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Date: August 31, 2011 
 
To:  Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources (WDNR) 
 
From: Laura Gauger  

1321 E. 1st St. #201  
Duluth, MN 55805  

 Tel: 218-724-3004  
 Email: kettu2010@callta.com       
 
RE: Comments on “Copper Park Business and Recreation Area Work Plan (“the plan”), Flambeau 

Mining Company (FMC), Ladysmith, Wisconsin, May 2011” 
 
 Docket IP-NO-2011-55-03344 and IP-NO-2011-5503345  
 
I hereby go on record in opposition to WDNR granting the Chapter 30 permit to FMC because the 
plan submitted by FMC fails to meet the following standards imposed by law, specifically with 
regard to: 
 

1. Whether the conditions of s. 293.55 have been met; 
 

2. Whether the proposed project complies with Wis. Stat. 1.11 [the Wisconsin Environmental 
Policy Act], and chapter NR 150, Wis. Adm. Code. 

 
3. Whether there is detriment to the public interest, including fish and wildlife or their habitat, 

natural scenic beauty or water quality; and 
 

4. Whether the project will cause environmental pollution as defined in Wis. Stat. 299.01(4)  
 

I am also concerned to know whether the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) was consulted to 
insure that the project complies with federal regulations set to protect groundwater quality, specifically 
with regard to EPA’s  Underground Injection Control program. 

 
The following questions and concerns establish the fact that specific legal standards have not been 
met by FMC in the Chapter 30 permit approval process: 
 
1. Failure to meet requirements of Wis. Stat. 293.55: 
 
 293.55(1)(d) Notice. The department shall provide notice of any modification which involves an 
increase or decrease in the area of a mining site or a substantial change in the mining or reclamation 
plan in the same manner as an original application for a mining permit under s. 293.43 (3). If 5 or more 
interested persons do not request a hearing in writing within 30 days of notice, no hearing is required 
on the modification. The notice shall include a statement to this effect. 
 
In its apparent haste to issue a Chapter 30 permit to FMC, WDNR seems to have lost sight of the fact 
that what FMC proposes is a substantial change to the approved reclamation plan for the Flambeau 



2 
 

Mine, requiring notification of the public and the opportunity for a public hearing separate from the 
Chapter 30 process. I would submit that FMC has put the cart before the horse and that the company 
first must make application to WDNR to amend the approved reclamation plan for the mine and that, if 
the modifications are approved after the public has had opportunity to comment, only then should the 
company be allowed to seek the Chapter 30 permit.  
 
In 1998 FMC sought to amend the approved reclamation plan for the Flambeau Mine in order to, among 
other things, convert a surge pond at the mine site into the 0.9-acre biofilter that is at the heart of the 
present Chapter 30 permit hearing. The public was notified of the proposal and an informational hearing 
conducted in June 1998. Surely, then, the same standard should apply today with regard to, among other 
things, converting the 0.9-acre biofilter to an infiltration basin.   
 
 
2. Failure to comply with Wis. Stat. 1.11 [the Wisconsin Environmental Policy Act] 
 
The Wisconsin Environmental Policy Act requires all agencies of the State to: 
 
1.11(2)(e) Study, develop, and describe appropriate alternatives to recommended courses of action in 
any proposal which involves unresolved conflicts concerning alternative uses of available resources. 
 
FMC submitted an “Application for Wetland Water Quality Certification” as part of the Chapter 30 
permitting process. In that application, FMC was asked to “Describe the purpose and need for the 
project,” and the company responded as follows (Exhibit 1): 
 
The purpose of the Copper Park Business and Recreation Work Plan Project is to return the property 
closer to pre-construction conditions and restore wetlands. 
 
Since the above is an expensive activity and not required per the terms of the approved reclamation plan, 
it appears there may be a bigger story here. In particular, the concept of converting the 0.9-acre biofilter 
at the Flambeau Mine site to an infiltration basin was first advanced by WDNR in September 2009 at a 
meeting held to discuss a “Notice of Intent to File Citizen Suit under Wis. Stat 293.89 – Flambeau 
Mine.” The notice was filed by the Wisconsin Resources Protection Council and myself in an attempt to 
hold FMC accountable for groundwater and surface water contamination at the Flambeau Mine site. 
After the notice was filed, my attorney, our scientific consultant and I met with representatives of 
WDNR and Wisconsin Assistant Attorney General Thomas Dawson. After the meeting, several written 
memos went back and forth between my attorney and Mr. Dawson. In particular, Mr. Dawson stated the 
following in a memo dated April 23, 2010 (Exhibit 2): 
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The above is the real reason we are here today. It’s not that FMC, out of the goodness of its heart, wants 
to “return the property closer to pre-construction conditions and restore wetlands.”  Rather, the proposal 
is the FOURTH attempt of FMC to try to get the problem of contaminated runoff into Stream C at the 
mine site under control. Previous attempts took place in 2003-2004, 2005-2006 and 2008. Earlier plans 
and their unsatisfactory results are on record at WDNR (Exhibits 3, 4 and 5).  
 
The real reason behind FMC’s current proposal is important to establish, because the Chapter 30 
“Application for Wetland Water Quality Certification” asks the applicant to list alternatives to the 
proposal. Specifically, FMC was asked, “How could you redesign or reduce your project to avoid the 
wetland, and still meet your basic project purpose?” FMC responded as follows (Exhibit 1): 
 
Because the Project is wetland dependent, there are no alternatives that avoid impact to wetlands. The 
Project has been designed to minimize fill activities in the wetlands. 
 
Since the real reason behind converting the 0.9-acre biofilter to an infiltration basin, however, goes back 
to what Assistant Attorney General Dawson said with regard to controlling contaminated discharge to 
Stream C, the above statement made by FMC in the Chapter 30 application is false. There are 
alternatives to constructing infiltration basins at the Flambeau Mine site, if the goal indeed is to control 
contaminated discharge to Stream C. In particular, the following should be considered:  
 
That FMC be required to locate the SOURCE of the contaminants that are getting into the runoff 
at the Flambeau Mine site and clean it up rather than allowing the contamination to continue 
indefinitely and covering it up by allowing the contaminated water to collect in an infiltration 
basin and seep into the earth where it will mingle with and contaminate groundwater reserves.  
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The groundwater pollution at the Flambeau Mine site is already significantly higher than what FMC said 
it would be at the time of the permit hearing. In particular, the company predicted, using computer 
modeling, and told the public that: 
 

 Copper levels in the groundwater within the backfilled pit would not exceed 14 ug/l. In reality, 
though, levels as high as 810 ug/l have registered in a monitoring well within the backfilled pit 
referred to by FMC as MW-1014B (Exhibit 6). The most recent data reported by FMC for this 
well (First Quarter, 2011) showed a copper level of 370 ug/l, still over 25 times higher than what 
we were told it would be. 

 Iron levels in the groundwater within the backfilled pit would not exceed 320 ug/l. In reality, 
though, levels as high as 14,000 ug/l have registered in a monitoring well within the backfilled 
pit referred to by FMC as MW-1014C (Exhibit 7). The most recent data reported by FMC for 
this well (Fourth Quarter, 2010) showed an iron level of 5200 ug/l, still over 15 times higher than 
what we were told it would be. 

 Manganese levels in the groundwater within the backfilled pit would not exceed 520 ug/l. In 
reality, though, levels as high as 41,000  ug/l have registered in a monitoring well within the 
backfilled pit referred to by FMC as MW-1013B (Exhibit 8). The most recent data reported by 
FMC for this well (First Quarter, 2011) showed a manganese level of 22,000 ug/l, still over 40  
times higher than what we were told it would be. 

 
My point is this:  FMC has already greatly exceeded the pollution levels within the backfilled pit 
that were authorized at the time of the permit hearing. This latest plan to construct infiltration 
basins at the mine site will be adding even more pollutants to the groundwater. This is clearly 
unacceptable, especially since, by FMC’s own computer modeling, the direction of groundwater 
flow at the Flambeau Mine site is toward and into the Flambeau River, through fractured bedrock. 
Enough is enough (Exhibit 9). 
 
 
3. Failure to avoid detriment to the public interest, including fish and wildlife or their habitat, 
natural scenic beauty or water quality 
 
The plan advanced by FMC to create infiltration galleries at the Flambeau Mine site does not avoid 
detriment to surface or groundwater quality. Rather than finding and cleaning up the SOURCE of the 
contamination that is making its way into surface waters at the mine site, FMC, as stated above, 
proposes to cover it up by collecting the contaminated runoff, presumably in perpetuity, and allowing it 
to seep into the earth where it can mingle with and subsequently contaminate groundwater reserves. 
 
FMC’s failure to meet the legal standard of avoiding detriment to water quality becomes clear when the 
following factors are examined: 
 

A). The FMC plan does not call for adequate baseline water quality testing of runoff at the 
mine site. 
 
FMC claims that the levels of contaminants in the runoff at the mine site are not of concern. The 
company’s reasoning, however, is flawed, as demonstrated below: 
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Section 3.6 of the plan states (emphasis added):  “Surface water quality from the 2010 spring and fall 
Biofilter monitoring activities were compared to Chapter NR 140 Groundwater Quality Standards. 
Based on this evaluation, surface water quality typical of the runoff from the Copper Park Business and 
Recreation Area meets water quality standards for the monitored parameters (Copper, Manganese, 
Sulfate and Zinc), or as in the case of Iron, are consistent with regional groundwater quality.” 
  
The 2010 spring and fall biofilter monitoring activities at the Flambeau Mine site generated only two 
sets of data collected at four sampling sites on two different days. It is flawed, from a scientific 
viewpoint, for FMC to extrapolate “typical” conditions from such a limited amount of data. In fact, any 
high school science teacher could tell you that. In January 2005 FMC submitted water samples to 
WDNR from 9 different sites on two consecutive days when anticipating remedial work within the 
Industrial Outlot (Exhibit 10). WNDR concluded the data was “insufficient to support any final 
conclusions” and instructed Kennecott to “collect more discrete samples in the area contributing runoff 
to [the 0.9-acre biofilter] in an effort to discern the source of the high copper concentrations exhibited 
thus far” (Exhibit 11). Now FMC is proposing an even larger project, encompassing three drainage 
basins, with submitting even less data. This makes no sense and is inconsistent with how WDNR 
managed the 2005-2006 work plan submitted by FMC. Surely, expanded data collection must be 
required of FMC before a permit decision is made.   
 
To demonstrate why expanded data collection should be required of FMC:  When FMC expanded its 
monitoring program for runoff in the Industrial Outlot in 2005 (as instructed by WDNR in the above-
referenced letter), 12 different sites within the Industrial Outlot were sampled (plus 3 sites along Stream 
C, outside of the Industrial Outlot) on 2 to 6 different dates. Copper levels in the Industrial Outlot runoff 
ranged from 27 micrograms per liter (µg/l) to a staggering 100,000 µg/l (Exhibit 12). The Chapter NR 
140 groundwater quality enforcement standard for copper is 1300 µg/l and the preventive action limit 
(PAL) is 130 µg/l. The surface water standards for copper, meant to protect fish and other aquatic 
species range from 6 ug/l (chronic exposure) to 9 ug/l (acute exposure) at a water hardness of  50 ppm. 
The unacceptably high levels of copper in a number of runoff samples prompted FMC to excavate 
all graveled areas around the buildings within the Industrial Outlot and lay down asphalt (Exhibit 
4).         
 
With regard to the present work plan, it is important to establish typical concentrations of pollutants in 
the water that will be draining into and percolating through the infiltration basins proposed by 
Kennecott, just as WDNR required comprehensive data collection for the 2005 work plan. Common 
sense dictates that expanded data collection is needed to help insure that the infiltration basins are able 
to handle the pollutant load. Therefore, FMC must be required to do a comprehensive study of 
runoff within the drainage areas proposed by the company to establish typical conditions. 
 

B). FMC’s plan contains no provisions for surface or groundwater quality monitoring. 
Without such monitoring, it will not be possible to determine if the legal standard of avoiding 
detriment to water quality is being met. 
 

1. Stream C.  Section 3.6 of the plan outlines extensive activities impacting Stream C, 
including removal of 3 culverts, removal of the 0.9-acre biofilter outlet that previously 
connected to Stream C, filling approximately 500 square feet of wetlands to realign Stream 
C, and disturbing 102,900 square feet of the stream bank within 300 feet of the ordinary high 
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water mark. Yet, even though Stream C has been classified as navigable by WDNR, no 
provisions are included by FMC in its plan for collecting baseline data prior to 
implementation of the plan or post-implementation. Since elevated levels of copper and zinc 
in Stream C historically have been reported by FMC since mine construction, and since at 
least part of the rationale for FMC’s proposing of the present plan is to spare Stream C from 
further impact, it makes no sense to NOT collect baseline and post-construction data. 
 
Over the years FMC has implemented 3 different work plans in an attempt to mitigate 
adverse impacts to Stream C (Exhibits 3, 4 and 5). Each time they have failed to reduce 
copper levels in the stream to legal limits (Exhibit 13). With this kind of track record, it is 
important to monitor for the success or failure of the latest attempt by FMC to deal with 
elevated copper levels in Stream C. Surface water monitoring must be required.  
    

2. Surface Water in Infiltration Basins.  The FMC plan has no provisions for monitoring 
surface water quality in the three infiltration basins. The Biofilter Management Plan 
approved by WDNR and currently being implemented at the site requires spring and fall 
water quality testing for a minimum of three years or until stabilization has occurred (Exhibit 
14).  Until it is established that the three new infiltration basins are functioning as planned, 
WDNR should be consistent in requiring comparable testing. One change, though, is that  
iron should be added to the test panel since FMC data submitted to WDNR consistently and 
paradoxically shows that iron levels in the water draining OUT of the 0.9-acre biofilter at the 
mine site have been HIGHER than the iron levels in the water draining INTO the biofilter. 

  
3. Surface Water in Restored Wetlands.   Section 3.3 of the plan states that wetlands will be 

restored in an area “west of Highway 27, north of Copper Park Lane, the former rail spur, 
and the 0.9-acre Biofilter.” Historically, water sampling in this area (FMC sampling site SW-
C8) has consistently shown elevated levels of copper that clearly exceed the toxicity standard 
set by the State of Wisconsin for copper (Exhibit 13).  To insure that water quality in the 
wetland created by FMC will meet standards set to protect fish and other aquatic species, 
WDNR needs to require the company to test the water at least twice a year and report the 
results to the Department. 
 

4. Groundwater.  The FMC plan contains no provisions for monitoring groundwater quality 
downgradient from the infiltration basins. Runoff from the mine site historically has 
contained contaminants that now will be routed to the infiltration basins. To insure that the 
infiltration basins are functioning as designed and groundwater reserves are being protected, 
WDNR should require FMC to install downgradient monitoring wells. Otherwise there will 
be no way to insure that the legal standard of avoiding “detriment to … water quality” is 
being met. 

 
C). WDNR has failed to identify any applicable water quality standards for FMC’s 

infiltration basins. 
 
Section 3.6 of the plan states that the water samples collected in 2010 as part of FMC’s biofilter 
monitoring activities meet “water quality standards for the monitored parameters.” The company 
apparently is assuming that the applicable water quality standard for a pollutant in an infiltration basin is 
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the groundwater MCL specified in Chapter NR 140. Is FMC correct in its assumption, or do surface 
water quality standards apply? If indeed the groundwater MCL is the applicable enforcement standard 
for a pollutant in an infiltration basin, will exceedances of PAL standards in the surface water trigger a 
NR 140.24(4) response from the Department? These things need to be clarified before a permit is issued. 
 
 
4. Failure to insure that the project will not cause environmental pollution as defined in Wis. Stat. 
299.01(4) 
 
(4) "Environmental pollution" means the contaminating or rendering unclean or impure the air, land or 
waters of the state, or making the same injurious to public health, harmful for commercial or 
recreational use, or deleterious to fish, bird, animal or plant life. 
 
FMC’s plan allows for the continued “rendering unclean or impure the … waters of the state” by virtue 
of the fact that the plan does not call for finding and cleaning up the source of the pollution, but rather 
covering it up by collecting the contaminated runoff, presumably in perpetuity, and allowing it to seep 
into the earth where it can mingle with and subsequently contaminate groundwater reserves. 
 
As mentioned above, FMC has already greatly exceeded the pollution levels within the backfilled pit 
that were authorized at the time of the permit hearing. This latest plan to construct infiltration basins at 
the mine site will be adding even more pollutants to the groundwater. This is clearly unacceptable, 
especially since, by FMC’s own computer modeling, the direction of groundwater flow at the Flambeau 
Mine site is toward and into the Flambeau River, through fractured bedrock. Enough is enough. 
 
 
5. Failure of FMC to provide truthful information: 
 
Section 2.3 of the plan states:  
 
The proposed project is exempt from the post-construction stormwater management requirements under 
ch. NR 151.12(2)(3): “A post-construction site with less than 10% connected imperviousness based on 
complete development of the post-construction site, provided the cumulative area of all parking lots is 
less than one acre.” 
 
Considering the fairly large parking lots associated with the buildings in the Industrial Outlot and the 
Equestrian trailhead (which, in effect, serves as a parking lot), and adding the surface area of the 
rooftops (which FMC omitted when quoting NR 151.12(2)(3) above), it appears that the one-acre 
maximum has been exceeded. In fact, upon examining Figure 2-1 (“Existing Site Conditions”) in the 
FMC plan and using the 0.9-acre existing biofilter basin as a point of reference, it becomes clear that the 
one acre upper limit for parking lots and rooftops indeed has been exceeded (Exhibit 15). Therefore, 
FMC’s claim that the project is exempt from post-construction stormwater management requirements is 
false, and those management requirements must be incorporated into the plan.        
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6. Disputed navigability of Stream C. 
 
Section 3.6 of the plan states (emphasis added): “During previous reviews of the site by the WDNR, 
Intermittent Stream C was determined to be a navigable waterway by the WDNR. … Flambeau believes 
this determination is incorrect for that part of Stream C just north of Copper Park Lane …”  Again, in 
Section 2.3 of the plan FMC states that “Flambeau … does not consider Stream C to be navigable in the 
area that grading and alteration activity is taking place.”  
 
If a stream is declared navigable (as Stream C was at the time of the Flambeau Mine permit hearing), all 
regulations should apply, no matter where the stream is being impacted by human activity. If FMC is 
correct in its reasoning, it would mean that regulations dictating activity in navigable waters would NOT 
apply to the headwaters of the Mississippi, the Missouri, the Flambeau or any other navigable stream. 
This makes no sense at all. 
 
In addition, Section 3.6 of the plan states that “Flambeau believes” the designation of Stream C as 
navigable is incorrect. It is not the job of the company to make such determination, but rather the 
appropriate regulatory agency. Therefore, Flambeau’s opinion is not controlling. 
 
I have walked Stream C and found it to be very beautiful and scenic. I have also photographed it 
(Exhibits 16-19) and wish to go on record in support of WDNR’s determination that the stream, while 
intermittent, is still navigable. Therefore, any activities that FMC currently views as “voluntary” with 
regard to how navigable waters are to be treated plus any other legal requirements for navigable waters 
must be enforced by the Department. 
 
7. Failure of FMC to test biofilter sediment for contaminants. 
 
Section 4.1 of the plan contains no provisions for testing the accumulated sediment in the 0.9-acre 
biofilter for contaminants. Surely this must be an oversight. Comprehensive testing is needed to provide 
important information about the types of contaminants at the mine site, and, therefore, the types of 
contaminants that may be in the runoff draining into the new infiltration basins and ultimately mingling 
with groundwater reserves. In addition, testing is needed so that the sediment is handled appropriately at 
the designated landfill. 
 
 
8. Questions involving federal involvement in the review process: 
 

A. EPA Underground Injection Control (UIC) Program 
 

The water in the infiltration basins will be seeping into the earth where it can mingle with and 
subsequently contaminate groundwater reserves. For example, FMC’s plan calls for the floor of the East 
Copper Park Infiltration Basin to be only 5 or 6 feet above the groundwater table. This raises the issue of 
the proposed plan being subject to EPA’s Underground Injection Control (UIC) Program. On its web 
page, EPA states the following:  

  



9 
 

The UIC Program defines an injection well as: 

 A bored, drilled, or driven shaft, or a dug hole that is deeper than it is wide,  
 An improved sinkhole, or  
 A subsurface fluid distribution system. 

Has EPA been consulted on the plan advanced by FMC to construct the infiltration basins? If not, this 
must be done. 
 

B. Army Corps of Engineers Involvement in Fill Activities 
 

Section 2.3 of the plan states:  “Flambeau does not believe jurisdictional “fill” activity will occur as a 
result of any of the above described activities.” While Flambeau may believe this, it is not the job of the 
company to make this determination. Has the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and Environmental 
Protection Agency been consulted to make said determination? If now, this must be done.  
 
9. Miscellaneous concerns with the FMC plan: 
 

A. Removal of limestone aggregate from swale:  Section 2.2.1 of the plan states:  “The 
existing rock-lined swale along the north side of the asphalt parking lot will be converted into a 
vegetated swale.”  According to the “Flambeau Industrial Outlot Action Plan, November 2005,” the 
swale was lined with limestone aggregate to serve as a buffer for potential acid mine drainage and 
thereby reduce copper levels in surface water runoff (Exhibit 4 - see pages 2-3 of the work plan in 
particular). Why, now, does the company feel this buffering is not needed? It would seem especially 
important to reduce copper levels in surface water runoff with the proposed plan, since the water will be 
percolating through the infiltration basin, directly into groundwater reserves. 
 

B. Flood potential:  Sections 2.2.4, 2.2.4.1, 2.2.4.2 and 2.2.4.3 of the plan state that the three 
infiltration basins proposed by FMC will collect and infiltrate runoff for storms up to and including “the 
100-year, 24-hour storm event.” For the record, I would like to point out that the Flambeau Mine is 
located within the flood plain of the Flambeau River, and Ladysmith experienced a worse than once-in-
a-hundred-year flood in 1994, with flood waters from the Flambeau River clearly extending beyond the 
100-year floodplain (Exhibits 20-21). So the possibility of the infiltration basins being overtaxed, 
causing polluted water to overflow into Stream C and the Flambeau River, should not be dismissed. 
 

C. Professional oversight of plan implementation:  Section 4.2 of the plan makes reference to 
a “qualified construction observer” who will, among other things, “document general adherence to the 
Work Plan.”  WDNR needs to clarify what FMC means by “qualified construction observer.” The plan, 
as submitted, is complex, and certainly the watchful eye of a professional engineer, on site, is needed to 
insure proper implementation.  
 
In conclusion, I go on record in opposition to WDNR granting the Chapter 30 permit to FMC 
because the plan submitted by FMC fails to meet applicable legal standards, FMC provided false 
and/or misleading information in the Chapter 30 permit application and the plan itself, and the 
plan has additional problems as cited above.  
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EXHIBITS 
 

1. Copper Park Business and Recreation Area Work Plan, Appendix F: Application for 
Wetland Water Quality Certification, Foth Infrastructure and Environment, on behalf of 
Flambeau Mining Company, May 2011. 

2. Letter from Wisconsin Assistant Attorney General Thomas Dawson to Attorney Glenn 
Stoddard regarding: Notice of Intent to File Citizens Suit under Wis. Stat. §293.89 – 
Flambeau Mine, April 23, 2010. 

3. Final Soil Sampling Results and Remediation Plan for the Flambeau Mining Company 
Railroad Spur West of STH-27, Ladysmith, Wisconsin, Foth & Van Dyke, on behalf of 
Flambeau Mining Company, October 20, 2003. 

4. Flambeau Industrial Outlot Action Plan, Foth & Van Dyke, on behalf of Flambeau 
Mining Company, November 22, 2005. 

5. 2008 Monitoring Results and Copper Park Work Plan, Foth & Van Dyke, on behalf of 
Flambeau Mining Company, October 14, 2008. 

6. Copper Pollution within Backfilled Pit at Flambeau Mine Site (MW-1014B), WRPC 
graphic utilizing FMC monitoring data on file with WDNR. 

7. Iron Pollution within Backfilled Pit at Flambeau Mine Site (MW-1014C), WRPC graphic 
utilizing FMC monitoring data on file with WDNR. 

8. Manganese Pollution within Backfilled Pit at Flambeau Mine Site (MW-1013B), WRPC 
graphic utilizing FMC monitoring data on file with WDNR. 

9. Report on Groundwater and Surface Water Contamination at the Flambeau Mine, David 
M. Chambers, Ph.D. and Kendra Zamzow, Ph.D., Center for Science in Public 
Participation, June 5, 2009, Figure A: Plan View Groundwater Flow. 

10. Stream C – 2004 Year End Analysis of Collected Data, Flambeau Mining Company, 
January 20, 2005. 

11. Correspondence between Larry Lynch of WDNR and Jana Murphy of FMC regarding 
inadequacy of FMC data collection, March 22, 2005. 

12. Stream C – 2005 Analysis of Collected Data, Flambeau Mining Company, October 24, 
2005. 

13. Copper Concentrations in Biofilter Surface Water and Stream C at Flambeau Mine Site 
(1999-2010), data table assembled by Laura Gauger utilizing FMC monitoring data on 
file with WDNR, July 2011. 

14. Biofilter Management Plan, Foth & Van Dyke, on behalf of Flambeau Mining Company, 
January 2007.  

15. Copper Park Business and Recreation Area Work Plan, Appendix F, Figure 2: Existing 
Site Conditions, Foth Infrastructure and Environment, on behalf of Flambeau Mining 
Company, May 2011. 

16. Stream C – downstream of Biofilter outlet and upstream of Copper Park Lane, photo by 
Laura Gauger, April 26, 2011. 

17. Stream C – downstream of Copper Park Lane, photo by Laura Gauger, April 18, 2011. 
18. Stream C – immediately upstream of discharge point into Flambeau River, photo by 

Laura Gauger, April 18, 2011. 
19. Stream C –discharge point into Flambeau River, photo by Laura Gauger, April 18, 2011. 
20. Ladysmith News, front page coverage of Flambeau Mine flood, September 22, 1994. 
21. Flambeau Mine flood, aerial photos by Bob Olsgard, September 17, 1994. 


