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REGION V D - {}
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N : + . . I
Great Lakes Enforcement Coordinator e I PRET b L

10: Tony Leffin ‘ e

Indiana/Misconsin Coordinator

At one point in last week's meeting, Val asked me to review the January 6, 1982
package from B. Backley and comment. I've done so and have reached the follow-
ing conclusions which agree with those we reached that day.

For the proposed limited dredging project:

- Proposed disposal seems OK subject to review of the details

- Some exposure of higher level sediments will occur. This will have an

adverse but relatively small effect on fish levels, it seems
Economic effects will continue if dredging does not occur

Elevated fish levels are laryely due to upstream elevated sediment
levels, it seems

Recommendation:

“Indicate limited adverse effect of 1imited dredging project but do not

actively oppose it

Find out if a compensating cleanup proyram exists with respect to
upstream effluents or sediments. A good way to do this would be to ask
Tony Kizlauskas of GLNPO to work with Corps and the State to make such a
recomnendation

Alternately one could ask Backley or the new Water Division. Consideration
could also be yiven to re-establishing the Ad Hoc DOredging Group that
Ms. Philippi used to convene.

¢c: Bryson

Kizlauskas
Backley
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" pate: 6 Jbi: 1922 . | :
suBJECT:  Mr. Adamkus' Meeting with Governor Dreyfus . S : i

and C. Besadny of WDNR ' T o b

+
FROM: Barbara Taylor Backley, Act1nq Chief / f; /L/{
' Environmental Review Branch ’
-.To: Tony Leff1n . ’ '. . | - . .. .,_'.-";.- e
’ Indiana/Wisconsin Coordinator L : -

In reference to your December 31, 1981‘memo concerning the above | : - '
subject, the following is an issue paper on an item that may '
be discussed at the upcoming meeting.

" ISSUE: Corps of Engineers maintenance dredging prOJeét and the
disposal of PCB contaminated sed1ment from Shebquan
Harbor, Wisconsin.
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_Issue: Corps of Engineers maintenance dredging project and the disposal of .
- PCB contaminated sediment from Sheboygan. Harbor, Wisconsin.

Background

The Corps of Engineers is authorized to maintain a navigation project at
Sheboygan, Wisconsin (Sheboygan County). The project was constructed in
" 1956, and consists of an outer harbor and a channel which extends about
1.0 mile up the Sheboygan River (Figure 1). As far as we know, the major
user of the harbor is Carl Reiss Coal. '

A draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) on harbor maintenance

was prepared in 1979, which proposed dredging to project depth and disposal
in a confined lake facility which would be used as a marina after project
completion. In the same year, the river's bottom sediment was discovered
to be contaminated with PCB. The extent of contamination is random; that
is, pockets of highly contaminated sediment (greater than 50 ppm PCB)

occur in different horizontal and vertical strata, and discrete layers can
not be isolated {(Table 1). WHe rated the proposed project as environmentally
unacceptable (EU) because the proposed dredging would expose sediment con-
taminated with levels of PCB higher than what exist at the surface now, and
the proposed disposal of the dredged sediment would be in conflict with
EPA's PCB disposal regulations (40 CFR Part 761). The EU rating requires
EPA to refer| the project to the Council on Environmental Quality if the
action proposed in the final EIS is still environmentally unacceptable.
Since that time, the EPA, COE, and Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources
have been working toward a so]ut1on so that a final EIS may be prepared on
a proposed act1on which is environmentally acceptable.

Subsequent to the Draft EIS, several alternatives have been~considered for
dredging and disposal of the contaminated sediment from the navigation

project. These alternatives involve everything frdm a total harbor clean-

up with disposal in accordance with the PCB regulations, to routine dredging
and disposal practices. Thus far, there has been no alternative that satisfies
the needs of both environmental protection and navigation. Present1y, the
project is at‘a standstill. ]

Listed be]ow are the factors that enter into formulat1ng dredg1ng and d1s-'
posal alternatives at Sheboygan Harbor.

A. User surveys indicate navigation need only be maintained
upstream to around station 44+00, about 1/2 of the project
(navigation is authorized to station 79+00).

B. Authorized project depths should be maintained (-21 feet T
IGLD), but somewhat less, perhaps a foot, could be sufficient
for navigation purposes. The COE has offered these reduced
depth dredging alternatives in a letter dated November 19, 1980.
(attached)

C. Sediment contaminated with greater than 50 ppm PCB should
be disposed of in accordance with U.S. EPA's PCB disposal
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- 'D.

E.

F.

Sediment contaminated with 10 to 50 ppm PCB .should

be disposed of in a specially built COE disposal facility,

a secure landfill, a PCB disposal facility, or in some other
environmentally protective manner.

The discharge of PCB from a disposal facility should not .
exceed 1 ppb.

After dredging; exposed sediment should not contain levels

. of PCB greater than what exists at the surface before dredg-

ing. EPA has expressed these environmental criteria in a

" letter dated January 12 1981 (attached).

Listed below are the a]ternat1ves that have been considered thus far, and
the problems associated with them. Many other alternatives and combinations

of alternatives have been considered, but they can be divided into the follow- :
ing categories. - '

‘A.

B.

C

Dredging to authorized depths and disposal in a COE confined
disposal facility located in the outer harbor of Sheboygan.

Problems: Sediment contaminated with higher levels of PCB than what

exist now would be exposed following dredging (degradation);
sediment contaminated with greater than 50 ppm PCB would be
disposed of in the COE facility, which does not meet the
requirements of the PCB regulations (40 CFR Part 761).

Dredging to reduced depths (-20 feet) and disposal in a COE
confined disposal facility located in the outer harbor.

Problems: This‘avoids disposal of sediment contaminated with greater

than 50 ppm PCB; however, it will ‘expose sediment with
higher levels of contamination than what exist now.
Additionally, it leaves sediment contaminated with 50 ppm
PCB or more dangerously near the surface of the navigation
channel and subject to disturbance by sh1pp1ng activities.
Dredging to any depth less than -20 feet is inadequate to
ma1nta1n nav1gat10n.

-
-
—

Tota1 c]ean-up. ; o o S . L . f5f‘

Problems: EPA's authorltles for a tota1 c1ean-up could come from super—

“fund and Section 115 of the Clean Water Act; however, as far as
we know, Sheboygan is not a superfund pr10r1ty and Section 115
'is not funded. Similarly, the CQE _does not have authority to

) effect a_total clean-up because it involves dredging below
authorized depths and because the COE cannot construct a facility
to contain material they are not authorized to dredge. (NOTE:
The extent of total clean-up (i.e., amount of material required
to be removed to get sediment PCB levels below existing sedi-
ment-surface levels)is not precisely known. To determine the
extent of contamination below project depths would require
more testing.)




D. No Action

Problems: It does not allow navigation to continue efficiently, nor

is this alternative attractive to commercial interests
"since they claim it will result in adverse economic
impacts to Sheboygan and the State of Wisconsin.

Besides the total clean-up alternative, however, it is
environmentally preferrable to the other alternatives.

Status:

"To date, the action preferred by U.S. EPA and WDNR is a total clean-up

(until this happens, no-action is recommended). This position has

been expressed by EPA in a letter dated June 1, 1981 (attached) and in
a letter by WDNR dated November 4, 1981 (attached). The COE, Wisconsin
Governor Lee Sherman Dreyfus, and Sheboygan Mayor Richard W. Suscha
prefer dredging to a reduced project depth (-20 feet) and confinement
of the sediment in a confined disposal facility in the outer harbor.
(We understand that the locals are very interested in having the marina
that would result from the COE lake confined disposal facility.)

Senator William Proxmire has also expressed interest in the project, but

to our knowledged has not stated his position.

“In a letter dated January 4, 1981 (attached), the COE has asked us, as a

result of Governor Dreyfus! urging, if we will concur with the reduced
depth dredging proposal. We have not yet responded. The COE is asking
us to participate in a January 26 meeting to resolve the environmental
issues. In accordance with our responsibility, EPA has 3 options: (1)

- maintain our objections to the proposed action and indicate to the COE

that we will refer the project to CEQ if the COE issues the final EIS,
(2) modify our environmental requirements and work toward another solu-
tion, or (3) indicate to the COE that they should make a "public interest"

- decision and issue the final EIS; we will maintain our objections but not

refer the project to CEQ. The COE has stated that they will not issue
the EIS without our approva1 As a result, it appears to Governor Dreyfus
and others that EPA is being uncooperatwve because without our approval, '
the proaect is sta]emated. S

Ve,
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TABLE 1

0l 3500 Mo (.5 et i iR

PCB concentrations (mg/kg - ppm) in the sediment prof11e of
. Sheboygan Harbor, lecons1n

Channel Station
and Depth (IGLWD)*

-14 ft
. =15
<16
-17
-18
-19
-20
-21

—2z
-23

30+00

37+00 -14
-15
-16
=17

: =18
-19
~20
-21
-22
-23

=12
-13
=14
~15
-16-
-17
-18
-19-
-20
=21
=22
-23

44+00

.

. North
26 (surface)

10 (surface)
10

10

27

27

12

12

14

14

14

10 (surface)

of water depth in the Great Lakes
*k Authorlzed Project Depth

Center

7 (surface)
7

7
24
24
31

31

31

10 (surface)
10 .

10
46
46
46

5 (surface)

5
10
10
71
71
71

6 (surface)
6

6

TEE A

57

12 (surface)
36
36
41
41
41

- 82

......

10 (surfacé)
10
10

10
10

8
8

-
u.
:J-

'« IGLWD is the International Great Lakes Water Datum, a standard measurment
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- . ' .DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY

DETROIT DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS
BOX 1027
DETROIT, MICHIGAN 43231

REFLY TO
ATTENTION OF
NCEED-T . . A
19 HOV 1380 o
ﬁr. John McGuire, Regional Administrator
United States Environmental Protection Agency
Region V - =
230 S. Dearborn St. - LIm =
‘Chicago, IL 60604 E-(;:s‘ ~ '::_..:
bt i —
maom o
. wom Yo
=Tl - ~fe
‘ o ~o o m
Dear Mre. HcGuire‘ ) . T = o

~e Tt -m
This letter concerns the Sheboygan Harbor, Wisconsin confined dredge disposaj?’
facillty project.

Agreement on a confined disposal facility at Sheboygan has been at a
-standstill for over a year due to the discovery of PCB contamination of the
harbor sediments. The main question is, can the proposed confined disposal
-facility to be located in the Sheboygan outer harbor provide adequate
environmental protection for confinement of PCB contaminated sediments? The
purpose of this letter is to provide a dredging and disposal alternative for
your consideration which we believe would be environmentally safe.

- Based upon the March 1980 PCB investigation, dredging to the authorized
project depth of 21 feet below Low Water Datum (LWD) upstream of station 25+00
would uncover and expose to the water column some PCB concentrations of 50

parts per million (ppm) or higher. We agree that this would be
environmentally unacceptable.

A possible alternative vhich was discnssed at the 24 October meeting with
Mayor Suscha would be to limit dredging to a maximum depth of 20 feet below
LWD between channel stations 25400 and 44+00 (see the attached Sheboygan
Progect Hap.) This would accumplish the following.

ae The material to be drcdged would contain only low to moderate levels
of PCBs. No material containing high concentrations of PCBs (50 ppm or
higher) would be dredged. Therefore, it should be less difficult to agree
upon a disposal method that would be environmentally acceptable. ‘

b. Since the high levels of PCBs (50 ppm or higher) are not identified
until depths of 21.5 feet (below LWD) or deeper, this limited dredging would
leave a minioum cover of 1-1/7 fcet over the highly toxic sediment layers.
This would prevent exposing the water column to hazardous PCB concentrations.

o AHHOES
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Mr. John’ "McGuire, Regional Adninistrator _ : . 18 HOV 1987

We are proposing that the following approach be taken at Sheboygan Harbor:

a. Channel station 0+00 to 25400 ~ Dredge to full authorized project

depth. All samples indicate that PCB contaminations in this section of the
project are below levels of concern.

b. Channel station 25+00 to 44400 - Dredge to a maximum depth of 20 feet
below LWD (LWD equals 576.8 feet —~ IGLD). This would leave a minimum cover of
1-1/2 feet over the materials containing highly toxic concentrations.

c. Perform no maintenance dredging upstream of channel station 44+00,
High levels of PCB contamination are located well above authorized channel
"depth in this portion of the channel. .. -

d. Upgrade the proposed confined disposal facility that would be located
in the Sheboygan outer harbor. Use the proposed site to confine approximately
300,000 cubic yards of maintenance dredged material.

The inclosed figures 1.1, 1.4, 1. 5 and 1.6 are taken from ths draft EIS and
show the disposal facility that was proposed prior to identifying the high

levels of PCBs in the sediments. Due to the presence of PCBs, we propose that

this facility be upgraded by installing a bentonite slurry trench membrane
around the entire perimeter of the disposal facility. The bentonite slurry

trench would start at the top of the dike and extend down to the natural clay"

layer located below the disposal facility. The final permeability of the
bentonite seal would be approximately 1 % 10~7 cm/sece This, combined with
the natural strata, would create a highly impervious confinement facility and
assure that polluted materials would not find their way into the surrounding
environment. It is also proposed that the top two feet of the disposal
facility be covered with clean sediments to be dredged ‘from the outer limit of
the channel where the sediments have been classified as unpolluted.

In our judgment this prOposed plan for limited dreiging and upgrading of the
disposal  facility would provide an environmentally safe and adequate solution

to the dredged disposal problem at Sheboygan. _This judgment is based upon the
following. : ;

" ae The limited dredging plan would reduce the PCB concentrations in the
dredged sediments from high levels to low or moderate levels. The highest’
level recorded in the material to be dredged is 36 ppm at channel station
37400. Most samples indicate PCB concentrations of 10 ppm or lower. The
average PCB concentration in the materials to be dredged would be only
approximately 3.5 ppm. Since there are no PCB levels of 50 ppm or higher,
this disposal facility should not fall under the requirements of the Toxic

Substances Control Act and should not be required to provide the same degree
of protection as a chemical waste land fill.

s
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NCEED-T

Mr. John McGuire, Regional Administrator : ‘ 19 NOV 1880

b. The proposed bentonite slurry trench seal would provide a hignly
impervious confinement facility and would prevent polluted material from
seeping through or under the confinement dikes.

ce. Effluents from the disposal facility would be discharged through a
filter system that would limit the effluent suspended solids concentration to
15 mg/l. This would linmit the release of PCB solids to approximately
5x 10"5 mg/l. It is expected that there would also be some release of
dissolved PCBs in the discharge water. However, the total release of PCBs
from the confinement facility would be so small as to be insignificant and
would cause no measureable degradation of water quality at the disposal site.

. de The confinement facility would provide a very important environmental
benefit by permanently confining 300,000 c.y. of material containing

- approximately 400 000 grams of PCBs,

As you know, PCB contamination at Sheboygan extends below and beyond our
authorized project limits. On several occasions, the possibility of
performing a total cleanup by dredging all contaminated sediments has been
discussed. Such an operation would be far beyond the scope of normal
maintenance. We would not have the authority to perform such extensive
dredging or to comstruct the large confinement facility that would be required
to contalin the sediments. -A total cleanup would have to be funded under
Section 115 of the Clean Water Act of 1977 or some other funding authority.

It appears, from Section 115, that Congress intended that USEPA should take a

~leading role in the identification, removal, and disposal of toxic pollutants

in harbors and navigable waterways. In your letter of 21 October 1980, you
suggested that Section 115 is not a viable source of funding since only
$15,000,000 has been authorized to be appropriated nationwide. If it is
determined that sediments at Sheboygan should be treated as a toxic substance
rather than normal polluted dredge material, it is suggested that the USEPA
seek appropriations from Congress as required to implement Section 115. :

"We believe that the proposed disposal site is the only expedient solution to

the dredge disposal problem at Sheboygan. It is the only site that has -
received support from the local community since site selection started in
1971. 1If this site is eliminated from further consideration and we reinitiate
the site selection process, dredging at Sheboygan will be delayed by yearse.
Ultimately this could have an adverse economic impact on the community.
Current high lake levels may receed with resultant reductions in cargo
carrying capacity of vessels that use the harbor.

It is requested that you consider this proposal for limited dredglng at
Bheboygan and upgrading of the proposed disposal site. Please respond in
writing as to your position on the alternatives which we have outiined.
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NCEED-T S . 1 § NOV 20

¥r. John McGuire, Regional Administrator

If you have additional questions concerning this matter, please feel free to
contact me or Mr. Bob Jones -of my staff at 313-226-6784. .

) . Sincerely, )
, A
MQW
' .: )
5 Incls™
1. Sheboygan Harbor Map (2 shts) -
2. Figure 1.1 . , ROBERT V. VE=MITLIOR
.-3. Figure 1.4 " , Colonel,, Corpa of Bnginesrs
:+ . The Figure 1.5 |ztriot Enginser

5. Figure 1.6
Copy furhished:

Honorable Richard W. Suscha, Mayor, City of Sheboygan, City Hall, Sheboygan,
Wisconsin 53081

Mr. Anthony S. Earl, Secretary, State of Wisconsin, Department of Natural
Resources, Box 7921, Madison, Wisconsin 53707 :

Mr. Howard S. Druckenmiller, Director, Bureau of Environmental Impact,
Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources, Box 7921, Madison, Wisconsin 53707
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Third, we bave determined that the enviroarentoii§ acceptebtle PCE con—
centration that cau be exposed upcn completion of a dr uging rroject 1is
1C ppm or less. Ongolng research 1s indicating that PCR levels in excess

- of 10 ppm in sedipect are harcful in an aqustic enviraﬁment. Studies done

on the bicvaccumulative potential of PCBs indicate thet dredging to this
concentration wiil result 4in reduction of fish PCE concentration to a level -

wvithin or near the Food and Druz Ademiniastratiorn's reconm xended guideline of
5 PPC. 2

The final issue addressed by the Task Yorce was the allowable level of PCis
that may be discharged in the overflow-from a disposal facility. VWe deter—
mined that the maxiouu allowatle discharge coucentration is 1 ppb or less,
as technolugy pernits,

Woen the sbove determinations are cocpared with your recent proposal for
linited dredging of Sheboyzan Earbor, 211 the criteria appear to be met
except for the third onc. Uafortunately, even with limited dredging, PCR
concentrations above 1U ppr will be expcsed upon coopletion of the project.
Althouxh two areas of the harbor will be improved (in terms of PCE con—
centrations exposed), the majority of tke hsrbor would be degraded by
exposure of PLZ cuncentrations at levels higher than those that currently
exist st the sediment surface. In 8ll cases, the PCE levels exposed would
be above 10 ppz. Thus, we belleve asnother alternative must be sought.

I do not intend that this submittal of our deterninations be the end of the
discussion. You and your staff are in the best position to determine how the
conditions can be met, and further cdiscussions betweenr our two agencies

_ ‘are necessary to give them the "reality" test that they deserve. I have
. asked Nancy Philippi to pursue this with you further, on my behalf.

She may be contacted at the letternead address or by phone at FIS 353*9299

TR .I,
- . . . '. . *

;fke appreciate the necessity of expeaiting the dredsing of the bre-t Lake s
" barbors and pevigstion clannels. We look forward to working with menmbers of
" .your staff to resolve the problens of dredge spoil disposal.

Sincerely yéurs,
A .

John McGuire
Xegional Aduinistrator
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Honorable William Proxmire . ' ' :ﬁ";-
" United States Senate : 3 JUN 1931 . .
Washington, D.C. 20510

Dear Senator Proxmire: ' ' bt

Thank you for your letter of April 22, 1981, concerning the dredging of
Sheboygan Harbor, Wisconsin. You requested an explanation of our current

- position on this issue and urged us to resolve the environmental problems at
Sheboygan as quickly as possible. Please be assured that we are trying to do
this, but the problems at Sheboygan Harbor present an unique and difficult case.
Staff of my Office of Envirommental Review have been continually working on
these problems with the Corps of Engineers, the Wisconsin Department of Natural
Resources, and in—house ever since the October 1980 meeting you refer to in
your letter. Our efforts have been aimed toward developing a reasonable solution
- that will avoid further delays on the project but also minimize environmental
risks. In thg case of Sheboygan, this has been an especially difficult task.

I would like to take this opportunity to explain some of the difficulties we
are facing in trying to minimize the environmental impact of dredging Sheboygan
Harbor. As you are aware, the harbor is grossly contaminated with poly-
chlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), which are very hazardous, persxstent man-made
organic compounds. Although the behavior of PCBs in the environment is not
completely understood, overall their effect on living organisms is fairly well
documented in the literature. This effect is very undesirable and therefore
PCBs must be handled with extreme care. In fact, because of their harmful
effects, our Toxic Substances Control Act regulations regulate the disposal

of sediments contaminated with 50 parts per million (ppm) PCBs or greater.

The distribution of PCB contaminated sediments in Sheboygan Harbor is random.
Pockets of highly contaminated sediments (greater than 50 ppm) occur in different
horizontal and vertical strata, and discrete layers can not be isolated. Because
"of the distribution of PCB contaminated sediments, there is no complete environ-
mental solution to their removal except for a total clean-up. A total clean-up
would significantly increase project costs and involve dredging to depths that
" have not been authorized by Congress. However, this solution is safe and perm-
anent. The Corps of Engineers does not have authority to perform a total clean-up
at Sheboygan Harbor, the State of Wisconsin is not prepared to participate in
a total clean-up effort, and the U.S. Environz.ital Protection Aguncy, although
authorized under Section 115 of the Clean Water Act to remove in-place pollutants
such as those in Sheboygan Harbor, does not have funds appropristed to it to
do this under this authority: so other solutions had to be sought.

The Detroit District, Corps of Engincers has proposed an alternative which in-
volves dredging only the lower portion of the Federal navigation channel, and
only to a depth of 20 feet instead of the authorized 21 foot project depth, This
alternative avoids dredging sediment contaminated with greater than 50 ppm PCBs.
Since the highly contaminated sediments would not be dredged under the
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reduced depth dredging proposal the less contaminated dredged sediments could
be safely disposed of in the Corps of Engzneers proposed harbor disposal 3
site. However, while the problem of disposal is solved, there is an addztlonal
problem that arises with this proposal: sediment with hlgher levels of PCB
contamination than what exists now at the sediment surface will be exposed after
dredging. This situation is of particular concern because disruption and mixing
of the PCB contaminated sediment will result from nmormal harbor use. Thus, the
amount of PCBs to be released in the aquatic environment is increased. The slow,
continual release of even low levels of PCBs is highly undesirable because of

‘the contaminant's persistent nature and ability to biomagnify at a tremendous rate.

This concern was discussed in a January 12, 1981 letter to the Corps of Engineers
with a concluding paragraph stating that the Envirommental Protection Agency
does not approve of this proposal because it could result in slgnlfzcan: environ-
mental degradation.

We have had follow-up meetings with the COE and other local interests to determine
if other alternatives, or modifications of the reduced depth dredging alternative,

- could meet project needs while providing greater environmental protection. No

other feasible alternatives have surfaced as a result of these efforts. We are
certainly aware that the “no action" alternative would present serious economic
and social costs to the area even though it appears to be environmentally
preferable over the reduced depth dredging proposal. Although we know that a

-degraded environment will result from reduced depth dredging, the severity of

that degradation at the local or Great Lakes system level can not be determined
with certainty. Since there are potentially severe.environmental risks involved
with this proposal, we find it to be environmentally unsatisfactory.

To conclude, the decision at Sheboygan lies between an "action' alternative
with its potentially severe environmental costs, and the 'no action" alternative

" with its severe economic and social costs. In accordance with our responsibilities
" . to cormment on proposed Federal actiomns, it is our opinion that, thus far, the

only "action'" alternative that is environmentally sound is a total clean-up.
Until a funding source or mew authority is found to do this, the "no action"

B alternatlve is envxronmentally preferable.

I appreczate your concerns about Sheboygan and trust this letter has explaxned
why it has been an unusually co=plex case. Please feel free to contact either

me or Mr. Ronald L. Mustard, Director, Office of Environmental Review (312/886-6680)

if we can be of further assistance or answer any additional questions.

Sincerely yours,

Valdas V. Adamkus
Acting Regional Administrator

;L'a'_'.'o
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~

In response to your request of September 29, 1981, the Department of
Natural Resources has reevaluated dredging of PCB contaminated sediment
in Sheboygan Harbor. However, before further decisions are possible,
several documentation steps must be completed. We agree that careful
evaluation of the risks, benefits and costs associated with each available
option is essential so that a sound decision can be made. The complex
nature of the PCB contamination problem at Sheboygan and past efforts at

~ resolving it suggest quick and easy solutions probably will not be

possible.

The following description of the history of this project shows the
number of efforts which have been made to resolve the problem, as well
as what remains to be done if any progress is to be made. We will
consider all legitimate options, as we have in the past, and will
facilitate discussions among the partzes for progress toward a satis-
factory resolutzon. : B -

. History of Project A L L

The Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) on operation and maintenance

at Sheboygan Harbor was completed March 30, 1979. The DEIS evaluated

the preferred alternative of dredging the entire federal navigation

channel with disposal in a .oafined disposal facility. It included the

following reports citing contamination of Sheboygan-Harbor sediments: .
7 . e ;:'

1. EPA réport on the degree of pollution of bottom sediments dated

October 2, 1974.

2. Corps sediment PCB analysis dated July, 1978. ' .

3. Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources PCB sediment analysis
dated June 13, 1978.

" prior to submittal of the Final EIS, but after the EIS was completed, a

March 15, 1979 letter from Mr. Ronald L. Mustard, Director, EPA Office
of Federal Activities, to Colonel James Miller instructed the Chicago
pistrict of the Corps of Engineers to take additional samples in the

Sheboygan River and harbor. Eleven sites were proposed by EPA and it
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. was indicated these sites were not necessarily all inclusive. Con-

currence with the suggested sampling program was indicated in a letter
dated May 4, 1979 from Colonel Miller to Mr. Mustard.

EPA completed review of the DEIS around the end of May, 1979. Signifi- B

cant points in the EPA letter were: . et

1.‘:-The total dredging of all bottom sediments may be environmentally
. warranted,

. ' : :
2. 'PCB "hot spots” may require special disposal methods, other than E
- utilization of the Confined Disposal Facility (CDF) which had been T

proposed by the Corps.

3. Until a new sediment analysis was ‘completed, EPA reserved judgment -
on the suitability of the CDF.

4. EPA rated this project as EU (environmentally unsatisfactory) with

the DEIS itself classified as Category 2 (insufficient information).
It should also be noted that this DEIS did not fully explore the limited
.dredging proposal which has since been proposed by the Corps.

The results of the requested additional sampling program {performed by
the Army, Waterway Experimental Station) were submitted to DNR on
July 20, 1979. Comments received from DNR staff in August, 1979,
stressed the need for additional sampling data due primarily to:

1. Identlf;ed PCB contamination information provided by the July 20,
.+ 1979 additional sampling program, and
2.  Improper location of the Corps' sample points in the river “channel.”™
-« ‘The need for an expanded sampling program was identified sco the
'; Sheboygan R;ver and Harbor sediments could be adequately characterized.
These concerns were expressed August 27, 1979, in Madison during a
meeting between Corps and DNR representatives. At this time, the
Department indicated additional sampling would be necessary to better
characterize the Sheboygan River and harbor sediments and cffered to
provide an expanded sampling program to the Chicago Corps. office.

Doakey
R

. :
Anothexr meeting was held Cctober 3, 1979 in Madison between Corps and

DNR personnel. An expanded sampling program was coordinated and the
Corps agreed to perform the sampling as soon as possible. This sampling
progran would utilize transects and depths determined by DNR personnel.
The additional sampling occurred in either late October or early November
and involved cores drilled to a depth of 26 feet. This depth was chosen
because we believed that "clean" substrate would then be located, and if
dradging was approved, a ncn-polluted and environmentally acceptable
bottom would be exposed. The bottom of the cores was located in native
materials and below the historic dredging limits. Transects were
positioned to sample areas of sediment deposition. These areas should
contain the highest concentrations of PCB's, and thus, it may be possible
to selectively remove these hot spots. Upon completion of this sampling,

the Corps once again shipped the samples to the Waterways Experiment
Station.
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In December, 1979, staff of the Chicago District of the Corps of Engineers

contacted the Department. The Corps indicated the results of the
latest sampling had been received from the Waterway Experiment Station.
PCB contamination indicated by these results was worse than Corps'
personnel had imagined. PCB's had migrated into the native undisturbed
sediments. At numerous sampling points, PCB’s exceeded 50 ppm; at one

sample point a PCB concentration greater than 160 prm was found (this —

location was not at the bottom of the sample point but at a composited
interval in the core sample).

On April 11, 1980, the Department received copies of the Corps of
Engineers’ sampling report which confirmed the following:

I Numerous locations in Sheboygan Harbor contained PCB's in con-

centrations higher than 50 ppm.

2. In general, the PCB concantrations increased with depth and decreased

with distance downstreamn, .

3. The PCB distribution indicated selective dredging for removal of
hot spots was not feasible.

4. The average concentration of PCB's’ 1n sedlments below Eighth Street
" was slightly less than 10 ppm.

5. Some unknown mechanism was causing a downward migration of PCB's
into the substrate subsequently contamlnat1ng native, undisturbed
materials.

6. The Corps concluded the proposed confined disposal facility in
. Sheboygan Harbor was environmentally safe and economically attractive

-for disposal of the materials and suggested a meeting to discuss
the problem. This conclusion was not acceptable to EPA because of
. " the degree of contamination of the harbor sediments and the EPA
-7+ . elassification of toxic and hazardous wastes. TFederal regulations
- eclassified materials with greater than 50 ppm of PCB's as con-
<. taminated. These contaminated materials require handling and
‘" disposal of licensed PCB management facilities. Currently there
- are no licensed PCB d.cposal facilities in Wisconsin.

on July 23; 1980, the Dep~rtment was notified the Corps of Engineers!

responsibilities at Sheboygan had |- en transferred from the Chicago
District to the Detroit District. A meeting was confirmed for July 29,
1980 to discuss transition of this project. At this meeting, several
dredging alternatives were discussed. The Corps continued to maintain
that the proposed confined disposal facility (CDF) was appropriate., It
also took the position that if the CDF could not be used for disposal,
the Corps lacked authority to do the project. Consequently, in the
Corps® view, any further veuponsibility for PCB contaminated material
and the Sheboygan Harbor project would belong to EPA and the State of
Wisconsin. . .

On Auqust 45, 1980, the Department asked EPA to clarify its position on

disposal of PCB contaminated dredge materials. EPA replied on October 1,

1980 that:

[N}

R

e

" ',.
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1. 40 CFR 761.1(b) required the entire dredging backleog be considered-
contaminated with greater than 50 ppm of PCB's even though the
composite analys;s would be about 10 ppm; and

2. A confined disposal facility would be an-acceptable alternative
disposal method provided the documentation indicated it adequately
protected health and the environment.

EPA again clarified its position on PCB contaminated dredge material and
use of Section 115 funds for cleanup in an October 21, 1980 letter to
the Detroit District of the Corps of Engineers. Section 115 of the

‘Clean Water Act allows the EPA Administrator to remove and properly

dispose of toxic pollutants in harbors and navigable waterways. EPA

_indicated methods of disposal were incineration, chemical waste landfill

or an alternative disposal method to be approved by the Regional Adminis-

.trator. The latter option must include technical, environmental and

economic documentation showing it would provide adequate protection of
health and the environment. Any disposal alternative must provide
essentially the same deqgree of environmental protection as a chemical
waste landfill. Finally, EPA concluded Section 115 of the Clean Water
Act was not a viable source of funding because only $15 million had been
appropriated nationwide.
On November 19,.1980, - the Corps developed a new proposal for limited
dredging in Sheboygan Harbor. The Corps proposed to dredge to 20 feet
below Low Water Datum (LWD) between channel stations 25+00 and 44+00.
The limits of dredging would be 6 feet above the 26 foot depth whlch
st111 showed PCB contamination. This proposal would result in:

1. - Dredging of materials with an average lower concentration of PCB's.

2..- Leaving approximately 1% feet of cover over the more. heavxly
pollutea sedlments. . .

EPA rev;ewed thxs report and determ;ned in a January 12, 1981 letter to
the Corps that- .

l.f An adequate degree of envxronmental protectxon would be provxded by
* - econtaining the dredge spoils contaninated:-by more than 50 ppm of
" PCB*'s in an upland disposal site designed with at least three feet
" of clay liner having a permeability rate of 1x10-7CM/sec.
2. Confined disposal of dredge material contaminated with levels of
PCB's higher than 50 ppm should not be allowed in a site located in
the water. ' . .

3. The environmentally acceptable PCB concentration that can be
exposed upon completivn of the dredging project is 10 ppm or less.

4. The maximum allowable dischérge concentration is 1 ppb or less, as
technology permits.

EPA concluded by saying that all of these criteria appeared to be met
except for the exposure of 10 ppm of PCR's upon complction of dredging.
Dredging to 20 feet wquld uncover sediments which had more than 10 ppm

R T g L ey e e e T
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of PCB's. EPA concluded this level of PCB's would increase body burdens
in fish flesh. Twc areas of the harbor would be improved in terms of
levels of PCB's exposed; however, the majority of the harbor would be
degraded. Thus, they recommended that another alternative be sought and
affirmed that they wanted dlscu551ons to continue.

In responding ‘to Senator William Proxmire on June 1, 1981, EPA indicated

the Corps did not have authority to remove all the PCB contaminated
sediments at Sheboygan Harbor; Wisconsin was not prepared to participate
financially; and EPA did not have funds appropriated  to it under Section 115
of the Clean Water Act for this purpose. EPA explored other alternatives

to limited dredging with the Corps of Engineers, but no other solutions
were discovered. Thus, EPA concluded the only “action" alternative was

a total cleanup. Until a funding source or new authority was found for

a total cleanup, the no action alternative was environmentally preferable
from EPA's standpoint. ) © .

In my July 16, 1981 letter to you, I also indicated the no action alternative
was environmentally preferable because the PCB contaminated materials
would. remain buried under more recently deposited clean sediments. The
total cleanup of PCB contaminated sediments presented unresolved environ—[
mental as well as funding and sponsorship problems. The Draft EIS
completed in March, 1979, had not contemplated the consequences of the
significant PCB contamination at Sheboygan since this was found out

later. Finally, we believed the limited dredging proposal was least - - .
desirable unless it was linked to a long-term rehabilitation plan.

Limited dredging would expose sediments containing more than 10 ppm of
PCB’s upon completion, and there was no assurance that 1% feet of cover
over the more heavily polluted material would be sufficient. We recom-
mended the Governor's office set up a meeting between interested partxes
to resolve this problem.

The Department later met thh EPA on the apolxcabzlxty of the SQperfund

to Shehoygan Harbor. The Superfund process could be long and involved.

Its la.k of guidance and program stability are causing problems. EPA
" believed that the Sheboygan Harbor project would not rank very high

nationally, but they thought the likelihood of funding for the project .
would increase if it was listed as the state's top priority site. .
Presently, the State of Wisconsin has not listed any sites with EPA for N
the reasons explazned in our letter to you on October 13, 1981. A . Y
. .
- Alternatives

Throughout the history of this project, a variety of alternatives have
been presented. The Corps' draft EIS reviewed three alternatives
including operational channel maintenance dredging, limited dredging and
a no action alternative. Subsequently, EPA proposed the total dredging
alternative and the Corp refined a limited dredging alternative. These
alternatives can best be compared by evaluating the pros and cons of
each of them. Additionally, several other alternatives are offered for
consideration.
1. Limited Dredqing - To include dredging to shallower depths and
reduced maintenance of navigation channels.
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Pros L

a) Would provide for some level of commercial navigation traffic.
b) Would be less costly than total cleapup -~ at least initially. -

c) Would allow the use of a Confined Disposal Facility (CDF). -

4a) Use of a CDF would be financed through Corps of Engxneers'
Operation and Ma;ntenance budget.

e) - VWould not require special funding. - : ) S E

£) Would be consistent with future development pians for a pro-
’ posed small boat recreational harbor.

g) Construction could be initiated in the near future following
completion of Final EIS because most of the design work is
already completed.

Cons

a) Many commercial large draft vessels could only be partially
loaded resulting in more frequent trips and increased costs
for goods and services.

b) Increase both the unit cost and frequency of dredging.

cs Future disposal problems for dredge spoil because the Confined
Disposal Facility can only be designed for ten years. .

) Result in following environmental problems:

d : , {1} Frequent release of PCB’s due to exposure of contamxnated
T S . sediments. _ o = IR

{2) PFrequent turbidity and disruption of harbor activities.

(3) .Benthic oxganisms would be prevented from recoloniziﬁg. A

e) L;mited dredging could lead to scouring of upstream (nondredged)
sedxments exposing PCB's now covered by recent nonpol’uted
materials. -

2. Total Removal of PCB Contaminated Sediments. This alternative was
not discussed in the March 1979 Draft Environmental Impact Statement;
however, EPA suggested total removal in their June 1979 comment
letter.

Pros
—_—=

a) Vessels Qould be able to operate fully loaded due to deeper
dredging of sediments (+26 feet). Possibly even larger draft
vessels than normally using the harbor could be accommodated.
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-

Fully loaded vessels will result in fewer trips and possibly
reduced costs. .

Could stimulate increased traffic and additional investment.

The frequency of Operation and Maintenance dredging should be
reduced.

Initial costs would be greaﬁer than a limited dredging alternative

but amortized over time they may prove to be comparable.

The unit cost of dredging would be initially extremely hxgh,
but 1less frequent dredging would be required.

Would be a one—time exposure of PCB's and turbidity. Bottom
sediments would then be composed of unpolluted materials, thus
lessening long-term exposure to PCB's.

Benthic organisms could eventually recolonize and stabilize.

PCB contaminated sediments would be isolated from the Lake

Michigan environment in an englneered site designed for the;r
containment.

Costs would be high requiring special appropriation and authority
change.

Corps would need Congressional approval to exceed authorlzed
channels, depths and limits.

Potential physical damage to bridge fbotings, seawalls and
adjacent rivexr structures. Would require 1n-depth study.
Dredgea -material would require dlsposal in an engineered
upland smte. The upland dzsposal site would require or create-
(1) Sociolog;c problems in ldentlfying and locatlng a nearby
site (A site would need to be within a reasonable dlstance

- 1n oxder to minimize costs).

{2) Long-term site monitoring.

(3) Possibility for groundwater contamination.

Would need dewatering facility for river sediments in order
to minimize disposal costs. The dewatering facility nay
require supernatant (the water portion of dredglng } chemical
treatment.

Transportation of contaminated‘sediments to a disposal site
would be costly.
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g) '~ Use of trucks (the logical transportation) would consume large
quantities of fuel and disrupt local traffic. : E- I

NG

h) Future use of dlsposal site would be restricted. T :‘" i‘;w )
, )
A

i , . i) Could czange river hydraulics by increasing depth and sediment %(/’

E transport by modifying slope of river bed. This modification
W, ~could in turn change the littoral drift at the sheboygan harbor . ..
- mouth. - > A

. - PR ST

3) Would be higher exposures to turbxdlty and PCB’'s durlng dredglng
: operations. . . -
k) Mechanical dredging equipment may also be required for portions
. of the sediment removal program dependent on composition of
native river materials. Hydraulic dredging is the preferred
dredging option because it is more efficient resulting in
reduced sediment transport. Mechanical dredging would result .
in the loss of more sediments and subsequently additional PCB
contamination. .
1) Bottom of PCB contamination is as yet unknown. Would require
additional sampling and analysis.

m) Additional testing and studies will result in project implementa-
tion delays.

.. n) Not using Confined Disposal Facility would impact the feasibility
' - of the proposed recreational small boat harbor which 1ncorporates
a portlon of the CDF into its design.

Costs of total renoval may exceed econcmic benefits. Thus,
may not be economzcally Justzflable. R

.'5-':. L VR -
. - . o ¢

"'a) Sediments containing greater than 10 ppm PCB would not be
- “disturbed except through possibly natural processes such as
extreme floods or wind generated storms.

b) Harbor clean-up and dredging costs Qould not materialize.
c) Would not need CDF or upland disposal site. T o

d) Harbor size would not be diminished by construction of CDF.

e) Ships would be able to operate at a limited but undetermined
capacity dependent on lake levels,

£) Costs of government services and support would be rxeduced.
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g) Commodities would be diverted to other ports and transportation
' modes increasing somewhat their economic potential.

h) Would not conflict with recreational uses of river and harbor.

1) Economic and environmental risks associated with dredging
would not materialize.

Cons

a) Over time, the harbor would become unusable for deep draft
commercial vessels possibly increasing transportatlon and unit
costs of commodltles delivered.

- b) Sheboygan would eventually lose an econémic basevand a deep
' - draft harbor would be lost.

.c) C. Reiss Coal Company'’s economic viabilit& would be threatened
at Sheboygan.

q) May impact benefit/cost ratio of the proposed recreational
. _ small boat harbor due to sunk costs of using a portxon of the
T CDF within its design.

4, Other Alternatives That Have not Been Considered

" a) Limit dredging to inner harbor and transload materials to and
: from this point by conveyor belts, pnematic pipeline, etc.
Inner harbor material is not contaminated in concentratiors
S greater than 10 ppm and should be able to be dxsposed in the
R CDF.

sediments and to prevent scour. Totally remove all sediments
with PCB's downstream from station 44+00 disposing of them
accordxng to acceptable agency condxtxons.

‘, Utzl;ze a tzeatment process to remove PCB contamxnants from
sediments. Return sediments to river bed. This alternative
would involve state legislative exemption and currently is not

‘within state-of-the-art in engineering availability.

We believe the technical analyses which still must be completed should
be dohe through the environmental impact procedures laid out for such
projects. This process assures a complete analysis of the risks and
benefits of all alternatives and public hearings in the City of Sheboygan
before the project is implemented. Two altcrnatives, limited dredging
and total removal of all PCB contaminated sediments, have not been
adequately assessed yet.

In order for an alternative to be considered environmentally acceptable,
it must meet the four criteria set out in EPA's January 12, 1981 letter.
First, an adequate upland disposal site must be engineered to accommodate

Constrﬁct'iow-head dam upstream from station 44+00 to stabilize

9.
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dredge spoil having more than 50 ppm of PCB's. Second, confined disposal
of dredge material contaminated with levels of PCB's higher than 50 ppm
would not be allowed in a site located in the water. Third, the environ-
mentally acceptable PCB concentration that can be exposed upon completion
of dredging is 10 ppm or less. Last, the discharge of return carriage
water should not exceed 1 ppb of PCB's. In order for any alternatives
.to succeed, it must meet these tests.

EPA has already said the only condition which apparently could not be
met is the 10 ppm of PCB exposed after limited dredging. They also
recognized the Corps of Engineers was in the best position to evaluate
whether the conditions and criteria can be met. Thus, we believe the
Corps should initiate documentation for these criteria, and they should
pay careful attention to the exposure of 10 ppm of PCB's after dredging.
It must be shown that this level will not compromise protection for
health and the’ environment if that can be done. It appears the Corps'
proposal or some modification of it could be implemented.

The preceding documentation could be completed during preparation of a
Final EIS by the Corps. Lack of jurisdiction or alternatives perceived
to be outside of the Corps' authority should not be surmarily disqualified
from thorough analysis and disclosure. Thus, the Final EIS should fully
explore the benefits and costs of all the available alternatives,
including limited dredging and total removal of all PCB contaminated
dredge materials. Consideration should be given to potential environ-
mental impacts including: temporary release of PCB's during dredging;
structural damage to bridge footings, building foundations and sea
walls; changes in river hydraulics and sediment transport; destruction
of benthic life; and possible groundwater contamination from siting of a-
chemical waste landfill.

The Final EIS should more fully explore the various social and economic

~ benefits of the various alternatives. Questions which should be addressed
S are: .an analysis of essential Lake Michigan ports; alternative transpor-
AR tation modes; the social problems of siting a chemical waste landfill;
future commodities movements through Sheboygan; the costs of various
alternatives; amortization of costs; cost recovery options; the loss of
coal transshipment capabilit!=5 at Sheboygan; and other engineerin

solutions to coal loading and unloading outside the harbor. .
) .

R

Depending o; the ocutcome of the Final EIS, several permits and approvals
must be obtained. EPA must approve any disposal alternative under

40 CFR 761. 1I1f this regquirement cannot be met, then the Final EIS can
be used as documentation for obtaining the necessary authority for the
Corps to totally remove the PCB contaminated sediments, have money added
to Section 115 for this purpose or get a special appropriation. On the
other hand, the Final EIS mav show the most cost-effective and environ-
‘mentally preferable alternative is to dredge to a limited depth or not
. @redge the harbor at all. . . ) :

If the requirements of 40 CFR 761 are met and EPA grants its approval,
then our Department must review the plans and specifications to deter-
mine if a solid waste license and wastewater treatment approval are
necessary. A discharge of water from the dredge disposal site would

e ¥AMIiea that a Wicsancin Pallutian NDiecharas Flimination Svstem (WPDES)

._.‘e“ B
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We agree with you that a careful evaluation of all risks and benefits of"
each available option should precede project implementation. We believe
the approach we have outlined is workable if all the parties can ‘keep
open minds and their patience while the documentation is being gathered.
Consequently, I request that you contact the Corps of Engineers and EPA
to initiate completion of the environmental impact process.

‘. Sincerely,

Secretary

cc: Honorable Robert Kasten
Honorable William Proxmire
Honorable David Opitz
Honorable Calvin Potter
Honorable Kevin Suscha, Mayor of Sheboygan
Honorable Carl Otte : i -
Colonel Robert Vermillion, COE o T -
. Valdus Adamkus - Regional Adm,, EPA
F. Nauschultz - President, C. Reiss Coal Co.
Sheboygan Chamber of Commerce
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Mr. Valdag V. Adawku=, Ragional Adniaistrator

Uaired States Enviroumental Protcction Lg-'z}cy
Region V

230 South Dearborn Street
Chicago, 1L &0504

_ Daar Mr. ddazkus:

-

We bave reviewed Secretary Besadny's auggeatfon, zs detziled fa the atrached
WDHR letter dated 4 Hovesbeor 1981, regardinz the preparstion of a £innl EIS on
all avalladle options 2o the coptaminared sediment prodlan st Shebovgan

Barbor. The followiny are =y conaenle oa the preseat sitvation, »nd ay
propm:ed ecearse of acelon. |

Bec;usg of the Polyehlorinited Biphenosl {PCB) niltusattfoa, the Eaviroosentsl

Protection Azeacy (EPA) hax ser forrh special eonditions for dredging and
disposal of coatasinated nediments. .The EPA conditlons arve:

. i That dredged material contaainated by more than S0 TP be disposed
upland at & site designad with a three foot thick clay liner (with a
pera:abluty rate of 1:10~I cu/sec).

b. That th.. dtgdgc material contaainated with gore thap 50 PPX not be
di.posed of at a si.te Ioc.atnd {a = water eaviromsem;

- 'n'mt no BOTE :‘b.-.m 10 PEY of PCB in the :-c:ll:ann: be left expozca ;r. o

) cuwletion of dn:dh!ng.

2 d. 'th.u the overflw of disclm:ge water from a di:posal site canno".
contaln PCS concentratlons exteeding ode part per pllion.

The alternative plans which preseatly are being considered includat
as The no action plan, |
b. Total cleamup,”

ce ULimitod dredging.
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Mr. Vpldas V. Adawkus, Engioual Administrator

Bo Action Plin = To complets the evalyation of this plan, a detailed e¢0no:jc
. analysis of thc resulis of oo action would be requirel.

e

Total Clesap—up Plan - .Sedisent tests from aveas below project depth wonld be
needed and, 1f necessary, 8 sprclal Congressionsl swstiarization to permit

- dradging below project depth obtalned. 1In additisen, = detailed ecoacmic
snalysis a2d 3tndy of social frpacts would be requized. Data collestion would
iavolve gathering informatlon om disposal girex. For oxaaple: groand water |
apalysis, surveys of existing counditions (wegeratlce, vwildlife, land use,
arainaga patteras) ared the coapletion of hydraulic grudy.

Linfted Dradeing Plzn - Iaple:e?;&tiOn o! thixz plan »exld require eollection -
of sddirional field data {such ns biogssay and/or BMlocemlation inforaation to
‘determine effscts op aguatic life) apd tha assiatlerfon of data on disposal

sites, effects on ground water, surveys of exisring corditions (vegutation,
wildlife, land use, and draipage patteras).

Pleace mote that the effeer of the no action altersative could bave £Cooom1:_ T
consequrnces For Sheboyzan Barbor, should water levela recede.

1t is our pesition that the toral removal of PCR i mot ptacti'cz.b},e. Tnstead,
8 coaproaise solution, {.e, lixfted dredging, would provide the dasired
bensfits, ond 18 therefore our proposed course of agxion. Hewever, in order

___ %o isplenent this option, an agreesent with LPA resaxdisg those preveqolsite’

conditions mentionsed above mst be obtaloed, bacause It {x doudtfyl that
1imited dredging conld be puriotmsd without exposiny sadisents containing
greater than 10 PPX of PCB. -Eence, preparation of &2 BIS founded upon the ZPA
tequithaents ax tbcy Bow exist, or are 1ntarpr=:cd oould b fntile.

We are attcnp.iﬂg to resolve thi: Ty pe— by tq—ea:a&lishing active dlaioguc
betveen interested parties, tut R consensus 1s raguired. A veview of the EPA
ceriteria by the involved parties pnd agenciasz, to perait lisired dredging,

 would be valuadle to develop the poeded comxansus. d4lao, we wonld like to e
explore several possible scopes of additional stndisd @md enviromaental SRR
a3sesepcnts. I propese that goch a meeting o beld 4n Madizon, Hisconsin, on’
26 Jatuary 1982 wherein a2 workable solutlon, inclndisg a plan for future -
testing rcan be discussed. The final meating arrapgeseats will be cootdinated
by wy project mnager, Mr. Bruno. Zoltmki (313) 228-2212.

— £ACHNILE KEADER SHEET ST

' (ER 105—1-5) B R .

YOO (Nane) - OFTICE SYBDIN ' TeLE&wnOoNE %O, RLL CAN RS MG ATYRS ~ -3
. . 3
RAVALAR Wyrrrfz:‘r N h-6585 e et
h{+} ('A’a-:. (73 1T < bvn.g-):' Ti, Ernbil w0 1aned {Fwripliomie [o3 £ 2:
Itm HooPER lUSEPR 32L-663% | 3 ——— T
) b- 4

SURTCT T ELE ~€oby " €46 5616 z



: L e = T St .-
y a2 ilnd g L L L PRIV . - .
,1,-';"‘-"‘-"“‘ SRR L JAM—-M.L' i il b o . o e i
. . . Mm“’ i aideitid L Sdigy

] oo 3l i S8 S e e i o arn e D
L e I ks B FREEN RN u,-.l‘,,.l, .. ;
: ) e e, s gttt . e ,- - -
: | SR
: . - Rl B P SN S £
S A g Yt . s iy T W by e
.
* . .
. .. -
. -
.,
.
-
- - d
. .
»

'* H:. Valdas V. Ada=kus, Regional Adainistrator :

1 aa inclosing copiles of x5 lettzrs to Governot Dreyfn:, ucctataty Besadny ana
Mayor Suschss . .

: i- "
’ : R . Siveerely, -y ¢
A i
. o
. }

s waw.e

. :r : B

& Incl B BRRT V. vzmuzos L SR
As stated o Colonel, Corps of Ejglinesrs i S
_ . oLy : Disttict Enzinesr T e

-

Copy Purnighed: ' :
lee S‘;gmn Drayfus, Govcrnor State of Wiacoasin

-

li;hard . Suscha Hayor, City of Sheboygaa, Hisconain : -

B

mhable ¢ ¢ 0

Carroll D, Resadny, Secret:ry, D:paruscﬁt of Naturalf&:sources. State of

; . .
Wizconsin i
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