defenses. In any subsequent administrative or judicial

proceeding initiated by the United States or the State for injunctive relief, recovery of response
costs, or other appropriate relief relating to the Site, Settling Defendants shall not assert, and may
not maintain, any defense or claim based upon the principles of waiver, res judicata, collateral
estoppel, issue preclusion, claim-splitting, or other defenses based upon any contention that the
claims raised by the United States or the State in the subsequent proceeding were or should have
been brought in the instant case; provided, however, that nothing in this Paragraph affects the
enforceability of the covenants not to sue set forth in Section XXII (Covenants Not to Sue by
Plaintiffs).
XXVI. ACCESS TO INFORMATION

106. Settling Defendants shall provide to the Response Agencies, upon request, copies
of all documents and information within their possession or control or that of their contractors or
agents relating to activities at OU] or to the implementation of this Consent Decree, including,
but not limited to, sampling, analysis, chain of custody records, manifests, trucking logs, receipts,
reports, sample traffic routing, correspondence, or other documents or information related to the
Response Work. Settling Defendants shall also make available to the Response Agencies, for

purposes of investigation, information gathering, or testimony, their employees, agents, or
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representatives with knowledge of relevant facts concerning the performance of the Response
Work.

107. Business Confidential and Privileged Documents.

a. Settling Defendants may assert business confidentiality claims covering
part or all of the documents or information submitted to Plaintiffs under this Consent Decree to
the extent permitted by and in accordance with Section 104(e)(7) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C.

§ 9604(e)(7), and 40 C.F.R. § 2.203(b). Documents or information determined to be confidential
by EPA will be afforded the protection specified in 40 C.F.R. Part 2, Subpart B. If no claim of
confidentiality accompanies documents or information when they are submitted to EPA and the
State, or if EPA has notified Settling Defendants that the documents or information are not
confidential under the standards of Section 104(e)(7) of CERCLA, the public may be given
access to such documents or information without further notice to Settling Defendants.

b. The Settling Defendants may assert that certain documents, records and
other information are privileged under the attorney-client privilege or any other privilege
recognized by federal law. Ifthe Settling Defendants assert such a privilege in lieu of providing
documents, they shall provide the Plaintiffs with the following: (i) the title of the document,
record, or information; (ii) the date of the doctunent, record, or information; (iii) the name and
title of the author of the document, record, or information; (iv) the name and title of each
addressee and recipient; (v) a description of the contents of the document, record, or information:
and (vi) the privilege asserted by Settling Defendants. However, no documents, reports or other
information created or generated pursuant to the requirements of the Consent Decree shall be

withheld on the grounds that they are privileged.
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108. No claim of confidentiality shall be made with respect to any data generated
pursuant to the requirements of this Consent Decree, including, but not limited to, all sampling,
analytical, monitoring, hydrogeologic, scientific, chemical, or engineering data, or any other
documents or information evidencing conditions at or around the Site.

XXVII. RETENTION OF RECORDS

109.  Until 10 years after the Settling Defendants’ receipt of EPA's notification of
Certification of Completion of the Response Work pursuant to Paragraph 45.b, each Settling
Defendant shall preserve and retain all records and documents now in its possession or control or
which come into its possession or control that relate in any manner to the performance of the
Response Work or liability of any person for response actions conducted and to be conducted at
the Site, regardless of any corporate retention policy to the contrary. Until 10 years after the
Settling Defendants’ receipt of EPA's notification of Certification of Completion of the Response
Work pursuant to Paragraph 45.b, Settling Defendants shall also instruct their contractors and
agents to preserve all documents, records, and information of whatever kind, nature or
description relating to the performance of the Response Work. At any time more than 5 years
after Certification of Completion of Remedial Action by EPA pursuant to Consent Decree
Subparagraph 44.b, the Settling Defendants may request Plaintiffs’ assent to terminate the
document retention period earlier for specified categories of records and documents. If Plaintiffs
assent to any such request, the Plaintiffs assent shall be given in writing,

110. At the conclusion of this document retention period, Settling Defendants shall
notify the United States and the State at least 90 days prior to the destruction of any such records
or documents, and, upon request by the United States or the State, Settling Defendants shall

deliver any such records or documents to EPA or WDNR. The Settling Defendants may assert
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that certain documents, records and other information are privileged under the attomey-client
privilege or any other privilege recognized by federal law. If the Settling Defendants assert such
a privilege, they shall provide the Plaintiffs with the following: (i) the title of the document,
record, or information; (ii) the date of the document, record, or information; (iii) the name and
title of the author of the document, record, or information; (iv) the name and title of each
addressee and recipient; (v) a description of the subject of the document, record, or information;
and (vi) the privilege asserted by Settling Defendants. However, no documents, reports or other
information created or generated pursuant to the requirements of the Consent Decree shall be
withheld on the grounds that they are privileged.

111.  Each Settling Defendant hereby certifies individually that, to the best of its
knowledge and belief, after thorough inquiry, it has not altered, mutilated, discarded, destroyed
or otherwise disposed of any records, documents or other information relating to its potential
liability regarding the Site since notification of potential liability by the United States or the State
or the filing of suit against it regarding the Site and that it has fully complied with any and all
requests for information pursuant to Section 104(e) and 122(e) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C.

§§ 9604(e) and 9622(e), and Section 3007 of RCRA, 42 U.S.C. § 6927.
XXVvII. NOTICES AND SUBMISSIONS

112. Whenever, under the terms of this Consent Decree, written notice is required to be
given or a report or other document is required to be sent by one Party to another, it shall be
directed to the individuals at the addresses specified below, unless those individuals or their
successors give notice of a change to the other Parties in writing. All notices and submissions

shall be considered effective upon receipt, unless otherwise provided. Written notice as specified
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herein shall constitute complete satisfaction of any written notice requirement of the Consent
Decree with respect to the United States, the State, and the Settling Defendants, respectively.

As to the United States:

As to DOJ:

Chief, Environmental Enforcement Section
Environment and Natural Resources Division
U.S. Department of Justice (DJ # 90-11-2-1045Z)

P.O. Box 7611 1425 New York Avenue, NW - 13* Floor
Washington, D.C. 20044-7611 Washington, DC 20005

As to EPA:

Director, Superfund Division

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Region 5

77 West Jackson Blvd.

Chicago, IL. 60604

As to DOI:

Office of the Solicitor

Division of Parks and Wildlife
U.S. Department of the Interior
1849 C Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20240

As to the State:
As to WDOJ:
Jerry L. Hancock
Assistant Attorney General

Wisconsin Department of Justice

P.O. Box 7857 17 West Main Street
Madison, WI 53707-7857 Madison, WI 53702
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Asto WDNR:

Greg Hill
State Project Coordinator
Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources

P.0O. Box 7921 101 S. Webster St.
Madison, WI 53707-7921 Madison, WI 53703

Astothe Settling Defendants:

As to the P. H. Glatfelter Company

Patrick H. Zaepfel
Environmental Counsel

P. H. Glatfelter Company

96 South George St., Suite 420
York, PA 17401

with a copy to:

David G. Mandelbaum

Ballard Spahr Andrews & Ingersoll, LLP
1735 Market Street, S1st Floor
Philadelphia, PA 19103-7599

As to WTM I Conmmpany:

J.P. Causey Jr.

Vice President & Corporate Secretary/WTM I Company
c/o Chesapeake Corporation

1021 E. Cary Street

Box 2350

Richmond, V A 23218-2350

with a copy to:
Nancy K. Peterson
Quarles & Brady LLP

411 East Wisconsin Avenue, Suite 2040
Milwaukee, Wisconsin 53202-4497
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XXIX. EFFECTIVE DATE
113. The effective date of this Consent Decree shall be the date upon which this

Consent Decree is entered by the Court; provided, however, that the Settling Defendants hereby

agree that they shall be bound upon the Date of Lodging to comply with obligations of the
Settling Defendants specified in this Consent Decree as accruing upon the Date of Lodging. In
the event the Plaintiffs withdraw or withhold consent to this Consent Decree before entry, or the
Court declines to enter the Consent Decree, then the preceding requirement to comply with
requirements of this Consent Decree upon the Date of Lodging shall terminate; provided,
however, that the parties hereby agree that even after any such termination: (i) the Plaintiffs shall
be entitled to retain any and all payments already made to Plaintiffs under this agreement, and the
provisions of Section XVII (Payments) concerning Plaintiffs’ retention and use of such payments
shall survive termination; and (ii) Plaintiffs shall continue to recognize that the Settling
Defendants are entitled to full credit for payments already made and work already performed
under this agreement as provided by Subparagraph 102.a. In the event the Plaintiffs withdraw or
withhold consent to this Consent Decree before entry, or the Court declines to enter the Consent
Decree, the Parties agree that the unexpended balance of the Escrow Account shall be disbursed
to the Settling Defendants at their request.
XXX. RETENTION OF JURISDICTION

114. This Court retains jurisdiction over both the subject matter of this Consent Decree
and the Settling Defendants for the duration of the performance of the terms and provisions of
this Consent Decree for the purpose of enabling any of the Parties to apply to the Court at any

time for such further order, direction, and relief as may be necessary or appropriate for the
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construction or modification of this Consent Decree, or to effectuate or enforce compliance with
its terms, or to resolve disputes in accordance with Section XX (Dispute Resolution) hereof.
XXX1. APPENDICES

115. The following appendices are attached to and incorporated into this Consent
Decree:

“Appendix A” is the Trustee Council Resolution relating to this Consent Decree.

“Appendix B” is the Appendix addressing Management of the Disbursement
Special Accoumt.

“Appendix C” is the Appendix addressing Escrow Account Management.

“Appendix D” is the form of Escrow Agreement.

“Appendix E” is the Appendix addressing Special Procedures for Restoration Work.

“Appendix F” is the July 2003 AOC (including the SOW for Remedial Design).

“Appendix G” is the map of QUL

“Appendix H” is the ROD.

“Appendix I” is the Statement of Work for the Remedial Action.

XXX1I. COMMUNITY RELATIONS

116.  Settling Defendants shall propose to the Response Agencies the Settling
Defendants’ participation in the community relations plan to be developed by the Response
Agencies. The Response Agencies will determine the appropriate role for the Settling
Defendants under the Plan. Settling Defendants shall also cooperate with the Response Agencies
in providing information regarding the Response Work to the public. Asrequested by the

Response Agencies, Settling Defendants shall participate in the preparation of such information
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for dissemination to the public and in public meetings which may be held or sponsored by the
Response Agencies to explain activifies at or relating to OU1,
XXX1I. MODIFICATION

117.  Schedules specified in this Consent Decree for completion of the Response Work
may be modified by agreement of the Response Agencies and the Settling Defendants. All such
modifications shall be made in writing.

118. Except as provided in Paragraph 15 (“Modification of the SOW or related Work
Plans”), no material modifications shall be made to the SOW without written notification to and
written approval of the United States, the State, Settling Defendants, and the Court.
Modifications to the SOW that do not materially alter that document may be made by written
agreement between the Response Agencies and the Settling Defendants.

119. Nothing in this Decree shall be deemed to alter the Court's power to enforce,
supervise or approve modifications to this Consent Decree.

XXXIV. LODGING AND OPPORTUNITY FOR PUBLIC COMMENT

120.  This Consent Decree shall be lodged with the Court for a period of not less than
thirty (30) days for public notice and conunent in accordance with Section 122(d)(2) of
CERCLA, 42 US.C. § 9622(d)(2), and 28 C.F.R. § 50.7. The United States reserves the right to
withdraw or withhold its consent if the comnents regarding the Consent Decree disclose facts or
considerations which indicate that the Consent Decree is inappropriate, improper, or inadequate.
Settling Defendants consent to the entry of this Consent Decree without firther notice.

121.  If for any reason the Court should decline to approve this Consent Decree in the
form presented, this agreement is voidable at the sole discretion of any Party and the terms of the

agreement may not be used as evidence in any litigation between the Parties.
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XXXV. SIGNATORIES/SERVICE

122. The undersigned representatives of each Settling Defendant, the undersigned
representatives of the State, and the Assistant Attorney General for the Environment and Natural
Resources Division of the United States Department of Justice each certify that he or she is fully
authorized to enter into the terms and conditions of this Consent Decree and to execute and
legally bind such Party to this document.

123.  Each Settling Defendant hereby agrees not to oppose entry of this Consent Decree
by this Court or to challenge any provision of this Consent Decree unless the United States has
notified the Settling Defendants in writing that it no longer supports entry of the Consent Decree.

124.  Each Settling Defendant shall identify, on the attached signature page, the name,
address and telephone number of an agent who is authorized to accept service of process by mail
on behalf of that Party with respect to all matters arising under or relating to this Consent Decree.
Settling Defendants hereby agree to accept service in that manner and to waive the formal service
requirements set forth in Rule 4 of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure and any applicable local

rules of this Court, including, but not limited to, service of a summons.
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XXXVI. FINAL JUDGMENT
125. Upon approval and entry of this Consent Decree by the Court, this Consent
Decree shall constitute a final judgment between and among the United States, the State, and the
Settling Defendants. The Court finds that there is no just reason for delay and therefore enters

this judgment as a final judgment under Fed. R. Civ. P. 54 and 58.

SO ORDERED THIS __ DAY OF ,200__

United States District Judge
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THE UNDERSIGNED PARTY enters into this Consent Decree in the matter of United States and the
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THE UNDERSIGNED PARTY enters into this Consent Decree in the matter of United States and the
State of Wisconsin v. P. H. Glatfelter Company and WTM 1 Company (E.D. Wis.), relating to Operable
Unit 1 of the Lower Fox River and Green Bay Site.

FOR THE STATE OF WISCONSIN

i, SCOTT HASSETT
Secretary _ :
Wisconsin Departraent of Natural Resources
101 South Webster Street

Madison, WI 53703

7 / 3 / o3 ' | e %,A/' -
Date B JERRY L. HANCOCK -
' Assistant Attomey General
Wisconsin Department of Justice
17 West Main Street

Madison, WI 53702
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Date

FOR P.H. GLATFELTER COMPANY
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THE UNDERSIGNED PARTY enters into this Consent Decree in the matter of United States and the
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FOR WTM I COMPANY
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Richmond, Virginia 23218

Agent Authorized to Accept Service on Behalf of Above-signed Party:

Name (print); J.P. Causey Jr.

Title: Vice President
Address: c/o Chesapeake Corporation

1021 East Cary Street, 22d Floor
Box 3350, Richmond, VA 23218
Ph. Number: 804 697-1166







Consent Decree Appendix A

Trustee Council Resolution relating to this Consent Decree



Fox River/Green Bay Natural Resource Trustee Council
Resolution No. 4

Resolution Regarding the Proposed Consent Decree in United States and the State of
Wisconsin v. P. H. Glatfelter Company and WTM I Company (E.D. Wis.)

WHEREAS, the undersigned members of the Fox River/Green Bay Natural Resource
Trustee Council (“collectively the “Trustees”) acknowledge that the Trustees were informed of
negotiations with potentially responsible parties regarding the releases of hazardous substances
that resulted in injuries to natural resources under Federal, State, and Tribal Trusteeship at the
Lower Fox River and Green Bay Site;

WHEREAS, the Trustees are aware that the negotiations have resulted in a proposed
Consent Decree in the case captioned United States and the State of Wisconsin v. P. H. Glatfelter
Company and WTM I Company (E.D. Wis.),

WHEREAS, the Trustees participated in the negotiations concerning the provisions of the
Consent Decree relating to natural resource damages and natural resource restoration efforts at
the Site;

WHEREAS, the Trustees understand that, under the Consent Decree, Settling Defendants
P. H. Glatfelter Company (“Glatfelter”) and WTM I Company (“WTM”) would each: (1) pay
$150,000 to the U.S. Department of the Interior (“DOI”) to reimburse a portion of DOI’s past
natural resource damage assessment costs (collectively the $300,000 “DOI Past Cost Payments™);
and (2) pay an additional $1,500,000 to finance natural resource restoration efforts at the Site
(collectively the $3,000,000 “NRD Commitment”);

WHEREAS; the Trustees agree to cooperate and participate, as appropriate, in the natural
resource restoration efforts prescribed by Section XVI of the Consent Decree;

WHEREAS; the Trustees agree to cooperate and participate, as appropriate, in the special
procedures for restoration work prescribed by Consent Decree Appendix E;

WHEREAS, the Trustees achnowledge and agree that under Paragraph 48 of the Consent
Decree, a portion of the NRD Commitment may be used to fund Approved Restoration Work
that would be performed by Glatfelter and/or WTM, if the Trustees jointly approve a Project
Implementation Plan for such Work;

WHEREAS, the Trustees acknowledge and agree that under Paragraph 49 of the Consent
Decree, the remainder of the NRD Commitment will be disbursed to a Site-specific sub-account
within the DOI NRDAR Fund and will be managed by DOI for the joint benefit and use of the
Trustees to pay for Trustee-sponsored natural resource restoration efforts;

WHEREAS, the Trustees acknowledge and agree that all finds disbursed to the DOI
NRDAR Fund under Paragraph 49 of the Consent Decree shall be used in a manner consistent
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with the Trustees’ Joint Restoration Plan, and shall be applied toward the costs of restoration,
rehabilitation, or replacement of injured natural resources at the Site, and/or acquisition of
equivalent resources, including but not limited to any administrative costs and expenses
necessary for, and incidental to, restoration, rehabilitation, replacement, and/or acquisition of
equivalent resources planning, and any restoration, rehabilitation, replacement, and/or acquisition
of equivalent resources undertaken;

WHEREAS, the Trustees aclenowledge Subparagraph 102.a of the Consent Decree and
agree that the Trustees shall recognize that Glatfelter and WTM are entitled to full credit for the
NRD Commitment, applied against their liabilities for natural resource damages relating to the
Site; provided, however, that the credit ultimately recognized shall take into account and shall
not include the amount of any recoveries by Glatfelter and WTM of any portions of such
payments from other liable persons, such as through a recovery under Sections 107 and 113 of
CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. §§ 9607 and 9613; the Trustees also acknowledge and agree that the
recognized credit may take into account, as appropriate, the value of restoration projects funded
by the NRD Commitment;

WHEREAS, the Trustees recognize and acknowledge that the Consent Decree does not
include a covenant not to sue Glatfelter or WTM for natural resource damages, and recognize and
acknowledge that the Consent Decree expressly reserves all rights against Glatfelter and WTM
for liability for natural resource damages relating to the Site; and

WHEREAS, the Trustees understand that Glatfelter and WTM, by entry into the Consent
Decree, have not admitted any liability for natural resource damages relating to the Site.

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Trustees support the proposed Consent
Decree and agree to act in accordance with the Consent Decree, as specified by this Resolution.
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Fox River/Green Bay Natural Resource Trustee Council
Resolution No. 4

Resolution Regarding the Proposed Consent Decree in United States and the State of
Wisconsin v. P, H. Glatfelter Company and WTM 1 Company (E.D. Wis.)

FOR THE UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

(Tate Oeo oare T | 16 ] 03

Chaglic Wooley, Assistant Regiongt Director 4
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Region 3
in Consultation with NOAA
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Fox River/Green Bay Natural Resource Trustee Council
Resolution No. 4

Resolution Regarding the Proposed Consent Decree in United States and the State of
Wisconsin v. P. H. Glatfelter Company and WTM I Company (E.D. Wis.)

FOR THE WISCONSIN DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES

N
/ /

" Deputy Administrator
Water Dision
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August 14,2003

Fox River/Green Bay Natural Resource Trustee Council
Resolution No. 4

Resolution Regarding the Proposed Consent Decree in United States and the State of
Wisconsin v, P. H. Glatfelter Company and WTM 1 Company (E.D. Wis.)

FOR THE MENOMINEE INDIAN TRIBE OF WISCONSIN

M éw . DATE_Z-28-03

Gary Bé‘w i’lce#haxr
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Fox River/Green Bay Natural Resource Trustee Council
Resolution No. 4

Resolution Regarding the Proposed Consent Decree in United States and the State of
Wisconsin v. P. H. Glatfelter Company and WTM I Company (E.D. Wis.)

FOR THE ONEIDA TRIBE OF INDIANS OF WISCONSIN

bot) M ey V}w DATE: ,,Q%Qz%ggggj

Pdul N/ﬂham Council Mem‘bg/
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¥ox River/Green 3ay Natural Resource Trustee Council
Resolation No 4

Resolution Regarding the Proposed Consent Decree in United States and the State of
Wiscopsin v. P. H. Glatfelter Company and Compzany (E.D. Wis.)

FOR THE MICHIGAN TRUSTEES

Michigan Department of Bnvironmental Quality

Wf M | DATE: & /-5

Willia;n Creal

Michigan Departrnent of Attorney General

A&I‘f—&% @w pate. 803

Kayeen Cavanaugh, Assistant Attornéy General
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Consent Decree Appendix B

Management of the Disbursement Special Account

L. Background.

a. The APUNCR Decree. Pursuant to the Consent Decree in United States
and the State of Wisconsin v. Appleton Papers Inc. and NCR Corporation, Case No. 01-C-0816
(E.D. Wis.), Appleton Papers Inc. and NCR Corporation (collectively “API/NCR”) are obligated
to provide the Plaintiffs up to $10 million per year over the four-year term of that Decree (up to
$40 million in total), to be applied toward response action projects and natural resource damage
restoration projects relating the Site. A separate Memorandum of Agreement among the
Plaintiffs and other Inter-Governmental Partners provides that approximately one-half of the
$40 million payable under the API/NCR Decree shall be used to implement response action
projects and that the remainder shall be used to implement natural resource restoration projects.
Funds under that Decree can also be used as partial funding for larger projects. As set forth in
detail in the API/NCR Decree, within 21 days after the Plaintiffs provide API/NCR a good faith
written estimate of additional funds required for projects to be performed over the next six
months, API/NCR are obligated to provide the requests funds, subject to the $10 million annual
funding limitation. Funding provided for response action projects under the API/NCR Decree
can be deposited in a Site-specific Superfund Special Account within the EPA Hazardous
Substance Superfund, to be retained and used to conduct or finance response action projects at or
in connection with the Site. As recognized by the API/NCR Decree, funds paid under that
Decree can provide partial funding for projects that are also funded in part from other funding
sources.

b. Plaintiffs’ Intention to Devote $10 Million From the AP/NCR Descree for
Designated Response Projects in OUl. The Plaintiffs intend to devote up to $10 million payable
under the API/NCR Decree for one or more projects that will be performed as part of the OU]
Remedial Action (hereinafter “Designated Response Projects’), as permitted by the API/NCR
Decree. Consistent with that intention, the Plaintiffs shall use their best efforts to have
$10 million available for funding response action projects under the API/NCR Decree deposited
in the Fox River OU! Disbursement Special Account (the “Disbursement Special Account”), so
that such funds can be used for Designated Response Projects.

(1)  The Plaintiffs and the Settling Defendants will jointly identify
Designated Response Projects, and the Settling Defendants will assist the Plaintiffs in preparing a
good faith estimate of costs required for the Projects over the next six months.

(2)  The Plaintiffs will then make an appropriate request for the funds
from API/NCR and will have such funds deposited in the Disbursement Special Account, as
permitted by the API/NCR Decree.

(3)  Allowable RD/RA Costs for Designated Response Projects shall be
paid initially from the Escrow Account described by Consent Decree Paragraph 11 and
Appendix C. Approximately every three months, the Escrow Account shall then be repienished
pursuant to this Appendix B, through a disbursement from the Disbursement Special Account to
the Escrow Account.
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2. Use of the Disbursement Special Account, Generally. Any funds deposited in the
Disbursement Special Account pursuant to Consent Decree Paragraph 10 shall be managed and
disbursed as provided by this Appendix B. This Appendix shall not apply to any funds other
than those deposited in the Disbursement Special Account pursuant to Consent Decree
Paragraph 10, or to any account other than the Disbursement Special Account.

3. Special Account Disbursements to the Escrow Account. Approximately once
every three months, for so long as a balance remains in the Disbursement Special Account, the
Settling Defendants may request that the Escrow Account be reimbursed for Allowable RD/RA
Costs already paid from the Escrow Account for Designated Response Projects. Any such
request shall be made in a Quarterly Report submitted to Plaintiffs pursuant to Consent Decree
Paragraph 32. Settling Defendants shall not include in any Quarterly Report costs included in a
previous Quarterly Report if those costs have been previously reimbursed pursuant to this
Appendix. Within 60 days of EPA’s receipt of a Quarterly Report requesting reimbursement of
the Escrow Account under this Paragraph, or if EPA has requested additional information under
Consent Decree Subparagraph 32.c or a revised Quarterly Report under Consent Decree
Subparagraph 32.d, within 60 days of receipt of the additional information or the revised
Quarterly Report, and subject to the conditions set forth in this Appendix, EPA shall disburse the
funds from the Disbursement Special Account to the Escrow Account as reimbursement of the
Allowable RD/RA Costs for the Designated Response Projects. If the Settling Defendants fail to
cure a deficiency in a Quarterly Report that has been identified by the Response Agencies within
15 business days after being notified of, and given the opportunity to cure, the deficiency, EPA
will recalculate the Allowable RD/RA Costs eligible for reimbursement and will disburse the
corrected amount to the Escrow Account in accordance with the procedures in this Appendix.
The Settling Defendants may dispute EP A’s recalculation under this Paragraph pursuant to
Consent Decree Section XX (Dispute Resolution). In no event shall funds be disbursed from the
Disbursement Special Account in excess of amounts properly documented in a Quarterly Report
accepted or modified by EPA.

4. Procedure for Special Account Disbursements to Settling Defendants. EPA shall
disburse the funds from the Disbursement Special Account to the Escrow Account in accordance

with written instructions that the Settling Defendants shall provide EPA after the Effective Date.

S. Termination of Disbursements from the Special Account. EPA’s obligation to
disburse funds from the Disbursement Special Account under this Consent Decree shall
terminate upon EPA's determination that Settling Defendants: (i) have knowingly submitted a
materially false or misleading Quarterly Report; (ii) have submitted a materially inaccurate or
incomplete Quarterly Report, and have failed to correct the materially inaccurate or incomplete
Quarterly Report within 15 business days after being notified of, and given the opportunity to
cure, the deficiency; or (iii) failed to submit a Quarterly Report as required by Consent Decree
Paragraph 32 within 15 business days (or such longer period as EPA agrees) after being notified
that EPA intends to terminate its obligation to make disbursements pursuant to this Appendix
because of Settling Defendants’ failure to submit the Quarterly Report as required by Consent
Decree Paragraph 32. EPA’s obligation to disburse finds from the Disbursement Special
Account shall also terminate upon EPA’s assumption of performance of any portion of the
Response Work pursuant to Consent Decree Paragraph 90, when such assumption of
performance of the Response Work is not challenged by Settling Defendants or, if challenged, is
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upheld under Consent Decree Section XX (Dispute Resolution). Settling Defendants may
dispute EPA’s termination of special account disbursements under Consent Decree Section XX
(Dispute Resolution).

6. Recapture of Special Account Disbursements. Upon termination of
disbursements from the Disbursement Special Account under Paragraph 5 of this Appendix, if
EPA has previously disbursed funds from the Disbursement Special Account for activities
specifically related to the reason for termination (e.g., discovery of a materially false or
misleading submission after disbursement of funds based on that submission), EPA shall submit
a bill to Settling Defendants for those amounts already disbursed from the Disbursement Special
Account specifically related to the reason for termination, plus Interest on that amount covering
the period from the date of disbursement of the funds by EPA to the date of repayment of the
funds by Settling Defendants. Within 30 days of receipt of EPA’s bill, Settling Defendants shall
reimburse the Hazardous Substance Superfund for the total amount billed by a certified or
cashier’s check or checks made payable to “EPA Hazardous Substance Superfund” referencing
the name and address of the party making payment, EPA Site/Spill Identification Number A 565,
and DOJ Case Number 90-11-2-1045/2. Settling Defendants shall send the check(s) to:

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 5
Program Accounting and Analysis Branch

P.O. Box 70753

Chicago, IL. 60673

Atthe time of payment, Settling Defendants shall send notice that payment has been made to the
to DOJ and EPA in accordance with Consent Decree Section XX VIII (Notices and Submissions)
and to:

Financial Management Officer

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 5
Mail Code MF-10J

77 W. Jackson Blvd.

Chicago, [IL. 60604

Upon receipt of payment, EPA may deposit all or any portion thereof, in the Hazardous
Substance Superfund, in the Fox River OUI Disbursement Special Account, in the Fox River
Site Special Account, or in another Site-specific special account within the Hazardous Substance
Superfund. The determination of where to deposit or how to use the funds shall not be subject to
challenge by Settling Defendants pursuant to the dispute resolution provisions of the Consent
Decree or in any other forum or proceeding. Settling Defendants may dispute EPA’s
determination as to recapture of funds pursuant to Consent Decree Section XX {Dispute
Resolution).

7. Balance of Special Account Funds. After Certification of Completion of
Remedial Action by EPA pursuant to Consent Decree Subparagraph 44.b, and after EPA
completes all disbursements to the Escrow Account in accordance with this Appendix, if any
funds remain in the Disbursement Special Account, EPA may transfer such funds to the
Hazardous Substance Superfund, to the Fox River Site Special Account, or to another Site-
specific special account within the Hazardous Substance Superfund. Upon any Termination Date

Appendix B - Page 3



under Consent Decree Paragraph 98, and after EPA completes all disbursements to the Escrow
Account in accordance with this Appendix, if any funds remain in the Disbursement Special
Account, EPA may transfer such funds to the Hazardous Substance Superfund, to the Fox River
Site Special Account, or to another Site-specific special account within the Hazardous Substance
Superfund. Any transfer of funds to the Hazardous Substance Superfund, to the Fox River Site
Special Account, or to another Site-specific sub-account within the Hazardous Substance
Superfind shall not be subject to challenge by Settling Defendants pursuant to the dispute
resolution provisions of the Consent Decree or in any other forum or proceeding.
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Consent Decree Appendix C
Escrow Account Management

1. Escrow Account Establishment. Pursuant to Consent Decree Paragraph 11, the
Settling Defendants shall establish an escrow account trust find — to be known as the Fox River
OUI1 Escrow Account (the “Escrow Account”)— with a duly-chartered federally-insured bank
(the “Escrow Agent”). The funds in the Escrow Account shall be held in trust for the
performance of certain requirements of this Consent Decree, and the United States and the State
shall be beneficiaries of the Escrow Account. The Escrow Account may be established and
managed as several accounts or sub-accounts to address the different sources and uses of the
funds paid into the Escrow Account.

2. Escrow Agreement Form and Requirements. The final escrow agreement shall be
provided to the Plaintiffs for approval primarily to ensure that the escrowed finds will be
handled in accordance with this Consent Decree. The escrow agreement shall instruct and
authorize the Escrow Agent to apply, retain, or use the funds in the Escrow Account (and all
interest or other income eamed on funds deposited in the Escrow Account) in order to finance
response actions taken or to be taken at or in connection with OUI of the Site, but only in
accordance with, and to the extent required by, the governing provisions of the Consent Decree.

3. Monthly Financial Reports. The escrow agreement shall require that the Escrow
Agent prepare and submit to the Response Agencies’ Project Coordinators designated under the
Consent Decree statements every month detailing money received and disbursed in the preceding
month, and the balance in the Escrow Account on the date of the statement.

4, Disbursements from the Escrow Account, Generally. The Escrow Agent shall
disburse certain funds from the Escrow Account to the United States and the State as payment of
sums due under this Consent Decree and shall disburse certain other funds from the Escrow
Account to the Settling Defendants for reimbursement of Allowable RD/RA Costs and/or
Allowable Restoration Work Costs. In addition, the Settling Defendants may direct the Escrow
Agent to pay Allowable RD/RA Costs directly to a contractor or subcontractor responsible for
the performance of the Response Work, or to pay Allowable Restoration Work Costs directly to a
contractor or subcontractor responsible for the performance of Approved Restoration Work.

5. Disbursements from the Escrow Account.

a. Disbursements shall be made from the Escrow Account only for:

1) payment of amounts due under Consent Decree Subparagraph 53.b
(Subsequent Payments and Disbursements for Natural Resource Restoration);

(2) payment or reimbursement of Allowable RD/RA Costs under
Consent Decree Paragraph 12 (OU1 Remedial Design) and Consent Decree
Paragraph 14 (OU1 Remedial Action),

3 payment of Specified Future Response Costs payable to Plaintiffs
under Consent Decree Paragraph 54 (Payment of Specified Future Response
Costs);
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(4)  apayment of any or all unexpended funds remaining in the Escrow
Account to the Fox River Site Special Account within the EPA Hazardous
Substance Superfund, to be retained and used to conduct or finance response
actions at or in connection with the Site, or transferred by EPA to the EPA
Hazardous Substance Superfund, in the event EPA and/or WDNR assume
performance of all or any portions of the Response Work under Consent Decree
Paragraph 90 (Response Work Takeover);

(5)  payment orreimbursement of Allowable Restoration Work Costs
for Approved Restoration Work under Consent Decree Paragraph 48,;

(6) a partial refund payment to the Settling Defendants after
Certification of Completion of Remedial Action by EPA pursuant to Consent
Decree Subparagraph 44.b, if requested by the Settling Defendants and approved
by EPA, after a determination by EPA that the partial refund will leave a balance
in the account that will be sufficient to fund the completion of the Response
Work;

@) a refund payment to the Settling Defendants of any and all
unexpended funds remaining in the Escrow Account, after a determination by the
Plaintiffs that all required disbursements from Escrow Account have been made,
after a Termination Date under Consent Decree Paragraph 98;

(8)  arefund payment of any and all unexpended funds remaining in the
Escrow Account, after a determination by the Plaintiffs that all required
disbursements from Escrow Account have been made, in the event the Plaintiffs
withdraw or withhold consent to the Consent Decree before entry, or the Court
declines to enter the Consent Decrese;

) a final payment of any and all unexpended funds remaining in the
Escrow Account, after Certification of Completion of the Response Work by EPA
pursuant to Consent Decree Subparagraph 45.b, either: (i) as a final refund
payment to the Settling Defendant, if a final refund payment is requested by the
Settling Defendants within 180 days after Certification of Completion of the
Response Work; or (ii) as a payment to the Fox River Site Special Account within
the EPA Hazardous Substance Superfund, to be retained and used to conduct or
finance response actions at or in connection with the Site, or transferred by EPA
to the EPA Hazardous Substance Superfund, if a final refund payment is not
requested by Settling Defendants within 180 days after Certification of
Completion of the Response Work; and

(10) payment of fees, taxes, and expenses under Section 5.3 of the
Escrow Agreement.

b. A disbursement from the Escrow Account shall only be made by the

Escrow Agent after receipt of a duly executed escrow disbursement certificate in substantially the
form attached hereto at Consent Decree Appendix D, Exhibit A (Form of Escrow Disbursement
Certificate for Trustee-Sponsored Natural Resource Restoration Efforts), Exhibit B (Form of
Escrow Disbursement Certificate for Payment or Reimbursement of Allowable RD/RA Costs),
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Exhibit C (Form of Escrow Disbursement Certificate for Payment of Specified Future Response
Costs), Exhibit D (Form of Escrow Disbursement Certificate for Response Work Takeover),
Exhibit E (Form of Escrow Disbursement Certificate for Payment or Reimbursement of
Allowable Restoration Costs), Exhibit F (Form of Escrow Disbursement Certificate for Refund
Payment to Settling Defendants), or Exhibit G (Form of Escrow Disbursement Certificate for
Final Payment to Fox River Site Special Account).

C. Copies of any escrow disbursement certificate submitted to the Escrow
Agent shall be submitted to all other Parties to this Consent Decree in accordance with Consent
Decree Section XXVIII (Notices and Submissions), and shall be submitted to the other Parties in
the same manner and on the same day that the escrow disbursement certificate is submitted to the
Escrow Agent. No disbursement from the Escrow Account shall be made in response to an
escrow disbursement certificate unless: (i) at least 10 business day have elapsed since the
Escrow Agent received the escrow disbursement certificate; and (ii) the Escrow Agent has not
received written notice within those 10 business days that a Party to this Consent Decree objects
to the requested disbursement and has invoked the dispute resolution procedures under Consent
Decree Section XX (Dispute Resolution) to resolve the objection,

6. Disbursements for Natural Resource Restoration. Beyond the $500,000 initial
payment for Trustee-sponsored natural resource damage restoration efforts required by Consent
Decree Subparagraph 53.a, an additional $2,500,000 deposited in the Escrow Account shall be
earmarked and dedicated for natural resource restoration relating to the Site, as the remainder of
the NRD Commitment. That $2,500,000 shall be disbursed from the Escrow Account as set
forth in the following Subparagraphs: (i) for payment or reimbursement of Allowable
Restoration Work Costs incurred for Approved Restoration Work to be performed by the Settling
Defendants under Consent Decree Paragraph 48; and/or (ii) for payment to a Site-specific
sub-account within the DOl NRDAR Fund, to finance Trustee-sponsored natural resource
damage restoration efforts under Consent Decree Paragraph 49.

a, Disbursements shall be made from the Escrow Account in accordance with
Consent Decree Paragraph 11 and Consent Decree Paragraph 48 for payment or reimbursement
of Allowable Restoration Work Costs incurred for Approved Restoration Work to be performed
by the Settling Defendants.

b. By no later than December 1, 2004, the following additional amount shall
be disbursed from the Escrow Account to a Site-specific sub-account within the NRDAR Fund:
$1,250,000 less the total amount of all disbursements from the Escrow Account for Allowable
Restoration Work Costs through September 30, 2004.

C. By no later than December 1, 2005, the following additional amount shall
be disbursed from the Escrow Account to a Site-specific sub-account within the NRDAR Fund:
$1,250,000 less the total amount of all disbursements from the Escrow Account for Allowable
Restoration Work Costs between October 1, 2004 and September 30, 2005.

7. Disbursements for Specified Future Response Costs. Except for costs under
Consent Decree Section XV (Emergency Response) that are payable under Consent Decree

Subparagraph 54.a.(2), all Specified Future Response Costs incurred and billed by the United
States and/or the State before Certification of Completion of Remedial Action by EPA pursuant
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to Consent Decree Subparagraph 44.b shall be reimbursed from the Escrow Account, to the
extent that such costs are not inconsistent with the National Contingency Plan. The procedures
to be used for billing and reimbursing such Specified Future Response Costs are specified by the
following Subparagraphs.

a. EPA Reimbursement. On a periodic basis, the United States will send
Settling Defendants a cost summary that includes an EPA cost summary, showing direct and
indirect costs incurred by EPA and its contractors, and a DOJ cost summary, showing costs
incurred by DOJ and its contractors, if any. At any time after the bill has been sent to the Settling
Defendants, the United States may submit a duly executed escrow disbursement certificate
requesting that the Escrow Agent disburse the billed amount to EPA, subject to the dispute
procedures established by pursuant to Consent Decree Paragraph 68 and Section XX (Dispute
Resolution) of the Consent Decree.

b. State Reimbursement. On a periodic basis, the State will send Settling
Defendants a cost summary that includes a WDNR cost summary, showing direct and indirect
costs incuired by WDNR and its contractors, and a WDOJ cost summary, showing costs incurred
by WDOJ and its contractors, if any. At any time after the bill has been sent to the Settling
Defendants, the State may submit a duly executed escrow disbursement certificate requesting that
the Escrow Agent disburse the billed amount to the State, subject to the dispute procedures
established by Consent Decree Paragraph 68 and Section XX (Dispute Resolution) of the
Consent Decree.

8. Disbursements for the Remedial Design

a. Settling Defendant WTM I Company shall be entitled to seek
disbursements from the Escrow Account for payment or reimbursement up to $2 million in
response costs incurred in performing its obligations under the July 2003 AOC and Consent
Decree Paragraph 12, as Allowable RD/RA Costs. If the costs of performing the work required
under the June 2003 AOC and Consent Decree Paragraph 12 exceed $2 million, then Settling
Defendant WTM I Company shall continue to perform and shall complete such work at its own
expense, without additional reimbursement from the Escrow Account.

b. The Plaintiffs shall be entitled to seek disbursements from the Escrow
Account for payment of all response costs incurred by Plaintiffs in overseeing the components of
the Response Work performed under the July 2003 AOC and Consent Decree Paragraph 12, as
Specified Future Response Costs.
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Consent Decree Appendix D

FORM OF
ESCROW AGREEMENT
for the Fox River OU1 Escrow Account

THIS ESCROW AGREEMENT for the Fox River OU1 Escrow Account (the “Escrow
Account”) is effective as of , , by and among P. H. Glatfelter Company
(“Glatfelter”) and WTM I Company (“WTM”) and (the “Escrow Agent”). The
following parties are the beneficiaries of this Escrow Agreement and the Escrow Account
established and managed hereunder (collectively the “Beneficiaries”): (i) the United States of
America (the “United States) (on behalf of the U.S. Enviromnental Protection Agency (“EPA”)
and the U.S. Department of the Interior (“DOI”)); and (ii) the State of Wisconsin (the “State™)
(on behalf of the Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources (“WDNR™)).

WHEREAS, the United States and the State have filed an action, captioned United States
and the State of Wisconsin v. P. H. Glatfelter Company and WTM I Company (E.D. Wis.)
(the “Litigation”), pursuant to Sections 106 and 107 of the Comprehensive Environmental
Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (“CERCLA™), 42 U.S.C. §§ 9606 and 9607,

WHEREAS, the Plaintiffs’ Complaint in the Litigation seeks, inter alia:
(1) reimbursement of certain response costs incurred and to be incurred by the United States and
the State for response actions at Operable Unit 1 (*“OU1”) of the Lower Fox Riverand Green Bay
Site (the “Site””) in Northeastern Wisconsin, together with accrued interest; and (ii) performance
of response work by the defendants at OU1 of the Site, consistent with the National Contingency
Plan, 40 C.F.R. Part 300 (as amended),

WHEREAS, the United States, the State, Glatfelter, and WTM have negotiated a Consent
Decree in the Litigation memorializing a settlement of claims on specified terms;

WHEREAS, the appropriate natural resource trustees (the “Trustees™), as represented by
the Fox River/Green Bay Natural Resource Trustee Council, participated in the negotiation of the
Consent Decree, and support the Consent Decree, as indicated by the Trustee Council Resolution
attached as Appendix A to the Consent Decree;

WHEREAS, the Consent Decree requires that Glatfelterand WTM establish an interest-
bearing escrow account trust fimd — to be known as the Fox River OU1 Escrow Account — and
make specified payments into the Escrow Account as financial assurance for certain obligations
under the Consent Decree, including for performance of response activities and natural resource
restoration efforts;

WHEREAS, the United States and the State will benefit from the funding and

performance of response activities and natural resource restoration efforts to be funded and
performed under the Consent Decree;
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NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the promises and of other good and valuable
consideration the receipt and sufficiency of which is hereby aclnowledged, the parties hereto
agree as follows:

Section 1. Establishment and Funding o f Escrow Account.

The terms “Fox River OU1 Escrow Account” and “Escrow Account” shall mean escrow
account established by this Escrow Agreement to receive, hold, and disburse funds to be used for
payment and reimbursement of particular categories of Site-related response costs and natural
resource restoration costs under the Consent Decree. The Escrow Account may be established
and managed as several accounts or sub-accounts to address the different sources and uses of the
funds paid into the Escrow Account. Glatfelterand WTM shall each pay a total 0of$26,250,000
into the Escrow Account in accordance with the schedule specified by Consent Decree
Subparagraph 50.a. In addition, EPA will use best efforts in seeking to have an additional
$10,000,000 deposited in the Escrow Account pursuant to Consent Decree Paragraph 10 and
Consent Decree Appendix B. Finally, Glatfelter and WTM may elect to deposit additional funds
in the Escrow Account pursuant to Consent Decree Paragraph 98.d.(ii), but they have no
obligation to do so under the Consent Decree. Glatfelter and WTM hereby absolutely and
irrevocably assign, convey, and transfer to the Escrow Account and its successors and assigns,
for the benefit of the Beneficiaries, all funds deposited in the Escrow Account (as well as all
interest and income earned on the funds deposited in the Escrow Account), subject only to
certain provisions of this Escrow Agreement (namely Subsections 4.a.(2), 4.a.(5), and 4.a.(6))
and certain provisions of the Consent Decree (namely Subparagraph 14.a.(2), Subparagraph 48.c,
Paragraph 51, Paragraph 113, and Consent Decree Appendix C).

Section 2. Purpose.

The purpose of the Escrow Account is to receive and hold funds in an interest-bearing
account, and to disburse those funds for payment and reimbursement of particular categories of
Site-related response costs and natural resource restoration costs under the Consent Decree. The
Escrow Agent shall hold, invest, and reinvest all funds deposited in the Escrow Account under
this Escrow Agreement and shall disburse finds only as provided by this Escrow Agreement.

Section 3. Beneficial Interest.

All funds deposited into the Escrow Account shall be held in trust for the benefit of the
Beneficiaries, subject to disbursement as provided by Section 4 of this Escrow Agreement.

Section 4. Disbursements from the Escrow Account.
a. The Escrow Agent shall only make disbursements from the Escrow Account for:
(1) Payments to a Site-specific sub-account within the DOI Natural Resource

Damage and Restoration Fund under the Consent Decree for Trustee-sponsored natural
resource damage restoration efforts, after receipt of a duly-executed escrow disbursement
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certificate in substantially the form attached hereto as Exhibit A (Form of Escrow
Disbursement Certificate for Trustee-Sponsored Natural Resource Restoration Efforts);

(2)  Payments to Glatfelter, to WTM, and/or to their designated contractors or
subcontractors, for payment or reimbursement of Allowable RD/RA Costs under the
Consent Decree, after receipt of a duly-executed escrow disbursement certificate in
substantially the form attached hereto as Exhibit B (Form of Escrow Disbursement
Certificate for Payment or Reimbursement of Allowable RD/RA Costs),

3) Payments to the United States and/or to the State for payment of Specified
Future Response Costs under the Consent Decree, after receipt of a duly-executed escrow
disbursement certificate in substantially the form attached hereto as Exhibit C (Form of
Escrow Disbursement Certificate for Payment of Specified Future Response Costs);

4) In theevent EPA and/or WDNR assume performance of all or any
portions of the Response Work under Consent Decree Paragraph 90 (Response Work
Takeover), payment of any or all unexpended funds remaining in the Escrow Account to
the Fox River Site Special Account within the EPA Hazardous Substance Superfund to be
retained and used to conduct or finance response actions at or in connection with the Site,
or transferred by EPA to the EPA Hazardous Substance Superfund, after receipt of a duly-
executed escrow disbursement certificate in substantially the form attached hereto as
Exhibit D (Form of Escrow Disbursement Certificate for Response Work Takeover),

(5)  Payments to Glatfelter, to WTM, and/or to their designated contractors or
subcontractors, for payment or reimbursement of Allowable Restoration Work Costs
under the Consent Decree, after receipt of a duly-executed escrow disbursement
certificate in substantially the form attached hereto as Exhibit E (Form of Escrow
Disbursement Certificate for Payment or Reimbursement of Allowable Restoration Work
Costs);

6) Payments to Glatfelter and/or to WTM for any refund payments to the
Settling Defendants under Subparagraphs 5.a.(6) through 5.a.(9).(i) of Consent Decree
Appendix C, after receipt of a duly-executed escrow disbursement certificate in
substantially the form attached hereto as Exhibit F (Form of Escrow Disbursement
Certificate for Refund Payment to Settling Defendants);

(7) A payment of any and all unexpended finds remaining in the Escrow
Account to the Fox River Site Special Account within the EPA Hazardous Substance
Superfund to be retained and used to conduct or finance response actions at or in
connection with the Site, or transferred by EPA to the EPA Hazardous Substance
Superfind, for any final payment under Subparagraph 5.a.(9).(ii) of Consent Decree
Appendix C, after receipt of a duly executed escrow disbursement certificate in
substantially the form attached hereto as Exhibit G (Form of Escrow Disbursement
Certificate for Final Payment to Fox River Site Special Account); and
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(8) payments of fees, taxes, and expenses under Section 5.3 of this Escrow
Agreement.

b. Any Party to the Consent Decree that submits an escrow disbursement certificate
to the Escrow Agent shall submit copies of the escrow disbursement certificate to all other
Parties to the Consent Decree in accordance with Consent Decree Section XX VIII (Notices and
Submissions) and Section 6.6 of this Escrow Agreement. The escrow disbursement certificate
shall be submitted to the other Parties to the Consent Decree in the same manner and on the same
day that the escrow disbursement certificate is submitted to the Escrow Agent.

C. The Escrow Agent shall not make any disbursement from the Escrow Account in
response to an escrow disbursement certificate unless: (i) at least 10 business day have elapsed
since the Escrow Agent received the escrow disbursement certificate; and (ii) the Escrow Agent
has not received written notice within those 10 business days that a Party to the Consent Decree
objects to the requested disbursement and has invoked the dispute resolution procedures under
Consent Decree Section XX (Dispute Resolution) to resolve the objection.

Section 5. Escrow Agent.

Section 5.1. Duties. The Escrow Agent's obligations and duties in connection herewith
are limited to those specifically enumerated in this Escrow Agreement. The Escrow Agent shall
at all times hold and invest the assets of the Escrow Account in a manner designed to achieve the
maximum investment return possible, but to preserve the principal of the Escrow Account.
Consistent with that capital-preservation objective, the Escrow Agent shall invest and reinvest
the principal and income of the Escrow Account in securities of the United States Government or
an agency thereof, obligations secured or insured by the United States Government, common
trust funds or money market funds investing in investment grade short-teyrn municipal bonds or
annuities purchased from insurance companies having assets greater than $10 billion, or mutual
funds investing exclusively in such securities or obligations. The Escrow Agent shall render a
written statement every month identifying each financial instrument in which the Escrow Agent
has invested any portion of the Escrow Account, the amount of each such investment, any change
in the amount in the Escrow Account since the date of the previous statement, and all
transactions entered by the Escrow Agent since the last statement (including investments,
reinvestments, or disbursements) involving funds of the Escrow Account. Monthly statements
shall be delivered to the persons identified in Section 6.6 below.

Section 5.2. Receipt. The Escrow Agent shall aclnowledge its receipt of amounts
deposited into the Escrow Account by sending written notice, within 5 business days of such
receipt, to the persons identified in Section 6.6 below.

Section 5.3. Fees, Taxes, and Expenses. The Escrow Agent's fees, if any, shall be paid
solely out of the Escrow Account. Interest eamed on all funds in the Escrow Account shall first
be applied to defray any account fees. The fees agreed to be paid are intended as fiill
compensation for the Escrow Agent's services as contemplated by this Escrow Agreement;
provided, however, that if the conditions of this Escrow Agreement are not fulfilled or the
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Escrow Agent renders any material service not contemplated in this Escrow Agreement, or there
is any assignment of interest in the subject matter of this Escrow Agreement, or any material
modification hereof, or if any material controversy arises hereunder, or the Escrow Agent is made
a party to or justifiably intervenes in any litigation pertaining to this Escrow Agreement, to the
subject matter hereto, the Escrow Agent shall be reasonably compensated out of the Escrow
Account for such extraordinary services and reimbursed for all costs and expenses, including
reasonable attorneys’ fees, occasioned by any delay, controversy, litigation, or event. The
Escrow Agent shall notify the persons identified in Section 6.6 below, in writing, of Escrow
Agent's fees or expenses at least 45 days prior to the reimbursement of such extraordinary fees or
expenses from the Escrow Account; in the event Glatfelter, WTM, or the Beneficiaries dispute
the amount of the Escrow Agent's fees or expenses within 30 days of receipt of notice, the
disputed fees or expenses shall not be paid unless all parties agree in writing. Any taxes due on
interest eammed on Escrow Account deposits , and any tax preparation fees, shall be paid from the
Escrow Account. Glatfelter, WTM, and the Beneficiaries shall have the right to comment on any
tax returns prepared on behalf of the Escrow Agent for the Escrow Account at least 30 days prior
to the filing deadline.

Section 5.4. Successor Escrow Agent. The Escrow Agent shall have the right to resign
as escrow agent hereunder by delivering at least 30 days’ prior notice in writing to the parties
identified in Section 6.6. Glatfelter, WTM, and the Beneficiaries shall have the right to remove
the Escrow Agent at any time by joint written notice delivered to the Escrow Agent. If the
Escrow Agent resigns or is removed, a successor escrow agent shall be appointed by mutual
agreement of Glatfelter, WTM, and the Beneficiaries, and such resignation or removal shall take
effect no later than the effective date of the resignation or removal of the Escrow Agent who
resigns or is being removed. Any successor escrow agent at any time serving hereunder shall be
entitled to all rights, powers, and indemnities granted to the Escrow Agent hereunder as if
originally named herein.

Section 5.5. Liability of Escrow Agent. So long as it acts in good faith and in the
exercise of its best judgment, the Escrow Agent shall not be in any manner liable or responsible
for the sufficiency, correctness, genuineness, or validity of any instruments deposited with it or
with reference to the form of execution thereof, or the identity, authority, or rights of any person
executing or depositing same, and the Escrow Agent shall not be liable for any loss that may
occur by reason of forgery, false representation, or the exercise of its discretion in any particular
manner or for any other reason, except for its own negligence, gross negligence, willful
misconduct, bad faith, or breach of this Escrow Agreement. Except in instances of the Escrow
Agent's own negligence, gross negligence or willful misconduct, Glatfelter and WTM shall
indemnify, defend, and hold the Escrow Agent harmless from any demands, suits or causes of
action arising out of this Escrow Agreement.

Section 6. Miscellaneous.

Section 6.1. Binding Effect. This Escrow Agreement shall be binding upon Glatfelter,
WTM, and the Escrow Agent and their respective successors and assigns.
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Section 6.2. Severability. If any section of this Escrow Agreement, or portion thereof,
shall be adjudged illegal, invalid, or unenforceable, such illegality, invalidity, or unenforceability
shall not affect the legality, validity, or enforceability of this Escrow Agreement, as a whole, or
of any other section or portion thereof not so adjudged.

Section 6.3. Effective Date. This Escrow Agreement shall become effective upon the
execution of this Escrow Agreement by Glatfelter, WTM, and the Escrow Agent.

Section 6.4. Governing Law. This Escrow Agreement shall be governed by and
construed and enforced in accordance with the laws of the State of Wisconsin.

Section 6.5. Interpretation. As used in this Escrow Agreement, words in the singular
include the plural and words in the plural include the singular; the masculine and neuter genders
shall be deemed to include the masculine, feminine and neuter. The section headings contained
in this Escrow Agreement are for reference purposes only and shall not affect in any way the
meaning or interpretation of this Escrow Agreement.

Section 6.6. Notices. Any notice, request, instruction, or other document to be given
hereunder by a party hereto or by any or all of the Beneficiaries shall be in writing, shall be given
to all other parties hereunder and to the Beneficiaries, and shall be deemed to have been given:
(i) when received if given in person, (ii) on the date of transmission if sent by confirmed telex,
facsimile, or other wire transmission, or (iii) four business days after being deposited in the
United States mail postage prepaid:

If to the Beneficiaries, addressed as follows:

[Name, address, facsimile, and e-mail]
and
[Name, address, facsimile, and e-mail]

If to Glatfelter and WTM., addressed as follows:

[Name, address, facsimile, and e-mail]
and
[Name, address, facsimile, and e-mail]

If to the Escrow Agent. addressed as follows:

[Name, address, facsimile, and e-mail]
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or to such other individual or address as a party hereto or the Beneficiaries may designate for
itself by notice given as herein provided.

Section 6.7. No Limitation. The parties hereto agree that the rights and remedies of the
parties hereunder shall not operate to limit any other rights and remedies otherwise available to
the parties.

Section 6.8. Counterparts. This Escrow Agreement may be executed in two or more
counterparts, each of which shall be deemed to be an original but all of which together shall
constitute one and the same instrument.

Section 6.9. Modification. This Escrow Agreement may be modified only by a written
instrument signed by each of the parties hereto, and approved in writing by the Beneficiaries.

Section 6.10. Termination. If not sooner terminated pursuant to the terms hereof, this
Escrow Agreement shall terminate upon disbursement of all of the fimds held in the Escrow

Account, and may be terminated prior to that date by written mutual consent signed by Glatfelter,
WTM, and the Beneficiaries.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hereto have executed their Escrow Agreement as
of the date first written above.

P. H. Glatfelter Company

By:

Its:

WTM I Company

By:

Its:

By:

Its:
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EXHIBIT A TO ESCROW AGREEMENT: Form of Escrow Disbursement Certificate for
Trustee-Sponsored Natural Resource Restoration Efforts

ESCROW DISBURSEMENT CERTIFICATE
UNDER ESCROW AGREEMENT SUBSECTION 4.a.(1)

Reference is made to that certain Escrow Agreement for the Fox River OU] Escrow Account
(the “Escrow Account”), dated , by and among P. H. Glatfelter Company, WTM I
Company, and (the “Escrow Agent’), with the following beneficiaries (collectively the
“Beneficiaries”): (i) the United States of America (the “United States”) (on behalf ofthe U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency (“EPA”) and the U.S. Department of the Interior (“DOI”)); and (ii) the
State of Wisconsin (the “State”) (on behalf of the Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources
("WDNR")).

DOI and WDNR hereby certify as follows:

This Escrow Disbursement Certificate is submitted pursuant to Subsection 4.a.(1) of the Escrow
Agreement and Appendix C of the Consent Decree in the case captioned United States and the State of

Wisconsin v. P. H. Glatfelter Company and WTM I Company (E.D. Wis.). This disbursement is sought
for Trustee-sponsored natural resource restoration efforts under Consent Decree Paragraph 49.

No sooner than 10 business days after your receipt of this Certificate, you are instructed to
disburse $ to the Fox River Site Account within DOI’s Natural
Resource Damage Assessment and Restoration Fund. The disbursement should be made in
accordance with the payment instructions attached hereto.

You are instructed not to disburse any funds pursuant to this Certificate if you receive
written notice within 10 business days of your receipt of this Certificate that Glatfelter
and/or WTM dispute the disbursement request contained in this Certificate, as provided by
Escrow Agreement Subsection 4.c and Consent Decree Section XX (Dispute Resolution).

This Certificate constitutes DOI Disbursement Certificate No. (with a separate sequential number
to be assigned to each separate Certificate).

BY:

Assistant Regional Director and  Deputy Administrator, Division of Water
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Region 3 Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources
DATE: DATE:
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EXHIBIT B TO ESCROW AGREEMENT: Form of Escrow Disbursement Certificate for
Payment or Reimbursement of Allowable RD/RA Costs

ESCROW DISBURSEMENT CERTIFICATE
UNDER ESCROW AGREEMENT SUBSECTION 4.a.{2}

Reference is made to that certain Escrow Agreement for the Fox River OUI Escrow Account
(the “Escrow Account”), dated , by and among P. H. Glatfelter Company (“Glatfelter”),
WTM I Company (WTM?”), and (the “Escrow Agent’), with the following beneficiaries
(collectively the “Beneficiaries™): (i) the United States of America (the “United States™) (on behalf of
the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (“EPA”) and the U.S. Department of the Interior (“DOI1”));
and (ii) the State of Wisconsin (the “State”) (on behalf of the Wisconsin Department of Natural
Resources (“WDNR”)).

Glatfelter and WTM hereby certify as follows:

This Escrow Disbursement Certificate is submitted pursuant to Subsection 4.a.(2) of the Escrow
Agreement and Appendix C of the Consent Decree in the case captioned United States and the State of
Wisconsin v. P. H. Glatfelter Company and WTM I Company (E.D. Wis.). This disbursement is sought
for payment or reimbursement of Allowable RD/RA Costs under the Consent Decree.

No sooner than 10 business days after your receipt of this Certificate, you are instructed to
disburse the amounts specified below to Glatfelter, to WTM, and/or to their designated
contractors or subcontractors, as specified below:

Disburse $ to

Disburse $ to .

The disbursements should be made in accordance with the payment instructions attached
hereto.

You are instructed not to disburse any funds pursuant to this Certificate if you receive
written notice within 10 business days of your receipt of this Certificate that the United
States and/or the State dispute the disbursement request contained in this Certificate, as
provided by Escrow Agreement Subsection 4.c and Consent Decree Section XX (Dispute
Resolution).

This Certificate constitutes Glatfelter/WTM Disbursement Certificate No. (with a separate
sequential number to be assigned to each separate Certificate).

BY:

I and [ ]
For P. H. Glatfelter Company For WTM I Company
DATE: DATE:
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EXHIBIT C TO ESCROW AGREEMENT: Form of Escrow Disbursement Certificate for
Payment of Specified Future Response Costs

ESCROW DISBURSEMENT CERTIFICATE
UNDER ESCROW AGREEMENT SUBSECTION 4.a.(3)

Reference is made to that certain Escrow Agreement for the Fox River OU1 Escrow Account

(the “Escrow Account™), dated , by and among P. H. Glatfelter Company (“Glatfelter”),
WTM I Company (WTM”), and (the “Escrow Agent’), with the following beneficiaries
(collectively the “Beneficiaries™): (i) the United States of America (the “United States™) (on behalf of
the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (“EPA”) and the U.S. Department of the Interior (“DOI™));
and (ii) the State of Wisconsin (the “State™) (on behalf of the Wisconsin Department of Natural
Resources (“WDNR™)).

The party submitting this Certificate hereby certifies as follows:

This Escrow Disbursement Certificate is submitted pursuant to Subsection 4.a.(3) of the Escrow

Agreement and Appendix C of the Consent Decree in the case captioned United States and the State of
Wisconsin v. P. H. Glatfelter Company and WTM I Company (E.D. Wis.). This disbursement is sought

for payment of Specified Future Response Costs under the Consent Decree.

No sooner than 10 business days after your receipt of this Certificate, you are instructed to
disburse the amount specified below to EPA or to WDNR, as specified below:

Disburse $ to the Fox River Site Special Account within the EPA
Hazardous Substance Superfund. This Certificate constitutes EPA Disbursement
Certificate No. (with a separate sequential number to be assigned to each separate
Certificate).

Disburse $ to the WDNR. This Certificate constitutes WDNR
Disbursement Certificate No. (with a separate sequential number to be assigned to

each separate Certificate).

The disbursement should be made in accordance with the payment instructions attached

You are instructed not to disburse any funds pursuant to this Certificate if you receive
written notice within 10 business days of your receipt of this Certificate that Glatfelter
and/or WTM dispute the disbursement request contained in this Certificate, as provided by
Escrow Agreement Subsection 4.c and Consent Decree Section XX (Dispute Resolution).

BY:

Director, Superfund Division, Region 5 or Deputy Administrator, Division of Water
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources
DATE: DATE:
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EXHIBIT D TO ESCROW AGREEMENT: Form of Escrow Disbursement Certificate for
Response Work Takeover

ESCROW DISBURSEMENT CERTIFICATE
UNDER ESCROW AGREEMENT SUBSECTION 4.a.(4)

Reference is made to that certain Escrow Agreement for the Fox River OUI Escrow Account
(the “Escrow Account”), dated , by and among P. H. Glatfelter Company (“Glatfelter”),
WTM I Company (WTM”), and (the “Escrow Agent’), with the following beneficiaries
(collectively the “Beneficiaries™): (i) the United States of America (the “United States™) (on behalf of
the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (“EPA”) and the U.S. Department of the Interior (“DOI”));
and (ii) the State of Wisconsin (the “State”) (on behalf of the Wisconsin Department of Natural
Resources (“WDNR")).

EPA hereby certifies as follows:

This Escrow Disbursement Certificate is submitted pursuant to Subsection 4.2.(4) of the Escrow
Agreement and Appendix C of the Consent Decree in the case captioned United States and the State of
Wisconsin v. P. H. Glatfelter Company and WIM I Company (E.D. Wis.). This disbursement is sought
because EPA and/or the State have assumed performance of all or any portions of the Response Work
under Consent Decree Paragraph 90 (Response Work Takeover).

No sooner than 10 business days after your receipt of this Certificate, you are instructed to
disburse $ from the Escrow Account to the Fox River Site Special
Account within the EPA Hazardous Substance Superfund. The disbursement should be
made in accordance with the payment instructions attached hereto.

You are instructed not to disburse any funds pursuant to this Certificate if you receive
written notice within 10 business days of your receipt of this Certificate that Glatfelter
and/or WTM dispute the disbursement request contained in this Certificate, as provided by
Escrow Agreement Subsection 4.c and Consent Decree Section XX (Dispute Resolution).

This Certificate constitutes EPA Disbursement Certificate No. (with a separate sequential number
to be assigned to each separate Certificate).

BY:

Director, Superfund Division, Region 5
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

DATE:
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EXHIBIT E TO ESCROW AGREEMENT: Form of Escrow Disbursement Certificate for
Payment or Reimbursement of Allowable Restoration Work Costs

ESCROW DISBURSEMENT CERTIFICATE
UNDER ESCROW AGREEMENT SUBSECTION 4.a.(5)

Reference is made to that certain Escrow Agreement for the Fox River OUl Escrow Account
(the “Escrow Account”), dated , by and among P. H. Glatfelter Company (“Glatfelter”),
WTM I Company (WTM”), and (the “Escrow Agent’), with the following beneficiaries
(collectively the “Beneficiaries™): (i) the United States of America (the “United States™) (on behalf of
the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (“EPA”) and the U.S. Department of the Interior (“DOI”));
and (ii) the State of Wisconsin (the “State”) (on behalf of the Wisconsin Department of Natural
Resources (“WDNR™)).

Glatfelter and WTM hereby certify as follows:

This Escrow Disbursement Certificate is submitted pursuant to Subsection 4.a.(5) of the Escrow
Agreement and Appendix C of the Consent Decree in the case captioned United States and the State of
Wisconsin v. P. H. Glatfelter Company and WTM I Company (E.D. Wis.). This disbursement is sought
for payment or reimbursement of Allowable Restoration Work Costs under the Consent Decree.

No sooner than 10 business days after your receipt of this Certificate, you are instructed to
disburse the amounts specified below to Glatfelter, to WTM, and/or to their designated
contractors or subcontractors, as specified below:

Disburse $ to

Disburse § to

The disbursements should be made in accordance with the payment instructions attached
hereto.

You are instructed not to disburse any funds pursuant to this Certificate if yon receive
written notice within 10 business days of your receipt of this Certificate that the United
States and/or the State dispute the disbursement request contained in this Certificate, as
provided by Escrow Agreement Subsection 4.c and Consent Decree Section XX (Dispute

Resolution).
This Certificate constitutes Glatfeiter/WTM Disbursement Certificate No. (with a separate
sequential number to be assigned to each separate Certificate).
BY:
( ] and [ ]
For P. H. Glatfelter Company For WTM I Company
DATE: DATE:
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EXHIBIT F TO ESCROW AGREEMENT: Form of Escrow Disbursement Certificate for Refund
Payments to Settling Defendants

ESCROW DISBURSEMENT CERTIFICATE
UNDER ESCROW AGREEMENT SUBSECTION 4.a.(6)

Reference is made to that certain Escrow Agreement for the Fox River OU1 Escrow Account
(the “Escrow Account”), dated , by and among P. H. Glatfelter Company (“Glatfelter”),
WTM I Company (WTM”), and (the “Escrow Agent’), with the following beneficiaries
(collectively the “Beneficiaries”): (i) the United States of America (the “United States”) (on behalf of
the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (“EPA”) and the U.S. Department of the Interior (“DOI”™));
and (ii) the State of Wisconsin (the “State”) (on behalf of the Wisconsin Department of Natural
Resources (“WDNR?”)).

Glatfelter and WTM hereby certify as follows:

This Escrow Disbursement Certificate is submitted pursuant to Subsection 4.a.(6) of the Escrow
Agreement and Appendix C of the Consent Decree in the case captioned United States and the State of
Wisconsin v. P. H. Glatfelter Company and WTM I Company (E.D. Wis.). This disbursement is sought
for a refund payment of some or all funds remaining in the Escrow Account, as permitted by the Consent
Decree.

No sooner than 10 business days after your receipt of this Certificate, you are instructed to
disburse the amounts specified below to Glatfelter and/or to WTM, as specified below:

_ Disburse $ to Glatfelter and disburse $ to WTM as
partial refund payments under Subparagraph 5.a.(6) of Consent Decree
Appendix C; or ‘

_ Disburse $ to Glatfelter and disburse $ to WTM as
refund payments under Subparagraph 5.a.(7), 5.a.(8), or 5.a.(9).(i) of Consent
Decree Appendix C.

The disbursements should be made in accordance with the payment instructions attached
hereto.

You are instructed not to disburse any funds pursuant to this Certificate if you receive
written notice within 10 business days of your receipt of this Certificate that the United
States and/or the State dispute the disbursement request contained in this Certificate, as
provided by Escrow Agreement Subsection 4.c and Consent Decree Section XX (Dispute
Resolution).

This Certificate constitutes Glatfelter/WTM Disbursement Certificate No. (with a separate
sequential number to be assigned to each separate Certificate).

BY:

[ ] and | ]
For P. H. Glatfelter Company For WTM I Company

DATE: _ DATE:
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EXHIBIT G TO ESCROW AGREEMENT: Form of Escrow Disbursement Certificate for Final
Payment to Fox River Site Special Account

ESCROW DISBURSEMENT CERTIFICATE
UNDER ESCROW AGREEMENT SUBSECTION 4.a.(7)

Reference is made to that certain Escrow Agreement for the Fox River OUl Escrow Account
(the “Escrow Account”), dated , by and among P. H. Glatfelter Company (“Glatfelter”),
WTM I Company (WTM”), and (the “Escrow Agent’), with the following beneficiaries
(collectively the “Beneficiaries™): (i) the United States of America (the “United States”) (on behalf of
the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (“EPA”) and the U.S. Department of the Interior (“DOI™));
and (ii) the State of Wisconsin (the “State”) (on behalf of the Wisconsin Department of Natural
Resources (“WDNR”)).

EPA hereby certifies as follows:

This Escrow Disbursement Certificate is submitted pursuant to Subssection 4.a.(7) of the Escrow
Agreement and Appendix C of the Consent Decree in the case captioned United States and the State of

Wisconsin v. P. H. Glatfelter Company and WTM 1 Company (E.D. Wis.). This disbursement is sought

for payment of Specified Future Response Costs under the Consent Decree.

No sooner than 10 business days after your receipt of this Certificate, you are instructed to
disburse any and all funds unexpended remaining in the Escrow Account to the Fox River
Site Special Account within the EPA Hazardous Substance Superfund. The disbursement
should be made in accordance with the payment instructions attached hereto.

You are instructed not to disburse any funds pursuant to this Certificate if you receive
written notice within 10 business days of your receipt of this Certificate that Glatfelter
and/or WTM dispute the disbursement request contained in this Certificate, as provided by
Escrow Agreement Subsection 4.c and Consent Decree Section XX (Dispute Resolution).

This Certificate constitutes EPA Disbursement Certificate No. (with a separate sequential number
to be assigned to each separate Certificate).

BY:

Director, Superfund Division, Region 5
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

DATE:
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Consent Decree Appendix E

Special Procedures for Restoration Work

1. Claims of a Force Majeure Event and Disputes Relating to Approved Restoration
Work and Allowable Restoration Work Costs. Claims of a Force Ma jeure Event and any

disputes relating to Approved Restoration Work and Allowable Restoration Work Costs shall be
resolved in accordance with this Appendix E. The Plaintiffs shall consult with the other
members of the Trustee Council in taking and advancing positions and in making decisions under
this Appendix E.

2. Force Majeure Events for Restoration Work

a. If any event occurs or has occurred that may delay the performance of any
obligation under this Consent Decree to perform Approved Restoration Work, whether or not
caused by a Force Majeure Event, the Settling Defendants shall notify the Plaintiffs in writing
within 10 working days of when Settling Defendants first knew that the event might cause a
delay. The Settling Defendants’ written notice shall include an explanation and description of
the reasons for the delay; the anticipated duration of the delay; all actions taken or to be taken to
prevent or minimize the delay; a schedule for implementation of any measures to be taken to
prevent or mitigate the delay or the effect of the delay; and the Settling Defendants' rationale for
attributing such delay to a Force Majeure Event if they intend to assert such a claim. The Settling
Defendants shall include with any notice all available documentation supporting their claim that
the delay was atwibutable to a Force Majeure Event. Failure to comply with the above
requirements shall preclude Settling Defendants from asserting any claim of a Force Majeure
Event for that event for the period of time of such failure to comply, and for any additional delay
caused by such failure. Settling Defendants shall be deemed to Imow of any circumstance of
which Settling Defendants, any entity controlled by Settling Defendants, or Settling Defendants'
contractors knew or should have lsnown.

b. [f the Plaintiffs agree that the delay or anticipated delay is attributable to a
Force Majeure Event, the time for performance of the obligations under this Consent Decree that
are affected by the Force Majeure Event will be extended by the Plaintiffs for such time as is
necessary to complete those obligations. An extension of the time for performance of the
obligations affected by the force ma jeure event shall not, of itself, extend the time for
performance of any other obligation. If the Plaintiffs do not agree that the delay or anticipated
delay has been or will be caused by a Force Ma jeure Event, the Plaintiffs will notify the Settling
Defendants in writing of their decision. Ifthe Plaintiffs agree that the delay is attributable to a
Force Majeure Event, the Plaintiffs will notify the Settling Defendants in writing of the length of
the extension, if any, for performance of the obligations affected by the Force Majeure Event.

C. If the Settling Defendants elect to invoke the dispute resolution procedures
set forth in Paragraph 3 (Dispute Resolution for Restoration Work) of this Appendix, they shall
do so no later than 15 days after receipt of the Plaintiffs’ notice. In any such proceeding, Settling
Defendants shall have the burden of demonstrating by a preponderance of the evidence that the
delay or anticipated delay has been or will be caused by a Force Ma jeure Event, that the duration
of the delay or the extension sought was or will be warranted under the circumstances, that best
efforts were exercised to avoid and mitigate the effects of the delay, and that Settling Defendants
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complied with the requirements of the preceding Subparagraphs. If Settling Defendants carry
this burden, the delay at issue shall be deemed not to be a violation by Settling Defendants of the
affected obligation of this Consent Decree identified to the Plaintiffs and the Court.

3. Dispute Resolution for Restoration Work.

a. Informal Dispute Resolution. Any dispute under this Paragraph shall in
the first instance be the subject of inforinal negotiations between the parties to the dispute. The
period for informal negotiations shall not exceed 20 days from the time the dispute anses, unless
it is modified by written agreement of the parties to the dispute. The dispute shall be considered
to have arisen when one party sends the other parties a written Notice of Dispute.

b. Formal Dispute Resolution. In the event that the parties cannot resolve
any dispute under this Paragraph by informal negotiations under the preceding Subparagraph, the
formal dispute procedures outlined by this Subparagraph shall apply.

(1) The position advanced by the Plaintiffs shall be considered binding
unless, within fifteen working days after the conclusion of the informal negotiation period, the
Settling Defendants invoke formal dispute resolution procedures by serving on the Plaintiffs, in
accordance with Section XXVIII (Notices and Submissions), a written Statement of Position on
the matter in dispute which shall include or attach any factual data, analysis, opinion or
documentation that the Settling Defendants rely upon in support of their position.

) Following receipt of Settling Defendants’ Statement of Position,
the Plaintiffs will issue an administrative decision resolving the dispute which shall include or
attach any factual data, analysis, opinion, or documentation supporting the decision. The
Plaintiffs shall compile and maintain an administrative record of the dispute containing the
Settling Defendants’ Statement of Position and the Plaintiffs administrative decision. The
Plaintiffs” administrative decision shall be binding on the Settling Defendants unless, within 10
days o freceipt of the decision, the Settling Defendants file with the Court and serve on the
parties a motion for judicial review of the Plaintiffs’ administrative decision, based on the
administrative record compiled and maintained by the Plaintiffs. Any such motion filed by the
Settling Defendants’ shall setting forth the matter in dispute, the efforts made by the parties to
resolve it, the relief requested, and the schedule, if any, within which the dispute must be
resolved to ensure orderly implementation of the Consent Decree. The Plaintiffs shall provide
the Court a copy of the administrative record of the dispute, and may file a response to Settling
Defendants’ motion.

C. Effect of Invoking Dispute Resolution. The invocation of dispute
resolution procedures under this Paragraph shall not extend, postpone, or affect in any way any
obligation of Settling Defendants under this Consent Decree, not directly in dispute, uniess the
Plaintiffs agree otherwise or unless the Court determines otherwise. Stipulated damages with
respect to the disputed matter shall continue to accrue from the first day of noncompliance, but
payment shall be stayed pending resolution of the dispute as provided in Consent Decree
Paragraph 79 (Penalty Accrual During Dispute Resolution). In the event that the Settling
Defendants do not prevail on the disputed issue, stipulated damages shall be assessed and paid as
provided in Consent Decree Section XXI (Stipulated Penalties and Stipulated Damages).
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Consent Decree Appendix F

Administrative Order on Consent between WTM I Company, EPA, and WDNR, captioned
In the matter of the Lower Fox River and the Green Bay Site, Docket No. V-W-‘03-C-745
(including the Statement of Work for Remedial Design)




UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

Amended, 42 U.S.C. §§ 9604, 9606,
9622(a), and 9622(d)(3). .

REGION 5
) ADMINISTRATIVE ORDER ON
IN THE MATTER OF: ) CONSENT _ _
) —
Lower Fox River and Green ) U.S. EPA Region 5 7 \AM 02 .. / i 5
Bay Site ) CERCLA Docket No. V.-! W O\} C 4
)
) Proceedings Under Sections 104, 106,
Respondent: ) 122(a), and 122(d)(3) of the
) Comprehensive Environmental Response,
WTM I Company ) Compensaton, and Liability Act, as
)
)
)

(f/k/a Wisconsin Tissue Mills Inc.)

I. JURISDICTION AND GENERAL PROVISIONS

i. This Administrative Order on Consent (“Consent Order”) is entered into
voluntarily by the United States Environmental Protection Agency (“EPA™), the State of
Wisconsin (“State”) through the Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources (“WDNR”), and
WTM I Company (“Respondent™). The mutual objectives of EPA, WDNR, and Respondent in
entering into this Consent Order are: (i) to have Respondent perform the Pre-design Sampling
for Operable Unit 1 (“OUI”) of the Lower Fox River and Green Bay Site (also known as the Fox
River NRDA PCB Releases Site) (““Site™), located in the State of Wisconsin; and (ii) to have the
Respondent perform all other Remedial Design activities needed for implementation of the
_Response Agencies’ (EPA and WDNR) December 2002 sclected remedy (and/or contingent
remedy, as necessary) for OUI at the Site.

2. This Consent Order is issued pursuant to the authority vested in the President of
the United States by Sections 104, 106, 122(a), and 122(d)(3) of the Comprehensive
Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980,42 U.S.C. §§ 9604, 9606,
9622(a), and 9622(d)(3), as amended (“CERCLA”). This authority was delegated to the
Administrator of EPA on January 23, 1987, by Executive Order 12580, 52 Fed. Reg. 2926
(1987), and further delegated to. EPA Regional Ad;mmstrators as of January 16, 2002, by EPA
* Delegation Nos. 14-1 and 14-2, and to the Director, Superfund Division, EPA Region 5, by
Reglonal Delegatlon Nos. 14-1 and 14-2.

3.  Theactivities conducted pursuant to this Consent Order are sub ject to approval by
EPA and WDNR, as provided herein, and shall be consistent with CERCLA, the Nattonal
Contingency Plan, 40 C.F. R Part 300, and all other applicable laws.

4, EPA, WDNR, and Respondent recognize that this Consent Order has been
negotiated in good faith and that the actions undertaken by Respondent in accordance with this



Consent Order do not constitute an admission of any liability. Nothing in this Consent Order is
intended by the Parties to be, nor shall it be construed as, an admission of fact or law, an
estoppel, or a waiver of defenses or claims by Respondent for any purpose. The Parties agree
that the provisions of this Consent Order are not based on any views or assumptions regarding
Respondent’s appropriate share of liability or costs relating to the Site. Participation in this
Consent Order by Respondent is not intended by the Parties to be, and shall not be, an admission
of any fact or opinion developed by EPA, the State, or any other person or entity.

5. Respondent agrees to comply with and be bound by the terms of this Consent
Order. Respondent consents to and agrees not to contest the authority or jurisdiction of the
Regional Administrator of EPA Region 5 and the Secretary of the Wisconsin Depamment of
Natural Resources or their delegatees to issue or enforce this Consent Order, and also agrees not
to contest the basis or validity of this Consent Order or its terms in any action to enforce its
provisions. The Respondent does not, by signing this Consent Order, waive any rights it may
have to assert claims nnder CERCLA against any person, as defined in Section 101(21) of
CERCLA, 42 US.C. § 9601(21), except as precluded by Section XXI (Other Claiins).

II. PARTIESBOUND

6. This Consent Order applies to and is binding upon and inures to the benefit of
EPA, WDNR, Respondent, and their successors and assigns. Respondent agrees to instruct its
of ficers, directors, employees and agents involved in the performance of the Work required by
this Consent Order to take all necessary steps to accomplish the performance of said Work in
accordance with this Consent Order. Any change in ownership or corporate status of
Respondent, including but not limited to any transfer of assets or real or personal property, shall
not alter Respondent’s responsibilities under this Consent Order. Respondent shall provide a
copy of this Consent Order to any subsequent owners or successors before ownership rights or
stock or assets in a corporate acquisition are transferred. The signatories to this Consent Order
certify that they are authorized to execute and legally bind the Parties they represent to this
Consent Order.

. Respondent shall provide a copy of this Consent Order to all contractors,
laboratories, and consultants which are retained to conduct any work perfortned under this
- Consent Order, within fourteen (14) days after the Effective Date of this Consent Order or the
date of retalnmg their services; whichever is later. Respondent shall condision any such contracts
upon satisfactory compliance with this Consent Order. Notw1thstand1ng the terms of any
contract, Respondent is responsible for compliance with this Consent Order and for easuring that
its subsidiaries, employees, contractors, consultants, subcontractors, ‘agents and attorneys comply

8

thh this Consent Order. " ' .
III. DEFINITIONS

8. Unless otherwise specified, terms used in this Consent Order which are defined in
CERCLA or in regulations promulgated under CERCLA shall have the meaning assigned to
them in CERCLA or in such regulations. Whenever terms listed below are used in this Consent
Order or in the attachments hereto, the following definitions shall apply:



a. “CERCLA” shall mean the Comprehensive Environmental Response,
Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980, as amended, 42 U.S.C. §§ 9601 etseq.

b. “Consent Order” shall mean this Administrative Order on Consent and all
attachments hereto. In the event of conflict between this Consent Order and any
attachment, this Consent Order shall control.

c. “Day” shall mean a calendar day unless expressly stated to be a working
day. “Working day” shall mean a day other than a Saturday, Sunday, or federal holiday.
- In computing any period of time under this Consent Order, where the last day would fall
~ on<a Saturday, Sunday, or federal holiday, the period shalI run untit the close of business
of the next working day.

d. “,Effective Date” shall mean the effective date of this Consent Order as
provided by Section XXVI of this Consent Order (Effective Date). -

e. “EPA?” shall mean the United States Environmental Protectlon Agency
and any successor departments or agencies of the United States.

f. “Future Response Costs” shall mean all costs, including, but not limited
to, direct and indirect costs, that the United States and the State incur after the Effective
Date in reviewing or developing plans, reports and other items pursuant to this Consent
_ Order, in verifying the Work, or in otherwise implementing, overseeing, or enforcing this
Consent Order, including, but not limited to, payroll costs, contractor costs, travel costs,
laboratory costs, the costs incurred pursuant to Section XIV (including, but not limited
. to, the cost of attorney time and any monies paid to secure access including, but not
limited to, the amount of just compensation) and Paragraph 71 of Section XIX.

-8 “Interest” shall mean interest at therate specified for interest on
.investments-of the EPA Hazardous Substance Superfund established by 26 U.S.C.

§ 9507, compounded annually on October 1 of each year, in accordance with42 US.C.

§ 9607(a). The applicable rate of interest shall be the rate in effect at the time the 1nterest

accrues. The rate of interest is subject to change on October 1 of each year.

h. “National Contingency Plan” or “NCP” shall mean the National Oil and .
' Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan promulgated pursuant to Section 105
" of CERCLA;42U.S.C.:§ 9605, codified at 40 C.FR. Part 3(}0 and any amenchnents
thereto.

i.. “Operable Umt 1” or “OU1” shall mean the Little Lake Butte des Morts -
reach of the Lower Fox River, as delineated by the Record of Deciston signed by WDNR
and EPA in December 2002. More specifically, OU1 is the portion of the Lower Fox .
River (and the underlying River sediment) starting at the outlet of Lake Winnebago at the
Neenah Dam and the Menasha Dam downstream to the Upper Appleton Dam, including
sediment deposxts A through H and POG. As sodefined, OUI is depicted in Figure 7-9
" ofthe December 2002 Final Fea51b1hty Study, a copy of which is attached hereto as
Attachment B.



j- “Paragraph” shall mean a portion of this Consent Order identified by an
Arabic nuineral.

k. “Parties” shall mean all signatories to this Consent Order.

1. “Record of Decision” or “ROD” for purposes of this Consent Order shall
mean the WDNR/EPA Record of Decision refating to the Remedial Action planned for
Operable Units 1 and 2 of the Site, signed on December 18, 2002, by the WDNR and on
December 20, 2002 by the Superfund Division Director, EPA Region 5, and all
attaclanents.

m. “Remedial Design” or “RD” shall mean those activities, including pre-
design sampling, investigations, and analyses, preparation of the basis for design report,
preliminary and final plans and specifications, and bid documents for the Remedial
Action for Operable Unit 1 pursuant to the Record of Decision, the Statement of Work,
the Pre-design Sampling Plan, and the Remedial Design Work Plan (the documents
submitted by Respondent pursuant to Section IX of this Consent Order (Work to be
Perforined)).

n “Respondent” shall mean WTM I Company.

o. “Response Agencies” shall mean the United States Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) and the Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources (WDNR).

p. “Section” shall mean a portion of this Consent Order identified by a
Roman numeral.

q- “Site” shall mean the Lower Fox River and Green Bay Site (also known as
the Fox River NRDA PCB Releases Site), or any relevant portion thereof.

I. “State” shallmean the State of Wisconsin, including i% departments,
agencies, and instrumenselities.

s. “Statementof Work” or “SOW” shall mean the statement of work for
implementation of Remodial Design as set forth in Attachment A to this Consent Order
and any modifications made in accordance with this Consent Order

t. “United States” shall mean the United States of America, 1ncludmg its”
departments, agencies, and instrumentalities.

u. “WDNR?” shall mean the Wisconsin Deparsment of Natural Resources and
any successor departments or agencies of the State of Wisconsin.

v. “Work” shall mean all activities Respondent is required to perform under
this Consent Order, except those required by Section XXIV (Record Preservation).



IV. STATEMENT OF PURPOSE

9. The mutual objective of EPA, WDNR and Respondent inentering into this
Consent Order is to protect human health, welfare and the environment at Operable Unit 1 by
producing a Remedial Design for remedial action in accordance with this Consent Order.

10.  The activities conducted pursuant to this Consent Order are subject to approval by
the Response Agencies. Respondent shall employ sound scientific, engineering, and
construction practices and all activities undertaken shall be consistent with CERCLA, the NCP,
and other applicable laws.

V. FINDINGS OF FACT

11.  Based on available information, including the Administrative Record in this
matter, EPA and WDNR hereby fmd that:

a. At certain times in the past, primarily in the 1950’s and 1960’s, certain
paper companies located along the Fox River engaged in the manufacture or recycling of
carbonless copy paper. Polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), which are hazardous
substances, were used in the production of carbonless copy paper and were contained in
wastepaper that entered the paper recycling operasions.

b. As a result of the paper mills’ production or recycling of carbonless copy
paper an estimated 690,000 pounds of PCBs were likely released to the Fox River. An
estimated 66,000 pounds of these PCBs remain in the lower 39 miles of the Fox River.

c. As a resulit of this contamination, fish.consumption advisories have been
in effect on the Fox River and Green Bay since 1976.

d. A Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Study (RI/FS) under the
technical lead of WDNR, and a proposed remedial action plan, was issued for pubhc
comment on October 5, 2001

e. On January 7, 2003 the Response Agencies made pubhc a Record of
I)eClSloIl for Operable Umts 1 and 2 of the Site.

VI._ CONCLUSIONS OF LAW AND DETERMINATIONS

12. Based on the Fm;Iings of Fact set forth above, and the Administrative Record','
EPA and WDNR have deterrmned that ¢

a. The Slte isa “facﬂlty” as defined by Section 101(9) of CERCLA, 42
U S C. § 9601(9). Respondent s former Menasha paper mill is also a “facility” as defined by . -
Section 101(9) of CERCLA, 42U.S.C. § 9601(9).- _.

- b.”  The contamination found at the Site, as identified in the Findings of Fact
above includes “hazardous substances™ as defined by Section 101(14) of CERCLA, 42 US.C.
§ 9601(14). .



\ c. Respoxfdent is a “person” as defined by Section 101(21) of CERCLA, 42
US.C. §9601(21).

d. Respondent WTM I Company is daresponsible party under Section 107(a)
. of CERCLA, 42 US.C. § 9607(a), as: (i) the “owner” or “operator” of a facility at the time of
disposal of a hazardous substance there; and/or (ii) as a person who arranged for .disposal or
transport for disposal of a hazardous substance at a facility from which there was a release of a
hazardous substance.

e.  The conditions described in the Findings of Fact above constitute an actual
or threatened “release” of a hazardous substance from the facility into the “environment” as
defined by Sections 101(8) and (22) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. §§ 9601(8) and (22).

f. The conditions presentat the Site may present a threat to public health,
welfare, or the environment based upon the factors set forth'in Section 300.41 5(b)(2) ofthe
National Contingency Plan, as amended, 40 CF.R. § 300. 41 5(b)(2).

g. The actual or threatened release of hazardous substances from the Site
may present an imminent and substantial endangerment to the public health, welfare, or the

environment within the meaning of Section 106(a) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9606(a).

h.  The response actions required by this Consent Order are necessary to
protect the public health, welfare, or the environment and if carried out in compliance with the
termns of this Consent Order, shall be deemed necessary and consistent with the NCP.

'VIL. ORDER

13.  Based upon the foregoing Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law and
Determinations, and the Administrative Record for this Site, it is hereby Ordered and Agreed that
Respondent shall compty with all provisions of this Consent Order. Respondent shall promptly
and properly take appropriate response action at Operable Umt 1 of the Site by conductlng a
Remedial Design.

VIIL: DESIGNATION OF CONTRACTORS AND PROJECT COORDINATORS

' 14.‘ ‘Selection of Contmctors Personnel. All Work performed by Respondent

. pursuant to this Consent Order shall be under the direction and superv1s1on of'qualified

- personnel.- Within forty-five (45) days of the Effective Date of this Consent Order, and before

~ the Work outlined below begins; Respondent shall notify the Response Agencies in writing of
the names, titles, and quahﬁcatlons of the key personnel, including contractors, subcontractors,
consultants and laboratories to be used in carrying out such Work. With respect to any proposed
contractor, the Respondent shall demonstrate that the proposed contractor has a quality system -
which complies with ANSVASQC E4-1994, “Specifications and Guidelines for Quality Systems

for Environmental Data Collection and Environmental Technology Programs,” (American .

- National Standard, January 5, 1995), by submitting a copy of the proposed contractor’s Quahty
Management Plan (QMP). The QMP should be prepared in accordance with “EPA
Requirements for Quality Management Plans (QA/R-2),” (EPA/240/B-01/002, March 2001) or

“equivalent documentation as determined by EPA. The qualifications of the key personnel
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undertaking the work for Respondent shall be subject to the Response Agencies’ review, for
verificanon that such persons meet minimum technical background and experience requirements.
This Consent Order is contingent on Respondent’s demonstration to the Response Agencies’
satisfaction that Respondent’s personnel are qualified to perform properly and promptly the
actions set forth in this Consent Order.

15. If EPA or WDNR disapprove in writing of any contractor proposed by
Respondent, Respondent shall notify the Response Agencies of the identity and qualifications of
the replacement within thirty (30) days of the written notice. If EPA or WDNR subsequently
disapprove of the replacement, EPA reserves the right to terminate this Consent Order and to
conduct a complete Remedial Design, and to seek reimbursement for costs and penaities from
Respondent. During the course of the Remedial Design, Respondent shall notify the Response
Agencies in writing of any changes or additions in the key personnel used to carry out such
work, providing their names, titles, and qualifications. The Response Agencies shall have the
same right to approve changes and additions to key personnel as they have hereunder regarding
the initial notification. Replacement of any of Respondent’s personnel shall not delay
performance of the work under this Consent Order.

16. On or before the Effective Date of this Consent Order, Respondent shall designate
a Project Coordinator who shall be responsible for administration of all Respondent’s response
actions required by the Consent Order. Respondent shall submit to the Response Agencies the
designated Project Coordinator’s name, address, telephone mnnber, and qualifications. EPA and
WDNR retain the right ¢ disapprove of any Project Coordinator named by Respondent. If either
Response Agency disapproves a selected Project Coordinator, Respondent shall retain a different
~ Project Coordinator and shall notify the Response Agencies of that person’s name and
qualifications within seven (7) business days of the Response Agency’s disapproval. .

17.  Receipt by Respondent’s Project Coordinator of any nosce or communication
from the Response Agencies relating to this Consent Order shall constitute receipt by
Respondent. To the maximum extent possible, communications between the Respondent and the
Response Agencies shall be directed to the Project Coordinators by mail, with copies to such
other persons as EPA, the State, and Respondent may respectively designate. Communications
include, but are not limited to, ail documents, reports, approvals, and other correspondence :
submltted under this Consent Order '

18 Respondent s Pro;ect Coordmator or hls/her designee, shall be on-sxte during all
. hours of work when field work is ongoing in Operable Unit 1, and shall be available at all
reasonable times throughout the pendency of this Consent Order. If Respondent or its agents
become aware of any conditions’at Operable Unit 1 which may present an imminent and
substantial endangerment to human health.or welfare or the environment, it shall immediately
notify the EPA and WDNR Project Coordinators. The absence of the EPA Project Coordinator |
and/or the WDNR Project Coordinator from the area under study pursuant to this Consent Order
shall not be cause for the stoppage or delay of work, unless speciftcally directed by the EPA

- Project Coordmator in.consultetion with the WDNR Project Coordinator.

19.  The EPA Project Coordinator shall be responsible for overseeing the
implementation of this Consent Order, in consultation with the WDNR Project Coordmator
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EPA has designated James Hahnenberg (SR-6J) as the EPA Project Coordinator. The EPA
Project Coordinator shall have the same authority as that vested in an On-Scene Coordinator and
Remedial Project Manager by the NCP, including the authority to hait, conduct, or direct any
response action required by this Consent Order, or to direct any other response action undertaken
by EPA or Respondent at the Site. Except as otherwise provided in this Consent Order,
Respondent shall direct all submissions required by this Consent Order to the EPA Project
Coordinator in accordance with Section XXV (Notices and Submissions).

20.  The State designates Gregory Hill as the WDNR Project Coordinator. Except as
otherwise provided in this Consent Order, Respondent shalt direct all submissions required by
this Consent Order to the WDNR Project Coordinator in accordance with Section XXV (Notices
and Submissions).

21.  TheResponse Agencies and Respondent shall have the right to change their
respective designated Project Coordinator. The Response Agencies shall notify Respondent, and
Respondent shall notify the Response Agencies, as early as possible before such a change is
made, but in no case less than twenty-four (24) hours before such a change. The initial
notification may be made orally, but it shall be promptly followed by a written notice.

IX. WORK TO BE PERFORMED

22.  Activities. Respondent shall conduct activities and submit deliverables as
provided by the SOW (Attachment A) for performance of the RD, which is incorporated by
reference. All such work shall be conducted in accordance with CERCLA, the NCP, and EPA
guidance referenced in the SOW, as may be amended or modified by the Response Agencies.
The tasks that Respondent must perform are described in the SOW and guidance. All work
performed under this Consent Order shall be in accordance with the schedules herein, and in full
accordance with the standards, specifications, and other requirements of the work plan and
sampling and analysis plan, as initially approved or modified by the Response Agencies, and as
may be amended or modified by the Response Agencies from time to time.

23.  Respondent’s compliance with the Work requirements shall not foreclose the
Response Agencies from seeking ;comphance with all termas and conditions of this Consent T
order J : . . ErAE

. l;
-24.  To the extent that EPA informs Respéndent that particular information is -
confidential, Respondent and its representatlves and consultants shall treat and maintain such

information as confidential. L‘

25.  Additiona} Work In the event EPA WDNR or the Respondent determine that
additional work, not otherwise includedin.the SOW, including remedial investigatory work and

engineering evaluation, is necessary to accomplish the objectives of this Consent Order, =3 "+

notification of additional work shall be provided to all Parties.

26.  Additional work determined to be necessary by Respondent shall be subject to the
written approval of the Response Agencies.



27.  Additional work determined to be necessary by Respondent and approved by the
Response Agencies, or determined to be necessary by EPA or WDNR and requested of
Respondent, shall be completed by Respondent in accordance with the standards and
specifications determined or approved by the Response Agencies. Respondent shall propose a
schedule for additional work for approval by the Response Agencies. The Response Agencies
may jointly modify or determine the schedule for additional work. Additional work shall be
performed in a manner consistent with the purposes and objectives of this Consent Order, and
conform with the requirements of this Section.

28.  Supplemental Investigations. The Parties acknowledge that Respondent may
implement a voluntary, supplemental, investigation of conditions in and upstream of Operable
Unit 1. These investigations shall be conducted using methods consistent with those identified in
the Pre-design Sampling Plan. The Response Agencies agree to review and comment promptly
on work generated by Respondent during such supplemental investigation activities.

29.  Out-of-State Shipments. In the event of out-of-state shipments of hazardous
substances, Respondent shall provide written notification to the Response Agencies and the
appropriate environmental official of the state receiving hazardous substances prior to shipment
of hazardous substances in quantises greater than ten (10) cubic yards from the Site to an out-of-
swate location. The notification shall include:

a. The name and location of the facility receiving the hazardous substances;

b. The type and quantity of the hazardous substances, including the
Department of Transportation shipping code, if any;

c. The schedule for shipment o f the hazardous substances;

d. The method of transportation; and

€. Any special procedures necessary to respond to an accidental release of

the substances dunng transportation.

Respondent shall promptly notify the Response AgenCIes and the appropriate env1ronmental
official for the receiving state of any changes to the shlpment plan.

X. PLANS AN D SUBMISSIONS

30.  Respondent shall Submit the Pre-design Sampling Plan for oul, Remedlal De31gn
Work Plan (“RD Work Plan”) and all documents réequired by the SOW, the RD Work Plan, or
this Consent Order to the Response Agencies according to the schedule contained i in'the SOW
and RD Work Plan, and when feaSIb]e shall submit both a hard copy-and an electomc copy of
such documents. .

31.  The Response Agencies shall review all documents specified as requiring
approval in the SOW, RD Work Plan, or this Consent Order. The Response Agencies shall =
respond to each submission in writing with a single integrated response. - As a result of their
review of a submission, the Response Agencies may: (a) approve the submission; (b) approve
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the submission with minor modifications; (c) disapprove the submission and direct Respondent
to re-submit the document after incorporating the Response Agencies’ comments; or (d) if a re-
submission, disapprove the re-submission and the Response Agencies may assume responsibility
for performing all or any part of the response action.

32.  In the event of approval or approval with minor modifications by the Response
Agencies, Respondent shall proceed to take any action required by the submittal, as approved or
modified by the Response Agencies.

33.  Uponreceipt of a nosice of disapproval, Respondent shall, within thirty (30) days
or such longer time as specified by the Response Agencies in their notice of disapproval, correct
the deficiencies and resubmit the submittal for approval. Notwithstandingthe notice of
disapproval, Respondent shall proceed, if so directed by the Response Agencies, to take any
action required by any non-deficient portion of the submission that remains unaffected by the
notice of disapproval and can be reasonably implemented in the interim.

34.  If any re-submission is not approved by the Response Agencies, they may
detenmnine that Respondent is in violation of this Consent Order, unless Respondent invokes the
procedures set forth in Section XV (Dispute Resolution) and the Response Agencies’
determination is revised pursuant to that Section. Issues previously resolved pursuant to the
procedures set forth in Section XV may not be re-disputed.

35.  Neither failure of the Response Agencies to expressly approve or disapprove of
Respondent’s document within the specified #me period nor the absence of comrnents shall be
construed as approval of the document. In the event of subsequent disapproval of a revised
document, the Response Agencies retain the right to terminate this Consent Orderand perform
additional studies or conduct a complete or partial Remedial Design.

36.  For any document required to be submitted by the Respondent to the Response
Agencies, within forty-five (45) days of receipt of the document, the Response Agencies shall
provide written notification to Respondent of their approval, approval with mitior modifications
or disapproval of the submission or any part thereof. If the Response Agencies require a longer
review period, the Response Agencxes shall so notify Respondent w1thm thm’y {30) days of
receipt of the submitted document _ .

37.  TheProject Coordxnators shall hold progress report meesngs/ 'teIephone
conferences twice a month unless such a meeting is deemed unnecessary by the Response
Agencies. By mutual agreement,the Project Coordinators may hold meetmgs or telephone
conferences at more frequent mtervals .

38.  Respondent shall provide written monthly progress reports tothe Response
Agencies. These monthly progress reports shall include the following inf onnatlon E

a. A descrlptlon of the actions which have been taken to comply w1th this
Consent Order during the past month and work pIanned for the commg
month; :
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b. Allresults of sampling and tests, including raw data and validated data,
and all other investigation results received by the Respondent during the
month, in the format prescribed by the Response Agencies;

c. Target and actual completion dates of each element of the RD, including
project completion, with schedules relating such work to the overall
project schedule for RD completion, and an explanation of any schedule
deviation or anticipated deviation from the RD Work Plan schedule, and
proposed method of mitigating such deviation;

d A description of all problems encountered and any anticipated problems
during the reporting period, any actual or anticipated delays, and solutions
developed and implemented to address any actual or anticipated problems
or delays; and, :

€. Changes in key personnel.

39.  Respondent shall submit the monthly progress reports, as both electonic files and
hard copy files, to the Response Agencies by the tenth (10®) day of every month followmg the
Effective Date of this Consent Order.

XI. QUALITY ASSURANCE AND DATA AVAILABILITY

40.  Quality Assurance. Respondent shall consult with the Response Agencies’
Project Coordinators in planning all sampling and analysis detailed in the Pre-design Samplmg
Plan and RD Work Plan. Respondent shall assure that work performed, samples taken and
analyses conducted conform to the requirements of the SOW, the Quality Assurance Project Plan -
(“QAPP”) and guidance identified therein. :

41.  Respondent shall prepare preliminary and fmal QAPPs for submittal to EPA
according to theschedule in the SOW. Respondent shall participate in a pre- QAPP meeting w1th :
'EPA prior to submxss1on of the preluninary QAPP to dxscuss 1ts contents _

- 42, The QAPPssshall be subject toreview, modlflcanon and approval by EPA m
accordance with Section X (Plans and Reports) ' -

43. Data Avmlabxhgy All results of samphng, tests, modehng or other data
- (including raw data) generated by Respondent, or on Respondent’s behalf; pursuant to this :
Consent Order, shall be submltted in the format prescnbed by the Response Agencies and made : '

available to and submxtted to the Response Agencxes in the monthly progress reports describedin . -

‘Section X of this Consent Order The Response Agencies will make availablé to Respondent
- validated data generated by the Response-Agencies relating to Liake Wmnebago and OUI unless
it is exempt from disclosure by any federal or state law or regulation. I S

44. Respondent will verbally notify the Response Agencies at least flﬁeen ( 15) days '
prior to conducting significant field events {(including any sampling, tests and otherdata’ §
generation) as described in the SOW, Pre-design Sampling Plan, or RD ‘Work Plan or, condu

“under any other provision in this Consent Order. - Respondent shall allow split or duphcate
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samples to be taken by the Response Agencies (and their authorized representatives) of any
samples collected by the Respondent in implementing this Consent Order. All split samples of
Respondent’s shall be analyzed by the methods identified in the EPA-approved QAPP.

45.  Respondent may assert a claim of business confidentiality covering part or all of
the information submitted to the Response Agencies pursuant to the terins of this Consent Order
under 40 C.F.R. § 2.203, provided such claim is allowed by Section 104(e)(7) of CERCLA,

42 U.S.C. § 9604(e)(7). This claim shall be asserted in the manner described by 40 C.F.R.

§ 2.203(b) and substantiated at the time the claim is made. Information determined to be
confidential by EPA will be given the protection specified in 40 C.F.R. Part 2. If no such claim
accompanies the information when it is subpuitted to the Response Agencies, it may be made
available to the public by EPA or the State without further notice to the Respondent. Respondent
agrees not to assert confidentiality claims with respect to any data related to Operable Unit 1
conditions, sampling, or monitoring.

46.  Inentering into this Consent Order, Respondent waives any objections to the
quality of any data gathered, generated, or evaluated by EPA, the State or Respondent in the
performance or oversight of the work that has been verified according to the quality
assurance/quality control (QA/QC) procedures required by the Consent Order or any Work Plan
approved by the Response Agencies. If Respondent objects to any data relating to the RD,
Respondent shali submit to the Response Agencies a report that identifies and explains its
objections, describes the acceptable uses of the data, if any, and identifies any limitations to the
use of the data. The report must be submitted to the Response Agencies within thiety (30) days
of the monthly progress report or such other report as may contain the data.

47.  Respondent may assert that certain documents, records and other information are
privileged under the attorney-client privilege or the work product doctrine. If Respondent asserts
such a privilege, in lieu of providing documents, it shall inform the Response Agencies that it is
claiming certain documents as privileged and shall, upon request, provide the Response Agencies
with the following:

a. The title of the document-

b. The date. of the document, record, or mformat10n

c. The namé and tltle of the autﬁor of the doc

d. The name and title of each addressee and recipient;

e. A descnptlon of the contents of the document record, or inf ormatlon, and

f. The privilege asserted by the Respondent.

48.  Failure to challenge Respondent’s assertion of privilege by EPA or WDNR dunng
the implementation of the RD does not waive the Response Agencies’ right to challengc the :
assertion during the implementation.of the Remedial Action. :
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XIl. ACCESS

49.  To the extent that Operable Unit 1 or other on-site and off-site areas where work
is to be performed is presently owned by parties other than Respondent, Respondent shall obtain,
or use its best efforts to obtain, access agreements from the present owners within sixty (60) days
of approval of the RD Work Plan. For purposes of this Paragraph, “best efforts” includes the
payment of reasonable sums of money in consideration of access. Access agreements shall
provide access for the Response Agencies and all authorized representatives of the Response
Agencies. Respondent shall inunedidtely notify the Response Agencies if, after using its best
efforts, it is unable to obtain such agreements. Respondent shall describe in writing its efforts to
obtain access. The Response Agencies may then assist Respondent in gaining access, to the
extent necessary to effectuate the activities required by this Consent Order, using such means as
the Response Agencies deem appropriate. All costs incurred, direct or indirect, by the United
States or the State in obtaining such access including, but not limited to, the cost of attorney time
and the amount of monetary consideraion paid or just compensation shall be considered Future
Response Costs. In accordance with Paragraph 53 (Liability for Future Response Costs),
Respondent may be required to reimburse the United States and the State for all such Future
Response Costs.

50.  Atall reasonable times the Response Agencies and their authorized
representatives shall have the authority to enter and freely move about all property owned by
Respondent at Operable Unit 1 and at any other on-site and off-site-areas where work, if any, is
bei..g performed, for the puiposes of inspecting conditions, activities, the results of activities,
records, operating logs, and contracts related to Operable Unit 1 pursuant to this Consent Order;
reviewing Respondent’s progress in carrying out the terms of this Consent Order; conducting
tests as the Response Agencies or their authorized representatives deem necessary; using a
camera, sound recording device or other documentary type equipment for purposes of
documenting the Work; and verifying the data submitted to the Response Agencies by
Respondent. Respondent shall allow these persons to inspect and copy all records, files,
photographs, documents, sampling and monitoring data, and other writings related to work
undertaken in carrying out this Consent Order, subject to Paragraph Nos. 43-48. Nothing herein
shall be interpreted as limiting or affecting the Response Agencies” right of entry or inspection
authority under federal law or state law. All individuals with access to Operable Unit 1 under
this paragraph shall comply with all approved health and safety plans.

Xiil. COMPLIANCE WITH APPLICABLE LAWS

51.  Respondent shall perform all Work under this Consent Order in compliance with
applicable federal, state and local laws, ordinances, or regulations. In the event a conflict arises
between these laws, ordinances, or regulations, Respondent shall comply with the more skingent
law, ordinance, or regulation, unless otherwise approved by EPA.

52.  Respondent shall be responsible for obtaining state and local permits necessary
for the performance of any off-site work, and for complying with the substantive provisions of
state and local permit regulations for any on-site work. The standards and provisions of
Section XVI (Force Majeure) shall govern delays in obtaining such permits. The Response
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- are'inconsistent with theNCP. Notlce of any. such’ obJectxon shall be'n

 ::Resolution)." If the United States or the State prevails in- the dlspute ‘with

Agencies shall cooperate with Respondent and endeavor to expedite the issuance of permits for
off-site work within their respective jurisdictions.

X1V. FUTURE RESPONSE COSTS

53.  Liability for Future Response Costs. If a Consent Decree addressing Remedial
Action in OUI is not entered by the U.S. District Court for the Eastern District of Wisconsin (the
“Court”) within one year of the Effective Date or such additional time as agreed by the Parties in
writing, Respondent shall be liable for Future Response Costs (as defined in this Consent Order)
and Respondent shall make direct payments to EPA and the State for any Future Response Costs
incurred by the United States or the State, to the extent such costs are not inconsistent with the
National Contingency Plan. If, however, the Court does enter such a Consent Decree within one
year of the Effective Date (or such additional time as agreed by the Pames in writing), this
Section shall be deemed null and void.

54. Payment of Future Response Costs.

a. Payments to EPA. On a periodic basis, the United States will send
Respondent a bill requiring payment that includes an EPA cost summary, which includes direct
and indirect costs incurred by EPA and its contractors, and a DOJ cost sinmary, which reflects
costs incurred by DOJ and its contractors, if any. Respondent shall make all payments within
forty-five (45) days of Respondent’s receipt of each bill requmng payment, except as otherwise
provided by Paragraph 55.

b. Payments to the State. On a periodic basis, the State will send Respondent
a bill requiring payment that includes a WDNR cost susamary, which includes direct and indirect
costs incurred by WDNR and its contractors, and a WDOJ cost summary, which reflects coste
incurred by WDOJ and its consactors, if any. Respondent shall make all payments within forty-
five (45) days of Respondent’s receipt of each bill requmng payment except as otherw1se
_ provnded by Paragxaph 55

. 55, D}sputes Rega_rdlng Future Regp_onse Cost Respondent may' o ,n_te stpayment of _
any Future Response Cost under Paragraph 54 if it determines that the United States or the State
. has made an accounting error or if it alleges that a cost item that is included

forty-five (45) days of receipt of the bill and must be sent to the United Sta
- States’ accounting is being disputed) or to the State (if the State's accounting is bemg dlsputed) 7
pursuant to.Section. XXV (Nonees and Submissions). Any such notice of ob]ochon shall -
specifically identify the contested Future Respons¢ Costs and the basis for objection. In the

event of an objection, all uncontested Future Response Costs shall munedlately be paid to. the
United States or the State in the manner described in Paragraph 56.. Upon submitting a notice of
" obj jection, Respondent shall initiate the Dispute Resolution procedures in Section XV (Dlspute
nf(lO) daysof the -
resolution of the dispute, all sums due (with accrued Interest) shall be pald to EPA’ af the United

" States’ cost are disputed) or to the State (if the State’s costs.are d1sputed) in'the manner’ '
described i in Paragraph 56. If Respondent prevails concerning any aspect of the contested costs,
the portion of the costs(plus associated accrued Interest) for which they did not prevail shall be
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disbursed to EPA or the State, as appropriate, in the manner described in Paragraph 56; and the
amount that was successfully contested need not be paid to EPA or to the State. The dispute
resolution procedures set forth in this Paragraph in conjunction with the procedures set forth in
Section XV (Dispute Resolution) shall be the exclusive mechanisms for resolving disputes
regarding reimbursement of the United States and the State for their Future Response Costs.

56.  Payment Instructions.

a. Payments to EPA. All payments to EPA under this Section or under
Section XVII (Stipulated Penalties) shall: (1) be made by a certified or cashier’s check or checks
made payable to “EPA Hazardous Substance Superfund;” (2) reference the Lower Fox River and
Green Bay Site, EPA Site/, Spill ID Number A 565, and DOJ Case Number 90-11-2-1045/2;
(3) indicate that the payment is being made pursuant to this Consent Order with WTM 1
Company; and (4) be sent to: : -

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 5
Program Accounting and Analysis Branch

“P.O. Box 70753
Chicago, IL 60673

Atthe time of payment, Respondent shall ensure that notice that payment has been made is sent
to DOJ and EPA in accordance with Section XXV (Notices and Submissions) and to:

Financial Management Officer

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 5
~Mail Code MF-10J

77 W. Jackson Blvd.

Chicago, IL 60604

b. Payments to the State. All payments to the State under thls Section or
under Section XVII (Stipulated Penalties) shall: (1) be made by a certified or cashier’s check or
-checks made payable to “Wisconsin Departraent of Natural Resources;” (2) teference the Lower .
Fox River and Green Bay Site; (3) indicate that the payment is bemg made pursuant to this

-Consent Order Wlth W'I'M I Company, and (4) be sent to: -

bl

Gregory Hlll

WDNR Project Coordinator

Wlsconsm Department of Natural Resources ‘

P.O. Box7921 © 101 S. Webster St
Madison, W1 53707-7921 " Madison, WI 53703
(Regular Mail) ' (Over—Night Mail)

LW

Atthe time of payment, Respondent shall ensure that notice that payrnent has been made s sent
to the State in accordance with Section XXV (Notlces and Submlssmns) ' '
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XV. DISPUTE RESOLUTION

57.  The parties to this Consent Order shall attempt to resolve, expeditiously,
informally, and in good faith, any disagreements conceming this Consent Order.

58.  Any disputes concerning activities or deliverables required under this Consent
Order for which Dispute Resolution has been expressly provided for, shall be resolved as
follows: Respondent shall notify the Response Agencies in writing of its objection(s) within
fourteen (14) calendar days of such action, unless the objection(s) has (have) been informally
resolved. This written notice shall include a statement of the issues in dispute, the relevant facts
upon which the dispute is based, al! factual data, analysis or opinion supporting Respondent’s
position, and all supporting documentation on which Respondent relies. The Response Agencies
shall submit their Statement of Position, including supporting documentation, no later than
fourteen (14) calendar days after receipt of Respondent’s written notice of dispute. Respondent
’may subinit a response to the Response Agencies’ Statement of Position within five (5) business
days after receipt of the Statement. During the five (5) business days following rocelpt of the
Response Agencies’ Statement of Position, the parties shall attempt to negotiate, in good faith, a
resolution of their differences. The time periods for exchange of wntten documents may be
extended by agreement of all parties.

59.  An administrative record of any dispute under this Section shall be maintained by
"EPA and shall contain the notice of objections and accompanying materials, the Statement of

Position, any other coirespondence between the Response Agencies and Respondent regarding
the dispute, and al! supporting documentation. The administrative record shall be available for
inspection by all parties. If the Response Agencies do not oncur with the position of \
Respondent, the Division Director for the Office of Superfund, EPA Region V, in consultation.
with the Secretary of the WDNR, shall resolve the dispute based upon the administrative record
and consistent with the terms and-objectives of this Consent Order, and shall provide written
notification of such resolution to Respondent.

. - 60. Respondent’s obligations under this Consent Order, other than the obligations: . - .- .

aff ected by the dispute, shall not be tolled by submission of any obj Jection for dlsputc ;esolutlon —

" " under this Section. Elements of Work and/or obligationsnot affected by the dispute shallbe " =
completed in-accordance with th ‘?schedule contained in the Statement of Work. F ollowmg

~resolution of the dispute, as provided by this Section, Respondent shall fulfill the requm:mem

_that was the subject of the dispute in accordance with the agreement reached or with EPA’s
dec1s10n whichever occurs. -

. XVL. FORCE MAJEURE

. 61.  Respondent agrees to perfomm all requirements under this Consent Order within
the time limits established under this Consent Order, unless the performance: is delayed by a
force majeure. For purposes of this Consent Order, a force majeure is def med as any event '_ o
* arising from causes beyond the control of Respondent or of any entity controlled by Respondent
including but not limited to its contractors and subcontractors, that delays or prevents .
-performance of any obligation under this Consent Order despite Respondent’s best effc ort_s to
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fulfill the obligation. Force majeure does not include financial inability to complete the
response actions or increased cost of performance.

62.  Ifany eventoccurs or has occurred that may delay the performance of any
obligation under this Consent Order, whether or not caused by a force majeure event,
Respondent shall notify the Response Agencies orally within seven (7) business days of when
Respondent first knew that the event might cause a delay. Within fourteen (14) calendar days
thereafter, Respondent shall provide to the Response Agencies in writing an explanation and
description of the reasons for the delay; the anticipated duration of the delay; all actions taken or
to be taken to prevent or minimize the delay; a schedule for implementation of any measures to
be taken to prevent or mitigate the delay or the effect of the delay; Respondent’s rationale for
attributing such delay to a force majeure event if it intends to assert such a claim; and a statement
as to whether, in Respondent’s opinion, such event may cause or contribute to.an endangernnent
to public health, welfare or the environment. Failure to comply with the above requirements
shall preclude Respondent from asserting any claim of force majeure for that event for the period -
of time of such failure to comply and for any additional delay caused by such failure.

63.  IfEPA, following consultation with the State, agrees that the delay or anticipated.
delay is attributable to a force majeure event, the time for performance of the obligations under
this Consent Order that are affected by the force majeure event will be extended by the Response
Agencies for such time as is necessary to complete those obligations. An extension of the time
- for performance of the obligations affected by the force majeure event shall not, of itself, extend
the time for performance of any other obligation. If EPA, following consultation with the State,
does not agree that the delay or anticipated delay has been or will be caused by a force majeure
event, EPA will notify Respondent in writing of its decision. If EPA, following consultation
with the State, agrees that the delay is attributable to a force majeure event, EPA will nosi fy
Respondent in writing of the length of the extension, if any, for performance of the obligations
affected by the force majeure event.

XVII. STIPULATED PENALTIES

3

e 64, Respondent shall be liable for payment mto the Hazardous Substances Supcrfund
admmlstered by EPA of the suns set forth below as stipulated penalties for each week or part
‘thereof that Respondent fails to comply with a work schedule or payment schedule in accordance
*with'the requirements contamed in this Consent Order, unless the Response Agencnes detennlne _
- that such a failure or delay is attributable to force majeure as defined in Section XVIoris
-otherwise approved by EPA. Such sums shall be due and payable within thirty (30) days of
receipt of written notification from EPA specifically identifying the noncompliance and
- assessing penalties,. unless Respondent invokes the procedures of Section XV (Dispute
Resolution). For failure to submit the final RD Work Plan on schedule, stipulated penalties shall
accrue in the amount of $1,000 per day for the first 7 days and $2, 500 per day for eachday .
thereafter. Stlpulated penalties for all other matters shall accrue in the amount of $1,000.00 for

* . the first week or part thereof, and $1,500.00 for each week or part thereof thereafter. Stlpulated

' _'penaltles shall begin to accrue on the day that performance is due ora violation occurs and
extends through the period of correction.
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65.  The stipulated penalties set forth herein shall not preclude the Agencies from
electing to pursue any other remedy or sanction because of Respondent’s failure to comply with
any of the terms of this Consent Order, including a suit to enforce the terms of this Consent
Order. Said stipulated penalties shall not preclude the EPA from seeking statutory penalties up

- to the amount authorized by law if Respondent fails to comply with any requirements of this
Consent Order. Provided, however, that the United States shall not seek civil penalties pursuant
to Section 122(1) of CERCLA for any violation for which a stipulated penalty is provided herein,
except in the case of a willful violation of this Consent Order.

66.  Upon receipt of written demand from EPA, Respondent shall make payment to
EPA within thirty (30) days and interest shall accrue on late payments. Payments shall be made
in accordance with instructions provided by EPA in the written demand. lf Respondent fails to
pay stipulated penaities when due, EPA may institute proceedings to collect the penalties, as well
as interest:’

67.  Evenif violations are simultaneous, separate penalties shall accrue for separate
violations of this Consent Order. Penalties shall accrue regardless of whether EPA has notified
Respondent of a violation or act of noncompliance. The payment of penalties shall not alter in
any way Respondent’s obligation to complete the performance of any work required under this
Consent Order. Ssipulated penalties shall accrue during any dispute resolution period concerning
the particular penaities at issue, but need not be paid until fifteen (15) days after the dispute is
resolved by agreement or by receipt of EPA’s decision. If Respondent prevails upon resolution,
Respondent shall pay only such penalties as the resolution requires. In its unreviewable
discretion, EPA may waive its rights to demand all or a portion of the stipulated penalties due
under this Section.

XVIII. COVENANT NOT TO SUE BY EPA

68.  In consideration of the actions that will be performed under the terms of this
Consent Order, and except as otherwise specifically provided in this Consent Order, EPA
covenants not to sue or to take administrative action against Respondent pursuant to Sections 106

_ _and 107(a) of CERCLA, 42 US.C. §§ 9606 and 9607(a), for performance ofthe Work Thls e

covenant not to sue shall take effect upon thie Effective Date and is ¢onditioned upon the
complete and satisfactory performance by Respondent of all obligationsunder this Consent

“Order.” This covenant not to sue extends only to Respondent and does not extend to any other _
person. :

XIX, RESERYATIONS OF RIGHTS BY EPA AND WDNR

69.  Exceptas spemﬁcally provided in thlS Consent Order, nothmg herein shall limit
the power and authority of EPA or the United States to take, direct, or orderall actxons necessary
to protect public health, welfare, or the environment or to prevent, abate, or minimize an actual
or threatened release of hazardous substances, pollutants or contaminants, or hazardoiis or solid
waste on, at, or from the Site. Further, nothing herein shall prevent EPA or WDNR from seeking
. legal or equitable reliefto enforce the termns of this Consent Order, from taking other legal or

equitable action as it deems appropriate and necessary, or from requiring Respondent in the
future to perform additional activities pursuant to CERCLA or any other applicable law.
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70.  Thecovenant not to sue set forth in Section X VIII above does not pertain to any
matters other than those expressly identified therein. EPA and WDNR reserve, and this Consent
Order is without prejudice to, all rights agamst Respondent with respect to all other matters,
including, but not limited to:

a. claims based on a failure by Respondent to meet a requirement of this
Consent Order;
b. liability for past or fiiture response costs incurred or paid by the United

States or the State for OU1 or for the Site (except for any Future Response
Costs paid pursuant to this Consent Order),

c. liability for performance of response action other than the Work;
d. criminal liability;
e. liability for damages for injury to, destruction of, or loss of natural

resources, and for the costs of any natural resource damage assessments;

f. liability arising from the past, present, or future disposal, release or threat
of release of Waste Materials outside of the Site; and

g liability for cosss incurred or to be incurred by EPA for costs of the |
Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry related to the Site.

" 71.  Work Takeover. In the event EPA, in consultation with WDNR, determines that
Respondent has ceased implementation of any portion of the Work, is seriously or repeatedly
"deficient or late in its performance of the Work, or is implementing the Work in a manner which
" may cause an endangerment to human health or the environment, EPA or WDNR may assume
the performance of all or any portion of the Work as the Response Agencies determine
necessary. Costs incurred by the United States or the State in performing the Work pursuant to.
this Paragraph shall be considered Future Response Costs. In accordance with Paragraph 53
(Liability for Future Response Coss), Respondent may be required-to reimburse the United - -
States and the State for all such Future Response Costs.- Respondent may invoke the procedures.

set forth in Section XV (Dispute Resolution) to dispute EPA’s determination that sakeover of- the .

Work is warranted under this Paragraph. Notwithstanding any other provision of this Consent
- Order, EPA and WDNR retaln all authonty and reserve aII rnghts to take any and all response
: :actlons anthorized by law. = 7

XX. COVENANT NOT TO'SUE BY RESPONDENT

_ 72. Respondent covenants not to'sue and agrees not to assert any claims or causes of
: actlon against the United States or the State, or their contractors or employees w1th respect to the
. Work or this Consent Order mcludmg, but not limited to: £

a. any dxrect or mdxrect clalm for relmbursement from the Hazardous .
Substance Superfund established by 26 U.S.C. § 9507, based on Sections 106(b)(2), 107, 111,
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112,0r 113 of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. §§ 9606(b)(2), 9607,9611, 9612, or 9613, or any other
provision of law;

b. any claim arising out of the Work, including any claim under the United
States Constitution, the Constitution of the State of Wisconsin, the Tucker Act, 28 U.S.C.
§ 1491, the Equal Access to Justice Act, 28 U.S.C. § 2412, as amended, or at cominon law; or

c. any claim against the United States or the State pursuant to Sections 107
and 113 of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. §§ 9607 and 9613, relating to the Work.

73.  These covenants not to sue shall not apply in the event the United States brings a
cause of action or issues an order pursuant to the reservations set forth in Paragraphs 70(b), {c),
and (e)— (g), but only to the extent that Respondent’s claims arise from the same response
action, response costs, or damages that the United States is seeking pursuant to the applicabie
reservation.

74.  Nothing in this Agreement shall be deemed to constitute approvai or
preauthorization of a claim within the meaning of Section 111 of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9611, or
40 C.FR. § 300.700(d).

XXI. OTHER CLAIMS

75.  Respondent waives all claims or demands for compensation under Sections 106,
111 and 112 of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. §§ 9606,9611 and 9612 against the United States or the
Hazardous Substances Superfund established by Section 9507 of Title 26 of the United States
Code arising from activity performed pursuant to this Consent Order. This Consent Ordet doés
not constitute any decision on preauthorization of funds under Section 11 1(a)(2) of CERCLA, 42
U.S.C. § 9611(a)(2). Respondent further waives all other statutory and common law claims
against the Response Agencies, iricluding, but not limited to, contribution and counterclalrns
relating to or arising out of conduct of the Work."

~ 76.  Nothing inthis Consent Order shall constitute or be construed as a release from .
any claim, cause of action or demand in law or equity against any person, firm, partnership,” -
sub31d1ary or corporation not a signatory to this Consent Order for any liability it may have
- arising out of or relating in any way to the generation, storage, treatment, handling,
transportation, release, or disposal of any hazardous: Substances pollutants or conmminants -
found at, taken to, or taken from Operable Unit 1.

717. Respondent spe(:;ﬁcally reserves all rlghts and defenses that it may have
includisig but not limited to any rights to contest any Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law
and Determinations set forth in Sections V and VI of this Consent Ordeér in any proceeding other
than an action brought by EPA or the State to enforce this Consent Order. Under this Consent
Order, Respondent specifically reserves any right it may have to seek review of the. remedxal
action selected in the ROD as authorized by CERCLA Section 113(h), 42 U'S.C. § 9613(11)
other than in an action brought by EPA or the State to enforce this Consent Order.

 78. Each party to this Consent Order shall bear its own costs and attorneys fees.
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XXII. CONTRIBUTION PROTECTION AND EFFECT OF SETTLEMENT

79, The Parties agree that Respondent is entitled, as of the Effective Date, to
protection from contribution actions or claims as provided by Sections 113(f)(2) and 122(h)(4) of
CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. §§ 9613(£)(2) and 9622(h)(4), for “matters addressed” in this Consent
Order. The “matters addressed” in this Consent Order are the Work. Nothing in this Consent
Order precludes the United States, the State, or Respondent from asserting any claims, causes of
action, or demands against any person not parties to this Consent Order for indemnification,
contribution, or cost recovery.

80. The Parties agree and acknowledge that the Response Agencies shall recognize that
Respondent is entitled to full credit for all response costs incurred in performance of the
Remedial Design and all future response costs paid under this Consent Order, with such credit to
be applied against Respondent’s liabilities for response costs at the Site; provided, however, that
the credit ultimately recognized shall take into account the amount of any recoveries by
Respondent of any portion of such payments from other liable persons such as through a
recovery under Sections 107 and 113 of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. §§ 96707 and 9613.

XXIIL. INDEMNIFICATION

81. Respondent shall indemnify, save and hold harmless the United States, the State,
and their officials, agents, contractors, subcontractors, employees and representatives from any
and all claims or causes of action arising from, or on account of, negligent or other wrongful acts
or omissions of Respondent, its officers, directors, employees, agents, contractors, or
subcontractors, in carrying out actions pursuant to this Consent Order. In addition, Respondent
agrees to pay the United States and/or the State all costs incurred by the United States and/or the
State, including but not limited to attorneys fees and other expenses of litigation and settlement,
arising from or on account of claims made against the United States and/or the State based on
negligent or other wrongful acts or omissions of Respondent, its officers, directors, employees,
agents, contractors, subcontractors and any persons acting on their behalf or under their control,
in carrying out activities pursuant to this Consent Order. Neither the United States nor the State
shall be held out as a party to any contract entered into by or on behalf of Respondent in carrying
out ackivities pursuant to this Consent Order. Neither Respondent nor any such contractor shall
be considered an agent of the United States or the State.

82. The United States and/or the State shall give Respondent notice of any claim for
which the United States and/or the State plan to seek indemnification pursuant to this Section
and shall consult with Respondent prior to settling such claim.

83. Respondent waives all claims against the United States and the State for damages
or reimbursement or for set-of f of any payments made or to be made to the United States and/or
the State, arising from or on account of any contract, agreement, or arrangement between
Respondent and any person for performance of response actions on or relating to the Site,
including, but not limited to, claims on account of construction delays. In addition, Respondent
shall indemnify and hold harmless the United States and the State with respect to any and all
claims for damages or reimbursement arising from or on account of any contract, agreement, or
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arrangement between Respondent and any person for performance of response actions on or
relating to the Site, including, but not limited to, claims on account of construction delays.

XXJV. RECORD PRESERVATION

84.  Respondent shall preserve all records and documents which relate to
implementation of the RD at Operable Unit 1 for a minimum often (10) years following
completion of Remedial Action construcon. Respondent shall acquire and retain copies of all
documents that relate to Remedial Design for Operable Unit 1 and are in the possession of its
employees, agents, accountants, contractors, or attorneys. After this 10-year period, Respondent
shall notify the Response Agencies at leas: ninety (90} days before the documents are scheduled
to be destroyed. If EPA or WDNR request that the documents be saved, Respondent shall, at no
cost to the Response Agencies, give the Response Agenc1es the docurnents or copies of the
documents.

XXV. NOTICES AND SUBMISSIONS

85.  Documents, including but not limited to repotts, approvals, disapprovals, and
other correspondence which must be submitted under this Consent Order, shall be sent by
overnight delivery or certified mail, retumn receipt requested, to the following addressees or to
any other addressees which the Respondent, EPA, and WDNR designate in writing;

As to the United States:

James Hahnenberg

EPA Project Coordinator

United States Environmental Protection Agency
77 West Jackson Blvd., mail code: SR-6]
Chicago, Illinois 60604-3590

Phone: (312) 353-4213

FAX: (312) 886-4071

E-mail: Hahnenberg J ames@epa gov

w1th a copy to

Roger Grimes (C-14J)

Assistant Regional Counsel

U.S. Envirorunental Protection Agency
Region 5 "

77 West J ackson Blvd ¢
Chicago, IL 60604 '

Phone: (312) 886-6595

FAX: (312) 886-0747

E-mail: grimes.roger{@epa.gov
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As to the State:

Gregory Hiil

WDNR Project Coordinator
Wisconsin Depariment of Natural Resources

P.O.Box7921 - 101 S. Webster St.
Madison, WI 53707-7921 Madison, WI 53703
(Regular Mail) (Over-Night Mail)

Phone: (608) 267-9352
FAX: (608)267-2800 .
E-mail: hillg@dnr state.wi.us

As to the Respondent: N\

J.P. Causey Jr..

Vice President & Secretary / WTM [ Company
c/o Chesapeake Corporation

1021 E. Cary Street

Box 2350

Richmond, VA 23218- 2350

Phone: (804) 697-1166

FAX: (804) 697-1192

E-mail: jp.causey@cskcorp.com

with a copy to:

86.

Nancy K. Peterson

Quarles & Brady LLP

411 E. Wisconsin Ave.
Milwaukee, WI 53202-4497
Phone: (414) 277-5515

Fax: (414) 203-0190
E-mail: pkp@quarles.com

XXVIL. EFFECTIVE DATE OF CONSENT ORDER

This Consent Order shall become effective upon receipt by. Respondent of the
Consent Order signed by the Director of the Superfund Division, EPA, Region 5 and the

Secretary of the WDNR.

87.

XXVII. COMMUNITY RELATIONS

Reépo_ndent shall cooperate with the Resporlse Agencies in providing RD
information to the public. If requested by the Response Agencies, Respondent shall parsicipate
in the preparation of all RD informmation disserninated to the public pertaining to Operable Unit 1.
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XXVIIl. MODIFICATION OF CONSENT ORDER

88.  Inaddition to the procedures set forth in Section VIII (Project Coordinators),
Section IX (Work to be Performed), Section XV (Dispute Resolution) and Section XVI (Force
Majeure), this Consent Order may be amended by mutual agreement of the Parties.
Amendments shall be in writing and shall become effective on the date of execution by the
Response Agencies. Project Coordinators do not have the authority to sign amendments to the
Consent Order.

89.  No informal advice, guidance, suggestions, or comments by the Response
Agencies regarding reports, plans, specifications, schedules, and any other writing submitted by
the Respondent will be construed as relieving Respondent of its obligation to obtain such formal
approval as may be required by this Consent Order. Any deliverables, plans, technical
memoranda, reports (other than progress reports), specifications, schedules and attachments
required by this Consent Order are, upon approval by the Response Agencws mcorporated into

_this Consent Order.

XXIX. NOTICE OF COMPLETION

90. At the request of Respondent, the Response Agencies shall promptly determine
whether all actions have been performed in accordance with this Consent Order, except for
certain continuing obligations required by this Consent Order (e.g., record retention). Any
request shall demonstrate in writing that such actions have been performed in accordance with
this Consent Order and shall be accompanied by the following attestation by a responsible
official for the Respondent: “I certify that the information contained in or accompanying this
certification is true, accurate, and complete.” Upon such determination by the Response
Agencies, the Response Agencies will promptly provide written notice to Respondent. Such
notice will not be unreasonably withheld. If the Response Agencies determine that any required
response activities have not been completed in accordance with this Consent Order, they will
notify Respondent, provide a list of the deficiencies, and require that Respondent correct such
deﬁc1enc1es
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IN THE MATTER OF:
Administrative Order by Consent

Lower Fox River and Green Bay Site
AGREED AS STATED ABOVE:

WTM I Company
(fa Wisconsin Tissue Mitls Inc.)

ﬁézk_\\\ .. DATE: June 23, 2003

J P, Causey Jr.
Tltle Vice President

.
il P |
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IN THE MATTER OF:
Administrative Order by Consent

Lower Fox River and Green Bay Site
IT IS SO ORDERED AND AGREED:

U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

BY: LMZ.A [ %W . DATE: 7{ 1/0.3
William E. Muno, Diregtor ' - -

Superfund Division
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

Region 5

kS

WISCONSIN DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES

Bﬁﬁmé(m DATE: _¢/, ! 2 3/ d>

Scott Hass‘étt, Sgc;etary
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STATEMENT OF_‘VVORK
FOR THE REMEDIAL DESIGN FOR
OPERABLE UNIT 1 AT THE
LOWER FOX RIVER AND GREEN BAY SITE

BROWN, OUTAGAMIE, AND WINNEBAGO COUNTIES, WISCONSIN

L URPQS

This Statement of Work (SOW) sets forth the requirements for the Remedial Design (RD) for all components of the
remedial action set { oxth in the Record of Decision (ROD) for Operable Unit 1 (OU1) of the Lower Fox River and
Green Bay Site (Site).! This ROD encompasses Operable Unit IIand Operable Unit 2 and was signed by the Deputy
Administrator, Water Di\.lision, Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources (WDNR) and the Superfund Director
of EPA Region 5 on December 18, 2002 and December 20, 2002, respectively.” This SOW addresses onIy the
Remedial Design for OU1. The Respondent shall develop the Remedial Design consistent with the ROD, the
Consent Order to which this SOW is attached (AOC), EPA Superfund Remedial Design and Remedial Action
Guidance, and any additional guidance provided by the Response Agencies in submitting deliverables for designing

a remedial action for the Site. This SOW does not include implementation of the remedy.

. . DESCRIPTION OF THE REMEDIAL ACTION / PERFORMANCE S'_I‘ANDARDS
The Respondent shall design thie remedy necessary to meet the Performance Standards and specifications sef forth in
the ROD for OU1, as discussed below (Altemahve C2). The Remedial Destgn shall addxess the nmlng and

o sequencmg of the remedlal achion to account 1 orthe nmltlfaceted and muln-year components of the remedy

Appropnate consxderatlon of the pxowsxons of the contmgent ROD and such other woxk as proposed by Respondent -

uader the AOC, may also be incotporated into the Remedial Desxgn process.

B
B
KA
14

! “Operable Unit 1™ or “OUI" shall mean the Little Lake Butte des Motts reach of the Lower Fox Rlver, as

delineated by the Record of Decision signed by WDNR and EPA in December 2002. More speexﬁcally, OUl is’ ‘the
portion of the Lower Fox River (and the underlying River sediment) starting at the outlet of Lake Winnebago at the
Neenah Dam and the Menasha Dam downstream to the Upper Appleton Dam, including sediment deposie A -
through Hand POG. Asso defined, OUI is depicted in Figure 7-9 of the December 2002 Final Feasxbxhty Study,
copy of which s attached to the Consent Order as Atsachment B.

2 Operable Units 3, 4, and 5 of the Lower Fox River and Green Bay Site will be addressed in a sepaxate

Record of Decision.



OPERABLE UNIT 1 - LiTTLE LAKE BUTTE DES MORTS, ALTERNATIVE C2- Altemmative C2 includes the removal of
sediment with PCB concentrations greater than the 1 ppm remedial action level (RAL), followed by dew_atexing and

off-site disposal of the sediment

. Site Mobilization and Preparation. The staging area for QU1 will be determined during the design stage.
Site preparation at the staging area will include collecting soil samples, securing the onshore property area
for equipment staging, and constructing the sediment dewatering facility, water treadment facilities, and

sediment storage and tiuck loading areas

o Sediment Removal. Sediment removal will be conducted using a dredge (e.g., cutterhead or horizontal

auger or other method) or other suitable sediment removal equipment.
. Sediment Dewatering. Sediment that is removed will require dewatering,

o Water Treatment. Unless other arrangements can be made, water treatment will consist of flocculation,

clarification, sand filtiation, and treatment through activated carbon filters.

. ‘Sediment Disposal. Sediment disposal includes the loading and transportation of the sediment to anNR

500 landfill with Toxic Substances Control Act(TSCA) approval, if needed.

. Demobilization and Site Restoration. Demobilization and site restoration will involve removing all
equipment from the staging and work areas and restoring thesite to, at a minimum, its origina! condition

before constiuction of the staging area comenced.

e Listitutional _C.oiit'r'els' and Monitoring. Baseline mOn_itdﬁqg will inel'u:'de pre- aﬁ(:l_i)bst_%iemedihl: B _

.' samplmgof wata', é‘édiihén,t,- and bidloé:i.cal tissue. Meuitorfng duriné implemediatio&’wiﬂ iﬁclu_dé: air'an&
surface water sampling. Plans for monitoring during and after construction will be developed durmgthe -
Remedial Designand modiﬁffi.‘dur'ing and after constwuction, as approbxiaie. Institutional coﬁaois may
include access restrictions, Ia;:i use or water use reguictions, dredging moratoriuins, fish consumption

: ad_visories, end doinestic wa_téf supply restrictions. Land and water use restrictioﬁs and access restrictions
may reqire lot.:ai. or staté Iegiélat{ve acuo 1 to prevent inappropriate use or developmient of contaminated

-areas.



. Achievement of Remedial Action Level Objective. The mass and volume to be remediated will be
. determined by (1) establishing a dredge elevation based ona RAL of 1 ppm or, if sampling conducted after
dredging is completed shows that the 1 ppm RAL has not been achleved (2) by achieving a Surface

Weighted Average Concentration (SWAC) of0.25 ppm?

III. SCOPE OF REMEDIAL DESIGN

The Remedial Design shall be consistent with the ROD for OU1. Specific tasks are described below.

Task 1: .Remedial Design Werk Plan

Within 60 days of receiving Notice of Authoriaation to proceed wish Remedial Design, Respondent shall submit a
complete Remedial Dcsigﬁ Work Plan (RD Work Plan) to EPA and WDNR for their review and approval. The RD
Work Plan shall discuss how each component of the OU! remedy will be addressed, identify tasks necessary for
completing theipte-design investigations and design work required by the ROD for OU1, and provide an overall
management strategy for completion of such tasks. T-he RD Work Plan shall also incluc;le a project schedule for each
major activity and submission of deliverables to be generated during the Remedial Design. TilC plan shall document
the responsibility and authority of all organizations and key personnel involved with the design and shall include a
description of qualifications of key petsonnel directing the Remedial Design, including cpﬂtractor personnel.
Respondent shall submit the RD Work Plan in accordance with Section X of the Consent Order and Section IVof
this SOW. Once EPA and WD NR approve the RD Work Plan, Respondent shall implement the plan in accordance

with the approved schedule therein.

"Tésk 2: Pre—Desigg Phase _ e _

‘On or before July 21, 2003, Respondent shalf submit a Pr'e-des'ign Sempl_ing Plan for OUl to WDNRand EPA for
iﬁeir review and approval. Among of{x_gﬁr things, the Pre-design Sampling Plan will desctibe necessaty ﬁeld and
analytical evaluations of sediment in- OUI required for completion of the Remedial Design. The Pre-desfgn

Samplmg Plan will consist of the Quallty Assurance Project Plan, Sampling and Analysis Plan and Health and

Safety Plan. The Plan will not address baseline bathymetric and related surveys, which have been or will be

Al

3 - The Parties recognize that an Explanation of Significant Differences or ROD Amendment issued by the

Response Agencies could result in an altemative RAL or SWAC.
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performed by WDNR and/or EPA. Respondent shall submit any necessary modifications to these documents for

review and approval prior to implementing the pre-design investigation.

Validated sample results shall be submitted in accordance with provisions in Section X of the AOC. Following
completion of sampling and validation of data, Respondent shall submit a Basis of Design Report for approval by
the Response Agencies which shall include all information collected during the pre-design investigation, as well as
appropriate literature and design references. The Basis of Design report shalt include the basis for designation of
specific sediment deposits in QU1 for remediation. The designation of sediment deposits for removal will be
subject to approvai by the Response Agencies and be consistent with the Record of Decision for OUI. Presentation
of alternative remedial measures may be made for Response Agencies’ approval under the provisions of the

contingent ROD.

Task 3: Remedial Design Phases

Following completion of the Pre-Design Phase, Resporrdent shall prepare construction plans and specifications to
implement the Remedial Action atOUl as described inthe ROD and this SOW. Such plans and specifications shall
be submitted in accordance with the schedule set forth in Section IV below. Subject toapproval by EPA and
WDNR, Respondent may submit more than one set of deSign submittals reflecting diff erentcomponents of the_
Remedial Action. All design plans and specifications shall be developed consistent with EPA’s Superfund
Remedial Design and Remedial Action Guidance {OSWER Directive No. 9355.0-4A), except as othetwise specified
in this SQW,and shall demonst_ratle that the Remedi_al Action based on the ﬁnal\R_emedial Design will meet all

Perf ormance Standards. Respo'ndent shall meet regularly with E_PA arid WDNR to discuss design issues.' _ R

If R%pondent consrstent with the ROD cappmg contmgency, proposes to leave any capped areain place as part Of

the fmal remedy either based on recharacterization and/or other information, Respondent shall provxde a detailed

submittal with technical justification s&i&porting such a proposal to WDNR and EPA for review and approval This
4

submittal sball be consistent with ROD Sections 13.4 and 13.5andall appiopnate EPA Guidance, and in accordance

wnth a schedule eshbhshed in the approved RD Work Plan.

If Re_spondent, b_ased on investigation activitiec and assessments conducted during the design phase, propoées that
alternative remedial measures be designated by the Response Agencies for any portion of QU1, Responden_t shall

provide a detailed submittal with technical justification supporting such a proposal to WDNR and EPA for review

-4-



and approval. The submittal shall be consistent with all appropriate EPA Guidance. Approval of the proposal will
require either an Explanation of Significant Differences or a ROD Amendment by EPA and WDNR before it
becomes effective. The submittal shall be in addition to all other submittals required by this SOW, and shail not
delay the submittal of other design documerlts. Respondent may make a submittal proposing altetnate remsdial
measures, and EPA and WDNR will considerthe submitta), either during design or after the Final Design is

completed, but before remedial action commences in the portion{s) of OUI addressed by the submittal,

A. Preliminary Design (50%)
Respondent shall submit the Preliminary Design for OU1 to EPA and WDNR for review and approval when the
designeffort is approximately 50% complete. The Preliminary Design submittal shall include or discuss, at a

minimum, the following:

U Preliminasy plans, drawings, and sketches, including design calculations;

o Results of studies and additional field satnpling and analysis, if any, conducted after the Pre-
Design Phase;

o Design assumptions and parameters, including design restrictions, process performance criteria,

appropriate unit processes for the treatment #ain, and expected removal or ¥eatment efficiencies

for both the process and waste {concentration and volume}, as applicable;

. Sediment Remova! Verification Plan (in appropriate phase}, including the proposed cleanup

verification methods (i.., probing methods) and compliance with Applicable or Relevant and

Appropriate Requiremente (ARARSs);

) Outline of required specifications;
. Proposed siting/loéziﬁbns of processes/construction activity;
. Mitigation Plan to restore habitats that have been physically impacted by sediment _rerhoval

equipment or soil excavation equipment {not including the soft sediment deposits themselves);
o Expacted long-term monitoring and operation requirements;
. Real estate, easement, and permit requirements;

-S-



] Preliminary construction schedule, including contracting strategy.

B. Pre-Final Design (90%)
The Respondent shall submit the Pre-Final Design when the design effort is 90% complete. The Pre-Final Design

shall fully incorporate all Response Agency comments made to the Preliminary Design.

The Pre-Final Design submitials shall include those elements listed for the Preliminary Design, as well as the

following:
. Draft Construction Quality Assurance Project Plan;
. Final Health and Safety Plan;
o Final Contingency Plan,
. Final Sediment Removal Verification Plan,;
.. Diaft Operation. and Maintenance Plan;
e - (apitaland Operation and Maintenance Cost Estimate. This cost estimate shall ref'me the
Feasibility Study cost estimate to reflect the Gtail presented in the Pre-Final Design;
. Final Project Schedule for the construction and implementation of the Remedial Action addressed

in this SOW which identifies timing for initiation and completion of all critical path tasks. The
fmal project schedule submitted as part of the Final Design shall include specific datesfor
compleltion ef the project and major mil.estones.. Speci.ﬁc dates w1ll ..assd;ne and be dependant '.
upon, a defined start date.
C Final Design (100%) : | ‘
The Respondent shall submit the Fin:i:f)esign when the design effort is 100% complete. The Final Desigll shalf
ﬁll]y incorporate all Resbonse Agency comments made to the Pre—Einal D_e_sign epd sha_]l inelude réprodugime
drawidgs and specificatioos suitable _-for.hid advertisement. The Final Design sﬁbm_ittal_s shall include. g;oée .I '

elements listed for the Pre-Final Design.



D. Content of Supporting Plans

1. Health and Safety Plan (HSP)

Respondent shall develop and submit to EPA / WDNR forreview and comment a site-spacific HSP which
is designed to protect cl:onskuction personnel and area residents from physical, chemical, and other hazards posed by
any work at the Site during the RA. The Health and Safety Plan shall follow OSHA requirements as outlined in 29

CFR §§ 1910 and 1926.

2. Contingency Plan

Consistent with the Consent Order, Respondent shali develop and submit to EPA / WDNR for approval a
Contingency Plan that describes the mitigakion procedures it will use in the event of an accident or emergency at the
Site. The Contingency Plan may be incorporated into the HSP. The final Contingency Plan shall be submitted prior
to the start of construction, in accordance with the approved construction schedule. The Contingency Plan shall

include, at a minimum, the following:

a. Name of the person or entity responsible for responding in the event of an emergency
incident;
b. Plan and date to meet with the local community, including local, State and Federal

agencies involved in the Remedial Action, as well as local emergency squads and
hospitals; and,
c. First aid medical inf ormation

3. - Constuction Quality .\ssurance Project Plan (CQAPP)
Respondent shall develop and submit to EPA/ WD NR for review and approval a draft CQAPP which

describes the site specific components of the quality assurance program that the R::e,sp'(_)rir'_i_‘_&pt shall use to ensurethat .

the completed project meets or exoeeds:_‘ail design criteria, plans, and specifications. The final CQAPP shall be.
o [
submitted in accordance with the approved RA Work Plan schedule. The CQAPP shall contein, ata minimum, the

following elemeats:

' -

a. Responsibilities and authorities of all organizations and key personnel involved in the -

construction of the Remedial Action.



b. Qualifications of the Quality Assurance Official to demonstrate that he/she possesses the
training and experience necessary to fultfill hisher identified responsibilities.

c. Protocols for sampling and testing used to monitor the remedial action.

d. Identification of proposed quality assucance sampling activities including the sample size,
locations, frequency of testing, acceptance and rejection data sheets, ptoblem
identification and corrective measures reports, evaluation repotts, acceptance repotts, and
final documentation.

e. Reporting requirements for CQAPP activities shall be described in detail in the CQAPP.
This shall include such items as daily summary reports, inspection data sheets, problem
identification and corrective measures reports, and design acceptance reports, and final
documentation. Provisions for the final storage of all OUI cleanup records shall be
presented in the CQAPP.

4. Sediment Removal Verification Plan

Respondent shall develop and submit a Sediment Removal Verification Plan to EPA / WDNR for review
and approval. The purpose of the Sediment Removal Verification Plan is to provide a mechanism to ensure that
Performance Standards for the Remedial Action are met. Once abprov’ed, the Sediment Removal Verification Plan

shall be implemented on the approved schedule. The Sediment Removal Verification Plan shall include, at a

minimum;:
~a. .- Quality Assurance Project Plao (may be part of RA QAPP); . -
b. Health and Safety Plan. (may be part of RA HSP); and
c. ' _Field,Samp_l.ing Plan. . v _ : X A

Iv.  SUMMARY OF MAJOR DELIVERABLES /scHeDULE

A summary of the project schedule a;;ly.reporting requiremet{.ts for each phase of the OUI Remedial Action
conteined in this OU1 RD SOW is presented below. The draft Pre<design Sampling Plan will sequence the W(')rl_(_-§0\__-_;

- that samplés are first.collected and analyzed fmm_D_eposﬁ AB. .’Ifhe portion of the design necessay to 'cbnimeﬁ(_id EO

constuction of the remedial action in 2008 will be expedited on a schedule to be spec'.iﬁe'(i”in:th'e RD Work Plan.



Unless modified by the final RD Work Plan or otherwise approved in writing by the Project Coordinators, the

project schedule will be as follows:

Deliverabie/ Milestone

Due Date {caleﬁdar days}

Draft Pre-design Sampling Plan

July 21, 2003

Draft RD Work Plan

Sixty {60) days after receiving Notice of Authorizatior to
proceed w1th RD.
Final RD Work Plan Thirty (30) days after the receipt of comments.

Monthly Progress Réports

As described in the Consent Order and SOW.

Pre-design Sampling

Initiate within thirty (30) days after receipt of Notice of
Authorization to.proceed with pre-design investigation approved
in Pre-design Sampling Plan, but no earlier than August 4, 2003.

Basis of Design Report

Ninety (90) days after receipt of validated data from the pre-

design 1nvest1gatxon

Preliminary Design (50%)

One hundred and eighty (180) days after receipt of validafed data |

from the pre-design investigation or sixty (60) days after
approval of the Basis of Design, whichever is later.. ; - ..

Pre-Final Design (90%)

Ninety (90) days after recelpt of comments iom EPA and
WDNR on the Preliminary De51gn for that phase -

Final Design (100%)

Thirty (30) days after receipt of comments fom EPA and
WDNR onthe Pre-Final Design for that phase,

&
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Map of Operable Unit 1
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LIST OF ACRONYMS AND ABBREVlA_TIONS

APINCR - -Appleton Papers Inc./NCR Corp
ARAR - applicable or relevant and appropnate reqmrement
AR- - administrative record .
AOC: - Administrative Order on Consent or Area of Co‘ncem C
BTAG - Biological Technical Assistance Group
BLERA- Baseline Ecological Risk Assessment
BLRA - Baseline Human Health and Eco!oglcal Risk Assessment
CERCLA- Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Llablllty Act
cfs- cubic feet per second
CWA - Clean Water Act
cy- cubic yard
CIP - Community Involvement Plan
CWAC - Clean Water Action Council
COcC - Chemical of Concern
CT- central tendency
CTE- ~ centraltendency exposure
.CSF - Cancer Slope Factor
CD!- Chronic Daily Intake
COPC - Chemical of Potential Concern
CDF - Confined Disposal Facility
CAD - Confined Aquatic Disposal
DDT - dichlorodiphenyltrichloroethane
DDD- dichlorodiphenyldichloroethane
DODE - Dieldrin
DO- dissolved oxygen
EPA - Environmental Protection Agency
ESD - Explanation of Significant Difference
ERA - Ecological Risk Assessment
FS - Feasibility Study
~ FRFOOD - Fox River Food Chain Model
FRC - Fox River Coalition :
FRG - Fox River Group
FRDB - Fox River Data Base
GBRAP - Green Bay Remedial Action Pian
GBMBS - Green Bay Mass Balance Study
GFT Glass Furnace Technotogy
"GLNPO - Great Lakes Nationat Program Office
HHRA - Human Health Risk Assessment
HI - Hazard Index
HQ- Hazard Quotient '
HTTD - High-temperature Thermai Desorption
IRIS - Integrated Risk information System
IC- institutional control
ISC - in situ capping
IGP - Intergovernmental Partnershlp
kg - kilogram
LLBdM - Little Lake Butte des Morts
LMMSBS - Lake Michigan Mass Balance Study
LOAEL - Lowest Observed Adverse Effects Level ' *
LOAEC- Lowest Observed Adverse Effects Concentration
MNR - Monitored Natural Recovery
mg/kg - milligrams per Kilogram
mg/kg/day - milligrams per kilogram per.ddy
NPL - National Priorities List
NCP - National Contingency Plan
NAS - National Academies of Science

NOAA- - National Oceanographic and Atmospheric Administration
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NCR -
NROA -
ng/L. -
NOAEL -
NOAEC -
NPDES -
NHPA -
ou-
OSWER -
PCB -
ppm -
PRP -
POTW -
ppb-
ppt -
PAL -
PEL -

QA/QC -
RAL -
RAP -
RUFS -
ROD -
R! -
RME-
RfD -
RAO -
RCRA -
SMU -
SERA -
SMOP -
SLRA-
SQrT -
SWAC -
TAG -
TEF-
TEL -
TRV -
T8C -
TSCA -
TMOL -
USACE -
USFWS -
USGS -
ucCL -
WODNR -
WLA ~
WLFRM -
WAC -
WPOES -
wWDOT -

National Cash Register Corp L
Natural Resource Damages Assessment
nanograms per liter

No Observed Adverse Effects Level

No Observed Adverse Effects Concentration
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
National Historic Presétvation Act

Operable Unit

Office of Solid Waste and Emergency Response
Polychlorinated Biphenyl :
partsper miflion =~

potentially responsible party

publicly owned treatment works

parts per billion

parts per trillion

preventive action limit

probable exposure limit,

quality assurance

quality assurance/quality control

Remedial Action Level

Remedial Action Plan

Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study
Record of Decision

Remedial Investigation

Reasonable Maximum Exposure

Reference Dose

Remedial Action Objective

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act
Sediment Management Unit _
Screening Ecological Risk Assessment
Scientific Management Decision Point
Screening Level Risk Assessment

Sediment Quality Threshold

Surface Weighted Average Concentration
Technical Assistance Grant

toxic equivalency factor

threshold exposure limit.

toxicity reference vaiues

to be considered

Toxic Substances Control Act

Total Maximum Daily Load

United States Army Corps of Engineers

United States Fish and Wildiife Service

United States Geological Survey

Upper Confidence Limit

Wisconsin Department of Natura!l Resources
Waste Load Aliocation

whole Lower Fox River Model

Wisconsin Administrative Code _
Wisconsin Pollutant Discharge tiimination System’
Wisconsin Department of Transportation
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' EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Record of Decision (ROD) for

Operable Unitstand 2
Wisconsin DNR & U.S: EPA

The Lower Fox River and Green Bay Site mcludes an approxnmately 39-mile stretch of the

" Lower Fox River as well as the bay of Green Bay. The river postlon of the Site extends from the

outlet of Lake Wlnnebago and continues downstréarm to the mouth of the River at Green Bay,
Wisconsin.” The Bay portion of the Site includes all of Green Bay from the city of Green Bay to
the point where Green Bay énters Lake Mlchlgan This Record of Decision (ROD) addresses -
someé’of the human health and ecological risks posedto people and ecologlcal receptors . -
associated with polychlonnated biphenyls (PCBs) that have been released to the Site.
Presently these PCBs reside primarily in the sediments in the River and in the Bay, and this
ROD outlines a remedlal plan to address a certain portion of PCB contamlnated sedlments

The Slt__e has been divided into certain discrete areas {Operable Units or OUs) for ease of

management and administration. The Riverhas been divided into Operable Wnits 1 through 4
and Green Bay constitutes Operable Unit 5. These Operable Units are:

Operable Unit 1 — Little Lake Butte des Morts
Operable Unit 2 — Appleton to Little Rapids
Operable Unit 3 - Little Rapids to De Pere
Operable Unit 4 ~ De Pere to Green Bay
Operable Unit 5 — Green Bay

This ROD selects a remedial action for Operable Units 1 and 2, and it is anticipated that a
second ROD addressing Operable Units 3 through 5 will be issued in the future.

For many years along the Lower Fox River there have been and continue to be located an
intense concentration of paper mills. Some of these mills operated de-inking facilities in
connection with the recycling of paper. Others manufactured carbonless copy paper.- In both
the de-inking operations and the manufacturing of carbontess copy paper, these mills handied
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), which were used in the emulsion that coated carbonless copy
paper. In the de-inking process and in the manufacturing process, PCBs were released from
the mills to the River directly or after passing through local water treatment works. PCBs have a
tendency to adhere to sediment and they have contaminated the River sediments. [n addition,
the PCBs and contaminated sediments were carried down river and released into Green Bay.

Presently, it is estimated that Operable Unit 1 contains approximately 4100 pounds of PCBs in
2,200,400 cubic yards of sediment. This ROD provides for the removal by hydraulic dredging
784,000 cubic yards of contaminated sediments from Operable Unit 1. The dredged material
will be mechanically “dewatered" and taken to a landfill for permanent disposal. This ROD
establishes an "action level” of 1 part per million {ppm) for this-cleanup effort. In other words,
any sediment found in Operable Unit 1 which has a concentration of PCBs of 1 ppm or greater
will be targeted for removal.. The goal of the remedial action in Operable Unit 1 is to reach a
surface weighted average concentration (SWAC) of less than 0.25 ppm after dredging is
completed. This means thatthe concentration of PCBs averaged over the Operable Unit will
not exceed 0.25 ppm when the cleanup is complete. By removing the contaminated sediment, it
is presently estimated that Operable Unit 1 will reach a surface weighted average concentration
of 0.19 parts per million, well below the goal. By reducing the concentration of PCBs in




EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Operable Unit 1to the SWAC {evel.orbelow will dramatlcally reduce the human health and
ecologrca{ risk.

Operable Unit 2, WhICh is about 20 mlies in- length contalns approxlmately 240 pounds of PCBs
in 339,200 cubic yards (cy) of sediment.. A s ignifit icant. portion.of the PCBs coritained in this

Operable Unit has already been removed through the sediment removal demonstration project.
at Deposit N. The result is that in Operable Unit 2 there remain no significant (i.e., greater than
10,000 cubic yards) contaminated sediment deposits with concentrations.of PCBs above the .
action level. .Moreover, itis contemplated that the farthest downstream deposrt in Operable Umt
2 (Deposit DD) may. be remedrated in'connection with the remedial action to be undertaken'in
Operable Unit 3 at a later time.. Without active remediation, the SWAC for Operable Unit2is_
only 8.61ppm. Therefore for. Operable Unit 2 the ROD selects a remedy of monitored natural
recovery. (MNR) Thls remedy does not. involve. sedlment removal Rather it conszsts ofa. _
comprehensive: mon[torlng program des!gned in partto momtor the. leveis of PCBs in various.
environmental compartments as the natural recovery processes work. Coupllng this MNR wrth
the substantial upstream dredging remedy m Operable Unit 1 should result in reduced human
health or ecological risk in Operable Unit 2.

The estzmated cost for the remedual actlon m Operable Umt 1 |s $66 2 mﬂiron and for Operable
Unit 2 it is $9.9 million. _ o
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: Declaratson for the Record of Demswn (ROD) for -
. Operable Unitsland 2 |
- ‘Wisconsin DNR & U.S. EPA

.Lower Fox River
Brown, Outagamle and Winnebago Countles, Wlsconsm
: “"WID000195481
- Décember 2002 -

Part1: Declaratlomfot the Record of Decnsuon

The Lower FoxRiver and Green Bay Site (“the Site” or* “the Fox Rlver Site” )mcludes an-
approximately 39'mile section of the Lower Fox River; from Lake Wlnnebago down river to the
mouth of the Fox River:and all of Green Bay (approximately 2700 square. miles in area). Thls
stretch of the Fox River and Green Bay flows through or borders Brown, Door, Kewaunee,
Marinette, Oconto, Outagamie, and Winnebago Co_untles in Wisconsin, and, Delta and
Menominee Counties in:Michigan. The River portion of the Site hasbeen divided into.*Operable
~ Units™ (OUs) OU 1 through OU 4; and the Green Bay portion of the Site is.designated OU 5 for:
purposes of Site management. The OUs were selected based, at least in part, on stretches of
the River that have similar characteristics. They are OU 1 from the Lake Winnebago outletto -
Appleton dam; OU 2 from the Appleton dam to Little Rapids dam; OU 3 from Little Rapids dam
to the De Pere dam; OU 4 from the De Pere dam to the mouth of the River at Green Bay; and -
OU 5 Green Bay.

This Record of Decuslon (“ this ROD ) addresses the risks to people and ecologlcal receptors
associated with polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) in OUs 1 and 2; Little Lake Butte des Morts.
and Appleton to Little Rapids, respectively. PCBs are the primary risk driver, contained in
sediment deposits located in the River and the Bay. The implémentation of the remedy. selected
in this ROD will result m reduced risks to humans and ecologlcat receptors livingin and near the
Site.

With the exception of continuing releases of PCBs from contaminated sediments, it is believed
that the original PCB sources are now essentially controlied. PCBs inthe River were from
historical discharges, primarily related to carbonless copy paper manufacturing and recycling.

- STATEMENT OF BASIS AND PURPOSE

in June 1997, the United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) announced its intent to
list the Fox River and poitions of Green Bay on the National Priorities List (NPL), a list of the
nation's hazardous waste sites eligible for investigation and cleanup under the federal
Superfund program, and formally proposed listing of the Site to the NPL in a Federal Register
publication on July 28, 1998. By agreement with EPA, the Wisconsin Department of Natural
Resources (WONR) is the “lead agency” with respect to the Site. This decision document was
developed by WDNR for OUs 1 and 2 of the Fox River Site, pursuant to WDNR's authority
under Ch. 292, Wisconsin Statutes. EPA has concurred and has adopted this ROD for the Fox
River Site, as provided for i in 40 CFR § 300.515(e).

This ROD was writ_ten in accordance witfi'the Comprehensive Environmentai Response,
Compensation and Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA) as amended by the Superfund Amendments
and Reauthorization Act of 1986 (SARA), in a manner not inconsistent with the requirement of
the National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP), 40 CFR‘Part™
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Declaration for the Record of Decision
Fox River and Green Bay OU 1 and OU 2

300. This decrsron is based on information :contained in.the Administrative Record for this Slte
This ROD is consistent with the flndlngs ofthe National Academy of Sciences’ {NAS) National

Research Council report entitled A Rlsk Management Strategy for PCB-Contaminated
Sediments and EPA policy. _

ASSESSMENT OF THE SlTE

The response actlon selected in this ROD is necessary to protect the publlc hea!th welfare, or
the environment from an imminent and substantial endangerment from actual or threatened
reteases of hazardous substances into the environment.

DESCRIPTION OF '_THE SELECTED -:REME_DY-' '

The objectives of the response actions for this Site are to protect public health, welfare and the
environment and to conplywith applicable federal and state taws. The selected remedy- .
specifies response actions that will addréss PCB‘contaminated sediment in the Site’s OUs 1
and 2. The WDNR and EPA (Agencies) believe the remedial actions outlined in this. ROD, if-
‘property implemented; will résult in the cleanup of contaminated sediments.in©OUs 1 and 2 and
will protect human health and theenvironment. Amongthe goals for.the selected remedy are-
the:removal of fish cansumption advisories and the protection of the fish-and wildlife that use the
Fox Rlver and Green Bay, and to reduce the transport of F’CBs from the Fox Rlver to Green:
Bay

The major components of the selected remedy include:

* Removal of a total of approximately 784,000 cubic yards (cy) of contaminated sediment
containing over 1715 kilograms (kg) or 3770 pounds of PCBs from OU 1 using
environmental dredging techniques that minimize adverse environmental impacts. The
selected remedy calls for de-watering and stabilizing the dredged sediment and dlsposrng of
it off site at existing licensed facilities and/or new facilities yet to be constructed and licensed
in the Fox River Valley. In conducting the design of this remedy, WDNR and EPA may
utilize vitrification of dredged contaminated sediment, as an alternative to off-site disposal at
a licensed facility, if this is determined to be practicable and cost effective.

* The.use of natural recovery processes and monitoring for OU 2, with the possible exception
of deposit DD. A final decision on deposit DD will be made when the. ROD for OU 3 is
issued.

= Monitored Natural Recovery (MNR) of the resnduai PCB contammation remammg in dredged
' areas and undisturbed areas until the concentrations of. PCBs:in fish tissue are reduced to
an acceptable level. Fish consumption advisories and fishing restrictions will remain in
place until acceptabie PCB levels are achieved. :

. . A'long term monitoring program (water, sediment and tissue) throughout the ou 1 and 2 to
determlne the effectiveness of the remedy

STATUTORY DETERMINATIONS

The selected remedy meets the requirements for remedial actions set forth in Section 121 of
CERCLA, 42 USC § 9621. It is protective of human health and the envirocnment, complies with
federal and state applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements, and is cost effective. The
selected remedy utilizes permanent solutians and alternative treatment technologies to the
maximum extent practicable. it does not.completely satisfy the statutory preference for
treatment as a principal element of the remedy, because PCB-contaminated sediment may not
be treated prior to disposal.

A-d
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Declaration for the Record of Decision
Fox R:ver and. Green Bay OU 1 and OU 2

_Wlth respect to the’ pomons of the Fox Rwer addressed in thns Recond of Decision, some PCB

concentrations create a risk in the range of 10-3 or more, thus “qualifying” those sediments to

“be a principal threat waste. The preference for treatment applies to'these particular sediréents.

However, it would be wholly impracticable to closely identify, isolate and treat these principal
threat wastes differently than the other PCB sediments identified for removal and disposal.-
Typical dredging technology that may be employed may not be capable of distinguishing among
such fine gradations of PCB concentrations. -Nevertheless, at the conclusion of the QU 1,
remedy the principal-threat wastes will have been removed from OU 1 and deposited ina™
landfill. In so doing, the mobility of the principal threat wastes will have been greatly reduced.

- Because the selected remedy WiIIreS”uIt"i_n _ha_zardous substances remaining on the Site above

levels that allow unlimited use and unrestricted exposure, five-year reviews will be conducted.

DATA CERTIFICATION CHECKLIST

" The following information is in the Decision Summary section of this ROD. Additional

information is in the Administrative Record file for thls Site.

= Chemicals of concem and their respective concentratidns - Sections 6 and 8
» Baseline risk presented by the chemicals of concem - Section 8

= Cleanup levels established for the chemical of concern and the basis for these levels -
Section 13.3 - ‘

= How source mate:ial's constituting principal threats are addressed - Section 12

= Surface water and land use assumptions used in the baseline risk_'assessments and ROD -
Sections 7 and 8

a  Potential land and ground water use that wiil be ava:lable at the Site as aresultof the -
Selected Remedy - Section 7

« Estimated capital, operation and maintenance and total present-worth costs; and the time to
implement each of the various remedial alternatives - Sections 11 and 13.2

= Key factors that led to selecting the remedy (i.e., best balance of trade-offs with respect to
the balancing and modifying ciiteria) - Sections 11 and 14

//’5//57/02/

Date

Brifce Baker, Deputy Administrator-
Water Division
Wisconsin DNR
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Déclaratfon for she Record of Decision 2
Fox River and Green Bay OU 1 and OU 2 . s

By étgﬁiﬁﬂﬁilﬁ-f?b&_ u.s. EPA".'Reg_bns' § concurs whth the selectad romedy. -

‘.2«,_;.'..'.:-'.* .

| Date

€z

' Wihlam E. Muno, Director ~
- Superfund Division
. UiS. EPA - Raglon 6
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Fox River and Green Bay ROD for OU 1and OU 2

SUPERFUND RECORD OF DECISION (ROD)
for Operable Units | and 2
Wlsconsm DNR and U.S. EPA

Lower Fox Rlver
Brown, Outagamle and Winnebago Counties, Wlsconsm

"CERCLIS ID: WID000195481
December, 2002

Part 2: Superfund Record of Decisi_o_n_
1.  SITE NAME, LOCATION, AND BRIEF DESCRIPTION

1.1  Site Name and Loca'tion' -

The Lower Fox River and Green Bay Site is loca ted in Northeast Wisconsin (in Brown, Door,
Marinette, Oconto, Outagamie, Kewaunee, and Wlnnebago Counties), and the Eastemn portion

.of Upper Peninsula of Michigan, (in Delta and-Menominee Counties). The Lower Fox River

flows northeast from L.ake Winnebago for 39 miles where it discharges into Green Bay. Green
Bay is approximately 119 miles long and is an aVer'ag_e of 23 miles wide (Figure 1).

The Lower Fox River and Green Bay have been dlwded into 5 Operable Units (OU) by WDNR
and EPA. For purposes of the RI/FS, the River was d|V|ded into four River reaches and Green -
Bay was divided into three major zones on the basis of physical features and information
generated in previous investigations. Each of the River reaches has been deemed a separate
Operable Unit (OU 1 through OU 4), while all of Green Bay has been designated a single
Operable Unit (OU 5). An Operable Unit is a geographical area designated for the purpose of
analyzing and implementing remedial actions. OUs are defined on the basis of similar physical
and geographic properties and characteristics. The River reaches, Green Bay zones, and
corresponding Operable Units are:

OU 1 - Little Lake Butte des Morts River reach
OU 2 - Appleton to Little Rapids River reach’
OU 3 - Little Rapids to De Pere River reach
OU 4 - De Pere to Green Bay River reach
OU 5 - Green Bay

QhWN =

This ROD addresses Operable Units 1 and 2. For OU 1, active remediation (dredging,
dewatering, stabilization or vitrification and on-site or off-site disposal) of in-place sediment has
been selected. For OU 2, a monitoring program has been selected to evaluate the effectiveness
of naturat processes that are expected to reduce risk over time. Risk reductlon will occur more -
quickly in OU 1 due to active remediation of that Operable Unlt

The remedial action selected herejn is to remove and isolate, or otherwise ameliorate the
threats to human health and the environment in OU.1 and OU 2 caused by the release of PCBs
into the upper part of the Lower Fox River. While the release of PCBs to the environment
occurred between 1954 and the late 1970s, the PCB contamlnatlon in the sediments continues
to act as a source to the water, biota, and.air.
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Fox River and Green Bay ROD for OU 1 and OU 2 _ g
1.2  Brief Description |

The study area comprises two distinctly different water bodies, the Lower Fox River and Lake
Michigan’'s Green Bay (Figure 1). The Lower Fox River flows northeast approximately 39 miles
from Lake Winnebago to the River mouth at the southern end of Green Bay. Green Bay's
watershed drains approximately 15,625 square miles. Two-thirds of the Green Bay basin is in
Wisconsin; the remaining one-third is in Michigan's Upper Peninsula.

Figure 1 Lower Fox River PCB Contaminated Sediment Deposite and Operable Unite

QU1 Little Lake

Butte des Morts

N
Cottaminated t ¢ 1 T 3 4
s.m — e —— *

The Lower Fox River is the primary tributary to Green Bay, draining approximately 6,330 miles?.
The River's elevation drops approximately 168 ft between Lake Winnebago and Green Bay. £9
Twelve dams and 17 tocks accommodate this elevation change and allow navigation between ]
Lake Winnebago and Green Bay. While the entire L ower Fox River still has a federally
authorized navigation channel and is navigable by recreational boats, the Rapide Croche lock is
permanently closed to restrict upstream migration of the sea lamprey.

The Lower Fox River is generally less than 1,000 ft wide over much of its length and is up to
approximately 20 ft deep in some areas. Where the River widens significantly, the depth , :
generally decreases to less than 10 ft, and, in the case of Little Lake Butte des Morts (LLBdM), ~d
water depths range between 2 and 5 ft except in the main channel. The main channel of the
River ranges from approximately 6 to 20 ft in depth. :

Since 1918, flow in the Lower Fox River has been monitored at the Rapide Croche Dam,
midway between Lake Winnebago and the River mouth. Mean annual discharge is _ -
approximately 4,237 cubic feet per second (cfs). The recorded maximum daily discharge of ]
24,000 cfs occurred on April 18, 1952; the minimum daily discharge of 138 cfs occurred on

August 2, 1936. Flow in the River between Appleton and the Little Rapids Dam averages 0.78 »
f/s. _ : |
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Fox Riverand Green Bay ROD for OU 1 and OU 2

OU 1is identified primarily as Little Lake Butte des Morts and extends from Lake Winnebago to
the: Appleton dam fora dlstance of approximately 6 miles. This reachincludes sediment -
depositsA though H andPOG. OU 2 extends from the: Appleton dami to Little Rapids dam for a
distance of: approx1mately 32 km (20m|) This reach includes sedlment dep05|ts i through DD.

1.3 Lead Agency

The Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources (WDNR) is the lead agency for thls pro;ect
The United States Environmental. Protection Agency (EPA), the support.agency, has worked .
jointly with WDNR in the development of this ROD and concurs: withthe decision descr:bed
hereln _ S : : _

2. SITE HISTORY AND ENFORCEMENT ACTIVITIES

21 Site History

The Fox River Valley is one of the largest urbaniZed-regions in the state of Wisconsin, with-a
population of approximately 400,000. The Fox River Valley has a significant concentration of
pulp and paper industries, with 20 mills located along or near the Lower Fox River.: Other
important regional industries include metal working, printing, food and beverages, textiles,
leather goods, wood products, and chemicals. In addition to heavy industrial land uses, the
region also suppoits a mixture of agricultural, residential; light industrial, arid conservancy uses,
as well as wetlands. For investigative purposes, the Site is defined as the 39 river miles of the.
Lower Fox River and Green Bay to a line that extends between Washlngton Island Wisconsin,
and the Garden Peninsula of Mlchlgan :

Problems related to water quallty have been noted and measured in the Lower Fox River and-
lower Green Bay almost since the area was settled. Water quality studies were initiated in the
early 1900s and have been conducted almost annually since. 'Between the early 1930s and
mid-1970s, the population of desirable fish and other aquatic organisms in the system was poor.
Recorded fish kills and the increasing predominance of organisms able to tolerate highly
polluted conditions were found throughout the Lower Fox River and lower Green Bay. Few
people used the River or lower Green Bay for recreation because of the poor water quality and
the lack of a sport fishery. During this same time period, dissolved oxygen leveis were often.
very low {2 milligrams per liter {mg/L] or less). The poor water quality was attributed to many
sources such as the effuent discharged from puip and paper mills and municipal sewage
treatment plants. :

In large part because of the federa! Clean Water Act {1972), over time lmproved waste
treatment systems began operations. As part of this effort, WDNR developed and lmplemented
a Waste Load Allocation system to reguiate the discharge of oxygen-demanding poilutants from
wastewater treatment plants. Fish and aquatic life in the Lower Fox River and Green Bay have
responded dramatically to the improved water quality conditions. Fishery surveys conducted
from 1973 to the present indicate a sharp increase in the sport fish poputation. Species sensitive
to water quality, such as lake trout, which were absent since the late-1800s or early 190Cs, have
been found in the River since 1977. These improvements resultedin a large partfroma
substantial reduction in organlc wastes dlscharged into the vaer

With the return of the sport fishery, human use of the Rlver and Green Bay has also returned.
Recognizing concerns about potential health impacts of PCBs in the environment and their
bioaccumulative properties, WDNR began routinely monitoring contamination infish in the early
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Fox River and Green Bay ROD for QU 1 and. oy 2

1970s. Signifi cantly elevated levels of PCBs were detected i in all specnes ‘of fish and all OuUs.
Measured concentrations of PCBsinfi shwere '(and remain) above levels that have been shown
to be harmful to'human health. As a resiilt, fish.consumption advisories for the Site were first -
issued in 1876 and 1977 by WONR:and the state of Michigan, respectively. Fish consumption _
advisories remain in effect today "WONR has continued to collect data on’ ‘contamina, nt - : "3
concentrations in fish tissue since that time: g

PCB Use in the Lower Fox River Valley #1
The principal source of Polychtormated Blphenyls (PCBs) in the Lower-Fox River and Green
Bay is from the manufacture and.recyclirig of carbonless copy paper. The former National Cash -
Register Company (NCR) is ¢redited- with inventing carbonless copy paper. The method used _mﬁ
microcapsules of a waxy material to enclose a colorless dye dissolved in PCBs. This material
was manufactured as an emulsion and could be coated onto the back of a sheet of paper. A -
second reactive coating was then applied to the front of a second sheet of paper. When the two o
sheets were joined, an impact on the front sheet would-rupture the capsules and alfow the dye. :
to react with the coating on the second sheet, leaving an identical image.

'PCB discharges to the Lower Fox River resulted from the production and recycling of
carbonless copy papermade with P_CBecontaining.coat_ing emulsions. Manufact_uring--carbonless
paper using the PCB containing emulsion began in the Fox River Valley in 1954 and continued
until 1971. The.production of carbonless copy.paper increased during the 1950s. and 1960s. and
by 1971, approximately. 7.5 percent of all office forms were printed on.carbonless copy paper.
With increased production of carbonless-copy paper, PCBs began to appear in many types of _
paper products made using recycled carbonless copy paper. As documented in an EPA report, n
nearly all paper products contained detectable levels of PCBs by the late 1960s. ‘During this J
time period, other Fox.River Valiey paper mills also began recyclmg wastepaper laden with
PCBs. Evidence of PCBs in paper products includes studies conducted by the Institute of Paper
Chemistry to determine the rate at which PCBs migrated from paper container materials to the
food products contained in them.

The production of carbonless copy paper was discontinued after 1971 because of increased j
concern about PCBs in the environment. - During the period of use (1954 — 1971) an estimated 4
13.6 million kg (30 million Ibs.) of emulsion were estimated to be used in the production of
carbonless copy paper produced in the Fox River Valiey. PCBs were released into the Lower k|
Fox River in discharge water from several facilities. By analyzing purchase, manufacturing, and i
discharge records, conservative estimates have shown that approximately 313,600 kg (690,000
Ibs.) of PCBs were teleased to the Fox River environment during this time. Ninety-eight percent _
of the total PCBs released into the Lower Fox River had been released by the end of 1971. - Ui
Ceasing production of carbonless copy paper and the wastewater control measures put in place

by the Cleari Water Act were effective in eliminating point sources. Non-point sources, such as

PCB contaminated groundwater plumes, are not known to exust from any of the potentially

responsible parties’ sites.

2.2. Actions to Date

Todate seven companies have been identified and formally notified by the governmental
agencies as potentially responsible parties (PRPs} with respect to the PCB centamination.
These companies include Appleton Paper Company, NCR, P.H. Glatfelter Company, Georgia
Pacific {formerly Fort James), WTM1 (formerly Wisconsin Tissue), Riverside Paper Co., and
U.S. Paper Co. This group is commonly referred to as the Fox River Group (FRG).

£PA's proposed inclusion of the Lower Fox River_'and Creen Bay Site on the National Priorities
List (NPL) defines the Site as the Lower Fox River from the outlet of L ake Winnebago to a-point
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Fox Riverand Green Bay ROD forOU 1 and OU 2

in Green Bay 27 mlles from the Rlver mouth. That Site is offucrally called the Fox-River NRDA -
PCB Releases Site in the proposed NPL listing. This Site, for the purpose of the RI/FS and

Proposed Plan, includes the 39 miles of the Lower.Fox River and all of Green Bay. The federal

trustees conducting a Natural Resource Damage Assessment (NRDA) have defined the Site -
somewhat differently from the proposed listing to include al! of Green Bay and nearby areas of

“Lake M(chlgan

With the flndnng that PCBs released into the Lower Fox Rlverwere appearing atharmful Ievels
to human health and the environment, several cooperative efforts were initiated to document
residual PCBs in the sediments, and the fate, transport, and risks of PC8s withity the Lower Fox
River and Green Bay. In 1989/90, following recommendations made in thie Green Bay Remedial
Action Plan, EPA and WDNR began a comprehensive sampling program of sediment, water,
and biota in the’ Lower Fox River and Green Bay for use in the ‘Green Bay Mass Balance: Study
(GBMBS):

The GBMBS was a'pilot project to test the feasibility of usirig a mass balance approach for
-assessing the sources and fates of toxic pollutants spreading throughout the food chain. The :

objectives of the GBMBS were to:

1. .Inventory and map PCB mass and contaminated sediment volume;-

Calculate PCB fluxes into‘and out of the Lower Fox River .and Green Bay by evaluatlng
Lake Wlnnebago point sources, landfills, groundwater atmospherlc contnbutrons and
sediment resuspension;

3. Increase understanding of the physucal chemlcal and biological processes that affect
PCB fluxes;

4. Develop, calibrate, and validate computer models for the River and Bay systems; and,
5. Conductpredictive simulations using computer models to assist in assessing specific
‘management scenarios and selecting specific remedial actions.

The GBMBS confirmed that the primary source {more than 95 percent) of the PCBs moving
within the Lower Fox River is the river sediment itself. The contribution of PCBs from
wastewater discharges, landfiils, groundwater, and the atmosphere is insignificant in
comparison to the PCBs originating from the sediment. Furthermore, the GBMBS showed that
PCBs released from the sediments were directly linked to the levels of PCBs measured
throughout the biological food chain, lncludlng flsh blrds and mammals that depend on the
River for food.

Inventory and mapping activities showed that PCBs are distributed throughout the entire Lower
Fox River. Thirty-five discrete sediment deposits were identified between Lake Winnebago and
the De Pere Dam. One relatively large, continuous sediment deposit exists downstream of the
De Pere Dam. Water column sampling indicated that the water entering the Lower Fox River
from Lake Winnebago contains relatively low PCB concéntrations. However, upon exposure to
the contaminated river sediment in Littie Lake Butte des Morts, water in the River

exceeds state water quality standards. During the GBMBS, the lowest water column
concentration (5 nanograms per liter [ng/L]) of PCBs measured in any River sample still
exceeded the state water quality standard by a factor of more than 1,500. As expected. water
column concentrations also increased as River flow increased and PCBs attached to River
sediment were resuspended into the water column. These higher flows resulted in PCB
concentrations that exceeded standards by a factor of almost 40,000. The GBMBS aiso
documented that more than 60 percent of PCB transport occurs during the relatively short time
when River flows are above normal. Movement of PCBs in the water column extends
throughout Green Bay, with some PCBs from the Lower Fox River ultimately entering Lake
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Mlchlgan proper. “The. GBMBS also documented thata consrderable amount of PCB is Iost to
the atmosphere from the surface of the water in the River and Bay

EPA's Great Lakes Nattonal Program Offlce (GLNPO) initiated a snmllar mass balance study for
-all of Lake Michigan, the Lake Michigan Mass Balance Study (I_MMBS) To accomplish the
objectives of this study, which were similar to those of the GBMBS but on'a largerscale, -
pollutant loading (including PCBs) from 11 major tributaries flowing into Lake Michigan was
measured. The Lake Michigan Tributary Monitoring Program confirmed the magnitude and
significance of the Lower Fox River contribution to poIIutant Ioadlng in'Lake Mlchlgan itis-
estimated that each day, upto 70 percent of the PCBs enterlng Lake Mlchlgan via its trlbutarles
are from the Lower Fox River. :

In 1993 a group of paper mllls approached WDNR to establlsh a cooperatlve process for _
resolving the contaminated sediment issue. The outcome was formation of the Fox Rlver
Coalition, a private-public partnership of area businesses, state and local officials,
environmentalists, and others: committed to improving the quality of the Lower Fox River. The
~ Coalition focused on the technical, financial, and admlnlstratlve issues that would need to be
resolved to achieve a whole River cleanup :

The Coalition's first project was an RI/FS of several sediment deposits upstream of the De Pere
Dam. The sediment deposits targeted for the Coalition’s RI/FS were selected after all the
deposits had been prlorltlzed based on their threat and contnbutlon to the contamlnant
problems. Previous studies on the River had focused only on the nature and extentof -
contamination. The Coalition's RI/FS first confirmed the nature and extent-of the contamination
within each deposit, then evaluated remedial technologies for c1eaning up two of the deposits.

The Coalition also undertook a project to more thoroughly. mventory and map sediment.
contamination in the River downstream of the De Pere Dam, collecting sediment cores from 113
locations. The sampling was completed in 1995 with technical and funding assistance from both
WDNR and EPA. The resulting data led to a revised estimate of PCB mass and the volume of -
contaminated sediment in this River reach. The expanded database also made it possnble to
prioritize areas of sediment contamination, much as had previously been done for areas
upstream of the De Pere Dam.

Followung completion of the Coalition's RI/FS for the upstream sites, the Coalition selected
Deposit N as an appropriate site for a pilot project to evaluate remedial design issues. The
primary objectives were to determine requirements for implementing a cleanup project and to
generate site-specific information about cleanup costs. Although the Coalition initiated the
effort, WDNR, with funding from EPA, was responsible for |mplementlng the Deposrt N pliot
project.

In" 1994, the U.S. Department of the Interior acting through the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service -
(USFWS), the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) of the Department of
Commerce, the Menominee Indian Tribe of Wisconsin, and the Oneida Tribe of Indians of
Wisconsin initiated a Natural Resources Damage Assessment (NRDA) for the Site. The State,
federal and Tribal Trustees are working together to determine what is necessary to address
natural resource injuries caused to-date by releases of PCBs. Thisis a separate but related
process to the remediation consideration discussed hereln

-In January 1997, the WDNR and the FRG'signed an agreement dedicating $ 10 million to fund
demonstration projects on the Rivér and other work to evaluate various methods of restoration.
This collaborative effort, however, was not completely successful and did not resolve technical
issues as was initially hoped. At about this same time, USFWS issued a formal Notice of Intent
to sue the paper companies. In June 1997, the U.S. EPA announced its intent to list the Lower
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Fox Rlver and portlons of Green Bay on-the NPL,:a list of the nation's hazardous waste sites
eligible for investigation and cleanup.under the federal Superfund program. The state |nd|cated '
its opposition:to listingthe River as-a Superfund site.' Federal, state;. and tribal officials: '
subsequently signed:an agreement-on July 11, 1897 to share their resources in developing a
comprehensive cleanup and restoration plan for the Lower Fox River and Green Bay. EPA"
formally proposed listing of the' Site tothe National Priorities List in the Federal Reg;ster on July

. 28, 1998.

In October 1997, the FRG'subniitted an offer to conduct an RI/FS on the Lower Fox Ri_ver;-An
RUFS is the firststepin.the federal process-initiated by EPA'to asséss current health risks .and

" evaluate potential remediation methods. Following unsuccessful attempts to negotiate this work

activity with-the FRG, EPA delegated the lead role for the Site to WDNR and helped crafta . .
scope-of work and cooperative agreementwith WDNR for.completing the RI/FS. WDNR, EPA
USFWS, NOAA, and the Menominee and Oneida Tribes worked in close cooperation to guide,-
review and issue the RI/FS. Two draft documents were released for public comment (1999,
2001). .Comments received from the PRPs, the public, and mdependent peer review

' commlttees were rncorporated into the Final RI/F S

Deposrt N

In 1998 and 1999, the WDNR and EPA- GLNPO sponsored a project to remove PCB-
contaminated sediment from Deposit N in the Lower Fox River. This project was successful at
meeting its primary objective by demonstrating that dredging of PCB-contaminated sediment
can be performed in an environmentally safe and cost-effective manner. Other benefits of the
project included the opportunity for publi¢c outreach and education on the subject of '
environmentai dredging, as well as the actual removal of PCBs from the River system. Deposnt
N, located near Little Chute.and Kimberly, Wisconsin, covered approximately 3-acres and:
contained-about 11,000 cubic yards (cy) of sediment. PCB concentrations were as high as-186
milligrams per kilogram (mg/kg). Of the 11,000 cy. in Deposit N about 85 percent of. the volume
was targeted for removal. .

Approximately 8,200 cy of sediment were removed, generating 6,500 tons of dewatered
sediment that contained 112 total pounds of PCBs. The total included about 1,000 cy of
sediment from Deposit O, another contaminated sediment deposit adjacent to Deposit N.
Monitoring data showed that the River was protected during the dredging and that. wastewater
discharged back to the River complied with all permit conditions. The project met the design
specifications for the removal, such as the volume of sediment removed, sediment tonnage, and
allowed thickness of residual sediment. 1t should be noted that tie project’s goals were to test
and meet the design specifications and focus on PCB mass removal, notto achieve a
concentration-based.cleanup, i.e., removal of all PCB-contaminated sediment above a certain -

-cleanup level. A cost analysis of this project indicated that a significant portion of the funds was

expended in pioneering efforts associated with the first PCB cleanup project-on.the Lower F’ox
River, for the winter construction necessary to meet an accelerated schedule, and for late
season work in 1998.

Fox River Group Demonstration Project

As part of the January 1997 agreement between the FRG and the State of Wisconsin, the FRG
agreed to make available a totai of $10 million for a number of projects. One of these was a
sediment remediation project for which the objective was to design, implement, and monitora
project downstream of the De Pere Dam. The project was intended to yield important
information about large-scale sediment restoration projects in the Ltower Fox River. The project,
as described in the agreement, had a pre-defined financial limit of $8 million. The FRG .and
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WDNR agreed on Sediment Management Units 56 and57 (SMU 56!57) as the pro;ect srte

Contractors and consultants, under contract to'the FRG;designed andimplemented the project.

‘Dredging at SMU:56/57. began on Augtist 30,: 1999, Dewatered sedimentwas trucked to-a-.
landfill owned and operated by Fort James Cdrporation(now.Georgia Pacific).- Because of cold
weather and ice, dredging ceased on December 15,,1999,-after approximately-31,350 cy of - -
contaminated sedrment contalmng more'than 1,400 pounds of PCBs were removed- t‘rom the
River. .

At the time this project washaited for the first year, SMU 56/57 -had not.met the project's . -
dredging objective of removal of 80,000 cy.of material: Thisresulted in.unacceptably high .
concentrations:of PCBs in surface sediment in portions of the dredged area. - Despite this, the
project provided instructive experience concerning hydraulic.dredging. ‘ Building on the -
successes of this: pro;ect Fort James (now Georgia Pagific) worked cooperatively with WDNR
and EPA in the spring of 2000 toxcomplete the SMU 56/67 project..(See description of this:.
enforcement agreement in Section 2.3, below). The sediment volume targeted for: removal in,-
2000 was 50,000 cy. The additional voiume of sedimentiremoved from:SMU. 56!57 in 2000: was
50,316 cy, which was transported to the same Fort James tandfill following dewatering. -
-Approximately 670 pounds of PCBs were removed from SMU 56/57 during the 2000 pro Ject
phase. Overall, the 1999 and 2000 efforts at SMU 56/57 resulted in the removalof = = "« .
approximately 2,070 pounds of PCBs from the River. The 2000 project phase met all goais set
forth in the Administrative Order By Consent, and also met or.exceeded:the project’s operational
goals for removat rates, dredge slurry-solids, filter cake solrds .and productron rates that were -
set forth for the orlgrna! 1999 FRG pro;ect ' L : -

In February 1999 ‘WDNR released a draft RI/FS for publrc review: and comment The draft RUFS

was released to solicit public comment early ‘in the planning process, to. better evaluate public
acceptance; and to assist WDNR and U.S. EPA in selecting a cleanup alternative having the .
greatest public.acceptance. ‘Gomments were received from other governmental-agencies, the
public envirocnmental groups, and private sector corporations. These comments were used to .
revise and refine the scope of work that led to the RI/FS and Proposed Remedial Action Plan
(PRAP) released for public comment in October 2001.

23 Enforcement Activiti_es

The work described above on SMU 56/57 was conducted from July to November 2000, under
an Administrative Order By Consent (Docket No. V-W-00-C-596), that was entered into by Fort

James, EPA, and the State of Wisconsin. Under its terms, Fort James funded and managed the

project in 2000 with oversrght from ‘both WDNR and EPA

An interim Consent Decree settlement was reached wrth Appleton PaperslNCR (API/NCR) with
the Court entering the Decree on December 10, 2001. Under this agreement, API/NCR agrees
to provide $ 10 niillion a year for both remediation and restoration work (under the'NRD
process), with projects determined by the Intergovermmental Partnership. In return, the
Intergovernmental Partnership agree to not order AP{/NCR to do remediation or restoration
work on the River for the 4-year life of the agreement.

3. COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION

i

31 Public Participation _

The community/public partlcrpatlon activities to support selectlon of the’ remedy were conducted
in accordance with CERCLA § 117 and the NCP § 300.430(f)(3).
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More than 100 peOple were mterwewed in. Iate 1998 and early 1999 to develop the Slte s .
community involvement plan (CIP) Residents, tribai members elected officials, business.
organizations, local health staff; and- environmental groups from the affected commun:tles
discussed their concerns and those discussions are- lncluded in the CiP. in addltlon an
extensive profie of each municipality and reservation, as wellas hlstory of the River,’ was .
completed for the CIP.. The CIP was placed in the |nforma tion. reposntoues for the Site i ln 2001

The mformatlon reposntorles are located at the. Appleton Publlc lerary, Oshkosh Publlc lerary,
Brown County Library in Green Bay; Door County-Library.in. Sturgeon Bay; and Oneida .
‘Commwunity Library. Five.additional locations, at the Kaukauna ‘Little Chute, Neenah, De Pere
and Wrightstown Public lerarxes stlll malntaln a fact sheet file, although they are no longer
information rep05|tor|es : : :

EPA awarded a $50 000 Technlcal Assnstance Grant to the Clean Water Actlon Councﬂ .
(CWAC) in 1999 and another $50,000 grant was provided in 2001. The council has used its
TAG to inform the community about the Lower Fox River investigations. To fulfill its obligations,
"CWAC developed a web site, printed flyers and bumper stickers, paid for newspaper ads and
paid technical advisors to.review EPA and WDNR- generated dotuments. '

WDNR and EPA held numerous public meetings and availability sessnons beglnnlng in summer
1997 to explain how and why the Site was proposed for the Superfdnd NPL. In February 1999;
adraft RIFS (which did not identify a specific selected remedy) was released with a 45-day
pUbllC comment periad, which was extended an additional 60 days. Prior to and after the
release of the draft RI/FS, WDNR and EPA provided for extensive community and publlc _
participation, and kept residents, local government officials, environmental organizations and
other interest groups apprised of the steps of the process. Well-attentded public meetirigs, small’
group discussions, meetings and presentations for local off cials, and lnformal open houses
continued through 2001.

The public meetings and proposed plan availability were announced to the public ata press
conference on October 5, 2001, and received extensive: coverage through TV, radioand
newspapers news stories. The draftRi/E-S and proposed plan were formally presented at public
meetings held on October 29, 2001 in' Appleton and October 30, 2001 in Green Bay.
Additionally, WDNR and EPA mailed meeting reminders and proposed plan summaries, to the
10,000 name Fox Rivermailing list. Press releases pertaining to the proposed plan, comment
period, and public meetlngs were sent to newspapers and TV and radio statioris throughout the
Fox Valley. Display ads announcing the proposed plan, comment period and publlc meetings
were also placed in Green Bay and Appleton newspapers. The presentations and quéestion and
answer sessions at the public meetings, and all public comments taken at the meetings. were
recorded and transcribed. The written transcripts of the public meetings are available in the -
information repositories, the administrative record and on the WDNR Lower Fox River.web
page.

More than 20 public meetings and availability sessions have been held regarding the project.
Cleanup and restoration activities, the status of pilot projects, fish consumption advisories, and
the February 1999 draft RI/FS released by WDNR have been among the topics on which these
‘'meetings focused. Additionally, over 15 smali group and one-on-one interview sessions have
been held. Project staff have also made more than 60 presentations to interested organizations
and groups. In addition, WDNR, EPA ang-their intergovernmenta! partners publish a bimonthly
newsletter, the Fox River Current, which is mailed to over 10,000 addresses. To date, 23 issues
of the Fox River Current have been published.
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Copies of the various supporting reports and the proposed plan were made available to the
public dunng a pubhc comment period that began on October 5, 2001 and concluded on -
January 22; 2002. Approxnmate]y 4,800 wriften comments were received vialetter, fax ande-
mail. A copy of the Responsuveness Summary for these:comments s attached to this ROD:
Originally, the comment perlod was for60 days, endlng -on‘December 7,2001.. The ..
announcement of the extension until January 22 was pubhshed through newspaper - :
advertisements and news reteases on October 25, 2001: Newspaper advertisements were -
placed in the Green Bay Press Gazette and the Appleton Post Crescent announcing the
availability of the plan andits suppérting documents, and a brief summary of the planin the
information repositories. The proposed ptlan, the RI/FS and other supporting documents
containing inforniation upon which the ptoposed alternative was based were also made -
available on the'Internet at www.dnr, state. us/org/wateriwm/lowerfox/index.html-and at the EPA
Region 5 web site. All documents were also available as part of the Administrative'Record .
housed at WONR offices in Madison, Wlsconsm and Green Bay, Wisconsm and at the EPA
Reglon S offlce in Chlcago Ilhnons o : : : e a

‘4.  SCOPE AND ROLE or‘-“"tiEsPor&sE-AcﬂoN

As with many Superfund sites, the problems at the Lower Fox River and Green Bay Site are
complex. Asa result, WDNR and EPA organized the Slte into five OUs descnbed in Sectlon '
1.1, above . _ o

The Proposed Pian, issued October 2001, reconimended a 'cleanup plan for all five Operable
Units at the Site.. However at this time, "WDNR and EPAare issuing a ROD for the Fox River
OUs 1 and 2 only WDNR and EPA expect to ISSUG a RODfor OUs 3, 4 arid'$ata later date '

The reasons for issuing a ROD at thzs time for only OUs 1 and 2, and not for OUs 3,4and 5,
are as follows: :

= OU1 and 2 represent a smaller po:‘tlon of the area within the Fox River where remediation is
necessary. These two Operable Units represent approxumately 6.5 percent of the PCB
mass and 18 percent of the sedlment volume in the Lower Fox River. Consequently, these
two Operable Units represent a more manageable project than conducting atl of the
remediation at one time.

* -Providea phased approach to the remedial work Work on upstream areas OUs 1-2 can
start before the downstream areas, OUs 3, 4, and 5. This i is consistent with the EPA policy
Memorandum by Marianne Horinko, ! OSWER Directive 8258 6-08, Principles for Managing
Contaminated Sediment Risks at Hazardous Waste Sites,” dated February. 12, 2002
Principles.described in this memorandum include, “Control Sources’ Early,” and “Use an
Iterative Approach in a Risk.Based Framework.” Addittonally, the NCP states at300 CFR
Section 430(a)(1)(ii):

“Program Management Principles. EPA generalty should consider the
following general principles of. program management durmg the remedial
process:

Sites should generally be remediated in Operable Unlts when phased
analysis and response as necessary or appropriate given the size or
complexity of the site...
.« Planmng for OUs 3, 4, and 5 may beneflt from knowledge gained on the OUs 1 and 2
project.

Page 100f97

=

Y




o —————

Fox Rlver and Green Bay ROD for OU 1 and ou 2

The prlmary objectlve ofthis response actionis to address the risks to human health and the
environment due to PCBs in the in-place sediments of OUs 1 and:2.in theLower Fox River.
PCB concentrations remain elevated in Fox River sediments, in the watercolumn and in the-
fish. Removal of the PCB-contaminated sedlments w1|| result in reduced PCB concentrations i in
fish tissue, thereby accelerating the reduction in future human health and ecological risks. In
addition, by addressing the sediments, the remediation will control a source of PCBs tothe”
water column, which contrlbutes to fish tissue concentrations and transpoits PCBs into
downstream reaches:of the River, Green Bay, and eventually to Lake Mlchlgan

'5. PEER REVIEW.

To ensure the credxbxhty of the saentlf c work conducted dunng the Remedlal _
Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS), EPA coriducted both forms. of peer mvolvement peer
input and peer review. Peerinput was conducted through internal Agency reviews, and reviews
by other agencies and Tribes. Peer review was also conducted; in accordance with EPA
guidance outlined in the Peer Review Handbook (dated Decemiber 1998, vpdated December
2000). The peer review was conducted by. independent experts who wereunaffiliated with EPA,
WDNR, the FRG or other Site stakeholders, and was undertaken on some of the major scientific
aspects that form the basis for this decision.

Two separate EPA-sponsored peer review panels were convened. The review process
consisted of each panel conducting an independent review by three panelmembers, with
technical and administrative support by an EPA-contractor. The EPA contractor was
responsible for convening the panels, consistent with the “charge” given by EPA for the panel
review. This peer review was undertaken without influence by EPA, WDNR, the FRG or other
interested parties. This.-was to provide an independent analysis'and comment on key
documents and issues related to development of a proposed remedy. ' Specifically, the panels
were asked to evaluate:

= Adequacy of data conS|dered in the 1999 Draft Lower Fox River Remedlal Investigation, _'

relative to quality and quantity (R! Panel), and

. Natura_l. recovery and environmental transformation, i.e., biological breakdown of PCBs (FS
Panel). Natural recovery was defined by the panel as naturally occurrin g physical, chemical,
or biological processes that reduce the risks associated with contaminants in sediments.
overtime.

Each peer review panel Wa_s asked to address specific questions (i.e., the’charge™) regarding -
the report being reviewed, including key controversial issues identified by EPA. The Rl and FS
panels issued reports October 7, 1999, and September 28, 1999, respectively.

The following summarizes the major findings of each of the panels:

. Data are adequate to determine the distribution of contaminants (i.e., it can be decided
-where cleanups should take place), if all data sources are conSIdered (i-e., the Rl does not
provide a complete record). .

= Data from all-available sources are adequate to. support identification and selection of a
remedy for those technologies (e.g., dredging and capping) that have been used on a large

scale at other, similarsites. Data are, msufflcrent for developing in situbio-technologies that
may be applicable to the Site.

= Substantial improvements or additions to the existing data set are not indicated.
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* The Draft FS'should more: fully evaluate natural’ recovery of sedlme nts asa remedlal
alternative in comparlson with otheér. remedlai options. O -

= The technlcal basis: of the' natural recovery analysis needs to be descnbed in.more detall to
' permlt a revrew of. the methodology used and to assess confldence in natural recovery
predlctlons : N - : _ )

In the 2001 draft Rl and FS and the Proposed Plan, WDNR and EPA considered the - -
recommendations by the peer review panels, and on that basis made modifications to draft -
documents upon which the proposed plan was based.

In addition to EPA-sponsored peer reviews, the FRG sponsored peer reviews that were -
technically consistent with EP A peer review policy, although they may not have conformed to all
aspects of the peer réview process and documentatlon These rewews conS|sted of the -
following analysus for the Fox Rlver

*  Fate and transport and bio-uptake modellng evaluatlons by WDNR and the FRG
» Human Health Risk Assessments by WDNR and the FRG :
. Ecologlcal Rlsk Assessments by WDNR and the FRG.

. Recommendations by both EPA-sponsored peer reviews as well as those by the FRG were
considered and incorporated into the 2001draft RI/FS which was a srgmflcant part of the basrs
for the Proposed Plan.

6.  SITE CHARACTERISTICS
6.1 Conceptual Site Mode!

The conceptual site model for the Fox River PCBs Site describes the source to receptor
succession in simple terms and identifies the major contamination sources, contaminant release
mechanisms, secondary sources, pathways and receptors of concern {see Figures 2 and 3).
Figures 2 and 3 show both human and ecological site models. The design of field investigations
and human and ecological risk assessments reflect the basic components of the conceptual site
model. '

In the conceptual site model, historical PCB releases were from paper manufacturing and
_recycling facilities that discharged into the Fox River. Although current releases are

insignificant, Mhistorical releases were from dlscharge of wastewater contaumng PCBs.

Contaminated sediment. “hotspots contribute to the overall PCB load in the Fox River and
_ Green Bay.

Once introduced into the River, the PCBs adhere to sediments, with some fraction being carried
in the water column. Physical, chemical and biological release mechanisms allow PCBs .in the
sediment to become available for redistribution and a source of PCB contamination to the water
column. The sediments will continue to release contamination to the water column and biota,
through aquatic and benthic food chains, as well as other not easily modeled processes such as
boat scour, ice rafting, and bioturbation, unless they are managed or remediated in some
manner. In addition, scour from water flowing over sediments during-high flow events will
continue to redistribute sediments and re:expose contaminants.

Because the River is a dynamic system with varying energy regimes, generally PCB-laden
sediments are not sequestered or stable. Some PCB-contaminated sediment is buried by
deposition of cleaner sediments at times, but in other places and at other times contaminants
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are redistributed. This redistribution may be local or more regional depending on the energy of
flow events and/or physical type or size of the sediment particles. The redistributed sediments
release contamination to the water column and high flow events (e.g., floods) further increase
the bioavailability of contaminants to organisms in the water column. Although scour during
high flow events is an important release mechanism PCBs in the surface water are also
routinely observed during periods of lower flows (see Section 6.2.3, “Water Column,™ below).
The conceptual site model shows that the fish ingestion pathway isa completed exposure route
for the Site. Receptors include humans (e.g., anglers and their famtlles) piscivorous (i.e., fish
eating) fish, piscivorous birds {including threatened and endangered specues) and mammals..
Additional information on the human and ecologlcal receptor p0pulattons is prowded in the risk
section (Sectlon 8) of thls document. '

Figure 2 " Human Health Site Conceptual Model

o RotertaZy CompkeleP sTway
* Aecrparvadt Highe T EIDCAF0 s 8 s Patudy
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Figure 3 Ecdlogical Site Conceptual Modet

6.2 Results of the Remedial Investiga_tioh

6.2.1 Site Overview

The Lower Fox River is a large freshwater river that has been contaminated with PCBs for
nearly 50 years. The contaminated portions of the Lower Fox Riverinclude variations in
hydrology and river bed geology, which create complex environmental setting with varying
levels of PCB contamination.

6.2.2 Summary of Sampling Results

WDNR’s RI/FS evaluated data from numerous prior lnvestigatlons conducted since 1971.
These data have been incorporated into a singie Fox River Database, available at WDNR's
Lower Fox River Web page. The datareceived as part of the comments on the proposed plan
have been added to the database. The current database contains in excess of 500,000
analytical records captured from every major substantial data collection activity since 1989 up
until the time the proposed plan was released and covers analysis of sediment, water, air, and
biota {e.g., fish and wildlife tissues).

6.2.3 Nature of Contamination

Contaminants representing the primary risk driver studied in the RI/FS are, by definition,
polychlorinated biphenyls. PCBs consist of a group of 209 distinct chemical compounds, known
as congeners, that contain one to ten chlorine atoms attached to a bipheny! molecule, with the
generic formula of C12H;:0.Cl ,, where x is an integer from one to ten. Homologue groups are
identified based on the number of chlorine atoms present. For example, monochlorobiphenyls
contain one chlorine atom, dlchloroblphenyls contain two chlorine atoms, and trichlorobiphenyls
contain three chlorine atoms. Some PCB congeners are structurally and toxicologically similar
to dioxin (sometimes called dioxin-like PCBs).
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Commercnally manufactured PCBs consisted of complex mlxtures of congeners known under

- various trade names. These PCBs were marketed under the general trade name "Aroclors

About 140 to 150 dlfferent congeners have been |dent|f1ed in the various commercnal Aroclors,
with about 60 to 90 différent congeners presenti ln each lndwldual Aroclor

The polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) used in the production of carbonless copy paper by paper
manufacturing facilities on the Fox River from 1954 to 1971, consisted largely of the Araclor
identified as “1242.” Carbonless copy paper produced durlng thls tlme contained approxnmately
3.4 percent PCBs by welght ' _ .
Other contamlnants of potentral concern (e.g., mercury, Iead arsenic, dleldrm. DDTIDDEIDDD
furan, and dloxm) are also present, but are not szgmflcant risk drlvers due to relatlvely low - '
concentrations.

Sources

Twenty paper mllls are located along the portlon of the Fox River mcluded in the Site. Among

that group. of companies, six engaged in the’ productlon or de- mklng of carbonless copy paper *

containing PCBs. As a resultof those processes, these mills discharged PCBs to the Lower
Fox River. Itis estimated that the wastewater discharged by the paper mills either directiy or
indirectly (through publicly owned treatment works) into the Fox Rlver released an estlmated
690,000 pounds of PCBs into the Lower Fox Rlver

Contaminated Media

Sediment o -
Much-of the volume of. PCBs dlscharged lnto the Lower Fox Rlver in the past has already. been
transported throughout the system and is-now concentrated in sediment within specific areas.

In general, the upper three River reaches can be-characterized as having discrete:soft sediment .
deposits within inter deposit areas that have little or no soft_sedlment In contrast, the last River
reach from De Pere to Green Bay is essentially one large, continuous soft sediment deposit.-
Because there were several points of PCB discharge along the-entire length of the Lower Fox
River, PCB concentrations and mass distributions are highly variabie. Table 1 summarizes the
distribution of PCBs within OU 1 and OU 2 sediments. :

Table 1 PCB Distribution in the Lower Fox River OUs 1 and 2
Sediment o : -
. . . PCBMass | PCB Mass:in
River Reaches _ V_olur_qe (k) Top 100 cm {%)
{cy) -_ T
OU 1- Littie Lake Butte des Morts | 2,200,400 1,849 98%
OU 2 - Appleton to Little Rapids 339,200 - 109 100% -}

Transpor’r of PCBs in Fox River : :

Contaminant fate and transport in the Lower Fox River and Green Bay are Iargely a function of
deposition, suspension, and redeposition of the Chemicals of Concern (COC) that are’bound to
sediment particles. The organic COCs (PCBs, pesticides) exhibit strong affinities for organic

‘material in the sediment. The ultimate fate and transport of these organic compounds depends

significantly on the rate of flow and water velocities through the River and Bay. More sediment
becomes suspended and transported downstream during high-flow events like storms and
spring snowmelt. High-flow events occur approximately 15 to 20 percent of the time, but can
transport more than 50 to 60 percent of the PCB mass that moves annually. In any event, less
than 1 kitogram/year enters Little {.ake Butte-des Morts froem L.ake Winnebago and 40 kilograms
(88 pounds)/year are resuspended and transported from Little Lake Butte des Morts to.OU.2 .
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(l_lttle Raplds Reach) An estrmated 64 kllograms (141 pounds)/year mlgrate from OU 2
downstream. This estnmate does not. consrder removal of the Deposrt N or for p055|ble actlons
for Deposrt DO. Other modes of contammant transport suchas volatlllzatlon atmOSpherlc o
deposition, and'point source discharges, are negligible when compared to sedlrnenf '
resuspension.

Changes in Sedrment Bed Elevatron _ -

The Lower Fox River is an alluvial river that exhlblts srgnrflcant changes in bed elevatlons over
timein rTesponse to changing volumes of flow during annual, seasonal; and storm €vents,
changes in sediment load, -and ¢hanges in its base level, which is.determined by Lake Michigan..
Sediment in the. nverbed is dynarmc and does not function as discrete layers River sediment
movement is in marked contrast to the sediment’ dynamlcs found in alarge quuescent body of
water, such as deep lakes, or the deeper portions of Green Bay. Scouring of the sediment bed
plays a significant role in the quantity of sediment and contaminants transported throught the
River system. - In response to comments received from the FRG on the 1999 draft RI/FS tothe

effect that less than one inch of sedlment would be. resuspended from the rlverbed asa result of -

a 100-yearstorm event, WDNR and EPA mvestrgated changes in sedlment bed éelevation for the

De Pere {o Green Bay River reach (OU 4). This waork is partially't relevant to'OU 1 and OU.2, but

is rnformatrve regarding movement of Fox Rlver sedlments generally Th|s work (see Technlcal
Memo' 2g of the Model Documentation Report) was completed by a group called the
FRG/WDNR Model Evaluation Workgroup as part of the 1997 agreement between the FRG and
WDNR. Additional evaluation by EPA was consistent with changes documented in Techmcal
Memo 2g.

Results of these analyses indicate that sediment bed elevation changes occur in- the Lower Fox
River over both short- and long-term time frames.* Changes in sediment bed elevation were
observed both across the channel and downstream profiles. These changes show little " -
coritinuity. Sirice River flows have not significantly changed in recent years, the complexity of -
these sediment bed elevation changes reflects the prevailing.hydrologic and sediment
conditions that occurred over a 22-year period from 1977-through 2000. The wide range of
discharges and sediment loads continuously reshapes the Lower Fox River sedimentbed.
Short-term {e.g., annual and sub-anntial) changes in average net sediment bed elevations
range from a decrease or scour of over 11 inches to an increase or deposition of over 14 inches.
Long-term (e.g., over several years) changes in average net elevations range from a decrease
of more than 39 inches to an increase of nearly 17 inches. The changes documented are well
supported by U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) sediment volume calculations from pre-
and post-dredge sediment bed elevation surveys, as well as by results of a U.S. Geological
Survey (USGS) analysis of bed surveys performed at mtermedlate time scales (e g., 8 months
to 45 months) : : :

Surveys of the River bottom conducted by several dlfferent groups, show significant changes in
sediment bed elevation. On average, sediment bed elevation data from throughout the De Pere
to Green Bay reach suggest that this River reach is a net depositional zone. However, when..
examined at a finer scale, the data show areas of sediment scour up to 14 ft. it should be noted
that during the survey period, there were no farge storm events of a 10- -year or greater
magnitude. lt is unknown what: the scour would be during larger events.

For OUs 1 and 2 PCBs are often hxgh in surfrcral sediments. Thxs is |nd|cat|ve that higher
concentrations of PCBs continue to be expased or re- exposed -
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The Potentlal for Natural Biodegradation of PCBs

Respondlng to.comments received from the EPA's peer review panel concerning natural
recovety, the V|ab|l|ty of natural degradatlon asa potentlal remedlal action forthe
sediment-bound PCBs'in the Lower Fox River and Green Bay was evaluated. Two basic

processes, hoth anaerobic (without oxygen) and aerobic (in the presence of oxygen)

degradation, must occur to completely decompose PCBs. Based on evidence in the llterature
anaerobic PCB degradation was demonstrated to have occurred under field conditions at almost

-all the sites studied. However, a reduction in PCB concentrations through anaerobic processes

is site-deperident. .In the Lower Fox River, University of Wisconsin researchers found only a 10
percent reduction that could be attributed to anaerobic degradation processes in deposits with

' average PCB concentrations ‘greater than 30 mg/kg. More importantly, no PCB reductions

izt

«. resulting from anaerobic processes could be accounted for in deposits with average

concentrations less than 30 mg/kg.’

Other active treatment optlons might-possibly promote dechlorination of the sediment, maklng

»: the PCBs more amenable to biological destruction. However, a- pllot-scale experiment

* conducted at the Sheboygan River, another site with PCB-contaminated sediment, yielded
“inconclusive results regarding the viability of enhanced biodegradation. in that study, PCB-
- contaminated sediment was removed from the River and placed into a specially engineered

treatment facility. The sediment was seeded with microorganisms and nutrients and the
sediment was manipulated between aerobic and anaerobic conditions to optimize biclogical
degradation. Even under these conditions, the data were insufficient to conclude that PCB
decomposition was enhanced.

Effects of Time

The Fox River Database includes sediment and water test results for tissue samples collected
since 1871. During the 1970s, after PCB use in thé manufacturing of carbonless copy paper
had ceased, PCB concentrations in fish tissue showed significantly declining concentrations.
Since the mid-1880s, however, changes in PCB.levels in fish have slowed, remained constant
or, in some cases, increased. : -

Trends in PCB concentrations in the surface layer (i.e., top four inches) of River sediment are
not consistent, but concentrations generally appear to be decreasing over time as more PCB
mass is transported downstream. However, the time trends showed that concentrations in the
subsurface sediments do not appear to be declining. This indicates that a considerable amount
of PCB mass remaitis within the sediments of the Lower Fox River. Any changes made to the

~current lock and dam configuration on the River could result in increased scour and

" resuspension of those underlying sediments, which could in turn result in increases in fish tissue

‘concentrations. 1n addition, soil eroded from the watershed mixes with and may further dxlute

PCB’conce‘htratlons in the sediment.

Modeling Effort for the tower Fox River
Four interrelated models were used in the RI/FS to simulate the fate and transport of PCBs in

“the Lower Fox River and Green Bay (Figure 4). They are mathematical representations of the -
‘transport and transfer of PCBs between the sediment, the water, and uptake into the River and

Bay food webs. The models are intended not only to provide information on the fate and
transport of PCBs in an unremediated River system, but alsoto compare the potential remedial
alternatives in the FS. The models tend to estimate concentrations fower than the
concentrations actually observed in the Rlver The relative differences predicted by the model
are considered to be reliable. A
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Bed mapping of the Lower Fox River to define sediment thickness, sediment physical -

properties (such as total organic carbon and bulk density), and total PCB concentrations;

Use of the whole Lower Fox River Model (wLFRM) to simulate the movement of PCBs in
the water column and sediment of the Lower Fox River from Little Lake Butte des Morts
to the mouth of the River at Green Bay; and,

'Use of the Fox River Food Chain Model (FRFOOD) to simutate the uptake and
accumulation of PCBs.in the aquatic food chain in the Lower Fox River using model-
results from wLFRM.

Bed mapping provid.ed the _f_eundation for the fnodeling inputs.'Total PCB concentrations in .:
surface sediment for the baseline and action levels serve as inputs to wLFRM . This model
projects total PCB concentrations in water and sediment. The output from this model is in turn

used in the bioaccumutation model, FRFood, to project whole fish tissue concentrations of PCBs

(Figure 4). The output from alt of the models is then compared to the remedial action levels

specified in the FS. This information is used in the FS to estimate the |ength of time it would take

for a receptor to achieve the acceptable fish tissue concentration in response to a given action

level.

Taken together these models provide a method for evaluating the Iong -term effects of different
remedial alternatives and different action levels on PCB concentrations in water, sediment, and
aquatic biota in the Lower Fox River. The'models are then used to predict PCB concentrations
in the aquatic environment over a 100-year period under different remedial alternatives and
action levels. The modeling results are discussed in the FS, and a more detaiied discussion on
modeling can be found in the Model Documentation Report. A complete copy of thatreportis
available on the WDNR'’s Lower Fox River Web page.
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Water Column _' ' :
The domiriant gurrent PCB source to the water column is sedlments Average River surface
water total concentrations are 54.6 parts per trillion (ppt), with partlculates and dissolved -
concentrations, 40.0 ppt and 14.6 ppt, respectively. There are significant seasonal varlatlons _
partlcularly when the water temperature drops below 40° F. For example during the winter
months of December 1994 and February 1995, total PCB concentrations dropped to about 10

_percent of the average concentration. Average Green Bay concentratlons range from 18 5 ppt
for zone 2 to non-detect in zone 4.

"Fish and Other Biota -
PCB concentratlons in fish.are a result of the fish’s exposure to PCBs in water and surface
sediment, through an aquatlc food chain and/or a benthic food chain, respectlvely WDNR
contlnues to collect and analyze fish tlssue data from Iocatlons in the F oX Rlver and Green Bay.

A wide variety of fish and other species have been collected and analyzed for the Fox River and
‘Green Bay from 1971 to present. Generally, concentrations in biota have been declining,
although the rate of decline varies depending upon the location and time. -

Air -

PCBs can enter the air via volatlllzatlon from PCB-contaminated water -and soil although
volatilization of PCBs is generally considered to be limited. Air monltorlng during the 1999 SMU-
56/57 dredging project demonstrated that even under “worst.case” conditions (i-e:, when
sediments are excavated and exposed to the air) that volatlllzatlon of PCBs do notpose a
significant risk to humans or W||d||fe :

6.24 Geochemistry and Modeling Conclusions

In the RI/FS, EPA evaluated PCB contamination at the Site using a number of tools. These tools
include geochemical analyses of the water and sediment, “time trends” (i.e., statlstlcal)
analyses, and .analysis of biological monitoring data, and synthesis of the data by the application
of a set of complex mathematical (i.e., computer) models. PCB physmallchemlcal transport
and fate and PCB bioaccumulation models were applied to predict future levels of PCBs in the
Fox River and Green Bay sediment, water and fish.

7. CURRENT AND POTENTIAL FUTURE SITE AND RESOURCE USES

As one of Wisconsin's great rivers, the Lower Fox River has played-and will continueto play a -
majer role in the history, culture, and economy of the area. The Fox River has.played an
important role in defining regional history and culture. Current and reasonably anticipated future
land use -and surface water use are described below.

7.1 Current a_nd Reasonably Anticipated Future Land Use

Current land use includes a variety of residential, commercial, agricuitural, and industrial
activities. Use of the River and lands surrounding the River are projected to remain the same.
At this time, no changes in future tand use are known, nor are any new uses expected. Table 2
below summarizes current land use for GUs 1 and 2.
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“Table 2 Predommant Land Use by Operable Unlt
| Operable Unit _ | PredominantLand Use : =
1 - Littie Lak‘é’Butte desMorts ~~  °  -'|'Residential, industrial, and comfnercial
2- -Appiét'on to Little Rapids I Residential, 1nduslnal commercnal and
I _ aqneultural

Other uses of the River lnclude parks woodlands and recreatlonal OUs 1 and 2 pass through
Winnebago, Outagamle and Brown Counties. - -

7.2 Surface Water Uses

Industnal and commerc:al purposes Uses include generatlon of electrlcal power and
mdustnallcommerc:al purposes.

Residential/Domestic: Due to historic problems in the Lower Fox River, the main surfa_ce water
sources for human consumption for the areas: surrounding OU 1 and 2 isLake
Wlnnebago and groundwater {i.e., not the Fox Rlver) :

Recreat:on The Fox-River supports a. varlety of water-based recreatlonal act:vmes mcludlng
sport fishing, waterfow! hunting, swimming and boating. Boating {both power and non-
power) is available on the River, particularly in Little Lake Butte des Morts. Tourismis -
popularand important to the local economy.

Ecologrca{ Resources: The Fox River and Green Bay support many specles of birds (e.g., tree
‘swallow, Forsters and Common Tern, Double-crested Cormorants, Bald Eagles) fish
(Rainbow Smelt, Alewife, Gizzard Shad, Shiner, Yellow Perch, Carp, Brown Trout and -

Walleye), and mammals (e.g., mink}, including sixteen (16) species of State or federally
listed Threatened or Endangered species.

‘The Lower Fox River provides diverse habitats for all trophic levels of the River and Bay
ecosystem. Piants, plankton, aquatic invertebrates, fish, amphibians, reptiles, birds and
‘mammals use the Fox River for feeding, reproduction and shelter.. In addition-to the aquatic :
communities associated with the River, animals living in wetlands, floodplains and upland’
communities are also dependent on the River. '

Both federal and state freshwater wetlands exist in the Fox River region, providing valuable
habitat.

8.  SUMMARY OF SITE RISKS

Baseline human'health and ecological risk assessments were conducted to evaluate the
potential for current and future impacts of site-related contaminants on receptors visiting,
utilizing or inhabiting the Fox River and Green Bay in the Baseline Human Health and
Ecological Risk Assessment (BLRA). The BLRA for the Lower Fox River'and Green Bay was
prepared as a companlon document to the RI/FS and was finalized in Oecember 2002.

In the portion ofthe report covering Human Health Risk Assessment (HHRA), cancer risks and
non-cancer health hazards were evaluated for the Lower £ ox River and Green Bay. in the
Ecological Risk Assessment (ERA} portzon of the report, ecological risks were evaluated for
Lower Fox River and Green Bay. The BLRA supports the selected remedy.

The BLRA concludes that:
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. Human health and ecologlcal receptors are at rlsk in each Operable Unlt

e Fish consumption-is the exposure pathway representing the greatest level of risk for-human.
and:ecological receptors, other than the direct risks posed to benthic invertebrates via dlrect
exposure to contaminated sediments. ' .

.9 The prlmary contamlnant of conoern is PCBs

~8.4 _ Identification of Chemicals of Con‘c_em o

The Site includes the contaminated sediment feund wuthl'n fhe Lower Fox River and Green Bay

A Screening Level Risk Assessment (SLRA) was conducted to evaluate which chemicals i in the

‘system pose the greatest degree of risk to people-and animals. identified Chemicals of
~ Concern (COCs)include PCBs, dioxins/furans, thé pesticide DDT andits metabolites (DDD and
. DDE), the pesticide dleldrln and arsenic, lead, and mercury

'8.2 Human Health Risk Assessment

8.2, Summary Of Site Risks - | -

The site-specific HHRA evaluated both cancer risks and non-cancer health-hazards from
exposure to PCBs in the Fox River and Green Bay, as documented in the Remedial
Investigation and Feasibility Study (RI/FS). This discussion emphasizes cancer risks and non-
cancer health hazards due to PCBs in the Fox River and Green Bay that exceed EPA’s goals
for protection. For cancer, regulatory decisions are made ranging from risk levels of one in a.
million (10°®) to one in 10,000 (10°%). A one in a 100,000 cancer risk level is commonly usedin
federal and state regulatory decisions. For non-cancer, a hazard index (H1)of 1 is the most
frequent basis for risk management decisions. Cancer risks and non-cancer hazard indices in
Green Bay were calculated to:be generally similar to the Fox River. The cancer risk and non-
cancer hazard indices in the Fox River and Green Bay are above EPA'’s levels of concern for
fish consumption. Consistent with Superfund policy and guidance, the Human Health Risk
Assessment (HHRA) is a baseline risk assessment and therefore assumes no actions (i.e.,
remediation) to control or mitigate hazardous substance releases and no institutional controls,
such as the fish consumption advisories and fishing restrictions that are currently in place, which
are intended to control exposure to hazardous substances. Cancer risks and non-cancer
hazard indices were calculated based on an estimate of the reasonable maximum exposure -
(RME) expected to occur under current and future conditions at the Site. The RME is defined
as an upper end exposure that is reasonably expected to occur at a Site. EPA also estimated
cancer risks and non-cancer hazard indices based on central tendency (CT), or average, _
exposures-atthe Site. For both the RME and CT exposures, average-contaminant (e.g., PCBs)
levels in fish were exceeded. The following discussion summarizes the HHRA with respectto
the basic steps of the Superfund HHRA process: 1) Data Collection and Analysis, 2) Exposure
Assessment, 3) Toxicity Assessment and 4) Risk Characterization. '

8.2.2 Data Collection and Analysis

The HHRA utilizes documents relating to the nature and extent of PCB contamination at the Site
developed as part of the RI/FS. These RI/FS documents provide both current and projected
future concentrations of PCBs in air, fish, sediments and river water. To calculate cancer risks
and non-cancer hazard indices, the infotmation on concentrations in these media (Tables 3 and
4) are combined with other information on exposure (see Section 8.2.3) and toxicity {see
Section 8.2.4)."
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Table 3

' Summary of PCB Data and Medium-Spec:ﬁc Human Exposure Pount
Concentratlons for OU 1
Con’c’entra’tiori’ ey : Exposure
Exposure Chemical of Detected Freq:fe ney ~ Point ‘Statistical
Point Concern Min. Max. Detection ' Concentratlon Measure -
- (ppm)
Sediments Tlotal. F’CBs : Op.g?nZ ' f)i?nz 1 539/66% 3.70 - -} “mean
| Surtace S particulate 1 0.13 4016 34041 --"'-"t._GS_'E-OS'. o - Mmean-
Water { Total - | 1 ngll” | g/t Co
Direct. .= | PCBs : P - IR
Contact dlsso.!ved - .1.4-ngIL ng/t ;40/46 ._.1.1-:1E.-05.. -
Fish - .
Tissue Total PCBs O‘Ogrgg 3}?‘ - 13 . 116 mean
(Walleye) PP PP - ' S '

ngA. - nannograms/Liter
ppm - paits per million

*data submitted with comments from the respons;ble parties included data from LLBdMin excess of .
360 ppm PCB. : :

Data sources:

Concentrations and detecttons for surface water -- Rl Tables, 5- 1 5 16 and RA Table 6 14

Point of exposures - RA Table 5-31, 6-8.

Table 4 ‘Summary of PCB Data and Medium- Specuflc Human Exposure Pomt -
' Concentratxons for OU 2 '
‘Concentration Exposure
Exposure Chemical of Detected. Frequency Point Statistical
Point - Concern . of Detection i Concentration Measure
Min. Max.
: : (Ppm)
- ' - 77.44 T "
Sediments | TotalPCBs 0 ppm 4ppm | 188/263 1.40 | mean.
| particuiate | Ol 5n29'-,1L7 34141 1.19€-05
Surface . .g. — A S - o
Water Total . .
Direct pCBs 1 . 0.026 | 18.86 - - mean - .
Contact dissolved nglL ng/L 84/85 ¢ 4.84E-06
Fish . S
Tissue Total PCBs 1'42: 3.9£_ 4/4 274 mean
(Walleye) PP ppm . .

ng/L - nannograms/Liter
ppm - parts per million

Data sources: : :
Concentrations and detections for surface water -- Rl Tables, 5-1, 5-16 and RA Table 6-14.

s
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Ftsh at the Slte have been collected by the WDNR for approximately 35 years with flsh

- advisories in effect since 1976. Fish samples have been analyzed for PCBs (both total PCBs
and selected congeners), Dioxins/furans (specifically, 2,3,7,8-TCDO and 2,3,7,8- TCDF), poT
(dichlorodiphenyltrichlofoethane), a pesticide, and its metabolites (DDD and DDE) Dieldrin
(pesticide), arsenic, lead and mercury. These: non-PCB contaminants were found to present
substantially fess risk compared to PCBs. Additionally, some of the other contaminants
identified in sediment have similar fate and transport properties, and are generally found with
PCBs. For this reason, a remedy: that effectively addresses PCB exposure will also address the
other COCs (with lesser toxncntles) in the sediment.

The conceptual site model ldentlfles potential receptors for COCs and exposure pathways As
discussed above, determination of PCB -exposure provides ' a sound basis for characterlzmg
significant human health risks at the Site. Estimates of the exposures allow a quantitative risk -
evaluation. This was done for fish, sediment, drinking/river water, and air. Most Site risks were
determined to refate to fish consumption, with only minimal risk associated with other potential -
exposures (e.g., inhalation, direct contact). Thus the discussion below focuses on risks and -
exposures related to fish consumption. ' : '

Specifically, these quantitative risk calculations from fish consumption were based on wet-
weight PCB concentrations in fish fillets, as generated by WDNR's bioaccumulation models, Fox
River Food (FRFOOD) and-Green Bay Food (GBFOOD). The fillet represents the portion of the
fish most commonly consumed. The fish exposures were derived by weighting the model
output by reported angler preference for species. consumption (i.e., weighting the modeled PCB
concentrations in fish to reflect the. species caught and consumed by ang!ers) and by averagmg
over Iocatlon within the study area. : _

8.2.3 Exposure Assessment

The exposure assessment evaluates exposure pathways by which people are or can be
exposed to the contaminants of concern in different media (e.g., fish, water, and sediment).
Factors relating to the exposure assessment include, but are not limited to, the concentrations
that people are or can be exposed to and the potential frequency and duration of exposure.

Conceptual Site Model

Human exposure to PCBs through consumption of fish presented the greatest risk. Other _
human exposure pathways such as inhalation, drinking contaminated water or direct exposure
- presented no significant risk. The human heaith conceptual site model is shown in Figure 2..

Exposed Populations

Recreational and high intake (i.e., subsistence) fish consumers are the most likely population to.
have significant PCB exposures. Populations that may have portions of their members engaged
in subsistence fishing include Native Americans; and Hmong (Laotians). Sensitive populations
that were qualitatively evaluated include highly exposed (i.e., subsistence) anglers and their '
families as well as infants of mothers who ingest fish that are exposed in uterc and/or through
consumption of breast milk. With respect to subsistence or highly exposed angler poputations
in Wisconsin, review of the literature suggests that these populations are likely to be adequately
represented in the HHRA. With respect toinfants (less than one year old), exposure to PCBs in
utero and via ingestion of breast milk are known exposure routes that pose risks to fetal

.....

Standard EPA defauit factors were used for angler body weight [e.g., 72 (kilograms (kgs) foran
adult]. _
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Fish Ingestion Rate - o - SRS -
Several fish conSumptlon surveys were used to- evaluate flsh mtake rates for both recreatlonal
and hlgh intake fish consumers. Specrflc studies included: West {1989, 1993) conducted in * * -
Michigan; Fiore (1989) conducted i in'Wiscorisin: Hutchlnson and Kraft conducted in Wisconsin -
(1994).and Hutchinson (1999) conducted in Wisconsin. The RME fishingestion rate was -
determined to be 59 grams per-day from the West studies while ‘81 grams was determlned for
high |ntake fishes, using the findings from Hutchlnson and Kraft (1994) :

Mm
Values of 30 years for Central Tendency Exposure (CTE) and 50 years for the RME: scenario .

were establrshed based on EPA publlshed estlmates of: the years persons I|ve in the Lower Fox
Rrver and Green Bay area

PCB Cooking Loss o g co

PCB losses during cooking were assumed to be 50 percent based on studles reported in the
literature. Potential PCB loss mechanisms include removing skin and fat; draining cooklng
fluids from the fish and grilling to aIIow oii to drlp away from the frsh

Probabrllstlc Analysis : - - :

In addition to the’ pornt estrmate (i.e., determlnlstlc) analyses, a probabilistic. analysrs was
performed to provide a range of estimates of the cancer risks and non-cancer health hazards
associated with the fish ingestion pathway. The probabilistic analysis helps to-evaluate
variability-in exposure parameters (e.g., differerices within a poputation’s fish ingestion rates,
number of years anglers are exposed, body weight, etc.) and uncertalnty (i.e., lack of complete
knowledge about specific variables). The deterministic risk analyses using point estimates to
generate RME exposures and risks was found to compare favorably to findings from the
probabnllstrc approach

8.2.4 Toxicity-

The toxicity assessment determines the types of adverse health effects-associated with PC8
exposures and the relationship between the magnitude of exposure (dose) and severity of
adverse effects (response). Potential health effects for PCBs include the risk of developing
cancer over a lifetime. Other non-cancer health effects; such as changes in the normal.
functions of organs within the body (e.g:, changes:in the effectiveness of theé immune system),
are also associated with PCB exposure.” Some of the 209 PCB-congeners are considered to be
structurally and mechanistically similar to dioxin and exert dioxin-like effects.

Sources of Toxicity Information. - ' '

The HHRA used the current consensus toxicity values for PCBs from: EPA's lntegrated Rlsk
Information System (IRIS) iivevaluating the cancér risk and non-cancer health effects of PCBs
IRIS provides the primary database of chemical-specific toxicity information used in' Superfund
risk assessments. More recent toxicity data are provided in Appendix D of the BLRA. These
data do not change EPA's use of IRIS values." For the dioxin-like PCBs, the HHRA used toxicity
information for dioxin (2,3,7,8- TCDD) provided in EPAs 1997 Heaith Effects Assessment
Summary Tables.

Cancer i '

EPA has determlned that PCBs cause cancer in animals and probably cause cancer in humans
(B2 classification or likely to'cause cancerin humans). EPA’s cancer slope factors (CSFs) for
PCBs represent plausible upper bound estimates, which means that EPA is reasonably
confident that the actual cancer risks will not exceed the estimated risks calculated using the
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CSFs For fish lngestlon the pathway determined to be of greatest concem, CSFs of2 (mglkg
day) and 1 (mg/kg- day)" were used for the RME and CT (average) exposure, respectively.

For dermal and inhalation exposures, a CSF of 2 (mg/kg-day)" was used with a dermal
absorption fractlon of 14 percent, consistent with the IRIS.chemical file. .For inhalation, a CSF of
0:4 (mg/kg- day) ™ was used. Forthe dioxin-like PCBs the CSF for 2,3, 7 8- TCDD of 150 000
(mg/kg-day) was used.

-' Non Cancer Health Effects '
‘Serious rion-cancer health effects have b&en obseived in animals exposed to PCBs Studles of'

Rhesus rnonkeys exposed through ingestion of PCBs (i.e., Aroclors 1016 and 1254) indicate a

-Teduced ability to fight infection and reduced birth weight in offspring exposed in utero.. Studies

of non-cancer health effects, including neurabehavioral effects observed in‘children of mothers
who consume-PCB-contaminated fish were summanzed in the baseline risk assessment and;
are being evaluated by EPA as partof the Agency’s IRIS process. The toxicity asséssmentis
an evaluation of the chronic (e.g., 7 years or more) adverse health effects from exposure to
PCBs. The chronic Reference Dose (RfD) represents an estimate (with uncertainty spanmng an

order of magnitude or greater) of a daily exposure level for the human population, mcludlng
sensitive populations. (e.g., children), which is likely to be without an appreciablerisk of -

deleterious effects during a lifetime. Chemical exposures. exceeding the RfD do' not prectlct ‘
specific disease. For the fish ingestion pathway, the oral RfD for Aroclor 1254 of 2 x- 10°° mg/kg-
daywas used for the RME and CT (average) exposures, because the congener analysis of fish

“samples more closely resembled Aroclor 1254 rather than 1016. For the sediment and water.

ingestion pathways, the oral RfD for Aroclor 1016 of 7 x 10™ mg/kg- day was used because
analyses of sediment and water samples most closely resemble Aroclor 1016. For the dermal

“contact pathway, dermal RfDs were extrapolated from the oral RfD for Aroclor 1016.

8.2.5 Risk Characterization

This final step in the HHRA combines the exposure and toxicity information to provide a
quantitative assessment of site risks. Exposures are evaluated based on the potential risk for .
developing cancer and the potential for non-cancer-health hazards.

8.2.6 Cancer Risks

Cancer risk is expressed as a probability. For example, a 10* cancer risk means a one in-
10,000 excess cancer risk, or an increased risk of an individual developing cancer of one in
40,000 as-a result of exposure to site contaminants.under the conditions used in the Exposure
Assessment. Under Superfund, acceptable exposures RME cancer risk must be defined with
the range of 10 to 10 (corresponding.to a one.in 10,000 to a one in-1,000,000 excess cancer
risk). Excess lifetime cancerrisk is caiculated from the .fdilowing.equa’tidn:

Risk = COl x CSF
where: Risk = a unit less probability {e.g., 1 x 10~ of an individual developing .cancer)

CDI = Chronic Daily intake averaged over 70 years (mg/kg-day)
CSF = Cancer Slope Factor, expressed as (mg/kg—day)"

At this Site, cancer risks to the RME indixidual associated with ingestion-of fish are above EPA’s
generally acceptable levels, as shown below in Tables 5 and 6. tn addition, cancer risks to the
average (CT) individual associated with ingestion of fish are above EPA’s goal for protection.
Tables 5 and 6 belew summarize key .cancer risks from Tabies.5-82 and 5-86 from the Human -
Heailth Risk Assessmentfor the Site. Cancer risks from:exposure to dioxin-like PCBs were
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comparable to the cancer. nsks from the non- dloxm lrke PCBs presented below for frsh

ingestion. -

Table5

Cancer Rrsk from Frsh lngestlon Summary for OU 1

" Pathway

RME Cancer Risk

CT (Average) Cancer Risk

Recreational Angler
‘AllFish.. -
Walley'e A

ngh lntake (1 e\. Subsrstence) Angler '

52x10 -(5.2in. 100000)

| 15 x 10 (15|n10000)

. 72x1o“(72m 10,000)

7. 8x 10 (78 in 100 ODO)
2. 2 x 10 (2 Zm 100 000)

11x10“(11m10000)

Al Fish
Walkeye 20%10%(2.0in10.000) - [ 3.2x10° (3.2in'100 000)
Table6 = Cancer Rlsk from Fish lngestton Summary fOr OU 2
__pathway ) R_ME_' Cancer Ris‘k__' o CT (Average) Cancer‘Rlsk
Recreational Angier y
AlLFish . 49x10* L@ 9in 10,000) 7.4x 1o’~’ (74in 100.000)
Walleye 1.6 x 10 (1.6 in 10, 000) . | 2.4 x 10 (2.4in 100 000)

High Intake (i.e. Sub&stence Angler)
All Fish
Walleye' = -

6.8x10* (68|n 10 000)

2.3x10*(23in 10000) E

11x10“(11m10000)
'3.5x10° (35m 100 000)

8.2.7 Non-Cancer Health Hazards

The potential for:‘non-cancer healtheffects is evaluated by comparing an exposure level over a-
specified time period (e.g., 7 years) with Reference Dose (RfD) derived fora similar exposure
period. An RfD represents a level that an individual may be exposed to that is not expected to
cause any deleterious effect. The ratio of exposure to toxicity is called a Hazard Quotient (HQ).
An HQ less than 1 indicates that a receptor’s dose of a single contaminant is less than the RfD,
and that toxic non-carcinogenic effects from that chemical are unlikely. A Hazard Index (HI)
represents the sum of the individual exposure levets for different chemicals and different media
(e.g., fish, water, sediment) compared to their corresponding RfDs (i.e., Hi is the sum of HQs for
an individual).. The key concept of a non-cancer Hi is that a threshold level (measured-as an Hi
of 1) exists below which non-cancer health effects are not-expected to occur. .Undér the federal
Superfund program, EPA’s goal for protection for non-cancer health-hazards- rs an HI equal or.
less than 1 for the RME individual. :

The HQ is calculated as follows:
Non-cancer HQ = COIRID '
where: CDI = Chromc daily intake (mg/kg-day)
RfD = Reference dose (mg/kg-day)
CDIi and RfD are expressed in the same u,mts and represent the same exposure period (i.e.,

Chl’OﬂlC)

At thlS Slte all non-cancer RME hazard md:ces from the consumpt[on of PCBs in frsh are above
EPA'’s generally acceptable levels, as shown below. (see aiso-Table 6). Risk:to children is

Page 26 of 97

5
3

a7y

[ FP—

A e



Fox River and Green Bay ROD for QU 1and OU 2

particularly elevated Tables 7 and 8 below summarize key non-cancer risks from Tables: 5- 84,
5-85, from the Human Health Risk Assessmentfor the Site. in addition, non-cancer hazard
indices to the average (CT) individual are above EPA’s generally acceptable levels.: Non-cancer
hazard indices for dioxin-like PCBs’ were: not evaluated. quantitatlvely due to EPA'’s ongomg
evaluation of dloxnn toxicity. : : : S

Table7 =~ Non-Cancer Health Hazard from Fish lr\lgestiqn - Summaty fo"r ou ‘I
Pathway = RME Non-Cancer Hl - CT (Averag(alNon Cancer
Recreational Angler - R L i
Al Fish- S ' T - _ 20 _ R
 Walleye - .55 : I
_High intake (i.e., subSIstence) Angler O i
Al Fish 1 ' 27 R
Walleye 8 T ' 2
High intake Recreational Chl|d ' ' _
AftFish ' N . 47 R 12.
Walleye - . ' B 2 S o .3
High Intake Subsisténce Child B - ' R -
~ AllFish’ E 65 - g ' 17
Walleye ' 19 - _ 5
Table8  Non-Cancer Health Hazard from Fish Ingestion ~ Summary for OU 2
| Pathway B L RME Non-Cancer H cT (é:z?ge&:lon-_
Recreational Angler -~ i - 84 21
| High intake (i.e., subsistence) Angler ] . 115 - ] 30

8.2.8 Probabilistic Analysis

In addition to the deterministic calculations discussed above, EPA calculated risks for ingestion
of fish in the Fox River and Green Bay using a probabilistic analysis, consistent with EPA
guidance on probabilistic risk assessments (EPA 1999). This analysis supports and
COmplements the point estimates of rlsks and hazard indices calculated |n evaluatl@ns of -
exposure to PCBs i in flsh

Deterministic RME estimates of risk and hazard index provided in the probabilistic evaluation
are generally consistent within the 90™ to 95" percentiles of the respective probability
distributions of risk and hazard indices. This is consistent with the interpretation provided by
EPA (EPA, 1999) of the RME as a plausible high-end risk or hazard index for the exposed
population.

Deterministic CTE estimates of risk and hazard index are generally close to the means of
probability distributions of risk and hazarg-index. This is consistent with the interpretation of the
CTE as the average risk or hazard index for the exposed population.
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8.2. 9 ' UnCerfainty '

The process of evaluating human health cancer nsks and non-cancer hazard mdsces mvolves
‘multiple steps. ‘Inherent in-each step of the process are uncertainties that ultim ately affect the
finalcancer risks and non-cancer hazard indices. fmportant sources of: uncertaunty inthe. HHRA
are discussed below: -

Theuse Of a bioaccurnulation madel to generate future ¢oncentrations of PCBs in fish if no
action occurs were usedin the HHRA calculations. WONR ‘minimized this uncertainty to the- -
extent possiblé by developing a bioaccumulation-inodel specifically for the Fox River Fox River
and Green Bay (i.e., “FRFOQOD"” and “GBFOOD", respectively), calsbratsng the model to the
_extensive database for the Fox River and Green Bay. Additionally the model was revised based
on a peer review sponsored by the Fox River Group. Based on the model ¢calibratior (i.€., the
ablllty of the fish bioaccumulation model to capture the historical observed lipid-normalized PCB
measurements in fish), and the feedback received-from the peef review, the modeI uncertalnty
is not sufficient to change the ‘overall conclusion of the HHRA that cancer risks and'i ‘non- cancer.

. hazard indices due to ingestion of fish are above acceptable levels.

- Time Trends S

~ Although concentratlons in fish may be decreasing over time for some fISh specnes in OU 1 and
OU 2 these trends. were not consistent with all species. in addition, trends in the surficial -
sediment layer are not consistent and concentrations in deeper sediments are not decreasing. .

Additionally, events that may scour sedlmen ts may cause decllnlng trends currently observed to’

either slow or reverse.

Fish Ingestion Rate
This uncertainty in the fish ingestion rate was mlnlmlzed by relying on a number of surveys..
‘These included Michigan angler surveys for recreational anglers by West etal., 1989 and 1893,
and a Wisconsin angler survey by Fiore, 1989. For high intake fish consumers surveys by
West et al., 1993, Peterson, 1994 and Hutchison and Kraft, 1994, Hutchison, 1994, and
. Hutchison, 1999 were also considered. In addition, the sensitivity/uncertainty analysis _
conducted for the probabilistic analysis showed that, despite the use of different fish, the overall
conclusion of the HHRA -- that cancer risks and non-cancer hazard indices due to ingestion of
fish are above levels of concern, essentially remains the same.

PCB Toxicity : _ : _ _ _
EPA describes the uncertainty in the cancer toxicity values as extending in both directions (i.e.,
contributing to possible underestimation or overestimation of cancer slope factors (CSF?).
However, the CSFs were developed torepresent plausuble upper bound estimates, which
means that EPA is reasonably confident that the actual cancer risk will not exceed. the estimated
risk calculated using the CSF. The CSFs used in the HHRA were externally peer revuewed and
supported by the panel of expert scientists and are the most current values recommended by
EPA in IRIS. Non-cancer toxicity values also have uncertainty. The current oral Rst for
Aroclor 1016 and 1254, which were used in the HHRA, have uncertainty factors of 100 and 300,
respectively in order to provide for protection of public health. The RfD for Aroclor 1016 was’
externally peer-reviewed and supported by the panei of scientists. The RfD for Aroclor 1254
was developed using the same methodology as Aroclor 1016 and was internally peer-reviewed.
Since these RfDs were developed, a number of recent national and international studies have
reported possible assocsatlons between deve!opmentai and neurotoxic effects in children from
prenatal or postnatal exposures to PCB$" in light of these new studies, the current RfDs are
currently being evaluated as part of the RIS process. It would be inappropriate to prejudge the
results of the [RIS evaluation at this time.
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PCB Body_Burden o

_The factthat any prewous exposures (elther background or past consumptlon of PCB-

contamlnated fish) may still be-reflected.in-an individual s body burden today.is an. addltlonal

source of uncertalnty -and may result in.an underestumate of.non-cancer hazard indices and
cancer risks. -

- PCB Bioaccumulation Modeling
- Theuse of a bioaccumulation ‘model to generate estlrnatlo ns of future concentratlons of PCBs in

ﬁsh if no action occurs were used in the HHRA. calculatlons WDNR minimized this.uncertainty.
to.the extent possible by developing a bioaccumulation model specifically for.the Fox River and
Green Bay (i.e., FRFOOD and GBFOOD, respectlvely) «calibrating the model to the extensive. -
database for the Fox River and Green. Bay Additionally the model wasrevised-based on a peer
review sponsored by the Fox River Group. Based on the model calibration (i.e., the ability of the .
fish bioaccumutation model to capture the historical observed lipid- -normalized. PCB
measurements in fish), and the feedback received from the peer review, the model uncertalnty
is:not sufficient to change theoverall conclusion of the HHRA that cancer risks: and non-cancer

ha zard indices due to |ngest|on of fISh are above acceptable Ievels

8.3 Ecologlcal Risk Ass_essment

The Lower Fox River and Green Bay provide habitat function for a variety of invertebrates, fish,
birds, and mammals that inhabit.or use. this watershed for foraging, reproducing, rearing young

and other life cycle requirements. The Lower Fox River basin and Green Bay varies
considerably-in its potential to provide and support different kinds' of wildlife habitat-and this
variability affects the wildlife diversity and populations. The BLRA fo¢uses prifnarily on aquatic,
or aquatic-dependent species. Aquatic habitats within the area are wetland (e.g., Lower Fox
River and Southern Green Bay), and riverine {e.g.; Lower Fox River).

The significant groups of wﬂdllfe found within these habitats |nclude the following:

‘= Both pelaglc and benthlc aquatic mvertebrate specnes form the primary prey in the food
webs of the River and Bay. Species of oligochaetes -and chironomids (e.g., worms and
midges) are typically most abundant and are found throughout the Lower Fox River and
Green Bay. Amphipods, crayfish, snails, and mussels are also present in the River and
Bay. Zebra mussels, an exotic species, are present throughout Green: Bay and the
River.

" = Fish of the region include salmon/trout; game fish, including Walleye yellow perch, and
northern pike; and pelagic and benthic non-game fish. A discussion of the S|gn|ftcant
fish species within the study area is presented later i m this 'section.:

= Birdsofthe regioninclude raptors;, gulls/terns, diving birds, migratory waterfowl,
passerines, shorebirds, and wading birds. A listing of the significant bird species within
the study area is presented later in this section.” These animals are found nesting,.
feeding, and living in both terrestrial and aguatic habitat environments.

"= Mammials of the region include large and small game animals that generaly live in open
or wooded habitat, as well as fur-bearing animals that may forage or live within or near
aquatic environments. The small and large game animals include rabbits, squirrels, and
deer. The fur-bearing animals inciude beaver, red fox, mink, raccoon, muskrat, and .
ofter. Additionalty, bats feed on lnsects in the vicinity of Lake Winnebago and near the
communities along the Fox River. Few of the mammials will be discussed in detail within
this document. Mink are the principal species discussed in the BLRA.
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* Reptiles and amphlblans |ncludrng snakes, turtles, frogs and toads are present :n the _ o

region (Expoilent, 1998) Typlcally, the'frogs-and turtles confine thémselves to the .
- < wetland and nearsshore areas while-several snake spemes and téads are found in-
- assdciation witti-both terrestrial and aquatic habitats. -Frogs and toads that dwelf m
wetlands or near shore areasare fed upon by wading birds of the region.

Through the mid-1970s the population levels of flsh species, such as walleye and perch, were

oW within the Lower Fox River and souttiem Greeft Bay ecosystems. Contaminants, along.with

low dissolved oxygen (DO) conditions brought-about by- uncontrolled and uiitreated wastewater
dumped into the River, werée believedto be-a contributing factor: causmg low population’ Ievels
Principal species found within the system were those that could tolerate these condltlons
especnally bullhead and carp S : - : -

With the lnstltutlon ofwater qualrty controls in: the mld 19705, contamlnants and DO oondlttons
improved. The WDNR undertook a program to reintroduce: walleye into the Rlver and Bay
through & stocking program beginning in4973. That program was very successful ‘self-.
sustaining populations of walleye niow exist within the River and Bay. ‘Recent electro-fi shmg
catch data for walleye from De Pere dam to the mouth of the Lower Fox Rlver are shown on
Flgure 2-15 of the BLRA. : -

{n addition to walleye, a number of other species were reestablished in the Lower Fox Rive_r and -

Green Bay, including white and yellow perch, alewife, shad; bass, and other species. ;Historical
anecdotal data fromthe Oneida tribe and more recent creel survey data from the WONR -
indicate that Duck Creek and Suamico tributaries to southern Green Bay were used by
numerous fish speC|es (Nelson 1998) T

The WDNR has completed extensrve frsh surveys in the Lower Fox Rlver and lnnerGreen Bay.
However, due to the numerous factors that may effect fish populations, simply reviewing and
comparing the population survey results from various.years is not valid. Year-to-year fish. ..
populations do not necessarily indicate whether conditions within the River/Bay are degraded or
improving because other environmental, physical, or biological factors may be impacting select
fish species at any given time. Selected fish surveys for the Lower Fox River have been
reviewed to provide data on the types of fish present within the system at given paints in time.
However, no in-depth analysis of whether these population surveys indicate declining or
improving conditions is included. No Green Bay fish surveys-are included in this discussion.
Rather, the personal observations from WDNR and MDNR personnel familiar with both the
commercial and sport fisheries of Green Bay are used.

8.3.1 Screening Ecdlogital Risk Assessme'nt-

The Screening Ecological Risk Assessment (SERA) for the Lower Fox Rlver and Green Bay
focused on the potential for ecological fisks associated with chemicals in sediments, surface -
waters, and biota. The SERA was conducted using conservative exposure and effects
scenarios in an effort to identify which of the over 300 contaminants previously identified
potentially posed risks to ecological receptors Data from 16 separate comprehensive studies
conducted on the fox River and Green Bay by state, federal, university, an'd private. parties
were used to assess risk. The objective of the screening was to identify. a smaller list of
contaminants that would be carried through to the baseline risk assessment.

As defined in the Superfund Risk Assessfiient Gurdance (EPA, 1997a), followrng the completlon
'of the SERA, a Scientific Management Decision Point (SMDP) was necessary to review the
results of the SERA. The technical team of risk managers and risk assessors, collectively
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referred to as the Biological Techmcal Assistance Group(BTAG), were assembled durlng the _
SERA process to specnflcally address: SMDPs and prowcle technical review:

The SMDP was formalized in a memo from WDNR dated August 3 1998 (Appendlx A RA). -
The memo |d_ent|f_le_d and justified which chemicals should be, carried forward into the.RA, based'
on the potential for either human health or ecological risk. Of the 75 chemicals thatwereabove:
screening level risk criteria, only those with the most potential.for adverse risk were carried .
forward as BLRA contaminants of potential concern (COPCs).

The retalned COPCs include: PCBs (expressed as total and PCB coplanar.congeners), dIOXln
and furan congeners,- DDT -and its metabolites DDE, and DDD, dieldrin, arsenic, lead, and = -
mercuty. Sediment HQs were greatest for PCBs based on both human heath and ecological
rxsk-based screenlng Ievels :

8.3. 2 'Baselme Ecological Risk- Assessment

The overall ecologlcal goals of the Base!:ne RISk Assessment (BLRA) for the Lower Fox Rlver

-and, Green Bay were to

. Examme how the -contamihahts_of potential concern (COPCS) carried forward f__rom t'h'e'.
Screening Level Risk Assessment (SLRA) (RETEC, 1998b) move from the sediment .
- and water into ecological receptors within the Lower Fox River and Green Bay

o Quantlfy the current (or baseline) ecological risk assocnated wnth the COPCs

. Dlstlngmsh those COPCs which-pose the greatest potentzal for risk to the envnronment'_
and should be carried forward as contaminants of concern (COCs) in the FS.

o Determlne which’ exposure pathways lead to the greatest risks.

e Supportthe selection of a remedy, which. ellmlnates reduces, and/or controls: sdentlfled
risks by calculating sediment quatity thresholds (SQTs).

Consistent with Superfund policy and guidance, the BLRA is a baseline risk.assessment and, -
therefore, assumes no actions (remedlatlon) to control or mitigate hazardous substance
releases. The following discussion summarizes the BLRA with respect to the four basic: steps of
the Superfund Ecological Risk Assessment process: 1) Problem Formulation, 2) Exposure
Assessment, 3) Effects Assessment, and 4) Risk Characterization.

Problem Formulatnon

Chemicals of Concern

PCBs were carried forward in the BLRA as the primary C OPC because SLRA-calculated.
sediment hazard quotients (HQs) ranged from 1,514 to 5,872, generally several orders of _
magnitude greater than HQs for other COPCs. Although 2,3,7,8-TCDD is the most toxic dioxin
congener, all structurally related dioxin and furan congeners were evaluated for toxicity based -
on the toxicity equivalency method, further described in Section 6.3.2 of the BLRA. The dioxin
and furan congeners that will be evaluated are those that have been megsured in Site media -
and those that have toxic equivaiency factors (TEFs). The only PCB congeners that were .
evaluated for dioxin-like toxicity are those that most structurally resembie dioxin and have the.
greatest potential for bioaccumulation: congeners 77, 81, 105, 118, 126, and 169, as further -
discussed in Section 6.3.3 of the BLRA.
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The electrOnlc Fox River Database {FRDBY) currently contains more- than 500 000 records
represeniing contaminant data from: sedlment -water,-and tissue data.. Total PCBs are the' most.
frequently found analyte in the database. 1989 wasused as a cut-off date for inclusion of data -

for the-evaluation of riskfoi-several reasons: 1) the contribution of these data towards assessing

risk'was considered to'be‘less: advantageous than the greater accuracy obtained by. evaluatang
risk based on more cusrent data; 2) no data collected prior'to- 1983 were:validated, -and 3)
although data collected in 1989 were not validated, the total number of samples collected in thls
year is more than 30 percent of all samples collected e

_Complete Exposure Pathways - T o s

Currently, the principal source for: COPCs is the contamlnated sediment deposnts found
throughout the system: The principal transport mechanism'is sedimentresuspension, w:th -
transport occurrlng by downstream currents in the Lower Fox River, and by discrete. - _ :
resuspension transport and deposition events within Green Bay (WONR, 1998b, 19980) The
fate of these contaminants, following their release into the water column, depends on:ithe = . -
chemical properties of the contaminant, abiotic factors within the receiving environment (e. g. .
organic carbon in sediments, PH, surface water hardness), and interaction with the biotic '
‘environment. This interaction can result in degradation, transformation, or bioconcentration of
the contaminant. The fate of a contaminant is not fixed, and the degree of -contaminant .
exchange between surface water, sediment, sediiment pore water, and biota varies.

Aquatic organisims can be exposed to COPCs through the water column, through ingesting
sediments, and through consumption of contaminated prey. Water column organisms are
exposed to dissolved and particulate-based COPCs through respiration, ingestion and direct
contact. Benthic invertebrates are exposed through direct contact and ingestion of
contaminated sediments. -Benthic fish, carnivorous birds.and carnivorous mammals-can
incidentally ingest sediments during feeding on prey species. Allof the COPCs have the
potential to biomagnify up the food chain except for lead and arsenic, which-can bioconcentrate.
Therefore, benthic invertebrates, fish, birds and mammals are all exposed to COPCs by
consuming contaminated food. * :

PCBs in the environment are stable and persistent; cycling rather than degradation represents
the predominant fate. PCBs are highly lipophilic and, therefore, more readily bind to sediments
or accumulate in tissues rather than‘remain in the water column. Aquatic organisms ‘can be-
exposed to PCBs through the water column, through ingesting sediments, and through ~ -
consuming prey. Forinvertebrates, both aquatic and-benthic, exposure to PCBs through -
contact with the water column or pore water contributes significantly to the total body burden of
total PCBs. Formost species, however, particularly those at high trophiclevels, prey -
consumption is likely the primary route of exposure. Biological uptake of PCBs by aquatic
organisms appears to be species-specific. Rates of accumulation vary depending on species,
age, sex, and size. Generally; when equally exposed tlsh accumulate two to three times more-
PCBs than aquat:c invertebrates. : .

Bioaccumulation of non-polar organic compounds occurs as a resutt of uptake by a receptor
followed by partitioning of the compounds into the receptor’s organic carbon.compartmenit-the
lipids. Once chemicals are accumulated within an organism’s lipid fraction, biomagnification
may occur when organisms at lower trophic levels are preyed upon by receptors higher inthe
food chain.. The net restultis an aggregate increase ln tissue body burdens of the chemicals at
higher trophic levels.

Animals and plants living in or near the River, such as invertebrates, fish, amphibians, and
water-dependent reptiles, birds, and mammals, are or can be exposed to PCBs directly and/or
indirectly through the food chain. Ecological exposure to PCBs is primarily an issue of
bioaccumulation through the food chain rather than direct toxicity, because PCBs bioaccumulate
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in the environment by bloconcentratlng (i.e. berng absorbed from water and accumulated in
tissue to levels greaterthan those found in surroundrng water) and blomagnrfylng (e
increasing.in tissue concentratrons as they. go up the food chain through two or more tr0ph|c_ -
levels). As-a result, the ecological fisk -assessment’ emphaS|zes indirect exposure at various _'
levels of the food chaln to address PCB-reIated rrsks at hlgher trophlc levels. The ecologlcal :
conceptual model is provided in anure 3. '

Assessment Endgornts
Appropriate selection and definition of assess ment endpornts whrch focus the rlsk asseSSment

design and analysis, are critical to the utility of risk assessment. itis not practlcal nor pOSSIbIe

to directly evaluate risks to all of the individual componénts of the ecosyster at the Site.

Assessment endpoints. were selected for the risk assessment based on particular components |
of the ecosystem that could be adversely affected by the contaminants. present. E[ght '
assessment endpornts were developed to. evaluate the risk of: contamlnants inthe Lower, Fox
River and Green Bay. They include the functioning of water- column and benthlc mvertebrate _
populations, benthic and pelaglc flsh survival and reproductlon lnsectlvorous piscivorous, and o
camivorous bird survival and reproduction, and piscivorous mammal survivaland reproductlon
By evaluating and protecting these assessment endpomts itis assumed that thls ecosystem as
a whole would also be protected S :

Conceptual Model

The biological conceptual model |dent|f|es where contamlnaat lnteractlons with blota can occur
describes the uptake.of Site contaminants into the biological system (in this.case, the water and
sediments of the Lower Fox River and Green Bay), and dlagrams key receptor contaminant
exposure pathways. Due to the large area being assessed for risk, more than one conceptual
model was necessary. The Lower Fox River, from the mouth of Lake Winnebago to the De .
Pere dam, was evaluated using the same conceptual model {Figure 3). '

Measurement Endpoints _

Risk questlons are assessed uslng measurement: endpomts Types of measurement endponnts
used.in the risk-assessment process fall generally into four categories: 1) comparison of _
estimated or. measured exposure levels of CO PCs to levels known to cause adverse’ effects, 2)
bioassay testing of site and reference media, 3) in-situ toxicity testing of Site and reference’

‘media, and 4) comparison of observed effects on-site with those observed at a reference site. .

Measurement endpoints selected for assessment endpornt evaluation in this risk assessment
consistently fell in to the first category of measurement endpoints and are presented in Table 6-
2 from.BLRA. Only existing data were evaluated as part of this assessment. As such, the:
measurement endpoints were fashioned around the existing data. Where the data d|d not
already exist to fulfill the measurement endpoint, it was modeled based on the exrstlng data.’

Expo_sureAss_essment

The exposure assessment includes a quantitative evaluation of contaminant release, migration,
and fate; characterization of exposure parameters; and measurement or estimation of exposure
point concentrations. Complete exposure pathways and exposure parameters (e.g., body .
weight, prey ingestion rate, home range} used to calculate the concentrations or dietary doses -
to which the receptors of concern may be exposed were obtained from EPA ceferences, the -
scientific literature and directly from researchers. In the FRDB, data were generally lacking for
piscivorous and carnivorous birds, and no data were available for piscivorous mammals,
therefore, ecological modeling was used t& estimate COPC exposure to these receptors.
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Descri tion of Grou s of Key S 'eoles N '
Invertebrate communities constitute a vast portxon of the basis of the food chainin aquatlc
'-ecosystems Smce invertebrates process organlc material and are prey items for other- .
invertebrates, fish, and blrds they are |mportant i nutnent and energy- transfer in an aquatlc
ecosystem.- Alterations in invertebrate functions may conséquéntly affectnutrient and energy
transfer, and bird and fish populations. Also, COPCs in invertebrates'may bé passed along
through the food chain. Therefore, upper trophic levels can be affected not only by reduced
prey abundance, but also by trophic transfer of accumulated contaminants-in invertebrate prey..
Examples of 1mportant benthic’ inverte brates in the Lower Fox Rlver system 1nclude chlronomlds
(e.g., mldges) and ollgochaetes (e g segmented worms) : o

Fish have many roIes in the aquatlc ecosystem including: the'tra'ns'fer of nutrients an'd'energy,
and are prey for. maminals, birds, and predatory fish. Infact, several predators rely solely, or.
pnmarlly, on flSh for survival. Fish typlcally constitute a large proportnon of the biomassin .

aquatic systems Additrona[ly. fish have social-and econémic value; impaired-fish’¢ommiunities -

would. adversely affect, commercual andrecreational fishing: ‘Benthic’ fish-are those fish'that live
in contact with and forage for food directly i in‘the sednments As such; they represent a unique -
exposure pathway because of theirforaging behavior (i.e., high exposure to sediménts)and'
prey items (i.e., predominately benthic invertebrates). Ex_amples of benthic fishin the Lower
Fox River include carp, catfish, and bullhead. Pelagial fish are those species that live and feed
principally in the water column (as opposed to being in direct contact with sediment).” Pelaglal '
fish represent many trophic levels with prey itermis predominately in the water column (e:g:,”
zooplankton and other fish). Examples of impartant pelagial fish in the Lower Fox Riveriinclude
shiners, shad, alewnfe perch, and wdlleye. Pelagial fish important to Greeri Bay include the-
same specnes as arefound in the aner m addition to lake trout and other salmonids in the
uppei'Bay. ' '

Bird populations, in general, present one of the most significant biological components of the
River/Bay system and occupy several trophic levels. Given the potential for some contaminants
to biotviagnify, birds, as upper trophic level receptors, may concentrate, and be affected'by,
contaminants in‘their tissues to a greater degree than lower trophic level species. “In addltlon to
their ecologrcal importance, birds are socially valued because of recreatlonal activities and
aquatic aesthetics. Insectivorous birds rely predominately on insects (e.g., benthic
invertebrates) for food. Examples of insectivorous birds in-the Lower Fox River and Green Bay
region include swallows and blackbirds. Piscivorous birds rely primarily on fish for food. Of the
bird populatlons prese nt at the Site, piscivorous birds represent a high trophic level and;
therefore are more at risk than insectivores from contaminants transferred through the food :
chain.” Examples of piscivorous birds on the Lower Fox River and Green Bay include
cormorants and terns. Camivorous birds were selected for evaluation because of their diverse
forage, which can include consumption of fish, piscivorous birds, or éven small mammals.
Examples of camivorous birds on the Lower.Fox River and Green Bay include eaglés, osprey
and other raptors

Piscivorous mammals represent the upper trophic level of the riverine corridor ecosystem and,.
therefore, are potentially highly exposed to contaminants that bioaccumulate or biomagnify. -
Piscivorous mammals rely primarily on fish as food, but may also consumé amphibians,
invertebrates, crayfish, clams, and mussels. The foraging behavior of these-mammals
represents a pathway through which energy is transferred from the aquatic to terrestrial
ecosystem. Mink are plscwor ‘ous mammais found in the Lower Fox River and Green Bay area.
. e
A number of different animals have been or are currently on the Wisconsin, Mlchigan or
Federal Endangered and Threatened Species lists. Listed animals which have historically been
found in the vicinity of the Lower Fox River or Green Bay include: osprey, common tern,
Forsters tern, Caspian tern, and great egret {Matteson et af., 1998). The osprey, common tern,
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and Forsters tern have nested along the Lower Fox River as well as at upstream Iocatlons in
Lake Winnebago, Little Lake Butte des Morts, and Lake Poygan. Ospreyhave been sighted
near Kaukauna and have attempted to nest in the vucrnlty of Combinedlocks, while tems have
been observed farther- upsfream. Additionally, Caspian tem and great egrethave nested on
some of the islands located in.Green Bay. Veryfew nesting pairs have been observed over the

pastfew years and recovery of these. populatlons is slow (Matteson et al., 1998).

In addition to these birds, the WDNR reported a bed of clams or mussels, which. may be
threatened. The sediment bed, which these clams/mussels inhabit, is approximately 6 meters
(20 feet) wide and 30.5 meters (100 feet) long and is-located near the mouth of Mud Creek in
the Lower Fox River (Szymanski, 1998, 2000). _ _

As mentloned above, populations of both eagles and the double crested cormorants have.
recovered to the point where both birds have been removed. from the Wisconsin endangered
species list. Other populations, specmcally, wild mink and otter have been found'to be .
declining around the Lower Fox River and Green Bay, yet they.are not currently listed by state
or federal agencies. The endangered and threatened fish and birds of the region were listed on

: Tables 2-11 and 2-12 of the BLRA. The endangered and threatened mammals of the region.are
listed in Table 2-14 of the BLRA.

Derivation of Exposure Point Concentrations

AllCOPCs _

Tabies 9 through 13 show the exposure point concentrations for chemicals where risk was
indicated. For calculation of exposure values, one-half of the sample quantitation limit was used
for undetected values (EPA, 1991b). The 95 percent UCL of the mean is the value that-a mean,
calculated repeatedly from subsamples of the data population, will not exceed 95 percent of the
time. Therefore, there is a 95 percent probability that the true mean of the population does not
exceed the 95 percent UCL. The 95 percent UCL was calculated from the sample values
depending on whether the data were normally, log-normally, or not normally distributed. When
the data distribution fit neither a normal nor log-normal distribution pattern, the 95 percent UCL
selected was the greater of the two calculated 95 percent UCLs (normal and log-normal). in
cases where data was limited, or where the variability in the data was high, the calculated 95
percent UCL can exceed the maximum detected concentration. The RME is defined as the
lesser of the calculated 95 percent UCL, or the maximum detected value.

As an estimate of risk, both the arithmetic mean concentration and the RME concentration are

- used as exposure point concentrations. The RME is an estimate of the highest average

exposure expected to occur at a Site. The intent of the RME is to provide an estimate of
exposure that isabove.average; yet still within the range of most exposures. The RME thus
provides a degree of protectiveness that encompasses the individual receptors that. have a
higher likelihood of exposure.
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Table 9 Summary of Chemicals of Concern and Medium-Specific Exposure Point.Concentrations forWater Colunin
Invertebrates SR - U B
Scenario Time |Current
Frame:
Medium: Water o
Exposure ) - o
Medium: Surface water T . - _ _
: Concentration' . . o N
. . _ - Frequency of Exposure Point ) 1.”
Exposure Point| Chemical of Conc__em Detected {ng/l) Detection Concentration (ng/) Statlstlcél Measum; B
Min. -Max. : . - : : S
Surface Water : _ _ S e N
QL 1) Mercury (unfittered) 0.2 7140 56 _ 7140 o max i
i 3 . 2237 | .. mean L
Total PCBs (filtered) 1.4 19 40/46 153 - | . 95% UCL |
. L 11 | mean |
Total PCBs (unfiltered) na . npa | /6 : L |
Total PCBs | o | S -
_ {particulates) L 0.1 40.2. 3 3,4/4-1 40:2 S max
Surface water _ e S L -
(QU 2) Total PCBs {particulate) 0.01 522  82/86 522 . | ~© __max
' | me |- _mean -
1.6 | - ‘mean -
' na = not applicable T T o
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Table 10 Summary of Chemicals of Concern and Medium-Specific Exposure Point Concentrations for Benthic Invertebrates:

Scenario "~ |Current
|Time Frame:
Medium: |Sediment
Exposure
Medium: Sediment
- ! Chemicatof | Goncentration e Poin o |
f?xg:;l:l’e , CO':CCG"" petected Frgg:;ecnt?gnof Ecxopn’::‘.seunrtrat?o‘nt Statistical Measure
: M'n Max : . .
Sediments _ o - : . B
(OU 1) Lead {ma/kg) 3.8 522 27127 172 ___mean
| ' ) : 522 max__
Mercury (mgikg) | 0.2 3.3 71/86 14 95 %UCL -
e . . 1 - mean
l -t 12,3,7.8-TCDD 11.80e- - ' - .
- {ug/kg) 03 | 540e-03 4/5 4.30e-03 . . - 95% UCL
| i | ' 2.50e-03 mean .
i ITotal PCBs (pg/kg) | 25 1 130,000 22,848 95% UCL
[ . S R ' ' 10,724 - mean
DDD (ug/kg) {471 19 423 19 T max
| l ' | 7.8 7 _ mean
DOT (ug/kg) | 131 50 2/20 50 - max .
Sediments o [ o I ' . I ' o
(OU 2) Lead (ma/kg) 44 130 10/10 88.9 IE 95% UCL.
[ ' [ B 756 : . mean
Mercary (mgrkg) 4 02 | 2.1 10110 1.7 - 95% UCL
, S i 08 - .| ' mean
: ' 3.50e{ : . : S - L
. Total PCBs (ug/kg) | +01 | 7.42e+04 122/131 .. - 1.53e+04 - 95% UCL.
: o - '  6.75e+03 . mean °
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Table 11 Summary of Chemicals of Concern and Medium-Specific Exposure Point Concentrations for Fish
Scenario Time Frame: |Current
Medium: IFish
Exposure Medium: [Fish _ L

o . ' " Deteated |Frequency| Exposure '

Exposure Point C_.lcl:%l::;arlnof F:Bnc_entratiorj Detected (-:Iof y | _xg:int Statistical Measure
Min I Max Detection | Concentration

ou 1 | : R _
whole fish tissue {carp) |PCBs (ug/kg}l 245 | 11.400 |- 30/30 2957 95% UCL
: _ P | | | 1992 mean _
whole fish tissue {(gizzard shad) |PCBs {ug/kg) 54 . 530 | 44 ._-530 __max
' 296 . ' mean .
whoie fish tissue (gcﬂden shiner} (PCBs {ug/kg) 845 ~ 1140 212 1140 ' max.

: . - 0 ' . 993 mean’
whole fish tissue (vellow perch) |PCBs (ug/kg) 363 - na 1. | 383 | ~_ max
whole fish tissue (walleye). PCBs (Ma/kg){ - 98.9 3800 11/13 |- 3800 | . © miax

- - I 1 | 1159 [ _ mean _
o2 : _ - ' : S o
whote fish tissue {carp) ~ IPCBs {ug/kg)| - 160 16600 12/12 - 3606 - 95% UCL

o - . : 2581 : - mean. .
whole fish tissue (yellow perch) |PCBs (ugfkg)! 425 1298 | - 4/4 1219 ' . 95%UCL .

- - - -~ ' R 779 - mean
whole fish tissue {walleye) PCBs {ug/kg)| 1431 13900 4l4 3800 - . max
| P |

| | 2737 ‘mean

lna = not applicable

PP sy
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‘Table 12 Summary of Chemicals of Concern and Medium-Specific Exposure Point Concentrations for Birds
|
IScenario Time Frarne: Current
|Medium: Prey Items
Exposure Medium: [Prey Items
' Cosgentr§t_i6n _ _
. . cted ' e - :
Exposure Point Che_[mcal of Concern etect oirlgg:‘eec':%'n %’g’,&i‘:ﬁ :t?;:t Statistical Measure
: Min Max 1
lou 1 - .
Tree swallow egg PCBs (ug/kg) 1790 | 4030 5/5 3732 95% UCL
' _ 2924 . mean
Tree swallow whole body PCBs {ua/kg) 79 | 7400 24124 5254 95% UCL
kS * 2135 mean
[Common tern ingestion mercury (Ug/kg) na | na na 1.5 mean
| 1.6 RME
| mercury (La/ka -BWiday) na | na_ na 12.5 mean |
I | 13.1 RME
total PCBs (pg/day) na na na 17.4 mean
: 31.2 RME
1 kotsl PCBs (ua/kg-BWiday) | na |  na na 145 mean
| I - | 260 RME
Forster's tern ingastion mereury (na/kg) na na na 1.8 mean
_ 1.9 RME
- ’ mercury (ua/kg-BWiday) na | ‘'na na . 11.5. . mean - -
| 1 - 121 RME
lkotal PCBs (1a/kg) na_ | na na__ 21.2 ‘mean
P | 37.9 RME
kotal PCBs {ug/kg-BWiday) | na | na na 134 mean
- I 240 RME
Double Crested Cormorant . _
ingestion mercury {La/kg) na na na 8.1 . _mean.
' ' | ' S 86 - RME
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Table 12 Summary of Chemicals of Concern and Medium-Specific Exposure Point Concentrations for Birds
Scenario Time Frame: Current
Medium: Preyltems =~
Exposure Medium: |Prey Items.
_ Concentration o ' _ -
Exposure Point Chemical of Concern Detected ';rgg&ir:fgn .%(g:::;&;ggt.- . Stétlstlcal'-M'eésure ‘.
' Min Max S _ SR
mersury {ua/ka-BWidav) na na na | 4.8 mean
| I ' | | I I 519 . | RME |
| ltotal PCBs {ig/ka) | na i na | na | 94.1 | mean |
[ l . l J J P 168 - RME. I
l ftotat PCBs (Mg/ka-BWY | na | na | na | 56 - _mean |
I & 1 i | | i 100 _ RME |
Ibald eagle ' ltotat PCBs (ua/kq) l nal na | na | 963 mean 18
L - | . ' | | i _ I 1647 RME |
[ ltotal PCBs (ua/kg-BW) | na | na | na. | 207 | mean |
| | ] | 354 RME____ |
lou 2 . : _ _ .
lcommon tern ingestion mereury (Ug/ka) nal na | na 1.5 mean |
L - I [ | 1.5 ____RME: [
| mercury (Lafka-BWiday) na | na | na 12.3 L mean [
12.3 ' RME
total PCBs {ua/ka) - na i{. na - ‘458 C . mean -
R | - 716 RME
" total PCBs {pa/kg-BWiday) | na | na | -na - - 382 1 mean ° b
- . 597 R RME 3
Forster's tern ingestion merecury (La/ka) na | - na na 1.8 ' mean =
SR - - - B 1.8 ' 'RME v
mercury (Lafkq-BWiday) na na na 11.3 mean
| . | l 11.3. . . _RME-
| " |total PCBs (ua/ka) na ! na | na . 55.6 mean
| _ ] ] 87 : RME
Page 40 of 97
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Fox River and Green Bay ROD for OU.1.and OU 2

Table 12

Summary of Chemicals of Concern and Medlum-Specific Exposure Point Concentrations for Birds

Scenario Time Frame: Current
Medium: [Prey ltems
Exposure Medium: Prey ltems _
' Concentration i |
Exposure Point ._Ch:emlcal of Concern Detected o';rgg:'eec':fg’h Eézg&set:‘r:.;?;:t | Sstatistical Measure
l Min Max | _
| ltotal PCBs (ua/kg-BwWiday) | na na | na 352 mean
I 1 | | 551 RME
ldoubte crested cormorant Imercury (pg/kg) | na na | na 8 mean
f | [ | 8 RME
| Imercury (ua/kg-BWiday) | na na | na 4.7 - mean
| | | | 4.7 RME
total PCBs (ug/kg) na na na 249 mean
388 __RME
total PCBs (ug/kg-BWiday) | na na na 148 “‘mean
. . - 231 RME
bald eagle ingestion Imercury (ug/ka) | na na | na 40 " ‘mean
I I | 67.4 RME
mercury (pa/kg-BWiday) na .na na 86 mean
N 14.5 - RME
| ftotal PCBs {pa/ka | na na | na 1376 mean
I | ‘ L | 1930 - RME
: . . ftotal RCBs (ug/kg-BW/day) | na na ‘| na 206 mean
' - 1 | 415 'RME
bald eagle egg total PCBs (pgrkg) - na 36000 1M1 36000 - max

na = not applicable

IRME = reasonable maximum exposure

IBW = body weight
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Table 13 Summary o f Chemicals of Concern and Medium-Specific Exposure Point Concentrations for Mammals
Scenario.Time Current
Frame: Prey items
Medium: - Prey items
Exposure Medium:
Concentration Exposure | - S
Exposure Point Chemical of Concern |._Detected _ Frequency of : Igoint - | Statistical Measure
' . : Detection Concentration ' .
Min Max S
Mammal ingestion K _ : >
{OU 1 : total PCBs {ug/day) na na_ | na 348 mean .
) = | 544 ____RME
total PCBs {ug/kg- N o ' o
BWiday) | _na na na : 435 : mean
z . . : 680 | - . RME R
Mammal ingestion o e | B o
(QU 2) total PCBs (pa/day) ‘na na na . 422 mean
| 613 ___RME
total PCBs (pg/kg- _ _ - T
BWiday) - na | .na na 527 . __mean -
Sl - : 266 | RME
na = not applicable _ ‘ o
RME = reasonable maximum exposure
BW = body weight
" Page 42 of97
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PCB-Specific Exposure Point Concentrations

Water ' '
Filtered and. pattlculate concentratlons of PCBs were detected in all Rlver reaches and Green
Bay zones and these concentrations were summed to estimated total water. concentrattons of: .
total PCBs. Estimated mean, 95 percentUCL, and maximum total PCB concentrations in water '
are presented.on Figure 6- 6 of the BLRA. Estimated mean total PCB concentrations were _
greatést in' Green Bay Zone 1 (60 9 ug/L) and represented an'increase of 2.2 times over the

: estlmated mean total PCB concentratlons in thtle Lake Butte des Morts (27.6 ;ngL)

Sediment |

Total PCBs were detected frequently in aII River reaches arid Green Bay zones. Measured

concentrations are reported i in three different ways: non+ interpolated, interpolated (lo) and.
|nterpo|ated (1) for all of the River reaches, but, as discussed in Section 6.4.1-of the BLRA, lo

~ conceritrations are not presented for zones 2, 3A; 3B, or 4 of Green Bay. in contrast to metals

PCB concentrations generally decreased moving down the River and into the Bay. The-mean"
total PCB concentration ranged from 82.9 ig/kg (Green Bay Zone 4)to 10,724 ng/kg (Little -

Lake Butte des Mosts). Mean, 95 percent UCL, and maxumum concentratlons of PCBsare-
presented on Flgure 6-8 of the BLRA.

. Eish

Total PCBs were detected frequently in all River reaches and Green Bay zones. The range of
detection frequency was 85 to 100 percent. The mean total PCB concentratlon ranged from
79.8 pg/kg (yellow perch from Green Bay Zone 4) to'6,637 pg/kg'(carp from Green Bay zones 1
and 2): Mean, 95 percent UCL and maximum total PCB concentrations in yellow perch, carp
and walleye are presented on Figure 6-11 of the BLRA. Meari, 95 percent LJCL, and maximum
total PCB concentrations in forage fish species (gizzard shad alew1fe shlner species, and
ralnbow smelt) are presented on Figure 6-12 of the BLRA..

Birds

Where they were analyzed, total PCBs were detected at a frequency of 100 percent, except for
Green Bay Zone 3B where they were detected at a frequency of 95 percent. The mean total
PCB concentration ranged from 2,135 pig/kg (whole tree swallow from Little Lake Butte des |
Morts) to 11,026 pg/kg (whole double-crested cormorants from Green Bay Zone 2). Measured
total PCB concentrations in birds are presented on Figure 6-15 of the BLRA. As indicated by
this figure, the area where the most bird species were sampled was Green Bay Zone 2. This™
areaalso contained the hlghest concentrations of total PCBs found in double- crested
cormorants. -

Mamimals ' '
LLBdM: ‘The mean estimated exposure concentration for total PCBs (N) total PCBs (lo) and
total PCBs (l4) were 435, 397, and 400 ug/kg-BW/day, respectively. _

Appleton-LR: The mean estimated exposure concentration for total PCBs (N), total PCBs (lo)
and total PCBs (l4) were 527, 494, and 501 nug/kg-BW/day, respectively.

. Summary of Field Studies .

Within the Lower Fox River and Green Bay system, there have been numerous field studies on
a variety of different species. Many of the species studied were also evaluated in the BLRA as
receptor species that represented the assessment endpoints in the BLRA. Whilenot specmcally
included in the risk characterization, the $tudies are presented in BLRA Section 6.5.4 to provide:
the risk managers with an integrated tool for decision-making. -
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Effects Asse'ssment ' ' :

Toxic effects-of all COPCs were evaluated i in the BLERA. Sectron 6.3 of the: BLRA

provrdes details of the effects-of- all the COPCs on the assessment endpomts The rest |

of the discussion below focuses on effects of PCBs only.

PCBs have been shown to cause lethal and sub lethal reproductrve, developmental
immunological and buochemlcal effects. The risk assessment limited its focus to adverse -
impacts on survival, growth and reproduction. The ecological effects assessment iticludes
literature reviews, field studies and toxicity tests that correlate concentrations of PCBs to effects
on ecological receptors. Toxic equivalency factors, based on the toxicity: of dioxin, ‘have been
developed for the dioxin-like PCB congeners. The effects of PCBs on Great: Lakes fish-and |
wildlife have been extensrvely documented PCB-mduced reproductnve |mpa1rment has been
demonstrated for several fish. .species (Mac,- 1988; Ankley et al., 1991; Walker and- Peterson
1991; Walker et al., 1991a, 1991b; Williarris and Giesy, 1992), a. number of insectivorous. and
piscivorous birds (Kublak etal, 1989 Gilbertson et al., 1991; Tillitt et al., 1992) and mink. -
-(Aulerich et al., 1973, Aulerich and Ringer, 1977; Bleavins, etal 1980 Wren 1991 Gresy etal
1994c; Heaton etal., 1995a, 1995b; Tillitt ef al., 1996). o _

Derivation of TRVs

In order to derive toxrcnty reference vaIues (TRVs) a comprehenstve literature search was
performed for all COPCs. A varlety of databases were searched for literature references '
containing toxrcologlcal infor mation._ Some of these literature sources mcluded Bnologlcal
Abstracts, Applied Ecology Ab stracts Chemical Abstract: Services; Medtine, Toxline, BIOSIS,
ENVIROLINE, Current Contents, Integrated Risk Information’ System (IRIS) the Aquatlc '
Information Retrieval Database (AQUIRE). mamtalned by the EPA, and the Environmental -
Residue Effects Database (ERED) maintained by the EPA and U.S. Army Corps of Englneers
The TRVs selected for this assessment were discussed with and agreed upon by BTAG
members. importantly, the consensus on the TRVs are for site-specific use only and are not’
intended to.be used at other sites (Table 6-5 of the. BLRA) -

TRVs were used to estimate the potentlal for ecological risk at the Slte The selected TRVs
were either Lowest Observed Adverse Effects Levels (LOAELs) and/or No Observed Adverse .
Effects Levels (NOAELSs) from laboratory and/or field based studies reported in the scientific .
literature. LOAELS are the lowest values at which adverse effects have been observed and
NOAELSs are the highest values at which adverse effects were not observed.

The PCB and dioxin-like PCB congener TRVs for fish, birds and mammais are based on 'effects
on survival, growth, and reproduction of fish.and wildlife species in the Fox River. Reproductrve

effects (e.g., egg maturation, egg hatchabllnty and survival.of ;uvemles) were generally the mest -

sensitive endpoints for animals exposed tq PCBs.

Risk Characterization

'Hazard Quotient Calculations L ’
Risk characterization for each assessment endpoint was based upon ‘the calculated HQs and
as available, population or field study data. Hazard quotients calculated based on literature
values, provide one line of evidence for characterizing ecological effects Field studies were
evaluated, where appropriate, as a supplement to the risk evaluation, partncularly when the .
contamination has ahistorical basis (EPA, 1994b, 1997a).
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While HQs and other lines of evidence (i.e., field studies and other data types)cannotbe
quantitatively combined, each can inform risk managers on the presence of risk and how these -
risks may be reduced. Therefore, this risk characterization process did not result in the

~ distillation of a ‘single conclusive statement regarding overall risk to each assessment endpclnt

Consideration of the magnitude of uncertainty, discussed in Section 6.6 of the BLRA, is alsoa
key component of the risk mterpretatxon process. ;

For this risk assessment it was agreed by BTAG that degree of risk would be determined based
on three categories: “no” risk was concluded when both the NOAEC and LOAEC HQs
evaluated were léss than 1.0, “potential” risk was concluded when the NOAEC HQ exceeded "
1.0 but the LOAEC HQ was less than 1.0, and risk (“yes") was concluded when both the
NOAEC and LOAEC HQs evaluated were greater than 1.0. When constituents were analyzed
but not detected, it was concluded that no risk existed.

"OU 1 - Little Lake Butte des Morts Summary. ln summary, the results suggest that only

measured or estimated concentrations of total PCBs are at sufficient levels to cause risk to
benthic invertebrates, and piscivorous mammals. Potential risks from total PCBs are: indicated
for water column invertebrates, benthic and pelagic fish, and insectivorous, piscivorous, and
camivorous birds. Measured or estimated concentrations.of mercury are found to be at

“sufficient concentrations to cause or potentially cause risk to water column and benthic

invertebrates, and piscivorous birds. Concentrations of2,3,7,8-TCDD, DDD, and DDT are only
sufficient to be of risk to benthic invertebrates. Sediment concentrations of elevated PCBs are
widespread and persistent throughout the reach. Concentrations of arsenic, dieldrin, and all
o,p'- isomers of DDT and its metabolites are not found to pose risk to any assessment endpoint.

OU 2 - Appleton to Little Rapids Summary. {n summary, the results taken in total suggest.
that measured or estimated concentrations of total PCBs are at sufficient levels to cause risk to
benthic invertebrates, camivorous birds, and piscivorous mammals. Potential risks are
indicated for all other receptors except insectivorous birds, for which there are no data.
Measured or estimated concentrations of mercury were found to be at sufficient concentrations
to cause risk to benthic invertebrates, piscivorous birds, and carnivorous birds. Concentrations
of lead are only of risk to benthic invertebrates. Concentrations of all chlorinated pesticides are
not found to pose risk to any assessment endpoint. Surface sediment concentrations of
elevated PCBs indicate reach-wide effects, but are likely limited to specific deposits.

Maijor Findings

A summary of the risk to each assessment endpoint in each reach -and zone is presented in
Table 6-134 of the BLRA. OU 1 and OU 2 are discussed below and summarized in Table 14.
Risk assessment summaries will be provided for OU 3, OU 4 and OU 5 in subsequent RODs.

The'pri_nciple findings of the ecological risk assessment are:

= Total PCBs cause or potentially cause risk to all identified receptors. The exception is
insectivorous birds where the weight of evidence suggests that these receptors are not
at risk from PCB concentrations. Not all receptors at risk or potentxally at rxsk from PCBs
are at risk in all River reaches or Bay zones.

= Mercury poses a risk in all River reaches and zones, but notto allv eceptors. Mercury
was not identified as a risk for benthic fish, insectivorous birds, or piscivorous mammats.

= DDT or its metabolites poses a risk to benthic invertebrates in OU 1 (i.e., Little Lake
Butte des Morts Reach) ey
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Table 14 Ecologlcal Rlsk Summary
QU | Water Column Benthic Benthic. Pe!agic | Insectivorous | Piscivorous | Carnivorous | Piscivorous i~
Invertebrates invertebrates Fish | Fish = Bird Bird "~ Bird Mammal
1 ]e Mercury e | PCBs, lead, | ¥4 PCBs | ¥ PCBs PCBs | 3{ mercury, " PCBs | e] PCBs
Xt PCBs mercury, PCBs i '
b0ob,B0oT,
23,738TCD
2 i3t PCBs . tead, I PCBs | 1 PCBs_ NA | ¥f mercury, PCBs, |e| PCBs
o mercury, PCBs mercury
Notes: T

NA = no data available

Risk conclusions based on HQs

=Norisk .
= Risk

1t . = Potential Risk

Rlsk Conclusions based on weight of evudence

Site specmc receptor data suggest that there i |s no risk

risk

Uncertainty

The goal of this uncertainty analysis is to both qualitatively, and quantitatively to the degree
possible, define the degree of confidence that exists with the estimations of effects from
exposure to hazardous chemicals in toxic amounts. Bounding the certainty of risk estimates is a
developing science. EPA’s Superfund Ecological Risk Assessment Guidance (EPA, 1997a) and
the Guidelines for Ecologlcal Risk Assessment (EPA, 1998b) provide general instructions on
what should be addressed in an uncertainty analysis. -

Conceptual Site Model '

Qualitatively, there is a high degree of certainty that factors {such as fate and distribution,
downstream transport, biological uptake, effects on field poputations, habitat and life histories of
important fish, birds, and mammals within the River and Bay) are well understood and
adequately characterized in the conceptual site model. There remains, however, some .
uncertainty as to whether the receptors identified within the conceptual site model adequately
represent the ecosystem and other species potentlally at risk within the Lower Fox River. The
selection of the important receptor species was done in consultation with biologists both within
the WDNR and the USFWS. [n addition, input on the receptor species was given by biologists
and resource managers within EPA, NOAA and the Oneida and Menominee Nations through

the USEPA Biological and Technical Assistance Group (BTAG) process. However, despite this,.

there remains a class of organisms and a threatened species that was not addressed in this
BLRA. Reptile and amphibian species were not evaluated for risk because there are no data
within the FRDB to evaluate this receptor group, and there are no uptake models to estimate
risk for frogs or other amphibians. For the fish species sturgeon, listed as a threatened species
in Michigan, but not in Wisconsin, there are also too few data points within the FRDB to
evaluate potential risks.

Data

‘The FRDB represents numerous separate data collection efforts with over 500,000 discrete data
records of air, water, sediments, and tissue, from throughout the Lower Fox River and Green
Bay. A rigorous evaluation of the quality of the data was undertaken, and only data for which at
least partial QA packages could be reviewed were placed into the FRDB. Of the studies
between 1971 and 1991, only partial packages could be reviewed, and so those data were used
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~ Fox Rrverand Green BayROD for OU 1 and OU 2

~ Spatial Variability

as supportmg evidence within the BLRA. . There have been several studles comp !eted on the
Fox Riverin the 1990s. All'studies conducted'after- 1992 have fully validated data: packages
Given the temporal and spatial density of the data within the Lower Fox River, there are good.
reasons to assume thatthe overall quality of the data is high, and thus the related degree of
data uncertainty is low. . There were no significant biases or gaps obsewed within- the sedlment
fish, or bird sample data. : _ . .

Another data gap within the BLRA is that there are limited measurements of metals.and the
organochlorine pesticidés in the surface water. However, this impacts only the ability fo.assess
risks to-pelagic invertebrate communities, and the remaining assessment endpoints could be
addressed through the other media (e.g., bird tissues) for which data were judged adequate. -
Finally, there are relatively too few data on all PCB.congeners for all media within the Lower Fox
River and Green'Bay to.make conclusive assessments or predictions of risk. While the FRDB
contains' numerous congener-specific data points, -until relatively recently all-of the: dioxin-like -
congeners have notbeen adequately assessed. For example, while PCB congener 169 has -
been detected in the fish and birds of the River and Bay, there have. been too: few

measurements taken in sediments or water.

Temporal

A time trends analysis was undertaken to specifically address the questlon of losses. or: galns in
PCB .concentrations over time in sediments and fish. For sediments, a large fraction of
analyses provided little useful information for projecting future trends because of the lack of
statistical " significance and the wide confidence limits observed. This is especially true for
sediments below the top 4 inches; changes in the sediment PCB concentrations. cannot be
distinguished from zero-or no change. Generally over time, however, the surface sediment
concentrations (i.e.. top 10 cm) of PCBs have been steadily decreasing, but the rate of change
in surface sediments is both reach- and deposit-specific. The change averages-an..annual. .
decrease of 15 percent, but-ranges. from an increase of 17 percentto a decrease of 43 percent.
Given these conditions, the sediment data used may over- or under-evaluate the risks
dependent upon how much oider data were used in the pomt estimates or interpolated bed
maps.

Like sediment PCB concentrations, fish tissue PCB concentrations showed a significant but
slow rate of change throughout the Lower Fox River and Green Bay. - In all of the reaches of the
River and in Zone 2, there were steep declines in fish tissue PCB concentrations from the
1970s, but with significant breakpoints in declines beginning around 1980. After the breakpoint,
depending upon the fish species, the additional apparent declines were either not significantly

" different from zero, or were relatively low (i.e., 5 to 7 percent annually). In addition, there are

some increases in fish tissue PCB concentrations. Walleye .in Little Lake Butte des Mortsshow
a non:-significant increase of 22 percent per year since 1987. Likewise, gizzard shad in Zone 2
show a non-significant increase of 6 percent per yearinto 1999. These data, taken collectively,
suggest that since the breakpoint for tissue declines occurred in the early. 1980s and the -
changes in fish tissue concentrations were no greater than 4 to 7 percent annually, aggregating
fish tissue from 1989 does not likely result in any significant biasing of the risk estimations. At
worst, the tissue point estimates might overestimate risks by 50 percent (i.e., average of 5
percent per year over 10 years), but given that at least some fish tissue concentrations
increased, it is reasonable to suggest that some risks were underestimated by at least an
equivalent amount.

Uncertainty in the spatial variability refers prmCIpally to where sed[ment samples were collected
from within the Lower Fox River and Green Bay. Within the River, most sampling efforts-are

concentrated in areas where there werethick sediment deposits (e.g., A, PO6&, N, GG/HH, and
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the SMUs below De. Pere). There were no'systematic’ sampling.efforts to define PCB
concentrationsthroughout the River. ‘'Within the Bay, systematic grid-sampling was employed, -
but the spatial uncertainty is higher because of the large distance between sampling points. -
Sediment concentrations used in the risk assessment were based on bath non-interpolated and
interpolated concentration estimation' methods:so thatthe differences in risk estimates could.be
corfipared. The calculations demonstrate thatin'general; using the. interpolated sedtment ylelds
a Iower estimation of sediment-based risk than use of the non- lnterpolated data.

Toxic Exposure - : . -
Point estlmates of exposure- concentratlons were compared inthe. BLRAto pomt estlmates of
toxicity in the literature to yield the hazard quotients. While the rationale used to select the most -
representative value from the literature was presented in Section 6.3, there remain uncertainties
-associated with effects concentrations above or below.the selected TRV, selection of TRVs from
one species and.applying to another, interpretation between NOAECs-and LOAECsbased on :
application of uricertainty factors,-or application of different sets of toxicity equnvalent factors:.
from the literature. For PCBs, risk estimation uncertainty was reduced by determmmg risk
potential on a total PCB basis and a PCB:congener basis for receptors where both: exposure
and effects data were available (i.e., fish and birds). : -

Alternative Exposure Points

The principle exposure point concentration used forrisk evaluation in the BLRA was the RME
(i.e., the lowerof either the 95 percent UCL or the maximum concentration) for all media and.
receptors evaluated. In order todetermine the degree to which risk may have been under or.
overestimated; 90th pércentile concentrations were estimated and evaluated for risk for two -
representatlve species; walleye and double crested cormorants. S :

For walleye results of this comparison |nd|cated that risk evaluation of the 90th percentlle
concentrations would resultin only two changes to the risk conclusions. Hazard quotients for
the total PCB NOAEL for walleye in Green Bay Zone 1.increase from-10 to 14 using the 90th .
percentile. The risk determination for walleye from total PCBs would change from “potential
risk™ to “likely risk” in Greeri Bay zones 1 and 2, and risk from'mercury in Green Bay Zone 4 -
would change from “norisk” to “potential risk". The net conclusions of the ecological risk
assessment for piscivorous fish would be negligibly affected by using the 90th percentile.

For double-crested cormorants, risk evaluation of the 90th percentile concentrations would
result in only one change to the risk conclusions. Risk to double-crested cormorants from p,p’-
DDE would change from “potential risk* to “likely risk” in Green Bay Zone 3B. Because of the -
limited 90th percentile data in fish.appropriate as prey for double-crested cormorants, dietary
concentrations could not-be modeled. However, use of the 90th percentile would not
appreciably affect the risk determinations for piscivorous birds. -

Populatton Data : :

As noted previously, while population level endpounts can be an approprlate tool'to assess rlsk
the population data discussed in the BLRA were not collected specifically for risk assessment.
There is some-uncertainty introduced given the potential for other confounding environmental
factors that may affect the absence or abundance of receptors within the Lower Fox River and
Green Bay. These can include such things as immigration, emigration, foad availability, habitat
suitability and availability, species competition, predation, and weather. For example, while the
risk assessment concludes that PCBs are at sufficient concentrations to affect mink '
reproduction within the River and Bay, Section 2 documented that there is limited habitat for
mink, especially along the River. While cgntaminant conditions exist that potentially would.
jeopardize mink health along the River corndor the absence of mink due to absence of habitat
must be considered.
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leeWIse the apparent increase in populations of walleye and cormorants suggest Ilttle orno -
current risks to these species. Increases in walleye populations have occurred since the 19805

" and are directly linked to improvementin water quality-and habitat in the Lower Fox River, and

not necessarily to decre ases in contaminants. Evidence that some risks persnst is evidenced in

“the apparent presence of pre-cancerous lesions. -Cormorant population increases may be

related to decreases in contaminant concentrations, but arealso likely tied to increases.in
available prey (fish). Like walleye, sublethal conditions appear to persist within the cormorant.
population. Given a shift in food or habitat conditions, those risks could be potentially of greater

_..concerm.

~Quantitative Analysis , }

_.-.Only the data for benthicinfauna for the Lower Fox River were thought to be amenabletoa .-

" "quantitative analysis. This analysis involved using of a range of toxicity values-as listed in the .
' literature ratherthan the single-point estimate-for toxicity thatwas used-in the main body- of the

BLRA. Thls re- analysns was done for each River reach and Green Bay zone

ey LLBdM There is a h|gh probability {70 to 80 percent) that PCBs are W|de|y dlstrlbuted

.. throughout the reach at sufficiently high concentrations to moderately effect benthic infaunal
- populations, and atleast a 40 to 50 percent probability of encountering PCB concentratlons
associated with extreme effects. _ :

o Appleton -LR: Forthis reach, the probability of infaunal organisms encountenng levels of
PCBs associated with toxic effects is low (5to 10 percent). :

Concluding Statement
The evatuation of uncertainties did not change the general concluswns drawn from the BLRA
which are that:

e Fish consurnption by otner fish, birds and mammals is the exposurepathway that.
represents the greatest level of risk for receptors (other than direct risk to benthic
invertebrates)

The primary COC is PCBs, and other COCs carried forward for remedial evaluatlon and long-'
term monitoring are mercury and DDE. :

8.4 Derivatio n of SQTs

. Sediment Quality Thresholds (SQTs) are sediment concentrations that have been linke_d toa
- specific magnitude of risk. SQTs were deveioped for each pathway and receptor identified as

important in the BLRA by the response agencies of the Lower Fox River and Green Bay (e.g.,
sport fishing consumption, bald eagies). The SQTs themselves are not cleanup criteria, but
were used to evaluate levels of PCBs in the Feasibility Study. The final selection of the -
remedial action levels is a policy decision left to the response agencies.

...~ SQTs were estimated for PCBs with the assumption that a remedy that reduces PCB exposure
.- would also address the other co-located COCs. Risk-based concentrations in fish for human

and ecological receptors were determined based on: .

e Human health cancer risk levels of 10, 10, and 10", and a noncancer hazard index of
1.0 for risk in recreational anglers and hlgh lntake fISh consumers

* The NOAECs and LOAECs for speCIes of benthic invertebrates, fish, birds, and riverine
mammals found in the River and Bay. _
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8.5 Basns for Actlon _ "

The excess cancernsk and non-cancer health hazards associated with human |hge$f|dn of fish, -

as well as the ecological risks associated with ingestion of fish by birds, flsh and mammals, are
above acceptable {evels under baseline conditions. The response action selected in this ROD.is
necessary.to protect the public health or welfare and the environment from actual reieases of -
hazardous substances into the environment.

9. REMEDIAL ACTION OBJECTIVES

Consistent with the NCP and RI/FS Guidance, WDNR and EPA developed remedial action -
ob jectlves {RAOs) for the protection of human health and the environment. The RAOs specufy
the contaminants and media of concesn, exposure routes-and potential receptors,-andan . .
acceptable concentration limit or range for each contaminant for.each ofthe various media,: .-
exposure routes and receptors. RAOs were then used to establish specific Remedial Action
Levels (RAL) for the Site. Action Levels were established after review of both the:pretiminary -
chemtcal-specnflc ARARSs and risk-based concentrations .and sesve to focus the development of
alternatives or remedial technologies that can achieve the remedial goals. -Although this ROD
only addresses remediation of OUs 1 and 2, the RAOs were developed for the entire Lower Fox
River and Green Bay and are therefore discussed here. Additional.activities as they relate to.
these RAOs for OUs 3 through 5 will be discussed in a subsequent ROD or-RODs. = -~

The FS brought together the four major components used to evaluate risk, remedial goals; and
alternative technologies in its analysis of remedial options. These components are’ brnefly '
described below, then discussed in more detall on the following pages.

o Remedial Action Objectives. RAOs are site-specific goals for the protection of human and

ecological health. Five RAOs were developed; all five apply to the Rlver while RAOs 1, 2,
3, and 5 apply to Green Bay.

e Remedial Action Levels. A range of action levels were considered forthe Rlver and Bay;
action levels were chosen based in part on Sediment Quality Thresholds (SQTs), which link
risk in humans, birds, mammals, and fish with safe threshold concentrations of PCBs in
sediment. The SQTs were developed in the human health and ecological risk assessments.

e Operable Units. The four reaches (OU 1 through OU 4) and Green Bay (OU 5) were _
identified based on geographica! similarities for the purpose of analyzing remedial actions.

¢ Remedial Alternatives. Following a screening process detailed in the.FS, six remedial
aiternatives (A-F) were retained for the t.ower Fox River and seven (A-G) were retained for
Green Bay: : : _

For each River reach, six possible remedial alternatives were applied to each of five possible
action levels and evaluated against each of five remedial action objectives. For each Green Bay
zone, seven possible remedial alternatives were applied to each of three possible action levels
and evaluated against each of four remedial action objectives. The steps in this process are
described in more detail below. Cost estimates were also prepared for each combination of
River reach/Bay zone, remedial alternative, and action level.

9.1 Remedial Action Objectives

RAOs address the protectlon of human health and protection of the environment. The following
five RAOs have been established for the Fox River and Green Bay Site.
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. RAO 1. Achleve, to the extent practicable, surface water quallty crlterla throughout
the Lower Fox River and Green Bay. This RAO is intended to reduce PCB concentration
-~ in surface water as quickly as possible. The current watér quality criteria for PCBs are O 003
ngIL for the protectson of human health-and 0.012 ng/L for the protection ofwild and- -
fdomestlc animals. Water quality critéria incorporate all routes of exposure assuming the
maximum amount is lngested daily over a person s lifetime. :

» RAO2. Protect humans who consume fish from exposure to COCs that exceed _
protectuve levels. This RAO is intended to protect human health by targeting removal of
fish consumption advisories as quickly as possible. DNR and EPA defined the expectation
for the protection of human health as the likelihood for recreational anglers and high-intake
fish consumers to consume fish thhm 10 years and 30 years, respectlvety, at an acceptab|e
level of risk or without restrictions follownng completion of a remedy.

e RAO 3. Protect ecological receptors from exposure to COCs above protectlve levels
RAO3is intended to protect ecological receptors like invertebrates, birds, fish, and o
mammals. DNR and EPA defined.the ecological expectation as the likelihood of achlevmg
'safe ecological thresholds for fish- -eating birds and mammals within 30 years followmg
remedy completion.. Although the FS did not identify-a specific time frame for evaluatlng

- ecological protection, the 30-year figure was used as a measurement tool.

- RAO 4. Reduce transport of PCBs from the Lower Fox River into Green Bay and Lake
Michigan. The objective of this RAO is to reduce the transport of PCBs from the River into
Green Bay and Lake Michigan as quickly as possible. DNR and EPA defined the transport
expectation as a reduction in loading to Green Bay and Lake Michigan to levels comparable
to the loading from other Lake Michigan tributaries. This RAO applies only to River reaches.

e RAOS5. Minimize the downstream movement of PCBs during |mp!ementat|on of the
remedy A remedy isto be completed within 10 years.

No numerlc cleanup ‘standards have been promulgated by the federal government or the State
of Wisconsin for PCB-contaminated sediment. Therefore, sﬁe—specmc RAOs to. protect human
and ecologicat health were developed based on available information and standards, such as
applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements (ARARS), to be considered non-’
promulgated guidelines (TBC), and risk-based levels established using the human and
ecological RAs. The followxng RAOs were established for the Site:

Remedial Action Leveis - PCB remedial action levels were developedbased on the Sediment .
Quality Thresholds (SQTs) derived in the RA for the Lower Fox River and Green Bay. SQTs are
-estimated concentrations that link risk in humans, birds, mammals, and fish with safe threshold
~concentrations of PCBs in sediment. The PCB RALs considered are 0.125, 0.25, 0.5, 1.0, and
5.0 parts per million (ppm) for the Lower.Fox River and 0.5, 1.0, and 5.0 ppm for Green Bay.

A range of RALs was considered in order to balance the feasibility as determined by _
implementabitity, effectiveness, duratzon, and cost of removing PCB-contaminated sediment --
down to each action level against the residual risk to human and écological receptors after
remediation. For each River reach or Bay zone, all of the sediment with PCB concentrations
~* greater than the selected RAL is to be remediated. One of the outcomes of applying a specific

"RAL to a suite of active remedial alternatives is the recognition that Monitored Natural Recovery
(MNR) may also be a component of the remedy. This was considered betause when sediment
is removed to a specific action level, some sediment with PCB concentratiorrs above the SQTs
will likely be left in place. MNR can aiso be a stand-alone remedy if it is determined to achieve
sufficient protection within a reasonable tzme frame. As a resuit, each action level and each
remedial alternatlve has an MNR component
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9 2 Appllcable 'or Relevant and Approprlate Requurements (ARARS)

'-'Sectlon 121(d) of CERCLA requnres that Superfund remedlal actlons meet ARARS in addltlon
to applicable requirements, the ARARs analysis that was conducted consudered criteria, and
relevant and appropriate standards that were useful in evaluatmg remedial alternatlves These
non-promulgated guidelines and criteria are known as ToBe Considered. (TBCs) i contrast to
ARARs Wthh are promulgated cleanup standards standards of control and other substantlve

cntena that have not been promulgated

Locatlon-specnftc ARARS establish restnctlons on the management of waste or ‘hazardous
substances in specific protected Iocatlons "such as wetlands, floodplalns. hlstorlc places and
sensmve habltats

Ac_tlon-spec_lflc ARARs are technology-based or activity-based requirements or limitations on
actions taken with respect to remediation. These requirements are triggered by patrticular
remedial activities that are selected to accomplish the remedial objectives. The @ction-specific
ARARs indicate the way in which the selected alternative must be implemented as well as
specify levels for discharge. -See table 4-2 of the FS. Chemical specific ARARs are health-or
risk-based numerical values or methodologies that establish concentration or discharge limits,
or a basis for calculating such limjts, for particular substances, pollutants.or contaminants. -

In addition to the water quality criteria, substantive requirements of National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System (NPDES), as implemented. under Wisconsin administrative rules, would also
be applicable to wastewaters that are planned to be discharged to the Fox River, which witt
require treatment. These wastewaters in¢lude Ilqmds generated during construction activities
such as dewatering liquids, excavation area liquids, and liquids generated durlng construction of
any on-site consolidation area. Discharges to Publicly Owned Treatment Works (POTWs) may
be pursued as an alternative dlscharge location. However, such dlscharges must also comply
with limitations to ensure acceptable discharge from the POTW after treatment. The specific
discharge levels will be determined during the design stage in coordination with WDNR.

Sediments removed from the Fox River may contain PCBs equal to or greater than 50 ppm.
PCB sediment with concentrations less than 50 ppm will be managed as a solidwastein
accordance with statutes and rules governing the disposal of solid waste in Wisconsin. PCB
sediment with concentrations equal to or greater than 50 ppm will be managed in accordance -
with the Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA) of 1976 (Appendix E of the Feasibility Study).
The determination that material is subject to regulation under TSCA will be made post-removal
but pre-disposal. Presently TSCA compliance would be achieved through the extension of the
January 24, 1995 approval issued by EPAto WDNR pursuant 40 CFR 761.60(a)(5) under the
authority of TSCA. This TSCA approval, granted by EPA Reglon 5, states that the disposal of
PCB- contamlnated sediment with concentrations equal to or greater than 50 ppm into an NR
500, WAC fandfill that is also in compliance with the conditions of the TSCA approval, provndes
adequate protection to human health and the environment as required by 40 CFR 761.60(a)(5);
and, will provide the same level of protection required by EPA, Region 5 and therefore is no less
restrictive than TSCA. However, should other administrative rules pertaining to disposal under
TSCA be in effect at the time that TSCA compliance decisions are made for the Fox Rlver
sedlment then coimpliance with those rules will be achleved
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10. DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES

Following development of the RAOs, WDNR conducted a rlgorous screening and evaluation -

process in accordance-with CERCLA and the NCP. First, potentially applicable remedial
technologies or process options for addressing PCB-contaminated sediments in the Fox River-

and Green Bay were identified and screened (evaluated) based on effectiveness and: technical.
implementability at the Site. Retained technologies were then evaluated in a second screenlng

‘based on effectiveness, implementability and cost. Atter the second screening, the following.

four technologles were retained for consideration i |n the analysns of remedial alternatives: 1) no :

.. action, evaluation of which is required by the NCP:-2) Monitored Natural Recovery (MNRY); 3)-
. capping to the maximum extent practicable with dredging in areas where capping was not
appropriate; and 4) removalldredglng (i.e., enwronmental dredglng) followed by MNR

Process options for treatment and disposal that were retalned include dehalogenatlon phySIcal : |

) separatlon and solidification, vitrification: and high- pressure oxidation.

. After the technology screening, WONR and EPA developed and scréened remedial alternatives.
A specified “cleanup value™ or “action level” for PCBs in sediment was not developed for

' purposes of evaluating remedial alternatives. Because consumption of fish is the major

~ pathway of concern, WDNR and EPA developed remedial goals based on PCB concentrations

in fish (see Section 9). Therefore, remedial alternatives were evaluated based on their- ability to
reduce PCB concentrations in fish. PCB concentrations in fish are controfled by PCB
concentrations in both the sediment and the water column and, therefore, sediment cleanup is

. considered the means to the goal of protecting human health and the enwronment

For the capping alternative, Iocatlons where it was feasible were considered in determlnlng
where this technology could be applied based on criteria identified in section 6.4.4 of the -
Feasibility Study. For excavation alternatives, WDNR and EPA evaluated the fo_llownng action
levels for the Fox River: PCB concentrations of 0.125 ppm, 0.25 ppm,.0.5 ppm, 1.0 ppm, 5.0
ppm, and no action. These results were then compared to the RAOs, particularly RAOs 2 and 3,
which deal with protection of human health and the environment. On the basis of that-analysis
and to achieve the risk reduction ob jectives using a consistent action level, 1.0 ppm was agreed
upon as the appropriate remedial action level. in making this determination, the agencies relied
on projections of the time necessary to achieve the risk reduction, the post-remediation surface-
weighted average concentration (SWAC), and cost.

Table 15 shows that for the selected Action Level of 1.0 ppm, time to acceptable fish tissue

- concentrations for walleye, would be achieved within one year in OU 1. This compares to more

than 50 years under a Nd'Action alternative also shown in the table.
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~Table15 - Years to Human Health and Ecologlcai Thresholds for Lower Fox Rlver at 1
ppm PCB Action Level and No ActioninOU1 :

“Estimated Years | Estimated

Fish RISk Level ' ': : Receptor _ (for1 0 ppm. Act:on Years_(for'NO'
' ' R D Levei) ] . - Action) .

IRMEZhazard: 'ﬁdei"’of#*ﬁ‘ ;oRéi‘:'i'"é"" SGONalAL gfe

Walleye . RME hazard tndex of 1 0 High-il_'_lt_ake"t_i_sh_f N 4 ] 65 - f}
L 1 consumer. . B o B N )
Walleye .| RME 10“5 cancer fisk ievel | Recreational Anglér ' g ' 84
Walleye | RME 107 cancer'risk level | High-intake fish - .14 1000
L - | consumer L |
Carp | NOAEC® -] Camivorous bird B 4 100
. T : daformity = 1 B R
Carp_ - | NOAEC . ‘Piscivorous mammal S 28 o | 100F
1. Shaded row represents removal of ﬁsh adwsones o '
2. RME indicates the. reasonable max:mur_n exposure. . S o )

3. _NOAEC is the no_' observed adverse effect concentation.

It is éstimated that it-would'take 40 years to remove fish advisories for OU 2, under the selected Y
remedy, Monitored Natural Recovery.” However, the removal of Deposit N (completedina - ‘
dredging demonstration project during 1998 and 1999) and Deposit DD (under consideration for ’
remediation in the ROD for OU s 3-5) is not considered in the modeling upon which this = £y
estimate was made. '

The SWAC is a measure of the surface (upper 10 cm) concentration against a given area. In
terms of the Lower Fox River, this would be the average residual contaminant concentration in
the upper 10 cm divided by the area of the Operable Unit. The SWAC calculation includes -
mterdepostt areas. The estimated post-removal SWAC value for OU 1 at an action level of 1 :
ppm lS 185 pug/kg.

The SWAC value provides a number that can be compared to the SQTs developed in the RA
SQTs are estimated concentrations that link risk in humans, birds, mammais, and fish with safe
threshold concentrations of PCBs in sediment. Human health and ecological SQTs for carp and
walleye are listed in Tables 16 and 17, respectively. '

T,

Table16  Human Health Sediment Quality Threshold (SQT) Values o |

Recreational Angler - High-Intake Fish Consumer ' :
RME' - CTE? RME _ CTE 1
ug/kg ualkg ualkg pa/ka
Cancer Risk at 10 *
Carp 16 180 ! 11 57
Walleye 21 143 } 14 75
Non-Cancer Risk {Hi =1) . .
Carp 44 180 28 .90
- Walleye : 58 238 37 119
1. RME indicates the reasonable maximum exposure

2. CTE is the cential tendency exposure. o
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. N T ' ' . NOAEC (pg;‘lﬁg)

Carp — fry growth and mortali_ty B » _ . 363 . - R
Walleye — fry growth and.mortality. 1 76 B
| Common Tem — hatching Success. ] 3,073 - - L
‘Common Tem.~ deforrnity. - | 523 T

|- Cormorant— hatching success. . a 997 i
Cormorant — deformity: . 4 170 - of
- .| Bald Eagle —hatching syiccess |- 338 - . -
| Bald Eagle — deformity - i 58 . N

1 Mink — reproduction arid kit survival - } 24 - RE

Table 17 Ecologlcal Sedlment Quallty Threshold (SQT) Values

The volume of sediment-and PCB mass that would be removed, as well as the cost to
implement the-remedy at the 1.0 ppm action level, were also considered. For OU 1 an.- :
estimated 784,200 cubic. yards and 1,715 kilograms of PCBs would be removed The cost. for
remedlatlon of OU 1 is'estimated to be $66 2 mulluon

WDNR and EPA selected six remedlal alternatlves for detalled analysns No Actlon Monltored
Natural Recovery and Institutional Controls, Dredge and Off-Site Disposal, Dredge toa
Confined Disposal Facility. (CDF), Dredge and Vitrification, and In-situ Capping: These:"
alternatives cover the range of viable approaches to remedial action and include a no-actlon
alternative, as required by the NCP. - :

10.1 Description of Alternative Components

Remedial Alternatives--»WDNR and U.S. EPA evaluated several alternatives to address

- contamination in the Lower Fox River and Green-Bay. Because the level of contatination and

size of the OUs vary, a specific proposed cleanup plan was developed for each OU. The FS
outlines the process used to develop and screen appropriate technologies and alternatives for
addressing PCB-contaminated sediment and provides. detailed descriptions: of the remedial
alternatives. The suite of remedial alternatives is intended to represent the remedial alternatives
that are available, not to be inclusive of ali possible approaches. The proposed alternative for an
Operable Unit may consist of any.combination of the alternatives described below. Other
implementable and effective alternatives could theoretically be used; however, a ROD
amendment or Explanation of Significant Difference (ESD) would be required before another '
alternative could be substituted for the selected remedy.

Alternative A: No'Action ~ A No Action alternative is included for all River reaches and Bay
zones. This alternativerinvolves taking no action. The No Action alternative is required by the
National Contingency Plan, because it provides a basis for comparison with the alternatives for
active remediation. '

Alternative B: Monitored Natural Recovery - Similar to Alternative A, the MNR alternative
relies on naturally occurring degradation, dispersion, and burial processes to reduce the toxk:fty,
mobility, and volume .of contaminants. However, the MNR: option also inclides a 40-year,’ Iong«
term monitoring program for measuring PCB and mercury levels in water, sediment,
invertebrates, fish, and birds to effectively determine achievement of and progress toward the
RAOs. Until the RAOs are achieved, instifutional controls are necessary to prevent exposure of
human and biological receptors to contaminants. Land and water use restrictions, fishing
restrictions and access restrictions may require local or state legislative action to prevent
development or inappropriate usage of contaminated areas of the River. Institutional controls -
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include measures that restrict- access to or uses of a site. They typically consist of some

- combination of physical restraints {such as fences to limit access), legal restrictions (such as
focal ordinances and restrictive covenants that limit land development), and outreach activities
(such as pubhc educatlon programs and health advnsorles)

Alternative C: Dredge and Off-Slte Disposal - Alternatlve C includes. the: removal of sedlment
having PCB concentrations greaterthan the remedial action levelusing a hydrauhc or .
mechanical dredge, dewaterlng the sediment either passuvely or mechamcally, treatlng the water
before discharging it back to the River, and then disposing of the sediment off site; transporting
it by truck. Sediment disposal would be at a local landfill in comphance with the requnrements of
NR 500 Wisconsin Administrative Code (WAC), which regulates the dtsposal of waste-and the
WDNR's TSCA approval issued by EPA. EPA issued this approval under the ‘authority of the
federal TSCA. This approval allows for the disposal of PCB-contaminated sediment with- .
concentratlons equal to or greater than 50 mg/kg (ppm) in landfills that are licensed under the

- NR 500 rule series, WAC provxded that certain requnrements are met.

Alternatwe D: Dredge to a Confined Dlsposal Facility (CDF) Alternatlve D lncludes the -
removal of sediment having PCB concentrations greater than the remedial action level to an on-

_site COF for fong-term disposal. A CDF is anengineered containment structure that provides
both dewatering and a permanent disposal location for contaminated sediment. A CDF can be
located in-the water adjacent to the:shore or at an upland location near the shore. Sediment
with PCB concentrations equal to or greater than 50 mg/kg'would not be disposed of in a CDF.
Such sediments would be mechanically dredged for solidification-and disposal at a solid waste
landfill conforming to requirements defined by the state in the NR 500 rule series and WDNR! s
TSCA approval. Conceptual near-shore CDF locations were identified in OU 1.

Alternative E: Dredge and Vitrification This alternative is similarto Alternative’ C except that
all the dewatered sediment would be thermally treated using a vitrification process. - Alternative
E assumes that the residual material would be available for possibie beneficial reuse after =
vitrification. Vitrification has been used as a representative thermal treatment process option
and was included as an alternative due to a recently completed pilot-scale evaluation.

Alternative F: In-situ (In-place) Capping - Alternative F includes primarily sand capping to the
maximum extent possible. The maximum extent of the capping action was defined in each
River reach on the basis of site specific conditions such as water depth, average river current,

* river current under flood conditions, wave energy, ice scour, and boat traffic. Using these -
criteria, it was determined that capping alone is.not a viable option to achieve the site RAOs.
Where capping is viable, a 20-inch sand cap overlaid by 12 inches of graded armor stone was .
selected. Sediment that is not capped but still exceeds the action level would be hydraulically
dredged to an on-site COF, similar to Alternative D. In the FS, several cap designs were
retained for possible application; design factors that influence the final selection of an in-situ cap
include an evaluation of capping materials and cap thickness when applied in-the field. in =
general, sandy sediment s a suitable capping material, with the additionat option of armoring at
focations with the potential for scouring and erosion. Laboratory tests developed in the past
indicate that a minimum in-situ cap thickness of 12 inches (30 ¢m) is required to isolate
contaminated sediment, as indicated in FS Section 7.1, page 7-4 to 7-5. Full-scale design
would require consideration of currents during storm events, wave energy, and ice scour. A
minimum river depth of 6 feet would be required (FS Section 7.1.1, page 7- 5) for any location
where a cap is proposed. Institutional controls and monitoring and maintenance are also
components of this alternative. Institutional controls may be necessary to ensure the long-term
integrity of the cap. Monitoring and maintgnance would be required in perpetuity to ensure the
integrity of the cap and the permanent isolation of the contaminants. Alternative F was
determined not feasibie for OU 2.
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In evaluatrng the alternatives; WDNR and EPA considered-the level of; protectlon thatwould
satisfy the concern of the natural resource trustees that future natural rescurce’in juries be T
minimized. Many:of the natural resource trustees cooperated in the development ofthe
proposed plan-aind agreed with the combination of active remédiation to a proposed cleanup’
level of 1.0 ppm PCBs and the use of Monrtored Natural Recovery in areas where actlve
remedlatron will not occur.

10.2° KeyICommon Elements
The following discussion applies primarily to the dredging or dredging and'capping alternatives.
Phasing - The first construction season of remedial dredging will include an extensive

monitoring‘program of all 'operations:* Monitoring data will be compared to performance -
standards developed during remedial design. Performance standards are likely to addréss (but

may not be limited to) resuspension rates during dredging, production rates, and residuals after- - -

dredging, and communlty impacts {e.g., noise, air quahty, odor, navrgatron) Data gathered wstl _
.-enable WDNR to determine if adjustments are needed to operations’ inthe succeedrng phase of
dredglng or if performance standards need to be reevaluated. WDNR will make the data, as o
well as its final report evaluating the work with respect to the perforimance standards, avallable '
to the publlc

Instltutlonal Controls - Institutional controls (flSh consumptlon advisories arid fishing

restrictions) would be utilized with the Monitored Natural Recovery, capping and removal -
alternatives. Institutional Controls are considered to be hmtted actlon alternatlves and therefore ,
are not tncluded in the No Actlon alternatlve

Source Control - Point sources of contaminants to the Fox River have been effeottvely
addressed by water discharge permits for the Fox Rlver Thus no addltlonal actlons related to
source control are necessary.

- Monitored Natural Recovery - Natural recovery refers to the beneficial effects of natural *
processes that reduce surface sediment concentrations of PCBs. These processes include
biodegradation, diffusion, dilution, sorption, volatilization, chemical and biochemical! stabilization
of contaminants, and buriat by naturat deposition of cleaner sediments. The primary -

. mechanisms for natural recovery in the Fox River and Green Bay are desorption and dlsper31on

in the water column (i.e., as a dissolved constituent), burial, and sediment. resuspensionand
transport. Bi odegradatlon is a negligible contributor to the lowering of PCB concentratlons and _

-is not a factor for mercury. The relative importance of each of these mechanisms in reducmg '
PCB concentrations in the Fox River and Green Bay is not easily estimated based on avallable
data. Some or all of these processes may be occurring at varying rates at any: given time and -
location within the River or Bay. During the design phase, a monitoring: program will be

.developed to measure the net effects of the natural attenuation processes ¢ after remednal
activities are completed until the remediation goals are reached.

Sediment Concentratlons - Sediments that may srgnlflcantly contribute to the PCB levéls in
fish, both now and in the future, are considered principal threats. The determination of the
significance of the sedimentcontribution to fish is based primarily on model projections, in
conjunction with geochemical and statistical analyses. The model projectlons indicate that the
significance of the sediment contribution tg PCB fish tissue levels varies by Operable Unit;

therefore, the sediment levels that are considered principal threats wiil correspondrngly va:y by
Operable Unit.
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) Treatment Conventional treatment technologies, such as thermal desorptton are technlcallyf
feasible;-however; the associated costs would he substantially greater than off-site landfill .
disposal. However, vitrification of sediments is feasible and as such js considered a possmle}- S
alternative to the ciirrent plans for conventlonat disposal in an- approved llcensed landfill..
Materials that would be processed using vitrification technology could be benehcnally re- used

Sedlment Processmgﬂ' ransfer Facllltles lt is expected that sedlment processnngi ttansfer :
facilities would be established to handle materials from the environmental dredglng process.

The locations of these facilities will be determined during the remedial design phase of the
remedy considering engineering issues (such as those associated with the type of dredglng
selected), property issues, noise, air impacts and other appropriate factors. Althoughitis. =~~~
projected that these facilities would be land-based, water-based facilities will also be evaluated.

Dredged sedlments willbe mechanlcally dewatered and Ioaded onto trucks for transport to
dlsposal faollltles : : :
Water that is separated from the dredged sediment wil underg'o treatment to remove fine
sediment patticies and dissolved PCBs." Ultimately, the water will be dlscharged back into the’

'Fox River in compliance with the substantive requirements of the State of Wlsconsm Poltutant N )

Discharge Elimination System, WhICh is an ARAR for this Slte

Transportation - Dredged materials will be transported from the dredging site to the:sedlment )
processing/transfer facilities by barge or in-river pipeline. Transportation from the sediment .
processmgltransfer facnlltles to d|sposal faomtles will be by truck.

Dlsposal - Dlsposal of PCB contamlnated sedlment from OU 1 will be to elther an eXIstmg _
upland landfil or into a newly constructed or modified landfill designed to receive the dewatered
. sediment. ARARs/TBCs specific to the landfill option include the siting requnrements fora
landfiil (Chapter 289, Wisconsin Statutes) and the technical requirements for constructlon
operation, and closure of a landfill in the NR 500 rule series, WAC.

Sediments removed from the Fox River may contain PCBs equal to or greater than 50 ppm.
PCB sediment with concentratuons less than 50 ppm. will be managed as a solid waste in .
accordance with statutes and rules. govemlng the disposal of solid waste in Wisconsin. PCB
sediment with concentrations equal to or greater than 50 ppm will be managed in accordance
withthe Toxic Substances Control Act of 1976 (Appendix E of the Feasibility Study}. Presently -
TSCA compliance would be achieved through the extension of the January 24, 1995 approval
issued by EPA to WDNR pursuant 40 CFR 761 60(a)(5) under the authority of TSCA: This
TSCA approval, granted by EPA Reglon 5, states that the disposal of PCB- contaminated
sediment with concentrations equal to or greater than 50 ppm into an NR 500, WAC landfal[ that
is also'in compliance with the conditions of the TSCA approval, provides adequate protectlon to
human health.and the environment as reqmred by 40 CFR 761. 60(a)(5) and, will prowde the:.
same level of protectlon required by EPA. Region 5 and therefore is no less restrictive than
TCSA. However, should other administrative rules pertaining to disposal under TSCA be in
effect at the time that TSCA compliance decisions are made for the Fox River sediment, then
compliance with those rules. will be achieved.. _ '
Therefore, this disposal method meets the TSCA regulatory requirement 40 GFR 761.61(c) that
the risk-based method for disposal of PCB remediation waste does not pose an unreasonable
risk of injury'to health and the environment.

Sk

Although off- snte landlelmg is ant1cnpated vitrification and benef|C|al re-use of dredged excavated
sediments will be evaluated during the design phase. Value engineering to reduce waste
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volumes (that will als.o reduce costs) W|ll be explored and if approprlate. flnallzed durlng

remedial desngn

Monitoring - Shost- and long-term (| e. pre— durlng, and post-constructlon) momtonng
programs.will be developed to ensure compllance with performance standards and pretection of
human health and the environment. The types and frequency of pre-construction mopitoring will
be developed during remedial design. Plans for monitoring during and after constructlon will be
developed during the remedial design and modified during and after construction as
appropriate. This approach is consistent with the NRC Report recommendation that long-term:
monitoring evaluate the effectiveness of the remedlal actlon as well as ensure protection of
public health and the envuronment : :

11.  COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES
. seled‘tiﬁ-g a remedy for a site WDNR and EPA consider the factors set forthin CERCLA §

121,42U.8.C. § 9621, by conducting a detailed analysis ofthe viable remedial alternatives
pursuant to the NCP, 40 CFR § 300.430(e)(9),. EPA’s Guidance for Conducting Remedial

. Investigations and Feasibility Studies, OSWER Directive 9355.3-01, and EPA’s ‘A Guide to

Preparing Superfund Proposed Plans, Records of Decision, and Other Remedy Selection
Decision Documents, OSWER 9200.1-23.P. The detailed analysis consists of an assessment
of the individual alternatives against each of nine evaluation criteria (two threshold, five primary
balancing and two modifying criteria) and a comparative analysis focusing upon the relative
performance of each alternative against those criteria. )

Threshold Criteria

1. Overall Protectlon of Human Health and the Envnronment addresses whether a -
remedy provides adequate protection of human health and the environment and .
describes how risks: posed:through each exposure pathway are eliminated, reduced-or
controlled through treatment, englneerlng. or institutional controls. The selected remedy
‘must meet this crlterlon

2. Compliance with Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Reqmrements (ARARs)
addresses whether-a remedy will meet applicable or relevant and appropriate federal
and state environmental laws and/or justifies a waiver from such requirements. The
selected remedy mtist meet this criterion or a waiver of the ARAR must be attained.

_Primary Balancing Criteria

3. ‘Long-Term Effectiveness and Permanence refers to expected residual risk and the
ability of a remedy to maintain reliable protection of human health and the environment .
over time, once cleanup levels have been met.

4. Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, or Volume Through Treatment addresses the
statutory preference for selecting remedial actions that employ treatment technologies
that permanently and significantly reduce toxicity, mobility, or volume of the hazardous
substances as their principal element. This preference is satisfied when treatment.is
used to reduce the principal threats at the site through destruction of toxic contaminants,
reduction of the totat mass of toxic contaminants, irreversible reduction in contaminant
mobility, or reduction of total volume of contaminated media. '

5. Short-Term Effectiveness addr@3ses the period of time needed to achieve protection
and any adverse impacts on human health and the environment that may be posed, until
cleanup fevels are achieved. . :
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6. lmplementablhty is the technical and administrative. feasibility of a remedy, |nclud|ng
the availabitity of matérials: and: servtces neededto implement a partlcular optlon. o

7. Cost includes estimated capital - costs, annual operation and maintenance costs
(assuriting a 30-year tnme penod) and net. present value of capltal and operat:on and
matntenance costs. . o :
Moduslng Crlteﬂa
8. ‘ Agency Acceptance conS|ders whether the support agency. EPA in thls mstance .' - "3
“concurs-with the lead agency’s remedy selection and the analyses and. Co J

recommendations of the RI/FS and the proposed plan.

9. Community Acceptance addresses the public’s general response to the remedlal
alternatives and proposed p[an ‘The ROD includes a responsiveness summary. that
_presents public comments and the WDNR and EPA responses to those comments. The

“level of community acceptarice of the selected a[ternatwe is: outhned in the T | ?3

- Responsnveness Summary (see Appendix A)

1.1 Operable Unit 1 (thtle Lake Butte des Motts)

Table 18 summarizes the evaluation for QU 1-alternatives and how each a[temattve meets, or
does not meet requu'ements for each- of the nine criteria descrlbed above A detan[ed
comparative analysis for alf alternatives fo[lows : :

Table 18 Operable Unit 1. Little Lake Butte des Morts Alternatives
" Selected ’
. . L Alternative 1 . L .
Yes = Fully.-meets |.Alternative | Alternative Alternatlve Alternative f Alternative | Alternative | Alternative
. crteria A | B Cc1. . C2 . § © B F
Partial = Partially No Action | Monitored Dredge Dredging ‘Y Dredge to  Dredge {n Situ
meets criteria Natural with off with off site ‘@ @ Confined -and Capping
No = Does not meet Recovery site - disposat Disposal .| Vitrification
criteria- _ . disposal Facility |
1. Overal . ~ No No Yes Yes " Yes Yes Yes
protection of - ' ‘
human heaith
and the _
environment . .
2. Compliance with No Partial Yes Yes Yes ‘Yes Yes
Applicable or -
Relevant & .
Appropriate
Requirements : . . - . :
3. tong-tenn No No Yes Yeés Yes Yes Partial
Effectiveness - o ' '
and
Permanence : : :
4. Reduction of “-No No " Yes Yes . Yes - Yes Partial
Contaminant : '
. Toxicity, -
Mobitity, or
Volume through
- Treatment . aa - L _
5. Short-term No No Yes Yes Partial Partial Partial
Effectiveness L
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A Selected
: SR L _ __{ Alternative - —
Yes =Fully meets . | Alternative | Alternative .| Alternative | Alternative- § Alternative |- Alternative | Alternative -
ciiteria LA B c1 c2 b E " F
Pattial = Pattially | No Action | Monitored |- Dredge R Dredging § Dredge to Dredge in Situ
meets criteria Natural with off with off site faConfined|  .and _ Capping
No = Does not meet Recovery site disposat Disposal | Vitrification '
criteria . disposal Facility ,
6. Implementabmiy Yes Yes Yes - Yes™ " Partial . | - Partial:. . Paitial
7. Cost ' $45 © $99 $116.7 I $66.2 l $680 | $63.6.0 $905
{millions of $) o ' : _ - o : SRR )
8. Agency The WDNR has been the lead agency in developing the RI/FS and the ROD. Both WDNR
Acceptance .and EPA support_he selected alternative for this OU atthe 1.0 ppm action level.
9. Co_rnrnunity "The level of community acceptance of the selected alternative i is outhned in- the
- Acceptance: Responsweness Summarv . . o

11.1.1 Threshold Criteria for Operable Unit 1

" Protection of Human Health and the Environment : :
. The primaty risk to human health associated with the contaminated sedlment is consumptlon of

fish. The primary risk to the environment is the bioaccumulation of PCBs from the consumption
of fish or, forinvertebrates, the direct ingestion/consumption of sediment. Protection of human

health and the. environment were evaluated by residual risk in surface sediment using five lines
of ewdence

. Resudual PCB concentratlons in surficial sedlrnent using surface-weighted averaglng
after completion of a remedy; _

e Average PCB concentrations in surface water;
e The projected number of years required to reach safe consumption of fish;

e The projected number of years required to reach a surface sediment concentration
protective of fish or other biota, and

. PCB lbadings to'downstream areas and total mass contained or removed.

Each of these is discussed below.

Residual PCB concentrations in sun‘laal sediment and surface water

As shown in Table 19 below, substantial reductions in the average concentration of sutficial .
sediment and in surface water for OU 1 is achieved by all active remediation alternatives (C1,
C2, D, E and F) when compared to the No Action and MNR alternatives (A and B). The:
implementation of active remediation alternatives results in a 95 percent reduction in residual
PCB concentrations in surface sediment using surface-weighted averaging after completion.of
the Alternatives C1, C2, D, E or F, when compared to the No Action or MNR Alternatives,
respectively (i.e., 3.699 versus 0.185 ppm, respectively -- see Table 19). Similarly, the -
estimated surface water concentrations 30-years after remediation is reduced 94 percent for
active remediation alternatives (B, C1, C2, D, E and F), relative to No Action and Monitored .
Natural-Recovery (A; and B, respectively) —i.e., 2.99 versus 0.18 ppm, r'espectlvely - see Table
19.

Page 61 0f97




Fox River and Green Bay ROD far OU 1 and OU 2

Table 19 Post-Remediation Sediment and Surface Wéﬁe_(:conc_ent'rqtion_s_'i__-r_;_ Oou 1
Altern atiilé Average P(‘;B-C'Oncentratlo'ns in | Estimated Surface Water Concentrations
S - Surficial Seditnents {ppm) . 30-years after Remediation (ng_il_)
A B T 3699 . 299 _
€1, (}2 D,E.F ' i . 0.18

0.185 -.

'Data is from FS Tables 5-4, and 8-58

Time {o reach accegtable fish tissue concentrattons T U '
Substantial reductions in the time when humans could safely consume fish are achleved by
active remediation altematives (C1, C2, D, E, and F), when compared to the No Action and

- Monitored Natural Recovery (MNR) alternatives (A and B). The implementation of active
remediation alternatives resultsin an 86 percent to 99 percent reduction in the time requured to
reach acceptable fish tissue concentrations in walleye when comp: ared to the No-Action or MNR,
alternatives (i.e., 1 to 14 years for active remediation versus 51to 100 years for No Actionor
MNR — see Table 20). Recovery times for additional human health receptors are ‘présented the
FS, Chapter 8, Table 8-6. : _

‘Table 20 Time Achieve Acceptable Fish Tissue Concentrations for Walleye in OU 1.

| | 'Estimated Years to Achieve

Fish Receptor Risk Level Goal “Alternatives A

C1, C2, D, E, I_ternatlves
: F A,B

Walleyve | Recreational Angler RME Hazard.index of 1.0 <1 . - 51
Walleye | High Intake Fish Consumer | RME Hazard Indexof 1.0 - 4 65
Walleye | Recreationat Angler RME 10-S cancer risk level 9 - 84
Walleye | High intake Fish Consumer | RME 10-5 cancer risk level 14 100

Data is from FS Table 8-14. .

Time required to achieve surface sediment concentration protective of fish or other biota

Substantial reductions in the time required to reach protective levels for ecological receptors are
achieved by all active remediation aiternatives (C1, C2, D, E, and F) relative to the No Action
and MNR alternatives. for receptors representative of fish or other biota, irmplementation of
active remediation alternatives results in a 40 percent to 86 percent reduction relative to No
Action or MNR (i.e., 14 to 60'years for active remediation versus 100 years or moreforNo = -
Action and MNR, shown in Table 21, below). Recovery times for additiona! ecologlcal receptors
are presented in the FS, Chapter 8, Table 8-6.

Table 21

Time Required to Achieve Protective Levels in Sediments for
~ Representative Ecological Receptors in OU 1

" Fish

Estimated years to achieve

Receptor Risk Level Goal . '
Ajternatives C1, | Alternatives
C2,D,E,F A,B
Carp Carnivorous bird NOAEC 14 100
Carp ‘Piscivorous mammal NOAEC 29 >100
Sediment | Sediment invertebrate 1 TEL 60 >100
Data is from FS Table 8-16.
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PCB loadings to downstream areas and total mass contained or removed :
Reduction of the PCB load transported over the Appleton Dam into the downstream areas of the
FoxRiverisa. measuré-of the overall protection of human health and the environment.

- ‘Reduced PCB loading from OU 1 will ultimately. contribute to downstream reduction of -

concentrations of PCBs in sediment, water and fish, and thereby rediice risk-to humans and

ecological receptors in the Fox Rlver After |mp1ementat|on of active remedial altematives (C1,

C2,0.,E, and F) estimates for releases over the Appleton Dam would be reduced from 88

- pounds/year presently to 1.5 pounds/year 30 years after completion of femediation, compared

to 25 pounds for the No Action and MNR alternatives (also after 30 years). Thus the active .

- remedial alternatlves would glve a 94 percent reduction in Ioadlngs relatlve to No Action-and
= MNR.

S(u‘hrhar'y

The active remediation alternatives provide a substantlally more protectlve remedy than the No
Action and MNR altemnatives. The No Actlon and MNR Alternatives are not protectlve of human

_health and the enwronment

- Compliance with Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Req_u_irements (ARARS)

Section 121 (d) of CERCLA and NCP §300.430(f)(1)(ii)(B) requires that remedial actions at
CERCLA sites attain legally applicable or relevant and appropriate Federal -and State '
requirements, standards, criteria and limitations which are collectively referred to as “ARARs,”
unless such ARARs are waived under CERCLA section 121(d)(4).

Comphance with ARARs addresses whether a remedy wull meet all of the appllcable or relevant
and appropriate requirements of other Federal and State environmental statutes or provudes a
ba5|s for invoking a waiver.

The ARAR discussion, below, is divided by the different operational components of the
alternatives (Table 22, and discussion below), as various components are utilized in an
essentially the same manner for some alternatives and apply equally to those alternatives witha
common component. There is also additional discussion of ARARs in Section 14.2.

Table 22 Operational Components for OU 1 Alternatives

. Alternatives
A | B ct | €2 | D | 3 F
Removal B X | x 7 X | X | X
Dewatering Mechanical X | I :

1 - { Passive X. N .S X X
Sédiment Treatment * * i | . X r
Water Treatment X X X X X
Trucking or Rail Transportation X X X 1 X X
Disposal { Upfand . : X X X* 1 {residuals) X

{ {n-water COF . X} :
Capping ] X

L e e e e s N e e B e

X: Regquired activity for alternative.

* Possible supplement.

** Upland disposal for this alternative would’*only be for sediments with-PC8- concentrations equal to or
greater than 50 ppm (16,165 cubic yards of 800,357). Sediments with concentrations less than 50 ppm
(784, 192 cubic yards} would be disposed in an m—water CODF.
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A descrnptlon of the components llsted in Table 22, above follows

Removal. The removal technology utlllzed for active remedial alternattves Altematlves C1
C2,D,E,andFis dredging (although Alternative F also mcludes cappmg) The ARARSs that
directly relate to the.removal of sedirnent from the Lower Fox River and Green Bay concern
the. protection of surface water (NR-322, 200; and 220 through 297). The surface water

" ARARslimit the dlscharge of PCBs into the receiving water bodies so that water quality i is
not adversely affected These ARARs will be achle ved by aII actlve remedlal alternatlves _'

Dewaterlng and Water Treatment

. Mechanical dewatenng would be uttllzed for Alternatlve C2. Dlscharge requurements _
(NR 200 and 220 through 297, WAC) are set forth for the discharge of water to publicly
owned treatment works (POTWSs) and to navigable waters such as the Lower Fox Rive'r
(NR 105 and 106, WAC). Discharges from prior remedial activities on the Lower Fox
River provide an indication. of the treatment requirements for dlscharglng effluent water
to the Lower Fox Riverorto a POTW. Another requirement covers stmmwater o
discharge. A potentially important ARAR (NR 108, WAC) relates to'the construction of- a
wastewater treatment facility specifically to treat water from remedial activities. o

+ Passive dewatering ponds would be part of Alternative C2, D, E and F and would be: - -
constructed under the wastewater ARAR (NR 213, WAC), which associated with
wastewater-treatment lagoons. Based on previous experience gained during the SMU

.~ 56/87 pilot dredging pro;ect ARARs assomated with passive dewatertng lagoons are.
achievable. _ : :

Ex-Situ (Off-site) Treatment. ARARs specific to wtrlflcatlon technology (Altematlve E)
relate to the air emission and permitting requirements of thermal treatment units: (40 CFR"

- 701 and NR 400 through 499). In addition, the thermal unit must meet performance:

requirements in NR 157 for the efficient treatment of PCB sediment. These ARARs would
be met.

Transportation. The likely method for transpoiting PCB sedlment to upland dlsposal
locations for Alternatives C1, C2, and F is by trucking to the disposal facility, although other
transportation methods could be usedif it is determined during design that there are better
methods. ARARs and TBCs important to this process option include the requirements to
prevent spills and releases of PCB materials (NR 140 and 157, WAC). TwoARARs
applicable only to the trucking method include Wisconsin Department of Transportation

(WDOT) requirements for the shipping of PCB materials and NR 157 shipping requirements.

ARARs and TBCs related to in-water transportation activities (i.e., piping) include the

. protection of surface water (NR 322, 200, and 220 through 297,WAC). Alternatives C1,C2 -

and F will comply with these ARARs.

" Disposal. For Alternatlves C1, C2, and F, disposal of contaminated sedlment removed (| e,
.dredged} from OU 1 will be disposed at either an existing upland landfill or in a newly

constructed or modified landfill designed to receive the dewatered sediment. ARARs
specific to this process option include the siting requirements for a landfill (Chapter 289,

Wisconsin Statutes)-and the technical requirements for construction, operation, and closure

of a landfill in the NR 500 rule series, WAC.. For contaminated sediments - with PCB
concentrations equal to or greater than 50 ppm, disposal will comply with-the Toxic
Substances Control Act, 40CFR Part 761. Alternative D would also have a reilatively small.
portion (i.e., 2 percent) of dredged materials with concentrations equal to or greater than 50

- ppm that would also be disposed at @ TSCA compliant upland landfill. General disposal

requirements for PCB-containing sediments are simplified by the EPA’s current approval
requirements for placing TSCA-level PCB-containing material in a state-licensed landfill. in
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all cases, for sedlment to be disposed of at a local landfill, the landfill must be.in compllance
with the requirements of the NR 500 WAC series regulating the disposalof waste and
WDNR’s TSCA approval issued by EPA. This EPA approval currently allows forthe-
dlsposal of PCB-contaminated sediment with concentrations equal to or greater than 50
mg/kg in jandfills licensed tinder the NR.500 rule series, WAC, provided that certain -

_ technical and administrative requnrements are met These ARARS will be met by

" altematives C1, C2 and F.

e Capping. For Alternative F, some sediments would. be capped in- place prlmanly in the
central (deeperwater) portions of OU 1. This.would require compliance with Section 10 of . -
the Rivers and Harbor Act of 1899 (22 CFR 403), and may require - comphance withthe = .
Wisconsin Statutes Chapter 30 (defining riparian rights of upland owners which extend to the
center of a stream). If the capping area is considered to be located in a lake, then the State,
through the Board of Comimnissioners of Public Lands, may lease “rights of the beds of lakes
‘and rights tofifl in beds of lakes or nawgable streams.” It is expected that-these: ARARS

“would be met. - ' :

- 11.1.2 Bala’n‘cing Criteria for Operable Unit 1

Long-Term Effectiveness and Permanence

" Reduction of Residual Risk

The No Action and MNR alternatives result in a continuation of the degraded condltlon of the
sediments and surface water quality of Little Lake Butte des Mort {OU 1), for atleast several -

decades. The No Action and MNR Alternatives do not eliminate PCBs from the River and do
not reduce PCB levels in fish to acceptable levels for the foreseeable future

Alternatlves C1, C2, D, E and F reduce residual risk through removal or containment of 800,357
cubic yards of sediments containing approximately 1715 kg (about 3800 pounds) of PCBs' over
an area of 526 acres. The reduction in the time required to reach acceptable fish tissue '
concentrations ranges from 86 percent to 99 percent (i.e., 1 to 14 years for active remedlatlon
and 51 to 100 years for No Action/MNR ~ see Table 20)

Adeguacy of Controls _

The No Action and MNR alternatives do not produce reduction in human risk and exposure in
the foreseeable future, unlike active engineering conitrols. Additionally, fish consumption
surveys indicate that 50 percent of anglers do not follow fish advisories. Therefore, existing -

_institutional controls do not adequately reduce human exposure to PCBs from' consumption of

contaminated fish. In addition, institutional controls are not protective for ecological receptors:
(e.g., the birds, mammals and fish). Given the survey data, it is unllkely that solereliance on
these types of controls would be reliable in the long term to ensure human health and ecolog|cal
protection.

The active remediation alternatives (C1, C2, D, and E) provide for the removal of most of the
PCB-contaminated sediments in OU 1. Alternative F also removes a large portion of PCB-
contaminated sediments and provides for an engineered cap over approxrmately 20 percent of
contaminated deposits in OU. 1. Like the MNR alternative, Alternative F also requires
institutional controls such as.Site use restrictions in capped areas (e.g., protubltlon of sediment
disturbance activities). Although institutional controls would still be required for the two removal
alternatives, the risk to consumers of fish would be greatly reduced by these zalternatives. -

All alternatives would require institutionat-controls, such-as the fish consumption advisories and
fishing restrictions until remediail action objectives were met at a future date, but they are
unlikely to require additional Site use restrictions after removati activities are completed.
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All altematlves will require some. degree of momtorlng Momtonng programs W|ll be deve]oped
as appropriate,. for.all phases of the pro;ect

Alternatlves C1 Cz D and F. rely on engnneerlng controls at the dlsposal facmty Properly
designed and managed landfills provide proven, reliable controls for long-term dlsposal for -
Alternatives C1, C2 and F (which have off-site landfill dlsposal) Alternative F would also’ requlre
a long-term operation and maintenance plan to ensure containment of PCBs in perpetuity.
Alternative D would require on-site engineering controls at an in-water.disposal facility. Long-
term momtonng and maintenance are included in‘operation of the landfili and confined disposal
facility. The final disposition of contaminated sediments'is listed in the following table.

Table23 . Final Disposition of Contaminated Sediments in OU 1

~ Alternatives {cubic yards)

A B | C1C2 D - B F
Treated and residual disposai 0 0 0] 0| 784,192 0
Removed and disposed at 0 0 784,192 | 16,965| ~ ‘0] -16,645
“uptand fandfill .
Removed and disposed atin- 0 0 0| 768027 -0 | 619,381
water COF {on-site) '
Capped n-mace 0 0 i 0 - - 0. - . 0] 148,646

Data is from FS Tabfe 7- 2

Reltabmt_\g f Control
For the active remedies (Alternatlves ct,C2, D, E and F), and MNR, fish oonsumptlon

advisories and flshlng restrictions wiil continue to provide some protection of human health until
PCB concentrations in fish are reduced to the point where the fish consumption advisories and
f[shlng restrictions can be relaxed or lifted. However, in the interim, these controls will only
provide an uncertain measure of protection. Among the active alternatives, sediment capping,
sediment removal {dredging and excavatlon) and off site dlsposall treatment of removed
sediments are all established technologies.

/s
The capping portion of Alternative F relies upon proper design, placement and maintenance of
the cap in perpetuity for its effectlveness continued performance and reliability. A cap integrity
monitoring and maintenance- program would provide reasonable reliability, although there are

inherent challenges in monitoring and maintaining a capin the Fox River riverine environment.
The capping portion of Alternative F {see Table 23, above for the volume of capped

contaminated sediments) may not be as retlable as the removal alternatives due to the unknown

potential for damage to the cap, potent[ally exposing PCBs. in addition, the capping component
of Alternative F is vulnerable to a catastrophic flow event, such as might be seen during a 500-
year flood or a dam failure. However, with proper design and maintenance, these risks can be
minimized.

In general, Alternatives C1 and C2, D and E are the most reliable, as there is little or no long-
term additional on-site maintenance associated with the remedial work. These Alternatives '
permanently remove the greatest amount of contaminated sediment and PCBS from the Rlver
‘and achieve the greatest reduction of the potential scour-driven resuspensiort of PCB-
contaminated sediments. However, Alternative F is also considered to be sufficiently reliable.

A
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Summary o

Based on the above analysis of reduction in residual risk and adequacy and reliability of -
controls, the five active remediatidr_l altematives (C1, C2, D, E and F) are superior to the Na
Action and MNR alternatives due to the greater risk reduction and mass of PCBs.removed fror_n :
the River. The five active remediation altematives are similar to each otherin terms of risk
reduction with C1, C2, and E being the most effective over time. EPA’s analysis of residual nsk
for each alternative is consistent with the National Research Council (NRC) repoit™
recommendation to consider options to reduce rlsk and to conS|der reS|dual rlsks assocnated
with materlal left behlnd : :

Reduction of Toxicity, Mobﬂ:tv and Volume '
Reduction in Toxicity, Moblluty, or Volume of Coritaniinants through Treatment evaluates an

~ alternative's use of treatment to reduce the harmful effects of principal contaminants, their ability

to move in the environmerit-and thie amount of contamination present. -

The No Action and MNR alternatives do not.involve any.containment or removat of -
contamlnants from thtle Lake Butte des Morts sediments. The No Action and MNR aiternatlves

rely’on natural attenuation processes such as burial by cleaner sediments; biodegradation, -

bioturbation and dilution to reduce concentrations of PCBs in sediments and surface wa’ter;-i

Natural degradation processes were not found to be effective in reducing PCB:concentrations or
taxicity in Fox River sediments (FS Appendix F, “Dechlorination Memorandum”). Nevertheless,
concentrations of PCBs in fish populations will respond slowly over time to slow naturat -
decreases in concentrations in sediments and surface water due prlmarlly to dllutlon ‘and the

"burlal of contammated sedlments by cleaner sedlments

For Alternative F, the mobility of the PCBs in capped areas (approxlmate!y 135 acres) would be
reduced because these PCBs are sequestered under the cap. However, capping does not
satisfy the CERCLA statutory preference for treatment. In addition, there is no reduction-in the
toxicity or volume of the PCBs-under the cap. Under this alternative, the mass of PCBs and the:
volume of contaminated sediments within Little Lake Butte des Morts are permanently reduced
because approximately 620,000 cubic yards of sediment would be removed, and approximately
150,000 cubic yards would be contained under a cap in QU 1. A total of approximately 1715 kg
{about 3770 Ibs) of total PCBs would be removed or isolated from the ecosystem by this
alternative. In addition, after construction of the remedy is completed, natural attenuation . -
processes could provide additional reductions in PCB concentrations in the remaining
sediments and surface water.

For Alternatives C1, C2; D, and E, the' mass of PCBs and volume of contaminated sediments in
Little Lake Butte des Morts are permanently reduced because ‘sediment volumes of - '

-approximately 784,000 cubic yards of contaminated sediment, containing a mass of total PCBs

of approximately 1715 kg (about 3770 Ibs) would be removed from the ecosystem: Also, as
stated for Alternative F, after construction of the remedy is completed, natural attenuation
processes would provide additional reductions in PCB concentrations in the remaining

-sediments and surface water.

While the active remedial alternatives (Alternatives C1, C2, D and F) would permanently remove
large volumes of PCBs from the River (thereby reducing their mobility), they.do not satisfy the
statutory preference for treatment as a principal element of the remedy. Given the volume of
material to be removed, treatment of the dredged material prior to off-site disposal may not be
cost-effective, other than the stabilizatiofi of the sediments for handling purposes. During
remedial design, WDNR will further consider the cost-effectiveness of vitrification for dredged
material. Alternative E in the FS has been revised to consider vitrification. Vitrification would
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reduce tOX|C|ty. moblllty -and volume, and the glass aggregate product would be avallable for
beneficial re-use.

'Shon Term Effectlveness .

Short-ternt Effectlveness relates to the Iength of time needed to |mplement an alternatlve and "
the risks the alternatlve poses to workers, residents: and the: enwronmentdurlng |mplementat|on
up untitthe time that remed|at|on levels are achleved

. Length of T|me Needed to Imglement the Remedx

" The implementation times for the active alternatives are approxmately 6 years for Altematnves

C1 and C2, D, E and approximately S years for Alternative F. This represents the estimated

- time required.for mobilization, operation and demobilization of the remedial work ‘but does not |

-include.the time requwed forlong-term monltorlng or O&M. The No Action and MNR
alternatives do not involve any active remediation and therefore require no time to |mplement

Protection of the Commumtv and Workers During Remedial Action. - .

No construction activities are associated. W|th the remediation. of sedlments for the No Action

and MNR alternatives, so neither alternative increases or decreases the short-term potential for
" direct contact with or ingestion and. inhalation of PCBs from the surface water and. sedlments

Community Protection. Access to'sediment processing/transfer facilities and process and
treatment areas under the active remedlatlon alternatives (C1, C2, D, E arid F) will be restricted
to authorized personnel. Controlling access to the dredging locatlons and sediment .
processing/transfer facilities along with monitoring and engineering controls developed durlng
the design phase will minimize potential short-term risks to the commun_lty_ The design will also
provide for appropriate control of air emissions, noise and light through the use of appropriate

- equipment that meets all applicable standards. . Compliance with these desrgn provisions. will be
monitored during construction, operation and demobilization. .Vehicular traffic will increase due
to workers and supply deliveries at the sediment processing and transfer facmtles These effects
are likely to be minimal, in part because the transportation of sediments for disposal will take -
place within the Fox River area.. If a beneficial use of some postion of the dredged material is
arranged, then an appropnate transportatlon method will be determined (e.g, rail, truck or
barge). . _

For the active remediation alternatives (Alternative C1, C2, D, E and F), work in the River will
also be designed with provisions for control-of air emissions, noise and light. Work areas will be
isolated (access-restricted), with an adequate buffer zone so that pleasure craft can safely avoid
these areas. Environmental dredging in the River will be conducted at times and in waysto
minimize disruption to river traffic. Targeted dredging will be sequenced and directed to ensure
minimal impacts to navigation within the River. To help ensure that navrgatlon is not impeded,
WDNR and EPA will consult with the local authorities during remedial design and construction
phases.on issues related. Rlver usage, and.other remedy-related activities within Little Lake -
Butte des Morts. Discrete areas of the River will be subject to dredging and related activities
only over short periods of time; once an area is dredged, dredging eqmpment will move to
another area, thereby minimizing locational impacts. '

Based on air monitoring for the SMU 56/57 demonstration project, air emissions at dredging
sites and at land-based facilities are expected to be minimal. Action levels will be established,
monitoring conducted as required, .and appropriate engineering control measures. employed to
ensure that any air releases do not exceed acceptable levels.

Vehicles used for the transportatlo_n of hazardous wast_e will be designed and operated in
conformance with State and local regulations. WBNR and EPA will provide the community and
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Iocal govemment the opportunlty to have input on plans related to the off- Site transportatlon of
hazardous wastes. This approach is consistent with ‘the NRC recommendation to involve the -

-local communities i in risk management decisions.

WDNR and EPA beheve that |mpIementat|on of any of the actlve remedlatlon alternatuves (C1
C2;D,E and F) will. have little if any adversé impact on local businesses or recreational
opportumtaes Indeed, WDNR and EPA believe that the remedy will have stibstantial posrttve '
economic impacts on local communities and will facilitate enhanced recreatlonal activities in and

along the River. To the exterit that any adverse local impacts do occur, WONR and EPA expect-

that they will be short-term and manageable Moreover, the Agencres believe that any such’

impacts will far outwelgh the long tenn benefits of the remedlatlon on human health and the
enVIronme nt

Worker Pr otectlon For the No Actlon and MNR alternatives; occupatlonal rlsks to persons
performing the sampling activities (for the 5-year reviews) will be unchanged from currént levels.:
There is.some minimal increase in occupatlonal risk assocuated W|th the MNR altematlve due to
the greater degree of. sampllng lnvolved inthe Rlver '

For the fave actlve remedlatlon altematlves (CH, 'C2,D, E'arid F), potehtlal océup'atlonal r'|sks to

Site workers from dlrect contact, ingestion and inhalation of PCBs from the surface water and
sediments, as well as routine physrcal hazards associated with: constructlon work and working
on water, are higher than for the No Action and MNR alternatives. For these alternatives, as-
well as the No Action and MNR alternatives, personnel will follow a site- ~specific health and
safety plan and OSHA health and safety procedures and wear the necessary personal '
protective equipment; thus, no unacceptable risks would be pdsed to workers during the
|mplementat|on of the remedles

in summary, the active remedlal alternatives would not’ pose srgnlflcant risk to the nearby
communities. A short-term risk to the community and site workers may be possible.as.a resuit
of potential air emissions and noise from construction equipment, dewaterlng operations, and
hauling activities. However, as successfully shown during the Lower Fox River demonstration
dredging projects, these risks can be effectively managed/mlmmlzed by: (1) coordinating with
and involving the community; (2) limiting work hours; and (3) establishing buffer zones around
the work areas as well as through (4) using experlenced contractors who would assist project .
design. :

Environmental Impacts of Remedy and Controls

Environmental impacts consist of PCB releases from removed sediment into the air and water.
As successfully shown during the Lower Fox River demonstration dredging projects,
environmental releases will be minimized during remediation by (1) treating water prior to
discharge; (2) controlling storm water run-on and runoff from staging and work areas; and (3)
utilizing removal techniques that minimize losses; as well:as through {4) the possible use of silt
curtains where necessaty to reduce the potential downstream transport of PCBs. '

Habitat impacts from active remedial activities (Alternatives C 1, C2, D, € and F) are expected to
be minimal, as the benthic community should recover relatively quickly (see White Paper
Number 8 for details) from dredging activities. Additionally, dredging remediation can resuitin
collateral benefits in the course of mitigation, including removal of nuisance species,
reintroduction of native species, aeration of compacted and anaerobic soils and other
enhancements of submerged habitats. For the capping portion of Alternative F, there could be
simitar effects on aquatic vegetation and"benthic invertebrate and fish communities, but
recovery of benthic invertebrate communities would likely be slower (relative to recovery from:
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'dredglng) due to changes inthe sub aqueous habitat to sand and rock as yveli as decreases in
organic content of the sediment decreasmg the organrc content of the sedlment

Potential Adverse-Envrtonmenta_l Impacts During Const_ructlon '
No.construction activities. assocrated with the River sediments are conducted for the No Action

“and MNR alternatives. Ne |ther contmuatlon of the exlstlng limited samplrng activities for the No
Action. alternatlve nor the. mcreased monrtorlng program for the MNR altemative i is antrcrpated to

_have any. adverse effect onthe. environment, ‘beyond that already caused by the PCB - '
contamination of the sedimentsand the longoing releases of PCBs from those sedrments in
thtle Lake Butte des Morts For the five active remediation alternatives (C‘l C2,D, E and F),

the release of PCBs from the contammated sediments 1nto the sux‘face water durmg constructron :

(dredging and cap placement), will be controlled by operatronal practices (e.g., control of
sediment removal rates, use of environmental dredges and possible use of sediment barriers).
Although precautions to minimize resuspension will be taken. itis likely that there could be a
localized temporary increase in. suspended PCB concentrations in the water column-and - ‘
possibly in fish PCB body burdens. Analysis of resuilts from projects on Deposit N and SMU
56/57, and comparison to yearly sediment resuspension rates, as well as resuspensron o
quantities during yearly high flow events, shows the expected resuspension due to dredglng to

- be well within the variability that normally occurs on a yearly basis. Analysis of resuits from
other dredging projects indicates that releases from environmental dredging are relatlvely _
msrgnrfrcant {substantially less than 1. percent of the mass of contamlnants) The performance

- stapdards and attendant. monltonng program developed dunng design will ensure that dredgtng

operations are performed consistent with the environmental and public health goals of the -

project. This was readily achieved on the Deposit N and SMU 56/57 prolects and is expected to

be feasrble for other River dredglng actrvrtres

Dredging activities may result in short-term temporary impacts to aguatic and‘WiIdIife habitatof
the Little Lake Butte des Moits, but as discussed below, and in White Paper 8, “Habitat and
Ecological Considerations as a Remedy Component f or the Lower Fox River”, itis expected that
recovery would be rapid. :

For the active remedlatlon alternatives {C1, C2, D, E and F) there is the potentlal
transient impact from the temporary exposure of deeper, more highly contaminated .
sediments. during excavation activities. This impact would be minimized by the q_uuck
completion of removal activities, and (if needed) placement of a post-dredging sand
cover as soon as practicable after the removal operations are complete.

Implementability

Implementability addresses the technical and administrative feasibility of a remedy from design
through ‘construction and operation. ‘Factors such as availability of services and materials,
administrative feasibility and coordination with other governmental entities are also considered.

Technical Feasibility
Both the No Action and MNR alternatives are technically feasible because no actlve measures
other than continued sampling wouid be taken. Technical feasibility for the active remediation

alternatives is discussed below in terms of the main components. of the alternatlves Addltlonal

information is provnded in the FS.

Sediment Processing/Transfer Facilities. Alternatives C1, C2,D, E and F require sedxment
processing/transfer facilities. At these fadilities, the transfer, dewaterlng and stabilization of -
dredged material would be conducted. Each of these activities is considered a readily
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|mplementable commonly englneered activity. Desugn of sediment’ processungltransfer facullt(es .
will mclude requurements forthe control of Ilght n0|se alr emussuons, ‘and water dlscharges

WDNR and EPA have r)ot-determlned- the--loca-tnon of the-'sedlment 'proce__ssmg_ltransfer faelllt:es-.
Preliminary criteria were utilized to-establish a list of preliminary candidate sites to allow forthe*

preparation of a costestimate. In preparing the cost estimate in the Feasibility Study; WONR.

and EPA assumed upland staging area in the vucumty of Arrowhead Park, at the southern end of
Little, { ake Butte des Morts. This facility (wherever Iocated) would be temporary and removed
after completlon of the active remedial activities.

'Removal Alternatlves 1, CZ D, E, and F requure the dredglng of contaminated sediments’ -

Dredglng of sedlments is a readily nnplementab]e and enwronmentally efféctive engineering: - - -'
activity.- Two concerns are relévant to whether sedlments cari be-dredged effectively: 1) B
resuspension‘and reléases during dredging and, 2) reSUltmg tesidual contaminant
concentrations that may remain in sediments after dredglng is cormpleted. Regarding
resuspension, as discussed above environmental dredges have been shown to generally.not-
release significant quantities of contaminants during removal operations. The type of dredging -

-equipment (mechanical and/or hydraulic) will be selected during the remedial design, using the

most appropriate eqmpmentfor the specific conditions in'the River. The use ofsilt screens or
other barriers, as appropriate, could fuither assist in limiting downstream migration. of PCBs and
may be used as well. Regarding post-dredging residual contaminant concentrations
comparable projects indicate that achieving the 1 ppm Action Levelin remaining sediments is
readily achievable. The Fox River SMU 56/57 dredging project achieved a 96 percent reduction
in the average concentration of contaminated sediments targeted for removal in that project.
This is consistent with results for other dredging projects having similar site conditions (see -
AppendaxB of the FS, and Hudson River White Paper ID 312663, “Post-Dredging PCB
Residuals).

Dewatering. Alternatives C1, C2, D, E and F would require removal of excess water from -
dredged sediments. Either méchanical or passive dewatering would be used for this purpose. -
These are conventional, commonly utilized proven technologles and are readily |mplementable
and effective. : :

Water Treatme_nt. Conventional water treatment technologies for dredge water have been.
proven commonly reliable, and are readily implementable and effective. -

Capping. .'Alternativ'e F'. includes some capping of areas that meet the criteria for areas that are

- acceptabte for capping. The placement of capping materials is-a readily implementable.

engineering activity. Sand, gravel and/or fine materials may be utilized for capping. Clean sand
could be placed over contaminated deposits to give a surficial concentration in the capped”
areas thatis essentially without contamination. The type (e g., texture/size and sortlng) of cap
material will be determlned on a locatlon 'specific basis. _

Post-Dredging Sand Cover. The selected aiternative envisions an option of limited backfilling
if required. The placement of backfill is a readlty implementable englneerlng ac ivity. Sand or
other materlals as appropriate may be utilized for backfill.

Transportation. Dredged materials may be transported in-river to sediment processing /
transfer facilities using barges or pipelines. These are considered readily implementable
engmeerlng activities. Transportation v;,a pipeline is limited to certain distances because of
pumping and right-of-way limitations. Consequently, in some areas of the Rlver p:pelmes may
not be implementable.
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Off-slte transportation of dredged materials to disposal facilities will be by truck, rail and/or
barge. These forms of transporiatuon are routine ehglneenng actmtles that have been
employed at many Superfund sites and are technically implementable. WDNR and’ EPA will
comply with all legal regulatory requwements for transportlng both hazardous and non-
hazardous wastes :

Disposal. Off~srte dnsposal isa common actlwty at many Superfund sltes The number and
location of off-site dlsposal facilities willbe based on dredged material volume transportatron
and cost considerations. It is expected that approprlate dusposal wsll be in the Fox Valley area

Alternatives C1, C2 and F all include disposal options. Alternative D uses an m-water oonfmed
disposal facility for d|sposal These are conventional technologles and. readuly tmplemerttabte .
Under Alternative F, approxmately 20.percent’ ‘ofthe sediments will be capped iri-situr (see -

Table 23, above). Forthe areas that willbe capped, it is considered techmcally achlevable It o

should be noted that certain areas are not amenable to capplng and are thus “off limits™ for -
capping: .This is because these areas fail to meet certaln cruterla for capplng (e g suffucnent
water depth)

'An ex-situ treatment altematlve (Alternatlve E) vutrlficatlon was deterrmned to be technlcally
feasible. This does require reuse of resudual materials after treatment

Treatment. Altematlve E mcludes thermal treatment by vutrlflcatlon and |s techmcally
-|mplementable to meet cleanup goals.

Admlnlstratlve Feasrblllty o - :

Both No Action and MNR reqwre no actrve measures All altematrves except No Actlon mclude
an administrative requirement for fish consumption advisories. Since fish consumption
advisories are already in place, this alternative requirement is already met and would continue
even under-the No Action alternative. The active remedial measures are somewhat more
difficult to implement from an administrative feasibility perspective due to the need for srtmg the
sediment processing/transfer facilities and addressing the associated real psoperty issues, and
the need to make arrangements to utilize the River with minimal interruption of boat traffic.

Sediment Processing/Transfer Facilities. For the active remediation alternatlves
(Alternatives C1, C2, D, E and F), the transfer facilities, constructed on land. adjacent to the
River, or in-river, are considered “on-site” for the purposes of the permit exemption under
CERCLA Section 121(e), although any such facilities will comply. with the substantive
requirements of any otherwise necessary Federal or State permits.

Removal. Operations under these alternatlves will have to be performed' in. conformanee'wlth '
the substantive requirements of regulatory programs implemented by the L).S. Army. Corps.of

Engineers under Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act and Section 404 of the Clean Water

Act. In addition, discharges during remediation will conform to Wisconsin Statutes and
substantive WDNR regulations related.to dredging and maintaining water quality.

Disposal. ldentifying a local landfill for disposal of sediments dredged ffdm 'l:_rt'tle Lake Butte
des Morts is feasible. This would have to be coordinated with local authormes consistent with
appropriate ARARs. :

Capping . and CDF. For Alternative D and F, aiake bed grant would lrkely be requnred from the
Wisconsin Ieglslature to construct a cap orin-water CDF. If riparian rights exist, agreements
with landowners with riparian rights would be required. These conS|derat|ons would be
addressed during design.
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Treatment. Altematlve Eis admlnlstratlvely feasuble Alr emlssmns permlts would be requnred'
it sediments are treated off-site.

Availability of Services and Materials. For the No Action'and MNR altematlves -all needed

'sejvices-and materzals are avallable Forthe actlve remedlatlon alternatives (A!ternatwes C1

C2,D,EandF), equipmentand personne! related to dredging and matesial's handling'(e.g.,
sediment dewatering) are commercially available. Technology and associated goods:and - -
services for capping or a post- dredglng sand cover upland landflll or CDF constructlon are '
locally available. : i

Cost R - S - S

Cost includes estlmated capltal and annual 0perat|on and malntena nce costs ‘as well as total
capitol cost. Present worth cost is the total capital cost and operation and maintenance costs of
an alternative over timein today's dollar value.” Cost estimates are expected to'be accurate
within a range of +50 to -30 percent. Thns isa standard assumptlon in accordance wuth EPA

CERCLA gundance )

'The net present worth of the remedlal altematwes range from $4. 3 mllllon for No Actionto

$116.7 million for Alternative C1. For the active remedial alternatives, the present worth of the
capital and present worth of operation and maintenance costs which range froim approximately
$63.6 miillion for Alternative E to $116.7 million for Alternative C1. Capital costs, present worth
of operation and maintenance costs, and the total costs ate listed in Table 24, below. -

Table 24 Comparison of Pres_ent Worth Costs for OU 1 'Alternativeé at the 1 _'pp'rn RAL

Estimated

‘Estimated * C .| -Present"
Cpoolume |- pcBMass | 2P | oam cost. | Worth Total |
'Contaminated ‘Remediated ($ 'm'illions)" (§ millions) |~ Cost
, . ounds) [+ - i ($ Millions)
. {cubic yards) (p T

A ~No Action "0 0 0 - 45]: 4.5
.B — Monitored Natural 0 0 0 9.9 1 9.9
Recovery ' B ' g '
C1 - Dredging/passive 784,000 3770 112.2 - 45 116.7
dewatenng/off-snte
disposal - : ' . .
c2- 784,000 3770 61.7 | 4.5 .. 66.21.
Dredgmg/mechamcal '
-dewatering/off-site
disposal _ . : o : - . . _
D - Dredge to a Confined 784,000 - 3770 63.5 45’ 68.01§ °
Disposat Facility : L
E —Dredge and ' 784,000 3770 1 '59.1 © 4.5 636
Vitrification |
£ — Dredging and 635,500 3770 - 86.0 4.5 90.5
Capping to Maximum - _ : : :
extent practicable : _ } .

From Section 7 and Appendix H of the FS.
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11.1.3:'A_g:en?cy and Community Criteria for Operable Unit

The State of Wlsconszn has been actlvely |nvo|ved |n managmg the resources of the Lower Fox
River since before there was a federal Superfundlaw, These efforts have led to srgnlflcant state
knowledge and understandrng of the River and Bay and of the.contaminatiort problems within
those areas. - As aresult of this expertlse WDNR has setved as the lead agency responstble for
assessing risks ard conducting the Ri/FS, which forms the basis for the Proposed Plan-and
Record of Decision (ROD). As the lead agency, WDNR has worked closely with EPA to '
cooperatively develop this ROB. Both WDNR and EPA suppoit the selection of this remedy as
is evidenced by.the joint issuance of thls ROD by both WDNR and EPA

Commumtv Accentance .
Communlty Acceptance considers whether the, |ocal communlty agrees with EPA's analyses and
preferred alternative. Commertits received on the Proposed Plan are an. lmportant indicator of. .
community acceptance. Community acceptance of the Proposed Plan was evaluated based on

- .comments received atthe public meetrngs and during the public comment period. There were

more than 4800 oomrnents conceming the Proposed Plan. This ROD mcludes a responstve ness _

summary, Appendlx B, Wthh addresses pubhc comments
11.2 Opera_ble .-Unlt_ .2 (Appleton_ to th_tle Rapl_ds) __

Table 25 below summarizes the comparative analysis for OU 2 alternatives and how each
. "alternativemeets or does not meet requirements for each of the nine criteria, described above.

A detalled comparatlve analysrs for four of the nine crlterla Protection of Human Health and the
Environment,-Long-term Effectiveness and Permanence, Implementability and Costare
discussed below for all alternatives. A comparison for five of the nine criteria (Compliance with
Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements, Réddction of Contaminant Toxicity,
Mobility, or Volume through Treatment, Short-term Effectiveness, Agency Acceptance and

- Community Acceptance) is substantially the same as Alternatives discussed in OU 1 and are

‘therefore not repeated. Similar to the OU 1, Alternatives C and E for OU 2 are also conS|dered
: “Active Remediation Alternatives.”

The major differences between OU 1 and OU 2 thatrelate to thls comparatlve analysrs of
alternatives are the follownng

1) Mass of PCB contaminants in OU 2 is relatively small and potential for downstream
release propottionally less, and result in a relatively faster time to recovery,

2) Bedrock immediately underlies contaminated sediment in the upper portion of the ou2,

where most of the deposits are located; this makes complete removal of contaminated
materials impracticable,

3) Locks, dams, and the urban/residential setting of a considerable portion. of OU 2 make
- access more difficult than in OU 1. :
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Table 25 Operable Unit 2. Appleton to thtle Raplds Alternatlves

'. 'Seléét_e'd' .

1.Recovery for this OU.

: s - d Alternative - & : - .
| Yes'= Futly meets ‘Alternative A -~ BAlternative B BAlternativeC - Altemative €
criteria | No Action - - fMonitored - - A Dreédge with off | Dredde and.
Partial = Parually : i Natural. : fisite disposal -  Virtification
meets criteria. . J Recovery .
No = Does not meet S
criteria. 2 N : S R . : : -| - :
1. Overall pr_oteCtion iNo .. Paiat =  §Patial = . [ Partial
of human healthand |...- ' ' '
the environment ‘ ; _ _ : '
2. Compliance with | No Partial ' Yes - : Partial
Applicable or :
Relevant &
Appropriate
Reguiremenis | 3
3. Long-term No- Partial Yes Yes
Effectiveness and o I \
Permanence - .
4. Reduction of No ' No ' Yes Yes
Contaminant ) ' o '
Toxicity, Mobility, or
Volume through
Treatment _ _ o o
5. Short-term No Partial - Partial - | Partial
Effectiveness : : L S
6. Implementability | Yes #Yes Partial ~ {Partial =~ - '
7. Cost (milfions ot $) | $4.5 o ks9g §5.16.510383 = {$15.2t0262 |
m o
| 8. Agency The WDNR has been the lead agency in developmg the R[/FS and the ROD .
- Acceptance Both WDNR and EPA supportthe selected alternative of Monltored Natural

8. Community
Acceptance

The level of community acceptance of the selected alternative is outlined in the
Responsiveness Summary

11.21 Threshold Criteria for Operable Unit 2

Protection of Human Health and the Environment

The primary risk to human health associated with the contamlnated sediment is consumption of
fish. The primary risk'to the environment is the bioaccumulation of PCBs from the consumption

of fish or, for invertebrates, the direct ingestion/consumption of sediment. _Similar to the

evaluation for OU 1, protection of human health and the envnronment was evaluated using five '

lines of evidence:

e Residual PCB concentrations in surficial sediment using surface-weighted avera ging
after completion of a remedy;

» Average PCB concentrations in surface water,

» The projected number of years required to reach safe consumptlon of fish;

e The projected number of years rgquired to reach a surface sediment concentration
protective of fish or other biota, and

e PCB loadings to downstream areas and total mass contained or removed.
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These are dlscussed below

. Residual PCB concentrations in surf' c:al sedlment and surface water
Alternatives C and E for OU 2 could achieve greater reductions in average concentration of -
contaminants in SUl‘flCIal sediment and in surface water relative to the No Action and MNR

' Alternatives (Alternatives.A-arid B, ‘réspectively) — see Table 26 below. Alternatives C and E |

produce a reduction in residual PCB concentrations itisurface sedimentusing surface-welghted :

averaging after completion, when compared to the No Action or MNR Alternatives. The ..
estimated surface water concentrations 30-years after remediation is reduced 93 percent for -
Alternatives C or E relative to No Action and Monitored Natural Recovery (i.e., 0.19 ng/Lversus -

:-_ -2.76 ng/L in Table 26, below). it should be noted that these estimates do not take into account _

the already completed removal of Deposit N that gccurred during 1998-1999. Deposit N
comprised 32 percent of the mass (i.e., 65 pounds) of PCBs in OU 2. More recent ca!culatlon

- estimated the average SWAC for OU 2 is 0.61 ppm with the PCB mass from DeposﬂN and O .

removed.
Table 26 Post-Remediation Sediment and Surface Water Concentrations in ou 2 .
- — Estimated Surface Water -
Alternative Avg':gfcggge%?:";ﬁ?g(a tlo;:;’ in Concentrations 30-years after _
. _ S ppm) - _Remediation (ngil_) :
A.B . 0.61 276 .
C,E 0.066° : : 0.19

1. Value i's from November 14, 2002 email from RETEC to WDNR on SWAC values inOUs 1 - 4
2 Value is from FS Tables 5-4
3. Values are from Table 8-5 8

‘Time.to Reach Acceptable Fish Tis'sue Concentratzons .
Reductions in the time required to reach levels safe for human consumption of fISh after R
lmplementatlon of Alternatives C and E relative to the No Action and Monitored Natural
Recovery (MNR) alternatives arelisted in Table 27 below. Recovery times for other human

health receptors are presented in the FS, Chapter 8, Table 8-7. Again, these calculations do not

consider the removal of Deposit N, completed by WDNR during 1998-1999.

Table 27 Time to Achieve Acceptable Fish Tissue Concentratlons for Walleye in OU
2at 1ppm :
: : . - -| Estimated Years to Achieve
Fish Receptor Risk Level Goal e ——————
. R - _ _ .Alternatives - |: Alternatives
: - S C,E. . A/B.
Walleye | Recreational Angler: | RME Hazard Index of 1.0 = 4* 40 ..
Walleye | High Intake Fish Consumer | RME Hazard Index of 1.0 7* _ 55 -
Walleye | Recreational Angler RME 10-2 cancerrisk level 70* 42
Walleye | High intake fish Consumer | RME 10-9 cancerrisk level - 89 - 65
* Does not consider removal of Deposit N. ' T e '

Data is from FS Table 8-14.

Time to Surface Sediment Concentration Protective of F iSh‘ or Other Biota

Alternatives C and E would achieve rredugtions in the time required to reach protective levels for

ecological receptors, relative to the No Action and MNR alternatives. For representative
receptors, implementation of active remediation alternatives results in time reduction relative to
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No Act:on Or MNR as'is shown in Table 28, below:: Recovery times for additional ecologlcal
receptors and recovery times are presefnted in the FS, Chapter 8, Table 8-7. These calculations
do not consider removal of Deposd N that occurred durlng 1998-1999.

Table 28 Time to Protective Levels in Sediments for Representatlve Ecologlcal

e

Receptors in OU 2.
R S ' : ' _ B _E_stimafed years_to_-achieve
Fish Receptor Risk Level Goal . Alternatives = Alternatives |
_ _ ~C,E A, B
Carp . Carnivorous bird - . NOAEC . S T A 71
Carp. - Piscivorous mammal- . . NOAEC .. <. 34 | 100
Sediment | Sediment invertebrate _ TEL _ L 28" _ 81

Bl s e

* Does not consider removal of Deposit N.
Data is from FS Table 8-16.

PCB loadings to downstream areas and total mass contained or removed
- Reduction of the PCB'load transported over the Little Rapids Dami.into the downstream areas of

the FoxRiver is a measure of the overall protection of human health and the environment.
Reduced PCB loading from OU 2 will ultimately contribute to reduction of concentrations of
PCBs in sediment, water and fish, and thereby reduce risk to humans and ecologlcal receptors .
in the Fox River. Alternatives C or E provide for improvement relative to No Action and MNR.

M'
No Action and MNR may take 401070 years to reach acceptable fish tlssue concentratlons for

recreational anglers and may take more than 80 years to reach safe ecological levels for carp. -
Surface water WQS will not be met in 100 years. However, the:recovery times -may be _
overestimated, as these estimates do not consider the removal of Deposit N, which occurred -
during 1998-1999. Finally, although Alternatives C or E provide a more protective remedy than
the No Action and MNR:alternatives, risks would only be moderately reduced.

The comparative analysis for compliance with Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate
Requirements is substantially the same as discussed for the OU 1 evaluation and is not
repeated.

-11.2.2 Balancing Criteria for. Operable Unit 2

Long-term Effectiveness and Permanence

Reduction of ReSIdual Risk

The No Action and MNR alternatives result ina contmuatnon of the degraded condltlon of the
sediments and surface water quality of OU 2, for at least several decades. Nevertheless,
modeling demonstrates that OU 2 will eventually recover, due to slow natural decreases in PCB
concentrations, primarily due to burial and ditution.

Alternatives C and E would reduce residual risk through removal of 46,200 ¢ubic yards of
sediments containing approximately 92 kg (about 200 pounds) of PCBs over an area of 34
acres atthe 1 ppm RAL for OU 1. This daees result in a reduction in time required to reach safe
human fish consumption rates when compared to the No Action and MNR Alternatives.
However, based on results already achieved at the Deposit N project with conditions
representative of thoss present in the-remainder of QU 2 (bedrock underlying contaminated

Page 77 0f97



Fox River and Green Bay ROD for oU 1 and ou2_

sediments), it may not be possible to consistently meet the RALof 1 ppm The Deposut N pllot
project demonstrated that a significant percentage of PCB contaminated sediment coufd.be
removed, although it did not nor was it designed to, demonstrate that a cons‘stent reduction in -
contaminant concentration in residual sediments was feasible. Thisis es_per;lali_y_,true forthe -
portions of QU 2 where"there‘ is bedrock underlying contaminated sediments.

Reiiab;llg of Control : . A
For Alternatives C and E, No Action and MNR, flSh consumptlon advisories arid f ishing

restrictions can provide limited protection to humans until PCB concentrations in fish are -
reduced to the point where the fish consumption advisories and fishing restrictions can be
relaxed or discontinued enﬂrely ' :

Altematlves C and E pennanently. remove contaminated sediment from the R(ver and can L

achieve risk reduction as well as reduce the potential of releases by scour of PCB- contamlnated

sediments. Altematives C and E utilize’established technologies and are’ consideréed in par_t to.

" be sufficiently reliable. As discussed below, dredging does not work well withrbedrock
underlying shallow sediment deposits (as is present for most of the sedlment deposﬂs in OU 2)

- Summary
Based on the above analysis of reduction in residual risk and -adequacy and reliability of ..

controls, Alternatives C and E are marginally better than the No Action and MNR alternatlves
but are llkelyto have dlff 'culty in conS(stently achlevmg the 1 ppm RA!. ' '

lmplementablluty

Implementability addresses the technical and administrative feaS|b|I(ty ofa remedy from desngn
through construction and operation. Factors such as availability of services and materials’,
administrative feasibility and coordination with othér-g‘overnmental 'e"n'tities are-'é'lso conSidéred- -

Both the No Action and MNR alternatives are technlcany feaS|bIe asno actlve measures: wouId
be taken for the PCB- contamlnated sedlm ents.

Technical feasibility for the active remediation alternatives is discussed below for operational
aspects of the alternatives that differ from QU 1.

Sediment Processing/Transfer Facilities - WDNR and EPA have not determined the location

- of the sediment processing/transfer facilities for Alternatives C and E. Preliminary criteria-were
utilized to establish a list of preliminary candidate sites to allow for the preparation of a cost
estimate. This analysis indicates that several access locations would be required due to
navigation impediments by numerous dams and locks between the Appleton dam and Little
Rapids dam. For cost purposes, access locations were assumed in Kimberly, near Wrightstown
and near the Little Rapids dam. Due to the number of access locations required and the
physical barriers presented by the many locks and dams in this Operable Unit, access
limitations would make implementation more difficult or could requue modmcattons to
conventional dredging technologies.

Removal - Alternatives C and E require the dredging of contaminated: sediments. For the
majority of OU 2, bedrock underlying contaminated sediments may make complete removal of
contaminated sediment and achieving the Action Level objective of 1 ppm impracticable.
Additionally, due to higher water velocities for this Operable Unit, a post-dredging sand cover -
would likely not be effective in reliably-coxering post-dredglng high concentrations of residual
PCBs due to the greater water velocntles : : :
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Summag[
Alternatives C and E may be difficult to effectively |mplement due to site condition's with bed: ock _
underlylng contamlnated sediments, and-the large number of locks and dams which would l|m|t
river access and navugatlon Admlmstratlve |mp!ementabthty would be conS|stent with OU 1.

Cost '

Cost includes estlmated capital and annual operatlon and malntenance costs as well as total
capitol cost.. Present worth cost.is the total capital cost and Operatuon and malntenance costs of
an alternative over time in‘today's dollar value. Cost estimates are expected to be accurate o
within a range of +50 to -30 percent. (This is a standard assumption in accordance with EPA
CERCLA guidance.). :

The net present wo:th of the remedlal atternatlves range from $4 5 mrlllon for No Actlon to $20 1
million for Aiternative C {see Tabie 29 below). :

The comparatlve analysrs for. Reductlon of Contamrnant Toxrcnty. Mobllity, or Votume through )
Treatment, and Shott-term. Effectlveness is substantially the saime as for the OU 1 evaluatlon
‘and are not repeated. -

11.2.3 Agency and Communlty Criteria for Operable Umt 2 i
The comparative analysis for Agency Acceptance and Community Acceptance is substantlally
the same as discussed for the OU 1 evaluation and is not repeated. . :

Comparison of Present Worth Costs for OU 2 Alter_nat_i_,ves ata 1 ppm RAL _

Table 29
Estimated . '
“Volume Estimated Capital _ e Pres_en_tf_ .
" .| [PCBMass g O&M Cost |[:Worth Total
Removed or N Costs e . Y
RN Remediated {$ millions) [.- Cost
. contained {$ miliions) o 7 oy
o {cubic vards) | (Pounds) ' S o o [ (S millions)
A — No Action. 0 ) 0 0 4.5 " 4.5
"B — Monitored Naturaf 0 0 0 9.9 9.9
Recovery
C - Dredging/passive 46,200 200 33.8 4.5 201
dewatering/off-site '
disposal
E — Dredge and 46,200 200 - 217 4.5 1741
Vitrification ' ‘

From Section 7 and Appendix H of the FS.

12. PRINCIPAL THREAT WASTES

The National Contingency Plan (NCP) establishes an expectation that treatment will be used to
address the principat threats at a site whenever practical. Engineering controls, such as ori-site
or off-site containment, may be used for wastes that pose a relatively low long-termthreat or
where treatment is impractical (NCP Section 300.430(a)(1)(iii) and Supetfund Publi¢cation ,
9380.3-06FS, November 1991 “A Guide to Principal Threat and Low Level Threat Wastes”).

The concept of principal threat and low-level threat wastes is applied on a site-specific basis
when characterizing source material. Sodrce material is defined as material that includes or
contains hazardous substances, pollutants, or contaminants that act as a reservoir for'migration
of contamination to groundwater. to surface water, to air, or acts as a source for direct
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exposure. In the Lower Fox River and Green Bay Site, the contaminated sedlment are source
materrals -

: Prrncrpal threat wastes are those source materlats consrdered to be hlghly toxic'or hlghly moblle
which ¢annot be relrably contained orthat would presenta srgmflcant risk to human health or- -
the envrronment should exposure occur. The manner in which principal threats are addressed
generally will determine whether the statutory preference for treatment as a principal elementis
satisfied. Although USEPA has not estabiished a threshotd level of toxicity/risk to ideritifya:.
principal threat waste, generatly where toxicity and mobility of ‘source matérial combine to pose -
a potentlat nsk of 10*" or greater the source materlat is consrdered prmcrpat threat waste

With respect to the Fox River-sediments in OU 1, some PCB concentrations créate a risk in the
range of 1020r more. The. preference for treatment outlined above applies’ to these particular
sediments. “However, it wouid be impracticable to ctosety ldentlfy lsotate and treatthese
principal threat wastes differently than the other PCB sediments'in OU 1. The dredging’
technology that will be employed to accomplish the OU 1 remedy does not distinguish among
gradations of contamination'in source'materials. Nevertheless, atthe conclusion of the OU 1
remedy the 'source materials (and principal threat wastes) will have beer removed from the:
River, dewatered, and deposited in a landfilf. in so doing the mobility of the prmcrpal threat
wastes will have been greatly reduced

13. SELECTED REMEDY
13. 1 The Selected Remedy

The selected remedy for OU 1 is altematlve CZ Thls remedy mcludes removal, ‘dewatering, and
off-site disposal of-an estimated 784,200 cubic yards of PCB:contaminated sediment from OU 1
(Little Lake Butte des Morts) with PCB concentrations greater than 1 ppm. These sediments

are estimated to-contain approximately 1,715 kg {about 3 770tbs) of PCBs, or approxrmately 90 -

. percent of the total PCB mass in OU 1.

The selected remedy for OU 2 is Alternative B, Monitored Natural Recovery and Institutional
Controls. .

Summary and Description of the Rationale for the Selected Remedy

The summary of the rationale for the selected remedy will be addressed for each Operable Unit.
The following sections discuss specifics of how the selected alternative would be implemented
ateach OU. Five-year reviews will be conducted of remedla! activities at each OU to determine
remedy eftectlveness :

Operable Unit 1 — Little Lake Butte des Morts, Alternative C2 - Alternatlve C2 includes the
removal of sediment with PCB ‘concentrations greater than the 1.0 ppm remedial action level
(RAL) using an environmental dredge, followed by dewatering and off-site disposal of the
sediment. The total volume of sediment to be dredged in this alternatlve is approxrmately
784,200 cy.

» Site Mobilization and Preparation. The staging area for this OU will be determined during
the deslgn stage. Site preparation atthe staging area will include collecting soil samples,
securing the onshore property area for equupment staging, and constructing the mechanical
sediment dewatering facility, water treatment facilities, and sediment storage and truck
loading areas. ‘A docking facility for dredging may need to be constructed Assuming a
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'staglng area can be found south of the railroad bridge, a separate staging area for the

dredge when operating notth of the. railroad brldge may.be needed. Thls facuhty would be _

. used solely for the purpose of- docklng dredging equnpment——-any dredge slurry will be
- pumped to southern staging.area:. _ . _

Sediment Removal. Sediment removal will be conducted using a dredge {e.q., cutterhead

~ or horizontal auger or other method). Given the volumes and operating assumptions
- described in the FS, completing the removal effort is estimatedto take approximately six -
years for OU 1. Fora dredgtng removal; in-water pipelines will carry the slurry from the

dredging area to the staging area for dewaterlng For longer pipeline runs, it would be -
necessary to utilize in-line booster pumps to' pump the slurry to the dewatering facility. {f G
necessary, silt curtains around the dredging area may be used to minimize sediment *
resuspension downstream of the dredging operation. Buoys and other waterway markers
will be installed around the- penmeter of the work area. Other activities associated with -
sediment removal will be water quallty monttonng, post-removal sed|ment surveys, and site
restoration. _

Sediment Dewaterlng Removal using dredging technologies will require mechanical

- dewatering requiring land purchase or access, site clearing, and possibly construction: of

temporary holding ponds. Dewatering techniques would likely be similar to the mechanical
processes used for both Lower Fox River demonstration. projects, mcludlng a series.of .
shaker screens, hydrocyclones, and belt filter presses. : :

Water Treatment. Water treatment will require the purchase of equipmentand :r'nateri'a.'fs for
flocculation, clarification, and sand filtration. Water treatment will be-conducted 24 hours per
day, 7 days per week during the dredging season. Discharge water for hydraulic dredging is

- estimated at 570,000 gallons per day. Daily discharge'water quality monitoring-is included

in the cost-estimate. Treated water will be sampled and-analyzed to verify compliance with
the appropriate discharge requirements. Carben filtration will likely'bé necessary.

Sediment Disposal.. Sediment disposal includes the loading and transportatlon ofthe .
sediment to an NR 500 landfill with TSCA approval {needed for sediment if concentratlons
are over 50 mg/k_g_PC_B} after mechanical dewatering. The sediment will be loaded using a.
front-end loader into tractor-trailer end dumps fitted with bed liners or sealed gates. Each
load will be manifested and weighed. The haul trucks will pass through a wheel wash prior
toleaving the staging area to prevent the tracking of soil onto nearby streets and highways.

Demobilization and Site Restoration. Demobilization and site restoration will involve
removing all equ1pment from the staging and work areas and restorlng the site to. ata
minimum, its orlglnal condition. :

Institutional Controls and Monitoring. Baseline monltorlng will include pre- and post-
remedial sampling of water, sediment, and biological tissue. Monitoring during

: |mplementat|on will include air and surface water sampling. Verification monitoring to .

confirm that. PCB contamination has been removed to the RAL may include surface and'
subsurface sediment sampling. Long -term monitoring will include surface water, blologlcal'
tissue, and possibly surface sediment sampling. The types and frequency of pre-
construction monitoring will be developed during remedial design. Pjans for monitoring
during and after construction will be developed during the remedial design and modified
during and after construction as ‘appropriate. Institutional controls may include access
restrictions, land use or water use restrictions, dredging moratoriums, fish consumption .

advisories, and domestic water supply restrictions. Land and water use restrictions and
access restrictions may require local or state legistative action to prevent inappropriate use
or development of contaminated areas
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o Achrevement of Remedral Action Level Objective. The: mass and volume to be
remediated will be based on settlng a dredge elévation baséd on a RAL of 1.ppm while
achieving a SWAC of 0. 25 ppm for OU 1. The success of the selected remedy for OU 1 will
be evaluated based.on a-SWAC of 0.25 ppm with samples taken from 0-10 cm depth This
is discussed further in section 13.3.. _ _

Operable Unlt 2 Appleton to thtle Raplds Alternatrve B -The MNR altematlve W|ll lnclude
a 40-year monitoring program as is drscussed in'the FS for measuring PCB and mercury levels
in water, sediment, invertebrates, fish, and brrds The monrtorlng program will be developed to
eﬁectlvely measure achievement of and progress toward the RAQOs. In summary, the
monitoring: program will: rnclude _ :

. Surface water quallty samplrng to determlne the downstream transport of PCB mass into
-.Green Bay; - |

e Fish and waterfowl tlssue samplrng to determlne the residual rrsk of PCB and mercury
consumptlon to human receptors, S

. o ‘Fish, bird,-and zebra mussel tissue. samplrng to determme the resrdual rlsk of PCB uptake to
- environmental receptors; . :

* Population”studies of bald eagles and- double crested cormorants to assess the resrdual
effects of PCBs and mercuiy on reproductive viability; and

e . Possible, surface sediment sampling in MNR areas to assess potential recontamlnatlon from
- upstream sources and the status of natural recovery :

The types and frequency of pre constructron monltorlng will be developed durrng MNR long term
monitoring: plan design. Plans for monitoring will be developed during the remedial desrgn and
modified during and after the upstream, construction in OU 1, as appropriate. '

Until the RAOs have been achieved, existing institutional controls will have to be inaintained to
help prevent exposure of human receptors to contaminants. [nstitutional controls may include
access restrictions, land use or water use restrictions, dredging moratoriums, fish consumption
advisories, and domestlc water supply restrictions. Land and water use restrictions and access
restrictions may require local or state legislative action to prevent inappropriate use or
development of contaminated areas. Deposit DD, ‘an area in OU 2 of greater contamination, will
be addressed as part of the active remediation at adjacent OU 3.

13.2 Summary of the Estimated Cos‘ts of the Selected Remedy

The total estimated present -worth cost of the'selected remedy is $76:1 million. Thisis an -
engineering cost estimate thatis expected to be within +50 to -30 percent of the actual project
cost (based on year 2001 dollars) Changes in the cost elements are likely to occur as a result
of new information and data collected during the remedial design. Major changes may be
documented in'a memorandum in the administrative record, an Explanation of Srgmfrcant
Drfference (ESD) ora ROD amendment.

13 3 Cleanup Standards and Outcomes for the Selected Remedy

The selection of a remedy was accomplished through the evaluation of the dine criteria as
specified in the NCP. A remedy selected for a site must be protective of human health and the
environment, comply with ARARs (or justify a waiver) and offer the best balance of tradeoffs
with respect to the balancing and modifying criteria in the NCP.
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Through the analyses conducted for the RI/FS, WDNR and EPA have deterinined that there |s' -
an unacceptable risk to human health and the environment from the consumption of fish fror
the Fox River. it has also been determined that the unacceptable risk will continue for many
decades without actlve remedlatlon of the PCB- contamlnated sedlments in OU 1

1 3.3.1 Ach_levm'g _.Cle'a_ng!p _S_tandards

WDNR and EPA believe the removal of
sediments with PCB conceritrations greater than
the 1.0 ppm RAL in OU 1 is important to
achieving the timely reduction of risks to an
acceptable level. WDNR and EPA envision that
all sediment contaminated at concentrations
above the RAL in OU 1 will be removed. -
Therefore, this ROD provides that under certain
circumstances a sand cover may be used to

supplement the primary dredglng remedy in order -

. toreach the risk reduction targets. Pre-

remediation sampling and characterization éfforts

will define a spatial "footpnnt (both horizontally -
and- vertically) of the sediment in OU 1 that has a
concentration of PCBs greater than 1 ppm. It is
this footprlnt that is targeted for removal by
dredging. if dredging is able to achieve this result
(i.e., remove all sediments with PCB
concentrations greater than 1 ppm), the active
remediation portion of the OU 1 remedy will be
complete.

However, if after dredging is completed for OU 1,
sampling shows that the 1 ppm RAL has not been
achieved, a SWAC of 0.25 ppm may be used to
assess the effectiveness of PCB removal. If that
SWAC of 0.25 ppm has not been achieved for OU
1, then the remedy provides certain options to
further reduce risk. The first option is that
additionat dredging may be undertaken to ensure
. that all sediments with PCB concentrations
greater than the 1 ppm. RAL are removed :
throughout the particular deposit.”’ Asecond
option would be to place a.sand cover on dredged
areas to reduce surficial concentrations such that’
a SWAC of 0.25 ppm for OU 1 is achieved.

13.3.2 Expected Outcomes of Selected
Remedy and RAL Rationale

RAOs were developed to provide relative
comparisons for different remedial alternatives.
RAO 1 relates to achieving surface watgr quality
standards. RAOs 2 and 3 refate to protechveness
for human and ecological receptors. RAO 4
evaluates long-term relative releases to Green

Explanatlon of Remedlal Actxon Level
Surface Weighted Average Concentratlon
and Sediment Quality Threshold.

The term Remedial Action Level (“RAL")
refers to a PCB concentration in sediment
used to define an area or volume of _
contaminated sediment that is targeted for
remediation. In-other words, this ROD calls

forthe removal by dredging of all sediment

in OU 1 that has a PCB concentration of
greafer than1 ppm. If all sediment with a
concentration greater than the 1. ppm RAL is
removed, then it is' expected-that the
residual Surface Weighted Average .

“Concentration (“SWAC”} of sediment. w:ll be

0.19 ppmin QU 1. The SWAC in this™
instance is less than the RAL becau_se ‘the
SWAC iscalculated as an average”

-coricentrationover the entire OU 1, after the

removal of sediment from discrete areas
(“deposits”) which are above the RAL and
includes averaging over areas in which there
are surface concentrations less that the.
RAL. SWAC calculations are discussed in
section 5 of the FS.

The term “Sediment Quality Threshold”
(SQT) refers to the PCB concentration in the
sediment that is protective of specified
human and ecological receptors. SQT s vary
depending on the sensitivity of the particular
_receptor (e.g., recreational anglers “high
intake” fish consumers, walleye, mink, etc.).
Put another way, if the remediation called for
in this ROD results in a sedimenit '
concentration at or below the SQT, then the
risk to specified human and ecological
receptors will have been reduced to a safe
level. itis important to understand that
immediately upon the completion of the
dredging, itis notexpected that the SQT will
be achieved. Instead, itis contemplated that
the SQT will be met only after the river is

- aliowed a certain amount of time to ‘recover” |

through natural processes folfowing active
dredging.
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Bay and Lake Michigan, and RAQO 5 conslders short term releases from potentlal remedles
themselves. _

RAO 1 may not be achleved in the. foreseeable futre due to the very Stnngent goais for PCBs -
acceptable in surface waters, but nevertheless: significant rlsk reducsion will occur (Table 13).
Recovery times estimated for RAOs 2 {i.e., protection of human health) and 3 (i.e., protection of
ecological receptors) indicate that they will be met well within'the défined goals. RAO4 relates
to loading of Green Bay and Lake Michigan and indirectly relate to OUs 1 and 2. However,
reductions of loadings from removil of contaminants in OU 1'will srgmfrcant!y reduce -
contaminant migration downstream and will theréfare contribute to achrevmg RAO4. RAOS is
-achievable with conventronal removalenvrronmental removal technologres for OU 1 and does
not apply to OU 2. 3

: _RAOs 2 and 3are evaluated in the alternatrve specific’ Risk Assessmentinthe FS by esttmatlng
the time requrred to reach the protectlveness criteria for-human health (i.e,, removal of fish
advrsorles) and the time requrred to reach the protectrveness criteria for ecologlcal receptors for
no removal and for drfferent remedial action Ievels for contamlnant removal

A PCB concentratron of1 ppm has been selected as the appropnate Remedlal Actlon Level.
based on the its ability to achieve Remedial Actron Ob;ectrves (RAOs)in surface water -and for

- human health and-ecological receptors within a reasonable timeframe relative to the antrcrpated
costs. Exposures to PCB sediment concentrations above 1 ppm must bé eliminated in oi der to
achieve a protective Surface Welghted Average Concentration (SWAC) within a reasonable :
tlmeframe This RAL will also reduce and minimize surface water concentratrons and the -

release of contamlnants to downstream areas of the Fox River. Studies conducted as part of the

Lower Fox River and Green Bay RI/FS indicate that a 1 ppm RAL shows the greatest decrease
- in projected. surface water. concentratlons relative to the other actron levels ' "

PCB RALs of No Actron 5 0 ppm 0.5 ppm, 0.25 ppm, and 0.125 ppm were also evaluated.
‘However, those RALs greater than 1 ppm would require a significant amount of -additional time
to achieve the RAOs for the Site. For those RALs less than 1 ppm: the RAOs would rot
necessarily be achieved sooner than the 1 ppm RAL. The RAOs considered .in determination of
the RAL are discussed below for Operable Units 1 and 2. It is important to note that the absolute
numbers have uncertainty inherent with model predictions, however relatrve differences among
the RALs are reliable

~ Justification for Operable Unit 1 Remedial Action Level of 1.0 ppm -

Figure . 5 shows our modeling analysis of sediment RALs in comparlson with the'Surface
Weighted Average Concentrations (SWACs) which will result from the cleanup at the selected 1
ppm RAL. Modeling suggests that'a 1 ppm RAL can achieve an estimated 0.185 ppm PCB -
SWAC for OU 1 (Figure 5 below). Selecting a sedlment RAL of 1 ppm clearly staiids out as the
most effective RAL because therisk declines srgnrﬂcantly in a reasonable time period (see
figures 6 and figure 7). Thzs wrll result in reaching risk reductrons in the years estrmated in o
Table 30, below.

’
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Figure § Remedial Action Levels and Estimated SWACS for Evaluated RALs for
ou 1 (fromFS Table 54)
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Potential R'e'm'edial Acti'on Levels

As shown in Table 30 below, modeling suggests that a sediment RAL. of 1.0 ppm, and a SWAC _
of 0.185 ppm will lead to fairly rapid declines in PCB fish tissue concentrations. Using the 1
ppm RAL, Table 30 projects the number of years until the risk of fish mgestlonlconsumptlon

declines to acceptable levels for different consumers.

Table 30 Estimated Years to Reach Human Health and Ecological Thresholds to -
Achieve Risk Reduction for the Operable Unit 1 at a RAL of 1.0 ppm

— . _ . _ - Estimated

Fish Receptor : Risk Level Goal Years
Walleye Recreational Angler RME Hazard Index of 1.0 <1
Walleye High Intake Fish Consumer. RME Hazard Index of 1.0 4
Walleye Recreational Angler RME 10-2 cancer risk level g
Walleye High intake Fish Consumer RME 10-5 cancer risk level 14
Carp Carmivorous bird NOAEC 14
Camp Piscivorous mammal NOAEC _ 29

A 1 ppm RAL shows the greatest decrease in projected surface water concentrations. Figure 6
shows mode! estimates for PCB surface water concentration 30 years after remediation are .
2.99 ng/L for No Action, 1.67 ng/L for 5§ ppm, and 0.18 ng/L for 1. ppm, which is the largest
relative drop. Additional declines for projected surface water concentrations for RAL less than 1
ppm are relatively minimal: 0.13 ng/L, 0.05 ng/L and 0.04 ng/L, respectively for 0.5 ppm, 0.25
ppm and 0.125 ppm RALs. n other words, selection of an RAL less than 1 ppm would only
marginally reduce the SWAC and would only marginally reduce surface water concentrations.
Thus, a comparison of various RALs shows the 1. ppm RAL has the greatest relative post-
remediation decrease in surface water céficentrations.
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Figure 6 Est:rhates of Surface Water PCB Concentrations for the Evaluated RALs 30
Years After Completion of Remedial Activities for OU 1

Surface Water PCB COncentratlons

for QU1
30 Years Post-Remediation

PCB Concentrations (ngfL)

Potential Remedial Action Levels:

[INo Action @5 ppm &1 ppm E0.5 ppm B0.25 ppm W0.125 ppml

As shown in Figure 7, a 1 ppm RAL shows similar relative decreases in relation to acceptable:

fish tissue concentrations for walleye. Figure 7 shows that for RAL concentrations greater than

1 ppm, significantly more years will elapse before the risk of fish consumption declines to -
acceptable levels. The time that it would take to acceptable fish tissue concentrations are 51
years for No Action, 29 years at a RAL of 5 ppm and less than 1 year for a RAL of 1 ppm. The
time needed to reach acceptable fish tissue concentrations for RALs less.than 1 ppm (0.5 ppm,
0.25 and 0.125 ppm) are almost indistinguishable from the 1 ppm level. Other species of fish
show similar reductions and are discussed in detail in the Feasibility Study Chapter 8. Figure 7
clearly shows that there is limited risk reduction achieved by selecting an RAL oflessthan 1

ppm:
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Fox River and Green Bay ROD for OU 1 and OU 2

Figure-T ~ Time to Achieve Acceptable Fish Tissue Concentrations for OU 1

Time to Achieve Acceptable Fish Tissue
Levels for OU 1

Years

Potential Remedial Action'Levels *
[ENo Acton BMSppm Bippm [Ho.5ppm Wo2Sppm WeitSppm]

Safe fish consumption by birds showed simitar relative reductions for 1 ppm versus other
potential cleanup levels (Figure 8). For fish eating birds, the time needed to reach safe fish
consumption is 100 years for No Action, 67 yearsfor a 5 ppm RAL, 14 yearsfora 1 ppm RAL
(the greatest relative reduction in time), and 9 years for 0.5 ppm RAL. Thus, similar to the
earlier figures, the 1 ppm RAL provides the greatest relative reduction of time to ecosystem
recovery.

Figure 8 Time to Safe Fish Consumption by Birds in OU 1

Time to Safe Fish Consumption
for OU1 (fish eating birds)

rg

Potensial R‘emédi_al ActionLevels

]lNoAnﬁon MSppm ®ippm ‘ FO0.5ppn  M0.25 WO.125 |

A 1 ppm RAL is also the most protectivé®based on estimates of downstream loadings (i.e.,
movement and migration of PCBs into other areas of the River.and eventually Green Bay).
Downstream loadings of PCBs from OU 1 relative to remediat activities, areas follows: No
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Action - 11.33 kglyear, 5 ppm - 6.35 kg/year, 1 ppm — 0.66 kgfyear, 0.5 ppm - 0.49 kg/year,

0.25 ppm — 0.18 kg/year, 0.125 ppm — 0.15 kg/year (Figure 9). The RAL of 1 ppm provides the

greatestdecrease in downs¥eam loadings relative to the other RALs. Like earlier Figures,
Figure 9 shows clearly that, with respect to downstream loadings, the 1 ppm RALs ievel
achleves the most reduction.

Figure8  RALs and Downstream Loadings in OU 1

Action Levels &
OU1 Downstream l.oadmgs
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=]
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.. 043 - . g1 = 0.15

'No Action 5 pﬁm p ppm 0.5 ppﬁ . 0.25 ppm 'o.'125
. ' _ ppm
Potential Remediat Action Level

e N » o o

tn summary, the 1 ppm RAL shows the greatest relative |mprovement for all the pertinent RAOs
resuiting in a protective and cost effectlve cleanup level for OU 1.

Justification for Monitored Natural Recoveg,f for OU 2
WDNR arid EPA have determined that Monitored Natural Recovery (MNR) for OU 2 is

sufficiently protective of human health and the environment. However, because of Deposit DD

proximately to OU 3, the decision on whether to remediate this deposn will be deferred until the
ROD for OU 3is prepared :

The mass of PCBs and volume of contamlnated sedlments in OU 2 is approximately 109 kg and
339,200 cubic yards, respectively, for ail deposit and interdeposit sediments. - This is a small
portion (2.4 percent) of the PCB mass and sediment volume in the entire 39 miles of the Lower
Fox River, which includes 29,855 kg (66,050 pounds) and 14,061,100 cy, respectively. The 20-
miles River reach of OU 2 is a relatively long stretch ofthe River and includes 22 deposits with
relatively smali sediment volume and PCB- massAMthm QU 2, the deposits with the two largest
masses are Deposit N (30 kg [65 pounds]) and Deposit DD (34 kg [74 pounds]). These two
deposits account for 58 percent ofthe total PCB mass in this reach; a-majority of the PCB mass
at Deposit N was removed during the pllot project at that location, and the agencies will evaluate
the feasibility of remediating Deposit DD as part of the OU 3 ROD. Because the removal of all
the material from Deposit N is not refiected in the volume estimates in the RI/FS, risk for this
reach may be overestimated. An evaluation of sediment volumes within individual deposits in
OU 2 shows there are no deposits with a sediment volume greater than 10,000 cy having a PCB
concentration above the 1.0 ppm action level. This demonstrates thatthe areas within this
Operable Unit needing remediation are relatively few and that the risk of exposure from-one of
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these areas wnth hlgher concentratuon is low. - In addition, the SWAC for OU 2 with no actlve
remedlatlon is 0.61 ppm. This existing SWAC is close to the 0.25 ppm SWAC goal of Ou 1.

In addition.to the: small physucal size and the smal] quantlty of PCB mass wnthln the deposnts in -
thisreach, there are numerous impediments, such as the presence of several dams the =~

physical characteristics of the River in this reach, and the lack of good staglng areas, that would

cause difficulties-in implementation and in mobitizing and operating dredging eqmpment These
same features also limit the ability to effectlvely cap the areas: within this reach. These
impediments would necessitate multiple staging areas. The. cost estlmate for dredglng within
this reach at the 1.0 ppm action levelis $20.2 million to remove 46,200 cy of contaminated -

sediment. The cost to remediate this river sedlment would be almost $440 {cy

In addition to. the above practlcai consuderatlons achlevmg of contammant concentratxon (l e,
risk) reductlons wouild be: more difficiiit for dredging areas where bedrock immediately underlies -
contaminated sediment. Results on projects such as Deposit N or projects with similar.

conditions {€. g.v Manlsthue River{Harbor) support the idea that achievirig reductions in

contaminant concentrations would be difficult. Thus, a dredging remedy fora large portion-of

-this.reach would be expected to be less effecttve and could be more costly for llkeiy only modest

risk reductson

13.4 Contingent Remedy - In Situ Capping (i.e., “Partial Capping” or
“Supplemental Capping™)

WDNR and EPA have selected alternative C as identified in the proposed plan and the RIFSas
the selected alternative. However, during the RIFS public comment period, the Agencies

- received numerous comments relating to the viability of capping as a possnble remedy Based”

on these public comments, WONR -and EPA have developed this contingent remedy that may
supplement the selected remedy in certain circumstances. This contingent remedy may only be -
|mplemented if it meets the following requirements:

1. The contingent remedy, consisting of a combination of dredging and Capping,_ shall provide
- the same level of protection to human health and the environment as the selected remedy,

2. This contingent remedy must be less costly than the selected remedy to be implemented,
3. This contingent remedy shall not take more time to implement than the selected remedy,

4. This contingent remedy shall comply with all necessary regulatory, administrative and
technical requirements discussed below, and

5. The capping contemplated in this contingent remedy will not be permitted in certain areas of
Oou t: .
« Nocapping in'areas of navigation channels {with an appropriate buffer zone).

« No capping in areas of mfrastructure such as pipelines, utility easements brldge o
- piers, etc {with appropnate buffer zone).

o Nocappingin areas With PCB concentratldns exceeding TSC'A levels.

¢ No capping in-shallow water-areas {bottom elevations which wouid resultin a cap
surface at elevation greater than -3 f chart datum for OU 1 without prior dredging to
allow for cap placement.

__\,._‘-_._.
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13. 5 Basrs for lmplementmg the Contlngent Remedy (OU 1)

Use of this contingent. remedy.maybe employedin QU 1 to supplement the selected dredglng
remedy if one-orboth of the:following criteria are demonstrated. . The decision as to whether one
orboth of the criteria below have been met willbe determlned solely by the EPA and WDNR

1) Based on sampllng results taken after a sufﬂc:ent amount of OU 1 dredging’ of contamlnated
~ sediment deposits {(e.g., dredgrng of deposits A/B, C, and POG), it can be predicted with a
~ high: degree of certainty thata PCB SWAC of 0. 25 ppm would notbe achleved for OU 1 by
dredging alone, or

2) Capping would be less costly than dredglng in accordance wrth the protectlveness
provns[ons and the nine criteria in the Natlonal Contlng ency F’Ian (40 CFR 300 430).

In addition to capping areas of OU 1 the selected dredging. remedy would stlll be completed in
areas hot capped. Based on estimates in the Feasibility Study, and-due to limitations on:where
capping could be done, capping would be limited to le'ss than 25 percent of the total volume of
- contaminated sediment in OU 1. Selection and implementation-of this cont[ngency would be
documented in an Explanation of Significant Differences (ESD). S

It should be noted that if dredging alone achieves cleanup standards, and the contingent
remedy is not shown to be more cost-effective than dredging alone, then capping would not be
|mp|emented

13 6 Descrlptlon of Contlngent Remedy

The Contmgent Remedy which may supplement the selected remedy, consnsts of the followmg
‘components:

o Cap Design. Cap construction specifications would be determined during design. Although
the Feasibility Study envisioned a cap composed of 20 inches of sand-overiain with 12
‘inches of large cobble “armor” to provide erosion protection, the final cap design would be
based on predicted performance. The final cap design must have sufficient thickness to
ensure containment of contaminants, resistance to burrowing organisms, and ‘armoring” to
provide sufficient permanence and resistance to erosion and scour.

« Demobilization and Site Restoration. Demobilization and Site restorat[on would requnre
removing all capping-related equment fencing, fac1l1t[es etc., from staglng and work
areas.

e Monitoring. Operation and maintenance monitoring would be required to ensure proper
placement, maintenance of cap integrity, and isolation and containment of contaminarits.
‘For this type of capping, monitoring would be petformed to ensure that the cap is placed as
intended, necessary capping thickness is maintained, and contaminants are contained and
do not become bioavailable. In addition to other dredging-related monitoring, cap
monitoring would include bathymetric or side-scan sonar profiling, sediment and cap
sampling, and capture and analysis of pore water that may migrate through the cap, as well
as diver inspections to ensure that the cap is intact and containing contaminants.

 Institutional Controls. Institutional controls may include deed restrictions, Site access and
anchoring limitations, and continuation of fish and waterfowl consumption advisories as
appropriate. Access restrictions could include limitation on the use or development of
capped areas, possibly requiring local or State legislative action. These controls and
limitations are intended to ensure the permanence of the cap and to minimize re-exposure
and/or migration of contaminants.
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13.7 Estimated Costs of the Contingent Remedy

Costs'would be determined prior to implementation of capping. Estrmates of. cappmg costs o

.would be documented fnan Explanatlon of Signlflcant leference (ESD)

14 STATUTORYDETERMINA?ION’S'

Under CERCLA Section 121 and the NCP the remedles that are selected for Superfund sites.
must be protective of human health and the eavironment, comply with appltcable or relevant a_nd
appropriate requirements {unless a statutory waiver is justified), be cost effective, and utilize
permanent solutions and alternative treatment technologies or resource recovery technologles
to the maximum extent. practlcable {n addition, CERCLA includes a preference for remedies -
that employ treatment that permanently .and significantly feduces thé volume, toxicity or. moblllty

“ of hazardous wastes as :a principal element and a bias against off-site disposal of untreated .
* wastes. The following sections discuss how the selected remedy meets these statutory
' requirements. :

14. 1 Protectlon of Human Health. and the Env1ronment

tmplementatron of the selected remedy wrll adequately protect human health and the _
environment through the removal and off-site disposal of PCB-contaminated sedimentand the
monitoring of the natural recovery of PCB contaminated sediment that is left in place. The |
selected remedy will target a sediment clean up level of 1.0 ppmin OU 1. This residual risk
posed by this action jevel in OU 1 in years to reach human health-and ecological thresholds are
presented.in Table 30 above. This table indicates that for the selected Action Levelof 1.0 ppm,
fish advisories for acceptable fish tissue concentrations in walleye would be achleved in1to 14
years

The SWAC value in OU 2 will be 0.61 ppm. implementation of the selected alternative in'OU 1
and OU 2 will result in PCB concentrations within acceptable riskranges over tlme The
selected remedy does not pose unacceptable short-term risk:

14.2 Compliance with ARARs

* . Section 121(d) of CERCLA requires that Superfund remedial actions meet ARARs.” The

selected remedy will comply with the ARARSs listed in Table 31.
14.2.1 Potential Chemical-Specific ARARs

Toxic Substances Control Act {TSCA) '
TSCA establishes requirements for the handiing, storage, and disposal of PCB-containing
materials equatl to or greater than 50 ppm. TSCA is an ARAR at the Site with respect to any.
PCB-containing materials with PCB concentrations equal to or greater than 50 ppm that are
removed from the Site.

Clean Water Act _
Federal surface water quality standards gre adopted under Section 304 of the Clean Water Act
where a state has not adopted standards. These federal standards, if any, are ARARs for point
discharges to the River. Related to these standards are the federal ambient water quality
criteria.  These criteria are non-enforceable guidelines that identify.chemical levels:for surface
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waters and generally may be related to a variety of assumptions such as use of a- surface water

body as a water supply. These criteria may be TB_Cs for this Site.

Ground-water Qualitv Standards o

State ground-water quailty standards for varlous substances are set forth in chapter NR 140,
Wisconsin Administrative Code {(WAC). -In'general, sections NR 140.24 and NR 140..26 require
preventive action limits{PALs) to be achieved to the extent.it is technically and economically
feasible to do so. In the remediation context, the NR 140 gro undwater ‘quality standards are to
be achieved within a reasonable timeframe, Naturalattenuationiis allowed as @ remedial
method where source control activities have been undertaken and where groundwater quality
stahdards will' be achieved within a reasonable perrod of tlme The ground-water quallty T
standards constltute an ARAR :

Sonl CIeanup Standards-

The State of Wisconsin has adopted genenc srte-specmc and performance based sorl cleanup S

standards. These regulatlons allow' the party conducting the remmedial action to select which
approach to apply The generic soil standards are divided into those necessary to protect the
ground-water quality and those necessary to prevent unacceptable, direct contact exposure;

“ Generic soil standards, based on conservative default values and assumptions, have been
adopted only for a few substances, none of which are relevant to the Site. Site-specific soil
standards depend upon a variety of factors, including local soil conditions, depth to. -~
groundwater, type of chemical, access restrictions, and current and future use of the property.
These site-specific soils standards also may be adjusted based-on an assessment of the site--
specific risk presented by the: chemlcal constituents of concern.- Wlth respect to !he Srte the
soil standards constltute an ARAR ' : : _

Surface Water Quality Standards : - ' RIETR T

‘The State of Wisconsin-has promulgated water quallty standards that are based on two
components: 1) use designation for the water body; and, 2) water quality criteria. These
standards, designations, and criteria are set forth in chapters NR 102 to NR 105, WAC. The
state also has rules for applying the water quality standards when establishing water-quality- -
based effluentlimits (chapters NR 106 and NR 207, WAC). The state water quality standards
are used in making water management decisions-and controlling municipal, business, land

development, and agricultural activities (section NR 102.04, WAC).- In the remediation context, -

surface water quality standards are applicable to point source discharges that may be part of
‘the remedial action. Further, to the extent that the remedial work is conducted in or near a
water body, such work is to be conducted so as to prevent or minimize an exceedance of a
water quality criterion (in chapters NR 102 to 105, WAC) : :

As recognized in the WDNR'’s sedlment guidance (1995). the water quality standards are goals

to be used in guiding the development of the sediment remediation work.. As a goal, but not a
legal requirement, the water quality standards as applied to the remediation of sediment
contamination constitute a TBC.

In addition, the NCP states that, in establishing Remed:al Action Objectlves (RAOs) water
quality criteria established under the Clean Water Act (WQSs in Wisconsin), shall be attained
where “relevant and appropriate under the circumstances of the release.” 40 CFR
300.430(e)(2)(IXE).

WDNR and EPA have determined that WQSs, while relevant to sediment clean up RAOs, are
not appropriate for direct application at thi¥ time. Calculating a site-specific sediment quatlty
standard from a WQS using current scientific methods such as eqwhbrlum partltlonmg is vety
uncertain. Moreover, the EPA s 1996 Superfund PCB.clean up guidance dlrectly addresses
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sedlment clean up targets using water quallty criteria. The gurdance suggests using equtllbrlum
partitioning to develop a sediment criteria'and then compare it to risk based:clean up* numbers
for establishing an RAQ. " If the guidance considered a derived sediment quality number tobe .
-.an ARAR,; it would be directly applied to each altemative as athreshold ciiteria.. Therefore;
WQSs are not ARARs-and-are not a threshold criteriafor selecting an alternative forthe Site. -

14.2.2 Potentlal Actlon- and Locatron-Specrfrc ARARs

Wisconsin Statutes Chagter 30 : : .
Chapter 30 of the Wisconsin Statutes requrres permlts for work performed in navrgable

waterways, or on or near the bank of such a waterway. Forremediation thatis conducted under
CERCLA, only the substantive provisions set forth in Chapter 30 (but not the:procedural - -
requirements for obtalnlng a permit) must be satisfied. In general, the substantive provnsrons
address minimizing any adverse effects on the waterway that may result fromthe work: Thls
includes chapter NR 116, Wisconsin's Floodplaln Management Program The substantlve
'provrsmns are actlon-spec1f|c ARARs

 Section 10 - Rivers and Harbors Act Section 404 B

CleanWater Act. Section 404 of the Clean Water Act requires approvalfrom the USACE for
discharges of dredged orfill material into waters of the United States, and:Section 10 of the
Rivers and Harbors Act requires approval from the USACE for dredging-and filing work
performed in navigable waters of the United States. As the Fox River is a water of the United
-States, these statutes might implicate action-specific ARARSs for dredging/filling work that may -
be conducted in the River.. Under the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act, the USACE must-
coordinate with the Fish and Wildlife-Service regarding minimization of effects from such'work.
The work would be subject to the substantive environmental law aspects of permits-under these
statutes, which would be ARARSs. Permlts are not required for retnediation that is implemented
under the:authority of CERCLA. : :

Fioodplain and Wetland Requlations and Executive Orders 11988 and 11990
The requirements of 40 CFR § 264.18 (b) and Executive Order 11988, Protectlon of Flood

Plains, are relevant and appropriate to action on the Site. Executive Order 11990 (Protection of
Wetlands) is-an apphcable requirement if there are any wetlands present in the areas tobe
remediated.

National Historic Preservatlon Action (NHPA), 16 U.S.C. 470 et seq S

The National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) provides protections for historic propertles
(cultural resources) on-or- eligible for inclusion on the National Historic Register of Historic
Places (see 36 CFR Part 800). In selecting a remedial alternative, adverse effects to such -
properties are to be avoided. if any portion of the Siteis on or ellglble for the Natlonal Hlstorlcat
Register, the NHPA requirements would be ARARs

Endangered Species _
Both State and Federal law have statutory provisions that are intended to protect threatened or
endangered species [i.e., Endangered Species Act (Federal) and Fish and Game (State)). In
general, these laws require a determination as to whether any such species (and its related . .
habitat) reside within the area where an’ activity under review by governmental authority may -
take place. f the species is present and may be adversely affected by the selected activity,
where.the adverse effect cannot be prevented, the selected action may proceed. - if threatened
or endangered species exist in certain aggas of the Fox River, these laws may constitute an- '
action-specific ARAR. At the Site, the queen snake as well as several plant species were noted
by WODNR to be endangered/rare resources occurring within or near the Site.

“Page 930f97



" Fox-River and Green Bay ROD forOU 1 andou 2

Management of PCBs and.Products Containing PCBs - '

Wisconsin regulations (i.e., Chapter NR 157, WAC, "Management of PCBs artd Products _
Contalnlng PCBs" that was adopted pursuantto section 299.45..Wisconsin Statutes) WhICh
establlshprocedures for the storage, collection; transport,-and-disposal of PCB- contalmng
matenals also-apply to.remediai.actions taken at the Site.. : : :

Solld Waste Management Statutes and Rules (Ct\apter 289, Wlsconsm Statutes and chapters
NR 500-520 & NR 600-685, WAC) establish standards that apply to the collection,
transportataon storage and disposal of solld and hazardous waste

{tisnot expected that federal Resource Conservatlon and- Recover Act 'I(RCRA) or state
regulatlons govermng hazardous waste management will be applrcable at this Srte

TSCA D:sgosal Aggrovai

TSCA regulations for the dlsposal of PCB remeduatron waste (40 CFR 761 61) are appllcable to -

the selection of the clean up alternative for remediation of PCBs:in sediments at the. Lower Fox
River Site, and to the disposal of removed sediments at a State licensed landfill. These
regulations provide cleanup and disposal options for PCB remediation waste. . The three optrons
include self-implementing, performance-based and. nsk-based disposal approvals The, rrstg
based disposal apptoval optron is allowed if it will not pose an unreasonable risk of in ;ury to .
health and the environment. - : _ : :

The current sntuatton in the Lower Fox Rtver as ioenttﬁed ln RA condncted as'part of the' RIIFS
is that PCB contaminated sediment pose an unacceptable level of risk in-the River at this time.

Remediation of PCB contaminated sediment via the selected remedy will reduce risks to human '

health and the envrronment

Sedlments removed from the Fox River may contain PCBs equal to or greater than 50: ppm
PCB sediment with concentrations less than 50 ppm will be managed as a solid waste in
accordance with statutes and rules governing the disposal of solid waste.in Wisconsin. PCB
sediment with concentrations equal to or.greater than 50 ppm wili bemanaged in accordance
with the Toxic Substances Control Act of 1976 (Appendix E of the Feasibility Study). Presently
TSCA compliance would be achieved through the extension of the Januaty. 24, 1895 approval
issued by EPA to WDNR pursuant 40 CFR 761.60(a)(5) under the authority of TSCA. This
TSCA approval, granted by EPA Region 5, states that the disposal of PCB- contaminated
sediment with concentrations equal to or greater than 50 ppm into an NR.500, WAC landfill that
is also in compliance with the conditions of the TSCA ‘approval, provides adequate protection to
. human health and the environment as required by 40 CFR 761.60(a)(5); and, will provide the
same level of protection required by EPA, Region § and therefore is.no less restrictive than
‘TSCA..However, should other administrative rules pertaining to disposal under TSCA in. effect
at the time that TSCA compliance decisions; are made for the Fox River sedument then
compliance with those rules wilt be achieved.

14.2. 3 Addltlonal To Be Considered !nformatlon

Section 303@),_Clean Water Act : C

Under Section 303(d) of the Federal Clean Water Act states are requrred ‘on.a periodic basis,
to submit lists of “impaired waterways” to. EPA. in December 1896, WDNR submitted its first list
of impaired waters under Section 303(d). The Fox River was included on the initial list. WDNR
has-taken no fusther action with respect. t{c’; the listing, nor has it developed a total maximum
daily load (TMDL) for the River. Currently, a State-wide watershed committee is advising
WDNR on the steps to be taken in this process, and the listing process is being reviewed by the
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Wlsconsm Natural Resources Board. The listing of the Fox River under Sectlon 303(d) is a
TBC. . o

Great Lakes- Water Quality Ini tisitive, Part 132; __ppendlx E . '
The Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative set forth guidance to the states bordermg the Great

- Lakes regarding their wastewater discharge pregrams. .For remedial actions, the guudance
states that any remedial action involving dxscharges should, in general, minimize any lowering-of
‘water quality to the extent practicable. The concepts of the guidance have been incorporated:
into chapters NR102 to NR 106, WAC The Great Lakes Water Quallty Inltlatlve constltutes a
TBC

Sediment Remediation imglementation Gurdance |
Part of the Strategic Directions Report of WDNR approved by Secretary Meyer in 1995

addressed-the sediment remediation approach to be followed by WDNR. - This approach
includes meeting water quality standards as a goal of sediment remediation projects. .In"
developlng a remedial approach, the 'guidance calls for use of a complete risk management
process in consideration of on-site and off-site envnronmentat effects, technologlcal feasublllty,
.and costs. The gmdance constitutes a TBC

Great Lakes Water Quahtv Aqreement '

The Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement calls for the identification of “Areas of Concem” in
potts, harbors, and River mouths around the Great Lakes. Remedial goals to improve water
quality are to be established in con junctlon with the local communlty In the case of the Fox
River, a Remedial Actlon Plan (RAP) has been prepared and finalized. The RAPlists a serles
1 : of recommend. atlons rangmg from addressing contaminated sediments to controlllng non ponnt
- source runoff. ThisRAPisa TBC..

| [ ' Fox River Basin Water Quality Management Plan
: This plan was developed by WONR and lists management objectives for i improving. water quality-
in the Fox River Basin. The Fox River Basin Water Quality Management Plan is a TBC.

- I Tabi'e 31  Fox Rlver ARARs

o Act/ Regulatlon : : | Citation

} Federal Chemlcal-SpeCIflc ARARSs _

TSCA ' 40 CFR 761.60(a)(5)-761.79 and U.S. EPA Disposal

Cw L Approval

Clean Water Act — Federai Water Quality 40 CFR'131 (if no Wisconsin regulation) and 33 CFR

Standards 323

Federal Actaon«iLocataon Specmc ARARs _

Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act | 16 USC 661 et seq.

33 CFR 320-330-Rivers and Harbors Act
L : . 40 CFR6.304
Endangered Species Act . | 16 USC 1531 el seq.
. _ _ 50 CFR 200 '

* - ' 50 CFR 402 .

Rivers and Harbor Act 33 USC 403; 33 CFR 322,323 |
i National Historic Preservation Act - | 15USC 470; et seq. 36 CFR Part 800 |
i Floodplain and Wetlands Regs & Executivé™| 40 CFR 264.18 (b} and Executive Order 11988
! | Orders : . ' : -
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‘Act{ Regufation .- - . -+ - {cCitation . U P  |

14.3 Cost-Effectiveness

WDNR and EPA have determined that tlie selected remedy is ‘cost effective. Section 300:430
(F)(1)(ii)(D) of the NCP requires that all the alternatives that meet the threshold criteria
(protection of human health and the environment and compllance with ARARs) must be
evaluated by comparing their effectiveness to the three balancnng criteria (Iong -term’
effectiveness and permanence, reduction of toxicity, mobility or volume through treatment, and
short-term effectiveness). The selected remedies meet these criteria by achieving a permanent
protection of human health and the environment at low risk to the pUb|lC and provnde for overall
effectiveness i in proportlon to their cost. '

The Superfund program does not mandate the selection of the least costly cleanup alternative.
‘The least costly effective remedy is not necessarily the remedy that provides the best balance of
tradeoffs with respect to the remedy selection criteria nor is it necessarily the least-costly
alternative that is both protective of human health and the environment and ARAR-compliant.
Cost effectiveness is concerned with the reasonableness of the relationship between the
effectiveness afforded by each alternative and its costs compared to other available options.

~The total net present worth of the seIected remedy for OU 1 and-OU 2is §76.5 million.

14.4 - Utilization of Permanent Solutions and Alternative Treatment Technologles
- or Resource Recovery Technologles to the Maxumum Extent Practlcable

WDNR and EPA believe that the selected remedy represents the maximum extent to which
permanent solutions and treatment technologies can be utilized in a cost-effective manner for
the Fox River Site. The selected remédy does not pose excessive short-term risks. There are

no special implementability issues that set the selected remedy apart from the other alternatives |

evaluated.

145 Preference'for Treatment as a Pri”ncip'al Element

. Based on current information, WONR and EPA believe that the selected remedy is protectnve of
human health and.the environment and utilizes permanent solutions to the maximurn extent

Stete ChemicanoSpecnﬂc ARARs o . o - _ RN |
| TSCA-Disposat Approval ~ - Jus. EPA-ApptovaI' '
Surface Water Quality-Standards " 'NR: 102 105 and 2_0_7
Ground-Water Quality Standards =~ | __NR 140 o
Soil Cleanup Standards - - - .. |'NR720and. 722 :
Hazardous Waste Statutes and- Rules .1 NR'600 -685
| State Action-/ Location-Specific ARARs =~ = -
Management of PCBs and Products NR 157
Contaimng PCBs _ SRR
gggg:rs]ms tfleodplam Mana.g.ement 'NR 116 - | _ e ]
Solid Waste Management, T |NRB00-520 N
Navigable Waters, Harbors, and. Navngatlon {-Chapter.30 - Wlsconsm Statutes T
Fish and Game Chapter 29 415 -Wiscaonsin Statutes : ]
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possuble The remedy. however, does not satisfy the statutory preference for treatment of the |
hazardous substarices present at the Site asa prmcupal element because such treatment was
not found to be practical or cost effective: -

146 Five-Year Review Requiremen_ts

The NCP, at 40 CFR § 300.430(f)(4)(ii), requires a five-year review if the remedial action results
in hazardous substances, poliutants, or contaminants reraining on site above levels that allow
for unlimited use and unrestricted exposure. Because this remedy will restilt in hazardous
contaminants remaining on site above levels that allow for unlimited exposure, a statutory
review will be conducted within five years after initiation of the remedial action to ensure that the
remedy is, or will be, protective of {iuman health and the environment.

15. DOCUMENTATION OF SIGNIFICANT CHANGES FROM PREFERRED
ALTERNATIVE OF PROPOSED PLAN

To fulfill the requurements of CERCLA 117(b) and NCP {40 CFR § 300.430(f)(5)(iii)(B) and

. 300.430(f)(3)(ii)(A)), a ROD must document and discuss the reasons for any significant changes

made to the Proposed Plan.

The Proposed Plan was released for public comment in October 2001. It identified a PCB
sediment clean up target of 1.0 ppm in OU 1 with monitored natural recovery in OU 2.

in the selection of the remedy for OU 1 and OU 2, the WDNR and EPA considered information
submitted during the public comment period re-evaluated pottions of the proposed altemative.

New Information obtained during the Public Comment Period :

WDNR and EPA considered alternative proposals for OU 1 submitted as comments. As a result
of consideration of these comments, the following were incorporated into this Record of .
Decision: 1) If dredging is unable to reduce exposed contaminants PCB concentrations, a sand
cover wiil be employed to further reduce risks, rather than continue with dredging removal
operations (Section 13.3); and 2) if it is predicted, based on results from partial completion of
dredging OU 1, that concentrations may not sufficiently reduce risks, or if capping is shown to
be less costly than complete dredging, then capping may be employed for some areas not yet
dredged (Section 13.4).

These proposals may be given further consideration prior to implementation of remedial actions.

. However if these proposals cause a fundamental change to the aiternatives described in this

decision (e.g., changing the remedy from removal to containment), then WDNR and EPA would
issue a new, revised Proposed Plan and would have a public comment period after which a
ROD Amendment would be finalized. If the change is not “fundamental,” but “significant” (e.g.,
modification of volumes to be removed), then an Expianation of Slgnlflcant leference would be
issued, and there would be llmlted public comment :
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Consent Decree Appendix I

STATEMENT OF WORK FOR REMEDIAL ACTION, INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS,
OPERATION & MAINTENANCE, AND LONG TERM MONITORING
Lower Fox River and Green Bay Site
Operable Unit 1 (Little Lake Butte des Morts), Winnebago and Outagamie County

L PURPOSE

I. This Statement o f Work (“SOW?”) sets forth the requirements for the Remedial
Action (“RA”), Institutional Controls, and Operation & Maintenance (“O&M”) and Long Term
Monitoring for the selected remedy and the contingent remedy set forth in the Record of Decision
(“ROD”) for Operable Unit 1 (“OUI"") of the Lower Fox River and Green Bay Site (the “Site”).
While the ROD addresses both OUI and Operable Unit 2 at the Site, this SOW addresses only
OUl, and, more specifically, only the RA and the other Response Work required for OU1, aside
from the Remedial Design (“RD”).> The RD for OU1 is addressed in the Administrative Order
on Consent between WITM I Company, EPA, and WDNR, captioned In the matter of the Lower
Fox River and the Green Bay Site, Docket No. V-W-03-C-745 (the “July 2003 AOC”) and in
the RD SOW attached to the July 2003 AOC.

2. The Settling Defendants are required to implement the RA and the other Response
Work subject to the funding limitations and special reservations of rights provided in the Consent
Decree to which this SOW is attached. The Settling Defendants shall perform the RA and the
other Response Work in accordance with the Consent Decree, the ROD, the RD approved by the
Response Agencies, and this SOW. The Settling Defendants shall also comply with EPA
Superfund Remedial Design and Remedial Action Guidance and any additional relevant
guidance provided by the Response Agencies in implementing and submitting deliverables for
the RA and the other Response Work.

II. DESCRIPTION OF THE REMEDIAL ACTION AND THE OTHER
RESPONSE WORK

1. Subject to the funding limitations and special reservations of rights provided in
the Consent Decree, the Settling Defendants shall implement the RA such that the Performance

' "Operable Unit 1" or "OUI" shall mean the Little Lake Butte des Morts reach of the Lower Fox
River, as delineated by the Record of Decision signed by WDNR and EPA in December 2002. More
specifically, OUI is the portion of the Lower Fox River {and the underlying River sediment) starting at
the outlet of Lake Winnebago at the Neenah Dam and the Menasha Dam downstream to the Upper
Appleton Dam, including sediment deposits A through H and POG. As so defined, OUI is depicted in
Figure 7-9 of the December 2002 Final Feasibility Study, a copy of which is attached to the Consent
Decree as Attachment G.

> Operable Units 3, 4, and 5 of the Lower Fox River and Green Bay Site have been addressed ina
separate Record of Decision.
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Standards are achieved. As defined by Paragraph 4 of the Consent Decree, ‘“Performance
Standards™ shall mean the selected remedy requirements, contingent remedy requirements, and
cleanup standards for measuring the achievement of the goals of the RA, as set forth in Sections
13.1, 13.3.1, and 13.4 through 13.6 of the ROD and Section II this SOW. OUI is a multi-deposit
aquatic environment and the RA will stretch over a number of years, so this SOW is intended to
provide flexibility concerning the approach to be taken to achieve the Performance Standards and
to implement the RA and the other Response Work, consistent with legal and administrative
requirements. The RA may therefore be conducted in phases, may incorporate features of the
contingent remedy as permitted by the ROD, and may include other refinements proposed by the
Settling Defendants, if such refinements are approved by the Response Agencies.

2. The selected remedy (ROD Alternative C2) includes the removal of sediment with
PCB concentrations greater than the 1 ppm remedial action level (“RAL”), followed by
dewatering and off-site disposal of the sediment.

. Site Mobilization and Preparation. The staging area(s) for OUI will be determined
during the RD. Site preparation at the staging area(s) will include collecting soil samples,
securing the onshore property area for equipment staging, and constructing the sediment
dewatering facility, water treatment facilities, and sediment storage and truck loading

areas.

. Sediment Removal. Sediment removal will be conducted using a dredge (e.g.,
cutterhead or horizontal auger or other method) or other suitable sediment removal
equipment.

. Sediment Dewatering. Sediment that is removed will require dewatering.

. Water Treatment. Unless other arrangements can be made, water treatment will consist of

flocculation, clarification, sand filtration, and treatment through activated carbon filters.

. Sediment Disposal. Sediment disposal includes the loading and transportation of the
sediment to an NR 500 landfill with Toxic Substances Control Act (“TSCA”) approval, if
needed.

. Demobilization and Site Restoration. Demobilization and site restoration will involve

removing all equipment from the staging and work areas and restoring the site to, at a
minimum, its original condition before construction of the staging area commenced.

. Institutional Controls and Long Term Monitoring. Baseline monitoring will include
pre-and post-remedial sampling of water, sediment, and biological tissue. Monitoring
during implementation will include air and surface water sampling. Plans for monitoring
during and after construction will be developed during the Remedial Design and modified
during and after construction, as appropriate. Institutional controls may include access
restrictions, land use or water use restrictions, dredging moratoriums, fish consumption
advisories, and domestic water supply restrictions. Land and water use restrictions and
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access restrictions may require local or state legislative action to prevent inappropriate
use or development of contaminated areas.

. Achievement of RAL Objective. As more precisely described in Paragraph 1.3 of this
SOW, the mass and volume of contaminated sediment to be removed will be determined
by (1) establishing a removal elevation based on the 1 ppm RAL or, (2) if sampling
conducted after sediment removal is completed shows that the 1 ppm RAL has not been
achieved, by achieving a Surface Weighted Average Concentration (“SWAC”) of
0.25 ppm.

3 Pre-remediation sampling and characterization efforts will define spatial
“footprint(s)” (both horizontally and vertically) of OU1 sediment that contains PCBs at
concentrations in excess of the 1 ppm RAL. The RD will specify those footprints to be removed
during the RA, and any areas where supplemental capping is appropriate under the contingent
remedy specified by ROD Sections 13.4 through 13.6 and approved by the Response Agencies.
After completion of all sediment removal and any supplemental capping specified by the RD, the
Settling Defendants shall sample the footprints to determine whether the 1 ppm RAL has been
achieved. If the sampling demonstrates that those sediments with PCB concentrations in excess
of 1 ppm have been removed or capped, the active remediation portion of the OUI RA will be
complete. If the sampling shows that those sediments with PCB concentrations in excess of
I ppm havenot been removed or capped, then an OU1 SWAC of 0.25 ppm may be used to assess
the effectiveness of the work. If the 0.25 ppm SWAC has not been achieved for OU1, then the
ROD provides several options. One option is that additional sediment removal may be
undertaken to remove remaining sediments with PCB concentrations in excess of the 1 ppm
RAL. Another option would be to place a cap on certain areas to reduce surficial concentrations
such that the 0.25 ppm SWAC can be achieved. SWAC contribution from a properly placed cap
or sand cover would be 0.0 ppm, if installed as part of the contingent remedy or as part of a
SWAC reduction effort. As specified by ROD Section 13.5, selection and implementation of the
supplemental capping contingent remedy would be documented in an Explanation of Significant
Differences issued by the Response Agencies. Capping as part of any SWAC reduction effort
also would require the Response Agencies’ approval.

III. SCOPE OF REMEDIAL ACTION AND RESPONSE WORK

The RA to be conducted by the Settling Defendants shall include five major tasks, which
are detailed below. Each task shall be completed by the Settling Defendants in accordance with
the schedules set forth in the Section V of this SOW (Summary and Compliance Schedule). All
plans are subject to approval by the Response Agencies, as provided by the Consent Decree.

Task I Remedial Action Work Plan (“RA Work Plan”). The RA Work Plan
submittals fall into three categories based on the particular submittal’s
status in the remedial design phase. The first category of submittals will
be approved in final form as part of the Final (100%) Design. The RA
Work Plan is to include refinements, if any, to these submittals. The
second category of submittals will be in draft form for the approved Final
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(100%) Design and will be submitted in final form in the RA Work Plan.
The third category of RA Work Plan submittals are not included with the

RD submittals.

Category 1:

. Final Health & Safety Plan

. Final Contingency Plan

. Final Sediment Removal Verification Plan

. Capital and Operation & Maintenance Cost Estimate

. Final Project Schedule

Category 2:

. Final Construction Quality Assurance Project Plan (“CQAPP”)
. Final Operation & Maintenance Plan (including a plan for

long-term monitoring)

Category 3:

. Quality Assurance Project Plan for Operation & Maintenance Plan
. Institutional Controls Plan

. Schedule for submitting any other RA plans

. Identification of initial R A Project Team

Task II: Other Reports and Submissions

Task II: Remedial Action Construction

Task IV: Completion of the Remedial Action for OUI
Task V: Completion of Response Work for OU1
Task I: Remedial Action Work Plan

Within 90 days after the Response Agencies approve the Final (100%) Design (the final
Remedial Design deliverable under the July 2003 AOC), the Settling Defendants shall submit the
RA Work Plan for construction and implementation of the remedy such that the Performance
Standards will be achieved. The RA Work Plan shall outline the overall management strategy
for performing the construction, operation, maintenance and monitoring of the RA. The RA
Work Plan shall include a project schedule for each major activity and submission of deliverables
generated during the RA as well as a schedule for completion of the RA. Settling Defendants
shall thoroughly review the approved RD and shall, as part of their proposed RA Work Plan,
provide to the Response Agencies a list of any questions or concems requiring clarification of the
design requirements and specifications.

1.1 The RA Work Plan shall include refinements, if any, to the following components
of the approved Final (100%) Design:
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(a) Fina] Health and Safety Plan. The Settling Defendants shall review and
modify, if necessary, the Health and Safety Plan developed during the RD
to address the activities to be performed at the Site during the RA.

(b)  Final Contingency Plan. The Final Contingency Plan shall describe
mitigation procedures to be used in the event of an accident or emergency.

(c) Final Sediment Removal Verification Plan.

(d) Capital and Operation & Maintenance Cost Estimate.

(e) Final Project Schedule. The Final Project Schedule shall identify timing
for initiation and completion of all critical path tasks, and shall specify
dates for completion of all phases of the project and major interim
milestones. The Final Project Schedule shall be consistent with and
designed to achieve the deadlines contained in Section V of this SOW
(Summary and Compliance Schedule).

1.2 The RA Work Plan shall include the following documents which will be
submitted in draft form in the approved Final (100%) Design:

(@ Final Construction Quality Assurance Project Plan. The CQAPP is a
site-specific document that must be submitted to the Response Agencies
for approval prior to the start of the construction. The CQAPP outlined in
the RD shall be used as a basis for preparation of the CQAPP required
under this SOW. Upon EPA approval ofthe CQAPP, the Settling
Defendants shall construct and implement the RA in accordance with the
RD, the Final Project Schedule, and the CQAPP. At a minimum, the
CQAPP shall include the following elements:

1. The responsibility and authority of each organization (i.e.,
technical consultants, construction firms, etc.) and key personnel
involved in the construction of the RA shall be described fully in
the CQAPP. The Settling Defendants shall also identify a joint
CQA officer and the necessary supporting inspection staff,

2. The qualifications of the CQA officer and supporting inspection
personnel shall be presented in the CQAPP to demonstrate that
they possess the training and experience necessary to fulfill their
identified responsibilities. If EPA finds that the qualifications of
any of the CQA personnel are not suitable to the performance of
the RA, the Settling Defendants shall submit qualifications for new
personnel prior to EPA approval of the CQAPP.
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(b)

3. Protocols for sampling and testing used to monitor the RA and
determine post-sediment removal PCB concentrations in residual
sediments, including identification of proposed quality assurance
sampling activities including the sample size, locations, frequency
of testing, acceptance and rejection data sheets, problem
identification and corrective measures reports, evaluation reports,
acceptance reports, and final documentation.

4. Reporting requirements for CQAPP activities shall be described in
detail in the CQAPP. This shall include such items as daily
summary reports, inspection data sheets, problem identification
and corrective measures reports, and design acceptance reports,
and final documentation. Provisions for the final storage of all
OUI cleanup reports shall be presented in the CQAPP.

Final O&M Plan. The Final O&M Plan shall include a plan for O&M and
Long Term Monitoring,.

1.3  The following new submittals shall be included in the RA Work Plan:

(a)

QAPP for Final O&M Plan. In addition to submitting the Final Operation
& Maintenance Plan (which is to include a plan for long-term monitoring),
the Settling Defendants shall submit a QAPP to cover sampling, analysis
and data handling for samples collected under the Final O&M Plan,
Within 21 days after approval of the Final (100%) Design, Settling
Defendants shall contact the Response Agencies to arrange a pre-QAPP
meeting to identify all monitoring and data quality objectives for the O&M
QAPP. The QAPP shall be consistent with the requirements of the EPA
Contract Laboratory Program (CLP) for laboratories proposed outside
CLP.

1. At a minimum, the QAPP shall include the following:

. Statement of Purpose

. Project Description

. Project Organization and Responsibility

. Sampling Procedures and Objectives

. Sample Custody and Document Control

. Calibration Procedures and Frequency

. Analytical Procedures, Data Reduction, Validation,
Assessment, and Reporting

. Internal Quality Control Checks and Frequency

. Performance System Checks and Frequency

. Preventive Maintenance Procedures and Frequency
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. Data Precision, Accuracy and Completeness Assessment

Procedures
. Corrective Action
. Quality Assurance Reporting

2, The QAPP shall also include the following information:

. Description of sampling/O&M monitoring tasks required under the
Final O&M Plan

. Description of required laboratory tests and their interpretation

. Required data collection

. Location of sampling/O&M monitoring points

. Schedule of sampling/O&M monitoring frequency and date(s), if
appropriate, when monitoring frequency may change or cease.

(b) Institutional Controls Plan.

(c) Schedule for submitting any other RA plans.

(d)  Identification of the initial RA Project Team. The RA Work Plan shall also
include a description of qualifications of key personnel directing the RA,

including contractor personnel.

Task II: Other Reports and Submissions

Unless otherwise specified by the Response Agencies, two (2) copies of all submittals
shall be provided by Settling Defendants to the EPA and two (2) copies of all submittals shall be
provided to the WDNR forreview. One copy of each submittal sent to EPA and the WDNR must
be an unbound copy that is suitable for reproduction on standard 8 2" x 11" paper, or, as
necessary, 11" x 17" paper. At the same time, the Settling Defendants shall submit an additional
copy to each of the Response Agencies in electronic format. In addition, two (2) copies of all
documents are to be submitted to the Response Agencies' oversight contractor identified by EPA
and/or WDNR.

2.1 Monthly RD/RA Progress Reports. The Settling Defendants shall provide the
Response Agencies with progress reports no later than the tenth day of each month covering the
previous calendar month, starting with the first month after the Date of Lodging of the Consent
Decree, and unti! issuance of Certification of Completion of the RA by EPA. The Monthly
RD/RA Progress Reports to be submitted pursuant to this paragraph shall be signed by the
Project Coordinator for the Settling Defendants and shall, at a minimurn:

(a) describe the actions which have been taken toward achieving compliance
with the Consent Decree during the previous month;
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) include a summary of all results of sampling and tests and all other data
received or generated by Settling Defendants or their contractors or agents
in the previous month;

(c) identify all work plans, plans and other deliverables required by the
Consent Decree completed and submitted during the previous month;

(d) describe all actions, including, but not limited to, data collection and
implementation of work plans, which are scheduled for the next month
and provide other information relating to the progress of construction,
including, but not limited to, critical path diagrams, Gantt charts and Pert
charts;

(e) include information regarding percentage of completion, unresolved delays
encountered or anticipated that may affect the future schedule for
implementation of the Response Work, and a description of efforts made
to mitigate those delays or anticipated delays;

D include any modifications to the work plans or other schedules that
Settling Defendants have proposed to the Response Agencies or that have
been approved by the Response Agencies; and

(g) describe all activities undertaken in support of the Community Relations
Plan during the previous month and those to be undertaken in the next
month,

During the performance of the Remedial Design, the Monthly RD/RA Progress Reports shall
include all information required by Paragraph 38 of the July 2003 AOC and shall satisfy the
monthly progress report requirements of the July 2003 AOC, the Consent Decree and this SOW.,

22  Quarterly Reports. The Settling Defendants shall submit Quarterly Reports on a
quatrterly basis starting with the second quarter of 2004 and continuing until Certification of
Completion of the RA by EPA. For a given calendar year, the report for the first calendar quarter
shall be submitted by no later than May 1 of that calendar year, the report for the second calendar
quarter shall be submitted by no later than August 1 of that calendar year, the report for the third
calendar quarter shall be submitted by no later than November 1 of that calendar year, and the
report for the fourth calendar quarter shall be submitted by no later than February 1 of the next
calendar year. Each Quarterly Report shall:

(a) provide a complete and accurate written cost summary of all Allowable
RD/RA Costs submitted to the Escrow Agent for payment from the

Escrow Account during the reporting period,;

(b) specify any amount requested for the reporting period as a quarterly
reimbursement from the Disbursement Special Account;
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(c)

(d)

(e)

®

(g)

(h)

provide a complete and accurate written cost summary of all Allowable
Restoration Work Costs submitted to the Escrow Agent for payment from
the Escrow Account during the reporting period;

list and total all amounts requested and/or disbursed during the reporting
period as payments or reimbursements from the Escrow Account;

indicate the approximate balance of the Escrow Account at the end of the
reporting period;

summarize all Response Work and all Approved Restoration Work funded
and performed under the Consent Decree during the reporting period;

project whether the total balance remaining in the Disbursement Special
Account and, the Escrow Account is likely to be sufficient to fund the
completion of the RA, after making all other payments and
reimbursements from those Accounts that are required under the Consent
Decree; and

contain the following certification signed by the Chief Financial Officer of
a Settling Defendant or by an Independent Certified Public Accountant
retained by the Settling Defendants:

"To the best of my lowledge, after thorough investigation
and review of Settling Defendants' documentation of
unreimbursed costs incurred and paid for the work
summarized in this report that was performed pursuant to
the Consent Decree, I certify that the information contained
in or accompanying this Quarterly Report is true, accurate,
and complete. I am aware that there are significant penalties
for knowingly submitting false information, including the
possibility of fine and imprisonment.”

and include a list of the cost docuinents that the certifying individuals
reviewed in support of the Quarterly Cost Summary Report. Upon request
by the Plaintiffs, Settling Defendants shall provide the Plaintiffs any
additional information that the Plaintiffs deem necessary for review of a
Quarterly Report.

Task III: Remedial Action Construction

After approval of the RA Work Plan (including the CQAPP) by the Response Agencies
and the Pre-Construction Inspection required below, and within 10 calendar days after receipt of
notice of authorization to proceed from the Response Agencies, the Settling Defendants shall
construct and implement the RA in accordance with the RD, the Final Project Schedule, the RA

Appendix I - Page 9



Work Plan and the CQAPP, subject to the funding limitations and special reservations of rights
provided in the Consent Decree. Unless otherwise directed by the Response Agencies, Settling
Defendants shall not commence physical RA activities at OU1 prior to approval of the RA Work
Plan, the Pre-Construction Inspection, or receipt of notice of authorization to proceed.

3.1 Pre-Construction Inspection. Before commencing the on-site construction work,
the Settling Defendants shall conduct a Pre-Construction Inspection with the Response Agencies
to: (1) review methods for documenting and reporting inspection data; (2) review methods for
distributing and storing documents and reports; (3) review work area security and safety protocol;
(4) discuss any appropriate modifications of the CQAPP to ensure that site-specific
considerations are addressed; and (5) conduct a site tour. The Pre-Construction Inspection and
meeting shall be documented by a designated person and minutes shall be transmitted to all
parties.

3.2  Oversight by the Response Agencies. The Response Agencies shall monitor and
oversee the Settling Defendants’ construction of the RA, and the Settling Defendants shall
provide briefings and information concerning their progress, as requested by the Response
Agencies.

3.3 Monitoring During RA Construction. Specific plans for monitoring during
construction will be developed during the RD and modified during construction, as appropriate.

3.4  Pre-Compietion Inspection. At least 90 days before the anticipated completion of
all phases of construction specified by the RD, and before final demobilization and site
restoration efforts, the Settling Defendants shall conduct a Pre-Completion Inspection with the
Response Agencies. The Pre-Completion Inspection should consist of a site tour by the Settling
Defendants and the Response Agencies and a discussion regarding the Settling Defendants’ plans
for: (1) completing construction of the RA; (2) conducting post-construction sampling to
determine whether the 1 ppm RAL and/or the 0.25 ppm SWAC have been achieved;

(3) demobilizing and restoring the site; (4) performing O&M, Long Term Monitoring, and
Institutional Controls; and (4) taking any other steps required to ensure completion of the RA
such that the Performance Standards are achieved.

Task IV: Completion of the Remedial Action for OU1

4.1 Construction Completion Inspection. Within 90 days after completion of all
phases of construction specified by the RD and after conducting post-construction sampling to
determine whether the 1 ppm RAL and/orthe 0.25 ppm SWAC have been achieved, the Settling
Defendants shall send the Response Agencies written notice for the purpose of scheduling and
conducting a Construction Completion Inspection. The Construction Completion Inspection
should consist of a site tour by the Settling Defendants and the Response Agencies, a review of
the post-construction sampling data, and a discussion regarding the Settling Defendants’ plans
for: (1) performing O&M, Long Term Monitoring, and Institutional Controls; and (2) taking any
additional steps required to ensure completion of the RA such that the Performance Standards are
achieved.
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4.2  RA Completion Plan. If the Performance Standards have not been achieved by
the time of the Construction Completion Inspection, then the written notice sent to the Response
Agencies shall indicate that the Construction Completion inspection will not serve as a Pre-
Certification Inspection under Consent Decree Subparagraph 44.a. Within 60 days after
confirmation at the Construction Completion Inspection that the Performance Standards have not
been achieved, Settling Defendants shall submit an RA Completion Plan. The RA Completion
Plan shall include a description of the characteristics of areas that do not comply with the
Performance Standards and a detailed description (e.g., map, data tables and location
information) showing areas in compliance or not in compliance with Performance Standards.
Sampling and locational information should be provided in both hardcopy and EPA Superfund's
designated digital format (i.e., Superfund Electronic Data Deliverable, Specification Manual
1.05, website address: http://www.epa.gov/regionSsuperfund/edman/). In addition to describing
noncompliance areas, the RA Completion Plan shall outline any additional RA construction work
required to achieve Performance Standards, a schedule for completing any additional RA
construction work, and a proposed date for a Construction Completion Re-Inspection. The
Settling Defendants shall implement the RA Completion Plan as approved by the Response
Agencies.

43  RA Pre-Certification Inspection. If the Settling Defendants believe that the RA
has been fully performed such that the Performance Standards have been achieved, then the
written notice sent to the Response Agencies shall indicate that the Construction Completion
Inspection will also serve as an RA Pre-Certification Inspection under Consent Decree
Subparagraph 44.a. If, after the RA Pre-Certification Inspection, the Settling Defendants still
believe that the RA has been fully performed such that the Performance Standards have been
achieved, Settling Defendants shall submit an RA Certification of Completion Report within 60
days after the R A Pre-Certification Inspection. In the RA Certification of Completion Report, a
registered professional engineer and the Project Coordinator of the Settling Defendants shall
certify that the RA has been completed in: full satisfaction of the requirements of the Consent
Decree. The Report shall also contain the following statement, signed by a responsible corporate
official of each Settling Defendant or Settling Defendants' Project Coordinator:

"To the best of my knowledge, after thorough investigation,
I certify that the information contained in or accompanying
this submission is true, accurate and complete. I am aware
there are significant penalties for submitting false
information, including the possibility of fine and
imprisonment for knowing violations."

The Report shall document that the R A has been performed such that the Performance Standards
have been achieved. The Report shall include, but shall not be limited to, the following
elements:

(a) Introduction;
(b) Chronology of events;

(©) Summary of construction activities;
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(d)
(e
(f)
(g)

(h)

()
)

(k)

Summary of the RA Pre-Certification Inspection;

Record drawings signed and stamped by a professional engineer;
Explanation of any modifications to the plans and why these were
necessary for the project;

Verification that the RA has been completed such that the Performance
Standards have been achieved;

Listing of the criteria, established before the construction was initiated, for
judging the functioning of the RA and also explaining any modification to
these criteria;

Results of site monitoring, indicating that the RA meets or exceeds the
Performance Standards;

Explanation of the O&M taking place at the site and any changes in the
Final O&M Plan that were required based on modification of site plans
during construction; and

Summary of project costs.

4.4 EPA Response to RA Certification of Completion Report.

(a)

(b)

If, after completion of the RA Pre-Certification Inspection and receipt and
review of the RA Certification of Completion Report, EPA, after
reasonable opportunity to review and comment by the State, determines
that the RA or any portion thereof has not been completed in accordance
with the Consent Decree such that the Performance Standards have not
been achieved, EPA will notify Settling Defendants in writing of the
activities that must be undertaken by Settling Defendants pursuant to
Consent Decree Subparagraph 44.a to complete the RA such that the
Performance Standards are achieved. EPA will set forth in the notice a
schedule for performance of such activities consistent with the Consent
Decree and this SOW or require the Settling Defendants to submit an
RA Completion Plan pursuant to Task IV, Subparagraph 4.2.

IfEPA concludes, based on the RA Pre-Certification Inspection and the
RA Certification of Completion Report, and after a reasonable opportunity
for review and comment by the State, that the RA has been performed in
accordance with the Consent Decree such that the Performance Standards
have been achieved, EPA will so certify in writing to Settling Defendants.
This certification shall constitute the Certification of Completion of the
RA for purposes of the Consent Decree.

Task V: Completion of Response Work for QU1

5.1.  Response Work Pre-Certification Inspection. Within 90 days after Settling

Defendants conclude that all phases of the Response Work have been fully performed, Settling
Defendants shall send written notice to the Response Agencies for the purpose of scheduling and
conducting a Response Work Pre-Certification Inspection to be attended by Settling Defendants
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and the Response Agencies. The purpose of the inspection is to determine whether the O&M,
the Long Term Monitoring, and the Institutional Controls have been filly performed, as required
by the Institutional Controls Plan and the Final O&M Plan.

5.2 Continuation of Response Work. If, after the Response Work Pre-Certification
Inspection, EPA determines (after a reasonable opportunity for review and comment by the State)
that the Response Work or any portion thereof has not been fiilly performed, the Settling
Defendants shall continue to perform O&M, Institutional Controls, and Long Term Monitoring
as required by the Institutional Controls Plan and the Final O&M Plan. The Settling Defendants
shall continue the Response Work pursuant to a schedule approved by EPA, after reasonable
opportunity for review and comment by the State.

5.3  Response Work Certification of Completion Report. If, after the Response Work
Pre-Certification Inspection, the Settling Defendants believe that the Response Work has been
fully performed, the Settling Defendants shall submit a Response Work Certification of
Completion Report within 60 days after the Response Work Pre-Certification Inspection. In the
Response Work Certification of Completion Report, a registered professional engineer and the
Project Coordinator of the Settling Defendants shall certify that the Response Work has been
completed in full satisfaction of the requirements of the Consent Decree. The Report shall also
contain the following statement, signed by a responsible corporate official of each Settling
Defendant or Settling Defendants’ Project Coordinator:

"To the best of my knowledge, after thorough investigation,
I certify that the information contained in or accompanying
this submission is true, accurate, and complete. I am aware
there are significant penalties for submitting false
information, including the possibility of fine and
imprisonment for knowing violations."

The report shall document that the Response Work has been fuilly performed. The report shall
include, but not be limited to, the following elements:

(a) Introduction;

) Chronology of events beginning with the Certification of Completion of
theRA;

(c) Summary of inspections for completion of Response Work;

(d)  Record drawings signed and stamped by a professional engineer for any
additional work completed since the Certification of Completion of the
RA;

(e)  Explanation of any modifications to the plans and why these were
necessary for the project;

() Verification that the Response Work is complete;

(2 Listing of the criteria, established before the construction was initiated, for
judging the functioning of the RA and also explaining any modification to
these criteria;
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(h) Results of site monitoring, indicating that the Response Work is complete;

@) Explanation of any changes in the Final O&M Plan after the Certification
of Completion of the RA;

0) Summary of project costs after the Certification of Completion of the RA.

5.4 EPA Response to Response Work Certification of Completion Report.

(a) If, after completion of the Response Work Pre-Certification Inspection and
receipt and review of the Response Work Certification of Completion
Report, EPA, after reasonable opportunity to review and comment by the
State, determines that the Response Work or any portion thereof has not
been fully performed, EPA will notify Settling Defendants in writing of
the activities that must be undertaken by Settling Defendants pursuant to
Consent Decree Subparagraph 45.a to complete the Response Work. EPA
will set forth in the notice a schedule for performance of such activities
consistent with the Consent Decree and this SOW or require the Settling
Defendants to submit an a schedule for continuation of the Response Work
pursuant to Task V, Subparagraph 5.2.

(b) IfEPA concludes, based on the Response Work Pre-Certification
Inspection and the Response Work Certification of Completion Report,
and after a reasonable opportunity for review and conunent by the State,
that the Response Work has been fully performed in accordance with the
Consent Decree, EPA will so certify in writing to Settling Defendants.
This certification shall constitute the Certification of Completion of the
Response Work for purposes of the Consent Decree.

IV. MISCELLANEOUS REQUIREMENTS

1. Communify Relations Support. The Response Agencies shall implement a
community relations program. The Settling Defendants shall cooperate with the Response
Agencies and at the request of the Response Agencies, shall participate in the preparation of
appropriate information to be disseminated by the Response Agencies to the public. At the
request of the Response Agencies, Settling Defendants shall participate in public meetings that
may be held or sponsored by the Response Agencies to explain activities at or conceming OU1.
Cominunity 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.

2. Access. If any property where access is needed to implement the Consent Decree
is owned or controlled by any of the Settling Defendants, such Settling Defendants shall provide
the Response Agencies and their contractors with access at all reasonable times to such property
as provided by Consent Decree Paragraph 25. If any property where access is needed to
implement the Consent Decree is owned or confrolled by persons other than the Settling
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Defendants, the Settling Defendants shall use best ef forts to secure access from such persons as
provided by Consent Decree Paragraph 26.

V. SUMMARY AND COMPLIANCE SCHEDULE

A summary of the due dates for major deliverables and milestones under this SOW is
presented below. The due dates may be adjusted with the Response Agencies’ advance written
approval to account for changes arising from the nature of the RA and the other Response Work.

Deliverable/Milestone

Due Date

Pre-QAPP meeting to identify all
monitoring and data quality objectives

Within 21 calendar days after approval of Final
(100%) Design, Settling Defendants shall contact the

for the O&M QAPP Response Agencies to arrange pre-QAPP meeting

RA Work Plan Within 90 calendar days after approval of Final
(100%) Design

Revised RA Work Plan Within 30 calendar days after receipt of the Response

Agencies’ comments on the RA Work Plan

Pre-Construction Inspection

Within 21 calendar days after the Response Agencies’
approval of the RA Work Plan

Initiate Remedial Action Construction

Within 10 calendar days after receipt of notice of
authorization to proceed from the Response Agencies, to be
issued after the Pre-Construction Inspection

Pre-Completion Inspection

At least 90 days before the anticipated completion of all
phases of construction specified by the RD, and before final
demobilization and site restoration efforts

Compiete Remedia! Action
Construction

Within 6 calendar years after receipt of notice of authorization
to proceed from the Response Agencies, or as approved by
the Response Agencies in the Final Project Schedule

Construction Completion Inspection/
RA Pre-Certification Inspection

Within 90 days after completion of all phases of construction
specified by the RD and after conducting post-construction
sampling to determine whether the 1 ppm RAL and/or the
0.25 ppm SWAC have been achieved; a Construction
Completion Inspection will also serve as an RA
Pre-Certification Inspection if the Settling Defendants believe
that the RA has been performed such that the Performance
Standards have been achieved

RA Certification of Completion Report

Within 60 days after an RA Pre-Certification Inspection,
provided Settling Defendants still believe Performance
Standards have been achieved

Revised RA Certification of
Completion Report

30 calendar days after receipt of the Response Agencies’
comments on the Report
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Certification of Completion of the RA

Upon EPA’s approval of the RA Certification of Completion
Report

Response Work Pre-Certification
Inspection

Within 90 days after Settling Defendants conclude that ali
phases of Response Work are completed

Response Work Certification of
Completion Report

Within 60 days after Response Work Pre-Certification
Inspection, provided Settling Defendants believe Response
Work has been fully performed

Revised Response Work Certification
of Completion Report

30 calendar days after receipt of the Response Agencies’
comments on the Report

[ssuance of Certification of Completion
of Response Work

Upon EPA's approval of the Response Work Certification of
Completion Report

Monthly Progress Reports

By the 10™ of each month from the Date of Lodging of the
Consent Decree for so long as the RA continues, until
Certification of Completion of the RA

Quarterly Reports

Quarterly basis for so long as the RA continues under the

Consent Decree, until Certification of Completion of the RA
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