
 
 

 
CITY OF WAUSAU – SPECIAL PARK AND RECREATION COMMITTEE MEETING MINUTES 

Date/Time:  July 23, 2019 at 4:00 p.m.         Location:  Council Chambers, City Hall   
Members Present: Gary Gisselman, David Nutting, Pat Peckham (c), Dennis Smith, Tom Neal 
Others Present: Jamie Polley-Parks, Recreation and Forestry Director, Mayor Robert Mielke, Kevin Fabel – City of Wausau 
Environmental Engineer, Ken Lassa – REI Engineering, Tom Kilian-Citizens for a Clean Wausau, other interested parties, 
News Media                         
 
In accordance with Chapter 19, Wisc. Statutes, notice of this meeting was posted and sent to the Daily Herald in the proper 
manner. It was noted that a quorum was present and the meeting was called to order by Chairman Peckham at 4:00 p.m.  
 
Public Comment – no comments brought forward 
 
Discussion and Possible Action Regarding Additional Soil Testing at Riverside Park – Peckham gave history on how the 
testing discussions began and have progressed so far.  
 
Tom Kilian from Citizens for a Clean Wausau had a power point presentation. He gave history on the community concerns 
regarding contamination at Riverside Park and west of the Park. Currently their groups goals of future park testing are to 
determine if, over time, soil levels in the park have declined enough to now be within Wisconsin Soil Cleanup Standards 
(WSCS) levels. If not, to implement remediation or controls of this area as laid out in State administrative code. A 
remediation process must include a public involvement process. An additional goal is to define a background value for 
arsenic in the neighborhood that is truly representative. They could then use this background value in the park assessment. 
Kilian discussed a spreadsheet provided by the DNR of Dixoin and Furan exceedances in the park and a Pentachlorophenol 
Analysis that was done on the culvert inlet and discharge samples in 2006 from Pace Analytical Services, Inc. He discussed 
an internal DNR email from 4/12/18 regarding the dioxin risk as being underestimated. He thought that raised the question 
that if they wanted to have a worst case scenario conservative assessment then they request that PCB’s those with TEFs be 
added if possible. 
 
Kilian discussed potential relevance of PCB’s and how many old industrial buildings that were demolished had been just to 
the west and very close to the park. He showed an aerial overlay of the industrial buildings from 1974 to the current structures 
in 2016. He had mapping of the elevation data both in the park and the industrial land. It showed that the elevation in the 
park was consistently lower than the industrial land to the west. There were some areas that are notably lower where there 
was ponding. He had a storm water map that was used when the DNR and the City were planning out where they were 
going to put basins after the Thomas Street construction which he felt was relevant because the culvert is just above River 
Street east of the retention pond. At the culvert they had mapped the drainage network and the water flows from the culvert 
area goes east once it hits the park it goes down through the woods and east and that may be significant when looking at 
some of the potential test areas. He had a 2000 aerial photo from Marathon County GIS which showed industrial properties 
bordering the park and potential runoff. He had photos of ponding during and after rain events. After the ponding area dried 
it left a gray silty residue left on grass and foliage. Because of the consistent runoff and ponding and the gray silty residue 
their group could not afford some of the more expensive tests so they ran some metal tests to use as a proxy to see what was 
going on. Their group did some limited heavy metals sampling in the park in October of 2018 which showed higher levels 
of arsenic and chromium in the ponding areas than other areas and higher levels of lead near Thomas Street than what was 
in the park. He said none of these were exceedences. They were not able to run as sensitive of a test on the chromium as 
they would have liked because of the expense. They are hoping because of the higher levels in the samples that they could 
ask the DNR to have some more sensitive type testing done. He mentioned the northwest area of the park where the outfall 
sign used to be and the potential discharge area below the sign.  He wanted to ask Lassa and perhaps the DNR about 3M’s 
large remediation system just west of the park on the north side that was cleaning up oil and fuel spills. Kilian discussed 
conceptual diagrams from the remedial action plan for former UST sites 3M Downtown Wausau Facility from 1992. Their 
group would like to know from the City and DNR of the accounting of any manholes or sewer systems in which 3M 
discharged treatment of fluid. They have had trouble in the sewers in the neighborhood. They would like to know what the 
storm water management plan was from that period.  
 
He felt something important was that during the toxicological assessment of the levels in the park the culvert inlet and outlet 
were very difficult, other than maps, to pinpoint exactly where the culvert inlet was located. Their understanding and he 
thought the City’s too was that the reason the culvert inlet level was not used as the worst case scenario was because it was 
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fenced in and therefore inaccessible to the public. He said a long term resident showed him where the culvert inlet was and 
it is not fenced in and it is not on industrial property, it’s very close to it. He questions who actually owns the property 
currently that the culvert inlet is sitting on. He had taken pictures in different directions and noted it was close to a residential 
neighborhood. He felt they should see how that impacts the testing scenario and assessment. He thought they should inquire 
with the State toxicologist had she known the inlet area was not fenced in and was quite close to a residential yard would 
she have used that as the highest level for the residential scenario.  
 
Their testing suggestions are using a three zone area: The first zone would be the soil area near fence line separating 
industrial property from park. The second zone would be the wooded area/forest, including those near former demolition 
areas. The third zone would be the depressed elevation zone where runoff and ponding have been suspected. Their suggested 
dioxin sampling depth and method is: 1. At the base of the A-Horizon (topsoil), 2. between 4” to 8” in depth, and 3. EPA 
Method 1613B. Their non-dioxin soil sampling/analysis is: 1. Suggesting that no composites be used. Soil levels are not 
anticipated to be homogenous across different depths and points. 2. Concern Dilution of “hot spot” areas could occur.  Depth 
of deeper samples will be important. They would like to discuss options and rational with Mr. Lassa from REI. They request 
that a citizen monitor be present during sampling events and that split samples be provided. Questions on inclusion in current 
proposal. They are asking for: 1. Inclusion of mercury in metals, 2. Inclusion of tetrachloroethylene, trichloroethylene vinyl 
chloride, acetone, methylene chloride, 2-butanone, 3. Inclusion of benzo(a)anthracene, benzo(k) fluroanthene, other PAHs, 
etc., 4. Question on titanium dioxide for REI., 5. Requesting dioxin-like PCBs (with TEFs) be added. Power point document 
provided by Citizens for a Clean Wausau, www.CleanWausau.com,  cleanwausau@protonmail.com.      
 
Ken Lassa, REI Engineering answered questions. He discussed how test sampling is done and that it would be in a variety 
of locations in the park. Lassa said their proposal had indicated each sample would test in the top 3 inches and then one at 
depth. He explained how if they wanted to analyze samples later it depended on what they were sampling for because of the 
different shelf-lives or hold times of metals or volatiles. Neal said they are looking at a recommendation from REI for a 
testing scenario and if Lassa believed the information given to them tonight should be added to his considerations. Lassa 
felt it was worth looking at. He thought that delineating what the park property is versus what it is not would be the first 
step. It was clarified that Peckham had asked Lassa to prepare a proposal of what six borings would cost, not as a revision 
to the original or instead of having twenty samples, but as another alternative to consider when making a decision.  
 
Motion by Gisselman, second by Neal to accept and move forward the Phase II ESA report from REI in the amount of 
twenty testing’s for $71,149.00.  
 
Peckham questioned the Mayor on where Committee’s request would go from here. The Mayor shared an e-mail that had 
been sent to Committee, 7/19/19 by Kevin Fabel, City Environmental Engineer that read “The Phase I document’s Section 
8.3 identifies the potential environmental concerns with the property as defined by ASTM Phase I Standards and 
Procedures. Section 8.2 identifies REI’s recommendation to the City, which in short, is to continue to allow access to the 
property for testing by TRC, on behalf of Wauleco, as required by WDNR.  The sampling by Wauleco is being required by 
WDNR and more future testing may also be required of Wauleco by WDNR after review of the initial sampling results. 
Wauleco would be responsible for all costs associated with any WDNR required testing, as well as remediation and clean-
up costs mandated by WDNR as a result of that sampling and testing. The Phase II document is a cost estimate for the City 
to do voluntary sampling in Riverside Park not required by WDNR.  This cost estimate was for 20 sampling locations at a 
cost of approximately $71,000. Because this sampling is voluntary, the City would be responsible for this testing cost, not 
Wauleco. If the City chooses to go ahead with the voluntary sampling, the City would be obligated to report results to 
WDNR if any standards are exceeded. As owners of the property, the City would also be responsible for clean-up and/or 
remediation of any park property which exceeded standards unless it could prove that another party was responsible for the 
contamination. Remediation costs could potentially run in the hundreds of thousands of dollars and there could also be costs 
incurred by the City in trying to assign blame to any third party the City believes caused that contamination. If the City 
chooses not to conduct voluntary sampling, then the above paragraph would not be a concern because WDNR would be 
mandating that Wauleco conducts the sampling, so Wauleco would be responsible not only for the cost of that testing, but 
also for costs associated with any clean-up and for any remediation mandated by WDNR as a result of that required 
sampling.” The Mayor said depending on Committee’s decision it would have to go before Finance Committee and onto 
City Council. He felt that Wauleco is already doing testing in that area and his recommendation would be for them to wait 
and see what Wauleco’s results are. 
  
Neal would like the property lines determined and to make sure those areas are included in the mandated testing. Peckham 
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questioned REI’s initial proposal to wait for Wauleco’s testing. Lassa said at that time there was a request by DNR for 
Wauleco’s consultants to prepare a site investigation work plan as to how they were going to address the aerial deposition 
due to burning of wood. They did an extensive historical study about where wind trends would go and based off of that they 
submitted a plan as to where they were going to sample. To his knowledge he didn’t see that the results had been given to 
the DNR if they have been completed yet. They did have a plan based off of wind modeling to determine sampling within 
a certain area.   
 
Peckham said he had spoken to Matt Thompson from the DNR who said the technical results from Wauleco’s testing will 
likely be in to the DNR by September. The DNR will then take about 60 days to respond. When asked about any advice for 
the City Thompson told him they should take an iterative approach, or one step at a time.  
 
Gissleman was concerned that the Wauleco testing is for aerial deposition and the contamination they have seen from Mr. 
Kilian could be of other types. Lassa said there were many types of substances discussed some which naturally occur and 
some that are not. Each boring has two tests, two samples collected for lab analysis. The surface one would probably be 
indicative of aerial deposition and things at depth would not be but there are other contaminants that Mr. Kilian referred to, 
some of the petroleum products and things that may have hit the water table and moved onto park property. Gisselman 
believed that moving forward was appropriate and they should start the process this evening.  Fabel addressed Gisselman’s 
question about petroleum type contamination that would be subsurface. He wanted to make sure everyone knew that that 
petroleum spill has already been closed out by the DNR. The DNR did sampling around it, looked at where the plume was 
and with the safeguards in place the DNR closed out that spill signing off on that spill being safe for park users with what’s 
in place. Lassa described for Peckham how a groundwater sample is taken and a point is driven down to ground water level 
to get the sample. 
 
Motion amended by Neal, seconded by Gisselman that in the preparation of the boring scenario for the recommendation to 
bring into consideration the information presented tonight and prioritize it, and also to recommend on the basis of what they 
feel is best and also to provide Committee options in terms of the number of borings because of financial concerns, what is 
the minimum number of acceptable borings.  
 
Smith thought they have a problem of trust. He was concerned about Wauleco supposedly conducting the tests and if there 
are any controls on what they say and what their timeframe is. Gisselman questioned Lassa if he felt twenty borings is an 
adequate number or if that was a standard number. Lassa said their initial recommendation was to do no testing but to wait 
for Wauleco’s results. Then they were asked to prepare something that would be extensive. He tried to prepare something 
that was extensive enough based on the size of the property. There is no standard number of tests, it’s an opinion of what is 
adequate to cover and characterize the property.  Neal did not think the full footprint of the park was their concern. His area 
of concern is adjacent to where there was a large concentration of activity for a long time. That is why he wants a 
recommendation to give him options in terms of how many borings there might be and why. Lassa said then they should 
discuss what they are going to test for. They have an extensive list and it seems to him there were certain things that aren’t 
of interest and others that are more of interest. They can shuffle parameters and numbers around to address whatever the 
concern is.   
 
Nutting appreciated the email the Mayor had read and his concern for fiduciary responsibility and also the DNR saying to 
take a step at a time. He would think the first step is to wait for tests that are in progress to be brought forward. Neal clarified 
that the original motion and his proposal to amend are not motions to conduct testing, they are to prepare a different testing 
scenario for consideration than what was originally given to them so that their decision when it is made is as informed as 
possible.  
 
Fabel addressed Smith’s concern about Wauleco being the one potentially responsible for the contamination so how can 
they trust that Wauleco will do the sampling that they need to do to uncover something that they might have put there. He 
said that’s not the situation, the situation is the DNR is responsible to regulate polluters. The state mandates that DNR looks 
at contamination cases, regulates them, asks for sampling, asks for remediation and when they are comfortable with that 
they sign off on it that the property is closed out and safe. This falls under the jurisdiction of the DNR. He explained to 
Smith that the DNR ordered the tests and is asking Wauleco to turn in the sampling results. Wauleco is responsible to get 
the testing done and they have to submit the answers to DNR. Then DNR takes those results, evaluates them and decides 
whether they want to require more sampling or if based on the sampling that no more is needed because ultimately DNR 
has to sign off that the property is closed and safe if it’s an open site. So in order for DNR to be comfortable to do that they  
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need to review the sampling results and make a determination based on those results. Smith said so the DNR will sign off 
on tests conducted by consultants that were hired by Wauleco. Fabel said the DNR will sign off on that if they are 
comfortable with the methods and results. The sampling that is done, DNR certifies the companies doing the testing so in 
order for a lab or someone to do sampling they have to be on an approved list by DNR.   
 
Peckham questioned Lassa if he could come to the August 5th meeting with information. Lassa thought he could make 
arrangements to be there. Lassa thought that most of the substances Mr. Kilian addressed are in the sampling protocol so 
then it would be a matter of locations.  
 
Tom Kilian spoke about the history regarding the contamination issue.  
 
Amended motion carried by voice vote, vote reflected as 5-0.  
 
Motion by Neal, second by Smith to direct staff to determine the property lines of the park.  Motion carried by voice 
vote, vote reflected as 5-0.   
 
Next Regular Meeting – Monday, August 5, 2019 at 4:30 pm in Council Chambers at City Hall.  
 
Adjourn – Motion by Nutting, second by Gissleman to adjourn at 5:45 p.m. Motion carried by voice vote, vote reflected 
as 5-0. 
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