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ecutive Summary

The term “Superfund” means many things to different people in Minnesota: clean drinking water
to suburban residents; emergency action to protect children from lead exposure; drum removals;
a landfill cover that reduces ground water contamination; a quick response to a tire fire; and the
ability to put new developments on former polluted properties.

In Fiscal Year 1993 (FY 93), [See Appendix 1 for Acronyms] the state and federal programs and
laws, collectively called Superfund, responded to 60 environmental emergencies such as spills,
fires, and accidents involving hazardous substances, cleaned up all or part of 16 high priority

sites, approved 102 actions associated with voluntary investigations and cleanups, delisted ten
sites, addressed 96 abandonment instances (including 204 barrels), and ensured cleanup progress
at 148 of the 184 Superfund sites in Minnesota.

The Minnesota Environmental Response and Liability Act (MERLA) of 1983 established the
Environmental Response, Compensation and Compliance Fund (Fund) and authorized the
Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (MPCA) to spend Fund dollars to investigate and clean up
releases of hazardous substances, pollutants, or contaminants. The Minnesota Comprehensive
Ground Water Protection Act of 1989 amended MERLA to authorize the Minnesota Department
of Agriculture (MDA) to access the Fund to investigate and clean up incidents involving
agricultural chemicals.

The directives of MERLA are carried out through the Minnesota Superfund Program. As
required by Minnesota Statute Section 115B.20, subd. 6, this report details the activities for
which Fund dollars have been spent during FY 93 by the MPCA and MDA and puts forth
initiatives for the Fund for FY 94, :

MPCA and MDA have been successful in efforts to seek out responsible parties (RPs) to fund
and conduct cleanup activities with MPCA/MDA oversight. MPCA has also succeeded in
securing federal dollars to fund cleanup activities. Despite these efforts, the availability of Fund
dollars will continue to be critical to pay for staff, secure the cooperation of RPs, provide the
state’s required ten percent match for federally funded cleanups, and conduct cleanup of sites not
eligible for federal funding, where RPs are unable or unwilling to do the work.

MPCA/MDA Responsibilities

The MPCA serves as the lead agency for the investigation and cleanup of most federal Superfund
sites in Minnesota under the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and
Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA) and the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act of
1986 (SARA). The MPCA/MDA Superfund program also fulfills functions specified in MERLA
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(Minnesota Statute Section 115B). The MPCA and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA) work cooperatively on enforcement and fund-financed activities involving Minnesota’s 43
Superfund sites listed on the federal National Priorities List (NPL).

MPCA/MDA Superfund responsibilities consist of six basic components:
1. Responding to emergency situations;
2. Discovering and assessing sites for possible addition to the state or federal Superfund lists;

3. Overseeing RPs or their contractors in the investigation and cleanup of RP-financed
“traditional” Superfund sites such as old industrial facilities, old dump sites, and sites of
spills or other chemical accidents;

4. Overseeing contractors in the investigation and cleanup of fund-financed Superfund sites;
5. Investigating and cleaning up permitted sanitary landfills (SLFs); and

6. Providing technical assistance and liability protection assurances to persons
conducting voluntary investigations and cleanups of contaminated property.

Under MERLA, the MPCA/MDA staff attempts to identify parties responsible for contributing to
a release or threatened release of hazardous substances, pollutants, or contaminants at identified
Superfund sites. RPs are given the opportunity to conduct site investigations and cleanups as
requested by the MPCA/MDA. At some sites, no RPs can be identified, or the RPs are unable to
take the appropriate action. In these instances, the MPCA/MDA may use the Fund to investigate
and, if necessary, clean up the sites. At some sites the RPs may be unwilling to take appropriate
actions. In these instances, the MPCA/MDA uses the Fund and then may seek cost recovery.

Recommendations

To ensure the continued success of the Superfund Program, MPCA and MDA staff offer the
following recommendations.

Alternatives to Superfund for Landfills. Although the state Superfund program is the only -
process currently available to address contamination problems at closed landfill sites where RPs

are unable or unwilling to do the work, a new program more closely tailored to SLFs, should be

adopted.
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"There should be one Superfund effort with the
states as primary implementors."

A task force of waste management officials agreed in a 1991 report to the Legislative
Committee on Waste Management (LCWM), “Alternatives to Superfund for Landfill
Cleanup,” that SLFs are a societal problem and that they should not be addressed under
Superfund. A separate cleanup program for landfills will allow for more prompt and cost-
effective cleanups, as well as eliminate the legal and other transaction costs associated with
these sites. It is recommended that SLFs be removed from the Superfund program and be
addressed in a new law and program.

Reauthorization of Federal Superfund Law in 1994, The federal Superfund program and
CERCLA are being criticized on many fronts. Because of the close linkage between the
federal and state Superfund programs, current challenges to CERCLA inevitably will affect
the state Superfund program’s resources, effectiveness, and future.

It is important to ensure that the federal Superfund remains a “polluter-pays” law using a
strict, joint-and-several liability standard because that is the most effective standard at the
majority of sites. All 10,000 - 20,000 sites, nationally, need to be addressed under a
reauthorized federal Superfund law. National cleanup standards would improve both
consistency and speed of cleanup decisions, and should be adopted by EPA. Finally, there
should be one Superfund effort with the states as primary implementors.

Voluntary Investigation and Cleanup (VIC) Program. The MPCA has developed a
unique program to provide technical assistance and liability protection assurances to persons
conducting voluntary investigations and cleanups of contaminated property. Recently, the
MDA has developed a complementary program to provide the same services at agricultural
chemical incident sites. More education and outreach to promote the VIC Program and
assist private parties and local governments to clean up contaminated sites should be
undertaken.

MDA Agricultural Chemical Sites. MDA requests that funding be maintained at the
current level for MDA activities involving Superfund. MDA is staffing positions that were
vacated during FY 93.

The following tables summarize expenditures and income of the Superfund program with a
review of Fund accomplishments.
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Superfund Program Expenditures and Income

Balance Forward 7-1-92 $9,736,000
Less Prior Year Adjustment* 323,000
Adjusted Balance Foward $9,413,000

MERLA Fund Expenditures $6,995,000 $43,763,000
Unliquidated Obligations 1,456,000 1,987,000
Total Expenditures and Obligations** $8,451,000 $45,750,000

Appropriations $1,000,000 $18,400,000
Fines and Reimbursements Paid by RPs 2,398,000 17,208,000
Hazardous Waste Generator Tax 401,000 8,655,000
Interest 494,000 8,109,000
Less Revenue Refund (3,000) (1,370,000)*
Total Income to the Fund $4,290,000 $51,002,000
MERLA Fund Balance 6-30-93 $5,252,000

Secured (Deobligated)

(3,965,078)

44,797,623

Expended**

4,962,502

31,369,076

* Prior year adjustment was due to FY 91 expenditures reflecting costs paid through 9-1-91 and not
reflecting outstanding obligations, and to revenue refunds due in large part to duplicate payments
received or for receipt of Hazardous Waste Generator Taxes in excess of actual amount due.

** Figures as of 8-31-93 for FY 93 budgets. Figures will change as expenditures, obligations, fines,

and reimbursements are obtained or paid out.
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- Superfund Program Accomplishments

Sites Added to State's Permanent List of Priorities 5 210
Sites Delisted from the Permanent List of Priorities 10 26
Sites Added to the Federal National Priority List 1 43
Responsible Party Response Actions Initiated 17 126
MERLA Funded Response Actions Initiated 1 32
F;:derally Funded Response Actions Initiated 1 25
Records of Decision Executed 10 55
MPCA Involvement in Lawsuits 11 31
Declared Emergencies 2 26
Abandoned Barrels and Drums Secured 204 669
MPCA Property Transfer File Evaluation Requests 1,946 *0,474
Voluntary Investigation and Cleanup Requests 82 *%206
VIC Cleanups Approved (Final and Interim) 21 **60
TFY §5-0%
**FY 89-93
—, Minnesota
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MERLA established the Fund and authorized the MPCA to spend Key Points o o
Fund dollars to investigate suspected releases of hazardous

substances, pollutants, or contaminants and to clean up releases.
The Minnesota Comprehensive Ground Water Protection Act of
1989 amended MERLA to authorize the Minnesota Department of
Finance (MDF) to administer the Fund, but retained the language
regarding appropriation of the money to MPCA and MDA.

In 1990, changes were made in the appropriation language to give
full administrative authority to the Commissioner of Finance. This
reauthorization allowed MDA equal access to the Fund to
investigate and clean up releases involving agricultural chemicals
(pesticides and fertilizers). In 1993, changes were made in the
appropriation language to give full administrative authority to the
Commissioners of MPCA and MDA. The two Commissioners will
jointly submit an annual spending plan to the Commissioner of
Finance at the beginning of each Fiscal Year.

MDF, MDA, and MPCA have a Memorandum of Agreement to
address various concemns involved in this change. This report
outlines the use of the MERLA Fund during FY 93, summarizes the
status of the Minnesota Superfund program, and puts forth future
program and legislative initiatives. In addition, this report discusses
the challenges to the federal Superfund program and federal
Superfund reauthorization, both of which are likely to affect the
state’s Superfund program.
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ogram Overview
The Minnesota Superfund program is composed of the following

functions:

1. To respond to emergency situations, such as a contaminated
drinking water supply, drum removal, or other situations that
have been determined to be imminent health hazards by the
Minnesota Department of Health (MDH);

2. To discover and conduct preliminary investigations of
potential hazardous substance, pollutant, or contaminant releases
from abandoned hazardous waste sites, solid waste sites, or
agricultural chemical sites, and to identify RPs;

3. To oversee RPs or their contractors in the conduct of
Remedial Investigations and Feasibility Studies (RI/FS) at all
sites;

4. To develop Records of Decision (RODs) and Minnesota
Decision Documents identifying the remedial designs (RD) and
response actions (RA) to be implemented, and to oversee RP
development and implementation of the RD/RA Plans for the
cleanup of sites;

5. To conduct the administrative activities for the management
of response action contractors, the MERLA Fund, and federal
Superfund money secured under Cooperative Agreements with
the EPA and with the U.S. Department of Defense. These
activities include developing standards and guidelines, assuring
technology transfer, data validation, training, etc.;

6. To conduct public information and community relations
activities;

7. To provide assistance to buyers, sellers, bankers, insurers, and
others in the transfer of property where potential or real
contamination problems and liability issues exist; and

8. To oversee voluntary investigations and cleanup actions
where parties can and are willing to do the work.
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Figure 1A: The Minnesota Superfund Process

Site Discovery

|

Confirm Hazardous Waste Site
Preliminary Assessment/Site Inspection (PA/SI)
Hazardous Ranking System (HRS) Score - .

Site Listing
Include on EPA National Priorities List (NPL) or
MPCA Permanent List of Priorities (PLP)

Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS)
Determine extent of contamination and evaluate remedial
action alternatives. Look for permanent options. Use
innovative technology wherever possible.

Remedial Design/Remedial Action (RD/RA)
Design and implement the remedial action.

|

Long-term Operation and Maintenance
Ground water pump-out, site monitoring.

Site Delisting from NPL/PLP
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The Superfund program continually responds to new information on emerging technologies,
changes in federal law, and more accurate health and ecological risk information. The program
also remains flexible to accommodate a broader range of sites.

Public awareness and interest in Superfund is increasing as concerns over the environment and
cleanup efforts become vital in the everyday lives of Minnesota citizens. Correcting and
preventing further environmental damage is a primary focus of the Superfund Program. The
money in the Fund protects resources and maintains Minnesota’s natural heritage.

The Minnesota Superfund process for hazardous
waste site cleanups is diagrammed in Figures 1A
and 1B. If parties agree to voluntary
investigation and cleanup actions, the MPCA
may use a different process. Potential Superfund

"Superfund ... responds to
new information on

sites are identified by the MPCA and MDA emerging technologies,
through calls from concerned citizens, routine changes in federal law, and
inspections by MPCA/MDA staff, reports of more accurate health and
hazardous substance spills, and analyses of public ecological risk information."

drinking water supplies sampled by MDH.

Through a Cooperative Agreement with EPA, the Site Assessment Unit assesses potential
hazardous waste sites in Minnesota. Initially, a Preliminary Assessment (PA) is conducted
involving a general review of readily accessible information to characterize a site and to
determine if it warrants further investigation.

When the PA indicates further investigation is warranted, the site enters the Site Investigation
(SI) phase, which is followed by the Expanded Site Investigation (ESI) phase, if necessary. Data
from the SI and ESI is used to prioritize sites using the Hazard Ranking System II (HRS II). The
HRS I scores are used to establish relative priorities among sites and to determine a site’s
eligibility for federal and/or state Superfund monies for response actions.

After completion of HRS II scoring, the site may then be added to the Permanent List of -
Priorities (PLP) and the NPL, depending on the score and nomination, after which an RI/FS is
conducted to determine the extent of contamination and to evaluate cleanup alternatives. Next, a
RD/RA is developed and implemented and, at some sites, is followed by long-term monitoring
and maintenance. Finally, after the site cleanup is complete, the site is delisted from the PLP. -
At sites where RPs have been identified, staff undertakes an administrative/enforcement process,
providing opportunities for RPs to negotiate a Response Order by Consent (Consent Order) or
operate under a Request for Response Action (RFRA).
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MPCA Administrative/Enforcement Process under MERLA -

Site Discovery

Conduct
HRS Scoring

Nominate for NPL
|

Commissioner Issues Notice
of Intent to Recommend RFRA
and Solicits RP to Negotiate
Consent Order

Yes

Consent Order | No
Agreement Reached
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pes of Sites in Superfund

All sites listed on the PLP have been assigned to one or more
response action classes as required by Minnesota Statute Section
115B.17, subd. 1. Each of the four response action classes is
defined as follows:

Class A - Declared Emergencies. This class includes all sites at
which an emergency has been declared by the Commissioner of the
MPCA or MDA. An “emergency” means that there has been or is
an imminent risk of fire or explosion, that a temporary water
supply is needed where an MDH drinking water advisory has been
issued, or that an advisory has been issued where immediate
adverse human or animal health effects may be anticipated due to
direct contact or inhalation of hazardous substances, pollutants, or
contaminants.

Currently, six sites are listed in Class A. They consist of the
Duluth Former City Dump, Schloff Chemical in St. Louis Park,
and Valentine Clark in St. Paul; and ground water contamination at
Lakeland, St. Paul Park, and Winona.

Class B - Response Actions Completed and Operation and
Maintenance/Long-term Monitoring Ongoing. This class
includes all sites where response actions have been completed and
long-term monitoring of these completed actions is in progress.
This class also includes all sites where activities are necessary to
operate and maintain response actions that have previously been
completed. There are 34 sites listed in Class B.

Class C - Response Actions Necessary or in Progress or First
Year Operation and Maintenance at a Site. This class includes
all sites where remedial design and implementation of response
actions (other than Class A or B) such as soil decontamination, first
year ground water pump out Or monitoring are necessary to
complete a permanent remedy or cleanup of a site. There are 148
sites listed in Class C.
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Class D - RI/FS Necessary or in Progress. This class includes all sites which require a RI
to determine the extent, magnitude, and nature of the release or threatened release, and a FS
to evaluate and select response action(s). There are currently 133 sites listed as Class D.

Since sites may be listed under more than one class depending upon their cleanup status, the
totals of Class A, B, C, and D sites is much greater than the total number of sites on the PLP.
More than one listing indicates the site may have a number of actions pending. See the Site

Status Report in Appendix 3 for specific sites included in the specific classes.

Delisted Sites. Since the PLP was created, 26 sites have been delisted, and ten of these sites
were delisted during FY 93. These sites were delisted because cleanup of known
contamination at these sites has been completed and no further action is thought to be
necessary, the site was combined with another site, or the site was transferred out of the
Superfund program. (See Table 1 for delisted sites.)

Voluntary Sites. Since the VIC Program was created, 296 voluntary parties have requested
assistance.

Minnesota




Table 1: Delisted Superfund Sites

Adrian Municipal Well Field* Nobles
Airco Lime Sludge Pit Hennepin
Askov Ground Water Contamination Pine
Atwater Municipal Well Field* Kandiyohi
DM & IR Car Shops* St. Louis
DNR Duxbury Pesticide Site* Pine
DNR Nett Lake/Orr Pesticide Site St. Louis
Ecolotech Inc. Hennepin
Ford Twin Cities Assembly Site* Ramsey
Former McKay Manufacturing Company Ramsey
43 East Water Street Ramsey
Fritz Craig Salvage Operation* Hubbard
HWK/Meeker/Design Classics/Litchfield Site* Meeker
Isanti Martin Site Isanti
Jackson Municipal Well Field* Jackson
Lost Lake Dump Site Hennepin
Lund's Farmer Seed and Nursery* Stearns
Maple Plain Dump Site Hennepin
Morris Arsenic Site Stevens
Northern Twp. Ground Water Contamination Beltrami
Owatonna Dump Site* Steele

7 Polymetal Products, Inc. Ramsey
Portec-Pioneer Division Hennepin
Sonford Products Washington
Union Scrap Iron and Metal Hennepin
Wadena Arsenic Wadena/Ottertail

* Delisted in FY 93

—, Minnesota
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atus of the Fund

The status of the Fund as of June 30, 1993, is detailed in Table 2.
The Fund balance at the end of FY 93 is $5,252,000. All
cumulative income and expenditure figures are approximate.

In 1983, the Fund was established with a $5,000,000 transfer
from the General Fund. An additional $4,500,000 in FY 88, and
$5,900,000 in FY 89 were appropriated from the Water Pollution
Control Fund. One million dollars were transferred from the
General Fund in FY 90, and in both FY 92 and FY 93,
$1,000,000 were transferred from the Motor Vehicle Transfer
Account.

The Fund investments are managed by the MDF, and a
Hazardous Waste Generator Tax is collected by the Department
of Revenue. MPCA and MDA have recovered approximately
$17,208,000 in the form of penalties and reimbursements from
RPs since the Fund was established. A summary of Fund
expenditures during FY 93 is presented in Table 3.

The MPCA'’s administrative costs represent salaries for 66
MPCA staff, as well as travel, equipment, and supply
expenditures associated with responding to emergencies and
implementing site cleanups. The MPCA staff estimates that
greater than 80 percent of the administrative costs are
expenditures that result in securing response action commitments
from RPs. These costs are reimbursed by RPs. Administrative
costs include salaries, benefits, overhead, equipment, supplies,
and travel. The legal cost of services provided by the state
Attorney General’s Office for non-site specific program
development makes up a portion of the Superfund administrative
Cost.

In FY 93, MDA administrative costs include salaries, benefits,
overhead, travel, and program legal costs. Site-specific legal
costs included a successful cost recovery action for Lund’s
Farmers Seed and Nursery.

Minnesota |
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Table 2: General Ledger Balance of the Fund as of 6-30-93

Original (FY 83)

$5,000,000

Transfers from Water Pollution Control Fund (FY 10,400,000
88-89)
Transfer from General Fund (FY 90) 1,000,000
Transfer from Motor Vehicle Transfer Fund (FY 2,000,000
92-93)
Subtotal $18,400,000

Interest on Investments $8,109,000
Fines and Reimbursements Paid by Responsible 17,208,000
Parties

Hazardous Waste Generator Taxes 8,655,000
Less Revenue Refunds (1,370,000)
Subtotal $32,602,000

Expenditures and Obligations (FY 83 - 93)

($45,750,000)
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Table 3: FY 93 State Superfund Expenditures by MPCA and MDA

Superfund Program Administrative Costs $4,349,084 $130,036
Site-specific Contractual Costs 2,055,460 182,330
Attorney General Costs 116,489 5,646
Site-specific Laboratory Analytical Costs 144,742 11,325
Unliquidated Obligations $1,447,804 7,698

Combined Total $8,450,614
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se of Federal Fund Dollars
|

Minnesota has 43 sites on the NPL that are eligible for federal
funding based on priority. So far, the MPCA has secured a
cumulative total of $44,797,623 in federal Superfund dollars.
This amount is a decrease from previous years' accumulation, as
it reflects not only $1,338,261 in additional funds secured during
FY 93, but $5,303,339 returned to the federal fund by the MPCA
from two federal sites. One site, Kummer SLF, was previously
funded for RA activities and the excess ($5,099,297) was
returned to EPA. The other site, Perham Arsenic Site, was
designated as a federal lead site and previous funding to the state
($204,042) to act as lead agency was returned.

The federal Superfund monies were secured for:
1. Responding to emergency situations;

2. Conducting preliminary assessments and preliminary site
investigations at Minnesota sites included on a federal inventory,
the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and
Liability Information System (CERCLIS), of potential hazardou
waste sites; -

3. Tasking contractors to conduct RI/FS and RD/RA activities at Minnesota fund-financed
sites included on the NPL;

4. Administration of Superfund sites by MPCA employees, including work on innovative
technologies, pilot studies, training, etc.; and

5. RP searches, RFRA and ROD development, and RP cleanup activity oversight under the
enforcement cooperative agreement.

The federal dollars secured can be expended over several fiscal years. State money is needed
to match ten percent of the amount secured from federal Superfund for site-specific remedial
actions and administrative and development activities.

During FY 93, the MPCA spent $4,962,502 federal Superfund dollars for response action
activities at 27 sites. Of this amount, $3,143,429 was spent on site-specific cleanup actions at
12 sites; $430,364 on enforcement cleanup actions at 15 sites; and $1,388,709 on
programmatic activities. Table 4 details expenditures of federal dollars by MPCA.
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f Federal Superfund Dollars

South Andover $19,725 RI/FS, MA, RD

Arrowhecad ' 12,003 RD, MA, State Lead RD
Ritari 85,343 RI/FS

LaGrand SLF 28,781 RI/FS, RD, Federal RA
LeHillier/Mankato 31,484 RA

MacGillis & Gibbs 72,845 RI/FS, MA

Kummer SLF Cover 69,088 RA

Perham Arsenic Site 3,074 RI/FS, MA

Long Prairie 115,665 RA/R&I, RD

Reilly Tar 69,044 RD/RA, RI/FS

New Brighton 127.410 RA, IRM

Dakhue SLF 2,508,967 RI/FS, RD, Federal RA

Enforcement Cooperative Agreement

St. Augusta SLF $41,613 RI/FS Oversight, Negot.
Apgate Lake 4,002 RI/FS Oversight

Olmsted County SLF 17,615 RI/FS Oversight

Oak Grove SLF 24,934 RD/RA Oversight
Arrowhead 42,416 RD/RA Oversight

Baytown 20,018 RI/FS Oversight R
Pigs Eye Dump 14,344 RI/FS Negot., PRP Search
Pine Bend SLF 15,229 RI/FS Ncgot., PRP Scarch
St. Louis River 95,008 RI/FS Negot., Oversight

St. Louis River 7,619 RD/RA Negot., Oversight
WDE SLF 66,608 RD/RA Oversight
Washington County SLF 29,183 RD/RA Negot., PRP Scarch
East Bethel SLF 12,807 PRP Scarch

Frceway SLF 12,635 PRP Scarch

Dakhue SLF 5,624 RI/FS Negot.

PRP Searches 20,709 Several Sites

Program
Core Program $816,952 Mgmt./Prog. Development
PA/SI Coopcrative Agreement 571,757 Conduct PA/SI

Total - E 54,962,502 e
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e of MERLA Dollars

During FY 93, $2,515,992 from the MERLA F}md was used by
the MPCA and MDA to cover the costs of tasking contractors to :

respond to releases of hazardous substances, pollutants, or
contaminants at 22 sites listed on the PLP, to emergency
incidents, and to numerous reports of abandoned barrels
containing hazardous substances. Table 5 details site-specific
and programmatic FY 93 expenditures of MERLA dollars.
These costs do not include administrative expenditures.

anups by RPs
ing Private Dollars

The vast majority of cleanups at Minnesota sites are implemented
using private dollars. RPs have been approached to provide
information on their past waste disposal practices. The MPCA
receives information about potential site contamination through
RP duty-to-notify information, industrial practices surveys, or
searches of old records uncovered by MPCA staff.

Key Points

If a financially viable RP is found, the RP becomes involved in
the cleanup process through agreements such as the Consent
Order, a RFRA, or voluntary participation in the remedial
process. RPs pay for the necessary investigations and cleanups,
as well as reimburse the state for its administrative oversight and
contractual expenses.
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Minnesota

ERLA Fund Dollars

St. Paul Park Ground Water Cont.

$14,758 | RD/RA Soil Removal
McGuire Wire Salvage 70,512 | Interim RA
‘Winona Ground Water Contarnination 29,463 | G d Water Pump
Kumrmer Sanitary Landfill 4,064 | Cover RA
Kummer Sanitary Landfill, OU 3 79,616 | Bioremediation Study RD
Schioff Chemical and Supply 14,264 | RI/FS
Perron Road 254 | Drinking Water
LeHillier G d Water Cs 6,000 | Op and Mai
Sauk Centre Sanitary Landfill 11,997 | Risk Assessment
Battle Lake Sanitary Landfill 15,622 | RI/FS
Amdura 643,557 | RD/RA
Isanti-Chisago Sanitary Landfill 6,507 | Ground Water RD/RA

Red Hanson 983 | Emergency Well Filtration
Baytown/Lake Elmo Airport 171,257 | Inmterim RA

Freeway Sanitary Landfill 53,984 | Risk Assecssment

Superior Plating 21,569 | Emergency Action

Castle Rock (MDA) 75,123 | Bottled Water and RA
Howe Soil Contamination (MDA) 83,038 | RI - Phase II Remediation
ANR Freight - Fridley (MDA) 2,416 | Emergency Response
O'Neil Arsenic Release (MDA) 2,010 | Emergency Response
‘Walters Arsenic Release (MDA) 4,776 | Emergency Response

Aband. d 1 Pre $369,080 | Abarxioned barrels
Arsenic 11,816 | Investigation, clean up
Arsenic (MDA) 14,967 Collection

Site-specific Legal Exp 116,489 A General supp
Site specific Legal Expenses (MDA) 5,646 | A y General supp
Site-specific Lab Analy 1 Sves 144,742 | Labtesis

Sits-specific Lab Anal. Sves (MDA) 11,325 | Labtests

Hazardous Waste Spills, Emergencios 205,018 | Spill, emergency response
Solid Waste Investigations 25,010 | Investigating SW sites
PA/SI 33,292 | Asscasing sitos

J? ive Tre Technology 43,902 | Analysis of new

Total

$2,515,992

Superfund




Page 21

How much have the RPs spent in FY 93? Table 6 shows a comparison of RP funds expended
at the sites identified in the Site Status Report, (Appendix 3). In the past year, approximately
$21 million was spent on industrial sites and $17 million on landfills. RPs spent almost 86
percent of the total costs in both cases. For every MERLA dollar, RPs spent $16.

Since annual variability in expenditures may differ from long-term expenditures, cumulative
expenditures are shown in Table 7, based on the totals shown in the Site Status Report. It is
evident from Table 7 that, on industrial sites, RPs spent about 88 percent of all the
investigation and cleanup expenses to date ($265 million), and 72 percent on expenditures for
landfills ($ 51 million). Over the period 1983 to 1993, RPs spent about $21 for each MERLA
dollar spent at industrial and landfill sites. The MERLA funds reported in this table refer to
incurred cleanup expenses, and do not reflect total programmatic expenses shown in the
Executive Summary.

During CY 92, MPCA staff also recovered more than $ 0.8 million from RPs for both
administrative and contractual expenses, shown in Table 8. For RPs associated with landfill
cleanups, the reimbursement rate was 83.7 percent. For the industrial program the rate was
slightly lower for RPs working under a Consent Order (78.5 percent) or in a voluntary mode
(82.3 percent). The reimbursement rate fell below 50 percent under conditions of a RFRA.

Some RPs may not be financially viable entities and could not reimburse the state for its
expenses. Thus, the MPCA may need to make use of state Fund sources to undertake cleanup
or provide drinking water, which will not be reimbursed. During CY 92, MPCA spent about
$270,000 at two financially troubled sites, providing drinking water to residents in St. Paul
Park, and maintaining a water treatment system at the Schloff Chemical site in Minneapolis.

- Table 6: Expenditures for Cleanup in FY 93 -

Program CERCLA MERLA Responsible Total Funds
Funds (FY93) | Funds (FY 93) Party Funds

Dollars $886,165 $1,917,110 $18,877,000 $21,680,295

% of Total 4% 9% 87% 100%

Dollars $2,666,899 $149,651 $14,387,000 $17,203,550
% of Total 15% 1% 84% 100%
A e e Minnesota
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- Table 7: Superfuhd Program Expenditures, 1983 - 93 .

Program

CERCLA
Funds

MERLA
Funds

Responsible
Party Funds

Total Funds

Dollars

$21,153,000

$11,539,000

$233,009,000

$265,701,000

% of Total

8%

4%

88%

100%

Dollars $12,841,000 $1,315,000 $37,358,000 $51,514,000
% of Total 25% 3% 73% 100%
Table 8: Reimbursements by Responsible Parties of MPCA
Expenses CY 1992 . '
Enforcement Administrative Contract Reimbursed Percentage .
Mechanism Expenses Expenses Expenses Reimbursed

Consent Order $218,300 $8,900 $178,300 78.5%
RFRA 510,500 282,200 388,400 49.0%
Non-RFRA 97,700 7,000 85,900 82.0%
Total $826,500 $298,100 $652,600 58.0%

$224,100

$15,700

$200,700

83.7%
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iture Challenges

The Superfund program will face a number of significant challenges in the near future, and
proposed changes in both the state and federal law may have dramatic impacts on how old
hazardous waste sites are addressed in Minnesota. Among the most prominent issues:

» The U.S. Congress is in the process of reauthorizing CERCLA and proposals for change are
being provided by a wide variety of special interest, environmental, and government groups.
Any change in CERCLA will have a direct bearing upon federal and state sites in Minnesota.

* A growing number of businesses and municipalities are calling for change in MERLA, in
response to several high-profile third-party lawsuits that have been filed or threatened. Most
of the sites generating these large and expensive legal actions are landfill sites, and proposals
for removing municipal solid waste landfills from the Superfund program are moving into the
legislative arena.

+ Cities unable to attract new businesses because available properties are contaminated are
becoming increasingly concerned about how best to clean up contaminated land and get it
back into productive use. There is a growing need to educate the private and public sectors
about the VIC Program. This effort should not add to the VIC Program costs to the detriment
of some voluntary parties who then may not be able to afford the assistance provided by the
VIC Program staff.

» Major critiques of the Superfund program, especially at the federal level, have led to calls
for streamlining the hazardous waste cleanup process and reducing Superfund cleanup and
transaction costs, while still providing protective cleanups that will allow for productive re-
use of land.

Minnesota’s progressive Superfund program has been in the spotlight throughout 1993, as the
U.S. Congress and critics of Superfund search for solutions to CERCLA’s problems.
Minnesota Superfund staff and the Attorney General’s Office have been providing testimony
at Congressional hearings about the state’s approaches to Superfund’s major woes. MPCA
staff also have been discussing with Minnesota legislators how to improve the Superfund
program.

Legislative Challenge: Minnesota’s Landfill Sites.

While the Minnesota State Legislature (Legislature) addressed long-term funding for the
“traditional” state Superfund program in the '93 session, another weighty problem remains: =~
the large bill for cleaning up old landfill sites. Sixty-three sites on the state’s PLP are
landfills, and these require cleanup and closure. Currently, operating landfills must have
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financial assurance to stay in business, but the landfills of the past operated under no such
requirements. Currently, the Superfund law is the only mechanism that the MPCA has to
clean up closed landfills. There is a broad-based consensus that Superfund is not the best tool
for the job.

Superfund is a polluter-pays law, created to make sure that business or individuals who
disposed of hazardous wastes at a site would clean up the contamination. At industrial sites,
this makes sense; at landfill sites, where household garbage can be one of the sources of
contamination, assessing responsibility is not as simple. The large industrial waste
generators, small businesses disposing of waste, and municipalities providing garbage
disposal, may all be considered responsible parties for landfill sites.

At several sites in Minnesota, groups of responsible parties who have been named liable for
landfill cleanup have filed or threatened to file third-party lawsuits against large numbers of
smaller parties who may have contributed wastes to sites. At one site, Oak Grove SLF, the
threatened lawsuit may well include as many as 1,000 parties. The burden such a lawsuit
places on municipalities and small businesses is immense.

It was conservatively estimated in 1992 that cleaning up the SLFs on the current Superfund
list would cost $250 - $450 million dollars, an amount well beyond the resources of the
current Fund, even with the long-term funding boost provided by the Legislature in 1993.
The legal and transaction costs imposed on both the MPCA (for performing RP searches and
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"Since 1983, the federal Superfund program has
provided $44 million for NPL cleanups and state
program support.”

issuing enforcement requests to hundreds of parties at landfills) and on other parties may be
as much as an additional $400 million more.

In 1992 and 1993, Minnesota legislators proposed bills that would remove landfills from the
Superfund program and create a new landfill cleanup program. Although no bill passed
either session, legislators plan to continue their efforts in 1994 to solve the landfiil problem.
By acknowledging that municipal solid waste landfills are a societal problem and dealing
with them as such, a new landfill program could sharply reduce unnecessary transaction costs
that are crippling minor parties in third-party legal actions and allow MPCA staff to more
efficiently address landfill cleanups.

The CERCLA Reauthorization Debate and Minnesota’s Approach
For the past two years, many studies, of varying objectivity and point-of-view, have been
performed on the successes and failures of the federal Superfund program. The U.S.
Congress, currently undertaking hearings on various aspects of CERCLA, will be lobbied
strongly by a number of special interest groups to change the law during the 1993 - 1994
CERCLA reauthorization. Some of the proposed changes would drastically reduce the
effectiveness of the federal program, others would speed up Superfund cleanups, reduce
costs, and provide consistency in the program.

Minnesota’s Superfund staff has been key to discussion on the national level, since the state
program has undertaken several efforts to improve cleanups under MERLA. Most of the
state’s input, provided through the Association of State and Territorial Solid Waste
Management Officials (ASTSWMO) and other organizations of which Minnesota staff are
members, has been received with interest by the EPA and Congressional subcommittees
conducting hearings.

Here are some of the impacts that CERCLA has on Minnesota and why Minnesota should
involve itself in the national debate:

» Minnesota has 43 sites on the federal Superfund list (National Priority List or NPL), and the
state will need to propose future sites where cleanup problems exceed Minnesota’s financial
TESources.

+ Since 1983, the federal Superfund Program has provided $44 million for NPL cleanups and
state program support. '
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+ The “polluter pays” liability standard in CERCLA served as a model for MERLA, and court
tests of CERCLA have helped define and strengthen MERLA.

+ EPA provides scientific and technical expertise which state programs cannot afford.

» EPA provides research and development for innovative treatment technologies that can provide
less expensive and more protective cleanups in the future.

+ CERCLA can clean up sites that fall on the lines between state or nations. Sites involving
Lake Superior are one example.

» CERCLA can provide up to $2 million per incident for emergency response situations too big
for state programs to tackle.

* The federal Superfund law applies to government entities, including all branches of the
military, assuring that no public sector entity can escape its cleanup obligations.

» The Superfund liability standard has made environmental assessments a standard part of any
property transaction, helping the MPCA find out about contamination problems not yet identified
by regulatory staff. This leads to voluntary cleanups at many sites. '

Because of CERCLA’s important influence on Minnesota’s Superfund program, the MPCA staff
has emphasized the following four points as key to an effective federal Superfund:

1. The polluter-pays liability standard in CERCLA should be retained. Special interests
advocate a public works approach to Superfund, involving the establishment of a national
Environmental Trust Fund to clean up sites. The results of such a change in CERCLA would be
to saddle taxpayers with a financial burden that should be carried by industries or individuals that
are responsible for the pollution. The strict, joint-and-several liability standard upon which both
CERCLA and MERLA are based is the most effective for cleaning up industrial sites. However,
removing landfills from Superfund would solve many of the problems in applying CERCLA.

2. Under CERCLA, Congress should mandate that EPA develop national cleanup standards or
policies for soil and ground water. National cleanup models or numerical standards would solve
the delays and disputes among parties about how clean is clean enough. Minnesota already has
developed such standards for state sites. A national model would give clear and unequivocal
cleanup goals for RPs to meet, allowing them to predict their costs more easily. The standards
should be devised with the goal of a permanent remedy, one that will eliminate or detoxify
chemicals and allow for unlimited land use in the future.
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3. The scope of CERCLA should be extended to encompass all sites, not just those 1,200 or
so on the NPL. Minnesota has 184 sites on the PLP, of which 43 are federal Superfund sites.
But the state also has 296 voluntary cleanup sites, 400 or more sites on CERCLIS, and 1,800
former open dumps. There are an estimated 10,000 - 20,000 sites nationwide that need
cleanup. Cleanup goals and standards that apply to one should apply to all.

4. The Congress should delegate the Superfund program to the states. If Congress gave
states control over Superfund cleanups, the public would get a lot more for its cleanup dollar.
States, through EPA grants, could manage individual sites and avoid duplication of technical
and administrative review. It also would alleviate confusion among RPs who now feel that
they are serving two masters — the MPCA and the EPA. There is precedent for this
delegation, as the Clean Air Act, Clean Water Act, Resource Conservation and Recovery Act
(RCRA), and Safe Drinking Water Act have all been delegated to the states.

Several national groups, including ASTSWMO, the National Association of Attorneys
General, the National Governors' Association, and other groups have advocated these
changes, and it is likely that more support for these changes will be forthcoming during the
reauthorization debate.

Contaminated Land: Major Problem for Minnesota Cities

As Minnesota cities face budget-tightening in the coming decade, city staff has shown
increasing concern about the impacts of old contaminated sites on future development. Many
cities, and especially the Minneapolis/St. Paul metropolitan area, have few remaining sites for
industrial development that are not burdened with pollution problems. In areas with
overlapping ground water plumes, unknown soil contamination problems, and the possibility
of underground tanks, development is stalled. Businesses tend to avoid the purchase of sites
with unknown pollution impacts, and those willing to undertake the risk cannot find bankers
to finance their efforts. .

The VIC Program provides an alternative tothe traditional Superfundprocess for cleanup of
contaminated sites. The Legislature’s 1992 Land Recycling Act, and its amendment of 1993,
provided liability protection for voluntary cleanup activities, in an attempt to provide legal
reassurance for banks, developers, and purchasers of commercial or industrial property. The
Legislature also established a Small Generator Hazardous Waste Remediation Loan Program
in 1993 to help small companies in cleaning up contamination.

There is an increasing interest in the metro area in new ways to cleanup contaminated sites
and get them back into productive use. The MPCA, already a national
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The Congress should delegate the Superfund program
o the states."

leader in the area of voluntary cleanups, will continue its efforts to assist businesses that seek
help in undertaking voluntary cleanups.

Streamlining Superfund: State and Federal Programs

Seek Solutions

In all areas of government operations, efforts are underway to “reinvent” government to make
it more efficient and less costly. Such efforts have been underway in Minnesota and at the
federal level, and the resulting improvements in the program should make themselves evident
in the coming years.

The past 10 - 12 years of Superfund have been a learning process for government to determine
how best to clean up contaminated sites. Early optimism about quick cleanup of the nation’s
old hazardous waste problems has given way to a more realistic view. Experience gained by
EPA and MPCA, has led regulators to some conclusions about how to undertake the cleanup
of hazardous waste sites.

Some basic conclusions about hazardous waste cleanup include:

» Worst sites should come first. This has been Minnesota’s policy from the beginning: that
the site or portion of a site cleanup needed to protect public health and the environment from
known risk will be addressed first.

» Permanent remedies make sense. A remedy that covers contamination instead of treating it
postpones problems instead of solving them. While they may be more expensive in the short
term, permanent remedies pay off in the long term by eliminating future liability and cost of
long-term monitoring and maintenance, as well as promoting unrestricted use of land.

+ Chasing ground water plumes at vast expense when the affected aquifer is not being used for
drinking water may be counterproductive. The more practical solution in such cases is
removing or treating the source of contamination to prevent further ground water degradation
and allow the ground water to clean itself over time.

« Some types of sites are so common that we should be able to devise some “generic” or
presumptive remedies to save the time and cost of extensive investigation and feasibility
studies which examine remedies that are not successful for cleanups.

» Responsible parties must know “how clean is clean” in order to predict their costs and make
decisions about how best to clean up a site. If Superfund staff can tell the responsible party up
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front what to expect, it will speed the final result and prevent the technical disputes that delay
many cleanups.

« At the majority of sites, voluntary parties will conduct investigations and cleanups. Parties
that are not RPs will volunteer to obtain future liability protection and avoid the traditional
Superfund process. RPs will enlist in voluntary cleanup efforts in preference to being listed
on either the state or federal Superfund lists. If this option is offered at sites proposed for the
list, the number of sites on the list should decrease. In the future, it may be only sites with
recalcitrant RPs who have failed in the VIC Program or sites where the responsible parties
are unknown or bankrupt that are listed.

+ At sites where parties refuse to participate in the voluntary program, the goal should be
enforcement first. Public funding for a state or federal site should be the last step in the
process of bringing a site to cleanup.

» At federal sites where enforcement is underway, a quicker solution to drawn-out lawsuits
may be EPA’s use of “mixed funding” to defray all or part of the contributions of small
responsible parties and a clearer definition of a “de minimus” or small contributor to a
Superfund action.

EPA’s efforts at streamlining have included the Superfund Accelerated Cleanup Model
(SACM), a program which may allow states to propose sites for quick action. Under
discussion is a proposal to provide funding for staff of the MPCA’s VIC Program to
undertake SACM cleanups.

EPA Administrator Carol Browner has proposed administrative changes to the federal
Superfund program, some of which include the concepts of “generic” cleanup plans, national
cleanup standards or procedures, increased use of mixed funding, and better use of “de
minimus” settlements. .

However, the state Superfund and VIC Programs already are implementing some of the
improvements outlined above. By the end of calendar year 1993, the MPCA will have
developed “prescriptive guidance” documents that provide a “cook book’ approach to
cleanup. The MPCA has used state cleanup standards or procedures to provide responsible
parties at state sites with clear objectives for cleanup, as well as numerical goals. Some of
these may be provided without need of site-specific risk assessments or extensive feasibility
studies, costly steps of the cleanup process.
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Although the MPCA'’s cost-recovery figures are good as compared with EPA’s, the MPCA
has undertaken several measures to improve cost recovery. Other efforts have involved
keeping costs under multi-site contracts low, maximizing use of technical staff to perform
tasks previously let to contractors (see Actions at Sanitary Landfills section), and studying
whether some costs at responsible party sites are being unnecessarily defrayed by the state
Fund.
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IPCA Significant Superfund
ctivities Undertaken in FY 93

Key Points

Currently, there are 184 sites listed on the state’s PLP for
investigation and cleanup, five of which were added during FY
93 and ten delisted due to cleanup completion. Forty-three of
the 184 sites also are included on the federal NPL. Cleanup
actions at those 43 sites are eligible for federal funding if the
responsible parties are unknown, unwilling or unable to do the
work.

As of September 10, 1993, there were 148 sites in the cleanup
process “pipeline” (i.e., in some stage of investigation or
cleanup). Cleanup activities at 111 of these sites are being
conducted by RPs. MERLA Fund or federal dollars have or are
being spent at the other 36 sites. The sites where significant
cleanup activities were undertaken is shown in Table 9.

Site Assessment/VIC

A new procedure for entering sites onto CERCLIS has been
adopted by Site Assessment. New site discoveries are reviewed
by Site Assessment staff to determine if the site RP could be
eligible for the VIC Program. If the RP appears capable of
entering theVIC Program, a letter is sent giving the RP 90 days
to volunteer. If no response or a negative response is received,

~ the site is listed on CERCLIS and the Site Assessment process is
initiated. Previously, the RP site was automatically listed on
CERCLIS without an opportunity to volunteer.

Below-Ground Arsenic

In October 1992, the MPCA removed and disposed of 800
pounds of solid arsenic and 55-gallons of liquid arsenic which
was the successful result of the Larson Farm pilot treatability
study. MPCA staff also conducted investigations at seven sites
for buried arsenic. One of the sites located in Isanti County was
not found to have arsenic in the soil above background levels.
No further action is planned for this site.
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Table 9: Cleanup Actions Taken in FY 93

Agate Lake Scrap Yard Cass Removal of soils with lead
- and PCBs (IRA)

Amdura (formerly Amhoist) Ramsey Excavation of petroleum
contaminated soils (RA)

Amdura/Crosby American Dakota Cap/closure action (RA)

Anoka Municipal SLF Anoka Final cap, ground water
pump and treat (RA)

Arrowhead Refinery St. Louis Ground water collection and

: - treatment system (RA)

Bassett Creek/Irving Avenue Dump Hennepin Capping (IRA)

Bell Pole and Lumber Company Ramsey Thermal soil treatment (IRA),
LNAPL extraction study

Brooklyn Park Dump Hennepin Removal of PCB-
contaminated soil and sludge

BN Car Shops Crow Wing Stabilization of heavy metals,
petroleum LNAPL pumpout

Dakhue Sanitary Landfill Dakota Final cap (RA)

Duluth AFB St. Louis Transformer, tank removals
(IRA)

General Mills Hennepin Ground water pumpout (RA)

Gopher Oil - Thormton Hennepin Building removal (IRA)

Highway 96 Dump Ramsey Drum removal (IRA)

Hutchinson Technology McLeod Soils remediation, ground

water pumpout (IRAs)

(Table 9 continued next page)
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Table 9: Cleanup Actions in FY 93

Interplastic Corporation Hennepin | Ground water pumpout (IRA)

Isanti-Chisago SLF Isanti Cap/closure action (RA)

Isanti Rumpel Isanti Ground water pumpout (RA)

Joslyn Mfg. & Supply Hennepin Final PCP, PAH soils

- excavation (RA)

Koch Refining/N-ReN Dakota Vacuum extraction pilot
RA)

Koppers Coke Ramsey Soil cleanup (RA)

Kummer SLF Beltrami Install gas vents (RA)

LaGrande SLF Douglas Closure action start (RA)

LeHillier/Mankato Blue Earth Ground water pumpout (RA)

Oak Grove SLF ‘ Anoka Cap/closure action (RA)

Oakdale Dump Washington Recovery of free product

) from ground water (RA)

Pine Bend SLF Dakota Provided drinking water
(RA)

St. Louis River/Interlakelron/Duluth Tar | St. Louis Thermal destruction of tar
seeps

Schioff Chemical Hennepin Ground water pump and treat
(IRA)

Spring Grove Municipal Well Field Houston Ground water pump and treat
RA)

Superior Plating Hennepin Ground water pump and treat
for metals, acids, VOCs (RA)

Trio Solvent Site Ramsey Ground water pumpout (RA)

University of Minnesota - Rosemount Dakota Detoxification of PCB-
contaminated soils (RA)

Waste Disposal Engineering Landfill Anoka Slurry wall installation,
ground water extraction (RA)

Winona Ground Water Contamination Winona Ground water pump and treat
(RA)
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The MPCA has retained a remediation contractor to delineate the extent of arsenic
contamination at the other six sites in Northwest Minnesota. Following the surveys to
determine the amount of arsenic contaminated soils at each site, a remediation plan will be
developed to dispose of the contaminated soils.

Emergency Spill Response/Emergency Actions

The Spills Unit of the Hazardous Waste Division deals with a wide variety of unexpected
hazardous waste events. The Spills Team is on call 24 hours, to deal with spills and
emergency incidents such as pipeline ruptures, chemical fires, train wrecks, and other
unplanned chemical releases. Approximately 1,500 such emergency reports are received
each year.

The Spills Team staff generally work with local public safety officials to stabilize immediate
threats of a release. They also oversee the cleanups done by the parties responsible for a spill
or incident. If an RP is unable or unwilling to respond, or if they are unknown, the Spills
Team staff are authorized to spend MERLA or “Petrofund” resources to respond.

During FY 93, the Spills Team handled 129 cases which required either MERLA or
Petrofund expenditures ( Table 10). The 96 waste abandonment cases throughout the state
involved 204 barrels and 520 other containers and packages, which involved the dumping of
hazardous substances such as used/waste oils, paint wastes, solvents or other unknown
chemical substances. In the majority of cases, no RPs were discovered although efforts are
underway to improve identification of RPs. Major roadways and large cities are the sites of
most of those cases.

Table 10: Emergency and Spill Incidents Requmng ’
MPCA Expenditures inFY 93 -

96 | Abandoned potentially hazardous waste barrels and drums

6 | Contaminated public drinking water wells

8 | Discovery of petroleum product in sewer systems

6 | Explosive or potentially toxic vapors in sewers or buildings

4 | Truck or vehicle accidents where the owner fails to act

9 | Miscellaneous (hazardous storage, tank overfills, etc.)
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The other instances where the Spills Team staff were involved included situations where
either petroleum or other toxic vapors seep into sewers, buildings or wells. Included were 33
situations where emergency actions were undertaken, which involved using mostly Petrofund
resources. If the spills or incidents had created an immediate threat to public health or the
environment, the emergency contractor would have been tasked to address the situation.

In FY 93, $574,098 in MERLA funds were used at 129 sites for hazardous waste spills and
emergency spill response actions. Among these sites were responses to the numerous
abandoned barrel situations, the Sandstone acid spill, the Lakeville Gas spill and an asbestos
site.

MERLA also was used to reimburse local governments for their environmental emergency
response costs. The city of Anoka will be refunded money they spent responding to an
emergency fire situation.

Drinking Water

Since 1983, the MPCA has responded to 43 MERLA-funded emergencies involving
contaminated drinking water supplies and has taken action to provide affected residences
with alternate drinking water. The MPCA continues to supply safe drinking water to affected
residences. Permanent supplies are planned for each site and action toward that end has
begun.

Sites where alternate drinking water supplies were provided in FY 93 include Pickett Sanitary
Landfill, Perron Road, Red Hansen Well, and Baytown Township Ground Water
Contamination.

Declared Emergencies

In FY 93, there were two emergencies declared by the MPCA Commissioner. The MPCA
Commissioner declared these emergencies in order to make MERLA funds available to the
MPCA staff for the conduct of response actions. These sites include: Superior Plating to
correct a back flush of leachate emanating from a Superfund site into the Mississippi River;
and the Pickett SLF water emergency.
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gislative Summary

Superfund site cleanup by the state of Minnesota has resulted in
significant expenditures from the state Superfund. Projections in
early FY 93 showed that current and anticipated cleanup
expenditures threatened to exhaust the Fund by the end of FY 94.
Governor Carlson proposed a legislative initiative this past session
to restructure the hazardous waste generator tax. This tax, in FY
93, raised $401,000 for the Superfund program, much less than the
$4,250,000 needed annually to fund the current level of cleanup.

Key Points «

The proposed initiative was substantially revised during the
legislative session. The new law restructures the tax, and changes
are effective January 1, 1994, which should result in an estimated
$3,700,000 tax revenue annually for Superfund. The revenue
increase is the result of raising the tax rate, as the rate had not
increased since the inception of the tax in 1983. Also, less than ten
percent of the state’s hazardous waste generators were paying a
generator tax. To ensure that exemptions do not result in a few
generators continuing to pay all of the tax, the Legislature created a
base tax on all generators producing more than 100 pounds of
hazardous waste per year.

Restructuring the hazardous waste generator tax should result in a

stable, long-term base to support the Superfund program for

cleanup of traditional, former industrial hazardous waste sites for the next ten years.
However, the success of this approach to building a better Superfund hinged on the passage
of a bill carving landfills out of the state Superfund program. Legislation creating this new
program did not pass during the past session. Fund expenditures to cleanup landfills will
exhaust the Fund.

The funding approved by the legislative action provides that state-funded investigations and
cleanups at 36 sites will continue that otherwise would have ground to a halt; the MPCA can
obtain federal cleanup dollars because the state can raise its ten percent matching share; funds
exist to respond to environmental emergencies, leverage RP cleanups, and provide water to
those with contaminated drinking water supplies.

A revolving loan program in the amount of $250,000 per year also was established by the
Legislature, using revenue from the hazardous waste generator tax. Low interest loans are
available to hazardous waste generators who do not have the financial resources to
investigate and clean up minor releases. Timely cleanup of releases will prevent the release
from creating a Superfund site in the future. '

Minnesota ___________

L 1]

Superfund -



Page 37

irther Program
ccomplishments

Role of Human Health and Ecological Risk
Assessment

Human health and ecological risk assessment are important tools
used to assist decision makers in setting cleanup goals and
selecting remedies at Superfund sites. There is an ongoing effort
to refine and develop separate procedures for human health and
ecological risk assessment to provide additional information
about what levels of contaminants and what remedial actions at a
given site will be protective of human health and the
environment. The focus is to gather information early in the
process to enable staff to decide first if cleanup is necessary, and
then, if it is, what the cleanup goals should be for the site.

Over the past year, the focus has switched to developing
streamlined procedures which provide risk-based values which
can be used as tools in the site cleanup decision-making process.
The procedures for human health risk assessment are able to take
into account both multiple contaminants (carcinogenic and non-
carcinogenic) and multiple pathways which could affect human
health. In human health risk assessment, there is only one species
to consider; for ecological risk assessment there is a wide range of
species in the plant and animal kingdoms to consider. Ecological
risk assessment is a new field with a relatively small amount of
relevant data available to assist in the process when compared to
human health. The procedures used for ecological assessment
continue to evolve as we learn more and more about contaminant
effects in ecosystems. The goal of ecological risk assessment is
to identify to what levels contaminants need to be reduced in
order to be protective of the environment.

Treatment Technology

In an effort to promote new cleanup technologies leading to better
and less expensive cleanups, MPCA staff join EPA in assessing
promising treatment technologies and also promote their
development. A staff specialist consults with staff to determine
the more successful technologies for specific applications.
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Among the new technologies evaluated during FY 93 were acid extraction of lead from soils
and sandblast sands, air biofilter for treating volatile organic compounds (VOCs) in an air
stream, abiotic dechlorination on VOCs in ground water, use of poplar trees to reduce water
flow through a landfill cover, and two patented innovative technologies to enhance oxygen
delivery and mixing for in-situ bioremediation of ground water,

Enforcement Actions

The MPCA undertook during the past year administrative enforcement procedures by issuing
four RFRASs (Table 12). Additionally, at the Schloff Chemical site, where the owner has no
financial viability, MPCA issued a Determination That Action Will Not Be Taken in the Time
and Manner Requested, which allows MPCA to access Fund resources to carry out
investigations or cleanups.

The MPCA staff also issued ten RODs and Minnesota Decision Documents (MDDs), which
formalize in a summary document the remedial decision(s) for any site in the Superfund
process. The RODs are either issued by the MPCA staff and/or EPA depending on the type of
site (PLP vs. NPL) and those RODs issued in the past year are shown in Table 11.

Outreach Efforts and Education

Because of the extensive debates about cleaning up contaminated land, the MPCA has
undertaken efforts to communicate with various interests about how the Superfund and VIC
programs work, the interrelationships between the state and federal Superfund programs, and
the efforts underway to speed hazardous waste cleanups. Among those groups with which
technical and public information office staff have consulted are realtors, small business -
organizations, business and industry publications, assessors, city council members, county
commissioners, neighborhood groups, community health services professionals,
development agencies, and individual citizens.

The World View: Educational Exchanges

In 1993, MPCA Superfund staff members arranged an exchange of technical staff between the
state and France’s hazardous waste cleanup program. Through lectures and internships, the
state has developed a positive relationship with the French program and a new perspective on
how American efforts to clean up hazardous waste sites compare to such efforts
internationally. During the year, the MPCA also hosted German journalists intent on
comparing American and German cleanup programs.
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Table 11: RODs and MDDs Issued in FY 93

East Bethel Demo Landfill Anoka Install a pump and treat system to prevent
ground water from migrating to nearby
residential wells

MacGillis & Gibbs Ramsey Soil washing of contaminated soil, followed
by bioremediation and solidification

Reilly Tar and Chemical Hennepin Add additional welis to prevent movement
of contaminated ground water

Twin Cities Army Ramsey/ Remedy for ground water contamination

Ammunition Plant Hennepin

Ford Twin Cities Assembly Ramsey Removal of contaminated soil, long-term

Plant ground water monitoring

Hastings Former City Dump | Dakota Repair of cover, long term monitoring of
ground water

Rice Municipal Well Benton Construction of water treatment plant,

installation of new municipal well

LaGrand SLF Douglas Repair of landfill cover and long-term
monitoring of methane, ground water

Dakhue SLF Dakota Expand ground water monitoring network

Bumnsville SLF Dakota Recognized ongoing ground water

containment, suspended further Superfund
actions given landfill's operational status

Table 12: RFRAS Issued in FY 93 -

Ashland Oil/Park Washington | Ashland Oil, Bow Chemical Company,
Penta/Sonford Products Indianhead Truck Lines, Sonford Products
Corp. of Mississippi, Park Penta Corp., and
Sonford Products Corp. of Minnesota were
requested to complete an RI/FS and response

actions
Tower Asphalt Washington | Steve's Oil Service and Tower Asphalt were
requested to clean up a solvent spill
Highway 96 Dump Ramsey Helen Krawczewski was requested to clean
up the site .
St. Louis River/Interlake St. Louis Beazer East Inc. and Interlake Corp. were
Iron/Duluth Tar requested to investigate and clean up soil
contamination

—— Minnesota
Superfund




mbursement to the Fund

Since the passage of MERLA, RPs have committed over $270
million to the investigation and cleanup of hazardous waste sites
and have paid penalties and made reimbursements to the Fund of
$17,208,000 to cover costs incurred by the MPCA in administering
and overseeing the site cleanup activities. During FY 93, fines and
reimbursements totaling $2,398,000 were made to the Fund. Of
this amount $609,000 was paid to the Fund from penalties imposed
by Stipulation Agreements and Administrative Penalty Orders.
These penalties include $560,000 from Woodlake Sanitary
Services, Inc., as a legal settlement for the Flying Cloud Landfill.
Some of the penalties have been paid to the Fund in full while .
others are on a payment plan. The cumulative amount of money
being paid to the Fund through RP actions is shown in Figure 2.

Figure 2: Reimbursements to the Fund
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gal Actions and Superfund

District Court Actions

The MPCA was directly involved in four lawsuits in the state
District Courts during FY 93. These cases included three
actions to recover Superfund cleanup and oversight costs
incurred by the MPCA, and one action to obtain access to a
potential Superfund site to carry out preliminary site
investigation.

State of Minnesota v. Milton J. LaPanta, et al. This case
included a claim by the MPCA for recovery of $115,000 in state
Superfund emergency response costs incurred to control the
February 1989, fire at the Andover tire dump operated by Mr.
LaPanta. Trial in the case was held in June 1993. The Court
subsequently entered a verdict in favor of the MPCA, holding
two defendant corporations and Mr. LaPanta personally liable for the emergency response
costs. The Court also ordered the defendants to pay the state’s attorney fees and legal costs.
Post-trial motions are currently under consideration by the District Court.

State v. McGowan, et al. The MPCA and defendants settled this lawsuit in which MPCA
sought recovery of state Superfund money spent for agency oversight expenses related to
response actions taken at the Freeway Landfill in Dakota County. Under the settlement the
Defendants, who are owners and operators of the landfill, will pay $127,000 to the state
Superfund. MPCA has reserved the right to recover additional costs from the defendants if
the defendants fail to comply with the requirements of the MPCA’s Request for Response
Action which specifies the remedial actions remaining to be completed at the landfill.
Defendants have also agreed to assist MPCA in locating other RPs.

State v. LGE Holdings, Inc. The MPCA and the Harmful Substance Compensation Board
(HSCB) filed a lawsuit against LGE Holdings, Inc. (formerly Aero Precision Engineering
Company), the owner and operator of the Aero Precision Superfund Site in St. Paul Park,
Washington County. The MPCA seeks to recover state Superfund money spent to investigate
and take remedial action at the site. The HSCB seeks to recover money spent for
decontaminating and monitoring a residential drinking water supply. Ground water in the
area is contaminated with a number of volatile organic compounds originating at the Aero
Precision Site. The MPCA has also filed an environmental lien on the property under
Minnesota Statute Sections 514.671-.676.




State v. John Thro. In this action, MPCA sought a temporary injunction to obtain access to
property known as the Old Mankato Dump in Nicollet County to conduct a preliminary
investigation necessary to score the site for possible inclusion on the PLP. The matter was
resolved by execution of an access agreement between the owner and MPCA allowing the
investigation work to proceed and the lawsuit was voluntarily dismissed.

Insurance Cases Related to Cleanup Cost Recovery

The Attorney General’s Office and the MPCA continue to monitor the development of case-
law in Minnesota trial and appellate courts on issues related to insurance coverage for
Superfund cleanup costs. The Minnesota Supreme Court, in a 1990 case, decided that
coverage of property damage under comprehensive general liability insurance policies
includes coverage for certain environmental cleanup costs. However, the Supreme Court has
not yet determined whether pollution exclusions, and especially all of the “sudden and
accidental” exception to coverage, in such insurance policies limit or preclude coverage for
environmental contamination. Several cases are currently moving through the state and
federal appellate process that may resolve these and other disputed questions about insurance
coverage for Superfund cleanup costs. The key cases decided by or pending before the
Minnesota appellate courts are summarized below.

Sylvester Bros. Development Co. v. Great Central Insurance Co. This case involves
insurance claims by the owner/operator of the East Bethel Demo Landfill for cleanup costs
expended by the owner/operator. The case was considered twice by the Minnesota Court of
Appeals. The state filed an amicus brief in the first appeal to the Court of Appeals. In its first
decision, the Court of Appeals upheld the District Court’s finding that the “sudden and
accidental” language affecting pollution coverage in the owner/operator’s insurance policy
has a clear and unambiguous meaning. According to the Court of Appeals, to be “sudden and
accidental” a pollution occurrence must be both of relatively short duration (that is, “sudden’)
and unexpected or unforeseen (that is, “accidental””). Based upon this meaning of “sudden
and accidental,” the District Court, on remand, found that the releases from the landfill to
ground water were not sudden and accidental and, therefore, not covered by the insurance
policy. The Court of Appeals affirmed and the Supreme Court has denied review.

Schloff Chemical and Supply Company v. Allied Mutual Insurance Company. This case
involves insurance claims for costs incurred to clean up ground water contaminated by
releases of dry cleaning chemicals from a bulk distribution facility. A jury in the Hennepin
County District Court found that the Schloff Chemical and Supply Company’s insurance
policy covered these cleanup costs and that, under the reading of “sudden and accidental” as
determined by the Court of Appeals in the Sylvester Bros. case, the releases of dry cleaning
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chemicals were sudden and accidental. Six present or former MPCA staff members were
subpoenaed to testify at trial. This case has been appealed to the Minnesota Court of
Appeals. The state has been granted permission to file an amicus brief in the case supporting
the recovery by Schloff, a large portion of which is owed to MPCA for costs incurred for
response actions at the site. The MPCA took over performance of remedial action, including
operation of a ground water pump and treat system, in 1991 when the Schloffs discontinued
work based on a claimed lack of funds.

Dakhue SLF, Inc. v. Employers Insurance of Wausau, et al. In this case, the bankruptcy
trustee for the bankrupt operator of the Dakhue SLF is secking to establish coverage for
environmental cleanup costs under the operator’s insurance policies. The Dakhue SLF is
currently being cleaned up as a federal/state fund-financed site. The MPCA is the major
creditor in the bankruptcy proceeding and would be the primary beneficiary of any insurance
recovery obtained by the trustee. The case is currently on appeal to the Minnesota Court of
Appeals after the District Court found that the trustee’s claims were not covered. The MPCA
has not intervened or filed an amicus brief in this case. The Attorney General’s Office is
monitoring the case.

Bankruptcy Matters .

The Attorney General’s Office continues to pursue recovery of Superfund cleanup costs in
bankruptcy proceedings filed by responsible persons. Successful claims in a number of
bankruptcy cases have demonstrated that responsible parties cannot escape liability for
Superfund cleanup by filing bankruptcy petitions. A growing body of case-law nationwide is
particularly favorable to government claimants in Chapter 11 corporate reorganization
proceedings where the corporation is the owner of a Superfund site that requires cleanup. In
such cases, the corporation may be required to pay 100 percent of the cleanup costs as an
administrative expense of the bankruptcy proceeding. Administrative expenses must be paid
before the corporation pays any claims to its ordinary unsecured creditors.

Amdura Bankruptcy Settlement. In September 1992, the MPCA Citizens Board approved a
settlement of the MPCA’s claims against the Amdura Corporation in that corporation’s
Chapter 11 bankruptcy proceeding. The settlement was approved by the bankruptcy court in
Denver, Colorado in December 1992, and is now being implemented. In this case, the
Attorney General’s Office sought to require Amdura to pay 100 percent of the cost of
cleaning up the Crosby American Properties, Inc. Landfill (CAP Landfill) in Dakota County
as an administrative expense of the bankruptcy proceeding. Although the CAP site was
owned by Crosby American Properties, Inc., not by Amdura, the Attorney General’s Office
contended that Amdura treated its subsidiary as an alter ego and should be held responsible
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for the cleanup of the subsidiary’s property as if it belonged to Amdura. Under the approved
settlement, the new Amdura Corporation (the reorganized corporation) is required to design
and implement cover, drainage and gas control systems at the CAP Landfill. MPCA agreed
to supply some materials for the cover system and to limit Amdura’s operation and
maintenance responsibilities to two years after the remedy is fully operational. Amdura’s
cleanup actions at the CAP Landfill are valued at $2 to $3 million. The settlement also
resolved MPCA'’s unsecured claims for cleanup costs for two other Superfund sites where
Amdura is a responsible party. MPCA was allowed claims of $945,000 for the former
Ambhoist manufacturing site near downtown St. Paul, and $218,000 for the Waste Disposal
Engineering SLF in Anoka County. Under current estimates, these two unsecured claims are
expected to be paid at about 20 cents on the dollar.

Wasteco Bankruptcy Proceeding. In June 1992, the Attorney General’s Office filed a
general unsecured claim on behalf of the MPCA in the Chapter 11 bankruptcy proceeding of
Wasteco, Inc., a RP for the release at the Waste Disposal Engineering SLF in Anoka County.
The claim was filed in the amount of $350,000, representing the MPCA'’s response costs
incurred at Waste Disposal Engineering SLF. The claim was uncontested by Wasteco and
was therefore allowed in the full amount under the corporation’s reorganization plan. It is
expected that unsecured claims will be paid at approximately 28 cents on the dollar, in 12
semi-annual payments. The MPCA should receive payment of approximately $100,000 on
its claim.

Evans Products Bankruptcy. The Attorney General’s Office continues to work with the U.S.
Department of Justice to settle claims of the EPA and the MPCA for cleanup costs at sites in
Minnesota and several other states for which Evans Products Company and its subsidiaries
and affiliates are responsible. A Minnesota subsidiary of Evans Products Company was
identified as a generator of hazardous substances disposed at three landfill Superfund Sites in
Anoka County. Settlement negotiations have been complicated by the number of sites
involved and the closed status of the bankruptcy proceeding. EPA and MPCA expect to
submit consent decrees for entry by the U.S. District Court for the Southern District of
Florida, the district where the original bankruptcy proceeding took place.

Chadllenge to EPA Superfund Program Rules

Minnesota was one of the lead states in a challenge of EPA’s rules governing administration
g g g

of the federal Superfund program brought in the U.S. Circuit Court of Appeals for the District -

of Columbia (Ohio v. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency). Nine states brought this
challenge to the 1990 revision of the EPA’s National Contingency Plan (NCP), which
establishes the procedures and standards for Superfund cleanups under federal law as well as
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“The Court decision ... invalidated EPA's broad limits on
state actions under federal law, one of the priority
| issues for Minnesota ..."

the process for states to participate in the federal program. Thirteen other states filed a joint
amicus brief supporting the challenge. Minnesota took the lead on issues involving state
participation, particularly EPA’s limitations on actions states are allowed to take under the
federal Superfund law and the EPA requirement that states pay 100 percent of long-term
operation and maintenance costs of fund-financed response actions. Oral argument was held
in February 1993, with Minnesota arguing the state participation issues. The Court decision,
announced in July 1993, invalidated EPA’s broad limits on state actions under federal law,
one of the priority issues for Minnesota in this case; however, the Court upheld the EPA rules
on most issues except where it found that the states’ challenges were premature. In the latter
issues, the court allowed future site-specific challenges at the time the rule is applied by EPA.
Minnesota is actively exploring options for expanding state participation in the federal
program through EPA administrative action and amendment of the federal law in the current
Congressional reauthorization process.

Other Superfund Cases

Actions Related to Kummer SLF Superfund Site. The Attorney General’s Office filed an
amicus brief on behalf of the MPCA Commissioner in the case of Northern Township v.
Waughtal, in which owners of residential property near the Kummer SLF Superfund Site
sought to overturn their misdemeanor conviction for refusing to allow hookup of their
residence to the public water supply system serving their area. The water system was
installed pursuant to federal and state Superfund programs to remedy ground water
contamination from the landfill. Hookup was required under an ordinance passed by
Northern Township. The amicus brief explained the relationship of the township ordinance
to the Superfund RAs addressing the ground water contamination, and the importance of such
local ordinances in assuring the effectiveness of Superfund remedies. The residents
convicted of violating the ordinance argued that the township lacked authority under state law
to enact the ordinance, and that the ordinance violated privacy rights and amounted to a
taking of property without just compensation. The ordinance was upheld and the conviction
affirmed by the Court of Appeals in August 1993, but Supreme Court review has been
requested.

In another matter related to the Kummer SLF Superfund Site, the MPCA has reached a
settlement in principle with several responsible parties for costs incurred by MPCA at this
site. The site is listed on both the PLP and the NPL and RAs have been financed by EPA,
MPCA and Northern Township (the township supplied the ten percent match of federal funds
for the extension of the public water supply). EPA is the lead enforcement agency for the
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site. Response action has been divided into three “operable units.” Operable Unit 1,
extension of public water supply to affected areas, and Operable Unit 2, landfill cover,
drainage and gas control systems, have been implemented. MPCA'’s settlement provides for
recovery of $270,000 in costs incurred by MPCA for Operable Units 1 and 2 ($135,000 from
three private parties, and $135,000 from Bemidji State University), and for performance of
long-term operation and maintenance of the cover and related systems by the city of Bemidji.
Settling parties are not responsible for Operable Unit 3, which would address the ground
water contamination, if necessary. A unique aspect of the settlement is that it was reached
through formal mediation arranged by EPA in which MPCA, EPA and the settlors all
participated.
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luntary Investigation and
leanup (VIC) Program

Key Points o o

Background

The MPCA Property Transfer Program was created by the
Legislature as part of the 1988 Waste Management Act
Amendments. The Property Transfer Program was created to
respond to requests for information and technical assistance
from the MPCA by business and industry involved with real
estate transactions. MERLA imposes liability on parties who
knew or reasonably should have known that a hazardous
substance, pollutant, or contaminant was located on the property
at the time that right, title, or interest in the property was
acquired. For this reason, many of the parties requesting
technical assistance were also interested in obtaining
administrative assurances and Superfund liability protection
from the MPCA.

Prior to the legislative action that created the Property Transfer
Program, it was difficult for a voluntary party to get assistance
from the MPCA staff within the short time period required for
property transactions. Since most of the contaminated sites of
interest were only recently discovered and were sometimes only
marginally contaminated, they were not a priority for MPCA
staff time, which, by law, was dedicated to sites on existing
Superfund lists. The 1988 legislation allowed the MPCA staff
to respond far more quickly to requests for file information and
technical assistance. In 1993, the technical assistance portion of
the Property Transfer Program changed its name to the
Voluntary Investigation and Cleanup (VIC) Program. The name
change reflects the availability of the program to any voluntary
parties wishing to investigate and/or clean up the soil and
ground water at a property, not just those voluntary parties
involved in a property transaction.

While cleanup standards for the VIC Program and the rest of
Superfund are the same, the voluntary process enhances how
quickly a site moves to cleanup, primarily due to the cooperation
exhibited by voluntary parties. The MPCA staff has
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found that when a voluntary party is motivated to clean up property for purposes of expansion,
refinancing or resale, a cleanup can happen quickly.

Staff in two sections of the MPCA’s Ground Water and Solid Waste Division are currently
involved in providing property transfer information and assistance. Staff in the Program
Development Section conduct file evaluations, and staff in the Site Response Section’s VIC
Unit provide technical assistance and written assurances related to administrative and liability
issues.

Land Recycling Act and Amendments

To further encourage voluntary action to investigate and clean up contaminated property, the
Land Recycling Act was passed by the 1992 Legislature. The broad purpose of the Land
Recycling Act is to encourage voluntary action to investigate and clean up property, and in the
process to encourage reuse and development of otherwise underutilized contaminated
property. It also offers powerful incentives to owners, prospective buyers and lending
institutions to use the MPCA staff resources available to them on request. The Land
Recycling Act also offers relief from the fear of Superfund cleanup liability, which is often
expressed by prospective real estate buyers, developers and lenders.

The Land Recycling Act was amended by the 1993 Legislature (Minnesota Laws Chapter 287)
to provide additional protection from cleanup liability to mortgagees and purchasers of
contaminated property. Under these new provisions, if the RP undertakes and completes RAs
that fully remedy or remove all releases and threatened releases, the liability protection applies
to persons and their successors who either purchase the property from the RP or provide -
financing to the responsible party for the response action or to develop the property.

The 1993 amendments also specify that the persons who conduct response actions required in
accordance with an MPCA-approved response action plan will not aggravate or contribute to
any release or threatened release. In addition, the amendments to the Land Recycling Act
codify a practice by which the MPCA Commissioner provides determinations, referred to as
“no association determination letters.” The Commissioner may issue determinations that
certain actions proposed to be taken on contaminated property will not constitute conduct
associating the person with the release or threatened release that caused the contamination.

VIC Program Effort

The key function of the VIC Program is to set the standards for an adequate site investigation,
to provide MPCA review of the completeness of such investigations and to approve cleanup
plans to address the identified pollution. By obtaining MPCA approval of investigation and

Minnesota |

Superfund



- Page 49

cleanup plans, landowners, lenders, and potential developers can be confident that they know
the extent of any environmental problem on the property and can calculate the costs of
cleanup measures needed to satisfy MPCA requirements.

The VIC Program staff has developed a series of revised guidance documents intended to
provide voluntary parties with clear and concise direction on how to conduct investigation
and cleanup activities. These documents are intended to assist voluntary parties in a
prescriptive approach to cleanup (i.e., cookbook to cleanup). This includes reviewing the
current cleanup process and determining how and where to “streamline” the investigation and
cleanup process.

Figure 3 depicts the types of sites in the VIC Program. Manufacturing sites are the most
common type of sites on the list.

Figure 3: Types of Sites in the VIC Program

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90

Manufacturing
Light Industry
Dumps
Commercial
Railroad
Undeveloped
Warehouse
Coal Tar

Strip Malls
‘Gas Stations
Park Land
Tank Farms
Scrap Yards
Dry Cleaners
Miscellaneous
Utilities

e Minnesofa

' Superfund




Figure 4 shows the status of all sites in the VIC Program. In addition, a more detailed status
report on each site can be found in Appendix 2 to this report.

Figure 4: Status of Sites in VIC
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Major Accomplishments (Cumulative)
The VIC Program has achieved the following to date:

» revised and expanded a series of written guidance documents to assist users of the service;

» provided oversight for 296 investigations;

» approved 10 interim response actions;

« approved 50 final cleanup plans;

» issued 36 “no cleanup required” no action letters;

» issued 21 “off- site determination” letters regarding an off-site source of contamination;

» assisted in putting back into service approximately 1,000 acres of industrial and commercial
property; and

« identified and referred as appropriate 47 contaminated sites to other MPCA programs and
staff for follow-up.
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Reimbursements for VIC Program Assistance
Figure 5 shows the technical assistance reimbursements to the Fund at six-month intervals
since the inception of the programi in 1988.

To date, 92.9 percent or $690,866 of the money requested has been recovered from the users
while 7.1 percent or $53,146 remains unpaid. This amount is owed by various individuals
and businesses, many of whom either subsequently went bankrupt or were potential buyers
and developers who cannot be located. The MPCA staff continues to pursue all delinquent
accounts.

These figures illustrate that the VIC Program has been quite successful at recovering staff
costs from voluntary parties. Moreover, collection efforts are ongoing, and staff anticipates
greater than 98 percent cost recovery for most billing periods. However, staff costs have
increased measurably since the enactment of the Land Recycling Act. These increased costs
are attributable to a number of factors, most significantly, start-up costs associated with a
rapidly expanding program and the growing demand on staff to educate a large number of
private and public sector clients. According to VIC Program records, at least 15 percent of
staff time is spent on “marketing” and education activities. MPCA staff believes these
activities are essential. However, time spent conducting these activities becomes an indirect
cost passed on to all active voluntary parties.

The MPCA staff has made a concerted effort to develop and manage the VIC Program so all
parties, including small businesses and local units of government, can utilize the types of
assistance provided. The MPCA staff is concerned that increased indirect costs will deter
parties from volunteering. The MPCA staff would like direction from the Legislature on the
issue, and would appreciate an opportunity to discuss ways to keep the VIC Program
affordable for all parties.

Programmatic Initiative with EPA-Superfund Accelerated Cleanup
Model (SACM)

The MPCA has proposed to EPA that under a SACM pilot project EPA fund MPCA staff to
oversee voluntary RP cleanup activities at sites subject to CERCLA liability but not listed on
the federal NPL. This would provide the RPs, who want to investigate and remediate their
site, with an opportunity to clean up their site before the site and RPs become fully involved
in the Superfund process.
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- Figure 5: Reimbursements for VIC Program
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The File Evaluation Program completed 1,946 file evaluations Key Points .
during FY 93. A routine file evaluation includes a review of

various lists, maps or databases that identify sites at or within one
mile of the property being investigated. These include the PLP,
CERCLIS, RCRA Enforcement Log, RCRA Permits List, 1980
Metropolitan Area Waste Disposal Site Inventory, Underground
Storage Tank Information System Data and VIC Program sites.
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Figure 6 shows the number of
requests for file evaluations
received by the MPCA staff. In
1986, Congress passed SARA,
which stimulated a jump in the
number of file search requests
conducted by the MPCA. As
depicted in Figure 6, FY 93 is
the peak year for such requests.

Reimbursements for
File Evaluations

Figure 7 shows the
reimbursement amounts
collected by the file evaluation

'Figure 6: Increases in File Evaluation Requests
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staff since the beginning of the program. The reimbursement rate is 98.9 percent. Such a
high reimbursement rate reflects the fact that many of the people using the service are repeat
users such as attorneys, bankers and consultants acting on behalf of their clients.

- Figure 7: Reimbursements for File Evaluations
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tions at Sanitary Landfills

Use of Superfund

While the MPCA continues to use the Superfund process to clean up
SLF sites listed on the PLP in FY 93, the primary focus of the
MPCA'’s Solid Waste Management Section is to assess the
condition of closed sites (see below). There are 63 SLFs on the
PLP, 11 of which are also on the NPL. Because of landfill
assessment activities and limited staff resources, no new landfills
were added to the PLP for the second year in a row.

It has been determined that landfills are not effectively addressed by
the Superfund liability process. The Fund will soon run short if
money is spent trying to clean up all of the state’s SLF sites.
However, since MERLA and the Superfund process remain the only
tools for addressing contamination at landfills when owners/
operators will not or cannot do so, the Superfund will be used until a
more effective mechanism is available.

Superfund Accomplishments

Construction of a permanent alternate water system for residents
around the Pine Bend SLF was initiated in June 1993. A
bankruptcy settlement was finalized at the CAP site and
construction of the final cover was initiated in June 1993. After
signing a ROD in September 1992, a remedial design was
completed at the LaGrande SLF and construction is ongoing.

A remedy also was identified for ground water at the East Bethel
Demo Landfill. An RA is scheduled for FY 94. Final covers have
been completed at the Oak Grove SLF and the Isanti-Chisago SLF.
Additional gas venting has been installed at the Kummer SLF.

Closure has been completed at the Dakhue SLF and a ROD was
signed for further ground water monitoring. A ROD was signed for
the Burnsville SLF recognizing ground water containment actions
being implemented and suspending further Superfund activities
since the landfill is still operational. Cleanup actions have been
initiated at the Pickett SLF where a water emergency was declared.
The lawsuit involving the Freeway SLF was settled. Studies at the
Freeway SLF and Olmsted County SLF are near completion.
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"...MPCA staff is working to compile information and
interpret data from two field seasons of intense data
gathering..."

These activities represent the result of ongoing use of the Superfund law and process to
remediate SLFs. The Solid Waste Section has also been completing a guidance document on
presumptive remedies. Presumptive remedies identify remedial actions that MPCA staff
believes will best achieve the goal of protecting public health, welfare, and the environment.
There are a limited number of remedies available to deal with SLFs, and the presumptive
remedy guidance document will be useful whether sites are addressed using the Superfund
law and process or some new “closed landfill cleanup” process.

In the past year, the Solid Waste Section has turned its primary efforts toward assessing the
condition of all closed landfills, regardless of PLP status. It is hoped that SLFs can be
addressed by a process governed by new legislation in the very near future.

Assessment of Closed Landfills

The MPCA is working with $2.2 million allocated by the Legislature for landfill assessment
during the last two legislative sessions ($1.2 million for FY 93 and $1.0 million for FY 94).
A two-part mandate was established by the Legislature to: 1) summarize the conditions at
SLFs with regard to the potential impact of these sites on human health and the environment;
and 2) make recommendations on the remediation needed at the sites and provide cost
estimates.

That money has been used to install ground water monitoring wells, sample and analyze
ground water, drill into solid waste and carry out cover borings, sample soil, complete
topographic surveys, and complete surveys of methane gas around sites to obtain accurate
data on the condition of closed landfills. Expenditures and accomplishments of the
assessment program to date are included in Tables 13 and 14. Table 15 includes
investigations of sites using Superfund money prior to the establishment of the closed landfill
assessment program. These investigations served as precursors to the current program.

In November 1991, the MPCA submitted the report “Alternatives to Superfund for Landfill
Cleanup” as requested by the Legislature. This report stated that closed landfills are a
societal problem and contained broad recommendations and estimates of the cost of cleaning
up the state’s landfills. The current assessment provides more specific information and
estimates of cleanup costs.

At this time, MPCA staff is working to compile information and interpret data from two field
seasons of intense data gathering. Working as teams, staff are comparing sites to categorize
and prioritize them for cleanup according to the threat to human health and the environment
and current solid waste closure standards. )
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Table 13: Closed Landfill Assessment Expenditures,

FY 93 ,
Contractual Site Work $757,679
Supplies, Expenses 146,421

So far, the expectations about ground water contamination have been confirmed by the
assessment, as nearly all closed landfills show some degradation of ground water quality.
This is not surprising, however, given that nearly all closed landfills are unlined and were not
covered adequately. The assessment has also identified that methane gas produced by the
decaying wastes in landfills may also pose a serious threat to humans and the environment.
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By November 1994, the MPCA expects to have a report ready for the Legislature that will
summarize its findings concerning closed SLFs. Included in this report will be findings of
MPCA staff, along with recommendations and cost estimates for cleanup at each closed
landfill in the state. Within the next year, however, it is hoped that legislation can be set in
motion that will prepare the state to deal with these landfills by some process other than the
Superfund law and process.

Table 14: Closed Landfill Assessment Work Summary

Number of Sites 86
Number of Monitoring Wells Installed 68
Number of Soil Borings 50 |
Number of Solid Waste Borings 146
Number of Wells Sampled 132
Number of Sites Surveyed 56
State Plane Coordinate Controls Established* 86

Table 15: Closed Landfill Sitellnvesﬁgation Work Summary

Number of Sites 9
Number of Wells 18
Number of Soil Borings 10
Number of Solid Waste Borings 33\
Number of Wells Sampled 37
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ommunity Relations in

Superfund
The trend within both the state and federal Superfund pro'grams is

toward streamlining, “less is more.” The exception to the rule is in
the area of community relations, where “more is better.” The public
demand for an active role in the Superfund decision-making process
is increasing, and the need for clear and comprehensible general
information about the program is greater than ever.

Several factors have made 1993 a particularly busy year for the
MPCA Public Information Office staff charged with community
relations for Superfund sites:

* The reauthorization of CERCLA has raised public debate about
the law, and general information about the key issues in
reauthorization is growing.

* The Legislature’s restructuring of the Hazardous Waste Generator
Tax to provide a long-term funding source for the state Superfund
program was preceded by a great demand for information about the
issues.

* The hot debate about whether landfills belong in the Superfund
program became hotter when the largest third-party action in
Minnesota took place at the Oak Grove SLF.

» State and federal Superfund program sites that have been “in the pipeline” for a number of
years arrived at the cleanup phase in unprecedented numbers, requiring substantial community
relations efforts.

+ Developers, realtors, assessors, and other professionals dealing with property issues sought
information in greater numbers than before, becoming a new audience for public information
efforts.

« Increased awareness among citizens around Superfund sites has created a need for increased
community relations activities.

Staff respond to an estimated 300 calls and 50 information requests a month; coordinate public
meetings; respond to news media inquiries; provide fact sheets, update letters, or news
releases; and produce educational information about the Superfund program.
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Increasingly, staff are providing general information to diverse audiences who want a voice
in the Superfund process. Among the projects undertaken or planned in FY 93 were: 1)
working with the MDH to providé general Superfund presentations to Community Health
Services agencies in all counties with one or more federal NPL site; 2) providing support for
managers appearing before U.S. Congressional committees to discuss Minnesota’s views
about key CERCLA reauthorization issues; 3) undertaking presentations to the city councils
of Minneapolis and St. Paul on the redevelopment of contaminated land; 4) assisting Anoka
County realtors in providing information to clients about Superfund sites in their sales areas;
5) providing education about the problems of landfills in Superfund to businesses affected by
the Oak Grove site; and 6) helping residents new to the Twin Cities area to find information
about contaminated sites.

Other activities have included: 1) publication of the "Minnesota Superfund Quarterly, " 2)
fact sheets on general Superfund issues; 3) assisting university students studying Superfund
issues; 4) developing and establishing information repositories or Administrative Records so
that communities have convenient access to important documents on nearby sites; 5) helping
prepare the yearly legislative report; 6) providing communications assistance during
environmental emergencies; and 7) presenting the state’s positions on national Superfund
issues to various audiences.
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\nesota Department of

griculture Cleanup Program

The Minnesota Statutes Chapter 115B (1992) authorizes MDA to
access the Fund for sites contaminated with agricultural chemicals
(pesticides and fertilizers). MDA is the lead state agency for these
types of investigations and cleanups.

The MDA Incident Response Program has authority to address
agrichemical contamination under the Agricultural Chemical
Liability, Incidents, and Enforcement Law (Chapter 18D), and
MERLA (Chapter 115B). MDA staff conduct most agrichemical
site response work under Chapter 18D, whereby MDA staff request
RPs to perform the necessary investigations and cleanups.

RPs who conduct investigations and cleanups according to MDA
guidance are eligible for reimbursement of their costs through the
Agricultural Chemical Response and Reimbursement Account
(ACRRA). ACRRA provides partial reimbursement for the costs of
investigation and cleanup of an agrichemical incident, as requested,
or ordered and approved by MDA staff. Using this authority, MDA
has had 39 RPs complete $1,594,476 worth of investigation and
cleanup in FY 93.

ACRRA reimbursement has been an effective incentive for RPs to
perform site investigation and cleanups. Explicitly defining eligible
versus ineligible costs has proven beneficial to cost containment.
Additionally, ACRRA is not available if there is no willing or
known RP or landowner, nor does it cover costs of providing
alternative sources of drinking water.

When an RP is unwilling to pay for cleanup costs, MDA evaluates
the site and elects to use enforcement and financing authority under
Chapter 18D and 18E, or Chapter 115B. Sites which require
alternative drinking water can be addressed using Superfund
monies, or in certain cases, funds managed by the HSCB.

MDA staff currently manage 73 active remedial site investigations
(including seven PLP sites) where agricultural chemical
contamination has been documented. These sites typically are sites
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of businesses that store, handle and distribute agricultural chemicals at the retail and
wholesale level. The MDA has identified ground water contamination at approximately 32 of
these sites. ' :

In addition to the above described remedial site investigations, there were approximately 215
emergency response releases reported to the MDA in FY 93. These incidents generally occur
as a result of spills during the storage, handling and distribution of agricultural chemicals by
facilities and other end-users. Although nearly all of these incidents are managed by the RPs,
with MDA Spills Team guidance, FY 93 found three of these sudden releases required Fund
emergency response financing.

MDA had four positions in FY 93 funded under the Superfund program. MDA Superfund
activities include: 1) overseeing investigation and cleanup activities at seven PLP sites; 2)
scoring and listing new sites for the PLP; 3) reviewing and overseeing investigation and
cleanup activities at voluntary cleanup sites; 4) responding to voluntary cleanup file search
requests identifying sites which have agrichemical contamination; and 5) contract
administration.
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A Actions Using

Fund Dollars
Site Delisted from PLP

In FY 93, MDA delisted Lund’s Farmer Seed and Nursery from the
PLP. A fire occurred in April of 1989 at this garden center in St.
Cloud, and MDA took the lead in the emergency response cleanup,
with the help and delegation of Superfund authority from MPCA.
In September 1992, the state and Joseph Laughlin, the site land
owner, agreed on a settlement and payment schedule. In February
1993, the state reached a settlement for cost recovery and payment
schedule with the Lunds, the business owners on the site. MDA
staff will continue to oversee and, if necessary, enforce the agreed
payment schedules.

Above-Ground Arsenic

MERLA funds enabled MDA to target above-ground quantities of
- arsenic for collection and disposal. The approximately 4,400

pounds of arsenic collected in FY 93 augmented ongoingstatewide

waste pesticide collection efforts that have netted more than

235,000 pounds of banned and unusable pesticides.

Products with calcium arsenate, calcium arsenite, sodium arsenate, and lead arsenate were
collected from many sites in central and southern Minnesota. Most of these products had
been stored for decades. Arsenic collection is continuing in FY 94.

Lab pack (small) quantities of arsenic were incinerated at high temperature. Incineration ash
and bulk (large) quantities of arsenic were stabilized to prevent leaching before disposal in a
hazardous waste landfill. '

Site Investigation and Cleanup Actions

MDA continues to provide drinking water to five residences in the Castle Rock community,
as a part of the Castle Rock Ground Water Contamination Site. The community, through
Dakota County Department of Environmental Health, is currently involved in negotiations
with Housing and Urban Development for cost-share funds to replace contaminated wells
with several cluster wells. The MDA has completed a RI/FS at a potential source site using
MERLA funds. Further investigation and remediation options remain to be implemented for
FY 94. An adjacent site PRP is voluntarily conducting a RI/FS and phased response action.
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MDA staff successfully completed the second (final) phase of the response action at the
Howe Chemical Soil Contamination Site in Martin County during FY 93. The site is now
remediated and supports agricultural plant growth. MDA staff will continue to monitor the
site and adjacent residential wells during FY 94. The project is being carried out with
MERLA funds.

During FY 93, monitoring continued at an agricultural chemical dealer site in Medford.
MDA staff is in the process of evaluating this information to determine if previously
implemented remedial actions were effective and whether the site should be delisted.

A homeowner in Gully, Minnesota, received a well advisory from MDH due to excessive
atrazine levels in his well. Further ground water data was needed from an adjacent
agricultural chemical dealer site before the dealer would agree to pay for well replacement.
MDA staff coordinated with the HSCB to arrange for reimbursement to the homeowner for
the drilling of a new well. When sufficient data are collected and if the information proves
the culpability of the facility, MDA will pursue reimbursement by the facility to the Harmful
Substance Compensation Account.

Of the 215 releases that the MDA Spills Unit handled in FY 93, three had to be managed with
Superfund monies. One involved a truck accident in Fridley, and the other two involved old
arsenic containers found by two separate homeowners, one in East Grand Forks, the other in
Montgomery. i ~
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rther MDA Program
ccomplishments

In FY 93, the MDA sent a survey questionnaire to consultants involved in agricultural
chemical incident investigation and cleanup. The survey requested input into the MDA
Incident Response Program. A good percentage of the consultants replied. As a follow-up,
on January 21, 1993, MDA staff met in a roundtable discussion with the consultants to
discuss the survey results, and how to improve the working relationship between the RPs, the
consultant community, and the MDA staff.

The roundtable discussion was centered on the consultants’ concerns as highlighted in the
survey. Some consultants felt that more focus should be placed on ground water effects as
opposed to source (contaminated soil) removal. MDA staff is reviewing this
recommendation. The consultants found the MDA guidance documents were pertinent and
helpful, and that MDA staff directions were very clear in written communication, in meetings
and on the telephone. The survey had asked the consultants where they thought MDA could
make improvements; consultants mentioned streamlining the work plan review, providing
justification for changes to consultant proposals, formalizing cleanup goals, and revisiting the
overall goals and objectives of the MDA program. One consultant asked for more flexibility
for land-spreading requirements, and the staff have since done in-house research to create a
document which addressed the environmental aspects of land-spreading and which was
responsive to the consultant’s concerns.

A Legal Actions

During FY 93, staff from MDA and the Attorney General's Office were involved in litigation to
recover MERLA funds spent in 1988-89 to clean up and dispose of fire debris from the Lunds
Farmers Seed and Nursery, Inc. In March 1990, the MDA initiated litigation against the Lunds
and the site landowner. A settlement was reached with the site landowner in August 1992, and
with the Lunds in February 1993. Both settlements involve payments and schedules, and MDA
staff is tracking these payments. MPCA and MDA have arranged for the deposits to be made to
the MERLA account in accordance with Department of Finance procedures.
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A Voluntary Cleanup
Technical Assistance
Program

Requests for voluntary cleanup technical assistance have become
an increasing responsibility for MDA staff. File search requests
regarding past practices at various properties, and requests to
review site investigations conducted as a part of property
transactions have increased over the past year.

Key Points .

Staff continue to work with farm lenders to evaluate their
inventory of farms for agricultural chemical contamination.
Investigation and cleanup continue at several agricultural
chemical wholesale/retail operations as a result of property
transactions. MDA'’s program has been expanded to provide
technical assistance to investigations conducted as part of
property transactions or to situations where the current
landowner wants to volunteer to investigate and potentially
cleanup a site.

MDA will obtain reimbursements to MERLA for staff time spent
in providing technical assistance. MDA staff is continuing to
work with the ACRRA Board on the relationship between the
Voluntary Cleanup Technical Assistance Program and the
ACRRA reimbursement program.

MDA is in the process of reorganizing its database to include the
locations of all licensed and permitted agricultural chemical
storage facilities, past and present. The locating of these
facilities will be further defined with the use of a Global
Positioning System (GPS). This reorganization will complement
the already existing data of reported incidents that currently
dates back to 1977.
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nclusions and
Recommendations

The Minnesota Superfund Program has been very effective in cleaning up traditional
Superfund and voluntary sites. Response actions are underway at 147 sites. The MPCA and
MDA have been successful in their efforts to seek RPs and the MPCA has also been
successful in securing federal dollars to fund cleanup activities.

Despite these efforts, the continued success of the Superfund program depends on relieving
the Fund from the pressures exerted by old municipal solid waste landfills, reducing
transaction costs and the burden on communities of third-party suits, and streamlining the
Superfund cleanup process to speed cleanups while providing protection for public health and
the environment.

To ensure the continued success of the Superfund Program, MPCA and MDA staff offer the
following recommendations:

Alternatives to Superfund for Landfill Cleanup

Although work on several SLFs has progressed under the Superfund program during FY 93,
the growing consensus among regulators is that MERLA does not fit SLFs well. The state
Superfund law and program is currently the only tool available to address contamination
problems at closed SLFs, but support is strong for a new program more closely tailored to
SLFs.

Such a need stems partly from the strict, joint-and-several liability standard contained in
MERLA, which can lead to very expensive legal entanglements at landfill sites where the
number of RPs can be in the hundreds. RPs at SLFs require large expenditures or transaction
costs which would be better spent on site remediation. Furthermore, the adversarial climate
created by naming hundreds of small businesses and political subdivisions as RPs does not
foster timely agreement or speed cleanup.

A separate landfill program would relieve fiscal pressure on the Fund, cut the cost of cleaning
up landfills from an estimated $800 million to $250 - $450 million by eliminating huge
lawsuits, and eliminate the current burden on communities surrounding such sites as the Oak
Grove SLF. It also would provide a fairer way to make sure landfills are cleaned up
promptly and fairly. An initiative to address landfills under a new program is strongly
recommended.
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‘The polluter-pays liability standard in CERCLA should be
retained because it is an effective force in driving cleanup
of traditional hazardous waste sites."

Reauthorization of CERCLA

Because of the close linkage between the federal and state Superfund programs, current
challenges to CERCLA and the federal Superfund program will likely affect the Minnesota
Superfund program’s resources, effectiveness, and future. Special interest lobbying on
CERCLA is focusing primarily on the 1994 reauthorization of CERCLA and the elimination
of Superfund’s strict, joint-and-several liability standard.

The dismantling of CERCLA’s liability standard now seems unlikely, but continuing
pressure will be brought to bear on the U.S. Congress to weaken CERCLA. MPCA staff has
worked with Congressional committees, the Minnesota Congressional delegation, and
national groups to maintain those parts of the law that work best and has proposed changes
that will improve CERCLA.

The four main issues that the reauthorization process should address are:

1. The polluter-pays liability standard in CERCLA should be retained because it is an
effective force in driving cleanup of traditional hazardous waste sites.

2. Under CERCLA, Congress should mandate that the EPA develop national cleanup
standards or policies for soil and ground water. This would assure that RPs would
understand up front “how clean is clean.”

3. The scope of CERCLA should be extended to encompass all sites, not just those 1,200 or
so on the federal Superfund list. A national registry of sites, including all of the 10,000 -
20,000 sites nationwide needing cleanup, would assure that cleanup standards would be
consistently applied.

4. Congress should delegate the Superfund program to the states. There is precedent for this
delegation; the Clean Air Act, Clean Water Act, Resource Conservation and Recovery Act,
and Safe Drinking Water Act have all been delegated to the states.

The MPCA staff recommends that the Legislature adopt these four goals for CERCLA
reauthorization, and provide Minnesota’s Congressional delegation with a resolution
supporting these changes.
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VIC Program

Through alterations to MERLA and passage of the Land Recycling Act, the Legislature has
supported efforts by the MPCA and MDA to speed voluntary cleanups, solve problems
associated with contaminated land, and provide a streamlined process to address sites where
voluntary parties are willing to perform investigations and cleanups. Such efforts, also
underway at the national level through programs such as SACM, have made Minnesota a
model for other state programs.

The MPCA and MDA plan to continue streamlining efforts by applying state cleanup
standards or models for soil and ground water cleanup; preparing “prescriptive guidances,”
generic cleanup plans, for common types of soil and ground water contamination; outlining
cleanup objectives and goals early in the Superfund process; and providing liability releases
in some circumstances to remove some of the risk faced by cities, developers, and banks in
bringing contaminated land back into productive use.

The MPCA and MDA recommend that the Legislature continue to support VIC and other
efforts by the agencies to help solve issues involving contaminated property.

MDA Funding

MDA requests that funding be maintained at the FY 93 levels for MDA Superfund activities.
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pendix |I: Acronyms

ACRRA - Agricultural Chemical Response and Reimbursement Account

ASTSWMO - Association of State and Territorial Solid Waste Management Officials

CY - Calendar Year ’

CAP - Crosby American Properties

CERCLA - Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act

CERCLIS - Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and
Liability Information System

Consent Order or CO - Response Order by Consent

EPA - U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

ESI - Expanded Site Investigation

Fund - Superfund

FY 93 - Fiscal Year 1993

GPS - Global Positioning System

HSCB - Harmful Substance Compensation Board

HRS II - Hazard Ranking System

LCWM - Legislative Commission on Waste Management

MDA - Minnesota Department of Agriculture

MDF - Minnesota Department of Finance

MDH - Minnesota Department of Health

MERLA - Minnesota Environmental Response and Liability Act

MOA - Memorandum of Agreement

MPCA - Minnesota Pollution Control Agency

NCP - National Contingency Plan

NPL - National Priorities List

PA - Preliminary Assessment

PLP - Permanent List of Priorities

RCRA - Resource, Conservation and Recovery Act

RD/RA - Remedial Design/Remedial Action (or Response Action)

RFRA - Request for Response Action

RI/FS - Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study

ROD - Record of Decision

RPs - Responsible Parties

SACM - Superfund Accelerated Cleanup Model

SARA - Superfund Amendments Reauthorization Act

SI - Site Investigation

SLF - Sanitary Landfill

VIC - Voluntary Investigation and Cleanup

YVOC - Volatile Organic Compounds
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Minnesots Property Transfer/\Voluntary Cleanup Program Rl = Remediasl Investigstion C =Completed 1-vOoC RAL-Recommended
Project Summary FS = Feesibility Study N =Not Applicable 2-Metals Allowable Limit
October 14, 1983 IRA = Interim Response Action I =In Progress 3-inorganics GW-Ground Water
RA =Resporwe Action 4-Petroleumn/Fuel Oil SW-Surface Water
M = Groundwater Monitoring 6-PAH PPM-Perts per million
L =No Action Letter lssued 6-PCB PO-Pump Out
LLI = Limited No Action Letter lssued 7-Pesticides PPB-Parts per billion
8-Dump/Demo Debris
Status Medis
PT # Active Project Name City JRI_JFS IIRA_I-RA M lLl |I.Ll Comments Contam. Impacted Cleanup Level Technology Used
) 1820 No 1000 Block Valiey Park Drive Shakopee [ C Completed 1.8 Ground Water Off-Site Source Debris removal
2310 No 1144 Sevanth Street |Hopkine C C Compl.t_-ld 1 Ground Weter Off-Site Source
3670 Yes 1200 Trapp Road (ska: unisys) Esgan | U 1 Ground Water
1360 No 16000 Minnetonks Industrial Bivd. |Minnetonke II To CERCLIS 1,6 Soil and GW
1300 No 16171 Freeland Hugo C Completed 1 Surface Soll To Background Removal
1270 No 1661 Vernon Drive  (See PT 1440) Golden Valley [ Completed 1 Ground Water None Needed
1880 No__ [1716 Hastings Avenus |Newport [ inactive 1 Soil snd GW
2680 No 1877 West River Road IMinnnjolll Il |inactive 1,4 Ground Water
2170 No 2611-2627 Frenkiin Ave. IMMO"‘ To Tenks 1,4 Soll
2670 No _ 126611 Fallbrook Ave. {ska: Manufacturing Satsty) [Wyoming c c Completed 1 Soll None Nesded
3200 Yes _|2nd Street Business Center |Minneapolis [
2140 Yes 3008 Third Avenus South Minneaspolis | 3 2 Soll
1770 No 3100 28th Street E. IATAT) Minneapolis Cc To CERCLIS 1,6 Soll and GW
2380 No 346 Main Strest IEypon Il Inactive 4,6 Soll and GW
2400 No 3K Paper IMinnupolh [ [+] C__JCompleted 1 Soll and GW Soll - 6 on hNu Landtarm sol-PO GW.
3010 Yes _|3M Woodbury {Woodbury hl | 1,2 Soil end GW RALs Pumpout
1890 No 42 Ave. N and Aldrich Ave. |Minneapolis C To CERCLIS 1 Soll \.
2300 No 494/RES (Ses PT 1890) (part of Gon. Coatings) |Esgan » C (] Completed :
2370 No 660-700 Industry Ave. Anoke [ C Completed 1,6 Ground Water Nons Needed
2890 No 7626 Building Parklawn] Edina C N N IN N__IN _Jwithdrswn 2 Ground Water None Needed
1800 No 800 Jefferson Street JLake City C [+] Completed 1 Ground Water None Needed
1730 No _ ]826 Boone Avenue Golden Valley [ [+ Completed 1,2 Soll and GW GW-RAL Soll <3.6ppm Excavate soll
22680 No 88th Avenue Dump Blaine | Inactive None Soll and GW
3340 Yeos__|Acton Conetruction Lino Lakes ! 1 Ground Water
2640 No Air Quality Vehicle Inspection (See PT 3140) Roseville Withdrawn Staining Soil None Needed
3840 Yes |Airway Products Princeton C 1 Ground Water
2680 |  Yes |AbertiesGee Albert Les I 48 Soll and GW
1310 No__JAN Seints Lutheran Church Esgen To Tenks 4 Soll
1010 Yeos American Can Minneapolis [ c_IN | Clinp in progress 1 Soil snd GW RALs Pumpout to sewer
3310 Yes _[AMPI Inc. Rochester 1 Ground Water
3040 Yes __|Anderson iron Works Plymouth 1 Ground Water
1810 No Androc Mololh ' St. Louis Perk Cc [+] Completed 7 Soil and GW Non - Detsct Excavation and PO
1660 No__|Argus Development |Blaine Withdrawn 48 Soil and GW
1160 Ne Armour Mest Plant ISoulh St. Padl ]\nactive
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Minnesota Property Transfer/Voluntary Clesnup Progrem | = Remedial Investigation ~ C=Completed 1-VOC RAL-Recommended
Project Summary FS = Feasibility Study N =Not Applicable 2-Metals Allowaeble Limit
October 14, 1993 IRA = Interim Responee Action | =In Progrees 3-Inorganics GW-Ground Water
RA = Respones Action 4-Petroleum/Fuel Oil SW-Surface Water
M = Groundwater Monitoring 6-PAH PPM-Parts per million
Ll = No Action Letter Issued 6-PCB PO-Pump Out
LU = Limited No Action Letter Issued 7-Pesticides PPB-Parts per billion
8-Dump/Demo Debris )
Status ) Media
PT # Active Project Neme City Rl [FS llRA-I-RA IM ILI# Comments Contam. Impacted Cleanup Level Technology Used
3070 No Army Corps Chaska Dump Chaska [ IN N _|JC letod 8 None Needed
3300 No__|Arrowhesd Stator and Rotor Sandstons c N N _Jc c Completed 2 Soll Visusl Excevate
3240 Yes _|Ashiand James Avenus St. Paul I 1,4 Soil and GW
3360 No__|Astieford, M.G. Burnsville I Inactive 1,6 Soll
3460 Yeos Avecor |Plymouth | | 1,4 Soil and GW
3280 Yes Barton Sand end Gravel HMMOVC I 1,4 Soll
2180 No Bayport Public Works Facility lBayport C C Completed [ Soil None Noeded
2800 Yes Bayport Wildlife Mngmnt Area(See PT2630) Bayport hl It 1 Ground Water
1340 No Bendix Corp. Bemidji Withdrawn None
2960 No Bergmeier__ (See PT 2260) White Bear Lake (] C C C C Completed 1 Ground Water Remove Barrels Londfill
3380 No__|Beumer Parcel st. Cloud c _|Completed s Sol
3670 Yes Blaine Central Avenue Blaine U [ Soil
2410 No Blaine Office Park I-BL.-; U L Insctive 2 Ground Water
3700 Yes |Bloomlmton Good Ssmariten Bloomington | 4 Ground Water
3160 No éob Lewls Olds. Hermentown To Tenks 1
2810 | No st. Peul c Completed 4 Soll 10 ppm Thermal treatment
1170 No Brockway Gless JRosemount | To Solid Waste 2 Soil
1710 No |Brooklyn Park Dunl Brooklyn Park To Superfund 1,6 Soll
2030 No IBuﬂ-Io Clesners Buffale To CERCLIS 1 Soll md (<4
3060 Yeos IBuﬂalo Municipal Parking Lot Buffalo I 1 Soil
1800 No IBurr Properties Minneapolis | Inactive [ Soil and GW
2210 No Butler Taconite Naswauk Withdrawn
1440 No Cabot, Cabot, Forbes {See PT 1270) Golden Valley Completed 1 Ground Water None Needed
1860 No Caliber Development Corp. Plymouth [ C Completed 1,4 Soll_ 5 ppm on the hNu __Landferm
2470 No Capital Corporation South St. Paul | JInactive Soll
2130 Yes _|Carpenter's School St. Paul c N b Cinp in Progress _Ground Water Visusl Ash & Rubbish rem
2260 Yes Contervills Rosd Site _{See PT 2860) White Bear Lake o] C ) 1 C__|Partially completed 12 Soil and GW Visual Landfill / drum rem
3490 Yeos Central Avenus Grocsry Minneapolis hl 1 Soil and GW
3910 Yes Chemrex ]Bloomington Il 1 Soil Below Gppm Soll used In % 1
2340 Yes Chicego Northnwestern lMlmﬂh C [+ U 1,6 Soll and GW
1280 No Circuit Science Plymouth C C [+] JCompleted 2 Soll 5 ppm Excavation
1140 No City of Foley Foley inactive
3230 No _ |Clark Oil St. Paul_ c c Completed 1 Ground Water Off-Site Source
3410 Yeou Como Foundry St. Paul (] 1,4 6 Soll !




Minnesots Property Transfer/Voluntsry Cleanup Program RI'= Remedisl Investigation C = Completed 1-VoC RAL-Recommended
Project Summary FS = Fessibility Study N =Not Applicsble 2-Metals Allowable Limit
October 14, 1993 IRA =Interim Response Action I =In Progress 3-Inorgenice GW-Ground Water
RA =Respones Action 4-Petroleum/Fust Ol SW-Surface Water
M = Groundw ster Monitoring B6-PAH PPM-Parts per milllon
U =No Action Letter lssued 6-PCB PO-Pump Out
LL! =Limited No Action Latter lssued 7-Pesticides PPB-Parts per billion
8-Dump/Demo Debris
Status Media
PT # Active Project Name City RI_IFS JIRA JRA M JLI JLLI Comments Contam. Impacted Cleanup Level Technology Used
3720 Yos Crystal Lake Good Samaritan Center Robbinedasle I_l 4 Ground Water
2300 Yes _|CSM St. Paul | 4 Soll end GW
2080 No Dakots Business Plaza Mendota Heights i Inactive 1 Soll
36.60 Yes Dals Stroet Railroad Yard St, Paul 1] 1,4 Soil snd GW Pumpout free product
1470 Yes Dana Corporation JMim-po!h |I 1 Soil and GW
3780 Yeou 4';.1!»0-_!& Foods, Inc. Long Prairie J_I 1,4 Soil and GW
2820 Yes IDBL Labs iSt Joseph { 1,2 Soll snd GW
3730 Yes Denenson Complex IMlnmugolic | 4 Soil
2100 No |Dlﬁnmiu‘ Inc. IMim\quIit Inactive [] Solil
3380 No District Energy St. Peul IN In | To Tanks 1,4, 6 Soil and GW
1180 No IDixle Chemical Rosemount C Completed 1 Ground Water Off-Site Source
2630 Yes DNR/Stiliwater Prison Dump _(See PT2800) ‘MM | | 1 Ground Water
2120 No Duasne's Auto Body Litchfield Withdrawn
3000 No Duluth Cement Plant Duiuth | }inactive
1060 No IE..'f" River Road St. Peul Inactive
2320 No IEconothorm Arlington 1 Insctive 1,26 Soll
3600 Yes EDCO Products Hopkina 'I 1 Soll
1880 No  {Elliot Avenus Site Rush City [ C Completed 1 Soll 10 ppm Landferm
3890 Yos IE_l_rﬁuoet Ash Dump _(Sse PT 2760) St. Paut ! 2,8 Soll and GW
2260 No Elmwood Partners Caledonia [+] [+] Completed 1 Soll snd GW None Needed
2660 No Empire Dump Empire | To CERCLIS 2 Soll
2430 Yes Energy Park West St. Paul [+ | [ ] Soll None Needed
3130 Yes  JErvon Gas Owatonna § 1 Soll snd GW
1600 No IExe-ilo Hw [ To CEACLIS 1 Soil and GW
2710 No Fina Station ]gqm [+ [+] Completed 2 _Soll Visual & Above Detect. Haz. wasts landfill
1720 Yes__|Ford Deep Rock  — c | 1,4 Soll and GW
3160 No Foremost Facllity INuw Hope Cc I_N N IN N |C Completed 1 Ground Water Off-Site Source
3030 Yes Former Grest Northern RR St. Peul | 1,6 Soll and GW
3620 Yeos Former Sears Cwatonna Owatonne I-I 1 Ground Water -
3860 h( ] timut Super Amarics Roseville Il 1 Ground Water
1230 No Franchise Assoc/Aero Precision Cottege Grove [+] [+] Completed 1 Soll snd GW None needed
3460 Yes IFrnwg Blvd. |1 1,4 Soil end GW
3740 No___[Frisbee Hill _Ist.Psul Jinactive 45 Soil
2110 Yes IFron Paint [Minnugoﬂs 1 Soll and GW
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Minnesots Property Tranefer/Voluntary Cleanup Progrem Rl = Remedisl Investigstion C =Completed 1-voC RAL-Recommended
Project Summary FS = Feasibility Study N =Not Applicable 2-Metals Aliowable Limit
October 14, 1993 IRA = Interim Responee Action {=In Progress 3-norgenics GW-Ground Water

RA =Respones Action 4-Petroleum/Fus! Oil SW-Surface Water

M = Groundwater Monitoring 6-PAH PPM-Parts per million

LI =No Action Letter Issued 8-PCB PO-Pump Out

LLI = Limited No Action Letter lssued 7-Pesticides PPB-Parts per billion

8-Dump/Demo Debris
Status Moedis

PT # Active Project Name City Rl |FS IIRA IRA M_Ju jed Ci Contem. Impacted Cleanup Level Technology Used
2620 No GQatew ay Foods Warroad C C Completed None None Needed
2680 No General Fabrication Forest Lake C C To Superfund 1, 2 Soil and GW
2040 No General Mills, Inc. JMinnespolis [ C Completed 1, 4 Soil and GW Off-Site Source
2930 No GL Contracting Minnetonks 1 C iPuﬂllI! completed 1,4 Soil end GW
1020 No Glacler Park (See PT 2740} Minneapolis [+ C Completed 6 Soil 1 ppm on hNu Landferm
3780 Yes Glenn Bolles Elk River 1,2 Ground Water
2200 No__|Glenwood Junction Golden Valley [ To Tenks 4 Soil snd GW
1870 No__JGNB St. Paul_ [ [ |Inactive 1,2 _Soll snd GW
3260 Yes GNB Berry Street St. Paul [ JI Cinp in Progress 2 Soil 300 ppm / 1000 ppm _ Stabilization
1660 Yeos Golden Valley HRA Golden Valley | 1.4 Soil and GW Off-Site Source
1660 No Gopher Shooter Supply Faribauit [ Inactive 1 Ground Water
2020 Yes _|Grace-Lee Products Minnespolis c e In Je | c Iz-uz completed 14 Soil and GW No detect on Hnu Lendfill soil-tem.tank
3610 Yes Graco Inc. Minnespolis | 1 Ground Water
3850 Yos__|Grest Dane |Rosevitie I b 1,4,6 Soil and GW
1060 No Great River Development lﬁimapolh {Inactive [ _Soil
2720 No Greater Huron Development Corp. St. Paul L] Ilmctivo 1 Soll snd GW
3430 Yes _|Griggs Midway St. Paul c C _|Completed 1 Ground Water
3470 Yes ]H.B. Fuller {Minnespotis I 2,85 _Sol
1290 No |Hancoek Nelson St. Paul C Inactive 1, 4 Soil and GW Off-Site Source
3680 Yes IHarcru Chemicals, Inc. St. Paul U 1 Soil snd GW
1610 No IHunm Island St. Paul Cc C To CERCUS 2 Soll 3 ppm Lead Mon planned
20680 Yes IHarvut States St. Paul (] . 1.4,6 Soil and GW Landfarm on 4 and &
3760 Yes 1H-rb¢l Landfill New Brighton | 1, 6 Soil snd GW
3880 Yes Hiawatha Country Club |Minneapolis [ [] Soil snd GW
2460 No Hiswathas Metaicraft IMlthEolh C N N j_N N C__ {Completed 1 Ground Water Off-Site Source
3440 Yeos iHlbe_r! industrial Park ]Hm | 2 Soil
3620 Yes Hitchcock Industries Bloomington | 1 —Ground Water
2910 Yeos Hoftman Corner Shoreview | ! 1,2 6 Ground Water Pump out free product
1820 No [Holidey Gas Ststion JForest Lake C Completed Asphalt Soll _ _None Needed
2480 Yes Holiday Stere, Washington Ave.#69 IMlmﬂa | 1 Soil snd GW
1300 No Honeywell Columbia Heights Columbia Heights c |C (] C Completed 2 _Soil <1000 ppm _Excavated
3680 Yes _ jHoneywell Data Serve Hopkins L 1 Ground Water
2160 No [Honeywvell Minnetonka JMinnetonks | Inactive 1 Soil snd GW
2290 No __JHoneywell New Hope INMO_M | E’u 1 Ground Water




Minnesots Property Transfer/Voluntery Cleanup Program Rl = Remedial Investigation C=Completed 1-vOoC RAL-Recommended
Project Summary FS = Fessibility Study N =Not Applicable 2-Metsls Allow sble Limit
October 14, 1983 IRA = Interim Response Action I=in Progress 3-norgenics GW-Ground Water
RA =Resporee Action 4-Petroleum/Fusl Oil SW-Surface Water
M = Groundwater Monitoring B-PAH PPM-Parts per million
LI =No Action Letter Issued 6-PCB PO-Pump Out
LLI =Limited No Action Letter lssued 7-Pesticides PPB-Parts per billion
8-Dump/Demo Debris
Status Medis
PT # Active Project Name City IRl JFS JIRA JRA M JU1 LU Comments Contam. Impacted Clesrwp Lovel Technology Used
2860 Yes _ [Honeywell Plaza Minnespolis [ 1,4 Ground Water
2070 Yoo Ing_pur- Tech Iﬂ__opkim [ 1,4 Soll and GW
31980 Yes Hormel Building 134 Austin ll 1
1930 Yes _ |Hormel Corporste Annex Austin Il 1 Soll
1410 No Huset Park Dump Columbia Heights C [+] Completed 2 Soil snd GW Nons Needed
3370 Yes \deal Security Hardware Jﬁmvllh | 1 Ground Water
2490 Yes Industriel Airsystems St. Psul C ﬂ_li Cinp in Progress 1 Soil and GW Below AAls Pr 8irs, i
2760 No internationsl Squars Golden Valley C C _JCompleted 1 Ground Water Oftf-Site Source
3420 Yes ITT Schadow Eden Prairie 1l 1 Soll and GW
3040 Yes J & J Cesting Two Harbors Il 1,24 Soll snd GW
1110 Yes J and B Auto New Brighton Il 1 Ground Water
2780 No Jae's Precast Stacy C [ i Completed 1,2 Soil 1 ppm on hNu Excevation
2070 No__lJape Olson Minneapolis c c Completed 1 Ground Water Off-Sits Source
| 2220 No__lJaye Truex Co. Minnespolis It To CERCLIS 45 Soll and GW
2610 No Jerry Clipper Machine Shop IEytown Twp. [+ C Completed 1 Soll 1 ppm on hNu Landferm
1880 No___|John Hencock Properties Roseville Completed 4 Ground Water Off-Site Source
3600 No___|Johneon and Johneon [Minnetonke c C__JCompleted 1 Soll and GW Nons Needed
2820 No Joyners, Inc. IBrookIyn Park [} Inactive 2 6 Soil and GW
2330 Yes Kellogg Blvd. St. Paud (] [ Soll snd GW
3870 Yes Kellogg Bivd. PMA St. Paul 1 Soll and GW
1780 No Kell Blvd. Post Office St. Paul c IN IN Compieted Asphait Soll To Background Soil used in ssphait
3000 Yes King Pallet ]Brooklyn Perk “l 1,26 Soil and GW
2860 Yes Kondirstor, The IMlmgolb II 1,266 Soil
3680 Yes  |Krawczewskl laka: Metals Reduction) St. Paul FL 2 Soll
3260 No Lakeland Avenus Dum, #vn Perk (2 {~] N__|C C__JCompleted 1,468 Tor Soll end GW Visusl/Non-Detect Reuse/Recycle/Thermal
3680 Yos _|Lakewood Hills Apartments White Bear Laks _ (3 { 2 Soil end GW Nons Needed
3110 Yes Latzke lron Works Brooklyn Park C i 1,2 Soll
1910 No Le Loup Site St. Paul (] To CERCLIS 2 Soil end QW
3220 Yes _lLeaseback Proporties Richfield | 1,4
11680 No 'L;htﬁm Transfer Station St. Paul To RCRA [} Soll
1070 No Lilydale Park Dump St. Paul (] Cmpitd/CERCLIS 24 Soll
1180 Yeos _|Lindssy Warshouss (See PT 2740) |Minneapolis c c | IN IN Icompleted 1,46 Soil 1 ppm on hNu Landfarm
1080 No__ fLongyear JM!mﬁlﬁo c c Completed 45 _Soil § ppm on hNu Excavate, Lendferm
3800 Yes ILou-Rlch Albert Lea Albert Lea L 1 Soll and GW -
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Minnesotas Property Transfer/Voluntary Cleanup Program |le- Ramedial Investigstion C =Completed 1-voC RAL-Recommended
Project Summary FS = Feasibility Study N =Not Applicable 2-Metsls Allowsble Limit
October 14, 1983 IRA = interim Respones Action | =In Progrees 3-inorgenics GW-Ground Water
RA = Response Action 4-Petroleumn/Fusl O SW-Surface Water
M = Groundw ster Monitoring B-PAH PPM-Parts per million
LI =No Action Letter lssued 6-PCB PO-Pump Out
LU =Limited No Action Letter lssued 7-Pesticides PPB-Parts per billion
8-Dump/Demo Debris
Status Media
PT # Active Project Name City Ri IFS IIRA RA IM I_l.l LLI Comments Contem. Impacted Clesnup Level Technology Used
2770 Yes Lyndsle wv Amerlgl Minnugzlio I 1,4 Soll .rg GW
2830 No ihﬁd;m and 6th Streat Minneapolis c Completed 1,246 Soil and GW None Needed
1890 No lmn Site_{See PT 2300} Jsg-n c c Completed None None Neoded
3320 Yes IM-It-O-MnI Northfield (] C 1,4 Soil
1210 No Manksto Plating Compsny (See PT 3400) IMmko_to Il To CERCLIS 1,2 Soll
2840 No Marigold Foods Rochester C C Completed 1 Ground Water Oft-Site Source
1800 No Marvin Windows |Warroed 1 To RCRA
1840 Yes Mayo/Telex Bdlm |Rochester C [+ | Clnp In progress 1 SM GW Dectection Limit Lendfarm soil-mon GW
3140 Yes__|Mosm Propertis (Ses PT 2640) Roseville b
1700 Yes IMidwﬂ Plaza St. Paul (o3 || 1,4 Soll
2040 No lMldwg Book |Minnespolis Completed
2080 No IMidwut Cylinder Swift Falls I ToWQ
3820 Yes Milwaukee Rosd Depot | (] [ Soll and GW
2670 No Minnespolis Sculpture Gardens (=3 To CERCLIS ] Soil and GW
1400 No Minnetonka City Garsge Minnetonka C C Complated ] Soil <60 ppb None
2360 No MnDOT Crooked Lake Pit Ancka County C IN N [Completed 2 Ground Water None Needed
1660 Yes MnDOT Dump St. Cloud c _|C U 1i [ Soll and GW. Soil used in ssphalt
3630 Yes MnDOT Sevage Truck Station i$|vm U 1 Ground Water
1860 No___|Motley Bypess |M|m=go|h c I c In_IN_lcompleted 40 Soll and GW 10 ppm Landfarm
16540 No Muititech New Brighton (*] [ Completed 1 Soil Non-Detect Excavate, Landferm
1970 Yes Napco - Esst_{Venturian Corp) Hopkine 1] 4, 8 Soil and GW
2010 Yes  |Napco - West Hopkins Iu 4 Soil
2900 No Neal State Building chn Prairie II c J Completed 1 Soil and GW 10 ppm Lendfarm soil-mon GW
3770 Yes _ |New Brighton Redevelopment New Brighton | | 1 Ground Water
3640 Yes _ |New Hops Distribution Center IN«w Hope ! 1,2 Soil
1610 No New Hope HUD INcw Hope To RCRA
2780 No Newport Building, The Newport ll ]lnactive 1,2,4,7 Soil and GW
3710 Yes___ INicollet Good Samaritan IMimupolh | 4 Ground Water
3090 Yes INDNC.I_W“ St. Paul c _|C | Cinp in Progress 1 Soil Non-Detect Soil Venting
3060 No INotm McGrew snd 3rd JMinneapoiis | To CERCLIS
2240 No INonn McGrew Place IMimﬁh [+] [4 Completed Soil None Needed
1630 Yeos North St. Paul Dump INorth St. Paul | Soll
2080 No Northem Package Corp. lBioomlmton C Completed 1 Ground Water Oft-Site Source
2640 No INonh.m Ster ADM Minnespoiis To S und 1,26 6 Soll end GW :




Minnesots Property Tranefer/Voluntery Cleanup Program Rl = Remedial Investigation C = Completed 1-voCc RAL-Recommended
Project Summary FS = Feasibility Study N =Not Appliceble 2-Metals Allow sble Limit
October 14, 1893 IRA =Interim Responss Action | =in Progress 3-Inorgenics GW-Ground Water
RA = Respones Action 4-Petroleum/Fuet Oil SW-Surfece Water
M = Groundwater Monitoring 6-PAH PPM-Ports per million
LI =No Action Letter lesusd 6-PCB PO-Pump Out
LU =Limited No Action Letter lssued 7-Pesticides PPB-Perts per billion
8-Dump/Demo Debris
Status Media
PT # Active Project Name City Rl _|FS !I_RA RA lM !Ll !LI.I Comments Contam, Impacted Cleanup Level Technology Used
2630 No__INorthern Star Westgate st. Paul c To Superfund 1,2,686 Soil snd GW i
3480 Yos__|Northtown Mall_ Jaﬁm I 2,4 Soil and GW
2680 Yes Northwest Autornatic Products Minneapolis C | iN 1 Soll
3830 Yes |NSP Gaa Pipeline St. Peul U N IN | IN
1760 Yes INSPﬂlh Bridge St. Peul (] \ | Il 3 4,6 Soil snd GW
2440 No INSPIJunknu Oak Park Heights To CERCLIS
1760 No Old Highway 8 Site JNm Brighton C C Completed None Needed
1680 Yes 0Old Mi ke Dump IMInnetonka | I —_{Design phess 1,24568 Soil and GW RALs Encap/Cap/GW pumpout _ |
1080 No On the Avenue _ (Cleanwp under PT 1370) St. Louis Perk C C N | Cinp in progress 1 Ground Water RALs Pumpout
2180 Yes Orient Square _ (See PT 2100) Minneapolis | (] | N 6 Ground Water
3380 Yes _|Ottertail Power Co. Ortonville I Ash Soll
2960 Yes _ |Paper Caimenson st. Paul [ 1,4 Soll
1370 Yes _ |Park Nicollet _(See PT1080) St. Louls Perk c_Jc |8 h N Cinp in progress 1,8 Soil and QW _RALs. HW rem/PO/Meth vert
3330 Yes Parvena Elevator Feribeult [} 5 Soll
1360 No Pavelicek Property INN Brighton II To CERCLIS
2660 No Pioneer Portec Minneapolis [ C Completed 1 Ground Water Off-Site Source
3060 ‘Ye. Pioneer Power, Inc. St. Peul 1 Ground Water
1830 No Polymer Composites Goodview [ Completed 1,2 Soll and GW Off-Site Source
2610 No__ |Prairie Center Drive JEden Prairie c IN N _Jc IN C_|Completed 1 Sol No Detect Lendferm
3210 No Q. Cerriers Shakopee c Completed 1 \ None Needed
3930 Yes Qusbecor St. Cloud 1l 1 Soil snd GW
3270 Yos__JRathcke Property Pequot Lakes I 1,67 Soll__
2980 Yes Iﬁod Wing Publishing Red Wing | | | Cinp In progress 1 Soil snd GW Soil - 6 ppm Landferm/Bioventing
2060 No Iﬁutnuum. The Minnespolis | Withdrewn
3020 No Iﬂlnor Phase Il St. Paul To CERCLIS 1,4 Soll and GW
2600 Yes Iﬂo-ch“tlv Riverfront JRochester C I 1 Soill None Needed
2730 No Rochester Sewage Lﬁgm |Rochester | To CE_I_K&IS 1,2 Soil and GW
1740 No Rossmount Die Casting Rosemount c C C __|Completed 2 Soll 5 ppm on the hNu Excevate
3080 Yes |Roseville Diessl New Brighton | | 2,46 Soll and W
1220 No Rubbish Ranch Dum Inver Grove Hts. To CERCLIS 1,2 _Soll_
3400 No Ruby Development (See PT 1210) IMilkLto To CERCLIS 1,2 Soll
2740 Yeos Sawmill Run IMlnn-Eoli' (o] U Cinp In progress 1,485 Soll and GW Soil- 2 pprn on bNu incinerete soil
1280 No §Schuit Automatic Blains C C Completed 1 Soll _ Non-Detect Landferm
2880 No Is.numl Building Edine_ U T T M [ Withdrawn 2 Soil and GW None Needed
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Minnesots Property Transfer/Voluntary Clesnup Program Rl = Remedial Investigation C =Completed 1-voC RAL-Recommended
Project Summary FS = Feasibility Study N =Not Applicsble 2-Metals Allowable Limit
October 14, 1993 IRA =interim Response Action | =in Progress 3-Inorganics GW-Ground Water
RA =Response Action 4-Petroleum/Fusl Oil SW-Surface Water
M = Groundw ater Monitoring 6-PAH PPM-Parts per million
LI =No Action Letter lesusd 6-PCB PO-Pump Out
LLI =Limited No Action Letter lesued 7-Pesticides PPB-Parts per billion
8-Dump/Deme Debris
Status Medis
PT # Active Project Name City RI__|FS IIRA RA ]M |LI_ JLL) Comments Contam. Impacted Cleanup Level Jechnology Used
26820 Yes Shakopee Dumpe Shekopee U T i B8 Soit
1620 Yes Sheperd Road Sites St. Paul L 1,2,3,4,6, 8 Sol | and GW See Individual Sites Various
2270 No Shopco Site Hutchinson | To CERCLIS 1
1860 No SOCS Home Site JMoose Lake C C Completed (-] Soil 10 ppb Excavated
1840 No Soo Line Century Mill IMInnu_Bolis U To CERCLIS 1 Soil
1120 No Soo Line/Marshalling Yards IMlnnupoIil To CERCLIS 1,6 Solls
3960 Yes SPS Compsnies St. Louis Park .
2660 Yes St. Paul Contingency Plan St. Paul EN N N N N/A
2880 No St. Paul FC Project #2 St. Psul IN JN Completed 4,7
1780 No St. Paul Park Boat Leunch St. Paul Park C Completed None None Needed
1480 No |Standard Solvents HBro_olgyn Center To CERCLIS 1 Soll
2870 Yes Stearns Rubber l%ﬂ C C | I C Cinp in ress 1 Soil and GW Soil-10ppm, GW-RAL Lndfrm soil-PO GW
2700 Yes _|Superior Dairy Fresh | 1 Ground Water Off-Site Source
1840 Yes Superwood &I [ Soll and GW
1130 No Superwood NuPly | To Superfund 6 SW and GW
1240 No Technical Sealsnts C To CERCLIS 1,2 Soll and GW
1620 No  [Tennant Company |Ptymouth c Jc v Jc In Completed 3 Soll 10 ppm Lendferm
1450 No _|Terry Brothers Construction St. Louls Park c Completed Ground Water Off-Site Source
3120 No Tisdel Properties lh_ﬂi_wolin C Completed 1 Ground Water Off-Site Sourcs
1630 No Twin City Testing St. Paul C C__|Completed/CERCLIS 1,67 Soil
1460 No Union Carbide hMlnna:eoli. C (] Completed 1 Ground Water Off-Site Source
1260 Yes Unisys Esgan Esgan c _|C N ﬁ | Cinp in progress 1 Soil and AW RALs Pumpout to sewer
1420 No Unisys Jackson Jackson C c Completed 1,23 Ground Water None Needed UST _removed
1680 Yes Unisys Midway St. Paul | | (] 1 Ground Water RALs Pumpout snd treat
1320 No Unisys Park Defense Plant Esgen (o] To RCRA
1670 No__|Unisys Roseville Roseville c_ To RCRA
1680 No Unisys Shepard Roed St. Paul [ To RCRA
1400 Yo United Properties Minnespolis L 1,46 Soil and GW
3610 Yes United States Postal Service -VMF St. Paul ) Soll
3020 Yoo |unitog |Minnospolis i 1 Ground Water
1100 No _|Univarsity Corridor _ |M|nm$ouc Jinactive
o 3
3170 No University Hesith Care Minnespolis (3 (o C Completed 1,7 Ground Water Off-Site Source
1670 Yes Unocal St. Paul ] | | Pilot study 1 Soil and GW Soll vapor-pilot study
2180 No Unocal Dewater St. Paut IC Inactive N/A_




Minnesots Property Transfer/Voluntary Clesnup Program Ri =Remedial Investigation C =Completed 1-voC RAL-Recommended
Project Summary FS = Feasibility Study N =Not Appliceble 2-Mstals Allow able Limit
October 14, 1993 iRA = Interim Response Action | =In Progress 3-4norganics GW-Ground Water
RA = Responee Action 4-Petroleumn/Fusl Ol SW-Surface Water
M = Groundwater Monitoring 6-PAH PPM-Parts per million
U =No Action Letter lesued 6-PC8 PO-Pump Out
LLI = Limited No Action Letter lssued 7-Pesticides PPB-Parts per biilion
) 8-Dump/Demo Debris
Status Medie
PT # Active Project Name City Rl__JFS _JIRA {RA Lﬂu L Commaents Contam, Impacted Cleanup Level Technology Used
3660 Yes _ |Unocal, City St, Paul c |Cc 1,6 Soil and GW
1960 No URAP Industrist Perk St. Paul C [+ [+] Completed 1,4 Soil 10 ppm Landferm _
3630 Yes _|Viking Ges, Humbolt Humbolt [+ | 1,660 Soil
3640 Yes Viking Gas, Staples Staples C | 1] 1,6 6 Soll snd GW
3100 No Viny! Therm hﬁloomirgt_on | To CERCLIS 1 Ground Water
2760 No Vogel Menufacturing _ (See PT 3890) St. Paul | Jinactive 2 Soil and GW
2420 Yeos Vomela Specialty Co. St. Paul | 1 Ground Water
2600 No Wards Midway St, Paul | C Completed 1 Soll and GW Off-Site Source
1200 Yes _ |Warner/Shepard Roed St. Paul c_ 1 C__ JLmtd Cloanup ] Soil and GW Excavate to landfill
3810 Yes Warren Shade Hhﬁmnpolil ] 1 Soil
3760 Yes  [Waterville Hesith Care [Waterville | 4 Soil
3200 Yes _ |West Duluth K-Mart Duluth 1 Ground Water
1380 No West River Parkway JMM Cc To Superfund [ Soll
2230 Yes Westgate St. Paul Cc Partislly Complete 1,2,46 Soil end GW Remove Barrels Lndfrm /Tenk & Drum rem
3180 No Westin, Inc. St. James | To CERCUIS 2
1030 No Whirlpool St. Paul Complsted 2 7 Soll None
1040 Neo Whirlpool St. Paul C Completed 2,7 Soll None
1330 No White Bear Lake Rod & Gun Club White Bear Leke Withdrewn 2 Soil_
2000 No___ {White House Site Golden Valley | To CERCLIS 6
2060 No White Way Cleanars |Minnespolis | | [ Inactive 1 Soll snd GW
2360 No White Way Cleaners Whittier IMinnugoIit [ Withdrawn 1 Soll snd GW,
3680 Yes _ |Wilensky Properties 1 2,6 Soll snd GW
3660 Yes  Wilkine Pontiac St. Louis Park | 2 Soll
1430 Yes  |Zans May St. Paul 1] 1 Soil snd GW




spendix 3: Minnesota
ardous Waste Site
Status Report

———————— Minnesota
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STATUS OF MINNESOTA HAZARDOUS WASTE SITES

October 1993
|siTE NaAME/LOCATION HRS NeL | RFRA [consEnt] DR ROD | CERCLAS| MERLAS | ESTIMATE CLEANUP PHASE CLASS
SCORE ISSUED | ORDER | EXECUTED| ISSUED |(MILLION)| (MILLION)| OF RESP.
PARTY $ | Rt /| ¥s | RD | RA | DRINK- | GROUND| RA RA
(MILLION) | ING { WATER |MONITOR| 0&M
: WATER| RA
]

ADM / HIGHWAY 280 15 0.050 ol c,D
AGATE LAKE SCRAP YARD o | x | 12886 0.600 X : x|o]lw R R c
AMDURA (AMHOIST) 13 228/89 | 8128/9 0.651 0.250 cixs]xs]os 0s c.D
ANCHOR GLASS CONTAINER, SHAKOPEE 16 0775 o : [ ¢.D
ANDERSEN WINDOW, BAYPORT 24 1127187 0.025 2.000 xpclclc 0 0 0 c.D
ANOKA MUNICIPAL SANITARY LANDFILL 51 5130/85 4.000 xVx| x| 10 10 10 c
ARROWHEAD REFINERY CO., HERMANTOWN " x | vziso 9/29/86 2.150 0.025 2250 | XF : xF| R | R X X R R c
ARSENIC SITES - ABOVE GROUND, STATEWIDE * (MN DEP. OF AG.) 0.415 XS | o0s
ARSENIC SITES - BELOW GROUND, STATEWIDE * 0.812 xs | os | os
ASHLAND OIL CO. - COTTAGE GROVE 34 3/26/85 0.367 x'r]lr]r R R c,D
ASHLAND OIL CO. - PINE COUNTY 2 12/18/84 6/5/92 0271 x1x]| x| o R R c.p
ASHLAND OIL/PARK PENTA/SONFORD PROD., ST. PAUL PARK £7) 6/22/93 1.100 xTR|RrR]|R R R c.b
ASHLAND REFINERY, ST. PAUL PARK n 1122/91 3.000 X : ol rR|[R o R R R c,D
B.J. CARNEY COMPANY, MINNEAPOLIS ® 0.010 0| cD
BASSETT CREEK/IRVING AVENUE DUMP, MINNEAPOLIS 10 0.234 x | [ c,D
BATTLE LAKE AREA SAN. LDFL., OTTER TAIL COUNTY 34 4123091 4123/91 0.119 XS : olo c,D
BAYTOWN TWP. GRND. WTR. CONTAMINATION, WASHINGTON CO. | 38 x | s2im 121791 0,050 0.410 0.250 XSI R| R} R os R R c.b
BECKER COUNTY SANITARY LANDFILL 2 x!lo os c,b
BELL LUMBER AND POLE CO. 48 x | 228m4 | srorss 6.000 b'e : x|]o]o 0 o R c.p
BEMIDII GAS MANUFACTURING 14 1 c,D
BOISE CASCADE/MEDTRONIC, FRIDLEY 59 X 1/24/84 2.000 clcel x| x 10 o ) B
BOISE CASCADE/ONAN, FRIDLEY 59 X 12/28/84 3.800 c : cl|l x| «x 10 o 0 B
BOISE CASCADE PAINT WASTE DUMP, RANIER 17 226/85 | 6725185 2.000 x1 x| x|x o o B
BRAINERD FORMER CITY DUMP 38 ! c,D
BROOKLYN PARK DUMP, HENNEPIN CO. 36 1.200 0.025 0.160 : OF c,D
BUECKERS # SANITARY LANDFILL, STEARNS COUNTY 25 10/11/90 10/11/90 0.025 os | c,b
BURLINGTON NORTHERN, BRAINERD (HAZ WASTE DIV.) 47 x | 1n2sm3| 3ness 6/10/86 2.000 X : x|l x| o 10 o o B
BURLINGTON NORTHERN CAR SHOPS-BRAINERD 38 0.320 0, 10 c.D
BURLINGTON NORTHERN CAR SHOP-WAITE PARK 38 10/22/85 0.030 2.000 x1lo|RrR|R R R R c,D
BURNSVILLE SANITARY LANDFILL 43 4128187 4119/92 1.000 x| x 0 o 0 c,D
CASTLE ROCK GND. WTR. CONTAM. (REFER TO DEPT. OF AG.) 25 0.017 o o os 0 c,D
CEDAR SERVICE, MINNEAPOLIS (REFER TO DEPT. OF AG.) 17 1 c.D
CENTRAL COOP. OIL, MEDFORD (REFER TO DEPT.OF AG.) 16 X : x| x]o o [} o c,b
CLAY COUNTY SANITARY LANDFILL 17 0 c,D
CONOCO INC. - WRENSHALL REFINREY 41 6/23/87 0.800 xto]lrR| R R R R c,D
CONTROL DATA CORP. - PRINTED CIRCUITS OPERATION 6 4126188 612% 1.620 X : x| x| o 10 o 0 c
CROW WING COUNTY SANITARY LANDFILL 14 | c,D
DAKHUE SANITARY LANDFILL, DAKOTA COUNTY—~COVER a=| x 62387 | orzuss | erom 3.258 0.030 0300 | xF! xF| xF| xF osF | ose| cp

~GND WTR- 6/30/93 XF : XF | XF | OF
DEALERS MANUFACTORING CO., FRIDLEY 28 1 C,D
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STATUS OF MINNESOTA HAZARDOUS WASTE SITES

October 1993
IsITE NAME/LOCATION HRS NeL | RFRa [consent] b ROD | CERCLAS| MERLAS | ESTIMATE CLEANUP PHASE CLASS
SCORE 1ssuED | orRDER |EXECUTED| 1ssueD |miLLion|miLLion)| oF rese.
PARTY $ |R1 /I Fs | RD | Ra | DRINK-{ GROUND| RA | RA
(MILLION) | ING | waTER |MONITOR] 0&M
: WATER RA
DODGE COUNTY SANITARY LANDFILL 25 ] c,D
DULUTH.AIR FORCE BASE 21 8/28/%0 3.5 clo|r|=r R R R | cp
DULUTH FORMER CITY DUMP 2 8/23/88 (1/22/88 0.05 017 o : k| rR|®R R R R | ACD
EAST BETHEL DOMOLITION LANDFILL 31 X 48187 1230192 3.1 x1x{olr R R R | cp
EAST MESABA SANITARY LANDFILL 14 i Cc,D
ECOLOTECH, INC. - ST. PAUL, MPLS. 3 8283 | 3zsa | 22884 0.070 s | xyx|x]o X ) B
5701 CONCORD BLVD. DUMP - INVER GROVE 1 cD
ELECTRIC MACHINERY, ST. CLOUD 38 3/25/86 115189 250 | x : x| x| x 10 0 o B
ELECTRONIC INDUSTRIES, INC. , NEW HOPE (HAZ WASTE DIV.) 2 112484 015 o0 c|o o o o c
ELK RIVER SANITARY LANDFILL 25 ol c,D
ELYSIAN FORMER CITY DUMP 2 : c.D
FMC CORP. - FRIDLEY PLANT (VAULT) 66 X 6/08/83 12/3/85 600 | cyc|x|x ) 0 B
(GROUND WATER PUMPOUT) 10128/86 0750 | x P x| x| x 10 ) )

FARIBAULT COAL GASIFICATION PLANT SITE 46 10128586 | 726788 6107188 a0 | x : x| x| x 0 0 B
FARIBAULT MUNICPAL WELL FIELD 36 0 | cD
FERGUS FALLS SANITARY LANDFILL, OTTERTAIL CO. 25 ol cD
FLYING CLOUD SANITARY LANDFILL, EDEN PRAIRIE “ 9/25185 000 | x : x| x| x R R 0 c
FOOT, S.B. TANNING SLUDGE DISPOSAL AREA, RED WING 25 | c.D
FREEWAY SANITARY LANDFILL, BURNSVILLE 4 x | 202586 0228 140 | x VR rR]| R o o o| cp
FRIDLEY COMMONS PK. WELL FIELD, FRIDLEY 2 ! c.D
GENERAL COATINGS 10 01 D
GENERAL FABRICATION, FOREST LAKE 34 1 c,D
GENERAL MILLS, MINNEAPOLIS 19 X 10/23/84 1.533 c : c| x| x 10 0 o B
GLIDDEN, MINNEAPOLIS 1 0 cD
GOFER SANITARY LANDEILL, MARTIN COUNTY 26 I Cc,D
GOPHER OIL-DELAWARE, MINNEAPOLIS 3 N c.b
GOPHER OIL-THORNTON, MINNEAPOLIS 3 8/28/%0 200 | x1 0| r|Rr R R R | cp
GRAND RAPIDS AREA SANITARY LANDFILL 34 ol c.D
GREATER MORRISON SANITARY LANDFILL, MORRISON COUNTY 2 X : x| o c.D
HANSEN AND MANKATO SANITARY LANDFILL,BLUE EARTH CO. 19 1 cD
HASTINGS FORMER CITY DUMP 31 o35 |olVlc|r]Rr o R B
HIGHWAY 96 DUMP 31 1122186 0.100 o0 | x : ol r| R 10 R R | ¢p
HONEYWELL, INC.- GOLDEN VALLEY PLANT 3 siorss | 11019585 6/19/% 30 {cr1cf|clx 0 0 0 c
HOPKINS AGRICULTURAL CHEM./ALLIED CHEM., MINNEAPOLIS 3 6125185 1.000 x x| x|x o X B
HOPKINS SANITARY LANDFILL 15 6/30/88 2.500 o! c.D
HOUSTON COUNTY SANITARY LANDFILL 25 6/28/92 060 | ol R|R] R X cp
HOWE CHEMICAL SOIL CONTAM. (DEPT. OF AG) 12 0.115 X : x| x]|o R B
HUTCHINSON TECHNOLOGY, INC., HUTCHINSON 9 so |cyclelo 10 0 0 B
INTERPLASTIC CORP., MINNEAPOLIS 18 72391 0425 | ot r|RrR| R R R R R | cp
IRONWOOD SAN. LDFL. (ADV. TRANSFMR.), SPRING VALLEY 34 8/26/86 1.400 X ! X X X X 10 [s) [e] B
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STATUS OF MINNESOTA HAZARDOUS WASTE SITES

October 1993
SITE NAME/LOCATION RS NPL | RFRA |consENT| DIR ROD | CERCLAS| MERLAS | ESTIMATE CLEANUP PHASE CLASS
SCORE ISSUED | ORDER | EXECUTED| ISSUED |(MILLION)|(MILLION)| OF RESP.
PARTY $ | R /1 Fs | RD | RA | DRINK- | GROUND| RA RA
(MILLION) ! ING | WATER |MONITOR| 0&M
! WaATER| RaA
ISANTI-CHISAGO SANITARY LANDFILL-COVER- 34 6/16/88 219/92 x1x|x]o R R R | cD
GND WTR- 0.109 0.800 'x | r]| R X R R
ISANTI RUMPEL 13 g3 | wnaer 311591 0.015 0.404 X : x| x| r R R R ] cp
ISANTI SOLVENT SITE 10 anss | nunusr | omsms | ensmo | 125 0.015 0.982 xix|x|r R R | cp
JOSLYN MFG. & SUPPLY CO., BROOKLYN CENTER 44 x | srms 7131/89 8.500 x!'x}x]o 10 0 0 c
KANABEC CO. SANITARY LANDFILL, ARTHUR TWP. 21 0 0 c.D
KANDIYOHI COUNTY SANITARY LANDFILL 4l ol ¢
KAPLAN, H.S. SCRAP IRON AND METAL CO., ST. PAUL 4 0.200 X : X c.p
ICARLSTAD SANITARY LANDFILL, KITTSON COUNTY 10 \ c.p
KILLIAN SANITARY LANDFILL, TODD COUNTY 19 0.020 1 C,D
KLUVER SANITARY LANDFILL, DOUGLAS COUNTY 39 : X cp
KOCH REFINING/N-ReN CORP., ROSEMOUNT 3l x | 12285 | 1012285 972191 1.000 x1x|of o 10 R R c
KOOCHICHING COUNTY SANITARY LANDFILL 7 1 cc
KOPPERS COKE, ST.PAUL ss x | 3nsms 1.000 X : x| r|r R R R | cp
KORF BROS. SANITARY LANDFILL, PINE COUNTY 25 0.025 0 c.D
KUMMER SANITARY LANDFILL, BELTRAMI CO.-DRINKING WTR. a=| x | ensma 8is;sa4 | enams | 2.033 0.067 0.245 Ixe|xr|xF| 10 o] cp
-COVER orsorgs | 3.3%0 0.274 XF : xF | xF | xsF osF | osF
_ GND. WATER 8289 | 1.9% 0.191 XF | XF | OSF
KURT MANUFACTURING, FRIDLEY sie | x| anamal snama 5113186 0.550 xIxlo]o 10 o o B
La GRAND SANITARY LANDFILL, DOUGLAS COUNTY 34 | x ) 7087 o1 | onomz | o.c00 xe ! xr | xe | oF OF cD
LAKELAND GROUND WATER CONTAMINATION 8 . 421551 2.200 xspxs|xs|xs] xs XS xs | Acp
LANSING GROUND WATER CONTAMINATION 17 4121189 0.455 0.600 x!x{x]|o 10 R cD
LEECH LAKE SANITARY LANDFILL, HUBBARD CO. 25 0.03%0 Xs : cD
LeHILLIER/MANKATO 2| x orsoiss | 2.900 0.172 xF | XF | xsF| xsF| xs XSF osf |osr| 8
LEWISTON GROUNDWATER CONTAM. (REFER TO DEPT. OF AG.) 34 0.002 0.080 ololo]o cD
LINDALA SANITARY LANDFILL, WRIGHT COUNTY 29 i cp
LONG PRAIRIE GROUND WATER CONTAMINATION =] x siss | 0750 0.300 xF 1 xF| oF | oF | xs c
LOUISVILLE SANITARY LANDFILL, JORDAN 2 9723186 0.360 x'o|r|&Rr R R R | cp
MacGILLIS & GIBBS CO., NEW BRIGHTON -OPERABLE UNIT #i agw | x| 2sma 1 | 128192 | 0.575 0.310 00% | XF : xF | oF D
-OPERABLE UNIT #2 (EPA LEAD) » 9/30/91 XF | XF | OF
-OPERABLE UNIT #3 * oF ! oF

McGUIRE WIRE SALVAGE SITE, MORA 2 8/28/%0 8/28/90 0.266 xs : xs | os c.D
McLAUGHLIN GORMLEY KING, MINNEAPOLIS 4 122185 | 11719185 9/28/87 0.526 x1 x| x| x 10 o o B
MEEKER COUNTY SANITARY LANDFILL 15 : c.D
LlETALS REDUCTION, ST.PAUL 2 | cD
Imieco, MINNEAPOLIS % | oD
MINNEAPOLIS COMM DEV. AGENCY/FMC, MINNEAPOLIS 1 11/26/85 1.000 X : x| x]o o o B
MINNEGASCO, MINNEAPOLIS 4 6124186 5.000 xj0lofo R R R { cp
NL INDUSTRIES/TARACORP/GOLDEN AUTO, ST.LOUIS PARK " x | wisa | 206ms 9/23/88 0.985 x x| x| x 0 0 c
NOKTHWEST REFINERY, FORMER, NEW BRIGHTON 9 4122186 0.100 o' Rl k| R R c
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STATUS OF MINNESOTA HAZARDOUS WASTE SITES

1

October 1993
SITE NAME/LOCATION HRS NPL | RFRA [CONSENT| DIR ROD | CERCLAS| MERLA$ | ESTIMATE CLEANUP PHASE CLASS
SCORE ISSUED | ORDER | EXECUTED| ISSUED |(MILLION)|(MiLLION)| OF RESP.
PARTY $ |RI /1 Fs | RD | RA | DRINK- | GROUND|  RA RA
(MILLION) ! ING | WATER [ MONITOR| 0&M
! WATER RA
NORTHWOODS SANITARY LANDFILL 18 ! cD
NUTING TRUCK AND CASTER CO. 38 X | oz2;s | anema 0.180 X : x| x| x 10 ) ol s
OAK GROVE SANITARY LANDFILL | x | snsms orea | 120 | 121 om0 |xF xF| x| x ) 0 c.D
FINAL COVER- osoise | o0.256 0.078 5.000 1xF| x| x
0AKDALE DUMP 59 X 712683 6000 | c'c] x] x 10 0 0 B
OLD FREEWAY DUMP 66 1 cD
OLMSTED COUNTY SANITARY LANDFILL s | x| 725589 | 12019089 0.037 1.800 x1lo D
PCI, INC., SHAKOPEE 52 6/25/85 0.020 0.250 c : c|c| x o o B
PERHAM AIRPORT 3 | cD
PERHAM ARSENIC SITE -GROUND WATER 8% | x | 7683 9122783 0.200 0.225 OF | OF B,C,D
PICKETT SANITARY LANDFILL, HUBBARD COUNTY 34 4126/88 0.410 o : R|r|R R R R R | cp
PIG'S EYE LANDFILL 3 0.025 | D
PINE BEND/CROSBY SLE, INVER GROVE HEIGHTS—DRINKING WTR s2e | x| 1022584 1012390 9/30/91 0.150 5.000 xtxlolo 0 0 R R | cobp
—SOURCE X : )
PINE LANE SANITARY LANDFILL, CHISAGO COUNTY 25 Xy c,D
PINE STREET DUMP 32 I c,D
PIPESTONE COUNTY SANITARY LANDFILL 27 : cp
PONDEROSA SANITARY LANDFILL 25 R | cD
RED ROCK SANITARY LANDFILL 2 12117191 /9192 RIR|R|R o cp
REDWOOD COUNTY SANITARY LANDFILL 15 ! c.D
REILLY TAR, ST. LOUIS PARK 9% | X |121884] orss 1.972 5.000 ] B,C,D
_-PRAIRIE DU CHIEN-IOR. AQUIFER !
-SLP # 10 & #15 GAC. ROD 616184 X : x| x| x o 10 o o
-SLP #4-GRAD. CONT. x1 x| x| x 0 10 o o
-SLP #23 SOURCE CONT. R xx] x| x 10 0 o
-DRIFT-PLATTEVILLE AQUIFER 59 % 5115786 :
-GRADIENT CONT. -S.L.P. #422 1 x| x 10 o 0
-SOURCE CONT. -S.L.P. #421 | x| x 10 o o
-NORTHERN AREA: :
-DRIFT AQUIFER 9/30/92 x1 x| rR|®Rr R R R
PLATTEVILLE AQUIFER ol'r|r|R R R R
_ST. PETER AQUIFER 59 * 9/28/90 X : x| x| x 10 o o
-MT. SIMON-HINCKLEY AQUIFER 59 % 1 o
-IRONTON-GAILSVILLE AQUIFER 59 % x Vx| x| x
-LEAKING MULTI-AQUIFER WELLS 59 % :
-OPEN TO MT. §-H, I-G, P.D.CH olo|RrR]|R R R
-OPEN TO ST. PETER olo|rR]|Rr R R
-NEAR SURFACE CONT AMINATION s9% 0 : olo]o
-BIOREMEDIATION-SOURCE -UNIV. OF MINNESOTA STUDY | 59 * 0.070 |
-UNIV. OF NORTH CAROLINA STUDY !
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STATUS OF MINNESOTA HAZARDOUS WASTE SITES

Octoher 1993
SITE NAME/LOCATION HRS NeL | RFRA [consent| DIR ROD | CERCLAS | MERLAS | EsTIMATE CLEANUP PHASE CLASS
SCORE ISSUED| ORDER | EXECUTED] ISSUED |(MILLION)| (MILLION)| OF RESP.
PARTY $ [Ri /| Fs | rD | RA | DRINK-[ GROUND| RA | RA
(MILLION) I ING | WATER |MONITOR| 0&M
! WATER| RA
-EPA SITE-FUNDED BIO-VENTING STUDY i
-MPCA STUDY |
RICE MUNICIPAL WELL #2 2 52191 52191 0.010 Xs : xs | xs | os D
RITARI POST AND POLE 30 x | 2256 422886 0.862 XF | OF cD
ROBBINSDALE DEVELOPMENT SITE 36 0200 | os! c
ROCHESTER GASMFG.  -ZUMBROE RIVER WASTES 37 0750 | X | X Cc.D
_RIPARIAN WASTES 0050 | o
ST. AUGUSTA SAN. LDFL/ENGEN DUMP, STEARNS COUNTY 34 x | 72301 0120 0.095 os0 | x : x| r|r R R R R | cp
ST. LOUIS RIVER/INTERLAKE, DULUTH s | x| 3nem onao | 1140 ojoflofo cp
TAR SEEPS OPERABLE UNIT 316191 9/14/% e | xt x| x| x
5125193 :
-SOIL OPERABLE UNIT 3126/93 060 | 0 0
525093 |
-SEDIMENTS OPERABLE UNIT :
ST. LOUIS RIVER/U.S, STEEL, DULUTH 32 x | orams | 3ness 217189 so0 oy x)o]o R R R c
ST PAUL LEVEE PROPERTY, ST. PAUL 20 1 oD
ST. PAUL PARK GROUND WATER CONTAMINATION 36 6127189 0.433 XS : xs|os|os| xs os 0s os | acp
ST. REGIS PAPER, CASS LAKE 53 x | anama | 2026185 oo | xypx] x| x 10 o 0 B
SALOL SANITARY LANDFILL, ROSEAU CO. 2 ol oD
SAUK CENTRE SANITARY LANDFILL 38 9727188 0.047 osi3 | xs! R ] r | X R R R | cp
SCHLOFF CHEMICAL, ST. LOUIS PARK 7 3127190 0.175 0200 | os| os 10 AC.D
SCHNITZER JRON & METAL CO., ST. PAUL 10 718187 050 | xVtolr|r R R R | cp
SHAFER METAL RECYCLING, MINNEAPOLIS 4l 672691 oso | o : o cD
SHELDAHL, NORTHFIELD 21 0445 | 0 c.b
SIBLEY COUNTY SANITARY LANDFILL 9 | c.D
|souTH ANDOVER, ANDOVER -OPERABLE UNIT #1 s~ | x | enema 6992 | 0084 0.100 xf | xF| o OF oF | ¢p
-OPERABLE UNIT #2 (EPA LEAD) 122481 | a070 XFIXF| o
STILLWATER FORMER CITY DUMP 27 | c,p
SPRING GROVE MUNICIPAL WELL FIELD 8 12388 22188 060 | ¢ : clx|x]| 10 0 o c
SUPERIOR PLATING, INC., MINNEAPOLIS 6 1127191 0.365 ol1o|rR]|Rr R R R | cp
3M CHEMOLITE DISPOSAL SITE, COTTAGE GROVE 3 12285 | sr3ores oso | x Vx| x| x 10 ) 0 C
3M KERRICK DISPOSAL SITE 9 1125184 0200 | x : X o 0 0 B
TELLUOHN SANITARY LANDFILL 17 | c.D
'TONKA MAIN PLANT , 3 112786 010 | x : x| x| x ) 0 c
TONKAWOYKE SITE 9 srorss | 11125086 o500 | x, x| x| x 0 0 0 B
TOWER ASPHALT % 000 | 01 D
TRIO SOLVENT SITE 21 8/26/86 124 | arzus3 0.040 0.560 X : x| x| x X X B
TWIN CITIES AIR FORCE RESERVE BASE, MINNEAPOLIS 34 x | 11/28m9 350 | ojo|RrR|R 0 R R | BCD
TCAAP/NEW BRIGHTON/ARDEN HILLS/ST. ANTHONY SITE 59 X 123187 0.041 55.000 | cD
OFF TCAAP: _-GRQUND WATER o 2.884 xR | r | & R R R
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‘STATUS OF MINNESOTA HAZARDOUS WASTE SITES

October 1993
SITE NAME/LOCATION HRS NPL | RFRA |consent| DIR ROD | CERCLAS | MERLAS | ESTIMATE CLEANUP PHASE CLASS
SCORE ISSUED | ORDER |EXECUTED| ISSUED [(MILLION)| (MILLION)| OF RESP.
PARTY $ | Ri /| Fs | RD | RA | DRINK- | GROUND|  RA RA
(MILLION) 1 ING | WATER | MONITOR| 0&M
! wWATER| RA

-SEWER 1

-ARDEN MANOR ! X

-NEW BRIGHTON WELL #7 — = 4121189 0.431 : XF | XF

NEW BRIGHTON CARBON (TEMPORARY 1983) - 1xF| xF| xF| xF

-ARDEN HILLS PIPELINE — e 0.237 0.024 Uxe | xr | xsr] xse

-YEPMA CONNECTION 0.004 | xs| xs

-ST. ANTHONY INTERCONNECTION — e 0.140 0.014 1

-NEW BRIGHTON PERMANENT CARBON 7.900 :

-ST. ANTHONY CARBON - e 3.300 0.332 3.000 XF | xF | xF | xsr| xsF OF

-OPERABLE UNIT | 1 o

-OPERABLE UNIT 3 9/30/92 X : x| o

ON TCAAP: 8/26/86 | 12/31/87 9125/87 xj0lo]o o o R R

-OPERABLE UNIT 2 1

-SITE A REMOVAL AUTHORITY o : o

SITED 6/27/89 X x| x| x

-SITE F RCRA ACTION !
U.S. NAVAL INDUS. RES. ORD. PLT. (NIROP), FRIDLEY 63 X | sr28a | 21261 9128/90 7.422 X : x| o]Rr R R R c,D
U OF MINNESOTA - ROSEMOUNT RESEARCH CENTER 46 X | or2s8a | smoss 612919 10.600 x1 x| x|r R R c
UNION SCRAP 11 & IlI, MINNEAPOLIS 12 1 c.D
VALENTINE-CLARK, ST. PAUL 4 0.050 os! A,C,D
VOSS SCRAPYARD 48 | c,D
WABASHA. COUNTY SANITARY LANDFILL 2 | c,D
WADENA SANITARY LANDFILL 25 : c,D
WAITE PARK GROUND WATER CONTAMINATION 32 X | 102285 11/25/86 0.200 3.000 x1 x| x| x 10 o o 0 B
WASECA COUNTY SANITARY LANDFILL 13 ol c.D
WASHINGTON COUNTY LANDFILL, LAKE ELMO 2 X 10/24/84 92119 3,000 c ; c| x| x 10 10 o o c
WASTE DISPOSAL ENGINEERING st X | onam | 32184 | 32288 | 1253187 8.000 x1x|x]o R R R c
WEISMAN SCRAP, WINONA 25 3/25/86 0.500 x x| x| x o B
WEST DULUTH INDUSTRIAL SITE 1 1728186 | 9/08/86 3126/86 1.100 0.810 X : x | xs| xs X X [ B
W. LAKE SUPERIOR SANITARY DISTRICT LDFL./DULUTH DUMP 34 0| C,D
WESTLING MANUFACTURING, PRINCETON 32 0.100 olo c,D
WEST RIVER PARKWAY,MINNEAPOLIS 10 : c,D
WHITTAKER CORPORATION, MINNEAPOLIS o= x | 42385 1.505 x1 x| x| x 10 OF o B
(FORMER) WHITE HOUSE RESTAURANT 39 ] c.D
WINDOM DUMP 38 X | sr4sse 47189 1.250 X : x| x| x 10 0 R B
WINONA COUNTY SANITARY LANDFILL 34 3126/85 0.400 x 1 x| x| x B
WINONA GROUND WATER CONTAMINATION 25 2/26/91 5121191 0.350 0.010 oslos|os{os| os R R R | AcD
WINONA MUNICIPAL WELL FIELD, WINONA 4 : c,b
WOODLAKE SANITARY LANDFILL, MEDINA 16 1 c,D
YONAK SANITARY LANDFILL, WRIGHT COUNTY 28 ! c,D




STATUS OF MINNESOTA HAZARDOUS WASTE SITES

October 1993

SITES ADDED TO THE PLP IN MAY 1992

8701 CONCORD BLVD. INVER GROVE-—HRS @ 28

FRIDLEY COMMONS PARK WELL FIELD, FRIDLEY—HRS @ 42
GENERAL FABRICATION, FOREST LAKE—HRS @ 34

MIBCO MINNEAPOLIS-—HRS @ 40

PERHAM AIRPORT, PERHAM (MN DEPT. OF AG.)—HRS @ 23
ST. PAUL LEVEE PROPERTY, ST. PAUL—HRS @ 20

UNION SCRAP Il & IlI, MINNEAPOLIS—HRS @ 12

WEST RIVER PARKWAY, MINNEAPOLIS—HRS @10

WINONA MUNICIPAL WELL FIELD, WINONA—HRS @ 42

SITE ADDED TO THE PLP IN JUNE 1992
ADM / HIGHWAY 280—HRS @ 15

SITES ADDED TO THE PLP IN JUNE 1993
BEMIDJI GAS MANUFACTURING—HRS @ 14
OLD FREEWAY DUMP—HRS @ 66
STILLWATER CITY DUMP—HRS @ 27
VOSS SCRAPYARD—HRS @ 48
(FORMER) WHITE HOUSE RESTAURANT-— HRS @ 39

PLP SANITARY LANDFILLS UNDERGOING
SW RULE/ENFORCEMENT/PERMIT ACTIONS

SITES DELETED FROM THE PLP

BECKER COUNTY
CLAY COUNTY
CROW WING COUNTY
DODGE COUNTY
EAST MESABA

ELK RIVER

FERGUS FALLS
GRAND RAPIDS AREA
GREATER MORRISON
HANSEN-MANKATO
HOPKINS

KANABEC
KANDIYOHI COUNTY
MEEKER

KLUVER
KOOCHICHING
NORTHWOODS
PINE LANE
PIPESTONE
PONDEROSA
SALOL-ROSEAU
TELLUOHN
WASECA COUNTY
W. LAKE SUP. SAN. DIST. LDFL.
WOODLAKE
YONAK

AIRCO LIME MFG. COMPANY

ASKOV GROUNDWATER CONTAM., PINE COUNTY
DNR NETT LAKE/ORR PESTICIDE SITE
ECOLOTECH INC., MINNEAPOLIS

FORMER MCKAY MFG. COMPANY

43 E. WATER STREET

ISANTIMARTIN, ISANTI COUNTY

LOST LAKE DUMP SITE

MAPLE PLAIN DUMP

MORRIS ARSENIC SITE

NORTHERN TOWNSHIP GROUND WATER CONTAM.
POLYMETALS PRODUCTS INC.

PORTEC - PIONEER DIVISION

SONFORD PRODUCTS ABANDONED TRAILER SITE
UNION SCRAP IRON AND METAL CO., MINNEAPOLIS
WADENA ARSENIC SITE, WADENA COUNTY

SITES DELETED FROM THE PLP AS OF JUNE 1993

ADRIAN MUNICIPAL WELL FIELD

ATWATER MUNICIPAL WELL FIELD

FRITZ CRAIG SALVAGE OPERATION

DM&IR CAR SHOPS

DNR-DUXBURY PESTICIDE SITE

FORD TWIN CITIES ASSEMBLY SITE
HWK/MEEKER/DESIGN CLASSICS/LITCHFIELD SITE
JACKSON MUNICIPAL WELL FIELD

LUND'S FARMER SEED AND NURSERY
OWATONNA DUMP SITE
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STATUS OF MINNESOTA HAZARDOUS WASTE SITES

October 1993
NPL | RFRA | CONSENT DIR ROD | CERCLAS | MERLAS | ESTIMATE |RP & CLEANUP PHASE
ISSUED | ORDER | EXECUTED| ISSUED | MILLION)| MILLION)| OF RESP. | Gov
PARTY $ | FIN|RI /| FS | RD RA DRINK- | GROUND | RA RA
(MILLION) |CODE | ING WATER |ONIT | 0&M
: WATER RA
|
NUMBER OF SITES THAT HAVE INITIATED "RI'S" 143 olal x| 25 8 13 49 44
NUMBER OF SITES THAT HAVE INITIATED "FS'S" 114 X | 75 : 0 | 52 a1 7 3 2 1
NUMBER OF SITES THAT HAVE INITIATED "RD'S" 102 cluwin]s 1 o 0 [ o
NUMBER OF SITES THAT HAVE INITIATED "RA'S™ 101 os| s : 2| 4 6 3 2 1 1
NUMBER OF SITES INITIATING A DRINKING WATER "RA"——n—— 27 OF| I | 3} 2 4 [} o 3 2
NUMBER OF SITES INITIATING A GROUND WATER "RA"— 77 xs| o1 5] 4 3 5 o 1 1
NUMBER OF SITES WITH INITIATED"RA"™ MONITORING: 103 XF | 17 : 9] 9 3 1 0 4] o
NUMBER OF.SITES INITIATING "RA" OPER. AND MAINT.—— 84 xsf| o4 o | 1 4 2 1 0 [o}
osFl ol o 1 [o] o 0 2 2
NOTE: THESE TOTALS INCLUDE ALL "R” DESIGNATIONS FOR R| 1 : 13 | 31 37 3 30 45 43
EACH ACTIVITY AT EACH SITE. ("R"=REQUIRED) 0|l ojy;ofo 1 5 33 1 1
TOTAL NUMBER OF SCORED SITES- ﬁsa 43 82 48 21 50 33.994 12.854 270.367 1621 142 | 127 125 34 82 104 95
LEGEND
LIST OF ACRONYMS
RESPONSIBLE PARTY CODES
HRS = HAZARD RANKING SYSTEM

NPL = NATIONAL PRIORITIES LIST

RFRA = REQUEST FOR RESPONSE ACTION

DIR = DETERMINATION OF INADEQUATE RESPONSE

CERCLA = COMPREHENSIVE ENVIRONMENTAL RESPONSE COMPENSATION AND LIABILITY ACT
MERLA = MINNESOTA ENVIRONMENTAL RESPONSE AND LIABILITY ACT

Rl = REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION

FS = FEASIBILITY STUDY

RD = REMEDIAL DESIGN

RA = REMEDIAL ACTION

0&M = OPERATION & MAINTENANCE

»= EPA LEAD
»*= STATE LEAD
“= OFFICIALLY NOT ON THE STATE PLP

X = COMPLETED

O = ON GOING

C = COMPLETED PRIOR TO CONSENT ORDER

R = REQUIRED UNDER CONSENT ORDER, STIPULATION AGREEMENT OR RFRA
10 = INSTALLED AND OPERATING

GOVERNMENT-FINANCED CODES

0S8 = ON GOING-USING STATE SUPERFUND MONIES

OF = ON GOING-USING FEDERAL SUPERFUND MONIES

XS = COMPLETED-USING STATE SUPERFUND MONIES

XF = COMPLETED-USING FEDERAL SUPERFUND MONIES

XSF = COMPLETED-USING STATE AND FEDERAL SUPERFUND MONIES
OSF = ON GOING-USING STATE AND FEDERAL SUPERFUND MONIES
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