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DECLARATION FOR THE RECORD OF DECISION

SITE NAME AND LOCATION

Schmalz Dump, Harrison, Wisconsin

STATEMENT OF PURPOSE

This decision document represents the selected remedial action for this

site developed in accordance with the Comprehensive Environmental Response,
Compensation and Liability Act of 1980, 42 U.S.C. § 9601 et seq., (CERCLA) as
amended by the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act of 1986 (SARA),

and to the extent practicable, the National Contingency Plan (40 CFR Part 300).

The State of Wisconsin has concurred on the selected remedy, as stated in
the attached Letter of Concurence.

STATEMENT OF BASIS

This decision is based upon the Administrative Record developed for the
Schmalz Dump Site. The attached index for the Schmalz Dump administrative

record identifies the items which comprise the record upon which the selection
of a remedial action is based. ,

DESCRIPTION OF THE SELECTED REMEDY

The preferred alternative involves the installation of a low permeability,
compacted earth material cap over approximately seven acres of lead and
chromium contaminated soils, and implementation of groundwater monitoring for
lead and chromium. A voluntary well abandonment program for nearby wells is
also proposed.

DECLARATION

As required by Section 121(a) of CERCLA as amended by SARA, the selected
remedy is protective of human health and the environment, attains Federal

and State requirements that are applicable or relevant and appropriate, and

is cost-effective. The statutory preference for treatment set forth in
Section 121(b) of CERCLA as amended by SARA is not satisifed because treatment
was found to be impracticable due to questionable technical feasibility,
inadequate short-term protection, and inappropriate site conditions.

‘épfe_/m&f 2% ,’/‘?87 %ﬁyl@/ .

Date Valdas V. Adanjkus
4 Regional Admipistrator
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In September 1984, the site was listed on the national priorities
list. USEPA completed a report identifying potentially responsible
parties, including waste generators and transporters, in October
1984, The Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS) was
initiated during April 1985, Since a threat to public health had
been identified due to the PCB contaminated demolition debris, USEPA
and WDNR decided to prepare a phased feasibility study to evaluate
potential source control remedies.

In August 1985, a Record of Decision was signed approving an operable
unit to address the PCB contamination at the site. The operable

unit consists of removal of construction debris and sediments
containing elevated concentrations of PCBs. Additionally, the water/
solids mixture in the sediments will be separated, with solids
destined for a USEPA approved hazardous waste landfill. The water
will undergo metals precipitation and activated carbon treatment for
removal of PCBs, chromium and lead prior to discharge to the pond
area of the Schmalz property. Implementation of the operable unit

is scheduled to occur in the fall of 1987.

Site Characterization

RI/FS work has progressed concurrently with design of the operable
unit, Phase I of the RI was completed in April 1987. Phase II

of the RI, which was designed to characterize inorganic contamination
of the ground water, was performed in June 1987. The scope of the
RI.work at the Site included the installation of monitoring wells,
and collection of soil, sediment, surface water, residential well,
and groundwater monitoring well samples. The objectives of the RI
were to characterize the areas of the site that were not addressed
by the operable unit and to determine if a public health or
environmental threat exists outside the PCB contaminated area of the
site. All samples were analyzed for priority pollutant metals and
PCBs. A percentage of these were also analyzed for EP Toxicity and
organic priority pollutants. Results of the RI are discussed below.

K

Groundwater

Groundwater samples collected during the Rl indicate the presence of
low levels of trivalent chromium beneath the site, in the water

table aquifer. Levels range from 14 micrograms per liter (ug/1) to 48
ug/1 within the site boundary but do not exceed background levels
downgradient of the site (see Figure 4 and Table 1).

Groundwater samples collected indicate the existence of two separate
plumes of trivalent chromium: a diffuse, east-west trending plume
beneath the site, and an isolated off-site anomaly west of the

- Schmalz Site. In the diffuse east-west trending plume beneath the
site, groundwater samples contain levels of chromium ranging from 14
ug/1 to 48 ug/1. Groundwater samples in the vicinity of the isolated
anomaly to the west of th Site exhibitad high concentrations of
soluble chromium (1140 ppb) (see Figure 4). The chromium contamina-
tion at this location is not associated with suspended particles, like
that found beneath the site, and appears to emanate from a localized
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1I.

SUMMARY OF REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE SELECTION
SCHMALZ DUMP SITE

Site Location and Description

The Schmalz Dump Site is located on the north shore of Lake Winnebago
in the Town of Harrison. Harrison is located approximately ten

miles south of Appleton, and two miles east of Menasha, in Calumet
County, in the east central section of Wisconsin (see Figure 1),

The Site occupies approximately seven acres in the Waverly Beach
Wetlands area (Figure 2). Unauthorized dumping occurred at the

site in the late 1960s and 1970s. The property north and west of
the site has also been used for waste disposal. A wet marshy area
bounds the site to the east, with a railroad right-of-way to the
south, Beyond the railroad tracks, between the Site and Lake
Winnebago, is a moderately populated residential area. All of these
residences have been hooked-up to the Menasha water system, although
some have retained wells for auxiliary uses. The neighboring city
of Appleton, with a population of 60,000, has its drinking water
intake approximately 1200 feet from the shore of Lake Winnebago, in
close proximity to the site.

Current Site Status

Site History

According to the Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources (WDNR)
and court documents, industries dumped wastes at various locations
along the north shore of Lake Winnebago for several years. Mr.
Gerald Schmalz, previous site owner, began filling his property in
1968. Records show that the wastes hauled there consisted of solid
waste, car bodies, stone, trees, pulp chips and mash. Between 1972
and 1973 the site accepted fly ash and bottom ash from Menasha
Utility, and in 1978 and 1979 Schmalz accepted the demolition debris
of a building owned by the Allis-Chalmers Corporation.

Initial on-site sampling by the State of Wisconsin and the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers (U.S. ACE) in early 1979 determined that the area
containing the Allis-Chalmers debris was contaminated with concen-
trations of PCBs as high as 3100 parts per million (ppm). Lead and
chromium were also detected in relatively high concentrations at
several sampling stations.

"In the summer of 1979, the Wisconsin Attorney General filed suit

against Mr, Schmalz, the waste hauler - Weiseler Construction, and
Allis Chalmers Corporation, alleging illegal disposal of PCBs.
However, due to lack of direct evidence, the court ruled against the
State. In 1983, Gerald Schmalz sold the property to his son Gregory.



TABLE 1
GROUNDWATER SAMPLE ANALYSES

Ratio of Total
Total 1 Dissolved Totg} Dissg}ved Total to +6 Suspended

Well Pb Pb Cr Cr Dissolved Cr Solids

Location ug/t __ug/l ug/} ug/1 Cr ug/1 mg/]

Detection 2. 2 0.5 0.5 10 5
Limit :
GW-1 - - 89 38 1.89 - 392
GW-2 149 - 390 48 8.13 - 603
GW-3 64 - 120 27 4.44 - 418
GW-4 - - 45 ) 14 .21 - 102
GW-5 - - 60 8.9 6.74 - 274
GW-6 - - 22 6.5 3.38 - 12
GW-7 - - 40 2.1 19.05 - 188
GW-8 - - 25 2.4 10.42 - 274
Gu-91 - - 1130 1140 0.99 , 429

- GW-9a - - 286 185 1.55 - 210
GN-10 - - 21 3.3 6.36 - 280

. GH-11 - - 102 29 3.52 - 382
DW-01 - - 2.4 1.5 1.6 - -

- = Below detection Vimit,
DN-01 is a sample of the water used during drilling,

1 Note: Relative percent difference betwesn total and dissolved chromium in sample GW-9 =
0.88%, which is well within the prec’ “on limits of the analytical procedure.

o
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point source. Based on the history of dumping in the area, this
phenomenon is not unusual. Residential wells downgradient of the

site were also sampled during the RI., Sample results did not indicate
the presence of lead or chromium, but did show degraded groundwater
quality due to high levels of iron, magnesium, potassium, sodium,
ammonia, strontium and boron (see Table 2).

Based on existing literature, surficial soils overlie 15 to 35 feet
of fine grained, saturated silty sand and a 30 to 50 foot thick clay
layer, which in turn overlies a 5 to 20 foot thick hardpan layer.

In the immediate vicinity of the site, the silty sand unit has a
thickness of 20 feet. Clay and hardpan layers are impermeable, and
isolate the contaminated silty sand aquifer from the deeper Paleozoic
dolomite and sandstone aquifers in which local residents have their
wells., Schematic east-wast and north-south cross sections through
the site are illustrated in Figures 5 and 6.

Based on the above discussion, the silty sand aquifer beneath the
site appears to be separated from the lower aquifer by a fairly
thick, continuous clay layer. It is therefore unlikely that
contaminants from the site would enter the lower aquifer and reach
residential wells. Also, chromium levels found in groundwater do
not exceed the drinking water Maximum Contaminant Level (MCL) of
50 ug/1 under the Safe Drinking Water Act (SOWA).

Surface Water and Sediments

Surface water and sediment samples collected during the RI from the
area of demolition debris disposal contained elevated concentrations
of PCBs, lead and chromium. This area will be addressed during
removal of the debris under the first operable unit remedial action.
Samples collected in the drainage ditch south of the site and at the
entrance of Lake Winnebago did not contain elevated levels of these
contaminants.

The shallow aquifer beneath the site contains levels of trivalent
chromium above background but not above the MCL. Based on RI data,
the water table is three to five feet below the land surface and
direction of flow is to the southwest, towards Lake Winnebago.
Because the City of Appleton obtains its drinking water from the
Lake, the City's population was identified as a potential receptor
(see Figure 7).

As part of the RI, a groundwater modeling study was performed to
determine movement of chromium in the groundwater over time. Although
the model did indicate that chromium found at the site would migrate
toward the lake shore, the flow rate of groundwater is estimated to

be between eight and eleven feet per year, This indicates that in
fifty years, groundwater containing chromium would have migrated

just beyond the site boundary (see Figure 8). -

Based on the rate of groundwater movement, and taking into considera-
tion the dilution that would occur once ground water discharges to
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Figure §

Schematic East - West Cross-Section Through Schmaiz Site
Based on Representative Well Logs
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Figure ¢

Schematic North - South Cross-Section Through Schmaiz Site
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Figure 7 Water Table
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the Lake, the levels of chromium in the groundwater should never
pose a threat to Appleton's water supply. Also, as discussed above,
chromium levels in the groundwater do not exceed the SDWA standard
of 50 ug/1.

Soils

Surface and subsurface soil samples collected at the Site show lead
and chromium to be the contaminants of concern., Lead and trivalent
chromium were found throughout the site at concentrations ranging
from detection limits to 1940 milligrams per kilogram (mg/kg) and
964 mg/kg respectively (see Figures 9 and 10).

PCB contamination is confined to the area where demolition debris
was disposed., The first operable unit will address the PCB contami-
nation at the site. During the RI, volatile and semi-volatile ‘
organics were found at low levels and at scattered locations.

During the RI, it was noted that several teenaged children use the
Site as a dirt bike trail. It was also noted that fresh refuse was
continuously being dumped on site. Given that the Site is an
attractive nuisance, and that the area containing high levels of
lead and chromium in soils is accessible, it was determined that
direct contact is an exposure route.

Threat to Public Health

The Public Health Evaluation (PHE) summary in the Phase II RI
report for the Schmalz site identified lead and chromium as the
contaminants of concern. The pathway of exposure is direct contact
with lead and chromium contaminated soils on site.

Potential risks from contaminated soils are based on the assumption
that the site would be used for residential development in the future,
Since lead and trivalent chromium are noncarcinogens, the acceptable
chronic daily intake (AICs) were used to calculate allowable dajly
chemical intake levels from the identified exposure route. An AIC

is the dose that is anticipated to be without lifetime risk when

taken daily.

Exposure risks from direct contact were calculated based on the
assumption that a child in a residential setting would consume

one gram of soil per day. The AICs for lead and trivalent chromium
are .014 and 140 milligrams per kilogram per day respectively. Based
on these values, lead and chromium in soils on the Schmalz site

with concentrations greater than 14 mg/kg and 100 mg/kg respectively,
. pose an unacceptable lifetime risk from direct contact.

Groundwater was determined not to be a public health threat because
chromium concentrations are below the SDWA drinking water standards.
However, leaching of chromium and/or lead to groundwater could
potentially cause drinking water standards to be exceeded. To
determine if leachable amounts of contaminants would leach, EP
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Toxicity Extraction Tests were performed on soils during the RI,
Results of the tests show that very low levels of both lead and
chromium are leachable, Leachable concentrations ranged from .071
to .146 mg/1 for lead and from ,011 to .063 mg/1 for chromium.
Considering dilution factors, these values are not expected to
cause contamination in the ground water to exceed drinking water
standards. These values are well below the EP Toxicity test's

5 mg/1 1imit for determining if the soil is a RCRA hazardous waste
and indicates that very little of the contaminants will leach from
soils to groundwater. In addition, trivalent chromium has an affinity
to fine grained, silty soils like those found in the site area.
This would inhibit movement of chromium through the aquifer, and
probably explains why chromium has not migrated farther to date.

Based on the above discussions, onsite soils are not likely to ever
increase chromium and lead concentrations in the ground water to
greater than the drinking water MCLs of 50 ug/1. However, because
there is a remote possibility that this pathway could later become a
concern, it was determined that groundwater should be monitored over
time. In addition, residents in the vicinity of the site will be
asked to voluntarily abandon any existing wells. This is a precau-
tionary measure to ensure that no potential for exposure exists
should contaminant levels in groundwater increase in the future.

Enforcement

CERCLA related enforcement activities began at the site in 1984, A
responsible party search was conducted to identify potentially
responsible waste generators and transporters. Eight parties were
named based on information indicating their involvement in the site,
including parties who were named in the State's unsuccessful 1979
lawsuit. Notice letters were sent to each party and a negotiating
meeting was held to discuss the RI/FS. At the end of the negotiating
period, none of the parties committed to perform the RI/FS.

In August 1987, Potentially Responsible Parties (PRPs) were again
notified for the Remedial Design and Remedial Action (RD/RA) of the
final remedy. Notification letters were sent to:

Allis-Chalmers Corporation

Akrisol

Mr. Gregory Schmalz

Mr. Gerald Schmalz

Menasha Corporation

Menasha Electric and Water Utility
James Peters Company

Weisler Construction

After receiving the notification letter, Akrisol and Menasha Corporation
requested that U.S. EPA delete their names from the PRP 1ist., Following
review of information in U.S. EPA files, including information submitted
to U.S. EPA by Akrisol and Menasha Corporation, Akrisol and Menasha
Corporation were deleted from the list of PRPs.
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August 17, 1987 marked the commencement of the negotiation moratorium.
October 16, 1987 is the deadline for PRP involvement in the RD/RA.

At this time, no good faith effort has been put forth by the PRPs.
Therefore, no extension of the negotiation moratorium has been made.

Community Relations

The public comment period for the RI/FS began on August 17, 1987.
Copies of the Phase Two RI Report and the FS Report were made
available to the community on this date. Two locations served as
repositories for these reports as well as the proposed plan and the
remainder of the administrative record. U.S. EPA issued a press
release containing the proposed plan prior to commencing the comment
period.

A public meeting was held on August 19, 1987, to discuss the findings
of the RI/FS and to present the U.S. EPA preferred alternative.
Questions regarding the project were also answered. No public comments
were submitted during the meeting. Two subsequent written comments
were received. The public comment period ended September 8, 1987,
Public comments are addressed in the attached responsiveness summary.

Alternatives Evaluation

The Feasibility Study was initiated to evaluate alternative remedial
actions for remediation of contamination at the Schmalz Site.

Response objectives for the site were identified in the Public Health
Evaluation (PHE). Based on the PHE, protection from direct contact
with contaminated soils and monitoring for degradation of groundwater
quality from these soils were identified as the site specific response
objectives.

A variety of technologies to address response objectives was identi-
fied and evaluated for further consideration. From these, eleven
alternatives were developed and screened for effectiveness, imple-
mentabiity and cost. Following screening, six alternatives remained
and were subjected to detailed analysis using the evaluation criteria
outlined in SARA, Table 3 lists the six alternatives evaluated.

TABLE 3
REMEDIAL ACTION ALTERNATIVES
Alternative Description
A-1 Groundwater extraction coagulation/

flocculation, filtration, ion exchange,
and discharge

A-3 Slurry wall and cap
B-1 RCRA Subtitle C cap -

8-2 Soil cap
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B-5 Solidification, stabilization, on-site
disposal
C-1 ' No action

In order to address response objectives adequately, two groups of
alternatives were developed; those addressing groundwater and those
addressing soils. The alternatives numbers in Table 3 refer to the
numbering in the feasibility study. Group A alternatives address
groundwater, group B alternatives address soils, and the no action
alternative makes up group C.

DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES

Alternative A-1: Groundwater Extraction, Coagulation/Flocculation,
Filtration, Ion Exchange and Discharge

This alternative would entail treating the groundwater at the Schmalz
Dump site to remove chromium to background levels. Treatment would
involve coagulation of the suspended solids contained in extracted
groundwater by means of polymer or lime addition, and flocculation
to enhance the formation of larger particles. Sedimentation would
follow, in which the insoluble forms of lead and chromium would be
separated from the water. The next treatment process would be
filtration, removing the fines and "polishing" the treated water.
The final treatment process would be a cation exchange unit, where
the soluble chromium remaining would be removed from the water,
Following treatment, water would be discharged to the on-site pond.

The volume of contaminated water to be pumped and treated was esti-
mated to be 42 million gallons or 3 pore volumes of the water table
aquifer beneath the site., This is the estimated amount that would
have to be extracted to reduce chromium levels to background.
Background for the site is assumed to be approximately 5 ug/l, based
on upgradient monitoring well samples. The extraction system would
be composed of 2-inch diameter wells placed on 10-foot centers
around the perimeter of the site. Water would be pumped at a rate
of 50 gallons per minute with a project duration of approximately

19 months.

Alternative A-3: Slurry Wall and Cap

The purpose of this alternative is to prevent contaminant migration
by containing the plume and isolating the waste from surface infil-
tration. This alternative involves the installation of a circum-
ferential slurry wall around the perimeter of the site (Figure 11).
The slurry trench would be excavated three feet into the confining
clay (located approximately 25 feet below the ground surface). The
backfill material would consist of a mixture of excavated soil,
water, and bentonite clay. The permeability of the walls would be
greatly reduced because of the swelling properties of the clay.
Thus, the lateral migration of contaminated groundwater within the
walls would be minimized. The low permeability of the underlying
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clay layer prohibits the vertical movement of the groundwater.
Because the slurry walls would be keyed into this formation, the
potential for migration of contaminated water under the walls would
be low.

An impermeable cap would be constructed over the affected area to
prevent the area enclosed by the walls from filling with water. The
cap would consist of a 24-inch layer of vegetated topsoil, a layer
of geotextile fabric, 12 inches of gravel, a 20-mm synthetlc liner,
and 24 inches of compacted clay.

Operation and Maintenance (U&M) on the slurry wall and cap would

be required as part of the alternative. O0&M would include periodic
inspections of both the cap and slurry wall for signs of erosion,
settlement, or subsidence. Additional maintenance of the cap would
include the application of fertilizer and periodic mowing to prevent
invasion by deep-rooted vegetation.

It is not anticipated that extensive 'pooling' of water will occur
within the slurry wall. However, if necessary, a low capacity
extraction well could be installed to extract water. The amount of
leachate extracted would be very little and could be sent to the
local POTW for treatment.

The slurry wall and cap alternative would require that a groundwater
monitoring program be instituted. For the purposes of this alternative,
it is assumed that the monitoring program will conform with RCRA
requirements (40 CFR Part 264.95 and 264.97). This program would
consist of placing monitoring wells at the boundary of the waste
management unit and upgradient of the unit. The wells would be
sampled and analyzed for pH, conductivity, dissolved chromium, and
dissolved lead on a quarterly basis for the first year and annually
thereafter for 4 years. At the end of the five year period, the
monitoring program would be re-evaluted and a determination made on
future monitoring.

Qperation and Maintenance (0&M) would include periodic inspections
of both the cap and slurry wall for signs of erosion, settlement, or
subsidence. Maintenance of the cap would also include application
of fertilizer and periodic mowing and weed control techniques to
prevent invasion by deep-rooted vegetation.

Alternative B-l: RCRA Subtitle C Cap

Capping of the site would involve construction of a three-layer cap
conforming to RCRA guidelines. The area to be capped is outlined on
Figure 12. This operation would first consist of the placement of a
“two-foot clay layer, compacted in six-inch lifts, A twenty-mil
synthetic liner would then be placed over the clay. Next, a one-foot
thick drainage layer of gravel would be spread and overlain with
geotextile fabric. The geotextile fabric would maintain the
drainage layer and help to stabilize a final layer of twenty-four
inches of topsoil by keeping fine topsoil particles from filling the
pore space of the gravel layer, The topsoil would be vegetated to
prevent erosion. Also, the cap would have a minimum slope of two
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percent to the northeast. Drainage channels will be constructed to
direct surface runoff to the present site drainage. Precipitation
that percolates through the topsoil would flow laterally through the
gravel and over the impermeable synthetic and clay barrier and into
the drainage channels,

Operation and maintenance of the cap would include periodic inspections
for signs of erosion, settlement, or subsidence., Maintenance of the
cap would also include the application of fertilizer and periodic
mowing and weed control techniques to prevent invasion by deep-rooted
vegetation.

Groundwater monitoring would be recommended in conjunction with this
alternative. The monitoring plan described for Alternative A-3
would apply here.

Alternative B-2: Soil Cover

The placement of a soil cover over the contaminated area would
involve placement of 24 inches of low permeability compacted earth
over the site (see Figure 12). The area would then be graded and
sloped adequately to allow surface water runoff. The final grade
would be approximately two percent to the northeast. The finished
surface would be covered with six inches of topsoil and vegetated.
Site drainage would also be provided. A diversion ditch constructed
upgradient would divert flow to the pond to limit surface water
contact with the final cover. Runoff from the cover would be captured
by two drainage channels and directed to the ditch located south of
the site.

Operation and maintenance of the cap would include periodic inspections
for signs of erosion, settlement, or subsidence. Maintenance of the
cap would also include the application of fertilizer and periodic
mowing and weed control techniques to prevent invasion by deep-rooted
vegetation,

Groundwater monitoring would be required in conjunction with the

soil cap. The monitoring plan described under Alternative

A-3 would also apply here.

Alternative B-5: Excavation, Solidification/Stabilization

This alternative involves the excavation of all contaminated soil,
treatment of the soil with solidification/stabilization reagents,

and backfilling of the excavated areas with the treated soil.
Approximately 8000 cubic yards would be excavated in the contaminated
- areas. Solidification/Stabilization (S/S) would be used as a perman-
ent remedial action to limit the off-site mobility, solubility and
toxicity of the heavy metals.

The S/S process is commercially offered as a complete, on-site mobile
treatment unit. The unit is outfitted with reagent tanks, metering
equipment and an operating console which monitors the entire process.
The waste is first slurried and then pumped to the treatment unit,
where mixing and chemical reaction with the solidification/stabiliza-
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tion reagents occurs. The treated material is then pumped back to
the excavated area, where solidification occurs within 36 to 72
hours,

A slurry tank would be used to mix the dry sand with water to produce
a sludge with a maximum solid content of 30 to 40 percent. This would
improve the efficiency of the process and the handling characteristics
of the waste. Following this, the material would be pumped to the
treatment unit and then to the excavated areas. The treated soil
would then be spread and graded over the excavated areas, and a gravel
cover placed on the site,

Dewatering of the soils taken from the site may be necessary prior

to treatment unless a groundwater extraction alternative is implemented
in conjunction with excavation. The drawdown of the extraction

wells could effectively dewater the soils to a depth of greater than
five feet. If an alternative involving groundwater extraction is

not selected, the soils could be dewatered after excavation by
placement on a drainage pad next to the excavated area and water
allowed to drain back into the pit. In addition, steps for delisting
the soil as a hazardous waste would also need to be considered and
carried out.

Alternative C-1: No Action

As the name implies, if this alternative is selected, no remedial
action would be taken at the site and current conditions would
persist. This alternative was evaluated in the Public Health
Evaluation presented in the Remedial Investigation Report, and this
assessment serves as the basis for the evaluation of all other
remedial action alternatives. This option could be applied to the
groundwater, soil, or both. No capital or 0&M costs would be
associated with this alternative.

EVALUATION UF ALTERNATIVES

The alternatives listed in Table 3 were evaluated using factors
mandated by SARA Section 121(b){1)(A-G) that have been organized
into the evaluation criteria used in the evaluation. A discussion
of these criteria as they relate to each remedial alternative
follows. The no action alternative is discussed separately at the
end.

Compliance with ARARs

Alternatives were assessed as to whether they attain legally Applicable
.or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements (ARARs) of other Federal

and State environmental and public health laws. The evaluation of
ARARs included contaminant-specific, location-specific and action-
specific ARARs.

For contaminant-specific ARARs, all alternatives would meet the
following ARARS upon 1mplementatlon
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° ?DHA ?rinking Water Standard Maximum Concentration Limits
MCLs);

° Wisconsin Statute NR140 (groundwater protection);

® 42 U,.S.C. 7401 (National Ambient Air Quality Standards for Total
Suspended Particulates);

° CWA Ambient Water Quality Criteria for Protection of Aquatic
Life;

° Water Quality Act of 1987, Section 118, Great Lakes Protection.

° Article VI, Annex 8 and 10, and Appendix 1, 2, and 12 of the
1978 Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement between the United
States and Canada.

Alternative A-1 would also be required to meet the following ARARs:

° NPDES requirements of the Clean Water Act (CWA) cited in 40 CFR
125.100-,104;

° Wisconsin Statute NR 102, NR 104 and NR 219 (relating to stream
c]ass;fication/standards and sampling/testing methods for surface
water);

° Wisconsin Statute NR 108 (relating to wastewater treatment
facility plan review and standards).

Location-specific ARARs which have been reviewed for the site
include:

° Executive Order 11990, Protection of Wetlands;
° Executive Order 11998, Protection of Floodplains;
° Wisconsin Statute NR 115, Shoreland Management.

The site has been determined not to be within the floodplain of

Lake Winnebago. Further, it has been determined that construction
of any of the alternatives being evaluated would occur in an upland
area not classified as a wetland. As such, implementation of aay of
the remedial alternatives considered are compliant with these two
Executive Orders.

The following action-specific ARARs have been identified for the
site:

For Alternative A-1, the following ARARs have been identified:

° 40 CFR 122.44(a) (Best available technology economically
achievable is required to control toxic and non-conventional
pollutants);

° 50 FR 30794 (Applicable Federal Water Quality Criteria must be
complied with);

© 40 CFR 136.1 - 136.4 (Sample preservation brocedures, containers,
holding times are prescribed);
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° 40 CFR 122.21 (NPDES Permit Requirements).
For Alternative A-3, the following ARARs have been identified:

° Section 404 of CWA, 40 CFR Part 230 and 231 (Part of the Clean
Water Act addressing dredge and fill requirements in wetland
areas);

® Wisconsin Statute NR 180 and NR 181 (solid waste landfill cap
standards);

° 40 CFR Parts 264.117 (relating to post closure care);

® 40 CFR Parts 264,111 and 264.310(b) (relating to the preven-
tion of run-on/runoff from damaging a site cover);

° 40_CFR Parts 264.111 and 264.310 (relating to landfill closure);

° 40 CFR Part 268 (relating to groundwater diversion and slurry
wall installations).

For Alternative B-1, the same ARARs must be attained with the
exception of 40 CFR Part 268.

For Alternative B-2, components of the clean closure requirements of
40 CFR 264.111 and 264.117, as well as the landfill closure require-
ments of 40 CFR 264.111, 264.117 and 264.310, are relevant and
appropriate. Wisconsin Code NR 180.13(12) is applicable for closure
as well., Compliance with these ARARs would be achieved upon imple-
mentation of this alternative.

For Alternative B-5, RCRA Subtitlie C and Wisconsin Statute NR 181
were determined not to apply due to the residual stabilized mass
being delisted as a hazardous waste. RCRA Subtitle D and NR 180
would still be ARARs. Land disposal restrictions for certain
California list hazardous wastes under 40 CFR 268 would also be an
ARAR . : 4

At this time, it is not anticipated that any ARARs waivers would

be needed for the alternatives evaluated. Based on the evaluation
performed in the FS, all alternatives would comply with Federal and
State ARARs upon implementation.

Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility or Volume

The deyree to which alternatives employ treatment that reduces
toxicity, mobility or volume was evaluated during the detailed
‘analysis of alternatives.

Alternative A-1 has been developed to ensure that the mobility and
volume of lead and chromium in groundwater be significantly reduced.
A necessary result of this is that the concentrations of these
compounds would be increased in process sidestreams (water treatment
sludge and products of resin regeneration). This would cause an
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increase in toxicity. There is, however, no indication that EP
toxicity values for these sidestreams would necessarily increase.

Impiementation of Alternative A-3 is not expected to reduce the
toxicity or volume of lead or chromium in groundwater, however the
mobility of the compounds would be curtailed by containment throughout
the effective life of the alternative. As the RI has indicated that
these compounds are currently of limited m~bility, a slurry wall and
cap would essentially eliminate future mobility of these compounds

in groundwater within the area of remediation.

Implementation of Alternatives B-1 or B-2 is expected to significantly
reduce the mobility of lead and chromium by containment in the site
soils, but do nothing to reduce toxicity or volume of contaminants.
The mobility and toxicity of lead and chromium are expected to be
somewhat reduced as a result of implementing Alternative B-5 due

to decreasing the potential for leaching. The volume of material
containing these compounds would increase slightly.

Short Term Effectiveness

The short-term effectiveness was assessed for each of the alternatives.
Factors evaluated include magnitude of reduction of existing risks,
short-term risks associated with implementation and time necessary

to achieve protection., A discussion of each follows.

In the short term of Alternative A-1, the risk of ingesting on-site
groundwater would decrease with decreasing influent chromium levels.
To a lesser extent, risk reduction would also occur as a result of
implementation of Alternative A-3, but only to those potential users
of the groundwater directly affected by the groundwater flow altera-
tion caused by the slurry wall and cap.

For Alternative B-1 and B-2, short-term risks associated with direct
contact with soils would not be altered. Alternative B-5 would.
increase the short-term risks to workers responsible for implementing
the alternative and may contribute to increased risk to the local
residents as well, especially during excavation, due to potential
airborne migration of dusts from the site.

On a short-term basis, Alternatives A-1, A-3, B-1 and B-2 are all
envisioned to provide equivalent protection to both the community
and workers conducting the remedial action, whereas Alternative B-S,
by virtue of its necessitating intimate contact with on-site soils,
would offer a decreased level of protection to site workers.

‘The time until identifiable protection is achieved is assumed to be
the duration of planning, construction and implementation of each
alternative. In summary:

Alternative A-1l 48 months
Alternative A-3 ] 28 months
Alternative B-1 20 months
Alternative B-2 20 months

Alternative B-5 16 months
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Long-term Effectiveness and Permanence

Alternatives were evaluated for the long-term effectiveness and
permanence they afford along with the degree of certainty that the
remedy will prove successful, Factors considered include magnitude

of residual risks, type and degree of long-term management required,
potential for exposure to wastes, long-term reliability of engineering
and institutional controls, and the potential need for replacement

of the remedy.

Long-term risk reduction associated with the ingestion of chromium
in the groundwater would occur as a result of implementing Alternative
A-1; however, as there are no identifiable potential users of the
groundwater, the magnitude of risk reduction cannot be quantified.

Implementation of Alternative A-3 is not expected to decrease long-
term risks in the same manner, as chromium would remain in the
groundwater system and potential exposure could occur, particularly
in the event of placing a drinking water well within the capped
area. Again, the risks are unquantifiable.

Alternative B-1 would eliminate risks associated with contacting on-
site soils for as long as the cap was properly maintained. Similar
risk reduction would occur with Alternative B-2. Implementation of
Alternative B-5 is not expected to significantly minimize risks
associated with ingestion of soils without additional restrictions
on use of the site (e.g., additional fencing).

Owing to the relatively complex nature of treatment system components,
Alternative A-1 is deemed to have a relatively low reliability when
compared to other alternatives analyzed. In comparison, Alternatives
A-3, B-1, and B-2 are deemed more reliable due to their simplicity.
The reliability of Alternative B-5 is unknown principally due to the
lack of data documenting long-term success or failure of similar
projects.

Components of Alternative A-1 will not require replacement throughout
the life of the remedial action (2 to 3 years). For Alternative A-3,
B-1 and B-2, the only potential need for replacement is seen to be
that of the cap or soil cover. This need could occur if the original
cap was washed out by some storm event, if heavy equipment were to
abrade the cover, or if unforeseen subsidence were to occur. Replace-
ment of Alternative B-5 is not applicable.

Implementability

. The ease or difficulty of implementing each alternative was assessed
during the detailed analysis. Factors evaluated include the degree
of difficulty associated with construction, expected operational
reliability, need to obtain approvals and pe*mlts and availability
of necessary equipment and specialists.
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A1l alternatives evaluated have been constructed for various appli-
cations in the past. Alternatives B-1 and B-2 do not require as
great a degree of engineering as Alternatives A-1, A-3 or B-5.
Treatability or compatibility testing is required for Alternatives
A-1, A-3 and B-5 prior to design and construction.

Assessments of the reliability of the component technologies of
Alternative A-1 reveal that several problems can occur at each
component stage. This could result in delays or inability to
implement the alternative. For Alternative A-3, the reliability of
slurry wall technology is deemed high, subject to the achievement of
design tolerances for head differentials across the wall,

Capping (Alternatives A-3 and B-1) employs reliable technology for
sealing off contamination from the aboveground environment and
significantly reducing underground migration of wastes. Alternative
B-2 employs reliable technology for sealing off contamination from
the aboveground environment, but is not reliable for reducing
underground waste migration.

For Alternative B-5, there is considerable research data to suggest
that silicates used together with a cement setting agent can stabilize
a wide range of materials including metals. However, the feasibility
of using silicates for any application must be determined on a site
specific basis, particularly in view of the large number of additives
and different sources of silicates which may be used. Soluble
silicates such as sodium and potassium silicate are generally more
effective than fly ash, blast furnace slag, etc.

Based on the content of soils on the site, Alternative B-5 may be
difficult to implement. Contaminated soils consist of solid waste,
wood, brick, and car bodies, which would make implementation difficult.

In order to implement the alternatives presented, U.S. EPA will
need to coordinate with and obtain necessary approvals and permits
from other offices within the Agency and from other Agencies.

The following Agency participation will be required in the remed%a]
action implementation:

° U.S. Army Corps of Engineers - will design, construct and
oversee remedial action;

° State of Wisconsin - will aid in coordination of a voluntary well
abandonment, assume responsibility for operation and maintenance
activities after one year following construction, coordinate site
access, and provide a 10 percent share of construction costs.

‘In addition, approvals from other agencies will also be necessary.
These are listed below for each alternative.
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Agency Alternative
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers A-1. A-3, B-1, B-2, B-5
(Wetlands)

County Zoning Department A-1, A-3, B-1, B-2. B-5
(Shoreland Zoning)

WDNR A-1 (Discharge)

RCRA (USEPA) B-5 (Delisting Residuals)

State of Wisconsin A-1, A-3, B-1, B-2, B-5
(Well Abandonment)

Menasha POTW A-3 (if POTW disposal of
leachate extraction is

required)

Since none of the alternatives have proposed off-site treatment,
storage or disposal services, availability of these services is not
a concern for the project. However, on-site activities for each
alternative will require specific equipment and specialist services.

For Alternative A-1, each component of the treatment process is
available; however, procurement of the ion exchange units and resins
may require 16 to 20 weeks after ordering. The remaining treatment
system components are available as prefabricated units. Treatment
plant operators would also be needed and may require licensing.

Alternatives A-3, B-1 and B-2 do not require a high level of skilled

personnel for implementation. Equipment necessary for these
alternatives would be provided by the remedial action contractor.

For Alternative B-5, the manufacturer/supplier of the solidification/
stabilization process provides equipment and operations specialists
for the duration of treatment. Standard earth moving equipment

would be required for final placement of solidified materials.

Cost

Each alternative was evaluated for estimated costs of implementation.
Estimated costs include capital costs as well as annual operation and
maintenance costs. The net present worth of these costs provides

the basis for cost comparison.

The present worth analysis was performed on all remedial alternatives
using a 10 percent discount (interest) rate over a period of 30

years except where the life of a given component of an alternative

was less than 30 years. Inflation was not considered in preparing

the present worth costs and a depreciation of 100 percent was assumed.
The present worth costs for each alternative are summarized in Table 4.
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TABLE 4
COST COMPARISON OF REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES
Total
Capital Annual Present
Alternative Cost 0&M Worth

A-1 Groundwater Extraction, $2,085,813  $902,083 $3,361,700

Coagulation Sedimentation,

Ion Exchange, Discharge
A-3 Slurry Wall and Cap $3,143,130 $9.315 $3,210,729
B-1 Cap $2,292,848 $17,940 $2,391,798
B-2 Soil Cover $687,664 $17,940 $786,614
B-5 Excavation, Solidification/

Stabilization $2,790,152 $9,775 $2,812,131
C-1 No Action $0 $0 $0

Community Acceptance

As the groundwater is not presently being used as a drinking water
source, and contamination at the site is confined to on-site media, the
community does not perceive the site as an immediate danger. Three

of the alternatives evaluated would entail mowing down the vegetation
present at the site. This could have a negative impact on the
community's perception of these alternatives.

State Acceptance

When evaluating potential response actions, it is important to
consider State concerns with alternatives evaluated. The State of
Wisconsin has expressed support for alternatives that address direct
contact threats. Because groundwater quality is within the Wisconsin
Code NR 140 requirements for groundwater protection, and due to the
excess cost involved, they do not feel that a groundwater treatment
alternative is warranted. Alternative B-2 will meet State ARARs for
closure under the State's Solid Waste Code, NR 180, and will comply
with relevant and appropriate portions of their Hazardous Waste Code
NR 181.

The State has concerns over whether adequate cap protection is
available for alternatives involving capping the site. Since the
preferred alternative entails capping, the State has agreed to
attempt to obtain a voluntary agreement from the landowner. The
agreement would provide a guarantee that the landowner will not
damage the cap once it is installed. The State is aware that
U.S. EPA has legal authority under CERCLA to issue an order for
corrective action, should the owner make an attempt to damage
the cap.
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Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment

Following the analyses of remedial options against individual evalu-
ation criteria, the alternatives were assessed from the standpoint
of whether they would provide adequate protection to human health
and the environment based on the evaluation criteria discussed above.

Based on the evaluation criteria, it appears that Alternatives A-3,
B-1 and B-2 would provide adequate protection from contaminated

soils on site. A-3 and B-1 provide additional protection for ground-
water, which is not considered a pathway of concern. Alternative

A-1 does not provide protection from contaminated soils which is the
only pathway of concern at the site. Thus, this alternative would
have to be combined with an alternative to achieve protection.

Although Alternative B-5 would be protective upon implementation,
there are risks to workers and residents associated with implementing
jt. In addition, the ability to implement the alternative is some-
what questionable due to the content of the soils.

No Action Alternative

The no action alternative was also evaluated using the factors
listed in Section 121 (b)(1)(A~G) of SARA that were organized
into evaluation criteria for the selection of remedies. The
following discussion provides the results of the no action
evaluation.

If no action was implemented at the Site, it would not comply with
the ARARs listed below.

® RCRA Subtitle C, Hazardous Waste Landfill Closure Requirements;
° Wisconsin Code NR 180, Sanitary Landfill Closure;
® Wisconsin Code NR 181, Hazardous Landfill Closure;

No action would not reduce mobility, toxicity or volume of contaminants
nor would it protect against future direct contact exposure. No,

short or long-term protectiveness or risk reduction would occur at

the site, and community response was not favorable to a no action
alternative. In addition, although there is no cost involved presently,
this alternative has the greatest potential for future remedial action
costs. In summary, the no action alternative does not provide adequate
protection of human health and the environment.

COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES

In order to determine the most appropriate alternative that is
protective of human health and the environment, attains ARARs and
utilizes permanent solutions and treatment technologies to the
maximum extent practicable, alternatives were compared to each other.
Comparisons are based on the evaluation criteria mandated by SARA,
and as discussed in the previous section of this ROD.

A1l the alternatives would comply with Federal and State ARARS if
implemented. Treatment Alternatives A-l and B-5 would require
compliance with additional action-specific ARARs, but this is not
seen as a problem.
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None of the alternatives would reduce toxicity of lead and chromium
in soils or chromium in the groundwater. Because metals are persis-
tent as natural elements, it is not feasible to change their form.
Alternative A-1 actually increases the toxicity of chromium because
it increases the concentration. All alternatives reduce the mobility
of lead and chromium in soils except A-1. A-l reduces mobility of
contaminants in groundwater only. A-l also reduces the volume of
contaminated groundwater. A-3 and B-1 reduce the mobility of
contaminants in both media. None of the alternatives reduce the
volume of contaminated soils and B-5 actually increases the volume
stightly.

For short-term effectiveness, Alternatives A-1, A-3 and B-1 reduce
risks from groundwater; however, A-1 does not reduce risks from soils.
Alternatives B-2 and B-5 provide risk reduction from soils only.

None of the alternatives, except B-5, pose a threat during implemen-
tation. B-5 would expose workers and the community to wind blown
contaminants and direct contact during construction. The schedule
for planning and implementation of all the alternatives call for one
and a half to three years. This is not expected to cause any adverse
effects.

In considering long-term effectiveness, Alternative A-1 reduces risk
to groundwater but not to soils. Alternatives A-3 and B-1l provide
protection from groundwater and soils. B-2 and B-5 provide good

. protection for soils but only minimal protection for groundwater.
The reliability and potential for replacement for the alternatives
was also considered. Reliability of all alternatives, except B-5,
is considered good. Relfability of B-5 is unknown. Replacement of
A-1 and B-5 is not applicable. There is a possibility that Alter-
natives A-3, B-1 and B-2 would need replacement.

In evaluating implementability, it is envisioned that A-1, A-3 and

B-5 would be more difficult because they require more complex design.
Reliability would be low for A-l and B-5 during implementation.

This is due to complexity and the likelihood of one or more components
of the system failing. Alternatives A-l1 and B-5 would also require
additional approvals and specialists and lead time to implement them.

The evaluation of overall protection indicates that Alternative A-l
does not protect against direct contact with soils, and Alternative
B-5 has risks associated with implementation and implementability.

To summarize the comparison of alternatives, it is apparent that the
cost-effective alternative that is protective of human health and
the environment is Alternative B-2. Alternative A-1 does not protect
against direct contact. Alternatives A-3 and B-1 are not cost
effective because they provide excess protection for groundwater.
Alternative B-5 would be protective upon implementation, however,
there are several problems associated with implementation of this
alternative that make it undesirable.
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Selected Remedy

Section 121 of SARA requires that all remedies for Superfund sites
be protective of human health and the environment and comply with
appiicable or relevant and appropriate Federal and State laws.
Based on the evaluation of all alternatives using the SARA Section
121 requirements, and the technical, public health, environmental
impacts and cost criteria, the U.S. EPA, in conjunction with WONR,
selected Alternative B-2 as the final remedy for the site. The remedy
entails:

° Installation of a low permeability soil cap over the conta-
minated soil;
® Implementation of a groundwater monitoring program;
° Implementation of a voluntary well abandonment program for
residents between the site and the lake:
Recommendation that adjacent property be evaluated under the
pre-remedial program.

The selected remedy will adequately protect public health and the
environment from direct contact, ingestion and inhalation of soils
containing lead and chromium, which is the only exposure pathway
jdentified in the public health evaluation. Groundwater monitoring -
will provide essential information on changes in groundwater quality. -
Any increase in existing levels of chromium or lead will be evaluated
as to whether corrective action is necessary based on levels found.

The remedy is considered the most cost-effective remedial action.

It complies with Federal and State ARARs and is protective of human
health and the environment by eliminating the threat of direct
contact with contaminated soils. Based on current information, the
preferred alternative meets the protectiveness, implementability and
cost effectiveness standards of CERCLA, as amended by SARA, and the
NCP.

Protectiveness

Based on the Public Health Evaluation developed for the site, direct
contact with contaminated soils on-site is the only pathway of concern.
Eliminating the potential for direct contact by utilizing a compact
soil cap over the contaminated soils is protective of human health

and the environment. Establishing a groundwater monitoring program

to monitor long-term compliance with groundwater protection standards
for lead and chromium will provide protection from potential future
releases.

Compliance with Other Laws

The selected remedy has been evaluated to ensure that all Federal

and State public health and environmental requirements have been
identified and that all appropriate ARARs will be attained. The
site-specific ARARs for the selected remedy are listed below.
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Resource Conversation and Recovery Act (RCRA) Subtitle C

Because RCRA specifically regulates hazardous waste management after
November 19, 1980, RCRA is not legally applicable to the Schmalz

Dump site. However, since hazardous material was dumped at the

site prior to 1980, certain RCRA Subtitie C closure requirements are
relevant and appropriate. RCRA Subtitle C Subpart N defines closure
and post-ciosure requirements for landfills. Under Subpart N, two
closure options exist, clean closure and disposal, or landfill closure.
RCRA regulations on clean closure are found in 40 CFR 264,113,

264.228 and 264.258. Under clean closure, contaminant levels must

be below established Agency-approved cleanup-levels for all pathways.
Regulations for disposal, or landfill closure are found in 40 CFR
264.113, 264.228, 264.258,and 263.310. Under this closure option,

the site must be capped to minimize infiltration, and a 30-year
groundwater monitoring, leachate treatment and post closure maintenance
program must be implemented. A corrective action strategy for
potential releases from the facility must also be developed, and if
necessary, implemented.

For the Schmalz Dump site, neither clean closure nor landfill ¢losure
is relavant and appropriate as a whole, Clean closure requires _
elimination of exposure to all pathways. At Schmalz Dump there is a
direct contact exposure pathway. Landfill closure addresses contami-
nated groundwater and leachate pathways as well as direct contact.

At Schmalz Dump, groundwater contamination is not above MCLs and there
is no leachate release. Based on the above considerations, components
of both closure options have been deemed relevant and appropriate.
This approach is consistent with U.S. EPA's July 9, 1987 "Interim
Guidance on Compliance with Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate
Requirements," which states that "it is possible for only part of a
requirement to be considered relevant and appropriate, the rest

being dismissed if judged not to be relevant and appropriate in a
given case." Thus, relevant and appropriate components from both
options have been tailored into a site-specific closure option that

is protective of public health, ‘

Safe Drinking Water Act

The Safe Drinking Water Act (SOWA) mandates that U.S. EPA establish
regulations to protect human health from contaminants in drinking
water, The drinking water standard, or maximum contaminant level
(MCL), for both chromium and lead is 50 ug/l.

For water that is used for drinking, the MCLs are generally appli-
cable where water will be provided to 25 or more people. MCLs are
relevant and appropriate where surface water or groundwater could be
used for drinking water. At the Schmalz Dump site, chromium detected
in groundwater did not exceed the MCL, and lead was not reported
above the detection limits. Therefore, groundwater at the Schmalz
Site is in compliance with the SDWA without implementing treatment,
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Clean Water Act

Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (CWA) regulates dredge and fill
activities in navigable waters in the United States. Protection of
wetlands is a primary goal of the dredge and fill permit program.
Permit applications for these activities are reviewed for impact on
public interest and compliance with relevant Section 404 (b)(1)
Guidelines. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (U.S. ACE) has agreed
that U.S. EPA need not obtain permits for Superfund activities;
however, the proposed activities should be based on technical factors,
including:

° A determination that proposed filling activities will not
have adverse impacts on the aquatic ecosystem;

° A determination that fill materials do not degrade water
quality or contribute to violations of any State standard;

° A determination of the potential short-term and long-term
effects of filling activities on the physical, chemical and
biological components of the wetland.

The determination as to whether an area is actually a wetland
is made by the U.S. ACE. At the Schmalz Dump site, U.S. ACE
has determined that the area to be capped is an upland area
because it is not inundated with water for any significant time
during the year., Therefore, CWA regulations for dredge and fill
activities in the area where the soil cap will be installed are
not applicable or relevant and appropriate.

The areas on-site that are emergent are considered wetlands and
thus, if any future actions were taken at these locations,
Section 404 of CWA would be applicable.

Wetlands Protection

Executive Order 11990 - Wetlands Protection, regulates activities in
wetlands. U.S. EPA incorporated these requirements into its Policy
on Floodplains and Wetlands Assessments for CERCLA Actions in August
1985. As discussed previously under CWA, the area to be capped on
the Schmalz Dump site is not a wetland area. Here too, if actions
are taken in wetland areas of the Site, the Wetlands Protection
Order would be applicable.

NR 140 Wisconsin Administrative Code (WAC)

Wisconsin's groundwater protection Administrative Rule, Chapter NR
140 WAC, regulates public health groundwater quality standards for
the State of Wisconsin. NR 140 is a promulgated State Administrative
Rule and is, therefore, applicable for Superfund activities in
Wisconsin, The enforceable groundwater quality standard for chromium
is Svu ug/1. This is equivalent to the MCL for chromium under the
SOWA.
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NR 180 WAC

Wisconsin's Solid Waste Management Administrative Rule, Chapter NR
180 WAC, regulates solid waste in the State. This rule is
applicable for the Schmalz Dump site based on the history of filling
at the site. The proposed remedy will comply with NR 180.13(13)
closure requirements for unlicensed landfill closure.

NR 181 WAC

Wisconsin's Hazardous Waste Management Administrative Rule, Chapter
NR 181 WAC, regulates the handling of hazardous waste in the State.
Similar to Federal RCRA regulations, NR 181 regulates waste handling
after 1980. Like RCRA, NR 181 is not applicable, but certain
requirements may be relevant and appropriate for Superfund sites.
Section NR 181.44(12) of the rule regulates closure of landfill
facilities without operating licenses. The requirements under this
section are relevant and appropriate for the Schmalz Dump Site. In
addition, certain components of closure for licensed facilities are
also relevant and appropriate. The selected remedy for the Site
fully complies with NR 181.44(12). And, since requirements for
closure of licensed facilities under NR 181 are not more stringent
than RCRA, the selected remedy complies with relevant and appropriate
components of closure under NR 181.

NR 115 WAC

Wisconsin's Shoreland Management Program Administrative Rule, Chapter
NR 115 WAC, regulates zoning and use regulations for shorelands in

the state. This rule is applicable to the Schmalz Dump site because
the facility is within 1,000 feet of Lake Winnebago, and is, therefore,
subject to the County Shoreland-Wetland Zoning ordinance, adopted
pursuant to Chapter NR 115, and enforced by the County. Under this
ordinance, all actions taken on shorelands-wetlands must be approved
by the County Planning Department. Preliminary indications by the
Planning Department favor the proposed remedy, provided proper erosion
controls are utilized. These erosion controls are also required

under RCRA and NR 181 closure regulations, and will, therefore,

comply with these requirements.

Cost-Effectiveness and Utilization of Permanent Solutions and
Alternative lreatment Technologies to the Maximum Extent Practicable

The selected remedy is the lowest cost alternative that adequately
protects public health and the environment from the threat of direct
contact at the Schmalz Site. While other alternatives evaluated
also provide protection, they are more costly while achieving the
‘same desired results.
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Under SARA, selected remedies should attempt to satisfy the statutory
preference for treatment as the principal element. The selected
remedy does not satisfy this treatment preference because none of
the components of the alternative involve treatment. Alternative
B-5, solidification/stabilization of soils, would seem to be the
most desirable alternative because it utilizes treatment as the
principal element. However, due to site-specific conditions, this
alternative has serious drawbacks. First, because the contaminated
soils consist of large amounts of solid waste, wood, brick, and car
bodies, solidification and stabilization of the soils would likely
be infeasible. Alternative B-5 also poses a short-term risk to
workers and the community during implementation, would increase the
volume of contaminated soils, and has unknown reliability. In
addition, solidification and stabilization of the soils is not
conducive to a wetlands environment. Capping and vegetation of the
site is. ‘

Based on the above considerations, Alternative B-5, which meets the
statutory perference for treatment, was considered impracticable due
to questionable technical feasibility, inadequate short-term
protection, and inappropriate site conditions. Therefore, the
statutory preference for treatment is not satisfied because treatment
was found to be impracticable.

Schedule

The following are the key milestones for implementation of the
remedial action:

° ROD Signature 9/25/87

° Award Interagency Agreement to FY 1988 Q1
U.S. ACE :

® Start Remedial Design (RD) FY 1988 Q1

° Complete RD FY 1989 Q1

Begin Remedial Action - FY 1989 Q2



SCHMALZ DUMP, HARRISON, WISCONSIN
RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY

The community responsiveness summary is developed to document community involvement
and concerns during the remedial investigation/feasibility study (RI/FS) phase of
the project, and to respond to public comments received during the public comment
period. Also included, as Attachment A, is a summary of the community relations
activities conducted by U.S. EPA during this phase of the project.

OVERVIEW

The preferred alternative for the Schmalz Site was announced to the public just
prior to the beginning of the public comment period. The preferred alternative
involves the installation of a compacted, low permeability soil cap over
contaminated soils to protect against direct contact with lead and chromium. It
also includes the implementation of a groundwater monitoring program and also a
voluntary well abandonment by residents downgradient of the site.

Judging from the comments received during the public comment period, at least
some residents feel that a full RCRA Subtitle C Cap should be installed. Other
residents have not expressed a position either way. The State of Wisconsin
supports our preferred alternative, however it has several concerns related

to implementation of the remedy. These concerns are discussed in the Summary
of Remedial Alternative Selection section of the ROD.

BACKGROUND ON COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT

Community interest in the Schmalz Site dates back to 1978 when local residents
complained about Mr. Schmalz filling his property with PCB contaminated material.
Since that time, community concern and involvement have tapered off considerably,
primarily due to residents being hooked up to Menasha's water supply system.

The major concerns expressed during the remedial planning activities at the Schmalz
Site and how U.S. EPA and the State addressed these concerns are described below:

° Amount of Money Involved in Planning and Remediation. A common cgmment
recorded was the large amount of money being spent on the site.

EPA Response: This is a common comment from both officials and the
public. The public is not familiar with Superfund procedures and the
need for in-depth site investigations. The reasons for the high costs
have been explained during public meetings and media interviews.

° Appleton Intake. The public expressed concerns over the potential for
contamination of the Appleton water supply. The municipal water intake
for Appleton is located in Lake Winnebago approximately 1200 feet from
the north shore in close proximity to the Site.

EPA Response: U.S. EPA contacted the Appleton water supply utility to
discuss adding PCBs to their quarterly sampling parameters. The utility
agreed to include them. Sample analyses to date have not detected PCBs.

Q
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® Property Values. Citizens have expressed concern for their property
values due to the contamination at the Site.

EPA Response: Following implementation of the selected remedy, exposure
to contamination from the Schmalz Site will be eliminated. Once this
occurs, the site should not have an effect on property values. This has
been discussed with the public during the public meeting.

Summary of Public Comments Received During the Public Comment Period and Agency
Responses

The public comment period was held from August 17 to September 8, 1987, to
receive comments from the public on the draft feasibility study. Only three
comments were received during the comment period. These comments are summarized
and discussed below:

Comment: The Fox Valley Water Quality Planning Agency and one private citizen
expressed a preference for Alternative B-1, This alternative entails installation
of a RCRA regulation cap. This would include layers of clay, gravel, and synthetic
1iners in addition to what is proposed under Alternative B-2, the preferred
alternative.

EPA Response: Installation of a RCRA regulation cap was evaluated in the
feasibility study for the Site. This alternative was not recommended because -

it was determined not to be cost-effective based on the public health evaluation
conducted for the site. The health evaluation concluded that direct.contact

was the only exposure route of concern. Alternative 8-1 is protective of

direct contact but is also designed to protect against ground water contamination,
Thus, the additional protection to groundwater is considered over-protective,
since groundwater is not contaminated. Alternative B-1 is therefore not cost-
effective because of the additional cost involved in providing for groundwater
protection,

Comment: An anonymous commenter asked why EPA does not make Al1is-Chalmers pay
for the remedial action. .

EP?. Response: As part of the Superfund process, potentially responsible parties
[PRPs) are identified and given the opportunity to perform the RI/FS. If they
decline, U.S. EPA tasks a contractor to conduct the study. Following completion

of the RI/FS, the PRPs are again given the opportunity to take over the project. If
they again decline, U.S. EPA completes the remedial action and then enters into

cost recovery litigation with the PRPs. '

At the Schmalz Site, there are six identified PRPs including Allis-Chalmers
Corporation. To date, PRPs have been given the opportunity to conduct the RI/FS
but have declined. They have also been notified regarding the proposed remedy.
At this time, none of the PRPs have committed to perform the remedial action,

If none are committed within the specified time frame set by U.S. EPA, the
remedy will be implemented by U.S. EPA and the case will then go into cost
recovery litigation to recover the costs spent.



ATTACHMENT A
COMMUNITY RELATIONS ACTIVITIES CONDUCTED
AT THE SCHMALZ DUMP SITE

Community relations activities conducted at the Schmalz site to date include
the follow1ng

° U.S. EPA conducted community interviews with local officials and
interested residents (February, 1985);

° U.S. EPA contractor prepared the community relations pian (March, 1985);

° Two information repositories were established in the vicinity of the
site (June, 1985);

° A press release was issued announcing a kick-off meeting and plans for
an expedited response action (operable unit)(June, 1985);

® A fact sheet was prepared and distributed on the Superfund process and
the operable unit (July, 1985);

° U.S. EPA held a public meeting to discuss kick-off of RI/FS and to explain
the operable unit (July, 1985);

° U.S. EPA initiated phone calls and issued a press release regarding slowdowr
of the Superfund program due to reauthorization delays (August, 1985);

° U.S. EPA initiated several phone calls during the RI/FS to the press and
local officials to report on progress (ongoing throughout the RI/FS);

° A press release was issued announcing the release of the remedial
investigation report and a public meeting to present RI findings (May, 1987);

° A public meeting was held to discuss RI findings (May 13, 1987); .

° A press release was issued announcing the release of the feasibility study
and the beginning of the public comment period (August, 1987).

® A fact sheet was prepared and distributed on the feasibility study and
the preferred alternative. This was considered the proposed plan for the
site (August, 1987);

° A public meeting was held to discuss the feasibility study, present the
preferred alternative, and receive oral public comments (August 19, 1987).

u



Carroll D. Besadny
Secretary

80X 7921
MADISON, WISCONSIN 53707

September 28, 1987 _ 4430
File Ref:

Mr. Valdus Adamkus, Regional Administrator
US EPA Region V

230 South Dearborn Street

Chicago, IL 60604

SUBJECT: Schmalz Dump - Final Superfund Remedy
Dear Mr. Adamkus:.

Your staff has requested this letter to document our position on the final remedy for the
Schmalz Dump Site. The proposed final remedy is a soil cap. The purpose of the cap is
to minimize direct contact of any contaminants remaining after the Operable Unit action
(removal of the PCB contaminated debris) is completed. I recently signed the State Cost
Share Contract for the Operable Unit action.

Based upon our review of the Feasibility Study/Alternatives Array, our agency, the
Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources (WDNR), concurs with the selection of the soil
cap. With our concurrence, I acknowledge that the State will be required to cost share
up to 10% of the cost of the remedy and commit to long-term care and maintenance costs
after site remedial actions are completed.

My staff has also advised me that the cap could be damaged by the landowner, who has
indicated a desire to build on the site. It is our understanding that if the remedy is
damaged, EPA has legal authority under the Comprehensive Environmental Response,
Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA) to issue an order for corrective action. [ am
asking you to put a coonmitment in the State Cost Share Contract to take action should the
cap be damaged. I am also committing to have my staff attempt to obtain a voluntary
agreement with the landowner to protect the cap. The purpose of the agreement would be
to require the landowner to seek approval from our agency before any construction is
initiated. This will enable us to ensure the integrity of the cap while working
voluntarily with the land owner. However, if our efforts fail, then we must rely upon
you to rectify the situation.

As always, thank you for your support and cooperation in addressing this contamination
problem. If you have any questions regarding this matter, please contact Paul Didier,
Director of the Bureau of Solid Waste Management at (608) 267-1327.

Sincerely,

‘A/a
c.D sadny
Secr

cc: Lyman Wible - AD/S
Paul Didier/Mark Giesfeldt/Barb Schultz - SW/3
Doug Rossberg - LMD
Renee Sanford - FN/1

mfg-msgl



Jage No. 1
09/30/87

Title

i Sample Data: GA/GC'd Raw Data and
Chain of Custody Forms for RI

2 Record of communication: Letter to
Berald Schmaiz

3 Record of communication: Letter to
Gerald Schmalz

4 Record of communication: Letter to
Geraid Schmalz

5 Record of communication: Letter to
Geraid Schmalz .

6 Record of communication: Letter to
Gerald Schmalz

7 Record of communication:
Gerald Schmalz

8 Record of communication:
A, Ackerman, USACE

9 Record of communication: Letter to
R, Mustard, USERA

10 Record of communication: Letter to
C. Bohl, US Rttorney

11 lecord of comunication: Letter to
C. Bohl, US Attorney

12 Document: Initial Assessment of
Schmalz Disposal Site

13 Document: Results of Additional
Testing of Schmalz Landfiil

14 Record of communication: Letter to
D. Eeno, LSEPR

1S Guicance Docuzant

Letter to

Letter to

16 Guicance Document
N ]

i7 Buicance Document

18 Document: Preiiminary Assessrent

19 Docunment: Site Insdection

Senmalz Duma
ficwinistrative Record Incex

Descriotion

These documents are available to
the oublic but are mot included in
the information repositories
Closure of unauthorized dumo on
property

Closure of unautherized dums on
proverty

Noncompliance with instructions to
close dump .
Unautnorized dusoing on prooerty

Unautnerized dumaing on orcoerty

Initiation of investigation into
PCB contaminated fill

Destroved wetiands due to Scnmalz's
gusping activities
Characterization of hazardous
paterials onsite

wawsuit inveiving US vs Gerald
Scheaiz and Wieseler Comstruction
Sampie results fros Schmalz site

Resort
Regort

Results of site ascessment of
Schmalz site

Procedures for Jdentifying
Responsibie Parties

OSWER Directive # 38343
Uncontrolied Hazarcous Waste Site
Ranking Systes~- A Users Manual
OSWER Directive # 3353, 0~03
Superfund Comunity Aelations
Policy

OSWER Directive # 9230.0-02
First Steg in Superfund
Pre-flemedial Program
Second Steo in Pre-Remedial Process

20 Docurent: Hazardous Ranking Scoring . Ril dacumentation for scoring site

Package
21 Guidance Docusent

2Z Guicance Document

for 2. including references
Lotmunity Relations im Suzerfund: A
' , Ivterin version
' Direztive & 3239, 0-03
Terunity Relatiors Zuidance for
tvaiuvating Citizens Dircerrs at
Superfund Sites

Dir, & 3230, 0-04

Date

10/03/71
08/&5/72
03/21/7%
03/05/79
03/12/79

04/11/19

- 04/18/79

04/26/79

- 10729/

01/18/30
05/05/80
07/07/80
$1/06/80

02/01/82
07/16/82
05/09/83
0/23/83
03/23/83
G7/14(83

09/01/83

10/17/83

Autnor

b.

D.
D.
J.
R
.

N

. 8

Martin, WONR

Schoen, WDNR

Boehn, WDNR

Klessig, Calumet County
Misterex, WDNR

Miller, USACE

Hopoe, US Fish § Wildlife
Miller, USACE

Miner, USEPA

Bardebring, USEPA

T, Inc

T, Ime.

D.

Nichois, RMT, Inc.

Ecology & Environwent, Inc.

WDNR
USEPR

B 8 w w

(V)



ay€ No. <

(3/30/87

Title

;

23 Guidance Document

24 Buidance Docusent

25 Record of communication: Letter to

V. Rdamkus, USEPA
26 Buidance Document

27 Guidance Document

28 Record of communication: Letter to

D. Hanson, WONR

29 Record of communication: Letter to

H. Kiesow, ECWRPC

30 Record of comunication: Latter to

H. Kiesow, ECWRPC
31 Buidance Document

O Record of communication: Letter to

. Striabu, USEPA

o Comunity Relatioms: Letter to J.
Back, USEPA

34 Guidance Document

35 CR: Community 3elatiors Plan for
Schralz Quzo
% Guidance Document

37 Record of communication: Lé¥ter to

Jo Knoy, USEPA
38 Record of comunication: Notice
letters to PRPs for Schmalz RI/FS

<

39 Suicance Jocument
40 Guicarce Dosurert
4! C}: Press Jeiease

&y ument: RI/FS work Plan for
.nalz Duno Site

Schmalz Dumo
Acministrative Record Inoex

Descriotion

Slurry Trench Construction for
Pollution Migration Control
OSKER Directive § 9380.0-02

EP Tonicity Test

OSKER Directive # 3443, 04-84
Reouest for Suverfund assistance

User's Guide to the Contract
Laboratory Progras

OSWER Directive # 9240, 0-01
Guidance on Issuance of Notice
Letters ’

OSWER Directive # 3834, 1
Prooosed Superfund activities at
Schealz
Supsort for Suoerfund actions at
the site
Supoort for Sucerfund actions a:
Schaalz:

Standard Goerating Safety Guide
Manual

OSKER.Directive # 9285, 1-01-B
Sugport for Superfund actions

Corments on draft Comunity
Relations (CR) Plan

Preseration of Decision Documencs
For Rogroving Sunc-Financec Rhs
Under CERCLA

Dir. # 9340.2-01

Docuzent

MOU Setween tha ATSDR and LSEAQ
QSkER Directive % 329%. i-0:
Comments on craft RI/FS work pian

A total of eight PRPs were noticed
and given an ocoortunity to cerfore
the Ri/FS

Buidance on Feasid:iity Studies
Under CERCLA

OSWER Directive # 3353, 0~05C
Buicance on Iemedial Investirations
Urder CERCLA

JSWER Directive # 3353,0-078
fvajlablity of Qoerasie Unit 75 an2
announcezent of RI/FS iick-o¥¢
meeting i

Recort

Date

0e/01/84

08/20/84

09/28/84

10/01/84

10/12/84

10/26/84
11/14/84
11/14/84

11/15/84

12/21784
02/07/33

02/27/33

05/20/33

05/21/85

08701732

16701 /8%

Rutnor

C. Basadny, wONR

B. Constantelos, USEPA

W. Elman, FVNOPA

D. Klessig, Calumet County .

R. Willey, ECWAPC

R. U'Hara, WDNR

0429 FILL, Ime,

f. Q'Hara, WDNR

B. Comstantelos, USEPA

J. Becx, LUSEPR

Camo Jresser & MeKee. irc.

.

16

55

70



age “o. 3

03/30/87

Title

43 CR: Fact Sheet

44 CR: Agenda for Aublic Meeting

43 Record of communicayion: Letter to
¥. Guerriero, LSEPA
46 Guidance Document

47 Document: Health ¢ Safety Plan for
Schmalz RI/FS :
48 Suidance Document

49 Document: Sampling Protocol
Revisions to the RI/FS Work Plan

30.Record of Communication: Phone
Conversation with D. Payre, USEPA

5! Samole Data:fAnalytical Summary
Pages for RI Sampies, w/GC reports

3 Document: Technical Memorandum for
Schmalz Dump Site RI
53 Guidance Docurent

4 Recorc of communication: Memo to G.
vanderlaan, USEPA

XD Recerd of commnication: Conference
cail with QTSDF

56 Guidance Document

57 Record of cosmunication: Meso to L.
Fabinski, AT3DR
S8 Buidance Document

59 Document: Suppiemental kork Plan
for Schmalz Dump RI/FS

60 Document: Suoolemental QAPR for
Additional Samoling at Schmalz

€! Samole data:Anaiytical Summary
Papges for A1 Samoles, w/GC Regorts

6¢ Record of communication: Letter to
M. Guerriero, USEPR

63 Guidance Document

Schmaiz Dume
faministrative Record Index

Descriotion

Discusicn of operable unit actions
and the RI/FS olans

Qutlines tooics of discusion for
meeting: Operable Unit FS and RI/FS
kick-off

Comients on RI/FS work dian

Policy on Flood Plains and Wetlands
Assessments

OSKER Directive # 9280. 0~G2
Reoort

CERCLA Compliance with Other
Envirormental Statutes

OSWER Directive # 3234, 0-02
Addendus to work olan

Verbal ajoroval for Ri/FS Samoling
activities orior to GAPP aooroval
Organics:86/C04501-15833
Incrganics:86RC01501-2529
EP TOX:36RC02S04-3509
Res welis:86RC01579-1589
Resort on Rl field work

State Particication in the
Sucerfund Prograw Xamual

UowzR Jirective # 3375, [-04
Acarcva: of RI/FS Q487 exceot for
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