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I. BACKGROUND

A. On August 31, 2000, International Paper Company, Inc. (“International Paper™)

brought a civil action captioned Int’] Paper Co. v. City of Tomah (the “International Paper case”)

in the United States District Court for the Western District of Wisconsin pursuant to Section
113(f) of the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act
(“CERCLA™), 42 U.S.C. § 9613(f). The case was designated Civil Action Number
00-C-0539-C.

B. Through its complaint, International Paper sought to recover certain costs it
allegedly incurred in response to the release or threatened release of hazardous substances at the
Tomah Municipal Sanitary Landfill site in Monroe County, Wisconsin (“Site”), as well as a
declaration of the liability of both the City of Tomah, Wisconsin (“City of Tomah™) and the
United States Department of Veteran Affairs (“VA”) for costs to be incurred in the future.

C. On December 12, 2001, the United States of America (“United States”), on behalf
of the Administrator of the United States Environmental Protection Agency (“EPA”), filed a civil
complaint against International Paper and the City of Tomah captioned United States v. Int’]
Paper Co. (the “EPA case”) in the United States District Court for the Western District of
Wisconsin pursuant to Sections 106, 107, and 113 (g)(2) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. §§ 9606, 9607,
9613(g)(2). The case was designated Civil Action Number 01-C-0693-C.

D. The United States’ complaint sought, inter alia: (1) reimbursement by
International Paper and the City of Tomah, pursuant to Section 107 of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § ‘
9607, of certain costs incurred and to be incurred by the United States in responding to releases

or threatened releases of hazardous substances at or from the Site, as well as a declaration of
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future liability pursuant to Section 113(g)(2) of CERCLA, 42. U.S.C. § 9613(g)(2); and (2)
injunctive relief in the form of an Order requiring Interﬁational Paper and the City of Tomah
implement the remedial actions selected by EPA in the Record of Decision (“ROD”) for the Site.

E. Upon an unopposed motion filed by the United States, the International Paper case
and the EPA case were consolidated pursuant to Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 42(a) under
Civil Action Number 00-C-0539-C.

F. In accordance with the National Contingency Plan, 40 C.F.R. Part 300 (as
amended) (“NCP”) and Section 121(f)(1)(F) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9621(H)(1)(F), EPA
notified the State of Wisconsin (the “State”) on November 5, 2003, of negotiations with
potentially responsible parties regarding the implementation of the remedial design and remedial
action for Operable Unit 2 at the Site, and EPA has provided the State with an opportunity to
participate in such negotiations and be a party to this Consént Decree.

G. In accordance with Section 122(j)(1) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9622(j)(1), EPA
notified the United States Department of Interior on October 6, 2003, of negotiations with
potentially responsible parties regarding the release of hazardous substances that may have
resulted in injury to the natural resources under Federal trusteeship and encouraged the natural
resource Trustee(s) to participate in the negotiation of this Consent Decree.

H. International Pa.per enters into this Consent Decree voluntanly and does not admit
any liability to the United States or to any other Party, person or entity arising out of the
transactions or occurrences alleged in the United States’ complaint or in any way arising out of

the Site, nor does International Paper 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.

I: The City of Tomah enters into this Consent Decree voluntarily and does not admut
any liability to the United States or to any other Party, person or entity arising out of the
transactions or occurrences alleged in the United States’ complaint or in any way arising out of
the Site, nor does the City of Tomah admit any liability to any other Party, person or entity
arising out of the transactions or occurrences alleged in International Paper’s complaint, nor does
the City of Tomah acknowledge that the releases or threatened releases of hazardous substance(s)
at or from the Site constitute an imminent or substantial endangerment to the public health or
welfare or the environment.

1. The VA does not admit any issue of fact or law.

K. Pursuant to Section 105 of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9605, EPA placed the Site on
the National Priorities List, set forth at 40 C.F.R. Part 300, Appendix B, by publication in the
Federal Register on March 31, 1989, 54 Fed. Reg. 19,526.

L. In response to a release or a substantial threat of a release of a hazardous
substance(s) at or from the Site, Union Camp Corporation (“Union Camp,” International Paper’s
predecessor), the VA, and the City of Tomah commenced on January 11, 1994, a Remedial
Investigation and Feasibility Study (“RI/ES”) for the Site pursuant to 40 C.F.R. § 300.430.

M. The Site was subsequently divided into two operable units that would be the
subject of remedial response work: “Operable Unit 1” or “OU1” being the portion of the

remedial response at the Site dealing with source control, and “Operable Unit 2” or “OU2” being
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the portion of the remedial response at the Site dealing with contaminated ground water.
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N. Pursuant to 40 C.F.R. § 300.430, Union Camp, the VA, and the City of Tomah
completed a Remedial Investigation (“RI”’) Report on July 15, 1996, and a Feasibility Study
(“FS”) Report for Oﬂl on July 15, 1997.

0. Pursuant to Section 117 of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9617, EPA published notice of
the completion of the OU1 ES Report, as well as the proposed Remedial Action (“RA”) plan for
OULl, on August 7, 1997, and Aﬁgust 11, 1997, in two major local newspapers of general
circulation. EPA held a public rﬁeeting on August 18, 1997, to discuss the RI/FS Report and the
proposed RA plan for OU2. A copy of the transcript of the public meeting is available to the
public as part of the administrative record upon which the Regional Administrator based the
selection of the response action.

P. EPA’s decision on the Remedial Action to be implemented for OU1 is embodied
in a final Record of Decision (“ROD”), executed on September 25, 1997 (“OU1 ROD”), upon
which the State has given its concurrence. The OU1 ROD includes a responsiveness summary to
the public comments received by EPA pertaining to the proposed RA plan for OU1. Notice of
the final plan was published on December 29, 1997, and on January 9, 1998, in tw.o major local
newspapers of general circulation, in accordance with Section 117(b) of CERCLA, 42 US.C. §
9617(b).

Q. On September 29, 1998, Union Camp signed an Administrative Order on Consent
(“AOC”) for Remedial Design (“RD”), in which it agreed to perform the design necessary to
implement the OU1 remedy designated by the EPA in the OU1 ROD. EPA signed the AOC on

September 30, 1998.




R. On September 30, 1999, EPA issued a Unilateral Administrative Order (“UAO™)
pursuant to Section 106 of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9606, directing International Paper to
implement the Remedial Action for OU1. International Paper responded to the UAO by agreeing
to perform the work outlined in the RA Work Plan for OU1, as approved by EPA.

S. On February 19, 2002, this Court entered a Consent Decree among the United
States, International Paper, and the City of Tomah (collectively, the “Parties™) in Civil Action
Numbers 00-C-0539-C and 01-C-0693-C (“2002 Consent Decree”), which addressed response
action at the Site related to Operable Unit 1: containing the source of contamination by capping
the 18-acre Tomah Municipal Sanitary Landfill, expanding an existing gas collection system, and
monitoring the effectiveness of these response actions.

T. The Parties now enter into this Consent Decree for Operable Unit 2 to address
response action at the Site related to Operable Unit 2, i.e., 'groundwater monitoring.

U. In April of 2003, International Paper, the VA, and the City of Tomah completed a
FS Report for QU2.

V. Pursuant to Section 117 of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9617, EPA published notice of
the completion of the FS Report, as well as the proposed RA plan for OU2 on June 6, 2003, in
two major Jocal newspapers of general circulation. EPA held a public meeting on June 24, 2003,
to discuss the proposed RA plan for OU2. A copy of the transcript of the public meeting is
available to the public as part of the administrative record upon which the Directer of the |
Superfund Division based the selection of ﬂ;e OU2 response action.

W.  EPA’s decision on the Remedial Action to be implemented for OU2 is embodied

in a final ROD, executed on September 24, 2003 (“OU2 ROD”), upon which the State has given
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its concurrence. The OU2 ROD includes a responsiveneyss summary to the public comments. In
accordance with Section 117(b) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C.§ 9617(b), notice of the final RA plan
was published on October 13 and 16, 2003, in two major local newspapers of general circulation.

X. International Paper herein agrees to undertake Remedial Action for OU2, as shall
be set forth in the Remedial Design/Remedial Action Work Plan for OU2 developed pursuant to
Section VI of this Consent Decree. Solely for the purposes of Section 113(j) of CERCLA, 42
U.S.C.§ 9613(j), the Remedial Action selected for the Site by the OUI and OU2 RODs, and the
Site Work to be performed by International Paper, shall constitute a response action taken or
ordered by the President.

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

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

. JURISDICTION

1. This Court has junisdiction 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 International Paper and the City of Tomah. Soely for the purposes of
this Consent Decree and the underlying complaints, International Paper and the City of Tomah

waive all objections and defenses that they may have to junisdiction of the Court or to venue in



this District. International Paper and the City of Tomah shall not challenge the terms of this
Consent Decree or this Court’s jurisdiction to enter and enforce this Consent Decree.

HI. PARTIES BOUND

2. This Consent Decree applies to and is binding upon the United States, the City of
Tomah, and Iﬁtemationa] Paper and its successors and assigns. Any change in ownership or
corporate status of International Paper including, but not limited to, any transfer of assets or real
or personal property, shall in no way alter International Paper’s responsibiiities under this
Consent Decree.

3. International Paper shall provide a copy of this Consent Decree to each contractor
hired to perform the Work (as defined below) required by this Consent Decree and to each person
representing International Paper with respect to the Site or the Work and shall condition all
contracts entered into hereunder upon performance of the Work in conformity with the terms of
this Consent Decree. International Paper or its contractors shall provide written notice of the
Consent Decree to all subcontractors hired to perform any portion of the Work required by this
Consent Decree. International Paper shall nonetheless be responsible for ensuring that its
contractors and subcontractors perform the 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
International Paper within the meaning of Section 107(b)(3) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C.

§ 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 et seq.

“City of Tomah” shall mean the City of Tomah, Monroe County, Wisconsin.

“Consent Decree” shall mean this Consent Decree for Operable Unit 2 and all appendices
attached hereto (listed in Section XXX). In the event of a conflict between this Consent Decree
and any appendix, this Consent Decree shall control.

“Construction Completion Report” shall mean the report required under Section IV of the
Statement of Work.

“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.

“Effective Date” shall be the effective date of this Consent Decree as provided in
Paragraph 109.

“EPA” shall mean the United States Environmental Protection Agency and any successor

departments or agencies of the United States.



“Future Response Costs” shall mean all costs, including, but not limited to, direct and -
indir¢ct costs, that tﬁe United States incurs in feviewing or developing plans, reports and other
items pursuant to this Consent Decree, verifying the Work, or otherwise implementing,
ovelseeir;g, or enforcing this Consent Decree, including, but not limited to, payroll costs,
contractor costs, travel costs, laboratory costs, the costs incurred pursuant to Sections VI, IX
(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), XV, and Paragraph 88 of Section XXI. Future Response Costs shall also
include all Interim Respense Costs.

“Interim Response Costs” shall mean all costs, including direct and indirect costs,
ncurred by the Uﬁited States in connection with Operable Unit 2 between May 19, 2003 and the
Effective Date.

“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 eagh year. A different rate of interest may be specified for amounts owed by the
City of Tomah to International Paper as set forth in the International Paper/City of Tomah Side
Agreement.

“International Paper” shall mean International Paper Company.

“International Paper/City of Tomah Side Agreement” shall mean a written agreement

between International Paper and the City of Tomah, dated December 1, 2001.
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“Major Milestone” shall mean a due date designated for a submission or task listed in
Section IV of the Statemenf of Work or expressly designated as a Major Milestone in any
submission required under this Consent Decree or the Statement of Work.

“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.

“Operable Unit 1” or “OU1" shall mean the portion of the remedial response at the Site
dealing with source control, as set forth in the OU1 Record of Decision.

~ “Operable Unit 2” or “OU2” shall mean the portion of the remedial response at the Site
dealing with contaminated ground water, as set forth in the OU2 Record of Decision.

“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 EPA pursuant to this Consent Decree and the Statement of Work
(“SOW”).

“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, Intemational Paper, and the City of Tomah.
“Performance Standards” shall mean the cleanup standards and other measures of
achievement of the goals of the Remedial Action, set forth in Section 2.12.2 of the OU2 ROD i
and Section II of the SOW. For purposes of Paragraph 50 (Completion of the Remedial Action),

“Performance Standards™ shall also include the cleanup standards and other measures of
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achievement of the goals of the Remedial Action set forth in Section VII of the OU1 Record of
Decision.

“Potentially Responsible Parties” or “PRPs” shall mean parties whom EPA identifies as
potentially liable under Section 107(a) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9607(a), for costs incurred at
the Site.

“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 for Operable Unit 1” or “OU1 ROD” shall mean the EPA Record of
Decision relating to Source Control at the Site, Operable Unit 1, signed on September 25, 1997,
by the Superfund Division Director, EPA Region 5, including all attachments thereto, and as may
be amended in the future. The OU1 ROD is attached hereto as Appendix A.

“Record of Dccision for Operable Unit 2” or “OU2 ROD” shail mean the EPA Record of
Decision relating to contaminated ground water at the Site, Operable Unit 2, signed on
September 24, 2003, by the Superfund Division Director, EPA Region 5, including all
atiachménts thereto, and as may be amended in the future. The OU2 ROD is attached hereto as
Apéendix B.

“Remedial Action” shall mean those activities, except for Operation and Maintenance, to
be undertaken by International Paper to implement the OU1 and OU2 RODs, in accordance with
the Statement of Work for this Consent Decree, the Statement of Work for the 2002 Consent

- Decree, the OU2 RD/RA Work Plan, the OU1 RA Work Plan, and other plans approved by EPA.
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“Remedial Action Work Plan for OU1” or “OU1 RA Work Plan” shall mean the work
plan developed pursuant to EPA Administrative Order Docket No. V-W—9§—C—566 and
incorporated by reference in Paragraph 18 of the 2002 Consent Decree.

“Remedial Design” shall mean those activities to be undertaken by International Paper to
develop the final plans and specifications for the Remedial Action pursuant to the OU2 RD/RA
Work Plan.

“Remedial Design/Remedial Action Work Plan for OU2” or “OU2 RD/RA Work Plan”
shall mean the document developed pursuant to Paragraph 12 of this Consent Decree, and any
amendments thereto.

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

“Settling Federal Agency” shall mean the United States Department of Veterans Affairs,
which is resolving any claims which have been or could be asserted against it with regard to this
Site as provided in this Consent Decree.

“Site” shall mean the Tomah Municipal Sanitary Landfill Superfund Site, encompassing
approximately 40 acres, located on West 24th Avenue in Monroe County, Wisconsin, and
depi;:ted generally on the map attached as Appendix D.

“State” shall mean the State of Wisconsin; only for Paragraphs 9, 10, and 16 however,
“State” shall mean any of the several United States.

- “Statement of Work™ or “SOW?” shall mean the statement of work for implementation of
the Remedial Design, Remedial Action, and Operation and Maintenance with respect to Operable
Unit 2 at the Site, as set forth in Appendix C to this Consent Decree and any modifications made

in accordance with this Consent Decree. In addition, “Statement of Work for the 2002 Consent
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Decree” shall mean the statement of work for implementation of the Remedial Action and
Operation and Maintenance with respect to Operable Unit 1 at the Site and any modifications
made in accordance with the 2002 Consent Decree.

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

“United States” shall mean the United States of America, including all of its departments,
agencies, and instrumentalities, which includes without limitation EPA, the Settling Federal
Agency and -any federal natural resource trustee.

“YA” shall mean the United States Department of Veterans Affairs and any successor
departments or agencies of the United States.

“Waste Material” shall mean (1) any “hazardous substance” under Section 101(14) of
CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9601(14); (2) any pollutant or contaminant under Section 101(33), 42
U.S.C. § 9601(33); (3) any “solid waste” under Section 1004(27) of RCRA, 42 US.C.

§ 6903(27); and (4) any “hazardous material” under Section 292.01(5) of the Wisconsin Statutes,
Wis. Stat. § 292.01(5) (1997).

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

“Work” shall mean all activities International Paper is required to perform under this
Consent Decree, except those required by Section XX VI (Retention of Records).

V. _GENERAL PROVISIONS

5. Obiectives of the Parties. The Parties entered into the 2002 Consent Decree to

address response work for OU1, and now enter into this Consent Decree to address response
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work for QU2. The objectives of the Parties in entering into this Consent Decree are: (a) to
protect public health or welfare or the environment at the Site by the implementétion of response
actions by International Paper; (b) to reimburse the United States’ for costs incurred and to be
incurred with regard to the OU2 portion of the response action.at the Site; (¢) to resolve, as
provided in this Consent Decree, the claims of International Paper which have been or could
have been asserted against the United States or the City of Tomah with regard to the OU2 portion
of the response action at the Site;- and (d) to avoid the complication and expense of further
litigatiop of other such claims concerning the Site.

6. Effect of this Consent Decree on the 2002 Consent Decree. This Consent Decree

shall not supersede the 2002 Consent Decree, nor shall this Consent Decree have any effect upon
any of the duties owed by the Parties thereunder. Nothing in this Consent Decree shall be
deemed to bar the United States from enforcing duties owed by International Paper under the
2002 Consent Decree, and enforcement of such duties may take place at any time, including after
the Effective Date of this Consent Decree.

7. Commitments by International Paper. International Paper shall finance and
perform. the Work in accordance with this Consent Decree, the OU2 ROD, the SOW, and all
work plans and other plans, standards, specifications, and schedules set forth herein or developed
by International Paper and approved by EPA pursuant to this Consent Decree. International i
Paper shall also reimburse the United States for Future Response Costs as provided in this

-Consent Decree.
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8. Commitments by Settling Federal Agency. The VA as the “Settling Federal
Agency” shall reimburse International Paper for its response costs as provided in this Consent
Decree.

9. Compliance With Applicable Law. All activities undertaken by International

Paper pursuant to this Consent Decree shall be performed in accordance with the requirements of
all applicable federal and state laws and regulations. International Paper must also comply with
all applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements of all federal and state environmental
laws as set forth in the OU2 ROD and the SOW. The activities conducted pursuant to this
Consent Decree, if approved by EPA, shall be considered to be consistent with the NCP.
10.  Permits.

a. As provided in Section 121(e) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9621(6), and
Section 300.400(e) of the NCP, .40 C.F.R. § 300.400(¢), no permit shall be required for any '
portion of the Work conducted entirely on-site (1.e., within the areal extent of contamination or in
véry close proximity to the contamination and necessary for implementation of the Work).
Where any portion of the Work that is not on-site requires a federal or state permit or approval,
International Paper shall submit timely and complete applications and take all other actions
necessary to obtain all such permits or approvals.

b. International Paper may seek relief under the provisions of Section X VIII
(Force Majeure) of this Consent Decree for any delay in the performance of the Work resulting
from a failure to obtain, or a delay in obtaining, any permit required for the Work.

c. This Consent Decree is not, and shall not be construed to be, a éermit

issued pursuant to any federal or state statute or regulation.
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V1. PERFORMANCE OF THE WORK BY INTERNATIONAL PAPER

11. Selection of Supervising Contractor.

a. All aspects of the Work to be performed by International Paper pursuant to
Sections VI (Performance of the Work by International Paper), VII (Remedy Review), VIII
(Quality Assurance, Sampling and Data Analysis), and XV (Emergency Response) of this
Consent Decree shall be conducted under the direction and supervision of the Supervising
Contractor. International Paper’s current Supervising Contractor under the 2002 Consént
Decree, Conestoga-Rovers & Associates, shall continue to be Supervising Contractor. If at any
time International Paper proposes to change its current Supervising Contractor, International
Paper shall give notice to EPA and must obtain an authorization to proceed from EPA before the
proposed Supervising Contractor performs, directs, or supervises any Work under this Consent
Decree. If EPA disapproves a change in Supervising Contractor proposed by International Paper,
EPA shall give its reasons.

b. If EPA disapproves a proposed change in Supervising Contractor, EPA
will notify International Paper in writing. International Paper shall submit to EPA a list of
contractors, including the qualifications of each contractor, that would be acceptable to them
within thirty (30) days of receipt of EPA’s disapproval of the contractor previously proposed.
EPA will provide written notice of the names of any contractor(s) that it disapproves and an '
authorization to proceed with respect to any of the other contractors. EPA shall give its reasons
for disapproving any contractor. International Paper may select any contractor from that list that
1s not disapprove& and shall notify EPA of the name of the contractor selected within twenty-one

(21) days of EPA’s authorization to proceed.
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12. QU2 Remedial Design/Remedial Action.

a. Within thirty (30) days after the Effective Date of this Consent Decree,
International Paper shall submit to the EPA and the State one (1) copy each of a Work Plan for
the design and implementation of the Remedial Action for OU2 at the Site (the “Remedial
Design/Remeciial Action Work Plan for OU2” or “OU2 RD/RA Work Plan”). The OU2 RD/RA
Work Plan shall provide for desi gh, construction, and implementation of the remedy set forth in
the OU2 ROD, in accordance with the SOW, for achievement of the Performance Standards and
other requirements set forth in the OU2 ROD, this Consent Decree, and/or the SOW. Upon its
approval by EPA, the OU2 RD/RA Work Plan shall be incorporated into and become enforceable
under this Consent Decree.

b.  The OU2 RD/RA Work Plan shall include plans and schedules for
implementation of the OU2 remedial action, remedial design, and pre-design tasks identified in
the SOW, including, but not limited to, plans and schedules for the completion of: (1) a
prclirhinary design submittal, as detailed in Section II, Task 2(A) of the SOW; (2) final design
submittal, as detailed in Section I, Task 2(B) of the SOW; (3) final project schedule for the
construction and implementation of the OU2 RA, consistent with Section III, Task 3 of the SOW,;
(4) methods for documenting and reporting data gathered as part of the groundwater monitoring
plan (Monitored Natural Attehuation, “MNA”) under the OU2 RA; (5) institutional controls
consistent with the OU2 ROD, such as governmental controls, proprietary controls, and
information devices; (6) contingency plans consistent with the OU2 ROD.

C. Within thirty (30) days after the Effective Date of this Consent Decree,

International Paper shall submit to EPA and the State one (1) copy each of a Health and Safety
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Plan for field design activities which conforms to the applicable Oqcupational Safety and Health
Administration and EPA requirements including, but not limited to, 29 CF.R. § 1910.120.

d. Upon approval of the OU2 RD/RA Work Plan by EPA, after a reasonable
opportunity for review and comment by the State, and submittal of the Health and Safety Plan for
all field activities to EPA and the State, International Paper shall implement the OU2 RD/RA
Work Plan. International Paper shall submit to EPA and the State all plans, submittals and other
deliverables required under the approved OU2 RD/RA Work Plan in accordance with the
approved schedule for review and approval pursuant to Section XI (EPA Approval of Plans and
Other Submissions). Unless otherwise directed by EPA, International Paper shall not commence
further OU2 RD/RA activities at the Site priof to approval of the OU2 RD/RA Work Plan.

13.  International Paper shall implement the Remedial Action and O&M until the
Performance Standards are achieved and for so long thereafter as is otherwise required under this
Consent Decree.

14, Modification of the SOW or Related Work Plans.

a. If EPA determines that modification to lthe 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, EPA may require that such modification be incorporated in the SOW and/or such work
plans; provided, however, that a modification may only be required pursuant to this Paragraph to
the extent that 1t is consistent with the scope of the remedy selected in the ROD.

b. | For the purposes of this Paragraph and Paragraphs 50 and 51 only, the

“scope of the remedy selected in the ROD” is: monitored natural attenuation of groundwater
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contaminants outside the landfill to meet Applicable and Relevant and Appropriate
Requirements; long-term monitoring of groundwater contamination and addressing migration of
groundwater contaminants, if any; and establishment of appropriate deed restrictions.

c. If International Paper objects to any modification determined by EPA to be
necessary pursuant to this Paragraph, it may seek dispute resolution pursuant to Section XIX
(Dispute Resolution), Paragraph 70 (record review). The SOW and/or related work plans shall
be modified in accordance with final resolution of the dispute.

d. International Paper 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.

€. Nothing in this Paragraph shall be construed to limit EPA’s authority to
require performance of further response actions as otherwise provided in this Consent Decree.

15.  International Paper acknowledges and agrees that nothing in this Consent Decree,
the SOW, or the OU2 RD/RA Work Plan constitutes a warranty or representation of any kind by
the United States that compliance with the work requirements set forth in the SOW and the OU2
RD/RA Work Plan will achieve the Performance Standards.

16.  Off-Site Shipments.
a. International Paper 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 EPA Project

Coordinator, of such shipment of Waste Material. However, this notification requirement shall
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not apply to any off-Site shipments when the total volume of all such shipments will not exceed -
10 cubic yards. |

48] International Paper shall include in the written notification the
following information, where available: (1) the name and location of the facility to which
the Waste Material is to be shipped; (2) the type and quantity of the Waste Material to be-
shipped; (3) the expected schedule for the shipment of the Waste Matenial; and (4) the
method of transportation. International Paper 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.

(2)  The identity of the receiving facility and state will be determined
by International Paper following the award of the contract for Remedial Action
construction. International Paper shall provide the information required by Paragraph
16.a as soon as practicable after the award of the contract and before the Waste Material
18 éctually shipped.

b. Before shipping any hazardous substances, pollutants, or contaminants
from the Site to an off-site location, International Paper shall obtain EPA’s certification that the
proposed receiving facility is operating in compliance with the requirements of CERCLA Section
121(d)(3), 42 U.S.C. § 9621(d)(3), and 40 C.F.R. § 300.440. International Paper shall only send
hazardous substances, pollutants, or contaminants from the Site to an off-site facility that
complies with the requirements of the statutory provision and regulations cited in the ﬁreceding

sentence.
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VII. REMEDY REVIEW

17.  Periodic Review. International Paper shall conduct, at least every five years as
required by Section 121(c) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9621(c), and applicable regulations, any
studies and investigations as requested by EPA to peﬁt EPA to conduct reviews of whether the
Remedial Action is protective of human health and the environment.

18.  EPA Selection of Further Response Actions. If EPA determines, at any time, that
the Remedial Actior; is not protective of human health and the environment, EPA may select
further response actions for the Site in accordance with the requirements of CERCLA and the
NCP.

19.  Opportunity To Comment. International Paper and, if required by Sections
113(k)(2) or 117 of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. §§ 9613(k)(2), 9617, the public, will be provided with
an opportunity to comment on any further response actions proposed by EPA as a result of the
review conducted pursuant to Section 121(c) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9621(c), and to submit
written comments for the record during the comment period.

20.  International Paper’s Obligation To Perform Further Response Actions. If EPA
selects further responsc actions for the Site, International Paper shall undertake such further
response actions to the extent that the reopener conditions in Paragraph 84 or Paragraph 85 are
satisfied. International Paper may invoke the procedures set forth in Section XIX (Dispute
. Resolution) to dispute (1) EPA’s determination that the reopener conditions of Paragraph 84 or
Paragraph 85 of Section XXI (Covenants by the United States) are satisfied, (2) EPA’s
determination that the Remedial Action is not protective of human health and the envi,-ronment,

or (3) EPA’s selection of the further response actions. Disputes pertaining to the whether the
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Remedial Action is protective or to EPA’s selection of further response actions shall be resolved
pursuant to Paragraph 70 (record review).

21. Submissions of Plans. If International Paper is required to perform the further

response actions pursuant to Paragraph 20, it shall submit a plan for such work to EPA for
approval in accordance with the procedures set forth in Section VI (Performance of the Work by
International Paper) and shall implement the plan approved by EPA in accordance with the
provisions of this Consent Decree.
VIII. QUALITY, ASSURANCE SAMPLING, AND DATA ANALYSIS

22.  International Péper shall use quality assurance, quality control, and chain of
custody procedures for all compliance and monitoring samples in accordance with “EPA
Requirements for Quality Assurance Project Plans (QA/R5)” (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 EPA to International Paper
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,
International Paper shall submit to EPA for approval, after a reasonable opportunity for review
and comment by the State, a Quality Assurance Project Plan (“QAPP”) fhat is consistent with the
SOW, the NCP and applicable guidance documents. If relevant to the proceeding, the Parties
agree that validated sampling data generated in accordance with the QAPP(s) and reviewed and
approved by EPA shall be admissible as cyidence, without objection, in any proceeding under
this Consent Decree. International Paper shall ensure that EPA personnel and its authorized

representatives are allowed access at reasonable times to all laboratories utilized by International
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Paper in implementing this Consent Decree. In addition, International Paper shall ensure that
-such laboratories shall analyze all samples submitted by EPA pursuant to the QAPP for quality
assurance monitoring. International Paper shall ensure that the laboratories it utilizes for the
analysis of samples taken pursuant to this Consent 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 Consent Decree; however, upon
approval by EPA, after opportunity for review and comment by the State, International Paper
may use other analytical methods which are as stringent as or more stringent than the CLP-
approved methods. International Paper shall ensure that all laboratories it uses for analysis of
samples taken pursuant to this Consent Decreé participate in an EPA or EPA-equivalent QA/QC
program. Intemational Paper 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 Pfograms,” (Amencan
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 A
| EPA. EPA may consider laboratories accredited under the National Environmental Laboratory
Accreditation Program (NELAP) as meeting the Quality System requirements. International
Paper shall ensure thét all field methodoloéie_s utilized in collecting samples for subsequent

analysis pursuant to this Consent Decree will be conducted in accordance with the procedures set

forth in the QAPP approved by EPA.
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23.  Upon request, International Pape_r shall allow split or duplicate samples to be
taken by EPA or its authorized representatives. International Paper shall notify EPA not less than
7 days in advance of any sample collection activity unless shorter notice is agreed to by EPA. In
addition, EPA shall have the right to take any additional samples that EPA deems necessary.
Upon request, EPA shall allow International Paper to take split or duplicate samples of any
samples it takes as part of the United States’ oversight of International Paper’s implementation of
the Work.

24. International Paper shall submit to EPA two (2) copies of the results of all
sampling and/or tests or other data obtained or generated by or on behalf of International Paper
with respect to the Site and/or the implementation of this Consent Decree unless EPA agrees
otherwise.

25.  Notwithstanding any provision of this Consent Decfee, the United States hereby
retains all of its information gathering and inspection authorities and rights, including
enforcement actions related thereto, under CERCLA, RCRA and any other applicable statutes or
regulations.

IX. ACCESS AND INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS

26.  If any property where access and/or land/water use restrictions are needed to
| implement this Consent Decree is owned or controlled by the City of Tomah, the City of Tomah
shall:

a commencing on the date of lodging of this Consent Decree, provide the

United States and its representatives, including EPA and its contractors, 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 Work;
(2)  verifying any data or information submitted to the United States;
3) conducting investigations relating to contamination at or near the
Site;
4) obtaining samples;
5) assessing the need for, planning, or implementing additional
responée actions at or near the Site;
©6) assessing implementation of quality assurance and quality control
practices as defined in the approved Quality Assurance Project Plans;
(7 impleméming the Work pursuant to the conditions set forth in
Paragraph 88 of this Consent Decree;
| ®) inspecting and copying records, operating logs, contracts, or other
documents maintained or generated by International Paper or its agents, consistent with
Section XXV (Access to Information);
) assessing International Paper’s compliance with this Consent
Decree; and
(10) determining whether the Site or other property is be.ng 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;
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b. commencing on the date of lodging of this Consent Decree, refrain from
using the property in any manner that would interfere with or adversely affect the
implementation, integrity, or protectiveness of the remedial measures to be performed pursuant
to this Consent Decree. Such restrictions include, but are not limited to, a prohibition on drilling
new wells on lénd overlying the plume of contérnination where hook-ups to municipal water
have been providcd; and

c. execute and record with the Register of Deeds for Monroe County, State of
Wisconsin, an easement, running with the land, that grants to the parties identified below in this
subparagraph: (i) 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 26.a of this
Consent Decree, and (ii) the right to enforce the land/water use restrictions listed in
Paragraph 26.b of this Consent Decree, or other restrictions that EPA determines are necessary to 1
implement, ensure non-interference with, or ensure the protectiveness of the remedial measures

to be performed pursuant to this Consent Decree. The City of Tomah 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, (i1) thq State and its representatives, and (iii) International Paper and its
representatives. The City of Tomah shall, within 60 days of entry of this Consent Decree, submit

to EPA for review and approval with respect to such property:

1) a draft easement, in substantially the form attached hereto as

Appendix E, that is enforceable under the laws of the State of Wisconsin, and
2) a current title insurance commitment or some other evidence of

title acceptable to EPA, which shows title to the land described in the easement to be free
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and clear of all prior lieﬂs and enéumbrances {except when those liens or encumbrances

are approved by EPA or when, despite best efforts, the City of Tomah is unable to obtain

release or subordination of such prior liens or encumbrances).
Within 15 days of EPA’s approval and acceptance of the easement and the title evidence, the
City of Tomah shall update the title search and, if it is determined that nothing has occurred since
the effective date of the commitment to affect the title adversely, record the easement with the
Register of Deeds for Monroe County. Within 30 days of recording the easement, the City of
Tomah shall provide EPA with a final title insurance policy, or other final evidence of title
acceptable to EPA, and a certified copy of the original recorded easement showing the clerk’s
recording stamps. If the easement is to be conveyed to the United States, the easement and title
evidence (including final title evidence) shall be prepared in accordance with the U.S.
Department of Justice Title Standards 2001, and approval of the sufficiency of title must be
obtained as required by 40 U.S.C. § 255.

27.  If any property where access and/or land/water use restrictions are needed to
implement this Consent Decree, is owned or controlied by persons other than International Paper
or the City of Tomah, International Paper shall use best efforts to secure from such persons:

a. an agreement to provide access thereto for International Paper, as well as
for the United States on behalf of EPA, and the State, 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 26.a of this Consent Decree;

b. an agréement, enforceable by Intemational Paper and the United States, to

refrain from using the Site, or such other property, in any manner that would interfere with or
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adversely affect the implementation, integnty, or protectiveness of the remedial measures to be
performed pursuant to this Consent Decree. Such restrictions include, but are not limited to, a
prohibition on drilling new wells on land overlying the plume of contamination, and on using
existing wells on land overlying the plume of contamination where hook-ups to municipal water
have been provided; and
c. tﬁe execution and recordation with the Register of Deeds for Monroe
County, State of Wisconsin, of an easement, running with the land, that grants to the parties
identified below in this subparagrapﬁ: (1) 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 26.a of this Consent Decree, and (ii) the right to enforce the land/water use restrictions
listed in Paragraph 26.b of this Consent Decree, or other restrictions that EPA determines 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 ﬁghm
to enforce land/water use restrictions shall be granted to (i) the United States, on behalf of EPA,
and its representatives, (i1) the State and its representatives, and (iii) Intemational Paper and its
representatives. Within 60 days of entry of this Consent Decree, International Paper shall submit
to EPA for review and approval with respect to such property:
(1) a draft easement, in substantially the form attached hereto as
.Appendix E, that is enforceable under the laws of the State of Wisconsin, and
2) a current title insurance commitment, or some other evidence of
title acceptable to EPA, which shows title to the land described in the easement to be free

and clear of all prior liens and encumbrances (except when those liens or encumbrances
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are approved by EPA or when, déspite best efforts, International Paper is unéble to obtain

release or subordination of such prior liens or encumbrances).

Within 15 days of EPA’s approval and acceptance of the easement and the title evidence,
International Paper shall update the title search and, if it is determined that nothing has occurred
since the effective date of the commitment to affect the title adversely, the easement shall be
recorded with the Register of Deeds for Monroe County. Within 30‘days of the recording of the

“easement, International Paper shall provide EPA with a final title insurance policy, or other final
evidence of title acceptable to EPA, and a certified copy of the original recorded easement
showing the clerk’s recording stamps. If the easement is to be conveyed to the United States, the
easement and title evidence (including final title evidence) shall be prepared in accordance with
the U.S. Department of Justice Title Standards 2001, and approval of the sufficiency of title must
be obtained as required by 40 U.S.C. § 255.

28. For burposes of Paragraphs 26.c.(2), 27, and 27.c.(2) of this Consent Decree, “best
efforts” includes the payment of reasonable sums of money in consideration of access, access
casements, land/water use restrictions, restrictive easements, and/or an agreement to release or
subordinate a prior lien or encumbrance. If (a) any access or land/water use restriction
agreements required by Paragraphs 27.a or 27.b of this Consent Decree are not obtained within
60 days of the date of entry of this Consent Decreé, (b) any access easements or restrictive
easements required by Paragraph 27.c of this Consent Decree are not submitted to EPA in draft
form wi}hin 60 days of the date of entry of this Consent Decree, or (c) International Paper or the
City of Tomah is unable to obtain an agreement pursuant to Paragraph 26.c.(1) or Parz-lgmph

27.c.(1) from the holder of a prior lien or encumbrance to release or subordinate such lien or
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encumbrance to the easement being created pursuant to this Consent Decree within 60 days of

the date of entry of this Consent Decree, International Paper shall promptly notify the United
States in writing, and shall include in that notification a sumary of the steps that were taken to
attelﬁpt to comply with Paragraph 26 or 27 of this Consent Decree. The United States may, as it
deems appropriate, assist International Paper and the City of Tomah in obtaining access or
land/waier use restrictions, either in the form of contractual agreements or in the form of
easements running with the land, or in obtaining the release or subordination of a prior lien or
encumbrance. International Paper shall reimburse the United States in accordance with the
procedures in Section X VI (Payments for Response Costs), for all costs incurred, direct or
indirect, by the United States in obtaining such access, land/water use restrictions, and/or the
release/subordination of prior liens or encumbrances including, but not limited to, the cost of
attorney time and the amount of monetary consideration paid or just compensation.

29.  If EPA determines that land/water use restrictions in the form of state or local
laws, regulations, ordinances or other governmental controls are needed to implement the remedy
selected in the OU2 ROD, ensure the integrity and protectiveness thereof, or ensure non-

interference therewith, International Paper and the City of Tomah shall cooperate with EPA’s

efforts to secure such governmental controls.

30.  Notwithstanding any provision of this Consent Decree, the United States retains
all of its access authorities and rights, as well as all of its 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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X. REPORTING REQUIREMENTS

31.  In addition to any other requirement of this Consent Decree, International Paper
shéll submit to EPA and the State one (1) copy each of a written quarterly OU2 progress report
by the tenth day of every quarter following the lodging of this Consent Decree, until EPA
approves the OU2 Construction Completion Report. The quarterly report submitted in
accordance with this Paragraph: (a) must describe the actions which have been taken toward
achieving compliance with this Consent Decree during the previous quarter; (b) include a
summary of all resuits of sampling and tests and all other data received or generated by
International Paper or its contractors or agents in the previous quarter; (c) identify all work plans, |
plans and other deliverables required by this Consent Decree completed and submitted during the
previous quarter; (d) describe all actions, including, but not limited to, data collection and
implementation of work plans, which are scheduled for the next quarter 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 Work, and a description of efforts made to mitigate those delays or
anticipated delays; (f) include any modifications to the work plans or other schedules that
International Paper has proposed to EPA or that have been approved by EPA; and (g) describe all

activities undertaken in support of the Community Relations Plan during the previous quarter and

those to be undertaken in the next quarter. If requested by EPA, International Paper shall-in
addition to the written quarterly reports required under this Paragraph—provide briefings for EPA

to discuss the progress of the Work.
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32.  Intemational Paper shall notify EPA of any change in the schedule described in
the quarterly progress report for the performance of any activity, including, but not limited to,
data collection and implementation of work plans, no Jater than seven days prior to the
pe;'fonnance of the activity.

33.  Upon the occurrence of any event during performance of the Work that
International Paper is required to report pursuant to Section 103 of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9603,

or Section 304 of the Emergency Planning and Community Right-to-know Act (EPCRA), 42
U.S.C. § 11004, Intemational Paper shall within 24 hours of the onset of such event orally notify
the EPA Project Coordinator or the Alternate EPA Project Coordinator (in the event of the
unavailability of the EPA Project Coordinator), or, in the event that neither the EPA Project
Coordinator or Alternate EPA Project Coordinator 1s available, the Emergency Response Section,
Region 5, United States Environmental Protection Agency. These reporting requirements are in
addition to the reporting required by CERCLA Section 103, 42 U.S.C. § 9603, or EPCRA
Section 304, 42 U.S.C. § 11004. |

34. Within 20 days of the onset of such an event, Intemnational Paper shall furnish to
the United States a written report, signed by International Paper’s 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, International Paper shall submit a report
setting forth all actions taken in resbonse thereto.

35.  International Paper shall submit three (3) copies of all plans, reports, an;l data
required by the SOW, the OU2 RD/RA Work Plan, or any other approved plans to EPA in ;'

accordance with the schedules set forth in such plans. International Paper shall simultaneously
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submit one (1) copy of all such plans, reports and data to the State. Upon ;equest by EPA
Intemnational Paper shall submit in electronic form all portions of any report or other deliverable
International Paper is required to submit pursuant to the provisions of this Conscnt Decree.

36.  All reports and other documents submitted by International Paper to EPA (other
than the quarterly progress reports referred to above) which purport to document International
Paper’s compliance with the terms of this Consent Decree shall be signed by an authorized
representative of International Paper.

XI. EPA APPROVAL OF PLANS AND OTHER SUBMISSIONS

37.  After review of any plan, report or other item which is required to be submitted
for approval pursuant to this Consent Decree, EPA, after reasonable opportunity for review and
comment by the State, shall: (a) approve, in whole or in part, the submission; (b) approve the
submission upon specified conditions; (c) modify the submission to cure the deficiencies;

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

38.  In the event of approval, approval upon conditions, or modification by EPA,
pursuant to Paragraph 37(a), (b), or (c), International Paper shall proceed to take any action

required by the plan, report, or other item, as approved or modified by EPA subject only to their
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right to invoke the Dispute Resolution procedures set forth in Section XIX (Dispute Rcsoluﬁon)
with respect to the modifications or conditions made by EPA. In the event that EPA modifies the
submission to cure the deficiencies pursuant to Paragraph 37(c) and the submission has a
material defect, EPA r;atains its right to seek stipulated penalties, as provided in Section XX

(Stipulated Penalties).

39.  Resubmission of Plans.
a. Upon receiét of a notice of disapproval pursuant to Paragraph 37(d),
International Paper shall, within thirty (30) days or such longer time as specified by EPA 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‘ XX, shall accrue during
the 30-day period or otherwise specified period but shall not be payable unless the.resubmission
is disapproved or modified due to a material defect as provided in Paragraphs 40 and 41.
b. Notwithstanding the receipt of a notice of disépprova] pursuant to
Paragraph 37(d), International Paper shall proceed, at the direction of EPA, to take any action
reqﬁired by any non-deficient portion of the submission. Implementation of any non-deficient
portion pf a submission shall not relieve International Paper of any liability for stipulated '
penalties under Section XX (Stipulated Penalties). . ‘
40.  Inthe event that a resubmitted plan, report or other item, or portion thereof, is

disapproved by EPA, EPA may again require International Paper to correct the deficiencies, in

accordance with the preceding Paragraphs. EPA also retains the right to modify or develop the i
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plan, report or other item. Intemnational Paper shall implement any such plan, report, or item as
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modified or developed by EPA, subject only to its right to invoke the procedures set forth in
Section XIX (Dispute Resolution).

41.  Ifupon resubmissién, a plan, report, or item is disapproved or modified by EPA
due to a material defect, International Paper shall be deemed to have failed to submit such plan,
report, or item timely and adequately unless International Paper invokes the dispute resolution
procedures set forth in Section XIX (Dispute Resolution) and EPA’s action is overturned
pursuant to that Section. The provisions of Section XIX (Dispute Resolution) and Section XX
(Stipulated Pepalties) shall govern the implementation of the Work and accrual and payment of

_any stipulated penalties during Dispute Resolution. If EPA’s disapproval or modification is
upheld, stipulated penalties shall accrue for such violation from the date on which the iﬁitial
submission was originally required, as provided in Section XX.

42. Al plans, reports, and other items required to be submitted to EPA under this_
Consent Decree shall, upon approval or modification by EPA, be enforceable under this Consent
Decree. In the event EPA appro;'es or modifies a portion of a plan, report, or other item required
to be submitted to EPA under this Consent Decree, the approved or modified portion shall be
enforceable under this Consent Decree. |

XTI. PROJECT COORDINATORS

43.  The Project Coordinator and/or Alternate Project Coordinator éurrently designated
by International Paper or EPA with respect to OU1 shall also be the Project Coordinator and/or
Alternate Project Coordi_nator with respect to OU2. If a Project Coordinator or Alternate Project
Coordinator initially designated is cpanged, 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
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event later than the actual day the change is made. International Paper’s Project Coordinator
shall be subject to disapproval by EPA and shall have the technical expertise sufficient to
adequately oversee all aspects of the Work. International Pz;per’s Project Coordinator shall not
be an attorney for International Paper in this matter. He_ or she may assign other representatives,
including other contractors, to serve as a Site representative for oversight of performance of daily
operations during remedial activities.

44.  The United States may designate other representatives, including, but not limited
to, EPA and State employees, and federal and State contractors and consultants, to observe and
~ monitor the progress of any activity undertaken pursuant to this Censent Decree. EPA’s Project
Coordinator and Alternate Project Coo'rdinator 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, EPA’s Project Coordinator or Alternate
Project Coordinator shall have authority, consistent with the National Contingency Plan, to halt
any Work required by this Consent Decree and to take any necessary response action when s/he
determines that conditions at the S.ite 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.

XJI0L. A§' SURANCE OF ABILITY TO COMPLETE WORK

45.  Prior to lodging of this Consent Decree, International Paper provided EPA with
information regarding its financial resources and its ability to finance the Work. The United
States has reviewed this information and is satisfied that International Paper has sufficient

financial resources to assure that it can and shall timely complete all of the Work.
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_46. If any material change occurs in International Paper’s financial resources such that
International Paper may no longer have the financial ability to assure timely completion of the
Work, International Paper shall promptly notify EPA.

47.  If the United States obtains information regarding any material change in
International Paper’s financial resources that leads the United States to believe that International
Paper may no longer have the financial ability to assure timely completion of all of the Work, the
United States shall so notify International Paper. International Paper shall have sixty (60) days
after receiving any such written notice to respond and provide corrected or supplemental
information, or otherwise demonstrate to the United States’ satisfaction that International Paper
does have the ability to timely complete all of the Work.

48.  If within sixty (60) days after receiving notice noted in Paragraph 47 above,
International Paper does not demonstrate to the United States’ satisfaction that it has the ability to
timely complete all of the Work, the United States may require International Paper to establish
and maintain financial security for the estimated cost of the Work remaining to be completed in
one of the forms described in 40 C.F.R. § 264.143. Within thirty (30) days of receiving written
notice of such requirement by the United States, International Paper shall demonstrate that it has
established and is maintaining financial security in one of the forms described in 40 C.ER.

§ 264.143. _

49.  If International Paper seeks to demonstrate the abili.ty to complete the Work |
through a guarantee by a third party pursuant to Paragraph 48 of this Consent Decree,
International Paper shall demonstrate that the guarantor satisfies the requirements of 40 CFR.

§ 264.143(f). If International Paper seeks to demonstrate its ability to complete the Work by
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means of the financial test or the corporate guarantee pursuanf to Paragraph 48, it shall resubmit
sworn statements conveying the information required by 40 C.F.R. § 264.143(f) annually, on the
anniversary of the Effective Date of this Consent Decree. In the event that the United States
determines at any time that the financial assurances provided pursuant to this Section are
inadequate, International Paper shall, within thirty (30) days of receipt of notice of the United
States” determination, obtain and present to International Paper for approval one of the other
forms of financial assuraﬁce listed in Paragraph 48 of this Consent Decree. International Paper’s
inability to demonstrate financial ability to complete the Work shall not excuse performance of
any activities required under this Consent Decree.

XIV. CERTIFICATION OF COMPLETION

50. Completion of the Remedial Action.

a. Within 90 days after International Paper concludes that the Remedial
Action has been fully performed and the Performance Standards have been attained, International
Paper shall schedule and conduct a pre-certification inspection to be attended by International
Paper, EPA, and the State. If, after the pre-certification inspection, International Paper still
believes that the Remedial Action has been fully performed and the Performance Standards have
been attained, it shall submit a written report requesting certification to EPA for approval, with a
copy to the State, pursuant to Section XI (EPA Approval of Plans and Other Submissions) within
30 days of the inspection. In the report, a registered professional engineer and International
Paper’s Project Coordinator shall state that the Remedial Action has been completed in full
satisfaction of the requirements of this Consent Decree. The written report shall include as-built

drawings signed and stamped by a professional engineer. The report shall contain the following
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statement, signed by a responsible corporate official of International Paper or International
Paper’s 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.
. If, after cbmplction of the pre-certification inspection and receipt and review of the written
report, EPA, after reasonable oppértunity 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 or that the Performance Standards have not been achieved, EPA will notify
International Paper in writing of the activities that must be undertaken by International Paper
pursuant to this Consent Decree to complete the Remedial Action and achieve the Performance
Standards, provided, however, that EPA may only require Irltematjonai Paper 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 14.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 International Paper to submit a schedule to EPA for approval
pursuant to Section XI (EPA Approval of Plans and Other Submissions). International Paper
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 XIX (Dispute Resolution).

b. i 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
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State, that the Remedial Action has been performed in accordance with this Consent Decree and
that the Performance Standards have been achieved, EPA will so certify in writing to
Intematiqnal Paper. This certification shall constitute the Certification of Completion of the
Remedial Action for purposes of this Consent Decree, including, but not limited to, Section XXI
(Covenants by the United States). Certification of Completion of the Remedial Action shall not
affect International Paper’s obligations under this Consent Decree.

51.  Completion of the Work.

a. Within 90 days after International Paper concludes that all phases of the

Work (including O & M), have been fully performed, Intemational Paper shall schedule and
conduct a pre-certification inspection to be attended by representatives of International Paper,
EPA and the State. If, after the pre-certification inspection, International Paper still believes that
the Work has been fully performed, International Paper shall submit a written report by a
registered professional engineer stating that the 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 Intemational Paper or International Paper’s 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. , :
If, after review of the written report, EPA, after reasonable opportunity to review and comment

by the State, determines that any portion of the Work has not been completed in accordance with

this Consent Decree, EPA will notify International Paper in writing of the activities that must be '
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undertaken by International Paper pursuant to this Consent Decree to complete the Work,
provided, however, that EPA may only require International Paper 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 1s defined in Paragraph _14.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 Intefnational Paper to submit a schedule to EPA for approval pursuant to Section
XI (EPA Approval of Plans and Other Submissions). International Paper shall perform all
activities described in the notice in accordance with the specifications and schedules established
thereirhl, subject to their right to invoke the dispute resolution procedureé set forth in Section XIX
(Dispute Resolution).
b. If EPA concludes, based on the initial or any subsequent request for
.Certification of Completion by International Paper and aftef a reasonable opportunity for review
and comment by the State, that the Work has been performed in accordance with this Consent
Decree, EPA will so notify International Paper in writing.
XV. EMERGENCY RESPONSE

52.  Inthe event of any action or occurrence during the performance of the Work
which causes or threatens a release of Waste Material from the Site that constitutes an cmérgcncy
situation or may present an immediate threat to public health or welfare or the environment,
International Paper shall, subject to Paragraph 53, immediately take all appropriate action to
prevent, abate, or minimize such release or threat of release, and shall immediately notify the
EPA’s Project Coordinator, or, if the Project Coordinator is unavailable, EPA’s Alternate Project

Coordinator. If neither of these persons is available, International Paper shall notify the EPA
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Emergency Response Branch, Region 5. International Paper shall take such actions in
consultation with EPA’s Project Coordinator or other available authorized EPA officer and in
accordance with all applicable provisions of the Health and Safety Pians, the Contingency Plans,
and any other applicable plans or documents developed pursuant to the SOW. In the event that
International Paper fails to take appropriate response action as required by this Section, and EPA
takes such action instead, International Paper shall reimburse EPA all costs of the response action
incurred not inconsistent with the NCP pursuant to Section X VI (Payments for Response Costs).

53.  Nothing in the preceding Paragraph or in this Consent Decree shall be deemed to
limit any authority of the United States to: (a) to 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 (b) 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 Matenial on, at, or from the Site, subject
to Section XXI (Covenants by the United States).

XVL PAYMENTS FOR RESPONSE COSTS

54.  Payments for Future Response Costs. International Paper shall pay to EPA all

Future Response Costs incurred not inconsistent with the National Contingency Plan. The

United States will send International Paper a bill requiring payment for such Future Response
Costs that includes an EPA Itemized Cost Summary and a Department of Justice Cost Summary
(or the functional equivalent) on a periodic basis.

a. International Paper shall make all payments within 30 days of its receipt of

each bill requiring payment, except as otherwise provided in Paragraph 55. International Paper ‘
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shall make all payments required by this Paragraph 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 the payment, EPA Site/Spill ID Number 05-3F, and DOJ Case Number 90-11-
2-1317. International Paper shall send the check(s) to U.S. EPA, Superfund Accounting, P.O.
Box 70753, Chicago, Illinois 60673.

b. At the time of payment, International Paper shall send notice that payment
has been made to the United States, to EPA and to the Regional Financial Management Officer,
in accordance with Section XX VI (Notices and Submissions).

c. The total amount to be paid by International Paper pursuant to Paragraph
54.a shall be deposited in the EPA Hazardous Substance Superfund.

55.  Intemational Paper may contest payment of any Future Response Costs under
Paragraph 54 if it determines that the United States has made an accounting error or if it alleges
that a cost item that is included represents costs that are inconsistent with the NCP. Such
objection shall be made in writing within 30 days of receipt of the bill and must be sent to the
United States pursuant to Section XXVII (Notices and Submissions). Any such objection shall
specifically identify the contested Future Response Costs and the basis fof objection. In the «
event of an objection, International Paper shall within the 30 day period pay all uncontested
Future Response Costs to the United States in the manner described in Paragraph 54.
Simultaneously, International Paper shall establish an interest-bearing escrow account in a
federally-insured bank.duly chartered in the State of Wisconsin and remit to that escrow account
funds equivalent to the amount of the contested Future Response Costs. International Paper shall i

send to the United States, as provided in Section XXVII (Notices and Submissions), a copy of the
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transmittal letter and check paying the uncontested Future Response Costs, and a copy‘of the
correspondence that establishes and funds the escrow account, including, but not limited to,
information containing the identity of the bank and bank account under which the escrow account
is established as well as a bank statement showing the initial balance of the escrow account.
Simultaneously with establishment of the escrow account, International Paper shall initiate the
Dispute Resolution procedures in Section XIX (Dispute Resolution). If the United States
prevails in the dispute, within 5 d;dys of the resolution of the dispute, International Paper shail
pay the sums due (with accrued interest) to the United States in the manner described in
Paragraph 54. If International Paper prevails concerning any aspect of the contested costs,
International Paper shall pay that portion of the costs (plus associated accrued interest) for which
it did not prevail to the United States in the manner described in Paragraph 54; Intemmational
Paper shall be disbursed any balance of the escrow account. The dispute resolution procedures
set forth in this Paragraph in conjunction with the procedures set forth in Section XIX (Dispute i
Resolution) shall be the exclusive mechanisms for resolving disputes regarding International

. Paper’s obli gétion to reimburse the United States for its Future Response Costs.

56.  In the event that the payments required by Paragraph 54 are not made within 30
days of Intemational Paper’s receipt of the bill, International Paper shall pay Interest on the
unpaid balance. The Interest on Future Response Costs shall begin to accrue on the date of the 4
bii]. The Interest shall accrue through the date of International Paper’s payment. 2ayments of
Interest made under this Paragraph shall be in addition to such other remedies or sanctions
available to the United States by virtue of International Paper’s failure to make timely payments

- under this Section including, but not limited to, payment of stipulated penalties pursuant to
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Paragraph 73. International Paper shall make all payments required by this Paragraph in the

manner described in Paragraph 54.

57.  Payment by the United States. As soon as reasonably practicable after the
effective date of this Consent Decree, and consistent with Paragraph 58, the United States, on
behalf of the Setﬂing Federal Agency, shall pay to International Paper $350,000 in
reimbursement of International Paper’s Futur_e Response Costs, by Electronic Funds Transfer in
accordance with instructions provided by International Paper. Such payment represents 15
percent of: (1) the costs incurred and estimated to be incurred by International Paper as a result
of performing the Work, as provided by.this Consent Decree; and (2) the estimated Future
Response Costs.

58.  Inthe event that the payment required by Paragraph 57 is not made within one
hundred twenty (120) days of the effective date of this Consent Decree, Interest on the unpaid \
balance shall be paid at the rate established pursuant to section 107(a) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C.

§ 9607(a), commencing on the effective date of this Consent Decree and accruing through the
date of the payment.

59.  The Parties to this Consent Decree reéognize and acknowledge that the payment
obligations of the Settling Federal Agéncy under this Consent Decree can only be paid from
appropriated funds legally available for such purpose. Nothing in this Consent Decree shall be
interpreted or construed as a commitment or requirement that the Settling Federal Agency
obligate or pay funds in contravention of the Anti-Deficiency Act, 31 U.S.C. § 1341, or any other

applicable provision of law. ‘

45-




XVII. INDEMNIFICATION AND INSURANCE

60. International Paper’s Indemnification of the United States.

a. The United States does not assume any liability by entering into this
agreement or by virtue of any designation of International Paper as EPA’s authorized
representative under Section 104(e) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9604(e). International Paper shall
indemnify, save and hold harmless the United States (with the exception of the Settling Federal
Agency) and its 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 International Paper, 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 Decree, including, but not limited to, any claims
arising from any designation of International Paper as EPA’s authorized representatives under
Section 104(e) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9604(e). Further, International Paper agrees to pay the
United States (with the exception of the Settling Federal Agency) all costs the United States
incurs including, but not limited to, attomeys fees and other expenses of litigation and settlement
arising from, or on account of, claims made against the United Statés based on negligent or other
wrongful acts or onﬁssioné of International Paper, its officers, directors, employees, agents,
contractors, subcontractors, and any persons acting on its behalf or under its control, in carrying
out activities pursuant to this Consent Decree. The United States shall not be held out as a party
to any contract entered into by or on behalf of International Paper in carrying out activities
pursuant to this Consent Decree. - Neither International Paper nor any such contractor shall be

considered an agent of the United States.
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b. The United States shall give International Paper notice of any claim for
wﬁich the United States plans to seek indemnification pursuant to Paragraph 60, and shall consult '
with International Paper prior to settling such claim.

61.  Intemnational Paper waives all claims against the United States for damages or
reimbursement or for set-off of any payments made or to be made to the United States, arising
from or on account of any contract, agreement, or arrangement between International Paper and
any person for performance of Work on or relating to the Site, including, but not limitcd to,
_claims on account of construction delays. In addition, International Paper shall indemnify and
hold harmless the United States with respect to any and all claims for damages or reimbursement
arising from or on account of any contract, agreement, or arrangement between International
Paper and any person for performance of Work on or relating to the Site, including, but not
limited to, claims on account of construction delays.

62.  International Paper shall maintain until the first anniversary of EPA’s
Certification of Completion of the Remedial Action pursuant to Paragraph 50.b of Section XIV
(Certification of Completion) comprehensive general liability insurance with limits of three
million dollars, combined single limit, and automobile liability insurance with limits of one
million dollars, combined single limit, naming the United States as an additional insured. In
addition, for the duration of this Consent Decree, Intemnational Paper 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 Work on behalf of
International Paper in furtherance of this Consent Decree. If International Paper demonstrates by

evidence satisfactory to EPA that any contractor or subcontractor maintains insurance equivalent

47-



to that described above, or insurance covering the same risks but in a lesser amount, then, with

respect to that contractor or subcontractor, Intemational Paper need provide only that portion of

the insurance described above which is not maintained by the contractor or subcontractor.
XVIIl. FORCE MAJEURE

63.  “Force majeure,” for purposes of this Consent Decree, is defined as any event
arising from causes beyond the control of International Paper, of any entity controlled by
International Paper, or of International Paper’s contractors, that delays or prevents the
performance of any obligation under this Consent Decree despite International Paper’s best
efforts to fulfill the obligation. The requirement that International Paper 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 (1) as it is occurring
and (2) following the potential force majeure event, such that the delay is minimized to the
greatest extent possible. “Force Majeure” does not include financial inability to complete the
Work or a failure to attain the Performance Standards.

64.  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,
International Paper shall orally notify EPA’s Project Coordinator or, in his or her absence, EPA’s
Alternate Project Coordinator or, in the event both of EPA’s designated representatives are
unavailable, the Director of the Superfund Division, EPA Region 5, within three (3) days of
when International Paper first knew that the event might cause a delay. Within seven (7) days
thereafter, International Paper shall provide in writing to EPA an explanation and description of

the reasons for the delay; the anticipated duration of the delay; all actions taken or to be taken 1o
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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; International Paper’s rationale for
attnbuting such delay to a force majeqre event if it intends to assert such a claim; and a statement
as to whether, in the opinion'of Intemnational Paper, such event may cause or contribute to an
endangerment to public health, welfare or the environment. International Paper shall include
with any notice all available documentation supporting its claim that the delay was attributable to
a force majeure. Failure tc; compiy with the abéve requirements shall preclude International
Paper 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. Interational Paper shall
be deemed to know of any circumstance of which International Paper, any entity controlled by
International Paper, or International Paper’s contractors knew or should have known.

65.  If EPA agrees that the delay 6r 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 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 does not agree that the delay or anticipated delay has been or will be caused by a force
majeure event, EPA will notify International Paper in writing of its decision. If EPA agrees that
the delay is attributable to a force majeure event, EPA will notify International Paper in writing
of the length of the extension, if ény, for performance of the obligations affected by the force

majeure event.
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66.  If International Paper elects to invoke the dispute resolution procedures set forth
in Section XIX (Dispute Resolution), it shall do so no later than 15 days after receipt of EPA’s
notice. In any such proceeding, International Paper 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 extensi.on sought was ér will be
warranted under the circumstances, that best efforts were exercised to avoid and mitigate the
- effects of the delay, and that International Paper complied with the requirements of Paragraphs
63 and 64, above. If International Paper carries this burden, the delay at issue shall bc deemed
not to be a violation by International Paper of the affected obligation of this Consent Decree
identified to EPA and the Court.

XIX. DISPUTE RESOLUTION

67. Unless otherwise expressly provided for in this Consent Decree, the disputc'
resolution procedures of this Section shall be the exclusive mechanism to resolve disputes arising
under or with respect to this Consent Decree. However, the procedures set forth in this Section
shall not apply to actions by the United States to enforce obligations of International Paper that
have not been disputed in accordance with this Section. Nor shall this Section apply to disputes |
between or among International Paper, the City of Tomah and/or the Settling Federal Agency
under this Consent Decree, or to disputes between the City of Tomah and International Paper
under the International Paper/City of Tomah Side Agreement.

68.  Any dispute which afises 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
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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.

69. Statements of Position.

a. In the event that the parties cannot resolve a dispute by informal
negotiations under the preceding Paragraph, then the position advanced by EPA shall be
considered binding unless, within 14 days after the conclusion of the informal -negotiation period,
International Paper invokes the formal dispute resolution procedures of this Section by serving
on the United States a written Statement of Position on the matter in dispute, including, but not
limited to, any factual data, analysis or opinion supporting that position and any supporting
documentation relied upon by International Paper. "I‘he Statement of Position shall specify
Intemational Paper’s position as to whether formal dispute resolution should proceed under
Paragraph 70 or Paragraph 71.

b. Within 21days after receipt of International Paper’s Statement of Position,
EPA will serve on Internatibnal Paper 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 70 or 71. Within 14 days after receipt of
EPA’s Statement of Position, Intemational Paper may submit a Reply.

c. If there is disagreement between EPA and International Paper as to
whether dispute resolution should pr.ocecd under Paragraph 70 or 71, the parties to the dispute
shall follow the procedﬁres set forth in the paragraph determined by EPA to be applicable.

However, if International Paper ultimately appeals to the Court to resolve the dispute, the Court
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shall determine which paragraph is applicable in accordance with the standards of applicability
set forth in Paragraphs 70 and 71.

70.  Formal dispute resolution for disputes pertaining to the selection or adequacy of
any response action and all other disputes that are accorded review on the administrative record
under applicable principles of administrative law shall be conducted pursuant to the procedures
set forth in this Paragraph. For purposes of this Paragraph, the adequacy of any résponse action
includes, without limitation: (1) the adequacy or appropriateness of plans, procedures to
implement plans, or any other items requiring approval by EPA under this Consent Decree; and
(2) the adequacy of the performance of response actions taken pursuant to this Consent Decree.
Nothing in this Consent Decree shall be construed to allow any dispute by International Paper
regarding the validity of the ROD’s provisions.

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

b. . The Director of the Superfund Division, EPA Region 5, will issue a final

- administrative decision r‘esolving the dispute based on the administrative record described in
Paragraph 70.a. This decision shall be binding upon International Paper, subject only to the right
to seek judicial review pursuani to Paragraph 70.c and d.

c. Any administrative decision made by EPA pursuant to Paragraph 70.b.
shall be reviewable by this Court, provided that a motion for judicial review of the decision is

filed by International Paper with the Court.and served on all Parties within 10 days of receipt of
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EPA'’s decision. The motion shall include a description of tht; 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 this Consent Decree. The United States
" may file a response to International Paper’s motion.

d. In proceedjngs on any dispute governed by this Paragraph, International
Paper shall have the burden of demonstrating that the decision of the Superfund Division
Director 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 Paragraph 70.a.

71.  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 admuinistrative law, shall be govefned by this Paragraph.

a. Following receipt of International Paper’s Statement of Position submitted
pursuant to Paragraph 69, the Director of the Superfund Division, EPA Region 5, will issue a
final decision resolving the dispute. The Superfund Division Director’s decision shall be binding
on International Paper unless, within 10 days of receipt of the decision, International Paper files
with the Court and serves 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 wﬁich the dispute must be resolved to ensure orderly implementation of
the Consent Decree. The United States may file a response to International Paper’s motion.

b. Notwithstanding Paragraph X 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.
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72.  The invocation of formal dispute resolution procedures under this Section shall
not extend, postpone or affect in any way any obligation of International Paper 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 Paragraph 80. Notwithstanding the stéy of
payment, stipulated penalties shall accrue from the first day of noncompliance with any
applicable provision of this Consént Decree. In the event that International Paper does not
prevail on the disputed issue, stipulated penalties shall be assessed and paid as provided in
Section XX (Stipulated Penalties).
XX. STIPULATED PENALTIES

73. Nonpayment of Future Costs.

a. If Intemnational Paper fails to pay any amounts due to EPA under this
Consent Decree by the required date, International Paper shall pay to EPA as a stipulated 'penalty,
in addition to the Interest required by Paragraph 56, $100 per violation per day that such payment
is late. Stipulated penalties pursuant to this Paragraph are due and payable within 30 aays of the
date of the demand for payment of the penalties by EPA.

b. All payments shall indicate that the payment is for stipulated penalties and
be in the form of a certified or cashier’s check or checks made payable to “EPA Hazardous
Substance Superfund” and referencing the EPA Region and Site/Spill ID #05-3F, USAQ File
Number 2000V00303; the DOJ case number 90-11-2-1317, and the name and address .of the

party making payment. Copies of the check(s) shall be sent to the United States as specified in
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Section XX VII (Notices and Submissions) and to the EPA Region 5 Financial Management
Officer, Mail Code MF 10-J, 77 West Jackson Boulevard, Chicago, Illinois 60604.

c. Penalties shall accrue as provided in this Paragraph regardless of whether
EPA has notified International Paper of the violation or made a demand for payment, but need
only be paid upon demand. All penalties shall begin to accrue on the day after performance is
due or the day a violation occurs, and shall continue to accrue through the final day of correction
of the noncompliance or completion of the activity. Nothing herein shall prevent the
simultaneous accrual of separate penalties for separate violations of this Consent Decree.

74. Non-Performance of Work.

a. Intern=tional Paper shall be liable for stipulated penalties in the amounts
set forth in Paragraphs 74.b and 74.c, below, to the United States for failure to comply with the
requirements of this Consent Decree specified below, unless excused under Section X VIII (Force
Majeure). “Comp]iénce” by International Paper 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 documents approved by EPA pursuant to this Consent Decree and
within the specified time schedules established by and approved under this Consent Decree.

b. The following stipulated penalties shall accrue per violation per day for

any failure to meet a Major Milestone, as provided in Section IV of the SOW:

Penalty per violation, per day Period of Noncompliance
$100 First week ‘
$200 Second or partial week thereafter; all fi*

subsequent weeks
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c. The following stipulated penalties shall accrue per violation per day for

failure to submit timely or adequate reports pursuant to Section X of this Consent Decree:

Penalty per violation, per day Period of Noncompliance
$50 First week
$100 _ Second or partial week thereafter; all
subsequent weeks

75. | In the event that EPA assumes performance of a portion or all of the Work
pursuant to Paragraph 88 of Section XXI (Covenants by the United States), International Paper
shall be liable for a stipulated penalty in the amount of ten thousand dollars ($10,000).

76.  All penalties 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 of the
cormrection of the noncompliance or completion of the activity. However, stipulated penalties
shall not accrue: (1) with respect to a deficieni submission under Section XI (EPA Approval of
Plans and Other Submissions), during the period, if any, beginning on the thirty-first (31st) day
after EPA’s receipt of such submission until the date that EPA notifies International Paper of any
deficiency; (2) with respect to a decision by the Director of the Superfund Division, EPA Region
5, under Paragraph 70 or 71 of Section XIX (Dispute Resolution), during the period, if any,
beginning on the twenty-first (21st) day after the date that International Paper’s reply to EPA’s
Statement of Position is received until the date that the Director issues a final decision regarding
such dispute; or (3) with respect to judicial review by this Court of any dispute under Section
XIX (Dispute Resolution), during the period, if any, beginning on the thirty-first (31st) day after

this Court’s receipt of the final submission regarding the dispute until the date that this Court
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issues a final decision regarding such dispute. Nothing herein shall prevent the simultaneous
accrual of separate penalties for separate violations of this Consent Decree.

77.  Following EPA’s determination that International Paper has failed to comply with
a requirement of this Consent Decree, EPA may give Intemational Paper written notification of
the same and describe the noncompliance. EPA may send International Paper a written demand
for the payment of the penalties. However, penalties shall accrue as provided in the preceding
Paragfaph regardless of whether EPA has notified International Paper of a violation.

78.  All penalties accruing under this Paragraph shall be due and payable to the United
States within thirty (30) days of International Paper’s receipt from EPA of a demand for payment
of the penalties, unless International Paper invokes the Dispute Resolution procedures under
Section XIX (Dispute Resolution). All payments to the United States under this Section shall be
paid by certified or cashier’s check(s) made payable to “EPA Hazardous Substances Superfund,”
shall be mailed to U.S. EPA, Superfund Accounting, P.O. Box 70753, Chicago Illinois 60673,
shall indicate that the payment is for stipulated penalties, and shall reference the EPA Region and
Site/Spill ID #05-3F, the DOJ Case Numﬁer 90-11-2-1317, and the name and address of the party
making payment. Copies of check(s) paid pursuant to this Section, and any accompanying
transmittal letter(s), shall be sent to the United States as provided in Section XX VI (Notices and
Submissions).

79.  The payment of penalties shall not alter in any way International Paper’s
obligation to complete the performance of the Work required under this Consent Decree.

80.  Penalties shall continue to accrue as provided in Paragraph 76, above, during any

dispute resolution period, but need not be paid until the following:
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a.  if the dispute is resolved by agreement or by a decision of EPA that is not
appealed to this Court, accrued penalties determined to be owing shall be paid to EPA within
fifteen (15) days of the agreement or the receipt of EPA’s decision or order;

b. if the dispute is appealed to this Court and the United States prevails in
whole or in part, International Paper shall pay all accrued penalties determined by this Court to
be owed to EPA within sixty (60) days of receipt of this Court’s decision or order, except as
providcd.in subparagraph (c) below;

c. if this Court’s decision is appealed Sy any Party, International Paper shail
pay all accrued penalties determined by this Court to be owing to the United States into an
interest-bearing escrow account Within sixty (60) days of receipt of this Court’s decision or order;
penalties shall be paid into this account as they continue to accrue, at least every sixty (60) days,
and within fifteen (15) days of receipt of the final appellate court decision, the escrow agent shall
pay the balance of the account to EPA or to Intemational Paper to the extent that they prevail.

81. Enforcement of Penalties by the United States.

a. If International Paper fails to pay stipulated penalties when due, the United
States may institute proceedings to collect the penalties, as well as interest. Interest on the
unpaid balance shall begin to accrue on the date of demand made pursuant to Paragraph 76.

b. Nothing in this Consent Decree shall be construed as prohibiting, altering,
or in any way limiting the ability of the United States to seek any other remedies or sanctions
available by virtue of International Paper’s violation of this Consent 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, 42 U.S.C. § 9622(]). Provided, however, that the United States shall not '




seek civil penalties pursuant to Section 122(1) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9622(1), for any
violation for which a stipulated penalty is provided herein, except in the case of a willful
violation of this Consent Decree.

C. If the United States brings an action against International Paper to enforce
the payment provisions of this Consent Decree, International Paper shall reimburse the United
States for all costs of such action, including but not limited to costs of attorney time, if the EPA
1s the prevailing party.

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

XX1. COVENANTS BY THE UNITED STATES

83. Covenants Not to Sue or Take Administrative Action.

a. In consideration of the actions that will be performed and the payments
that will be made by Intermational Paper under the terms of the Consent Decree, and except as
specifically provided in Paragraphs 84, 85, and 87, the United States covenants not to sue or to
take administrative action against International Paper or the City of Tomah pursuant to Sections
106 and 107(a) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. §§ 9606, 9607(a), relating to the Site. Except with
respect to future liability, these covenants not to sue shall take effect upon the Effective Date of
this Consent Decree. With respect to future liability, these covenants not to sue shall take effeg:t
upon Certification of Completion of Remedial Action by EPA pursuant to Paragraph 50.b of
Section XIV (Certification of Completion). These covenants not to sue are conditioned upon the

satisfactory performance by International Paper of its obligations under this Consent Decree.
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These covenants not to sue extend only to International Paper and the City of Tomah, and do not
extend to any other person.
b. In consideration of the payments that will be made by the Settling Federal
Agency under the terms of this Consent Decree, and except as specifically provided in
Paragraphs 84, 83, and 87 of this Section, EPA covenants not to take administrative action
against the Settling Federal Agency pursuant to Sections 106 and 107(a) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C.
§8§ 9606, 9607(a), relating to the Site. EPA’s covenant is conditioned upon the satisfactory
performance by the Settling Federal Agency of its obligations under this Consent Decree. EPA’s
covenant extends only to the Settling Federal Agency and does not extend to any other person.
84.  United States’ Pre-certification Reservations. Notwithstanding any other
provision of this Consent Decree, the United States reserves, 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 International Paper or the City of Tomah, and EPA
reserves the right to issue an administrative order seeking to compel the Settling Federal Agency
a. to perform further response actions relating to the Site, or
b. to reimburse the United States for additional costs of response,.
if prior to Certification of Completion of the Remedial Action:
(I)  conditions at the Site, previously unknown to E"ZPA, are discovered,
or

) information, previously unknown to EPA, is received, in whole or

in part,




and EPA determines that 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.

85.  United States’ Post-certification Reservations. Notwithstanding any other

provision of this Consent Decree, the United States reserves, and this Consent Decree 1s without
prejudice to, the right to institute proceedings in this action or in anew action, or to issue an
administrative order seeking to compel International Paper or the City of Tomah, and EPA
reserves the right to issue an administrative order seeking to compel the Settling Federal Agency
a. to perform further response actions relating to the Site, or
b. to reimburse the United States for additional costs of response,
if subsequent to Certification of Completion of the Remedial Action:
1) conditions at the Site, previously unknown to EPA, are discovered,
or
2) information, previously unknown to EPA, is received, in whole or
in part,
and EPA determines that 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.
86.  For purposes of Paragraph 84, the information and the conditions known to EPA
shall include only that information and those conditions known to EPA as of the date the QU2
ROD was signed and set forth in the OU1 and QU2 Records of Decision for the Site and the

administrative records supporting the Records of Decision. For purposes of Paragraph 85, the
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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 OU1 and OU2 Records of Decision, the administrative records supporting the
OU1 and OU2 Records of Decision, the post-ROD administrative records, or in any information
received by EPA pursuant to the requirements of this Consent Decree prior to Certification of
Completion of the Remedial Action. |
87.  General reservations of rights. The covenants set forth above do not pertain to

any matters other than those expressly specified in Paragraph 83. The United States reserves, and
this Consent Decree is without prejudice to, all rights against International Paper and the City of
Tomah, and EPA and the Federal natural resources trustees reserve, and this Consent Decree is
without prejudice to, all ights against the Settling Federal Agency, with respect to all other
matters, including but not limited to, the following:

a. claims based on a failure by Intemational Paper, the City of Tomah, or the |
Séttling Federal Agency to meet a requirement of this Consent Decree;

b. liability arising from the past, present, or future disposal, release, or threat
of release of Waste Material outside of the Site;

.c. liability based upon ownership or operation of the Site by International
Paper, the City of Tomah, or the Settling Federal Agency, or upon the transportation, treatment,
storage, or disposal, or the arrangement for the transportation, treatment, storage, or disposal of
Waste Material at or in connection with the Site by International Paper, the City of Tomah, or the
Settling Federal Agency, other thaﬁ as provided in the OU1 or OU2 RODs, the Work, or

otherwise ordered by EPA, after signature of this Consent Decree by the Parties; :
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d. liability for damages for injury to, destruction of, or loss of natural
resources, and for the costs ‘of any natural resource damage assessments;

€. criminal hability;

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

g liability, prior to Certification of Completion of the Remedial Action, for
additional response actions that EPA determines are necessary to achieve Performance Standards,
but that cannot be required pursuant to Paragraph 14 (Modification of the SOW or Related Work
Plans).

88.  Work Takeover. In the event EPA determines that International Paper 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 may assume the performance of all or
any portions of the Work as EPA determines necessary. International Paper may invoke the
procedures set forth in Section XIX (Dispute Resolution), Paragraph 70, to dispute EPA’s
determination that takeover of the Work is warranted under this Paragraph. Costs incurred by the
United States in performing the Work pursuant to this Paragraph shall be considered Future ‘
Response Costs that International Paper shall pay pursuant to Section XVI (Payment for
Reéponse Costs).

89.  Notwithstanding any other provision of this Consent Decree, the United States

retains all authority and reserves all rights to take any and all response actions authorized by law.
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XXII. COVENANTS BY INTERNATIONAL PAPER

90. Covenant Not to Sue. Subject to the reservations in Paragraph 91, International

Paper hereby covenants not to sue and agrees not to assert any claims or causes of action against
the United States with respect the Site or this Consent Decree, including, but not limited to:

a. any direct or indirect claim for reimbursement from the Haiardous
Subs;ance Supeffund (established pursuant to the Internal Revenue Code, 26 U.S.C. § 9507)
through CERCLA Sections 106(bj(2), 107, 111, 112, 113, 42 U.S.é. §8§ 9606(b)(2), 9607, 9611-
9613, or any other provision of law;

b. any claims against the United States, including any department, agency or
instrumentality of the United States under CERCLA Sections 107 or 113, 42 U.S.C. §§ 9607,
9613, related to the response action at the Site, or

c. any claims arisiﬁg out of response actions at or in connection with the
response action at the Site, including claims based on EPA’s selection of response actions,
oversight of response activities, or approval of plans for such activities, as well as any claim
under the United States Constitution, the Wisconsin Constitution, the Tucker Act, 28 U.S.C. §
1491, the Equal Access tp Justice Act, 28 U.S.C. § 2412, as amended, or at common law.
Except as provided in Paragraph 100 (waﬁver of Claim-Splitting Defenses), these covenants not
to sue shall not apply in the event that the United States brings a cause of action or issues an
order pursuant to the reservations set forth in Paragraphs 84, 85, or 87(b) (d), (g), but only to the
extent that International Paper’s claims arise from the same response action, response costs, or
damages that the United States is seeking pursuant to the applicable reservation.

91.  International Paper reserves, and this Consent Decree is without prejudice to:
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a. 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 omussion of any employee of
the Unitéd States whih;, 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 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 International Paper’s 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;

b. contribution claims against the City of Tomah and/or the Settling Federal
Agency in the event any claim is asserted by the United States against International Paper under .
the authority of or under Paragraph 87(b)-(d), (g) of Section XXI (Covenants by the United
States), but only to the same extent and for the same matters, transactions or occurrences as are
raised in the claim of the United States against International Paper; i

. claims based on a failure by the City of Tomah or the Settling Federal ]
Agency to meet a requirement of this Consent Decree or the 2002 Consent Decree; and

d.  claims based on a failure by the City of Tomah to meet a requirement of

the International Paper/City of Tomah Side Agreement.
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92.  Nothing in this Consent Decree shall be deemed to constitute preauthorization of
a claim within the meaning of Section 111 of CERCLA, 42 US.C. § 9611, or 40 C.F.R.
§ 300.700(d).

XXHI. COVENANTS BY THE CITY OF TOMAH

93.  Covenant Not to Sue. Subject to the reservations in Paragraph 94, the City of

Tomah hereby covenants not to sue and agrees not to assert any claims or causes of action agaiﬁst
the United States with respect to the response action at the Site or this Consent Decree, including,
but not limited to:

a. any direct or indirect claim for reimbursement from the Hazardous
Substance Superfund (established pursuant to the Internal Revenue Code, 26 U.S.C. § 9507)
through CERCLA Sections 106(b)(2), 107, 111, 112, 113,42 U.S.C. §§ 9606(b)(2), 9607, 9611-
9613, or any other provision of law;

b. any claims against the United States, including any department, agency or
instrumentality of the United States under CERCLA Sections 107 or 113, 42 U.S.C. §§ 9607,
9613, related to the response action at the Site, ér

c. any claims arising out of response actions at or in connection with the
response action at the Site, including claims based on EPA’s selection of response actions,
oversight of response activities, or approval of plans for such activities, as well as any claim
under the United States Constitution, the Wisconsin Consttution, 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.

Except as provided in Paragraph 100 (waiver of Claim-Splitting Defenses), these covenants not

to sue shall not apply in the event that the United States brings a cause of action or issues an
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order pursuant to the reservations set forth in Paragraphs 84, 85, 87(b)-(d), (g), but only to the
extent that International Paper’s claims arise from the same response action, response costs, or
daxnages that the United States is seeking pursuant to the applicable reservation.

94.  The City of Tomah reserves, and this Consent Decree is without prejudice to:

a. 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 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 International Paper’s plans or activities. The foregoing applies only
to claims which.arc brought pursuant to any statute other than CERCLA and for which the
waiver of sovereign immunity is found in a statute other thap CERCLA;

b. contribution claims against International Paper and/or the Settling Federal
Agency in the event any claim is asserted by the United States against the City of Tomah under
the authority of or under Paragraph 87(b)-(d), (g) of Section XXI (Covenanis by the United
States), but only to the same extent and for the same matters, transactions or occurrences as are

raised in the claim of the United States against the City of Tomah; and
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c. claims based on a failure by Intemational Paper or the Settling Federal
Agency to meet a requirement of this Consent Decree or the 2002 Consent Decree.

XXIV. EFFECT OF SETTLEMENT; CONTRIBUTION PROTECTION

95.  Nothing in this Consent Decree shall be construed to create any rights in, or grant
any 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 thét any person not a signatory to this
Consent Decree may have under applicable law. 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 tq the Site against any person not a Party hereto.

96.  The Parties agree, and by entering this Consent Decree this Court finds, that
International Paper, the City of Tomah, and the Settling Federal Agency 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 mattérs addressed in this Consent Decree;
provided, however, that such contribution protection shall not bar claims by International Paper
or the City of Tomah against one another for failure to meet a requirement of the International
Paper/City of Tomah Side Agreement. The “matters addressed in this Consent Decree” are the
Work and Future Response Costs.

97. International Paper agrees that with respect to any suit or claim for ;ontributjdn
brought by it for matters related to this Consent Decree it will notify the United States and ﬁxe
City of Tomah in writing no later than 60 days prior to the initiation of such suit or claim against

any party not previously identified by EPA as a Potentially Responsible Party at the Site.
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98.  The City of Tomah agrees that with respect to any suit or claim for contribution
brought by it for matters related to this Consent Decree it will notify the United States and
International Paper in writing no later than 60 days prior to the initiation of such suit or claim
against any party not previously identified by EPA zs a Potentially Responsible Party at the Site.

99.  International Paper and the City of Tomah 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 within 10 days of service of the complaint on them. In
addition, International Paper and the City of Tomah shall notify the United States within 10 days
of service or receipt of any Motion for Summary Judgment and within 10 days of receipt of any
order from a court setting acoce for tral.

100. In any subsequent administrative or judicial proceeding initiated by the United
States for injunctive rel-i.ef, recovery of response costs, or other appropriate relief relating to the
Site, International Paper and the City of Tomah 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 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 XXI (Covenants by the United States).

XXV. ACCESS TO INFORMATION

101. Intemnational Paper shall provide to EPA, upon request, copies of all documents

and information within its possession or contro} or that of its contractors or agents relating to

activities at the Site or to the implementation of this Consent Decree, including, but not limited
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to, sampling, analysis, chain of custody records, manifests, trucking logs, receipts, reports,
sample traffic routing, correspondence, or other documents or information related to the Work.
International Paper shall also make available to EPA, for purposes of investigation, information
gathering, or testimony, their employees, agents, or representatives with knowledge of relevant
facts conceniing the performance of the Work.

102, Business Confidential and Privileged Documents.

a. International Paper may assert business confidentiality claims covering
part or all of the documents or information submitted to the United States under this Consent
Decree to the extent permitted by and in accordance with Section 104(e)(7) of CERCLA,

42 UJ.S.C. § 9604(e)(7), and 40 C.E.R. § 2.203(b). Documents or information determined to be
confidential by EPA will be afforded the protection specified iﬁ 40 CF.R. Part 2, Subpart B. If
no claim of confidentiality accompanies documents or information when they are submitted to
EPA, or if EPA has notified International Paper that the documents or information are not
conﬁdential. under the standards of Section 104(e)(7) of CERCLA or 40 C.F.R. Part 2, Subpart B,
the public may be given access to such documents or information without further r.otice to
International Paper. |

b. Intemational Paper may assert that certain documents, records and other
information are privileged under the attorney-client privilege or any other privilege recognized by
federal law. If International Paper asserts such a privilege in lieu of providing documents, it shall
provide the United States the following: (1) the tiﬂé of the document, record, or information; (2)
the date of the document, record, or information; (3) the name and title of the author of the

document, record, or information; (4) the name and title of each addressee and recipient; (5) a
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description of the contents of the document, record, or information: and (6) the privilege asserted

by International Paper. However, no documents, reports or other information created or

generated pursuant to the requirements of the Consent Decree shall be withheld on the gfounds
that they are privileged.

103. No claim of confidentiality shall be made with respect to any data, including, but
not limited to, all sampling, analytical, monitoring, hydrogeologic, scientific, chemical, or
engineering data, or any other documents or information e-videncing conditions at or around the
Site.

XXVI. RETENTION OF RECORDS

104.  Until 10 years after International Paper’s receipt of EPA’s notification pursuant to
Paragraph 51.b of Section XIV (Certification of Completion of the Work), Intemational Paper
shall preserve and retain all non-identical copies of records and documents (including records or
documents in electronic form) now in its possession or control or which come into its possession
or control that relate in any manner to its liability under CERCLA with respect to the Site.
International Paper must also retain, and instruct its contractors and agents to preserve, for the
same period of time specified above all non-identical copies of the last dr.aft or ﬁne.ll version of
any documents or records (including documents or records in electronic form) now in its
possession or control or which come into its possession or control that relate in any manner to the
performance of the Work, provided, however, that International Paper (and its contractors and
agents) must retain; in addition, copies of all data generated during the performance bf the Work

and not contained in the aforementioned documents required to be retained. Each of the above
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record retention requirements shall apply regardless of any corporate retention policy to the
contrary.

105. At the conclusion of this document retention period, International Paper shﬁll
notify the United States at least 90 days prior to the destruction of any such records or
documents, and, upon request by the United States, International Paper shall deliver any such
records or documents to EPA. International Paper may assert that certain documents, records and
other information are privileged under the attorney-client privilege or any other privilege
recognized by federal law. If International Paper asserts such a privilege, it shall provide the
United States with the following: (1) the title of the document, record, or information; (2) the
date of the document, record, or information; (3) the name and title of the author of the
document, record, or information; (4) the name and title of each addressee and recipient; (5) a
description of the subject of the document, record, or information; and (6) the privilege asserted
by International Paper. However, no documents, reports or other information created or
generated pursuant to the requirements of the Consent Decree shall be withheld on tﬁe grounds
that they are privileged.

106. International Paper 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 (other than identical copies) 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 EPA 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.
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107. The United States acknowledges that the Settling Federal Agency: (1) is subject
to all applicable Federal record retention laws, regulations, and policies; and (2) has certified that
it has fully complied with any and all EPA requests for information pursuant to Section 104(¢)
and 122(e) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. §§ 9604(e) and 9622(e), and Section 3007 of RCRA, 42
US.C. § 6927.

XXVII. NOTICES AND SUBMISSIONS

108. 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
" herein shall constitute complete satisfaction of any written notice requirement of the Consent
Decree with respect to the United States (including the Settling Federal Agency), EPA,
International Paper, and the City of Tomah.

As to the United States: Chief, Environmental Enforcement Section
Environment and Natural Resources Diviston
U.S. Department of Justice
P.O. Box 7611

Washington, D.C. 20044-7611
Re: DJ #90-11-2-1317/1

and
Chief, Environmental Defense Section
Environment and Natural Resou:ces Division
U.S. Department of Justice
P.O. Box 23986 .
Washington, D.C. 20026-3986
Re: DJ #90-11-6-17206

-73-



As to EPA: ' Director, Superfund Division
: U. S. Environmental Protection Agency

Region 5

77 West Jackson Boulevard

Chicago, IL 60604

and

Denise Boone

EPA Project Coordinator

U. S. Environmental Protection Agency
Region 5

77 West Jackson Boulevard

Chicago, [L 60604

As to the State: Eileen Kramer
Project Manager
Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources
P.O. Box 4001
1300 W. Clairmont Avenue
Eau Claire, WI 54702

As to International Paper: Roger Schumer
Project Coordinator
International Paper Company
6400 Poplar Avenue
Memphis, TN 38197

As to the City of Tomah: Richard A. Radcliffe
_City Attormney
917 Superior Avenue
P.O.Box 110
Tomah, WI 54660-0110

XXVII. EFFECTIVE DATE

109. The effective date of this Consent Decree shall be the date upon which this
Consent Decree is entered by the Court, except as otherwise provided he:ein.
XXIX. RETENTION OF JURISDICTION
110.  This Court retains jurisdiction over both the subject matter of this Consent Decree

and International Paper and the City of Tomah for the duration of the performance of the terms
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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 construction or modification of this Consent Decree, or to effectuate or
enforce compliance with its térms, or to resolve disputes in accordance with Section XIX
(Dispute Resolution) hereof.
XXX. APPENDICES

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

“Aﬁpendix A” is the OUI ROD.

“Appendix B” is the OU2 ROD.

“Appendix C” is the SOW.

“Appendix D” is the description and/or map of the Site.

“Appendix E” is a draft easement.

XXXI. COMMUNITY RELATIONS

112. International Paper shall cooperate with EPA in providing the publ« information
regarding the Work. As requested by EPA, International Paper shall participate iﬁ the
preparation of such information for dissemination to the public and in public meetings which
may be held or sponsored by EPA to explain activities at or relating to the Site.

XXXTI. MODIFICATION

113.  Schedules specified in this Consent Decree for completion of the Work may-be

modified by agreement of EPA and International Paper. All such modifications shall be made in

writing.
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114.  Except as p.rovidcd in Paragraph 14 (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, International Paper, and the Court, if such modifications
fundamentally alter the basic features of the selected remedy within the meaning of 40 C.F.R.
§ 300.435(c)(2)(B)(i1). Prior to providing its approval to any modification, the United States will
provide the State with a reasonable dpportunity to review and comment on the proposed
modification. Modifications to the SOW that do not materially alter that document, or material
modifications to the SOW that do not fundamentally alter the basic features of the selected
remedy within the meaning of 40 C.F.R. § 300.435(c)}(2)(B)(ii), may be made by written
agreement between EPA, after providing the State with a reasonable opportunity to review and
comment on the proposed modification, and International Paper.

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

XXXIM. LODGING AND OPPORTUNITY FOR PUBLIC COMMENT

116. This Consent Decree shall be lodged with the Court for a period of not less than
thirty (30) days for public notice and comment 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 comments regarding the Consent Decree disclose facts or
considerations which indicate that the Consent Decree is inappropriate, improper, or inadequate.
International Paper and the City of Tomah consent to the entry of this Consent Decree without

further notice.
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117.  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.

XXXIV. SIGNATORIES/SERVICE

118.  The undersigned representative of International Paper, the City of Tomah, and the
Assistant Attormey General for the Environment and Natu;al Resources Division of the United |
States Department of Justice certifies that he or she is fully authorized to enter into the terms and
conditions of this Consént Decree and to execute and legally bind such Party to this document.

119. International Paper and the City of Tomah hereby agree 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 International Paper and the City of Tomah in writing that it no longer
supports entry of the Consent Decree.

120. International Paper and the City of Tomah shall each 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. International Paper and the City of Tomah hereby agree to
accept service in that manner and to waive the formal service requirements set forth in Rule 4of
the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure and any applicable local rules of this Court, including, but
not limited to, service of a summons.

XXXV. FINAL JUDGMENT

121. This Consent Decree and its appendices constitute the final, complete, and

exclusive agreement and understanding among the parties with respect to the settlement
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embodied in the Consent Decree. The parties acknowledge that there are no representations,
agreements or understandings relating to the settlement other than those expressly contained in
this Consent Decree.

122.  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, International
Paper, and the City of Tomah. Thc 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 0% DAY OF ##los e ,2005. .

BY THE COURT:

BARBARA B. CRABB
United States District Judge
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THE UNDERSIGNED PARTIES enter into this CONSENT DECREE FOR OPERABLE UNIT
2 in the matter of United States v. City of Tomabh, et al. relatmg to the Tomah Mumcxpal
Samitary Landfill Superfund Site.

FOR THE ED STATES OF AMERICA

Date: \D\l & l[)4 JZP&_____.
vl W. Benjgmin Fisherow
Deputy Chief
Environmental Enforcement Section

Environment and Natural Resources Division
U.S. Department of Justice

1

Date:

Letitia J. Grishaw
Chief
Environmental Defense Section

Environment and Natural Resources Division
U.S. Department of Justice

owe_3/ /01 JAid /Y
tchell G. Page < / Zean
' Tnal Attorney

Environmental Enforcement Section
Environment and Natural Resources Divistion
U.S. Department of Justice
P.0O. Box 7611, Ben Franklin Station
Washington, D.C. 20044-7611
Tel. (202) 305-0258

1;'1/[7/04 s éh/ -

Stephen drowley

Trnal Attorney

Environmental Defense Sectxon :
Environment and Natura] Resources Division i
U.S. Department of Justice !
P.O. Box 23986

Washington, D.C. 20026-3986
Tel. (202) 514-0165
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Date: \ ] 20 ! 'Z@")/

Date:: q-go Y% ‘{

" Date: .CL/ZQ{ }D‘_I

. Lt\ .
-ﬂgs}ie K. Hey

Assistant United States Attorney
Chief, Civil Division

United States Attorney's Office
Western District of Wisconsin

660 W. Washington Ave., Suite 303
PO Box 1585

Madison, Wisconsin 53701-1585
608/264-5158

Rasc ko

Richard C. Karl

ssuag Director, Superfund Division

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency,
Region 5 _

77 West Jackson Boulevard

Chicago, IL 60604

————

AN e

Timothy J. Thurlm}r

Associate Regional Counsel

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency,
Region.5

77 West Jackson Boulevard

Chicago, IL 60604
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THE UNDERSIGNED PARTY enters into this CONSENT DECREE FOR OPERABLE UNIT 2
in the matter of United States v. City of Tomabh, et al., relating to the Tomah Municipal Sanitary

Landfill Superfund Site.

FOR INTERNATIONAL PAPER COMPANY

Date: ‘?/ Z3 / o4
' Duane Marshall

Director, Corporate Environment,

Health-and-Safety—p,,
International Paper Company

6400 Poplar Avenue
Memphis, TN 38197

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

Name: Ronald R. Ragatz, DeWitt Ross & Stevens, S.C.
Title: . Attorney
Address: : 2 East Mifflin Street, Suite 600

Madison, WI 53703

Tel. Number: 608-255-8891
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THE UNDERSIGNED PARTY enters into this CONSENT DECREE FOR OPERABLE UNIT 2
in the matter of United States v. City of Tomah, et al., relating to the Tomah Municipal Sanitary
Landfill Superfund Site.

FOR THE CITY OF TOMAH, WISCONSIN

Date: Q’J X 0 ,2/

Chuck Ludeking, Mayq,
819 Superior Avenue
Tomah, WI 54660

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

Name: ' Richard A. Radcliffe

Title: _ City Attomey

Address: : 917 Superior Avenue
P.O.Box 110

Tomah, WI 54660

. Tel. Number: : (608) 372-2014
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DECLARATION FOR THE RECORD OF DECISION

SITE NAME AND LOCATION

Tomah Municipal Sanitary Landfill, Tomah, Monro County. Wisconsin

STATEMENT OF BASIS AND PURPOSE

This decision document presents the selected remedial action for source control, operable unit 1,
at the Tomah Municipal Sanitary Landfill (TMSL) site in Tomah, Monroe County, Wisconsin.
The remedy was chosen in accordance with the Comprehensive Environmental Response,
Compensation and Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA), as amended by the Superfund Amendments
and Reauthorization Act of 1986 (SARA) and is consistent with the National Oil and Hazardous
Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP) to the extent practicable. This decision is based
upon the contents of the Administrative Record for the site.

It is anticipated that the State of Wisconsin will concur with this decision. A written
confirmation is expected by September 30, 1997, and will be added to the administrative record

upon receipt.

Actual or threatened releases of hazardous substances from the site. if not addressed by
implementing the response action selected in this Record of Decision (ROD), may present an
imminent and substantial endangerment to public health, welfare, or the environment.

DESCRIPTION OF THE SELECTED REMEDY

This operable unit is the first of two that are planned for the site. The first operable unit
addresses the source of contamination by containing on-site wastes and contaminated soils. The
function of this operable unit is to seal off the TMSL site as a source of groundwater
contamination and to reduce the risks associated with exposure to the contaminated materials.
While tlie remedy does address one of the principal threats at the site, the second operable unit
will involve continued study and possible remediation of the downgradient contaminant plume.

The major components of the selected remedy include:

. Capping the approximately 18-acre landfill with a dual barrier cap that includes a
geosynthetic clay liner, overlain by a low-permeability geomembrane, and covered with 3
feet of soil and vegetated with plants that have a root system less than 3 feet. This cap
would meet the Wisconsin Administrative Code requirements for closed landfills and
would provide a landfill cap in conformance with Wis. Admin. Code § NR 504.07
(1996);

. Expansion of an already existing active gas collection system; and

. Conducting environmental monitoring to ensure the effectiveness of the remedial action.



Institutional controls are not included as part of the selected remedy because deed restrictions on
the TMSL property, enforceable by the State of Wisconsin, are already in place. U.S. EPA has
concluded that no additional controls are necessary to prevent inappropriate use of the site.

DECLARATION STATEMENT

The selected remedy is protective ot human health and the environment: complies with Federal
and State requirements that are legally applicable or relevant and appropriate to the remedial
action except for groundwater cleanup standards. where a waiver is justified: and is cost-
effective. This remedy utilizes permanent solutions and alternative treatment technologies to the
maximum extent practicable for the site. However. because treatment of the principal threats of
the site was not found to be practicable, this remedy does not satisfy the statutory preference tor
treatment as a principal element of the remedy. The size of the landfill and the fact that there are
no on-site hot spots that represent the major sources of contamination preclvde a remedy in
which contaminants could be excavated and treated effectively.

Because hazardous substances will remain at the site, U.S. EPA will conduct a five-year review
in accordance with Section 171 of CERCLA to assess whether any other response is necessarv.

25/ 17 Mfﬁyw—'

ATE William E. Muno
Superfund Division Director
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DECISION SUMMARY

L Site Description

The Tomah Municipal Sanitary Landfill (TMSL) is located north of the City of Tomah, Monroe
County, Wisconsin (Figure 1). The landfill occupies approximately 18 acres within the 40-acre
site (Figure 2). The site is bordered on the north by Deer Creek and its associated wetlands, on
the east by 24" Avenue and agricultural property, on the south by the Sunnyvale Subdivision.
and on the west by agricultural fields and wetlands.

II.  Site History and Enforcement Activities

The City of Tomah (“the City” or “Tomah”) operated the TMSL as a disposal site from 1959 to
1979. disposing of municipal and industrial wastes on 18 acres located on the southern portion of
the site. Wastes were placed in shallow (3 to 8 feet) unlined trenches, which were excavated in
the sandy subsoils over the southern half of the site and covered with native soils.

In August, 1975. the Wisconsin Departraent of Natural Resources (WDNR) ordered the City to
close the site because of potential degradation of local groundwater quality. The City closed the
site in 1979, covered it with soil and topsoil. and planted grass and trees on the site.

In June, 1981, Union Camp Corporation submitted a Notification of Hazardous Waste Activity
for a facility in Tomah. The company reported that from 1960 to 1977, it had disposed of 75.700
gallons of solvent waste from plastics and printing operations at the TMSL. These wastes
contained volatile organic compounds ( VOCs) and heavy metals.

In December, 1983, representatives ot the WDNR conducted a Potential Hazardous Waste Site
Preliminary Assessment for the TMSL. The WDNR's assessment indicated that the landfill
represented a potential hazard to ground water and surface water, and that there could be other
migration pathways.

In June, 1984, the WDNR and the consulting firm Ecology and Environment, under
authorization from U.S. EPA. conducted a site inspection. A groundwater sample from a
downgradient monitoring well contained organic contamination above levels of health concern.
Based on these findings. WDNR nominated the site for inclusion on U.S. EPA’s National
Priorities List (NPL) on April 3. 1985. The site was subsequently added to the NPL on March
31, 1989.

In February, 1992, U.S. EPA’s Technical Assistance Team (TAT) sampled nine residential wells
in the Sunnyvale Subdivision adjacent to the TMSL. One residential well contained elevated
levels of vinyl chloride.



In 1993, the City provided municipal water to homes in the Sunnyvale Subdivision, south of the
site, to eliminate the potential hazard posed by the 'andfill for private drinking wells in the
subdivision. The private wells were subsequently abtandoned.

Research to identify parties responsible for conditions at the TMSL was completed early in 1993.
U.S. EPA identified 3 potentially responsible parties (PRPs): the City of Tomah as owner and
operator of the landfill; and Union Camp Corporation and the Veterans Hospital as generators of
hazardous substances disposed of at the site. U.S. EPA sent a special notice letter to the PRPs in
July, 1993, to conduct a remedial investigation/feasibility study (RI/FS) with oversight by U.S.
EPA. On January 11, 1994, an Administrative Order on Consent (AOC) was entered into
voluntarily by the PRPs to conduct the RI/FS at the TMSL site.

In April, 1994, U.S. EPA decided to take a presumptive remedy approach to the selection of a
remedy for the site. After years of addressing contaminated landfiils, U.S. EPA has found that
the most practical way to deal with the large variety and volume of waste found in municipal
landfills is containment. A containment remedy may include one or more of the following
components: a landfill cap; a groundwater collection and treatment system; a landfill gas
collection and treatment system: a leachate collection and treatment system; and future land use
restrictions. In the early stages of the presumptive remedy analysis for this site, U.S. EPA
concluded that containment at the TMSL would involve placing a cap over the landfill to reduce
the amount of water entering and migrating out of the landfill and installing and operating a
landfill gas collection system. Data collection efforts in the RI, risk assessment, and analysis of
remedial alternatives in the FS were streamlined based upon application of the OSWER
Directive No. 9355.0-49FS entitled “Presumptive Remedy for CERCLA Municipal Landfill
Sites.” Use of the presumptive remedy approach allows a focused effort on data collection to
determine risk at the site, usually by examining groundwater conditions, and a subsequent
streamlined evaluation of alternatives to contain contaminated waste in the landfill. Thus, the
presumptive remedy allows for selection of an on-site source control remedy before all off-site
long-term groundwater contamination issues are resolved. This ROD addresses only the
containment of contaminants from the source area (i.¢., the landfill).

In July, 1996, in response to indications that landfill gas was migrating off-site, the PRPs
installed an active gas extraction system along the southern boundary of the landfill.

III. Highlights of Community Participation

In June, 1994, U.S. EPA hosted a “kick-off"" public meeting at the Tomah City Hall Council
Chambers. The purpose of the meeting was to inform local residents of the Superfund process,
the presumptive remedy approach and the work to be performed under the RI. In addition, '
because there are two other Superfund sites in Tomah. numerous other public meetings and
availability sessions have been conducted.



In 1993, U.S. EPA established an information repository at the Tomah Public Library, 716
Superior Avenue, Tomah, Wisconsin. [1.S. EPA aintains a copy of the administrative record
for the site in the information repository. The RI and FS were released to the public in July.
1996, and April, 1997, respectively. A Proposed Plan was made available on August 7. 1997. A
public meeting was held on August 18. 1997, to discuss the RI/FS and Proposed Plan.
Advertisements were placed in local newspapers to announce the public meeting and comument
period. A public comment period for the Proposed Plan was established from August 7, 1997 to
September 5, 1997. The public generally supports the selected remedy. The responsiveness
summary is contained in Appendix A.

The public participation requirements of sections 113(k)(2)(B) and 117 of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C.
§§ 9613(k)(2)(B) and 9617, have been met in the remedy selection process. This decision
document presents the selected remedy for the Tomah Municipal Sanitary Landfill Superfund
site, chosen in accordance with CERCLA, as amended by SARA, and to the extent practicable,
the NCP. The decision for this site is based on the Administrative Record.

IV.  Scope and Role of Operable Unit

U.S. EPA has determined that installation of a low permeability geomembrane and a
geosynthetic clay liner (GCL) over the landfill and the operation of the active gas collection
system is necessary at the TMSL. This decision is based on an analysis of site risks, described in
detail below. The decision relies on the indications that the landfill is the source of
contamination to ground water which may be used by residents downgradient of the site and that
landfill gas is migrating off-site.

This ROD addresses on-site source control. The suttrce control remedy will be implemented and
the site will be monitored to determine the effects of the source control on reducing the levels of
off-site groundwater contamination. After a period of sufficient monitoring a second risk
assessment and FS will be conducted for the off-site contamination, primarily in ground water.
An additional Proposed Plan and ROD will then be issued to select a remedial alternative for the
off-site contamination.

Because hazardous substances will remain at the site, U.S. EPA will conduct a five-year review
in accordance with Section 121 of CERCLA to assess whether any other source control response
IS necessary.

V. Site Characteristics

The Phase | and I RI involved sampling and analysis of ground water, landfill gas, surface water
and sediment to determine site conditions. Groundwater samples were collected from residential
and monitoring wells around the site to determine the nature and extent of groundwater
contamination. Gas samples were collected from gas probes in and around the landfill and near



residents south of the landfill to determine if landfill gases have migrated beyond the limits of
the waste and the site boundary. Surface water and sediment samples were collected in Deer
Creek and in the wetlands north of the landfill to evaluate if contaminants from the landfill were
impacting Deer Creek. Test pit excavations were also conducted to determine the approximate
boundaries of the landfilled area.

Based on the results of the RI, U.S. EPA examined the threats to human health and the
environment through exposure by ingestion and/or direct contact with contaminants in ground
water, and surface water and sediment. U.S. EPA did not quantify risks associated with
contaminants in surface soil and landfill gas because EPA presumed that a landfill cap and an
expanded gas collection system would be installed, thereby addressing the risks associated with
surface soil and gas, whatever they may be.

Site Conditions

Physical Features

l. Geology

Data from soil borings indicate that the TMSL is underlain predominantly by residual sand
materials, formed by the in-place weathering ot sandstone bedrock, and alluvial unconsolidated
sands overlying the sandstone bedrock. The unconsolidated material consists of silty sands (0
poorly graded fine- to medium-grained sand. The thickness of the unconsolidated deposits in the
immediate vicinity of the landfill ranges from | to 19 feet and generally increases toward Deer
Creek.

Underlying the unconsolidated sands is sandstone bedrock of Cambrian age. Two sandstone
mounds are located in the southwest and southeast comers of the site. The bedrock surface
slopes down from the sandstone mounds in all directions.

2. Hydrology

The TMSL site lies in the Deer Creek valley which is the primary drainage way near the site.
Deer Creek flows northeast across the northwestern corner of the property, within 230 feet of the
northwest corner of the landfilled area. The creek meanders through an extensive emergent
wetland located on the northwest portion of the property and joins Lemonweir Creek about one
mile east of the site. Deer Creek is classified as a cold water sport fishery (trout stream).

The moderately permeable site soils permit infiltration and restrict the volume of overland flow.
Surface runoff across the landfill is generally north toward Deer Creek. with the exception of the
[ow area along the southern property boundary where runoff drains to the south.



3. Hydrogeology

Ground water beneath the site was encountered witiin the unconsolidated deposits, the landfill
waste, and the bedrock. The data collected indicates that the unconsolidated sand and the
sandstone bedrock generally function as a single aquifer. The water level data indicate that the
groundwater flow is northeast toward Deer Creek and the surrounding wetlands av..aging
velocities between 0.02 and 0.38 ft/day. The groundwater contribution to Dcer Creek appears to
be limited to the shallow portion of the aquifer. Deeper flow may occur beneath Deer Creek.

The majority of the landfill appears to be unsaturated. However, investigations showed up to 2
feet of saturated waste at the base of the landfill in some areas. The total thickness of the waste
is approximately 10 - 12 feet. Using the highest water levels measured at the site, U.S. EPA
estimates that 19,000 out of the 300,000 cubic yards in the landfill may be saturated. However,
seasonal fluctuations in the water table make it difficult to estimate the volume of saturated
wastes with any reliability.

The City and the majority of the private well owners obtain their water supply from the

- Cambrian age sandstone aquifers. The City provices municipal water for all residential
properties within the City limits. Residents living outside of the city limits obtain their water
supply from private wells except for those persons living in the Sunnyvale Subdivision who are
serviced by municipal water. Ten of the eleven private wells currently used within one-half mile
of the site are located north and northeast of the site. Well logs from the current property owners
indicate that several of the wells are screened in the sandstone at depths of 50 to 80 feet. One
additional well is located approximately 500 feet east of the landfill. No well log could be
located for this well. '

4, Ecology

The TMSL site is zoned as conservancy. The areas to the north, east. and west are classified as
vacant or agricultural. Deer Creek flows northeast across the northwestern corner of the site. The
WDNEK has designated Deer Creek as Class I trout waters, supporting primarily brook trout.
Adjacent woodlands, wetlands, and fields add to the diversity of wildlife habitat in the area.
Wildlife species found at the site would be typical of an urbanizing rural. agricultural area or
transients from adjacent habitats.

WDNR’s Bureau of Endangered Resources reports no known occurrences of threatened,
endangered, or special concern species; natural communities; or State Natural Areas that would
be affected by remedial actions at the TMSL site. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service does report
that two federally listed species occur in Monroe County. However, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service concluded that due to the nature and location of the proposed activities, the species
identified would not be adversely affected.



5. Contamination
a) Surface Water and Sediment

Surface water and sediment samples were collected from four locations as part of the Phase I
investigation (see Figure 2). Three of the four surface water/sediment samples were collected
from Deer Creek. The fourth sample was collected in the emergent wetland adjacent to the
Creek.

Volatile organic compounds (VOCs) and semivolatile organic compounds (SVOCs) were not
detected in the four surface water samples. 2-Butannne was detected in both the upstream and
downstream sediment samples. Low levels (56 to 60 pg/kg) of three polynuclear aromatic
hydrocarbons (PAHs) were detected in the most downstream sediment sample location.

Comparable values for inorganic constituents were measured for surface water and sediment
samples collected at upstream and downstream sample locations, as well as in the wetland. The
data collected did not indicate that the surface water and sediment have been impacted by
landfill-related contaminants.

b) Ground water

The nature and extent of groundwater contamination was evaluated based on the results from 12
groundwater monitoring wells sampled during Phase I, and 7 additional wells installed and
sampled during the Phase II investigation. In addition, six private wells were sampled during
Phase II (see Figure 2). A summary of contaminants detected in the Phase I and Il groundwater
sampling is presented in Table 1. Additional monitoring wells have been added and sampled
since the completion of the Phase II RI and the risk assessment. The groundwater operable unit
will include a complete evaluation of all data collected from the entire groundwater monitoring
well network.

Seven chlorinated VOCs were detected in the samples collected from the monitoring wells.
These VOCs include chloroethane, 1,1-dichloroethane, 1,2-dichloroechene (cis and trans), 1,2-
dichloropropane, 1.2-dichloroethane, and viny!l chloride. Fi*= aromatic VOCs were also detected
including benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene, xylenes, and chlorobenzene. Vinyl chloride and
benzene were detected most frequently and exhibited the highest concentrations. The vinyl
chloride (0.7 to 1,200 ug/L) and benzene (0.5 to 48 ug/L) concentrations exceeded the WDNR’s
Chapter NR 140 Preventative Action Limit (PAL), Enforcement Standard (ES), and Federal
Maximum Contaminant Level (MCL) in each sample in which they were detected. Vinyl
chloride appears to be the most persistent and widespread VOC. The vinyl chloride
concentrations decreased from 1,200 pg/L adjacent to the landfill (in MW-7) to 36 pg/L
approximately 800 feet downgradient from the site (in MW-9B). Analytical data from individual
well nests indicated that concentrations of both benzene and vinyl chloride were typically higher
in samples collected at depth compared with those collected at the water table. VOCs were not
detected in the upgradient or residential wells.



Several SVOCs were also detected in the groundwater samples. The only SVOC to exceed Ch.
NR 140 ES anu the MCL was bis(2-ethvlhexyl) phtiralate.

Various inorganic constituents were detected in groundwater samples. Twelve of the inorganic
parameters were detected in groundwater samples at concentrations exceeding tederal primary or
secondary drinking-water standards. Inorganic constituents detected in downgradient ground
water may have migrated from the landfill. Downgradient concentrations of aluminum, iron, and
manganese were significantly higher than those concentrations found in upgradient wells.
Thallium, cadmium, and chromium concentrations measured downgradient of the landfill also
exceeded the federal drinking-water standards.

Groundwater samples collected from the downgradient wells during the Phase I were also
analyzed for pesticides, PCBs, dioxins, and furans. The results of these analyses indicate trace
concentrations of octachloro-dibenzopara-dioxin (OCDD) in three of the samples. Three
pesticides were also detected: endrin, 2,4,5-TP, and chlordane. No PCBs or furans were detected.

c) Landfill Gas

Data collected from the investigation indicate that landfill gas is being generated at the site.
Methane concentrations, as measured in the gas probes and monitoring wells, ranged tfrom 4 to
71 percent (by volume in air). Data collected from gas probes installed beyond the boundary of
the landfill indicate that landfill gas is migrating offsite. The methane concentrations measured
from zero to 37 percern* by volume. The lower explosive limit (LEL) for methane is 5 percent by
volume. Chapters NR 504 and NR 506 of the Wisconsin Administrative Code (WAC( ) require
that all waste disposal facilities have an effective means for controlling landfill gas migration
such that the concentration of explosive gases at or beyond the property boundary do not exceed

the LEL.

Gas samples were also analyzed using a portable gas chromatograph. VOCs detected include
vinyl chloride, 1.2-dichloroethene, 1.1.1-trichloroethane, trichloroethene. and toluene. In general,
the highest (338.7 to 773.10 ppm) and most consistent contaminant measured was 1,1,1-
trichloroethane.

VL Summary of Site Risks

U.S. EPA used the data collected during the RI to assess human health and ecological risks. This
assessment compared contamination levels at the site with U.S. EPA standards. In addition,
further assessment of conditions at the site compared contamination levels at the site with Wis.
Admin. Code Ch. NR 140 (1996), Groundwater Standards. The assessment considered ways in
which people and wildlife could be exposed to site-related contaminants and whether such
exposure could increase the incidence of cancer and noncarcinogenic (noncancer related)
diseases above the levels that normally occur in the study area.



The screening assumed that people could be exposed to site-related contaminants by a number of
different pathways (e.g., ingestion, inhalation, derinal contact). Exposure to surface water and
sediment and ground water were evaluated under cuirent and future land use conditions. The
installation of a landfill cap and a gas collection system was presumed. As a result, risks from
direct contact with contaminants in soil on the lanafill surface or landfill gases were not
evaluated.

Current land use and reasonably anticipated future use of the land at NPL sites are important
considerations in determining current risks, future potential risks, and the appropriate extent of
remediation. (See *Land Use in the CERCLA Remedy Selection Process,” OSWER Directive
No. 9355.7-04, May 25, 1995). Land use assumptions affect the exposure pathways that are
evaluated in the risk assessment. The results of the risk assessment aid in determining the degree
of remediation necessary to ensure current and long-term protection at the site. The risk
assessment considers present use of the site to determine current risks. [t may restrict its analysis
of future risks to the reasonably anticipated future land use.

In the case of the TMSL risk assessment. U.S. EPA assumed that the exposure to contaminants in
the surface water and sediment would continue to be the recreational use of Deer Creek. U.S.
EPA assumed the most conservative scenario for exposure to ground water in the future would
be residential use dow:: .+ .dient of the site.

Potential risks to public health for cancer are expressed numerically. i.e., 1x10* or 1x10°,
Carcinogenic risk expressed as 1x10* means that of 10,000 people exposed to contamination
over a 70-year lifetime one individual could potentially develop cancer as a result of the
exposure. A carcinogenic risk of 1x10° means that of 1,000,000 people exposed over a 70-year
lifetime one individual could potentially develop cancer as a result of the exposure. U.S. EPA
has established a carcinogenic risk range from 1x10™* to 1x10° in an attempt to set standards for
remediation and protectiveness. The measure of noncarcinogenic risk is termed a hazard index
(HI) and 1s also expressed numerically. When the HI exceeds 1, there is a potential for adverse
health effects.

In general, the majority of the predicted potential health impacts were associated with exposure
to contaminants detected in ground water. Dermal exposures to contaminants in the surface water
and sediment resulted in excess lifetime cancer risks below 1x10° and hazard indices below 1 for
recreational receptors. Contaminants in ground water were evaluated for residential ingestion,
inhalation, and dermal exposures. The total excess lifetime cancer risk for adult residents was
3x10~. while that for child residents was 1x10~. The adult resident’s hazard index was 139 and



the child’s hazard index was estimated to be 325. Ingestion of groundwater contaminants (i.e.,
vinyl chloride) resulted in the majority of the estimated risk and hazard.

The total overall risk for adult residents using the groundwater and utilizing the wetlands for
fishing or other recreational activities is 3x107, while that for the child is 1x10~. The risk is
primarily due to the pre<ence of vinyl chloride in the ground water.

It should be noted that two exposure pathways were not evaluated quantitatively in the baseline
human health risk assessment. Because no soil samples were collected from the landfill itself and
a source control action has been proposed, no assessment of risk to persons having contact with
landfill soil and contents were estimated. However, hazardous substances are present in the
landfill that could pose some level of hazard should exposure occur.

Sampling from gas probes has confirmed the presence of landfill gases including VOCs. These
gases have been found to contain vinyl chloride, 1,2-dichloroethene, 1,1,1-trichloroethane,
toluene, and trichloroethene. However, the lack of quality assurance/quality control (QA/QC)
documentatior nreclude the use of gas samples taken to date in a quantitative risk assessment.
Thus, no quantitative risk was estimated for nearby residents who may be exposed to ambient
concentrations of these landfill gases. A review of the data indicates that the maximum vinyl
chloride concentration in the landfill gas was approximately 20 parts per million (ppm), while
that in ground water was 1,200 pg/L or 1.2 ppm. Given that inhalation of vinyl chloride vapors
from ground water was estimated to result in a risk of approximately 2x10™ and the landfill gas
concentration is an order of niagnitude higher than the groundwater concentration, the cancer risk
due to inhalation of vinyl chloride in the landfill gas could potentially result in risks of the same
magnitude. Additional cancer risk could also be contributed by the other carcinogenic
compounds (such as trichloroethene) detected in the landfill gases.

The source control measures proposed in the FS call for the landfill gases to be collected with an
active gas collection system and treated prior to release. The gas collection system and treatment
will reduce explosion hazards and exposures to ambient concentrations inhaled by nearby
residents.

An eco'ogical risk assessment was conducted to estimate the risks to terrestrial and aquatic
organisms at the site and qualitative measure impacts on areas surrounding the TMSL. Terrestrial
organisms associated with the TMSL were not considered at risk based on literature-derived
benchmark values. Exposure and risk to aquatic organisms was evaluated by directly comparing
surface water and sediment exposure dose to National Ambient Water Quality Criteria, state
standards, or other literature-based benchmark values. Based on this analysis, cobalt and
manganese in surface water were the only metals found that would potentially pose a risk to
aquatic organisms. :

Actual damage to the aquatic and terrestrial ecosystem of Deer Creek and the adjacent wetlands
was not observed. Based on this analysis. ecological effects from TMSL contaminants are
constdered insignificant at this time.
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Based on the information collected to date on the site contamination and associated risks to
human health and the environment, the installation ~f a low permeability cap to reduce the
amount of contaminants leaching from the landfili wastes to the underlying ground water and
continued collection of landfill gases is warranted. The need for remediation of the contaminated
ground water will be determined after implementation of the source control remedial actions and
after the investigation of the offsite ground water has been completed. The groundw .icr operable
unit will be addressed in a separate RI/FS, proposed plan and ROD.

II. Description of the Remedial Alternatives

Remedial Action Objectives

The source control remedial action objectives were developed for this site to address the landfill
as a long-term source of contamination, to provide short- and long-term protection of human
health and the environment, and to meet the applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements
(ARARs).

Based or the analytical data collected to date and the associated risks, the media of concern
include the landfill gas and ground water. The site specitic remedial action objectives for this
site include:

Landfill Gas Source Remedial Action Objectives

. Prevent landfill gas migration such that at no time shall the standard concentration of
explosive gases in the soils outside the limits of waste, or air within 200 feet of or beyond
the landfill property boundary exceed the lower explosive limit (LEL) for such gases, in
accordance with Wis. Admin. Code Ch. NR 506 (1994). Landfill Operational Criteria.
Chapter NR 506 (1996) of the Wis. Admin Code requires that all waste disposal facilities
have an effective means for controlling landfill gas migration such that the concentration
of explosive gases at or beyond the property boundary does not exceed the LEL.

. Prevent blower emission exceedances above standards for the interim and permanent
landfill gas extraction system set forth in Wis. Admin. Code Ch. NR 445 (1996).

Groundwater Source Control Remedial Action Objectives
. Provide an effective means to reduce infiltration through the landfill waste.

. Eliminate contaminant migration pathways to the ground water, by providing a
mechanism to reduce VOC and metals contamination, thereby providing a potential
means to meet State groundwater standards within the aquifer affected by contaminants
associated with the landfill.



1t

Development of Alternatives

The remedial alternatives for the FS are typically assembled trom applicable remedial technology
options. A wide range of technologies and remedial options are reduced by evaluating them with
respect to technical implementability, effectiveness, and cost. However, U.S. EPA has found that
the most practical wa:" to deal with the large variety and volume of waste found in municipal
landfills is containment. U.S. EPA’s guidance on presumptive remedies for CERCLA municipal
landfill sites indicates that components of the source containment may tnclude:

. landfill capping to reduce the amount of water entering and migrating out of the landfill;

. extraction and treatment of contaminated ground water and leachate (o control offsite
migration

. construction of an active landfill gas collection and treatment system to prevent offsite
migration

Based on site-specific conditions, the selection of response actions need only consider those
components that are necessary. The lack of measurable leachate with the landfill indicates that a
leachate :ollection system is not necessary as a gencral component of the presumptive remedy.

Even though the majority of the landfill appears to he unsaturated, reconsolidation wa<
considered in the alternatives. [nvestigations showed up to 2 feet of saturated waste at the base
of the landfill in some areas. As noted above, it is difficult to estimate the volume of saturated
waste with any reliability, but U.S. EPA believes that at most. 19,000 out of a total of 300,000
cubic yards of waste in the entire landfill are saturaied.

In addition to source containment, the NCP requires that a no-action alternative be considered for
the site. The no-action alternative serves primarily as a point of comparison for other
alternatives.

The approach to develop the containment alternatives was to provide general source response
actions that address each medium of interest in order to satisty the remedial action objectives:

Landfill Gas Response Actions

. No action
. Collection and treatment, if necessary, of landfill gas to prevent migration

Groundwater Source Response Actions

. No action
. Installation of a low permeability cap to reduce infiltration
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specifications set forth in Wis. Admin. Code § NR 504.06(2)(a) (1996). However, due to site
design restrictions, the clay would be discontinued along a line north of the existing gas
extraction system. A GCL material would be substituted for the clay south of the existing gas
system to reduce the encroachment on the adjacent residential properties, reduce drainage
problems, and eliminate the need to reconstruct the existing landfill gas collection system. The
alternative would meet ooth the landfill gas and groundwater source control objectives.

Alternative 6;: Reconsolidation of Saturated Waste, Installation Geomembrane Cap with Active
Gas Extraction System

This alternative includes installation of a low permeability landfill cap and gas extraction system.
As described in Alternative 3, the landfill cap would be a multi-layered, single barrier cover,
consisting of a upper vegetative layer, a rooting zone/drainage layer and a geomembrane. The
final cap design would be modified by excavation of the maximum saturated area of waste found
along the northern portion of the landfill. Approximately 174.000 cubic yards of waste from the
north central portion of the landfill could be excavated and reconsolidated. Reconsolidation
options include moving excavated wastes to a more upland (south side) of the landfill or
backfilling the excavation with clean fill to water table and placing the wastes on top (i.e.,
effectively raising waste above high water levels). As with Alternative 3. this alternative would
meet both the landfill gas and groundwater source control objectives but would not comply with
Wis. Admin. Code Ch. NR 504 (1996). Landfill Location, Performance Design, and
Construction Criteria.

Alternative 7: Reconsolidation of Saturated Waste, Installation Geomembrane and GCL Cap

with Active Gas Extraction System

This alternative includes all the components of Alternative 6 with the addition of the GCL layer
below thz geomembrane. This alternative would meet both the landfill gas and groundwater
source control objectives.

Alternative 8: Reconsolidation of Saturated Waste, Installation Geomembrane and Clay Cap
with Active Gas Extraction Systen;

This alternative includes all the components of Alternative 6 with the additional of a 2-foot clay
layer. This alternative would meet both the landfill gas and groundwater source control
objectives.

V1. Evaluation of Alternatives
Nine Evaluation Criteria

In the NCP, the U.S. EPA has established nine criteria that balance health, technical, and cost
considerations to determine the most appropriate remedial alternative. The criteria are designed
to select a remedy that will be protective of human health and the environment, attain Applicable
or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements (ARARs), utilize permanent solutions and treatment
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technologies to the maximum extent practicable, and be cost effective. The relative performance
of each of the remedial alternatives listed above has been evaluated using the nine criteria set
forth in the NCP as the basis of comparison. These nine criteria are summarized below:

Threshold Criteria

The selected remedy must meet the following threshold criteria:

Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment addresses whether a remedy

provides adequate protection and describes how risks are eliminated, reduced or controlled
through treatment, engineering controls or institutional controls.

Compliance with Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements (ARARs)
addresses whether a remedy will attain applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements
under federal environmental laws and state environmental or facility siting laws or provide

grounds for issuing a waiver.

Primary Balancing Criteria

The balancing criteria are used to compare the eftectiveness of the remedies.

3.

Long-term Effectiveness and Permanence refers to the amount of risk to maintain reliable
protection of human health and the environment over time once cleanup goals have been met.

Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility or Volume Through Treatment is the anticipated
performance of treatment technologies that may be employed in a remedy to reduce the
harmful effects of principal contaminants, their ability to move in the environment, and the
amount of contamination present.

Short-term Effectiveness refers to the speed with which the remedy achieves protection, as
well as the remedy’s potential to create adverse impacts on human health and the
environment during the construction and implementation period.

Implementability is the technical and administrative feasibility of a remedy, including the
availability of materials and services needed to implement the chosen solution.

Cost addresses the estimated capital and operation and maintenance (O&M) costs, evaluated
as the present worth cost. Present worth is the present value of the capital and future O&M
costs of an alternative based on the time value of money.

Moditying Criteria

These criteria deal with support agency and community response to the alternatives.
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8. State Acceptance indicates whether, based on its review of the FS and the Proposed Plan,
the support agency (in this case, the WDNR) concurs with, opposes, or has no comment on
the recommended alternative.

9. Community Acceptance is assessed in the Rccord of Decision based upon a review of the
public comments received on the FS report and the Proposed Plan.

Evaluation of the Remedial Alternatives

As part of the F'S all the remedial alternatives are evaluated against the nine criteria. Figure 4
contains a summary of this analysis.

Threshold Criteria

The threshold criteria are CERCLA statutory requirements that must be satisfied by any
alternative in order for it to be eligible for selection as a CERCLA remedy. Alternatives that do
. not meet the threshold criteria are not carried through a comparison with the other alternatives.

[. Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment

The no action alternative will not provide protection of human health and the environment.
Alternative 2 will provide only limited reduction of risk to human health and the environment by
collecting landfill gas along the southern perimeter of the landfill. The remaining alternatives
that include a landfill c2p and active gas extraction system provide the applicable components for
a CERCLA presumptive remedy for source control at the TMSL. Risks to human health and the
environment would be reduced due to the extraction and treatment of landfill gases and reduction
or elimination of source pathways for additional groundwater contamination.

2. Compliance with Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements (ARARs)

ARARs for the alternatives considered are contained in Table 1 of the Feasibility Study for
Source Control, dated April 14, 1997, as amended by U.S. EPA’s letter of July 15, 1997. Note
that, at this time, EPA cannot say whether any of the alternatives con-idered will restore ground
water outside the landfill to federal and state drinking water standards. But under section
121(d)(4) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. §9621(d)(4), U.S. EPA may select a remedy that does not
attain cleanup standards when the remedial action selected is only part of a total remedial action
that will attain such level or standard of control when completed. That is the case here. Ground
water conditions will be addressed in a second operable unit.

The no action alternative and Alternative 2 will not comply with the ARARs because they do not
include the multi-layer cap required under Wis. Admin. Code § NR 504.06 (1996) for closed
landfills. In addition, for Alternative 2, the existing gas extraction system does not achieve
compliance with Wis. Admin. Code §§ NR 504 and 506 (1996) because some gas is continuing
to migrate off-site. The cap proposed as part of Alternatives 3 and 6 does not provide the back-
up component required by Wis. Admin. Code § NR 504.07 (1996). Alternatives 4. 5. 7. and 8
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would meet the Wisconsin Administrative Code requirements for closed landfills and would
provide a landfill cap in conformance with Wis. Admin. Code § NR 504.07 (1996). Alternatives
4 and 7 would meet the Wisconsin requirement foi a clay capping layer by substituting a
geosynthetic clay liner that has an equivalent standard of performance, such that these
alternatives qualify for a variance under Wis. Admin. Code § NR 500.08(4) (1996).

Primary Balancing Criteria

3. Long-term Effectiveness and Permanence

Installation of a presumptive remedy cap and gas extraction system have been proven to be
reliable long-term containment technologies for municipal landfills. Alternatives 4, 5, 7 and 8
provide additional long-term effectiveness and permanence by including a back-up barrier to the
geomembrare layer in the multi-layer cap.

Alternatives 6, 7, and 8 include reconsolidation of saturated waste which may provide an
effective means to remedy groundwater within the waste. However, the majority of the landfill
appears to be unsaturated. U.S. EPA estimates that only 19,000 out of the 300,000 cubic yards
of waste estimated to be in the landfill are saturated. However, seasonal fluctuations in the water
table make it difficult to estimate the volume of saturated wastes with any reliability. In
addition, as has been shown at other landfill sites, water table elevations under the landfill may
drop after installation of the cap, reducing the volume of saturated wastes. The combination of
these factors makes it atificuii to assess the contribution of saturated waste to groundwater
contamination and the benefits, if any. of reconsolidation.

4. Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility or Volume Through Treatment

The no action alternative will not reduce toxicity, mobility or volume of contamination. The rest
of the alternatives include a gas collection/extraction system that will treat VOCs if the levels are
such that treatment is necessary to meet Wisconsin air standards.

5. Short-term Effectiveness

Alternatives 3, 4, 5, 6, 7 and 8 would provide a remedy for ott-site landfill gas migration by
installation of an interior active gas extraction system, that would effectively reduce the health
and safety threat to landowners adjacent to the landfill. These alternatives would also result in
relatively little site disturbance. As a result, they will reduce pubiic exposure to air emissions,
odor, noise and traffic. Because no waste will be exposed, the installation of the landfill cap will
not put workers or the public at risk from exposure.

6. Implementability

Required materials, services and equipment are available to implement each source control
alternative. Operation and maintenance of the existing landfill gas collection system have
already been implemented. Thus. Alternative 2 involves no construction and is the easiest to
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implement. All the Alternatives except | and 2 involve placement of the multi-layer cap and
would require care in construction to minimize pot-ntial damage to the existing gas collection
system.

7. Cost

The costs for the alternatives (including both capital expenditures and future operating costs that
have been discounted at a 2 percent rate) range from $1.4 million to $7.2 million. The cost for
each alternative is presented in Figure 4.

Costs associated with Alternatives 6, 7, and 8 are high due to a number of factors, including: the
amount of unsaturated wastes that would need to be moved to get to the saturated wastes at the
base of the fill, the small area available for excavation activities, a phased excavation approach,
waste handling activities, uncertainty concerning the treatment of groundwater produced during
excavation, and potential characterization of any portion of reconsolidated waste, contaminated
soils, or contaminated ground water. Costs of these alternatives are aimost double that of their
counterpart with no reconsolidation.

Modifying Criteria
8. Support Agency Acceptance

U.S. EPA is the lead agency for this site and the author of this ROD. WDNR has been the
support agency for the RI/FS and has reviewed this ROD. The State of Wisconsin has indicated
a willingness to concur with this decision. A written confirmation is expected by September 30.
1997, and will be added to the administrative record upon receipt.

9. Community Acceptance

A Proposed Plan was prepared and released to the public on August 5, 1997. A 30-day public
comment period was conducted between August 7. 1997, and September 5, 1997. A public
meetirg on the proposal was held on August 18, 1997. The public generally supports the
proposed remedy. The comments U.S. EPA received, together with U.S. EPA’s responses, are
described in the Responstveness Summary attached to this xOD.

Selected Alternative

U.S. EPA has determined that Alternative 4. [nstallation of a low permeability geomembrane
and a geosynthetic clay liner (GCL) over the landfill and the operation of the active gas
collection system is the best remedy for source controf at the TMSL. Alternatives 4, 5, 7. and 8
fully meet all the NCP criteria. The only criterion that clearly revealed differences between the
four acceptable alternatives was cost. All things being equal, U.S. EPA prefers to select the most
cost-effective remedial alternative. Alternative 4 while meeting all threshold, balancing, and

modifying criteria was also the least costly of the four acceptable alternatives.




The Remedial Action Objectives that the selected remedy must meet are described above in
Section VII. The ARARSs for the selected remedy .re listed in Table 1 of the Feasibility Study
for Source Control, dated April 14, 1997, as amended by U.S. EPA’s letter of July 15, 1997.
They include Wisconsin regulations concerning landfill performance and design set forth in Wis.
Admin. Code Chs. NR 504 and 506, and air standards set forth in the Clean Air Act, 42 U.S.C. §
7401 et seq., and Wis. Admin. Code Ch. NR 439 (1996).

[t should be mentioned that Alternative 4 only addresses on-site source control at the landfill and
that a subsequent risk assessment, FS, proposed plan, and ROD will address off-site groundwater

contamination.

IX. Statutory Determinations

U.S. EPA and the State of Wisconsin believe the selected remedy will protect human health and
the environment; complies with ARARs, except for groundwater cleanup standards where a
waiver is justified; is cost-effective; and utilizes permanent solutions and alternative treatment
technologies or resource recovery technologies to the maximum extent practicahle The sclecteu
remedy will not satisfy the preference for treatment as a principal element. The size of the
landfill and the fact that there are no on-site hot spots that represent the major sources of
contamination preclude a remedy in which contaminaiic could be excavated and treated

effectively.
X. State Concurrence

The State of Wisconsin has indicated a willingness to concur with this dccision. A written
confirmation is expected by September 30, 1997 and will be added to the administrative record

upon receipt.
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Table 1
Summary cf Contaminants
Detected in Groundwater
Minimum | Maximum
Total Positive | Detection | Detected | Detected

IParameter Analyses | Detections | Frequency| Value Value Units
Volatile Organic Compounds

1,1-Dichloroethane 8 4 50.0% 1 271 g/l
1,2-Dichloroethane 8 2 25.0% 3 4] po/l
1,2-Dichloropropane 8 2 25.0% 5 16 pg/t
2-Hexanone 8 1 12.5% 86 86] ug/L
IAcetone 8 2 25.0% 2 320f pg/L
Benzene 8 5 62.5% 5 48] ug/L
Carbon Disulfide 8 3 37.5% 0] 1} pg/L
Chlorobenzene 8 5 62.5% 1 8| wg/L
Chloroethane 8 5 62.5% 1 13} pg/L

is-1,2-dichloroethene 8 4 50.0% 1 210| pg/L
Ethylbenzene 8 4 50.0% 1 481 pg/L
2-Butarone (MEK) 8 1 12.5% 280 280| pg/L
[4-Methyl-2-pentanone (MIBK) 8 1 12.5% 32 32| ug/L
Styrene 8 1 12.5% 3 3] pg/L
Toluene 8 5 62.5% 1 550] uo/L
1,2-Dichloroethene (total) 8 5 62.5% 1 200} ug/L
ftrans- 1,2-dichioroethene 8 1 12.5% i 1 ug/l
Vinyl Chloride 8 8 100.0% 3 1,200] pg/iL
Xylenes (total) 8 3 37.5% 59 180 ug/L
Semivolatile Organic Compounds

1.2-Dichlorobenzene 8 v 2 25.0% 1 1} vg/L
1,4-Dichliorobenzene 8 5 62.5% 2 22( ug/L
2.4-Dimethylphenol 8 2 25.0% 5 16] pg/L
2-Methylnaphthalene 8 3 37.5% 2 5] pg/L
2-Methylphenol (o-cresol) 8 1 12.5% 18 18] pg/L
4-Chloro-3-methylphenol 8 2 25.0% 8 11} po/L
14-Metnylphenol (p-cresol) 8 1 12.5% 1,100 1,100f pg/L
bis(2-chloroethyl) ether 8 1 12.5% 7 7| pg/iL
bis(2-ethylhexyl) phthalate 8 1 12.5% 27 27} ug/l
Di-n-butyl phthalate 8 1 12.5% 1 1] pg/l
Diethylphthalate 8 4 50.0% 4 110] pg/L
N-Nitrosodiphenylamine 8 1 2.5% 2 2] Hg/iL
Naphthalene 8 3 37.5% 5 16} pg/L
Phenol 8 1 12.5% 54 54| pgl |
llPesticides/TCDDs

Endrin 3 1 33.3% 0 O} pg/L
Gamma-Chlordane 3 1 33.3% 0 0| polL
Octachlorodibenzo-p-dioxin 3 2 66.7% 63 380] pg/L
.4,5-TP (Silvex) 3 1 33.3% 1 1] pg/l
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Table 1
Summary of Contaminants
Detected in Groundwater
Minimum | Maximum
Total Positive | Detection | Detected | Detected

Parameter Analyses | Detections | Frequency| Value Vaiue Units
llnorganics

Aluminum 8 8 100.0% 515]  186,000] ngiL
Antimony 8 4 5C.0% 2 53| upg/L
Arsenic 8 7 87.5% 4 112} pg/lL
Barium 8 8 100.0% 117 1,730 pog/
Beryilium 8 4 50.0% 2 11} pg/l
Cadmium 8 2 25.0% 8 121 pg/L
Calcium 8 8 100.0% 4,960 150,000( pg/L
Chromium, Total 8 7 87.5% 2 320{ ug/L
Cobait 8 8 100.0% 6 103} ug/Ll
Copper 8 6 75.0% 14 232} pg/L
Iron 8 3 100.0% 825! 353,000{ pg/t.
Lead 8 8 100.0% 3 158 pg/L
Magnesium 8 8 100.0% 1,020 114,000{ po/L
Manganese 8 8 100.0% 811 19,000 pg/L
Mercury 8 6 75.0% 0 3| pg/lL
Nickel 8 8 100.0% 8 143] pg/L
Potassium 8 8 100.0% 1,360 114,000} pg/L
Selenium 8 8 100.0% 3 24 pg/L
Silver 8 3 37.5% 11 22| pg/L
Sodium 8 8 100.0% 6,390 251,000 pg/L
Thallium 8 2 62.5% 3 2V gl
Vanadium 8 8 100.0% 1 233] ug/lt
Zinc 8 7 87.5% 52 439 ug/L
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RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY
TOMAH MUNICIPAL SANITARY LANDFILL
TOMAH, MONROE COUNTY, WISCONSIN

PURPOSE

This responsiveness summary has been prepared to meet the requirements of Sections
113(k)(2)(B)(iv) and 117(b) of the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and
Liability Act of 1986 (CERCLA), as amended by the Superfund Amendments and
Reauthorization Act of 1986 (SARA), which requires the United States Environmental
Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) to respond to each of the significant comments, criticisms, and
new data submitted in written and oral presentations on a proposed plan for remedial action. The
responsiveness summary provides a summary of citizen’s comments and concerns identified and
received during the public comment period, and U.S. EPA’s responses to those comments and
concerns. All comments received by U.S. EPA during the public comment period were
considered in the selection of the remedial alternative for the TMSL. The responsiveness
summary serves two purposes: it summarizes community preferences and concerns regarding the
remedial alternatives, and it shows members of the community how their comments were
incorporated into the decision-making process.

This document summarizes written and oral comments received during the public comment
period of August 7, 1997 to September 5, 1997. The comments have been paraphrased to
efficiently summarize them in this document. The public meeting was held at 6:00 p.m. on
August 18, 1997 at the Tomah City Hall Council Chambers, Tomzh, Wisconsin. A full
transcript of the public meeting, as well as all site re'ated documeats, are available for review at
the Information Repository, located at the Tomah Public Library, 716 Superior Avenue, Tomah,
Wisconsin. Comments and questions were received during the public meeting from several
residen:s and/or city officials. Additionally, comments were mailed to U.S. EPA.

OVERVIEW

The proposed remedial alternative for the Tomah Municipal Sanitary Landfill was announced to
the public just prior to the beginning of the public comment period. U.S. EPA proposed the
installation of a low permeability geomembrane and a GCL over the landfill to reduce infiltration
of water, with an active gas collection system.



Community Comments

1. Comment; One commenter was concerned about the efficacy of the landfill cap to
alleviate groundwater contamination.

Response: Groundwater conditions at the site will be monitored for approximately a year
after implementation of the cap. At that time, or when the Agencies determine that
sufficient time has passed to assess the impact of the cap, an evaluation will be made as to
the ability of the cap as well as the gas extraction system to reduce levels of
contamination in ground water. After this evaluation a risk assessment will be conducted
to determine the risk posed by the levels of contamination in the ground water. If needed,
a second feasibility study will be conducted to look at remedial alternatives for the
ground water. A proposed plan and record of decision will be issued by the U.S. EPA
proposing a groundwater clean-up alternative for the site.

2. Comment: This same commenter indicated that he had lived by the landfill property for
almost fifty years and had seen landfilling in the northeastern portion of the property.
This portion had not previously been identified as an area that accepled wastes.

Response: Based upon this comment and the lack of sufficient remedial investigation
data from the area, U.S. EPA has determined that additional characterization is needed to
determine if the landfill area extends into the northeastern portion of the property. The
U.S. EPA recommends that additional characterization be conducted in this area during
the remedial design. The design sampling will help determine if the recommended dual-
barrier cap needs to be extended to cover the suspected area. The extent of design
sampling will be determined during rev.ew of the remedial design project planning
documents.

3. Comment; This same commenter, as well as other cit.cens who attended the public
meeting, had concerns about surface water runoff from the new cap affecting their
properties.

Response: As part of the design and implementation of the new landfill cap, engineering
controls will be put in place to collect surface run-off and prevent it from impacting
properties adjacent to the landfill. U.S. EPA will require operation and maintenance of
the cap so as to ensure the integrity of the cap and associated engineering controls.



4.

Comment: Another commenter had questions about the extent of sampling that occurred
in the Sunnyvale subdivision. In particular, why was more sampling not performed?

Response: Groundwater and landfill gas monitoring were conducted south of the landfill
in the Sunnyvale subdivision. Groundwater monitoring involved private well sampling
as well as the installation and sampling of a monitoring well. Data collected from ground
water indicated that the potential effects of the landfill on ground water to the south of the
site was unlikely. This coupled with the facts that ground water appeared to moving to
the east/northeast away from the subdivision and that the City of Tomah had extended
municipal water services to the area provided reasonable assurances that the impact of the
landfill on ground water to the south of the landfill was minimal. U.S. EPA then made
the determination that an extended investigation of ground water south of the landfill was
not warranted. Migration of landfill gas south of the landfill into the subdivision was also
monitored. Sampling efforts concentrated on homes and yards adjacent to the landfill,
since these homes appeared to be those that would affected first, until the responsible
parties installed an active gas exiraction system to remove the gas from the landfill. The
in-home gas sampling was eventually discontinued after the gas extraction system
etfectively reduced the amount of gas migrating beyond the southern border of the
landfill to safe levels. This system will be expanded and monitoring will continue as part
of the remedy for the landfill. Capping will ulso increase the effectiveness of the
extraction system. As part of the presumptive remedy, soil sampling was not conducted
since it is assumed that the site will be capped. Some sediment and surface water
sampling was couuducted in Deer Creek, and the landfill was found not to have impacted
the creek.

Comment: One commenter was concerned about the affects of the Superfund clean-up on
property values near the landfill.

Response; U.S. EPA believes that, in general, a Superfund clean-up will increase property
values not only on the Superfund site itself, but in areas adjacent to the site.

Comment: One commenter wondered how long is there going to be a guarantee that the
cap is going to stay effective without changes from the EPA?

Response: After construction of the landfill cap, an operation and maintenance plan will
go into effect, the purpose of which will be to ensure that the remedy continues to be
effective in preventing infiltration into the landfill and removing gas. Part of the
operation and maintenance will be monitoring. Should conditions arise resulting in
questions about the integrity of the remedy, U.S. EPA and the WDNR reserve the right to
propose changes to address the new conditions and secure the integrity of the remedy.



Comment of the City of Tomah

1. Comment: The City requested that remedial Alternative 3, installation of a low
permeability geomembrane cap over the lardfill to minimize infiltration, and an active
gas extraction systetu, as described in the 1'omah Municipal Sanitary Landfill (TMSL)
Feasibility Study (FS) for Source Control be selected in the Record of Decision.

Response: The U.S. EPA and the WDNR have reviewed and analyzed all the remedial
alternatives presented in the TMSL FS for Source Control and have selected remedial
Alternative 4 as the most appropriate remedy based upon an analysis of U.S. EPA’s nine
health, technical, and cost criteria as described in the Proposed Plan issued on August 7,
1997 and the attached Record of Decision. Alternative 4 included installation of a low
permeability geomembrane and a geosynthetic clay liner over the landfill to minimize
infiltration of water, and an active gas extraction system. Alternative 3 failed to meet the
threshold criteria for compliance with applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements
because it did not include a dual-barrier system and thus did not meet state requirements.
The dual-barrier landfill cap provides a sufficient back-up system should one of the
barrier layers fail.

Comments of Union Camp Corporation

Union Camp Corporation, one the Potentially Responsible Parties at the Tomah Municipal
Sanitary Landfill, submitted comments on the remedy, on the risk analysis, and on the allocation
of responsibility for paying for the cleanup. Union Camp included in its submission the detailed
comments of one of its contractors, TRC Environmental Solutions Inc., on the choice of the
landfill cover and on the risk assessment. Union Camp also included copies of comments it
submitted to EPA Headquarters concemning the Agency’s Municipal Solid Waste Settlement
Proposal.

With respect to Union Camp’s comments on allocation of costs for the cleanup and on the
Municipal Solid Waste Settlement Proposal, EPA declines to respond at this time. The purpose
of the public comment period on the Proposed Plan for the Tomah Municipal Sanitary Landfill
was to solicit comments on the remedy the Agency had tentatively chosen for the site. EPA will
respond to Union Camp in due course concerning allocation and liability issues. But EPA '
believes it is important to keep technical questions concerning the adequacy of the selected
remedy and legal/policy questions concerning allocation of responsibility separate.

Union Camp, by contrast, seems to want to blend the analysis of the proposed remedy with
arguments about allocation of responsibility. There is an implication in Union Camp’s
comments that remedial decisions could differ depending on the number of viable PRPs at a site.
Where a great many viable PRPs are present. one kind of remedy might be chosen; for an



identical site with only a few viable PRPs, a different, presumably cheaper, remedy should be
selected. EPA rejects this way of proceeding as fundamentally inconsistent with the National
Contingency Plan.

1. Comment: Union Camp and TRC advance various arguments why selection of a dual
barrier cap is unwarranted at the TMSL. One argument is that the improvement in
performance of a dual barrier cap over a single geomembrane is minimal, and not worth
the additional $469,000 it would cost. A second argument is that the choice of a dual
barrier cap is a “policy” decision, not a technical/engineering decision. Finally, Union
Camp asserts that single membrane liners have been selected at other sites in Wisconsin,
implying that the selection of dual membrane for the TMSL is an arbitrary decision

Response: In 1996, the State of Wisconsin changed its regulations concerning the design
of final cover systems for landfills to require two impermeable layers - a geomembrane
and a clay layer - rather than one. The new requirement purposely built in a certain
amount of redundancy in order to provide protection if the geomembrane layer failed.
Hence, arguments about the minimal incremental reduction provided by a second layer
are beside the point. Union Camp’s technical arguments assume that the main
geomembrane layer would never fail. But what if it does? The Wisconsin regulation was
not intended to reduce infiltration by another fraction of a percent, but rather, to provide
basic impermeauiiity if the geomembrane is breached. Union Camp does not explain
how the system it tavors offers any similar safeguard feature. It nowhere cites any
figures regarding the reliability of single membrane covers. Rather, it terms a potential
breach a “speculative” event and it implies that it should not have to subsidize safeguards
designed to address such things. Suffice it to say that if a breach of the geomembrane
were a sure thing, U.S. EPA and WDNR wculd not select a remedy that included a
geomembrane asa Component.

As for Union Camp’s argument that requiring dual barrier systems is a policy decision,
U.S. EPA agrees, but questions why Union Camp finds fault with that. Most, if not all,
environmental requirements - state and federal - are imposed as a result of policy
decisions. We should be clear that by a “policy decision,” we mean here that, in order to
guard against the failure of landfill cover systems, Wisconsin chose to impose by
regulation a requirement for a dual barrier system. This was not a policy decision in the
sense of a guidance document or policy paper that might or might not be followed. Since
1996, dual barriers have been legally required in Wisconsin.

U.S. EPA is not aware of any instances since the 1996 regulations were adopted of
WDNR's approving a single barrier cover for a landfill in Wisconsin. There may be
instances prior to 1996, but the adoption of new standards makes those cases irrelevant.



Comment: Union Camp is concerned that because of the prospect “that the extreme
nature of the risk assessment may precinitate unwarranted public concern,” the current
risk assessment should not be published as a final administrative record document.

Response: U.S. EPA used the current risk assessment in selecting the source control
remedy. It was therefore both proper and necessary for U.S. EPA to include the risk
assessment in the administrative record. EPA made it available for public review
together with the rest of the administrative record at the Tomah Public Library. To date,
EPA has received no comments expressing unwarranted public concern about the risk
assessment.

EPA disagrees with Union Camp that the risk assessment was extreme in nature. U.S.

EPA’s contractor used standard U.S. EPA guidance documents and standard policy in

developing reasonably conservative assumptions. U.S. EPA and the WDNR reviewed
and approved it. Of course, the risk assessment may be superseded by further analysis.
But that is no reason to suppress the current risk assessment.

Comment: TRC states that in the risk assessment “the exposure scenario is not an
appropriate representation of potential current risks, as the concentrations of constituents
of concern (COCs) are from a well located immediately downgradient and adjacent to the
landfill boundary and are not representative of current exposure point concentrations”.

Response: Since the monitoring well network used to characterize impact to local
groundwater conditions in the vicinity of the landfill contains only eight wells, a
reasonable but conservative approach to assessing potential impacts to human health must
take into account the possibility that parent chemicals and their products of degradation
may exist at concentrations that are higher than what were observed. Ideally, the best
way to provide a conservative estimate of a potential exposure is to provide the 95%
upper confidence limit (UCL) of the mean concentration; however, this approach is a
viable option only with a sample size large enough to provide a good estimate of the
mean. This is suggested to be 10 samples at a minimum, preferably twenty or more (EPA
1992). In cases where the sample populations are small or where the data exhibits
considerable variability, guidance suggests that the highest measured or modeled
concentrations be used as the exposure concentrations. Since only eight monitoring wells
were available to characterize groundwater conditions, the highest values detected were
used in the risk assessment, in accordance with guidance.

Comment: TRC states that in the risk assessment “the future risk scenario cannot be
completed until there is a determination regarding institutional controls, which could or
will be imposed, regarding future well drilling in the area.”



Response: At the time the risk assessment was issued, institutional controls were not in
place, and since the option still existed for not implementing this action, a reasonably
conservative position of continuity with cuirent conditions was taken. Due to the
uncertainties associated with assessing future scenarios under these conditions, this
position is still believed to be the most realistic and protective of human health since it
covers what could occur in the event that no action is implemented and other conditions
are allowed to remain the unchanged. In summary, a re-issue of the risk assessment
based on alternative “future” scenarios is not warranted.

Comment: TRC states that in the risk assessment “the arithmetic mean is reported as 279
mg/L on page 2-18, when it should read 279 ug/L”.

Response: Page 2-18 of the text does state that the mean concentration for vinyl chloride
is reported in mg/L, when in reality, the units should have been reported as ug/L.. Mean
values were discussed in the uncertainty section and were not used for assessing potentic!
risks, therefore this text error has no bearing on the calculations. As shown in the risk
assessment tables, the highest downgradient concentration for vinyl chloride is 1200

ug/L.

Comment: TRC states that in the risk assessment “it is unclear how the ‘volatilization
factor’ was used and how the dimensions of the risk calculation balance.”

Response: The volatilization factor is a unitless number set at a default value of “0.0005
x 1000 L/m3” (or “0.5 as presented in the assumptions). This default value is an integral
part of equations 1 and 2 presented in RAGS Part B (EPA 1991) and is based on the
relationship between the concentration of a contaminant in household water and the
average concentration of the volatilized contaminant in air. In the derivation of this
number, all uses of household water were considered and a default air exchange rate and
dwelling size was assumed. For more information on the volatilization factor used in
these equations, RAGS directs the reader to the papcr by J.B. Andelman (1990).
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PART 1: THE DECLARATION

1.1

1.2

1.2.1

1.2.2

1.3

1.4

1.4.1

1.4.2

1.4.3

Site Name and Location - Tomah Municipal Sanitary Landfill, Tomah, Monroe County,
Wisconsin Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability
Information System (CERCLIS) Identification Number WID980610307.

Statement of Basis and Purpose

This decision document presents the United States Environmental Protection Agency’s
(U.S. EPA’s) Selected Remedy for Groundwater Operable Unit 2 (OU-2) at the Tomah
Municipal Sanitary Landfill, Tomah, Wisconsin, which was chosen in accordance with
the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act
(CERCLA), as amended by the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act
(SARA), and to the extent practicable, the National Oil and Hazardous Substances
Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP). This decision is based on the Administrative Record
for this action, an index for which is appended to this document as Appendix B.

The State of Wisconsin’s concurrence with the selected remedy is anticipated. The
concurrence letter will be added to the Administrative Record upon receipt.

Assessment of Site - The response action selected in this Record of Decision (ROD) 1s
necessary to protect the public health or welfare or the environment from actual or
threatened releases of hazardous substances into the environment; and pollutants or
contaminants from this site, which may present an imminent and substantial
endangerment to the public health or welfare.

Descriptioh of Selected Remedy

The major components of the selected remedial action for Groundwater Operable Unit 2
(OU-2) include monitored natural attenuation (MNA) with long-term monitoring and
institutional controls. '

Groundwater Operable Unit 2 (OU-2) is the second and last planned remedy for this site.
The Source Control Operable Unit 1 (OU-1) was addressed in the September 1997 ROD,
which included capping the 18-acre landfill, expanding the existing active gas collection
system, and monitoring the effectiveness of the remedial action. The source control
remedy has been effective in eliminating landfill gas migration and reducing volatile
organic compound concentrations in groundwater.

There are no principal threat wastes for this operable unit. For an operable unit
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comprising contaminated groundwater, there generally are no principal threat wastes
unless non-aqueous phase liquids (NAPLs) have been identified within the boundanies of
the operable unit. No NAPLs have been identified here.

Statutory Determinations

The selected remedy attains the mandates of CERCLA Section 121 and to the extent
practicable, the NCP. Specifically, the remedy is protective of human health and the
environment, complies with federal and state applicable or relevant and appropriate
requirements, and is cost effective. This remedy utilizes permanent solutions and
alternative treatment technologies to the maximum extent practicable.

This remedy does not satisfy the statutory preference for treatment as a principal element
of the remedy (i.e., reduces the toxicity, mobility, or volume of hazardous substances,
pollutants, or contaminants as a principal element through treatment). However, MNA
will break down hazardous substances and contaminants in the groundwater thereby
reducing the toxicity and volume of contamination. This will achieve the same beneficial
results that an engineered treatment system would accomplish.

Because this remedy will result in hazardous substances remaining on the site at levels
preventing unlimited exposure and unrestricted use after the remedial action has taken

place, the five-year review requirement set forth in section 121(c) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C.
§ 9621(c), applies to the action.

ROD Data Certification Checklist - The following information is in the Decision
Summary section of this ROD. Additional information can be found in the
Administrative Record file for this site.

Chemicals of concern (COCs) and their respective concentrations - Page 10

Baseline risk represented by the COCs - Page 10

Cleanup levels established for the COCs and the basis for these levels - Page 19

How source materials constituting principal threats are addressed - Page 15

Current and reasonable anticipated future land use assumptions and current and potential
future beneficial uses of groundwater used in the baseline risk assessment and ROD -

~Page 10

Potential land and groundwater use that will be available at the site as a result of the
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Site Name, Location and Description

The Tomah Municipal Sanitary Landfill (TMSL) is located north of the City of Tomabh,
Monroe County, Wisconsin (Figure 2-1). The landfill occupies approximately 18 acres
within the 40-acre site (Figure 2-2). The site 1s bordered on the north by Deer Creek and
its associated wetlands, on the east by Noth Avenue and agricultural property, on the
south by the Sunnyvale Subdivision, and on the west by agricultural fields and wetlands.

The CERCLIS ldentification Number 1s WID980610307.

The lead agency is the United States Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA).

Site History and Enforcement Activities

The City of Tomah (“City” or “Tomah”) operated the TMSL as a disposal site from 1959
to 1979, disposing of municipal and industrial wastes on 18 acres located on the southern
portion of the site. Wastes were placed in shallow (3 to 8 feet) unlined trenches, which
were excavated in the sandy subsoils over the southern half of the site and covered with
native soils.

In August 1975, the Wisconsin Department Natural Resources (WDNR) ordered the City
to close the site because of potential degradation of local groundwater quality. The City
closed the site in 1979, covered it with soil and topsoil, and planted grass and trees on the
site.

In June 1981, Union Camp Corporation submitted a Notification of Hazardous Waste
Activity for a facility in Tomah. The company reported that from 1960 to 1977, it had
disposed of 75,700 gallons of solvent waste from plastics and printing operations at the
TMSL. These wastes contained volatile organic compounds (VOCs) and heavy metals.

In December 1983, representatives of the WDNR conducted a Potential Hazardous Waste
Site Preliminary Assessment for the TMSL. The WDNR assessment indicated that the
landfill represented a potential hazard to groundwater and surface water, and that there
could be other migration pathways.

In June 1984, the WDNR and the consuliting firm Ecology and Environment, under
authorization of the U.S. EPA, conducted a site inspection. A groundwater sample from a
downgradient monitoring well contained organic contamination above the levels of health
concermn. Based on this and other findings, WDNR nominated the site for inclusion on
U.S. EPA’s National Priorities List (NPL) on April 3, 1985. The site was subsequently
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Community Participation

In June 1994, U.S. EPA hosted a “kick-off” public meeting at the Tomah City Hall
Council Chambers. The purpose of the meeting was to inform local residents of the
Superfund process and the work to be performed under the RI.

In 1993, U.S. EPA established an information repository at the Tomah Public Library,
716 Superior Avenue, Tomah, Wisconsin. U.S. EPA maintains a copy of the
Administrative Record for the OU-1 and OU-2 remedy decisions in the information
repository. The RI and FS for OU-1 were released to the public in July 1996 and April
1997, respectively. A Proposed Plan for OU-1 was made available on August 7, 1997. A
public meeting was held on August 18, 1997, to discuss the RI/FS and Proposed Plan.
The public generally supported the selected remedy. The OU-1 ROD was signed by the
U.S. EPA on September 25, 1997.

The Proposed Plén for OU-2 was issued June 6, 2003. The public comment period for
the Proposed Plan was initially set to run from June 10, 2003 to July 10, 2003, but was
extended until July 24, 2003. A public meeting was held June 24, 2003.

The public participation requirements of section 113(k)(2)(B) and 117 of CERCLA, 42
U.S.C. §§ 9613 (k)(2)(B) and 9617, have been met in the remedy selection process. This
decision document presents the selected remedy for OU-2, chosen in accordance with the
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA),
as amended by the Superfund Amendment and Reauthorization Act (SARA), and to the
extent practicable, the National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency
Plan (NCP). The decision for this site is based on the Administrative Record.’

Scope and Role of the Operable Unit or Response Action

The 1997 ROD only addressed the source component at TMSL. The source control
remedy has been effective in eliminating landfill gas migration and reducing the volume
of volatile organic compound leaking into the groundwater.

This ROD addresses the off-site groundwater contamination. The concentration of
contaminants in groundwater exceeds the U.S. EPA’s acceptable risk range. This final
response action for groundwater addresses the principal remaining threat at the site
through monitored natural attenuation (MNA) with long-term monitoring and
institutional controls.

Site Characteristics

-Conceptual Site Model: The Conceptual Site Model (CSM) for the risk assessment and



may occur beneath Deer Creek.

The majority of the landfill appears to be unsaturated. However, investigations
showed up to 2 feet of saturated waste at the base of the landfill in some areas.
The total thickness of the waste is approximately 10 - 12 feet. Using the highest
water levels measured at the site, U.S. EPA estimates that 19,000 out of the
300,000 cubic yards in the landfill may be saturated. However, seasonal
fluctuations in the water table make it difficult to estimate the volume of saturated
wastes with any reliability.

The City and the majority of the private well owners obtain their water supply
from the Cambrian age sandstone aquifers. The City provides municipal water for
all residential properties within the city limits. Residents living outside of the city
limits obtain their water supply from private wells except for those persons living
in the Sunnyvale Subdivision who are serviced by municipal water. The City has
recently connected the subdivision northeast of Deer Creek on Flatter Avenue to
municipal water. There remain seven private wells currently in use within one-
half mile of the site. These are located northeast and east of the site. Well logs
from the current property owners indicate that several of the wells are screened in
the sandstone at depths of 50 to 80 feet.

2.5.2.4 Ecology: The TMSL site is zoned as conservancy. The areas to the north, east
and west are classified as vacant or agricultural. Deer Creek flows northeast
across the northwestern corner of the site. The WDNR has recently re-classified
Deer Creek from a Class Il to a Class I trout habitat. Adjacent woodlands,
wetlands, and fields add to the diversity of wildlife habitat in the area. Wildlife
species found at the site are typical of an urbanizing rural agriculture area or
transients from adjacent habitats.

WDNR'’s Bureau of Endangered Resources reports no known occurrences of
threatened, endangered, or special concern species; natural communities; or State
Natural Areas that would be affected by remedial actions at the TMSL site. The
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service does report that two federally listed species occur
in Monroe County (Karner Blue Butterfly and Northern Monkshood). However,
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service concluded that due to the nature and locations
of the proposed activities, the species identified would not be adversely affected.

2.5.2.5 Groundwater Contamination: The OU-1 quarterly groundwater monitoring
program began in July 2000 to monitor the effectiveness of the OU-1 remedy.
MNA parameter sampling was conducted over four quarterly sampling events
beginning in November 2001 and a vertical aquifer sampling (VAS) study was
conducted in the Fall of 2002. Seven hydrocarbon compounds have been detected
in groundwater samples above their respective Wisconsin Enforcement Standard




(WES). These compounds include 1,1-dichloroethene, 1,2-dichloroethane, 1,2-
dichloropropane, cis-1,2-dichloroethene, tetrachloroethene, vinyl chloride, and
benzene. Vinyl chloride and benzene were the most frequently detected VOCs,
but the benzene detected has not been as wide spread as vinyl chloride.

Based on the results of the long-term monitoring program, MNA parameter
sampling, and the VAS study, the horizontal extent of VOCs extends from the
landfill approximately 1,600 feet toward the northeast and encompasses an area of
approximately 40 acres of unoccupied woodlands and wetlands. The plume
extends vertically to depths near 140 feet below ground surface (bgs). There has
been no observed change in the horizontal extent of the VOC plume since
monitoring began in July 2000. The groundwater results are described under the
framework of three horizons (A, B, and C).

Monitoring wells in the A-horizon represent the upper 10 to 30 feet bgs of the
aquifer. The highest concentration of vinyl chloride was 180 ug/l and it was at the
center of the plume. The extent of vinyl chloride is relatively small with the
majority of “A” well samples exhibiting low to non-detectable levels of vinyl
chloride. '

Monitoring wells in the B-horizon represent the 30 to 40 feet bgs interval of the
aquifer. The highest concentration of vinyl chloride was 630 ug/] and it was at the
center of the plume. Only one off-site monitoring location has benzene above the
WES at a concentration of 12 ug/l and it is at the front edge of the plume. The
extent of VOCs is greater in the B-horizon than in the A-horizon.

The C-horizon represents the portion of the aquifer from 55 to 65 feet bgs. The
extent of vinyl chloride in the C-horizon is comparable to the B-horizon. The
highest concentration of vinyl chioride was 680 ug/l and it was at the center of the
plume. The highest concentration of benzene is 61 ug/l and it is also at the center
of the plume.

The impact of inorganic compounds to groundwater is primarily confined to on-
site monitoring wells, with only one off-site well having concentrations above
background levels. The one notable exception is chloride. Chloride plumes are
commonly associated with landfills and they indicate that contaminants are
degrading naturally.

The only metals detected above the Maximum Contaminant Level (MCL) and
WES since July 2000 are arsenic, iron, manganese, and thallium. Iron and
manganese were the most commonly detected inorganics. The elevated levels of
these compounds have also been detected in background wells above their WES.
One off-site well, which is less than 400 feet from the site boundary has elevated



2.6

2.6.1

26.2

2.7

2.7.1

levels of iron and manganese.

Current and Potential Future Land and Resource Uses.

Currently, the TMSL site is zoned conservancy. The areas to the north, east, and west are
classified as agricultural. The agricultural land located to the east is currently not used,
but the land to the west of the landfill is used as pasture. Residential developments are
located to the south of the landfill and east of Deer Creek. It is anticipated that the
current land uses will continue into the future.

The City and the majority of the private well owners obtain their water supply from the
Cambrian age sandstone aquifers. The City provides municipal water for all residential
properties within the city limits. The City also provides municipal water to the Sunnydale
development, which is outside the city limits. The City obtains groundwater from high
capacity wells located 1.2 to 3 miles from the site and the production zone for the wells is
within the sandstone aquifer at depths greater than 100 feet. The City has recently
connected Flatter Avenue residents to the City’s municipal water supply system and their
private wells will be abandoned in the near future. Approximately seven private wells are
currently used within one-half mile of the site.

Summary of Site Risks U.S. EPA used data collected during the RI to assess human
health and ecological risks. The Risk Assessment Report was completed in 1996. This
assessment compared contamination levels at the site with U.S. EPA’s standards. In
addition, further assessment of conditions at the site compared contamination levels with
Wisconsin Administrative Code Chapter NR 140 (1996), Groundwater Standards. The
assessment considered ways in which people and wildlife could be exposed to site-related
contaminants and whether such exposure could increase the incidence of cancer and non-
carcinogenic diseases above the levels that normally occur in the study area.

Summary of Human Health Risk Assessment: The Risk Assessment assessed the human
health risk from exposure to groundwater by current and future residential receptors if no
action were taken. The risk is primarily due to the presence of vinyl chloride in the
groundwater. Table 2.1 summarizes the risk associated with groundwater use.

2.7.1.1 Identification of Chemicals of Concern (COCs): Table 2.2 provides the list of
COCs for groundwater. The list of COCs includes VOCs and metals.

2.7.1.2 Exposure Assessment: Exposure pathways include ingestion, dermal contact, and
inhalation. Total metals results were used in the assessment and the maximum detected
concentrations were used as the groundwater exposure point concentration. See Tables
2.3 through 2.8.
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2.7.1.3 Uncertainty: Uncertainties associated with this risk assessment are due to
uncertainties in the risk assessment process in general (i.e., the toxicological database),
specific uncertainties in characterizing the site, and uncertainties associated with
describing exposures. This risk assessment is subject to uncertainty associated with such
sources as sampling and analysis, exposure estimation, and toxicological data. Site-
specific uncertainties for the TMSL site include current and future land uses, exposure
pathways, selection of substances (effect of not including chemicals in the quantitative
risk estimate because of missing toxicological information or elimination due to low
concentration or frequency of detection).

2.7.2 Ecological Risk Assessment: An ecological risk assessment was conducted to

2.8

qualitatively and quantitatively evaluate the effects of site-related contamination on
terrestrial and aquatic organisms. Groundwater was not addressed as a separate risk
factor in the ecological risk assessment because shallow groundwater discharges to Deer
Creek and its associated wetlands. Exposure to COCs in groundwater would occur
through the surface water pathway, not directly from groundwater. Terrestrial organisms
associated with the site were not considered at risk, based on benchmark values taken
from technical literature. Exposure and risk to aquatic organisms was evaluated by
directly comparing surface water and sediment exposure dose to National Ambient Water
Quality Criteria, state standards, and benchmark values taken from technical literature.
Based on this analysis, cobalt and manganese in surface water were the only metals found
that would potentially pose a risk to aquatic organisms. Actual damage to the aquatic and
terrestrial ecosystem of Deer Creek and the adjacent wetlands were not observed.
However, there is a possibility that future impacts could occur from the discharges of
contaminated groundwater into the surface water system. Therefore, based on this
analysis, ecological effects from TMSL contaminants are considered insignificant.

Remedial Action Objectives The Remedial Action Objectives (RAOs) for OU-2 are:

1) Protect human health and the environment from exposure to contaminated
groundwater;
2) Protect existing and future residential water supplies from potential migration of

VOC impacted groundwater; and

3) Reduce contaminant concentrations in groundwater to meet state groundwater
standards within the aquifer in a reasonable time frame.

These RAOs were selected in order to establish acceptable exposure levels that are
protective of human health and the environment.

11



2.9

Description of Alternatives The alternatives for this remedial action are assembled from
screened technologies. The FS presented the following five alternatives.

Alternative 1 - No Action

Alternative 2 - Monitored Natural Attenuation

Alternative 3 - Oxygen Enhancement Using Oxygen Compound
Alternative 4 - Oxygen Enhancement Using Biosparging
Alternative 5 - Groundwater Pump and Treat

Description of Remedy Components: Groundwater monitoring and deed restrictions will
be used in conjunction with all of the alternatives except Alternative 1.

Alternative I - No Further Action, entails continued operation of the OU-1 source control
remedy with no further site action regarding groundwater monitoring or remediation. Site
risk may be reduced through natural attenuation processes. However, the effectiveness
would not be evaluated. This alternative is developed to act as a baseline to compare
against all other alternatives. It will not meet the groundwater remedial action objectives.

No capital or Operation and Maintenance (O&M) costs would be incurred since no
treatment technologies would be implemented:

Estimated Capital Cost: $ 0
Estimated Annual O&M Costs: $0
Estimated Total Present Worth: $0

Alternative 2 - Monitored Natural Attenuation (MNA), relies on natural processes (i.e,
biodegradation, dispersion, dilution, sorption, volatilization, transformation or
destruction) to achieve the remediation objectives. VOCs and natural attenuation
parameters would be analyzed and evaluated through monitoring. The purpose of the
long-term groundwater monitoring program will be to determine the effectiveness and
protectiveness of MNA. To be considered adequately effective, it will be necessary for
the data to demonstrate that the MNA remedy is performing to reduce contaminant
concentrations, that the plume is shrinking, and that standards will be achieved in a
reasonable period of time. If expansion occurs, then contingency actions would be
initiated to control and prevent additional plume expansion. The predicted cleanup time
frame is 40 to 50 years.

The total present worth of this alternative includes the capital costs and 50 years of O&M
at a discount rate of eight percent.

12



Estimated Capital Cost: $165,000

Estimated Annual O&M Costs (Year 1-2): $188,000

Estimated Annual O&M Costs (Year 3-5): $117,000

Estimated Annual O&M Costs (Year 6-50): $219,000
Estimated Total Present Worth: $689,000

Alternative 3 - Oxygen Enhancement Using Oxygen Compound, involves creating an in-
situ treatment zone across the leading edge of the plume and it incorporates the MNA
alternative. In the treatment zone, a slow release oxygen compound is injected into the
groundwater to enhance aerobic degradation of the VOCs. Approximately 50 to 55
permanent injection points would be installed. This alternative will prevent further
migration. The predicted cleanup time frame is 40 to 50 years.

The total present worth of this alternative includes the capital costs and 50 years of O&M
at a discount rate of eight percent.

Estimated Capital Cost: $581,914

Estimated Annual O&M Costs (Year 1-2): $631,000
Estimated Annual O&M Costs (Year 3-6): $870,000
Estimated Annual O&M Costs (Year 7-50): $182,000
Estimated Total Present Worth: $2,265,000

Alternative 4 - Oxygen Enhancement Using Biosparging, also involves creating an in-situ
treatment zone across the leading edge of the plume to prevent further plume expansion
and it incorporates MNA. In the treatment zone, air is injected into the groundwater at
low flow rates to enhance aerobic degradation of the VOCs. Approximately 40
permanent injection points would be installed and the injections would occur over a
period of six years. The predicted cleanup time frame is 40 to 50 years.

The total present worth of this alternative includes the capital costs and 50 years of O&M
at a discount rate of eight percent.

Estimated Capital Cost: $894,758

Estimated Annual O&M Costs (Year 1-2): $303,000
Estimated Annual O&M Costs (Year 3-6): $347,000
Estimated Annual O&M Costs (Year 7-50): $182,000
'Estimated Total Present Worth: $1,727,000

Alternative 5 - Groundwater Pump and Treat, involves the installation of a groundwater
extraction and treatment system. Two to three extraction wells would be installed. These
wells would provide hydraulic containment of impacted groundwater and remove VOCs.
Extracted water would be routed to a treatment building located in the vicinity of the
pumping wells for treatment prior to surface water discharge to Deer Creek. The

13
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predicted cleanup time frame is 40 years.

The total present worth of this alternative includes the capital costs and 40 years of O&M
at a discount rate of eight percent.

Estimated Capital Cost: $895,755

Estimated Annual O&M Costs (Year 1-2): $281,000
Estimated Annual O&M Costs (Year 3-6): $449,000
Estimated Annual Q&M Costs (Year 7-40): $1,190,000
Estimated Total Present Worth: $2,816,000

Summary of Comparative Analysis of Remedy Alternatives In accordance with the
NCP, the alternatives were evaluated by the US. EPA using nine criteria. For an
alternative to be an acceptable remedy it must pass the U.S. EPA’s two threshold criteria:
1) Overall Protective of Human Health and the Environment and 2) Compliance with
Applicable and Relevant and Appropriate Requirements (ARARs). See Table 2.9 for the
Summary of Detailed Analysis of Remedial Alternatives.

Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment - With the exception of
Alterative 1, all of the alternatives would provide adequate protection of human health
and the environment.

Compliance with ARARs - With the exception of Alternative 1, all of the alternatives
would be compliant with ARARs. A more detailed discussion of the ARARs for each
alternative can be found in Section 3.0 of the FS. The ARARs for Alternative 2 are
summarized in Table 2.15. '

Long-Term Effectiveness - With the exception of Alternative 1, all of the alternatives
would provide long-term effectiveness by reducing groundwater concentrations to the
PALs.

Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility or Volume through Treatment - With the exception of
Alternatives 1 and 2, all of the other alternatives provide a reduction of toxicity, mobility,
or volume of the groundwater contaminants through treatment. Alternatives 1 and 2
provide a reduction of toxicity, mobility, or volume of the groundwater contaminants
through natural processes.

Short-Term Effectiveness - None of the alternatives are considered as short-term
remedies. Alternatives 2, 3, 4, and 5 are estimated to continue for 40 to 50 years. Risks
to the community would not increase due to implementation of any of the alternatives.
Alternative 2 would result in minimal impact to residential properties. Alternatives 3, 4,
and § would result in significant impact to residential properties and cause potential

14
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access issues. In addition, implementation of Alternatives 3, 4, and 5 may result in
adverse effects to the surrounding wetlands. Risks to workers for Alternative 2 would be
less than for Alternatives 3, 4, and 5. Alternative 2 requires as few as 15 monitoring
wells; Alternatives 3 and 4 require over 40 injection points; and for Alternative 5, three
extraction wells and piping to the treatment plant would be required. Alternative 5 would

also require maintenance for a significantly longer period of time.

Implementability - Alternative 1 requires no implementation. Alternative 2 could be
readily implemented. Alternatives 3, 4, and 5 would be more difficult to implement.
Alternatives 3, 4, and 5 would require significant clearing of residential properties to
install extraction wells, to install injection points, and to construct buildings.

Cost - Alternative 1 requires no additional cost to implement. Of the remaining
alternatives, Alternative 2 would be the least expensive alternative to implement. Due to
the high capital costs and long term O & M associated with Alternatives 3, 4, and 5 the
cost to implement these technologies would be approximately three to four times the cost
of Alternative 2. The detailed cost estimates can be found in Tables 2.10 through 2.13."

State Acceptance - The State of Wisconsin’s concurrence with the U.S. EPA’s analysis
and recommendation presented in the Proposed Plan is anticipated. The concurrence
letter will be added to the Administrative Record upon receipt.

Community Acceptance - U.S. EPA received oral and written comments regarding the
Proposed Plan. Community reaction to the Proposed Plan was mixed. See Section 3.0
and Appendix A - Responsiveness Summary for more details.

Principal Threat Wastes The “principal threat” concept is applied to the
characterization of source material at a Superfund site. OU-2 applies only to the
contaminated groundwater. Contaminated groundwater generally is not considered to be
a source material, but non-aqueous phase liquid (NAPLs) may be viewed as source
material. However, there are no source areas or NAPLs at OU-2 and as a result principal
threat waste was not considered.

Selected Remedy U.S. EPA is selecting Alternative 2- MNA with institutional controls
and contingency actions.

Summary of Rationale for the Selected Remedy: U.S. EPA believes Alternative 2 meets

| ' _ - ' .
The estimates are different from those in the Proposed Plan, but overall the differences do not amount to a

significant change.
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the threshold criteria and provides the best balance of tradeoff among the alternatives.
U.S. EPA believes the selected remedy satisfies the following statutory requirements of
CERCLA Section 121(b): (1) to be protective of human health and the environment; (2)
to comply with ARARSs; (3) to have long-term effectiveness and permanence; (4) to have
short-term effectiveness; (5) to be implementable; and (6) to be cost effective.

U.S. EPA’s conclusion that the TMSL site is a good candidate for monitored natural
attenuation is supported by the Agency’s guidance in this area, specifically: “Use of
Monitored Natural Attenuation at Superfund, RCRA Corrective Action, and Underground
Storage Tank Sites” (OSWER Directive 9200.4-17P), a U.S. EPA guidance document
issued on April 21, 1999. The guidance sets forth a number of factors to consider in
determining whether natural attenuation 1s appropriate for a given site:

Whether the contaminants present in soil or groundwater can be
effectively remediated by natural attenuation processes.

U.S. EPA believes that natural attenuation is occurring in groundwater because of the
following indicators: (1) the absence of most of the other VOCs from the landfill, (2) the
presence of natural break down products of VOCs, such as vinyl chloride, and (3) the
presence of carbon dioxide and chloride, indicating the break down of vinyl chloride.

Whether or not the contaminant plume is stable and the potential for the
environmental conditions that influence plume stability to change over
time.

The plume has not changed since the long-term monitoring program began in July 2000.
The OU-1 source control measures have been effective in reducing the amount of
contamination migrating into the groundwater. U.S. EPA does not foresee any likely
change in the environmental conditions that would alter this situation.

Whether human health, drinking water supplies, other groundwaters,
surface waters, ecosystems, sediments, air, or other environmental
resources could be adversely impacted as a consequence of selecting MNA
as the remedial option.

U.S. EPA sees little possibility of an adverse impact on human health or drinking water
supplies. Residents living south of the landfill and northeast of Deer Creek are connected
to municipal water. Restrictive covenants to prohibit the installation of private wells are
currently in-place on several properties adjacent to the landfill and similar restrictions
will be placed on properties in the immediate area of the plume as part of the remedy. In
the event of an unexpected, negative change in groundwater quality, U.S. EPA would
have ample time to address it before contamination reached any potential receptors. Nor
does U.S. EPA foresce an adverse impact on other groundwaters, surface waters,
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ecosystems, sediments, air or other environmental resources as a result of choosing MNA.
To date, U.S. EPA has not seen any impact of groundwater contamination at TMSL on
surface waters, ecosystems, sediments, or other environmental resources. U.S. EPA sees
no reason why this should change during the time natural attenuation continues to
improve groundwater quality.

Current and projected demand for the affected resource over the time
period that the remedy will remain in effect.

U.S. EPA is unaware of any demand for the groundwater within the 40-acre boundaries of
TMSL and does not expect any change in demand over the time period that the remedy
will remain in effect. The potential for future development in the plume area is unlikely
because of the poor soil conditions, wetlands, accessability issues, and current zoning
ordinances.

Whether the contamination, either by itself or as an accumulation with
other nearby sources (on-site or off-site), will exert a long-term
detrimental impact on available water supplies or other environmental
resources.

U.S. EPA sees little possibility of this. Currently, no private wells are used in the
affected areas and homes adjacent to the landfill are on municipal water. U.S. EPA
therefore expects no long-term detrimental impact on available water supplies or other
environmental resources.

Whether the estimated time frame of remediation is reasonable compared
to time frames required for other more active methods.

MNA will be used to break down hazardous substances and contaminants in the
groundwater thereby reducing the toxicity and volume of contamination. This will
achieve the same beneficial results that an engineered treatment system would accomplish
and 1n about the same time frame.

The nature and distribution of sources of contamination and whether these
sources have been or can be adequately controlled.

The Source Control OU-1 remedy included capping the landfill, expanding the existing
active gas collection system, and monitoring the effectiveness of the remedial action. The
construction was completed in 2001. Based on data collected from gas probes and
groundwater analytical data, the source control measures have been effective in
eliminating landfill gas migration and reducing the volume of VOCs in groundwater. The
groundwater data also shows that the relative dimensions of the plume have remained
unchanged.
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Whether the resulting transformation products present a greater risk due
to increased toxicity and/or mobility than do the parent contaminants.

Vinyl chloride and benzene were the most frequently detected VOCs, but the benzene
detected has not been as widespread as vinyl chloride. Vinyl chloride is indeed more
toxic than any of the other VOC compounds, but the presence of carbon dioxide and
chloride indicate that vinyl chloride is breaking down.

The impact of existing and proposed active remediation measures upon
the monitored natural attenuation component of the remedy or the impact
of remediation measures or other operations/activities in close proximity
to the site.

The sole active component of the OU-1 remedy is the gas collection system. The system
operates to remove VOCs from the unsaturated zone by extracting and venting landfill
gases. U.S. EPA sees no negative effects on natural attenuation. U.S. EPA knows of no
other operations/activities in close proximity to the site that might have an impact on
natural attenuation.

Whether reliable site-specific mechanisms for implementing institutional
controls (i.e., zoning ordinances) are available, and if an institution
responsible for their monitoring and enforcement can be identified.

The types of institutional controls that have been and can be imposed include
governmental controls, proprietary controls, and information devices:

Governmental controls have included eliminating private well use on property that has
been connected to the City of Tomah’s municipal water supply system. The City of
Tomah, with assistance from the Township of LaGrange, intends to develop zoning
restrictions.or other ordinance measures that would limit or restrict the use of private
residential wells in the affected areas. '

Proprietary controls in the form of restrictive covenants are currently in place on the
northern portion of the landfill property and two privately owned properties in the plume
areas. The restrictions prohibit the installation of private wells. The City monttors and
enforces these land use restrictions.

Information devices are currently in place insofar as the State of Wisconsin requires a
variance for Wisconsin’s well construction standards for the installation of private wells
within a 1200 feet buffer zone around the TMSL. Under this requirement, a licensed
Wisconsin well driller must determine if a new well installation is within the 1200 foot
buffer zone. If the proposed area is within this zone, then the well driller would require
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special approval from the WDNR to install a well in this area.

Description of the Selected Remedy: Groundwater would be monitored for VOCs,
metals, and MNA indicator parameters. Newly installed and existing wells will be
monitored. The groundwater parameters specified in the revised monitoring program
approved by U.S. EPA and WDNR (July 2, 2001) will continue to be monitored. The
purpose of the groundwater monitoring program will be to determine the effectiveness
and protectiveness of MNA. To be considered adequately effective, it will be necessary

- for the data to demonstrate that the MNA remedy is performing to reduce contaminant

concentrations, that the plume is shrinking, and that drinking water standards will be
achieved in a reasonable period of time, projected to be 40 to 50 years. The time frame
for evaluation of data to demonstrate the efficacy of MNA will be established in the
remedial design. MNA as the OU-2 remedy would require contingency actions should an
evaluation of the data demonstrate that MNA is not performing adequately.

Possible contingéncy actions could include:

. Collecting groundwater samples more frequently;
. Installing additional monitoring wells; and
. Implementing additional response actions, such as, a groundwater containment or

treatment system.

The final cleanup levels are outlined in Table 2.14. These levels are based on the
Wisconsin Preventive Action Limits (PALs) Ch. NR 140. The final list of contaminants
1s based on COCs identified in the risk assessment and data collected from the long-term
monitoring program. Tetrachloroethene was not identified in the risk assessment, but it
has been detected during the long-term monitoring and VAS study at levels above the
Wisconsin PALs.

Deer Creek will also be monitored for VOCs and metals to determine if there is any
impact from groundwater discharge. Future monitoring of environmental media
(including surface water and groundwater from existing and new monitoring wells) and
data evaluation will address potential impact on Deer Creek and the nearby wetlands and
attainment of Water Quality Standards.’

Institutional controls will be implemented to minimize future human exposure to
impacted groundwater. The types of institutional controls that have been and can be
imposed include governmental controls, proprietary controls, and information devices.
The institutional control area is outlined in Figure 2-3.

At a minimum, institutional controls in the form of restrictive covenants will be

implemented to minimize future human exposure to impacted groundwater. Restrictive
covenants prohibiting groundwater from being used as a drinking water source and
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2.12.4

2.13

2.13.1

prohibiting the installation of new wells will be recorded on deeds for property overlying
the plume of contamination. Property owners could petition to have the restrictions
removed once the groundwater meets Wisconsin standards. Other institutional controls
such as zoning restrictions, easements giving regulators the right to enforce property
restrictions, etc. will be considered during the Remedial Design process.

Cost Estimate for the Selected Remedy: The cost estimate for MNA was developed in the
2003 FS and is shown below. The total present worth of this potential alternative,
including capital cost and assuming 50 years of O&M at a discount rate of eight percent is
estimated at $689,000. A detailed break down of the cost can be found in Table 2.10.

Estimated QOutcomes of the Selected Remedy: The estimated outcome of the selected
remedy is to restore groundwater to drinking water standards in approximately 40 to 50
years.

The selected remedy will prevent people from drinking the contaminated groundwater
until the cleanup levels are attained. The monitoring and contingency actions will also
ensure that contaminant concentrations in the groundwater are decreasing and that the
groundwater contamination does not expand significantly. The monitoring will also
ensure that any increases in the levels of contaminants are not adversely affecting Deer
Creek as the groundwater flows into the creek.

Statutory Determinations Under CERCLA 121 and the National Contingency Plan, 40
CFR Part 300, U.S. EPA must select remedies that: protect human health and the
environment; comply with applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements, unless a
statutory waiver is justified; are cost-effective; and utilize permanent solutions and
alternatives treatment technologies or resources recovery technologies to the maximum
extent practicable. In addition, CERCLA includes a preference for remedies that employ
treatment that permanently and significantly reduces the volume, toxicity, or mobility of
hazardous wastes as a principal element. CERCLA also has a bias against off-site
disposal of untreated wastes. This section discusses how the selected remedy meets these
statutory requirements.

Protection of Human Health and the Environment: U.S. EPA believes that the selected
remedy will protect human health and the environment through natural attenuation
processes, institutional controls, monitoring, and if necessary, contingency actions.

The monitoring and contingency actions will ensure that contaminant concentrations in
the groundwater are decreasing and that the groundwater contamination does not expand
significantly. The monitoring will also ensure that any increases in the levels of
contaminants are not adversely affecting Deer Creek as the groundwater flows into the
creek.
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2.133

2.134

2.135

2.13.6

2.13.7

2.13.7

Compliance with Applicable and Relevant and Appropriate Requirements (ARARs): U.S.
EPA believes that the selected remedy will comply with ARARs. The ARARs are
presented in more detail in Table 2.15.

Other Criteria, Advisories, or Guidance To Be Considered (TBCs) for this Remedial
Action: In implementing remedies, U.S. EPA and the state often consider a number of
non-binding criteria as criteria “to be considered” (TBCs). There were no TBC:s at this
site.

Cost-Effectiveness: In U.S. EPA’s judgement, the selected remedy is cost-effective.
Section 300.401(f)(1)(i1)(D) of the National Contingency Plan (NCP) requires U.S. EPA
to determine cost-effectiveness by evaluating the cost of an alternative relative to its
overall effectiveness. Alternative 2 would be the least expensive alternative to
implement. Alternatives 3, 4, and 5 are more costly to implement, three to four times the
cost of Alternative 2.

Utilization of Permanent Solutions and Alternative Treatment Technologies (or Resource
Recovery Technologies) to the Maximum Extent Practicable: U.S. EPA believes that the
selected remedy utilizes permanent solutions and alternative treatment technologies or
resource recovery technologies to the maximum extent practicable. In this case,
alternative treatment technologies were not practicable 1n that they were much more
expensive than monitored natural attenuation, but they could not restore groundwater any
faster.

Preference for Treatment as a Principal Element: The selected remedy will not satisfy
the preference for remedial actions in which treatment permanently and significantly
reduces the volume, toxicity, or mobility of hazardous substances, pollutants, and
contaminants is a principal element since U.S. EPA does not consider natural attenuation
to be “treatment.” Nevertheless, MNA does break down hazardous substances and
contaminants in the groundwater thereby reducing the toxicity and volume of
contamination. This will achieve the same beneficial results that an engineered treatment
system would accomplish in about the same time frame.

Five-Year Review Requirements: This remedy will result in hazardous substances
remaining in the groundwater above levels that allow for unlimited use and unrestricted
exposure. Therefore, U.S. EPA will conduct a review within five years after the initiation
of the remedial action to ensure that the remedy continues to provide adequate protection
of human health and the environment.

Construction Completion Listing: U.S. EPA’s selected remedy at this site does not

require physical construction. Therefore, this site now qualifies for inclusion on the
construction completion list.
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2.14

Documentation of Significant Changes The Proposed Plan for TMSL was issued for
public comment on June 6, 2003. The Proposed Plan identified Alternative 2- MNA with
institutional controls and contingency actions, as the preferred alternative for groundwater
remediation. U.S. EPA reviewed all written and verbal comments submitted during the
public comment period. It was determined that no significant changes to the remedy, as
originally identified in the Proposed Plan, were necessary or appropriate.
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PART 3: RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY

3.1

3.2

Stakeholder Issues and EPA Responses The United States Environmental Protection
Agency (U.S. EPA) received eleven written comments during the comment period and
two verbal comments during the public meeting. The comments and U.S. EPA’s
responses are included in the Responsiveness Summary as Appendix A of this document.
The City of Tomah and many of the citizens agreed with our selected remedy. Others
expressed a preference for a more active treatment such as Alternatives 3, 4, or 5 because
they felt these remedies would contain the contamination and reduce the threat to Deer
Creek.

Technical and Legal Issues There are no technical or legal issues.
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Table 2.1 ]
Summary of Risk for Groundwater
Receptor Cancer Risk Hazard Risk |
Adult 3x10? 139
Child 325

1x10?




Table 2.2

Summary of Chemicals of Concern and Medium-Specific Exposure Point Concentrations

Chemical of Concern Minimum Maximum Units Frequency of Exposure Exposure
Detected Detected Detection % Point Point
Concentraticn | Concentration
Units
1,2-Dichloroethane 3.00 4.00 ug/l 25 4.00 ug/!l
1,2-Dichloropropane | 5.00 16.0 - 25 16.0 -
Benzene 5.00 48.0 - 62.5 48.0 -
Styrene 3.00 3.00 - 12.5 3.00 -
1,2-Dichloroethene. 0.50 200 - 62.5 200 -
Total
Vinyl Chloride 3.00 1200 - 100 1200 -
Arsenic 3.70 112 - 87.5 112 -
Cadmium 7.70 1.5 - 25 11.5 -
Chromium 2.0 320 - 87.5 320 -
Manganese 811 19000 - 100 19000 -
Thallium 3.1 20.7 - 62.5 20.7 -
Vanadium | 233 - 100 233 -




'{ Table 2.3
Cancer and Non-Cancer Toxicity Data Summary

Land Use: Residential
Exposure Route: Ingestion
Receptor: Residential Adult

Chemical of Concern Cancer Risk Non-Cancer Hazard Oral Slope Oral RfD
Index Factor (mg/kg/day)
(mg/kg/day)
1,2-Dichloroethane 4.3E-06 - 0.091 -
1,2-Dichloropropane 1.3E-05 - 0.068 -
“ Benzene 1.6E-05 - 0.029
Styrene 8.7E-05 0.00041 2.47 0.2
1,2-Dichloroethene. Total - 0.60883 - 0.009
Vinyl Chloride 2.7E-02 - 1.9 -
Arsenic 2.0E-03 10.22831 1.5 0.0003
Cadmium - 0.63014 - 0.0005
Chromium - 1.75342 - 0.005
Manganese - 104.10959 - 0.005
Thallium - 7.08904 - 0.00008
Vanadium - 0.91194 - 0.007




Table 2.4

Cancer and Non-Cancer Toxicity Data Summary

Land Use: Residential
Exposure Route: Ingestion
Receptor: Residential Child

Chemical of Concern Cancer Risk Non-Cancer Hazard Oral Slope Oral RfD B
Index Factor (mg/kg/day)
(mg/kg/day)
1,2-Dichloroethane 2.0E-06 - 0.091 -
1,2-Dichloropropane 6.0E-06 - 0.68 -
Benzene 7.6E-06 - 0.029 -
Styrene 4.1E-05 - 247 0.2
1,2-Dichloroethene. Total - 1.42060 - 0.009
Vinyl Chloride 1.2E-02 - 1.9 -
Arsenic 9.2E-04 23.86606 1.5 0.0003
Cadmium - 1.47032 - 0.0005
Chromium - 4.09132 - 0.005
Manganese - 24292237 - 0.005
Thallium - 16.541110 - 0.00008
Vanadium - 2.12785 - 0.007




Table 2.5

Cancer and Non-Cancer Toxicity Data Summary

Land Use: Residential
Exposure Route: Inhalation
Receptor: Residential Adult

Chemical of Concern Cancer Risk Non-Cancer Hazard | Inhalation Slope Inhalation RfD
Index Factor (mg/kg/day)
(mg/kg/day)

{l 1,2-Dichloroethane 1.6E-07 - 0.091 -
1,2-Dichloropropane - 0.01438 - 0.0011
Benzene 6.1E-07 - 0.02905 -
Styrene - 0.00001 - 0.2857
Vinyl Chloride 1.6E-04 0.294




Table 2.6
Cancer and Non-Cancer Toxicity Data Summary

1

Land Use: Residential
Exposure Route: Inhalation
Receptor: Residential Child

Chemical of Concemn Cancer Risk Non-Cancer Hazard Inhalation Inhalation RfD
Index Slope Factor (mg/kg/day)
(mg/kg/day)
},2-Dichloroethane 1.5E-07 - 0.091] -
1,2-Dichloropropane - 0.06712 - 0.0011
Benzene 5.7E-07 - 0.02905 -
Styrene - 0.00005 - 0.2857
Vinyl Chloride 1.4E-04 - 0.294 -




Table 2.7
Cancer and Non-Cancer Toxicity Data Summary

Land Use: Residential
Exposure Route: Dermal
Receptor: Residential Adult

Chemical of Concern Cancer Risk | Non-Cancer Oral Siope Oral RfD | Adjusted Adjusted
Hazard Index Factor (mg/kg/ Oral Slope Oral RfD
(mg/kg/day) day) Factor (mg/kg/
(mg/kg/ day)
day)

1,2-Dichloroethane 6.5E-08 - 0.091 - 0.0910 -

1,2-Dichloropropane 5.9E-07 - 0.068 - 0.0680
Benzene 1.0E-06 - 0.029 - 0.0299 -
Styrene 6.0E-06 0.00003 247 0.2 2.4700 0.2
I,2-Dichloroethene. Total - 0.01750 - 0.009 - 0.0090
Vinyl Chloride - 5.8E-04 - 1.9 - 1.9000 -
Arsenic 6.0E-006 0.03095 1.5 0.0003 1.5789 0.0003
Cadmium - 0.00181 - 0.0005 - 0.0005
Chromium - 0.40329 - 0.005 - 0.0001
Manganese - 0.29932 - 0.005 - 0.0050
Thallium - 0.02038 - 0.00008 - 0.0001
Vanadium - 0.00262 - 0.007 - 0.0070




Cancer and Non-Cancer Toxicity Data Summary

Table 2.8

Land Use: Residential

Exposure Route: Dermal
Receptor: Residential Child

Chemical of Concern Cancer Risk | Non-Cancer Oral Slope Oral RfD | Adjusted Adjusted
Hazard Index Factor (mg/kg/ Oral Slope Oral RfD
(mg/kg/day) day) Factor (mg/kg/
(mg/kg/ day)
day)

1,2-Dichloroethane 2.8E-08 - 0.091 - 0.091 -

1,2-Dichloropropane 2.5E-07 - 0.068 - 0.068
Benzene | 4.4E-07 - 0.029 - 0.030 -
Styrene 2.6E-06 0.00000 247 0.2 2470 0.2000
1,2-Dichlorocthene. Total - 0.03765 - 0.009 - 0.009
Vinyl Chloride 2.5E-04 - 1.9 - 1.900 -
Arsenic 2.60E-06 0.06657 1.5 0.0003 1.579 0.000285
Cadmium - 0.00390 - 0.0005 - 0.0005
Chromium - 0.86736 - 0.005 - 0.0000625
Manganese - 0.64374 - 0.005 - 0.005
Thallium - 0.04383 - 0.00008 - 0.00008
Vanadium - 0.00564 - 0.007 - 0.007
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Table 2.10 | Page 1 of 2

COST ESTIMATE
ALTERNATIVE 2 - MONITORED NATURAL ATTENUATION
TOMAH MUNICIPAL SANITARY LANDFILL

TOMAH, WISCONSIN
Description Units Quantity Unit Price Total
Part I: Capital
Direct Costs“
Site Preparation/Clearing LS 1 $ 20,000 $ 20,000
Install Additional Groundwater Monitoring Wells EA 15 $ 5,000 $ 75000
(Assume an average depth of 70 ft)
Indirect Costs . : '
Implement Deed Restrictions LS 1 $ 12,000 $ 12,000
Health & Safety LS 1 $ 3,000 $ 3,000
Monitoring Well Installation Oversight HR 300 $ 75 $ 22,500
Engineering & Reporting LS 1 $ 5,000 $ 5,000
Subtotal $ 137,500
Contingencies 20% $ 27,500
' Total Capital Cost Estimate $ 165,000
Part 1I:_Annual Operations and Maintenance
Groundwater Monitoring (Quarterly Sampling): Year 1-2
Field Personnel (4 events/yr) HR 360 $ 75 $ 27,000
Vehicles and Field Equipment (4 events/yr) EA 4 $ 1,000 $ 4,000
Groundwater Analysis (VOCs) EA 140 $ 130 $ 21000
Groundwater Analysis (Metals, CI) EA 108 $ 35 $ 3780
Monitoring for Natural Attenuation Parameters (2/ EA 40 $ 300 $ 12,000
Quarterly Reporting EA 4 $ 5,000 $ 20000
Subtotal $ 87,780
Contingencies : 20% $ 17,556
Total Annual O & M Cost Estimate $ 105336
Present Value (8% over 2 years) $187,842
Present Worth (Rounded) $188,000

CRA 12865 (30)



Table 2.10

COST ESTIMATE
ALTERNATIVE 2 - MONITORED NATURAL ATTENUATION

TOMAH MUNICIPAL SANITARY LANDFILL

TOMAH, WISCONSIN

Groundwater Monitoring (Semi-Annual Sampling): Year3-5

Field Personnel (2 events/yr)

Vehicles and Field Equipment (2 events/yr)
Groundwater Analysis (VOCs)

Groundwater Analysis (Metals, Cl)

Monitoring for Natural Attenuation Parameters
Semi-Annual Reporting

Contingencies

Groundwater Monitoring (Annual Sampling): Year 6-50

Field Personnel (1 event/yr)

Vehicles and Field Equipment (1 events/yr)
Groundwater Analysis (VOCs)

Groundwater Analysis (Metals, Cl)

Monitoring for Natural Attenuation Parameters
Annual Reporting

Contingencies

CRA 12865 (30)

HR
EA
EA
EA
EA
EA

20%

Total Annual O & M Cost Estimate

HR
EA
EA
EA
EA
EA

20%

Total Annual O & M Cost Estimate

180

71
55
20

Present Value (8% over 3 years)

Present Worth (Rounded)

90

36
28
10

Present Value (8% over 45 years)

Present Worth (Rounded)

Total Present Worth (Rounded)

$ 75
$ 1,000
$ 150
$ 35
$ 300
$ 5,000

Subtotal

$ 75
$ 1,000
$ 150
$ 35
$ 300
$ 5,000

Subtotal

Page 2 of 2

A P len PP AP

13,500
2,000
10,650
1,925
6,000
10,000

44,075

8,815
52,890
$116,852

$117,000

$218,847

$219,000

$689,000




Table 2.11

Page 1 of 2
COST ESTIMATE
ALTERNATIVE 3 - OXYGEN ENHANCEMENT USING OXYGEN COMPOUND
TOMAH MUNICIPAL SANITARY LANDFILL
TOMAH, WISCONSIN
Description . Units Quantity Unit Price Total
Part I: Capital
Direct Costs
Site Preparation/Clearing LS 1 $ 60,000 $ 60,000
Install Additional Groundwater Monitoring Wells EA 15 $ 5,000 $ 75,000
(Assume an average depth of 70 ft)
'Injection Points/Oxygen Compound LS 1 $199,620 * $ 199,620
Indirect Costs
Implement Deed Restrictions LS 1 $ 12,000 $ 12,000
Health and Szfety LS $ 3,000 $ 3,000
Monitoring Well Installation Oversight HR 300 $ 75 $ 22,500
Injection Point Installation Oversight HR 300 $ 75 $ 22,500
Pilot Testing LS 1 $ 50,000 $ 50,000
Reimbursement to property owners LS 1 $ 10,000 $ 10,000
Subtotal $ 454,620
Contingencies 20% $ 90,924
Design 8% $ 36,370
Total Capital Cost Estimate $ 581,914
Part II: Annual QOperations and Maintenance
Groundwater Monitoring & Injection (Quarterly Sampling/Semi-Annual Injection): Year1-2
Field Personnel (4 events/yr) - - HR 400 $ 75 $ 30,000
Vehicles and Field Equipment (4 events/yr) EA 4 $ 1,000 $ 4,000
Groundwiter Analysis (VOCs) EA 142 $ 150 $ 21,300
Groundwater Analysis (Metals, Cl) EA 110 $ 35 $ 3,850
Oxygen Compound (Semi-Annual Re-Injection) EA 2 $ 82,620 $ 165240
Injection Subcontractor . HR 440 $ 115 $ 50,600
Quarterly Reporting EA 4 $ 5,000 $ 20,000
Subtotal $ 294,990
Contingencies T 20% _ $ 58,998
Total Annual O & M Cost Estimate $ 353,988
Present Value (8% over 2 years) $ 631254
Present Worth (Rounded) $ 631,000

CRA 12865 (30)



ALTERNATIVE 3 - OXYGEN ENHANCEMENT USING OXYGEN COMPOUND
TOMAH MUNICIPAL SANITARY LANDFILL
TOMAH, WISCONSIN

Groundwater Monitoring & Injection (Semi-Annual Sampling/Semi-Annual Injection): Year 3-6

Table 2.11

COST ESTIMATE

Field Personnel (2 events/yr) HR
Vehicles and Field Equipment (2 events/yr) EA
Groundwater Analysis (VOCs) EA
Groundwater Analysis (Metals, Cl) EA
Oxygen Compound (Semi-Annual Re-Injection) " EA
Injection Subcontractor HR
Semi-Annual Reporting LS

Contingencies

20%

200
2
71
55
2
440
2

$ 75
$ 1,000
$ 150
$ 35
$ 82,620
$ 115
$ 5,000

Subtotal

Total Annual O & M Cost Estimate

Present Value (8% over 4 years)

Present Worth (Rounded)

Groundwater Monitoring & Injection (Annual Sampling/Annual Injection): Year 7-50

Field Personnel (1 event/yr)

Vehicles and Field Equipment (1 event/yr)
Groundwater Analysis (VOCs)
Groundwater Analysis (Metals, Cl)
Oxygen Compound (Annual Re-Injection)

Injection Subcontractor
Annual Reporting

Contingencies

Notes:

HR
EA
EA
EA
EA
HR
LS

20%

100
1
36
28

0
0
1

$ 75
$ 1,000
$ 150
$ 35
$ 82,620
$ 115
$ 5,000

Subtotal

Total Annual O & M Cost Estimate

Present Value (8% over 44 years)

Present Worth (Rounded)

Total Present Worth (Rounded)

Page 2 of 2

$ 15,000
$ 2,000
$ 10,650
$ 1,925
$ 165,240
$ 50,600
$ 10,000
$ 255415
$ 51,083
$ 306,498
$ 870,297
$

870,000

7,500
1,000
5,400

980

5,000
19,880
3,976
23,856
181,567
182,000

2,265,000

! Based on ORC Design Software for Barriers Using Slurry Injection, Regenesis Software Version 3.1 (See Attachment)

CRA 12865 {30)



Table 2.12

COST ESTIMATE

ALTERNATIVE 4 - OXYGEN ENHANCEMENT USING BIOSPARGING
TOMAH MUNICIPAL SANITARY LANDFILL

TOMAH, WISCONSIN

Description Units Quantity Unit Price

Part I: Capital
Direct Costs
Site Preparation/Clearing LS 1 $ 60,000
Install Additional Groundwater Monitoring Wells EA 15 $ 5,000
(Assume an average depth of 70 ft)
Install Nested Injection Points EA 40 $ 5,000
{one borehole with two screen intervals)
Building Construction LS 1 $100,000
Trenching LS 1 $ 30,000
Electrical (power service, wiring, lighting, grounding) LS 1 $ 30,000
Mechanical (piping, hvac, insulation) LS 1 $ 5,000
Equipment (2 Compressors) LS 1 $ 6,000
Instruments (flow, pressure) LS 1 $ 3,000
PLC/SCADA Ls 1 $ 15,000
Indirect Costs
Implement Deed Restrictions LS 1 $ 12,000
Startup and Commissioning LS 1 $ 10,000
Health and Safety LS 1 $ 3,000
Monitoring Well Installation Oversight HR 300 $ 75
Injection Point Installation Oversight HR 400 $ 75
Construction Oversight HR 150 $ 75
Pilot Testing LS 1 $ 50,000
Reimbursement to property owners LS 1 $ 10,000

Subtotal

CRA 12865 (30)

Contingencies
Design
Construction Inspection & Reportir :

20%
8%
5%

Total Capital Cost Estimate

o«

Page 1 of 2

Total

60,000
75,000

200,000

100,000

* 30,000
30,000
5,000
6,000
3,000
15,000



Table 2.12

Page20f2
COST ESTIMATE
ALTERNATIVE 4 - OXYGEN ENHANCEMENT USING BIOSPARGING
TOMAH MUNICIPAL SANITARY LANDFILL
TOMAH, WISCONSIN
Part 1l: Annual Operations and Maintenance
Groundwater Monitoring & Biosparging (Quartexly Sampling): Year 1-2
Field Personnel (4 events/yT) HR 400 $ 75 $ 30,000
Vehicles and Field Equipment (4 events/yr) EA 4 $ 1000 $ 4,000
Groundwater Analysis (VOCs) . EA 142 $ 150 $ 21300
Groundwater Analysis (Metals, Cl) EA 110 $ 35 $ 3,850
Electricity (2 compressors) KWHR 262,800 $ 010 $ 26,280
(40 hp x 0.75 kw/hp x 8760 hr/yr) '
System Operation & Maintenance . Monthly 12 $ 3,000 $ . 36,000
Quarterly Reporting EA 4 $ 5,000 $ 20,000
Subtotal $ 141430
Contingencies 20% $ 28,286
‘ Total Annual O & M Cost Estimate $ 169,716
Present Value (8% over 2 years) $ 302649
Total Present Worth (Rounded) $ 303,000
Groundwater Monitoring & Biosparging (Semi-Annual Sampling): Year3-6 _
Field Personnel (2 events/yr) HR 200 $ 75 $ 15,000
Vehicles and Field Equipment (2 events/yr) EA 2 $ 1,000 $ 2,000
Groundwater Analysis (VOCs}) EA 71 $ 150 $ 10,650
Groundwater Analysis (Metals, Cl) EA 55 $ 35 $ 1,925
Electricity (2 compressors) KWHR 262,800 $ 010 $ 26280
(40 hp x 0.75 kw /hp x 8760 hr/yr)
System Operation & Maintenance Monthly 12 $ 3,000 $ 36,000
Semi-Annual Reporting LS 2 $ 5,000 $ 10,000
Subtotal $ 101,855
Contingencies 20% $ 20,371
Total Annual O & M Cost Estimate $ 122226
Present Value (8% over 4 years) $ 347,059
Present Worth (Rounded)‘ $ 347,000
Groundwater Monitoring & Biosparging (Annual Sampling): Year 7-50
Field Personnel (1 event/yr) - HR 100 $ 75 $ 7,500
Vehicles and Field Equipment (1 event/yr) EA 1 $ 1,000 $ 1,000
Groundwater Analysis (VOCs) . EA 36 $ 150 $ 5,400
Groundwater Analysis (Metals, Cl) EA 28 $ 35 $ 980
Electricity (2 compressors) KWHR 0 $ 010 $ -
(40 hp x 0.75 kw/hp x 8760 hr/yr)
System Operation & Maintenance Monthly 0 $ 3,000 $ -
Annual Reporting LS 1 $ 5,000 $ 5,000
Subtotal $ 19,880
Contingencies 20% $ 3,976
Total Annual O & M Cost Estimate $ 23,856
Present Value (8% over 44 years) $ 181,567
Present Worth (Rounded) $ 182,000
Total Present Worth (Rounded) $ 1,727,000

CRA 12865 (30)
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Table 2.13

COST ESTIMATE
ALTERNATIVE 5 - PUMP AND TREAT
TOMAH MUNICIPAL SANITARY LANDFILL

TOMAH, WISCONSIN
Description Units Quantity
Patt I: ital
Direct Costs
Site Preparation/Clearing LS 1
Install Additional Groundwater Monitoring Wells EA 15
(Assume an average depth of 70 ft)
Extraction Wells EA 2
Building Construction LS 1
Trenching/Discharge Piping LS 1
Electrical (power service, wiring, lighting, grounding LS 1
Mechanical (piping, hvac, insulation) LS 1
Pumps and blowers LS 1
Tanks (Equalization) LS 1
Process Equip ment (air stripper bag filter) LS 1
Instruments (flow, level, pressure) L3 1
PLC/SCADA LS 1

Indirect Costs

Implement Deed Restrictions LS 1
Startup and Commissioning LS 1
Health and Safety LS 1
Monitoring Well Installation Oversight HR 300
Construction Oversight HR 200
Pumping Test LS 1
Permitting LS 1
Reimbursement to property owners LS 1
Contingencies 20%

Design 8%

Construction Inspection & Reporting 5%

Unit Price

$ 80,000
$ 5,000

$ 20,000
$100,000
$ 50,000
$ 50,000
$ 40,000
$ 7,000
$ 5,000
$ 52,000
$ 10,000
$ 30,000

$ 12,000
$ 10,000
$ 5,000
$ 75
$ 75
$ 50,000
$ 10,000
$ 10,000

Subtotal

Total Capital Cost Estimate

N AP PN

P AP P DAL D

Page 10f 2

Total_

80,000
75,000

40,000
100,000
‘50 ,000

50,000

40,000

7,000
5,000

10,000
30,000

12,000
10,000

5,000
22,500
15,000
50,000
10,000
10,000

673,500

134,700
53,880
. 33,675

895,755



CRA 12865 (30}

Table 2.13

COST ESTIMATE
ALTERNATIVE 5 - PUMP AND TREAT
TOMAH MUNICIPAL SANITARY LANDFILL
TOMAH, WISCONSIN

Part 1I: Annual Operations and Maintenance
Groundwater Monitoring & Pump & Treat (Quarterly Sampling): Year1-2

Field Personnel (4 events/yr) HR 400 $ 75
Vehicles and Field Equipment (4 events/yr) EA 4 $ 1,000
Groundwater Analysis (VOCs) EA 144 $ 150
Groundwater Analysis (Metals, Cl) . EA 110 $ 35
Electricity (2 well pumps, 2 transfer pumps, 1 blower KWHR 295,650 $ 010
(45 hp x 0.75 kw /hp x 8760 hr/yr)
Influent/Efiient Sampling (VOCs & Metals) Monthly, 12 $ 200.00
Operation and Maintenance Monthly 4 $ 5,000
Quarterly Reporting EA 4 $ 5,000
Subtotal
Conti-gencies 20%

Total Annual O & M Cost Estimate
Present Value (8% over 2 years)

Present Worth (Rounded)

Groundwater Monitoring & Pump & Treat (Semi-Annual Sampling): Year 3-6

Field Personnel (2 events/yt) HR 200 5 75
Vehicles and Field Equipment (2 events/yr) EA 2 $ 1000
Groundwater Analysis (VOCs) EA 72 $ 150
Groundwater Analysis (Metals, Cl) EA 55 $ 35
Electricity (2 well pumps, 2 transfer pumps, 1 blower KWHR 295,650 $ 010
(45 hp x 0.75 kw/hp x 8760 hr/yt) :
Influent/Effluent Sampling (VOCs & Metals) Monthly 12 $ 200.00
System Operation & Maintenance Monthly 12 $ 5,000
Semi-Annual Reporting LS 2 $ 5,000
Subtotal
Contingencies 20%

Total Annual O & M Cost Estimate
Present Value (8% over 4 years)

Present Worth (Rounded)

Groundwater Monitoring & Pump & Treat (Annual Sampling): Year 7-40

Field Personnel (1 event/yr) HR 100 $ 75
Vehicles and Field Equipment (1 event/yr) EA 1 $ 1,000
Groundwater Analysis (VOCs} EA 36 $ 150
Groundwater Analysis (Metals, (1) EA 28 $ 35
Electricity (2 well pumps, 2 transfer pumps, 1 blower KWHR 295,650 $ 010
(45 bp x 075 kw /hp x 8760 hr /y7)
Influent/Effluent Sampling (VOCs & Metals) Monthly 12 $ 200.00
System Operation & Maintenance - Monthly 12 $ 7,000
Annual Reporting LS 1 $ 5,000
Subtotal
Contingencies 20%

Total Annual O & M Cost Estimate
Present Value (8% over 34 years)
Present Worth (Rounded)

Total Present Worth (Rounded)

$
$
$
$ 131415
$
$
$
$

Page 2 of 2

$ 30,000
$ 4,000
$ 21,600
$ 3,850
$ 29565

. 2,400

20,000
20,000

26,283

157,698

281,217

281,000

$ 15,000
$ 2,000
$ 10,800
$ 1,925
$ 29,565
$ 2400
$ 60,000
$ 10,000
$ 131,690
$ 26338
$ 158,028
$ 448718
$ 449,000
$ 7500
$ 1,000
$ 5,400
$ 980
$ 29565
$ 2400
$ 84,000
$ 5,000
$ 135845
$ 27,169
5 163014
$ 1,190,342
$ 1,190,000
$ 2,816,000




Table 2.14

Groundwater Cleanup Standards

Compound Standard'
' (parts per billion)
1,2-Dichloroethane 0.5
1,2-Dichloropropane 0.5
Benzene 0.5
Styrene 10
Cis-1,2-Dichloroethene : 7.0
Tetrachloroethene 0.5
Vinyl Chloride | 0.02
Arsenic 5.0
Cadmium 0.5
Chromium 10
Manganese 25
Thallium 0.4
Vanadium 6.0

Notes: ppb: “parts per billion” or ug/L
'Preventive Action Limits (PALs) under Ch. NR 140.

The State has also promulgated ground-water quality standards in Ch. NR 140, which the
WDNR is consistently applying to all facilities, practices, and activities which are regulated by
the WDNR and which may affect ground-water in the State.
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Responsiveness Summary



Appendix A
United States Environmental Protection Agency’s Responsiveness Summary

The purpose of the Responsiveness Summary is to provide a summary of the comments the
United States Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) received from the public on the
Proposed Plan and Administrative Record for the Tomah Municipal Sanitary Landfill (TMSL)
Superfund Site, Tomah, Wisconsin, and to present U.S. EPA’s responses to the comments. This
Proposed Plan was issued June 6, 2003. The public comment period for the Proposed Plan was
initiaily set to run from June 10, 2003 to July 10, 2003, but was extended until July 24, 2003. A
public meeting was held June 24, 2003 at Tomah’s City Hall. The meeting was divided into two
parts. In the first part of the meeting, U.S. EPA explained its proposed remedial action and
answered questions. In the second part of the meeting, U.S. EPA received formal public
comments that are addressed in this responsiveness summary. The entire proceedings of the
meeting were transcribed by a court reporter and are being included in the final Administrative
Record.

U.S. EPA received two kinds of comments: 1) written comments received during the public
comment period and 2) formal oral comments received at the public meeting. U.S. EPA is
required by law to consider and address only those comments that are pertinent and significant to
the remedial action being selected. U.S. EPA is not required to address comments which pertain
to the allocation of liability for the remedial action, nor potential enforcement actions to
implement the remedial action, as these are independent of the selection of the remedial action
and U.S. EPA’s Proposed Plan.

U.S. EPA is not required to reprint the comments of the commenter verbatim and may paraphrase
where appropnate. However, in this case, U.S. EPA has created general categories to group
related comments. Persons wishing to see the full text of all comments should refer to the
commenter’s submittal to U.S. EPA which has been included in the Administrative Record.

Specific responses by U.S. EPA are indexed for convenient reference. These indices run
consecutively throughout the entire Response Summary. Comments are shown in normal text
and U.S. EPA’s responses are shown in an italicized type style.

U.S. EPA’s recommended alternative, monitored natural attenuation, is the best
choice. Seven of twelve commenters expressed support for the remedy. Those who stated a
reason noted the precautions the City had taken to hook up potentially vulnerable residential
wells to city water and that the facts supported this choice.

Response: U.S. EPA notes the support for the monitored natural attenuation option.

Oxygen enhancement with biosparging is a better choice. Two of twelve commenters
preferred this alternative over U.S. EPA’s recommended option. One commenter who lives on
Jefferson Street expressed concern that a spreading plume will reduce his property values and
could cause health problems. He also thought it was important not to wait and do nothing to
prevent contamination of the City’s water supply. The other commenter noted that contrary to



U.S. EPA’s evaluation of the altematives against the nine criteria, all options are implementable
because all materials can be purchased.

Response: The cleanup of contamination should raise property values in and around the
cleanup area above what they would be if no such cleanup took place. People are not
being exposed to contaminated groundwater because no one is drinking water in the
impacted area: residents are on municipal water and are restricted from using the
groundwater. The City of Tomah’s wells are located in areas that are northwest, south,
and southeast of the site. The contaminated groundwater will never move toward the
City's wells because the direction of groundwater flow is toward the northeast.

Natural attenuation is breaking down the contaminants in the groundwater, resulting in a
reduction of toxicity and volume of contamination. Monitored natural attenuation will
achieve the same beneficial results that an engineered treatment system, such as,
biosparging would accomplish. The predicted cleanup time frame for both alternatives is
40 to 50 years.

Implementability addresses the technical and administrative feasibility of implementing
an alternative, the availability of the necessary services, and materials required during
its implementation. We evaluated each alternative for the following: ability to construct
the technology and reliability of its operation; ease of undertaking the operation; and
availability of services and materials. The problem is not the availability of services and
material but the ease of undertaking the operation. Monitored natural attenuation could
be readily implemented even though some clearing may by necessary to install the 15 new
wells. However, biosparging would be more difficult to implement because of the rough
terrain and the significant clearing of properties that would be necessary to install
approximately 40 injection points.

Monitored natural attenuation is a bad choice; a more aggressive plan is needed as
with Sparta land(fill or other municipal landfills. One additional commenter is opposed to
monitored natural attenuation and wants a more aggressive cleanup. He views monitored natural
attenuation as favorable to the responsible parties as it is the least costly option with no
environmental benefit. He is concerned that the fox is being able to guard the henhouse.

Response: Monitored natural attenuation is breaking down the contaminants in the
groundwater resulting in a reduction of toxicity and volume of contamination. Monitored
natural attenuation will achieve the same beneficial results that an engineered treatment
system. Additionally, the predicted cleanup time frames for each of the alternatives are
about the same, 40 to 50 years.

Cost is one of the factors the National Contingency Plan (NCP) - the Superfund
regulations governing remedy selection - requires the Agency to consider. Where, as
here, we have several remedial alternatives which achieve the same cleanup results but



one is cheaper than the others, it would be against the NCP guidelines to choose a more
expensive remedy. That may indeed benefit the parties responsible for paying for the
cleanup - but that is not the reason U.S. EPA chose it.

Deed restrictions. A number of commenters had questions about how the deed restrictions
would be implemented. Questions covered the legal mechanism and authority for applying deed
restrictions on private property, nature of the restrictions, effects on property values,
reimbursement due to alleged loss of value and length of time restrictions would be in place.

Response: Institutional controls in the form of restrictive covenants will be implemented
to minimize future human exposure to impacted groundwater. Restrictive covenants
prohibiting groundwater from being used as a drinking water source and prohibiting the
installation of new wells will be recorded on deeds for property overlying the plume of
contamination. Property owners could petition to have the restrictions removed once the
groundwater meets Wisconsin standards.

It is too soon to say what procedures will be necessary to bring about the necessary
restrictive covenants. That depends in part on who implements the remedy - U.S. EPA or
the Potentially Responsible Parties (PRPs). Currently, the remedy for Operable Unit 1
(OU-1) - the landfill cap - is being implemented by the PRPs. U.S. EPA hopes that the
Operable Unit 2 (OU-2) remedy will be implemented by the PRPs as well, but that is not
a certainty. U.S. EPA’s model consent decree, a document used to conclude settlements
for remedial action at Superfund Sites, calls for the settling defendants to use “best
efforts’ to obtain an easement from property owners to enforce land/water use
restrictions. “‘Best efforts” sometimes involves paying property owners in order to
obtain their cooperation. However, it should be emphasized that U.S. EPA’s goal here is
to secure implementation of restrictions in order to protect human health and the
environment. It is not U.S. EPA’s job to secure compensation for property owners. In
some cases, e.g., in the “best efforts " example referred to above, compensation takes
place. But U.S. EPA has no stake in securing such compensation.

All things being equal, a piece of property with restrictions on it would be worth less than
the same piece of property with no restrictions on it. But one should also keep in mind
the effect on property values of a Superfund cleanup - the cleanup of contamination
should raise property values in and around the cleanup area above what they would be if
no such cleanup took place.

Risk too high to do nothing. One commenter alleges that U.S. EPA Unilateral Administrative
Order for OU-1 Remedial Action indicated an imminent and substantial endangerment to public
health and the environment and questions “why has the EPA now taken a position that the risks
associated with the landfill are now menial [sic] compared to your previous assessment and
operable units.” He further asserts that “it is evident through the documentation and comments
made by all parties held responsible for the pollutants and contaminants leaching from the TMSL



that their personal objectives of stature [sic], associated risks, and maximizing closure to this
environmental hazard is their only concern.”

Response: U.S. EPA may indeed conclude there would be an imminent and substantial
threat to human health and the environment if no action is taken, even though, at the
moment, there is no immediate danger. Where, as at the TMSL, there is vinyl chloride in
groundwater in excess of federal drinking water standard, that condition could pose an
imminent and substantial threat to human health if people were to use that groundwater
as a drinking water source. The fact that the area at risk is now connected to municipal
water is one of the conditions that has enabled U.S. EPA to select a remedy that may
require a substantial amount of time to clean up the groundwater to drinking water
standards. Additionally, residents in the immediate area of the landfill were at risk from
exposure to landfill gases, but the source control measures have been effective in
eliminating landfill gas migration.

Compensation for polluted/devalued property. One commenter asked questions related to
the compensation of citizens for pollution on private property and their legal standing and rights
against those responsible for the pollution.

Response: It would not be appropriate for U.S. EPA to offer advice regarding what are
essentially private legal matters. U.S. EPA’s role at the TMSL Superfund Site is to
protect human health and the environment by selecting an appropriate remedy and
making sure that the remedy is implemented. To that end, U.S. EPA tries to have those
responsible for the contamination do the work necessary and reimburse U.S. EPA for its
response costs. But compensating individuals who may have claims for damages or
injuries due to contamination coming from the Site is not part of the Superfund law or
Agency practice. Those sorts of claims must be worked out the same way as any other
damage or injury claim - through private lawsuits or agreement on fair compensation
between the parties.

Monitored natural attenuation not appropriate because waste has not been removed
Jrom the landfill first. One commenter, referring to U.S. EPA’s Citizen Guide to Monitored
Natural Attenuation, questions the appropriateness of monitored natural attenuation when the
landfill waste has not been removed first as suggested in the guide.

Response: The source control remedy which includes installation of a low permeability
geo-membrane, a geo-synthetic clay liner, and an active gas extraction system has
contained the contamination. For purposes of promoting natural attenuation, this serves
essentially the same purpose as removing the contamination.

Effect of contamination on Deer Creek, wild life, and fruit. Two commenters expressed
concern that U.S. EPA does not know the effect of the landfill on Deer Creek or surrounding
wetlands or the wildlife that depends on these systems. Another concern is about the safety of



wild fruits that people and animals are eating.

Response: The Ecological Risk Assessment assessed the risk posed to the aquatic
organisms and terrestrial animals by contaminants. The assessment included evaluating
site-related stressors and nonsite-related stressors. Animals consuming plants and
predators consuming animals are evaluated as nonsite-related stressors. The
groundwater pathway was not addressed in the risk assessment because there was no
direct route for biological receptors to be exposed to contaminated groundwater.
However, because the shallow groundwater discharges to Deer Creek and its associated
wetlands, the effects of the contaminated groundwater on the environment was assessed
through the surface water and sediment pathway. It was determined that the principal
ecosystem components at risk were the organisms directly exposed to contaminated
surface water and sediment in Deer Creek and adjacent wetlands. Terrestrial organisms
associated with the site were not considered at risk, based on benchmark values taken
from technical literature. Exposure and risk to aquatic organisms was evaluated by
directly comparing surface water and sediment exposure dose to National Ambient Water
Quality Criteria, state standards, and benchmark values taken from technical literature.
Based on this analysis, cobalt and manganese in surface water were the only metals
found that would potentially pose a risk to aquatic organisms. Actual damage to the
aquatic and terrestrial ecosystem of Deer Creek and the adjacent wetlands were not
observed. The Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources has recently re-classified
Deer Creek from a Class II to a Class I trout habitat. However, there is a possibility that
future impacts could occur from the discharges of contaminated groundwater into the
surface water system. Therefore, Deer Creek will be monitored as part of the cleanup
plan to determine if there is any impact from groundwater discharge.

The human health risk assessment evaluated the risk due to exposure to surface water,
sediment, and groundwater. The risk to people eating wild fruit was not considered a
likely exposure pathway because the trees are not in contact with contaminated soil and
the trees would probably have no contact with contaminated groundwater.

What happens if the remedy doesn’t work? One commenter asked what would happen if the
cleanup remedy didn’t work? He also posed several questions about what would happen if
private wells became contaminated that aren’t contaminated now such as who would cover the
costs of putting in a new well and if private citizens could be required to hook up to the city
water system and would they be able to return to private water once contamination was gone?

Response: Contingency actions will be implemented if the monitoring identifies the need
for modification or changes in the remedy. Possible contingency actions could include:
collecting groundwater samples more frequently, installing additional monitoring wells;
and implementing additional response actions, such as, a groundwater containment or
treatment system.



Because the new landfill cap is effectively containing contamination with the TMSL, U.S.
EPA thinks that the likelihood of additional drinking water wells becoming contaminated
is low. However, if additional private wells do become contaminated in the future as a
result of the movement of contamination from the landfill, U.S. EPA would expand the
remedy to include provision of safe drinking water to the affected area. In all likelihood,
this would be done by the same method and under the same terms as has been used to
date - via the extension of Tomah's municipal water system. If at some point ground
water returns to safe levels, the Superfund remedy would not require continued
restrictions on well use. However, such restrictions might still be required under state or
local ordinances.

Jurisdictional issues related to the use of groundwater by private parties. One
commenter asked a number of questions related to the jurisdiction of various parties —
particularly the City of Tomah — to regulate the use of private wells and associated equipment, to
require connection to city water, to not allow disconnection when contamination is no longer an
issue, to require paymerit for city water when the city is legally responsible for the contamination.

Response: These questions should be addressed to the City of Tomah. In making its
remedy decision, U.S. EPA was aware of the fact that the City had extended the
municipal water system to a number of residents affected by the TMSL, and that the City
planned additional extensions to residents living along Flatter Avenue. But extension of
the municipal water supply is not currently a part of the remedy U.S. EPA selected. As
noted in response to a previous comment, provision of municipal water might be
something that is added to the remedy in the event that additional drinking water wells
are contaminated by the migration of contaminants from the landfill. Extension of
municipal water would most likely take place in the same manner and on the same terms
as it has to date.

Why were residents along Flatter Avenue required to sign-up for city water before the
U.S. EPA public meeting where they would be informed about U.S. EPA’s proposed
cleanup option? Two commenters were concerned about the test results that justify the need
for hook up? Another commenter expressed their concern about bottle water being too expensive
to supply for drinking and bathing purposes.

Response: These questions should be addressed to the City of Tomah since U.S. EPA
was not involved in arranging for extension of municipal water to Flatter Avenue. As
noted above, U.S. EPA was aware of the City’s plans, but the provision of additional
hook-ups to municipal water is not a requirement of the remedy U.S. EPA proposed.

U.S. EPA’s oversight role. One commenter posed questions regarding U.S. EPA’s role in
overseeing the City of Tomabh as it carries out the water line extension project on Flatter Avenue
and other projects related to the contaminated groundwater. The commenter is concerned that
U.S. EPA ensures all the public’s questions are answered. Related questions from this



commenter pertained to communication about the project to the public.

Response: As noted above, the extension of municipal water to Flatter Avenue is not part
of the remedy U.S. EPA proposed. U.S. EPA has no oversight role with respect to that
project. Questions about the project should be addressed to the City of Tomah.

The U.S. EPA performs oversight of activities relating to investigations/cleanup and
these questions should be directed to the U.S. EPA. In the past, U.S. EPA has held pubic
meetings to inform local residents about the Superfund process and proposed cleanup
plans for the TMSL. Additionally, fact sheets were distributed to inform residents about
both proposed cleanup plans. U.S. EPA has responded to all telephone calls. U.S. EPA
has answered questions during the question and answer period of the public meeting.
The formal oral public comments given during the public meeting and written comments
received during the public comment period are being addressed in this responsiveness
summary.

Monitoring plan. One resident asked whether wells at homes on Flatter Avenue not hooked to
city water would be monitored or used as sentinel wells. In addition, he asked when additional
monitoring wells would be added to the network and where they would be placed.

Response: Some of the residential wells along Flatter Avenue may remain in the
monitoring program and new ones may be added. The details of the new groundwater
monitoring plan will be worked out after the Record of Decision has been finalized.

Request for independent testing by private parties. One commenter indicates that tests
conducted of Deer Creek and adjacent property confirm “levels in excess of the limits.” He
requests that an independent consultant hired by private parties test and monitor properties to
verify the levels against those taken by the responsible parties’ consultant. The commenter also
wants the U.S. EPA to have the responsible parties reimburse the private parties.

Response: Deer Creek will be monitored as part of the cleanup plan to determine if
there is any impact from groundwater discharge. The groundwater monitoring program
will evaluate the effectiveness and protectiveness of monitored natural attenuation. The
monitoring data will tell us how monitored natural attenuation is working and whether
the plume is shrinking or expanding. The locations where the independent test samples
were collected will be useful for designing the sampling program for Deer Creek, but
U.S. EPA needs more information about the other results to determine if there is a
groundwater problem.

U.S. EPA cannot pay for independent testing by private parties, nor can it force the
responsible parties to pay. However, private parties can make a request to the
responsible parties on their own behalf. U.S. EPA performs oversight of all activities
related to the investigation and cleanup at this site, which can also include sampling



verification. U.S. EPA may analyze the responsible parties’ duplicate samples in the
future if warranted.

Request for Environmental Impact Statement. One commenter requested an Environmental
Impact Statement since he hadn’t heard anything other than expense as to the reason for the
recommendation of monitored natural attenuation.

Response: Environmental impact statements under the National Environmental Policy
Act (NEPA) are not required for Superfund cleanup projects. The objectives served by
environmental impact statements are met under Superfund via completion of a RI/F'S, and
the selection of a remedy using the criteria and the procedures provided in the National
Contingency Plan, 40 C.F.R. 300 et seq. The RI/FS and remedy decision documents for
the TMSL Site are available for public inspection at Tomah Public Library.
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Project Report for the
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Measures Concerning the
Methane Igsue

Letter re: U.S. EPA 2
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Sanitary Landfill Site
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AR



NO.

10

11

12

13

14

15

DATE

07/15/96

07/15/96

09/27/96

10/28/96

04/14/97

07/15/97

AUTHOR

Dames & Moore

Dames & Moore

Dames & Moore

Mankowski,
U.S. EPA

M.,

Dames & Moore

Mankowski,
U.S. EPA .

M.,

RECIPIENT
U.S. EPA
U.S. EPA
U.S. EPA

Patterson, K.,
City of Tomah

U.S. EPA

Patterson, K.,
City of Tomah;
et al.

Tomah Sanitary Landfill AR

Update # 1
Page 2
TITLE/DESCRIPTION PAGES

Remedial Investigation 284
Report for Souxrce

Control: Volume I (Text,
Tables and Figures)

[FINAL]

Remedial Investigation 1433
Report for Source

Control: Volume II
(Appendices A-H) [FINAL]

Regsponsge to U.S. EPA 36
and WDNR Comments and
Revised Future Activities
Plan for the RI/FS of
Groundwater and Source
Control at the Tomah
Municipal Sanitary

Landfill Site

Letter re: U.S. EPA/ 6
WDNR Discussion and

Comments Concerning the
Remaining Issues on the
Response to U.S. EPA/WDNR
Comments and Revised

Future Activitieas Plan

Feasibility Study for 120
Source Control: Final
(Revised) Draft Report

Letter re: U.S. EPA/WDNR 16
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STATEMENT OF WORK FOR
REMEDIAL DESIGN/REMEDIAL ACTION FOR OU2
AT
TOMAH MUNICIPAL SANITARY LANDFILL
MONROE COUNTY, TOMAH, WISCONSIN

I. PURPOSE

The purpose of this Statement of Work (SOW) is to set forth requirements for the design and
implementation of the remedial action set forth in the OU2 ROD, which was signed by the
Superfund Division Director, U.S. EPA, Region 5, on September 24, 2003. International Paper shall
follow the OU2 ROD, this SOW, the approved RD/RA Work Plan, U.S. EPA Superfund Remedial
Action Guidance and any additional guidance provided by U.S. EPA in submitting deliverables for
designing and implementing the OU2 remedial action at the Site.

II. DESCRIPTION OF THE REMEDIAL ACTION/PERFORMANCE STANDARDS

International Paper shall implement the RA to meet the performance standards and specifications
set forth in the OU2 ROD and this SOW. Performance standards shall include, standards of control,
quality criteria and other substantive requirements, criteria or limitations including all Applicable
or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements (ARARs) set forth in the OU2 ROD, this SOW and/or
the OU2 Consent Decree.

1. Installation and Operation of Monitoring Program for Remedial Action - QU2

A. Groundwater Monitoring

International Paper shall design and implement a groundwater monitoring program as
identified in the OU2 RD/RA Work Plan to actuate the Monitored Natural Attenuation
(MNA) remedy. International Paper shall utilize the groundwater monitoring program to
determine the effectiveness and protectiveness of MNA. To be considered adequately
effective, the data must demonstrate that the MNA remedy is reducing contaminant
concentrations, that the plume is shrinking, and that groundwater standards will be achieved
in a reasonable period of time. If expansion occurs, then contingency actions would be
initiated to control and prevent additional plume expansion.

If additional information indicates that the groundwater monitoring program is inadequate,
U.S. EPA may require collecting groundwater samples more frequently, installing additional
monitoring wells, and implementing additional response actions, such as a groundwater
containment or treatment system.



B. Surface Water and Sediment

International Paper shall design and implement a surface water and sediment monitoring
program as identified in the RD/RA Work Plan. The surface water and sediment in Deer
Creek will be monitored to determine if there is any impact from groundwater discharge. At
all times during the performance of the RA, International Paper shall ensure that the surface
water and sediment at and adjacent to the Site are not adversely affected by the RA.

If information indicates that the surface water and sediment are being adversely affected by
the RA activities, U.S. EPA may require additional response actions.

Deed Restrictions

The City of Tomah shall execute and record deed restrictions and covenants as set forth in
Paragraph 26 of the OU2 Consent Decree. International Paper shall execute and record deed
restrictions and covenants as set forth in Paragraph 27 of the OU2 Consent Decree. The deed
restrictions shall prohibit drilling of new wells on land overlying the plume of contamination
and using existing wells on land overlying the plume of contamination. International Paper
shall use its best efforts to secure the deed restrictions required.

III. SCOPE OF REMEDIAL ACTION - OU2

The OU2 RA shall consist of the following tasks. All plans are subject to EPA approval.

Task 1: Remedial Design/Remedial Action Work Plan
Task 2: Remedial Design Phases

A. Preliminary Design
B. Prefinal Design/Final Design

Task 3: Remedial Action Construction

Preconstruction Meeting
Prefinal Inspection
Final Inspection
Reports

oCowp

1. Construction Completion Report
2. Completion of Remedial Action Report
3. Completion of Work Report



Task 4: Performance Monitoring
Task 5: Operation and Maintenance

Task 1: Remedial Design/Remedial Action Work Plan

International Paper shall prepare construction plans and specifications to implement the OU2
Remedial Action at the Site as described in the OU2 ROD and this SOW. Plans and
specifications shall be submitted in accordance with the schedule set forth in Section IV
below. Subject to approval by U.S. EPA, International Paper may submit more than one set
of design submittals reflecting different components of the OU2 Remedial Action. All plans
and specifications shall be developed in accordance with U.S. EPA's Superfund Remedial
Design and Remedial Action Guidance (OSWER Directive No. 9355.0-4A) and shall
demonstrate that the OU2 Remedial Action shall meet all objectives of the OU2 ROD, the
OU2 CD and this SOW, including all Performance Standards. International Paper shall meet
regularly with U.S. EPA to discuss design issues.

Task 2: Remedial Design Phases

A. Preliminary Design

International Paper shall submit the Preliminary Design when the design effort is
approximately 30 % complete. The Preliminary Design submittal shall include or discuss,
at a minimum, the following:

o Preliminary plans, drawings, and sketches, including design calculations;
® Results of additional field sampling;
L4 Design assumptions and parameters, including design restrictions and process

performance criteria;

® Proposed cleanup verification methods, including compliance with Applicable or
Relevant and Appropriate Requirements (ARARs);

® Outline of required specifications;
® Proposed siting/locations of processes/construction activity;
o Expected long-term monitoring and operation requirements;

L Real estate, easement, and permit requirements;
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L Preliminary construction schedule, including contracting strategy.
B. Prefinal Design/Final Design

International Paper shall submit the Prefinal Design when the design effort is 95% complete
and shall submit the Final Design when the design effort is 100% complete. The Prefinal
Design shall fully address all comments made to the preceding design submittal. The Final
Design shall fully address all comments made to the Prefinal Design and shall include
reproducible drawings and specifications suitable for bid advertisement. The Prefinal Design
shall serve as the Final Design if USEPA has no further comments and issues the notice to
proceed.

The Prefinal and Final Design submittals shall include those elements listed for the
Preliminary Design, as well as, the following:

® Final Performance Standard Verification Plan;

® Final Construction Quality Assurance Plan;

® Final QAPP/Final H & S Plan/Final FSP/Final Contingency Plan;
o Draft OU2 Operation and Maintenance Plan;

° Capital and Operation and Maintenance Cost Estimate. This cost estimate shall
refine the FS cost estimate to reflect the detail presented in the Final Design;

L Final Project Schedule for the construction and implementation of the Remedial
Action which identifies timing for initiation and completion of all critical path tasks.
The final project schedule submitted as part of the Final Design shall include specific
dates for completion of the project and major milestones.

Task 3: Remedial Action Construction

International Paper shall implement the OU2 RA as detailed in the approved OU2 Final
Design. The following activities shall be completed in constructing the OU2 RA.

A. Preconstruction inspection and meeting:

International Paper shall participate with the U.S. EPA and the State in a preconstruction
inspection and meeting to:

a. Review methods for documenting and reporting inspection data;



b. Review methods for distributing and storing documents and reports;
C. Review work area security and safety protocol;
d. Discuss any appropriate modifications of the construction quality assurance plan to

ensure that site-specific considerations are addressed; and,

e. Conduct a Site walk-around to verify that the design criteria, plans, and specifications
are understood and to review material and equipment storage locations.

The preconstruction inspection and meeting shall be documented by a designated person and
minutes shall be transmitted to all parties.

B. Prefinal inspection:

Within fifteen (15) days after International Paper makes a preliminary determination that
OU2 RA construction is complete, International Paper shall notify the U.S. EPA and the
State for the purposes of conducting a prefinal inspection. The prefinal inspection shall
consist of a walk-through inspection of the entire Site with U.S. EPA. The inspection is to
determine whether the project is complete and consistent with the contract documents and
the OU2 RA. Any outstanding construction items discovered during the inspection shall be
identified and noted. Additionally, treatment equipment shall be operationally tested by
International Paper. International Paper shall certify that the equipment as tested has
performed to meet the purpose and intent of the specifications. Retesting shall be completed
where deficiencies are revealed. The prefinal inspection report shall outline the outstanding
construction items, actions required to resolve items, completion date for these items, and
a proposed date for final inspection and can be in the form of a punch list or letter.

C. Final inspection:

Within fifteen (15) days after completion of any work identified in the prefinal inspection
report, International Paper shall notify the U.S. EPA and the State for the purposes of
conducting a final inspection. The final inspection shall consist of a walk-through inspection
of the Site by U.S. EPA and International Paper. The prefinal inspection report shall be used
as a checklist with the final inspection focusing on the outstanding construction items
identified in the prefinal inspection. Confirmation shall be made that outstanding items have
been resolved.

D. Reports

1. Construction Completion Report - OU2
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Within thirty (30) days of a successful final inspection, International Paper shall submit a
Construction Completion Report. In the report, a registered professional engineer and
International Paper’s Project Coordinator shall state that the OU2 RA has been constructed
in accordance with the design and specifications. The written report shall include as-built
drawings signed and stamped by a professional engineer. The report shall contain the
following statement, signed by International Paper’s 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."

2. Completion of Remedial Action Report - OU1 and OU2

Within 30 days of completion of all Remedial Action (both OUl RA and OU2 RA),
including attainment of all performance standards, International Paper shall submit a
Completion of Remedial Action Report. In the report, a registered professional engineer
and International Paper’s Project Coordinator shall state the Remedial Action has been
completed in full satisfaction of the requirements of the OU1 and OU2 Consent Decrees.
The written report shall include as-built drawings signed and stamped by a professional
engineer not previously submitted. The report shall contain the following statement,
signed by a responsible corporate official of International Paper or International Paper's
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."

3. Completion of Work Report - OU2

Within 30 days of completion of the Work, including operation and maintenance,
International Paper shall submit a Completion of Work Report. In the report, a registered
professional engineer and International Paper's Project Coordinator shall state the Work
has been completed in full satisfaction of the requirements of the OU2 Consent Decree.
The written report shall include as-built drawings signed and stamped by a professional
engineer not previously submitted. The report shall contain the following statement,
signed by a responsible corporate official of International Paper or International Paper’s
Project Coordinator:
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"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. [ am aware there are significant penalties for
submitting false information, including the possibility of fine and
imprisonment for knowing violations."

Task 4: Performance Monitoring

Performance monitoring shall be conducted to ensure that all OU2 Performance Standards
are met.

Performance Standard Vernification Plan

The purpose of the Performance Standard Verification Plan is to provide a mechanism to
ensure that both short-term and long-term Performance Standards for the OU2 RA are met.
The approved Performance Standards Verification Plan shall be implemented on the
approved schedule. The Performance Standards Verification Plan shall include:

1. Quality Assurance Project Plan
2. Health and Safety Plan
3. Field Sampling Plan

Task 5: Operation and Maintenance

International Paper shall prepare an Operation and Maintenance (O&M) Plan to cover both
implementation and long term maintenance of the OU2 RA. An initial Draft O&M Plan
shall be submitted as a final Design Document submission. The final O&M Plan shall be
submitted to U.S. EPA prior to the pre-final construction inspection, in accordance with the
approved construction schedule. The plan shall be composed of the following elements, as

necessary:
1. Description of normal operation and maintenance ;
a. Description of tasks for operation;
b. Description of tasks for maintenance;
c. Description of prescribed treatment or operation conditions; and
d. Schedule showing frequency of each O&M task.
2. Description of potential operating problems;
a. Description and analysis of potential operation problems;

b. Sources of information regarding problems; and
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Common and/or anticipated remedies.

Description of routine monitoring and laboratory testing;

Description of monitoring tasks;

Description of required data collection; laboratory tests and their
interpretation;

Required quality assurance, and quality control;

Schedule of monitoring frequency and procedures for a petition to U.S. EPA
to reduce the frequency of or discontinue monitoring; and

Description of verification sampling procedures if Cleanup or Performance
Standards are exceeded in routine monitoring.

Description of alternate O&M,;

Should systems fail, alternate procedures to prevent release or threatened
releases of hazardous substances, pollutants or contaminants which may
endanger public health and the environment or exceed performance
standards; and

Analysis of vulnerability and additional resource requirement should a failure
ocCCur.

Corrective Action;

a. Description of corrective action to be implemented in the event that cleanup
or performance standards are exceeded; and

b. Schedule for implementing these corrective actions.

Safety plan;

a. Description of precautions, of necessary equipment, etc., for Site personnel;
and

b. Safety tasks required in event of systems failure.

Description of equipment; and

/o o

Equipment identification;

Installation of monitoring components;

Maintenance of Site equipment; and

Replacement schedule for equipment and installed components.

Records and reporting mechanisms required.



Daily operating logs;
Laboratory records;

e e TR

IV. MAJOR MILESTONES /SCHEDULE

Records for operating costs;

Mechanism for reporting emergencies;
Personnel and maintenance records; and
Monthly/annual reports to State agencies.

International Paper shall adhere to the following schedule for performing tasks and submitting

reports required by this SOW:

Submission or Tasks
1. Remedial Design/Remedial Action Work Plan

[\)

. Preliminary Design (30%)

|98}

. Draft Performance Monitoring

4. Prefinal Design (95%)

n

. Final Design (100%)

6. OU2 RA Construction

7. Prefinal Inspection

8. Prefinal Inspection Report

O

. Final Inspection

Due Date
Thirty (30) days after entry of the OU2
Consent Decree

Sixty (60) days after U.S. EPA’s
approval of the Final RD/RA Work
Plan

Thirty (30) after submittal of
Preliminary Design

Sixty (60) days after receipt of U.S.
EPA’s comments on the Preliminary
Design.

Thirty (30) days after receipt of U.S.
EPA’s comments on the Prefinal

Design.

Thirty (30) days after approval of the
Final Design.

No later than fifteen (15) days after
completion of construction.

Fifteen (15) days after completion of
prefinal inspection.

Fifteen (15) days after completion of
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10. Final O&M Plan
11. Construction Completion Report - OU2

12. Remedial Action Completion Report - OU1 and OU2

13. Completion of Work Report - OU2

work identified in prefinal inspection
report.

No later than prefinal inspection.
Sixty (60) days after final inspection.

Thirty (30) days after completion of
all Remedial Action

Thirty (30) days after completion of
the Work.
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Appendix D: Description and Map of the Site

See Record of Decision, dated 9/25/97, Figure 1, and Record of Decision for OU2, dated
9/24/03, Figure 2-1.
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ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION EASEMENT -
'DECLARATION OF RESTRICTIVE COVENANTS - .

1. This Envuonmcnml Protcctxon Easement and Declaratlon of Res(nctlvc
Covenants is madc thls _____dayof - , 19___, by and between .
_ ("G:antor"), having an address of -
| ' ,andv_. .

("Gfantce"), having an address of _

_WI'I'NESSETH: |

' 2. - WHEREAS Grantor is thc owner of a parcel of land located in the county of '
,State of ____ , more particularly descnbcd on Exhibit A

| attached heretd and made 2 part ‘hereof (the "Property™); and

3. WHEREAS, the Propcrty is part of the ______ _Superfund

Site ("Site"), which the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency ("EPA") puisuant to Section -
105 of die Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act B}
(*CERCLA"), 42 U.S.C. § 9605, placed on the National Priorities List, set forth at 40 C.F R:-_ _

" Part 300, Appenduc B, by publlcahon in the Federal Register on __- 19__; and

C 4. WHEREAS, in a Record of Decision dated ' " (the "ROD™),
. the EPA Reglon Regional Administrator selected a *remedial actxon for thc Site, Whl(:h
. provides, in part, for the following actions: - . . :




¢69/02 TUE 15:10 FAX 202 501 0269 EPA OFF. OF ENFORCEMENT _@oo2,

_and _
S. - : WHEREAS thh the exception oL
| , the rcmcdlal acuon has been unplcmented at the Sltc‘
6. | WHEREAS the partles hereto have agreed 1) to granta permanent nght of

access over the Property to the Grantee for purposes of implementing, facilitafing: and L
monitoring the reimedial action; and 2) to impose on the Property use restrictions as
covenants that will run with the Iand for the purpose of protectmg buman health and the

" environment; and

1. ' WHEREAS, Grantor wishes to cooperate fully with the Grantee in the
implementation of all response actions at the Swe' .

NOW, THEREFORE

8. ' Grant: Grantor on behalf of itself, its successors and asszgns in consideration
- of [the terms of the Consent Decree inthe casc of ____ v. ___ ,etc], does hereby covenant -
‘and declare that the Property shall be subject to the restrictions on use set forth below, and
does gjve, grant and convey to the Grantee, and its assigns, with general warranties of title,
1) the perpetual right to enforce said use restrictions, and 2) an environmental protection,
ceasement of the nature and character, and for the purposes’ heremaftcr set forth, with respect to
the Property, "
9. . Purpose: Itis thc purpose of this insttument to convey fo the Grantcc rcal
property rights, which will run with the 1and, to facilitate the rémediation of past
. environmental ‘contamination and to protect human health and the cnvuonmcnt by reducing the -
'nsk of exposure to confaminants. - - :

-10. : _gatmmmmmsg “The following covénants, conditions, and restrictions apply |
to the use of the Ptoperty, ron w1th the land and are bmdmg on the Grantor. '



07/09/02 ‘TUE 15:11 FAX 202 501 0269 EPA OFF. OF ENFORCEMENT @o'or

1. . Modtﬁggtton of restrictions: The above restrictions may be modtﬁed or
_ terminaied in whole or in part, in writing; by the Grantee. If requested by the Grantor, such
' wntmg will be executed by Grantee in recordable form.

) 12';' ' o Envrrgnmental P[otegggm Easemgg Gxantor hereby gmnts to the Grantee an.
irrevocable, permanent and continuing right of access at all reasonable times to the Property

-for purposes of:

(

a) . Implemcntmg the reSponse acttom in the ROD mcludmg but not hmlted to

b) ? Venfymg any data or mformatlon submlrted to EPA

. ©) : Venfymg that no actron is bemg taken on the Property in vrolatron of the terms
of this instrument or of any fcderal or state envrronmeutal laws or regulattons

4

€) Conducting periodic reviews oé the remedlal acuon, mcludmg but not llrmted
to, reviews requrred by apphcable statates and/or regulatlons and -

) ._Implememing addmonal or new response acuons if the Grantee, in 1ts sole
discretion, determines i) that such actions are mcessary 10 protect t the ,
_ environment because either the original remedial action has proven to- be.

_ ineffective or becausenew technology has been developed which will .
accomplish the purposes of the remedial action in a sxgmﬁcantly more efficient
or cost effective manner; and, ji) that the additional or new response actions’
will not impose any s1gmﬁcant1y greater burden on the PrOperty or unduly
_mterfene with the then exrstmg nses of the Property.

13. B___ﬂng_s_o_ﬁrenm Grantor hereby reserves unto itself, its successors. -
- and assrgns. all rights and privileges in and to the use of the Property which are not

incorpatible with thé restrictions, rights and easements granted herein.

14. Nothing in this document shaﬁ limit or otherwise affect EPA's rights of entry
and access or EPA’s authortly to take response-actions under CERCLA, the NCP, or other
federal law. _ . -

i RS
A:" - - ——
-3 - :
2

RS



07409/02 TUE 15:11 FAX 202 501 0269 EPA OFF. OF ENFORCEMENT o o . 00*_

15. - No Public Acccss and !Jsg No nght of access or use by the gcncral pubhc to
any pomon of the Property is conveyed by this mstrument. ,'

. 16. | o ﬂgtlcg_ts_qm:_c_m Grantor agrees to include in any mstrument conveymg any*
interest in any portion of the Property, including but not limited to deeds, leases and '
mortgages, a notlce which is in. substantially the following form. ,

NOTICE THE INTEREST CONVEYED HEREBY IS SUBJECT
TO AN ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION EASEMENT AND
DECLARATION OF RESTRICTIVE COVENANTS, DATED

, 19, RECORDED IN THE PUBLIC LAND RECORDS

ON ___ _,19 ,INBOOK _ yPAGE ___ ,IN -
FAVOR OF, AND ENFORCEABLE BY THE UNITED STATES
- OF AMERKCA. )

Within thirty (30) days of the date any such mstm;ﬂcnt of convcyance is executcd Grantor
must provide Grantee with a certified true copy of: smd mscrumcnt and, 1f it has been rccorded

=L

in the pubhc land: rccords 1ts recordmg mfcrcnc& g

17. AMM‘AUMBM The fed,&ral agency havmg administrative -
jlll’lSdlCllOH over the interests acquired by the Umted States by this instrument is thc EPA:

-18. ' Erifg_rgemg t: ‘The Grantee shall be cntutled to enforce the terms of tlus
mstmment by resort to specific performance or legal process. All remedies available &
‘hercunder shall be in addition to any and all other remedies at law or in- equity, inclyding
- CERCLA. Enforcement of the terms of this instrument shail be at the discretion of the -
Grantet, and any forbearance, delay ot omission to exercise its rights under this instrument in
the event of a breach of any term of this instryment shall not be deemed to be a waiver by the.
Grantee of such term or of any subsequent breach of the same or any other term, or of any of
the rights of the Grantee under this instrument. ' ; :

.;5.

T.19. DA@.@&Q& Grantée shall be entitled to recover damagcs for wolatxons of the

_ environment protected by this mstmment

20, - Wa;ve[ of certain de{gn, gs Gran[or hereby waives any defense of laches,
estoppel, or prcscnptlon i

.21 ‘Covenants: 'Grantfor hereby cov_ebén[s to and with the United States and its
assigns, that the Grantor is lawfully seized in fee'simplg of the Property, that the Grantor his a

= »
IS
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good and lawful right and power to sell and convey it or any mterest therem, that the Pmperty
is free and clear of encumbrances, except those noted on Exhibit D attached hereto and that
the Grantor will forever warrant and defend the title thereto and the quiet possession thereof.

2. qut_l_ Any notice, demand, request consent, approval or commumcatlon
that either - party. desires-or is required to give to the other shall be in writing and shal[ elther
be served personally or sent by first class mall postage prcpaJd addressed as foIlows.

To Grantor n o - Ta Gran_tee:
- a) antrglhng law: The mterpretatlon and pcrformancc of this instrument -

. shall be gooemed by the laws of the: Umted States or, if there are no apphcable federal laws
. by the law of the state where the Property is located.

by Lheral.mo@ Any general rule of construction to the contrary
' notwnhstandmg, this instrument shall be liberally construed in favor of the grast to effect the
purpose of this instrument and the policy and purpose of CERCLA. If any provision of this
instrumient is found to be ambiguous, an interpretation consistent with: the purpose of this
- . instrament that would render the provision vahd shall be favored over any. mtcrprctatton that -
would render it mvahd .

c) Sg:_gmm_ty If any provision of this mstrument, or the apphcauon of it
to any Jperson or circumstance, is found to be invalid, the remainder of the provisions of this
instrument, or the application of such provisions to persons or circumstances other than thosc
to whlch it is found to be mvahd as the case may be, shall not be affected thereby.

'd)  Entire Agreement: This instrument sets forth the entire agreement of the
parties, with respect to rights and restrictions created hereby, and supersedes all prior :
discussions, negotiations, understandings, or agreements relating thereto, all of which are
merged herctn. :
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e) ﬂo__mfgmn_ Nothmg contained herem w1ll result in a forfclture or
reversion of Grantor s title in  any respect.

' f)  Joint Obligation:. If there are two or more parties identified as Grantor
herem the obhganuns imposed by this mstrumcnt upon them shall be joint and several.

- -~ 8 Successors: The covenants, terms, condmons, and restnctlons of this
mstmmcnt shall be binding upon, and i inure to the beénefit of, the parties hcrcto and their
respect:ve personal representatives, heirs, successors, and assigns and shall continue as a
servitude runming in perpetuity with the Property. ‘The term "Grantor”, wherever used herein,.

- and any pronouns. used in place thereof, shall include the persons and/or entities named at the
beginning of this document, identified as "Grantor" and their personal representatives, heirs,

" " successors, and assigns. The term "Grantee", wherever used herein, and any pronouns used
in place thereof, shall include the persons and/or entities named at the beginning, of this
-document, jdentified as "Grantee" and their personal representatives, heirs, successors, and
assigns. The rights of the Grantee and Grantor under this instrumenpt are freely assignable,
subject to the notice provisions hereof. :

h) Termination of Rights and Obljgations A party s rights. and obhgat]ons

:-under this instrument terminate upon transfer of the party's. mtcrcst in the Easément or
.- Property, cxcept that llabﬂlty for‘acts or omissions occurring prior to transfer shall survive -
transfer.

l) Slap.tmm The captions in this instrument have been inserted solely for
convenience of reference and are not a part of tlus instrument and Zha]l have no effect upon -
construgtion or- mrpretat:on )

S j) - Counterparts: The partnes may execute thxs instrument in two or more
counterparts, which shall, in the aggiegate, be signed by both parties; each counterpart shall
be deemed an original instrument as against any party who has signed it. In the event of any
disparity between the counterparts produced the recorded counterpart shall be controllmg

TO HAVE AND TO HOLD unto the United States_ and its assigns forever.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, Grantor has caused this Agreement to be signed in
its name. - '

. N Executedthns dayof o _L19 .
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STATEOF_____ )

COUNTY OF - )
_ On-this _ dayof - ,19 _, before me, the undcrsxgned a Notary Pubhc in and for :
the Statc of , duly comrmss:oned'and swora,’ personally appcared : ‘
known tobe the 4 of , the.

corporation that cxecutcd the foregoing mstrument and acknowledged the said msirumcnt to
" be the free and voluntary act and deed of smd?corpomtxon, for the uses and purposes therein
mcntxoncd and on oath stated that they are auihonzed to execute said instrument.

“:.‘Ef

Witness my hand and official seal hereto affix

the day and year written above.

Notary Pnbllc in and for thc
State of -

K
4
t

My Cowmission Expires: ..

'i‘hi_s eésémcn; is accepted this ____ day of . .19 .

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
the persons andlor entities namcd at the beginning of this document, ldennﬂed as "Grantor"

and their personal representanves heirs, successors and assigns. . :
5 U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTEC'I‘ION

AGENCY
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. Auachmemss: . ExhibitA - lega] dascnpuon of the Property .
Exhibit B - .. identification of proposed uses and constmctlon
A plans, for the Property ' S
Exhibit C -  identification of existing uses of the Property R
ExhibitD - list of permitted title encumbrances



