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’SI:. Paul, Minnesota 55155
Dear Chairman Merxriam:

We are pleased to present you with the first report on the status of the state

~ of Minnesota’s Superfund Program that has been prepared jointly by the Minnesota

 Pollution Control Agency (MPCA) and the Minnesota Department of Agriculture

!ll) The joint preparation and format changes in this report on the use of
the Envirormental Response, Oompensation and Compliance Fund during fiscal year

msompuutive additions that will enhance the report.

The report has been designed primarily to fulfill the requirements of Minn.
Stat. § 115B.20, subd. 6. Although the main focus of this report is a sumary
of fund expenditures during fiscal year 1990, it also includes background on
several of the accomplishments that have been made under the state’s
mw&hmmumforlqhm“wﬁmmahomidsdw
MPCA and MDA staff.

If you should have any questions concerning the contents of this report, please
gm%;;mmatmm, 612/296-7290 or David Read at the MDA,

Nichols
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tive Munger, Chair, House Envirormen t and Natural Resources
thnucopmfmm-imlcmitmmrs

W“' Simoneau, Chair, House moprhtiom Comittee --
42 copies for Conmittee Mawbers
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 The Minnesota Environmental Response

- and Liability Act (MERLA) of 1983

- established the Environmental Resporise,

I  Compensation and Compliance Fund

A Pollution Control Agency (MPCA) to

SHUE spend Fund dollars to investigate and clean
' up releases of hazardous substances. The

'Minnesota Comprehensive Groundwater

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. This report details, as required

by Minn. Stat. § 115B.20, subd. 6, the

- activities for which Fund dollars have been
. spent during Fiscal Year 1990 (FY 90) by
. MPCA and MDA and puts forth initiatives
-~ for the Fund for FY 91.

_ To ensure the continued success of the

 Superfund Program, MPCA and MDA
- staff offer the following recommendations:

| within or outside the Fund will be needed

 in the future to address response actions at

. landfill sites. Due to political subdivision

| lability limits, decreasing availability of

 federal money, bankruptcics among private
landfill operators, costs of landfill cleanup,

§ and the sheer number of sites involved,

~ additional money will be needed to easure

that solid waste landfills can be properly

 Executive Summary

The growing use of Superfund at a number
of different sites may lead, eventually, to the
Fund being exhausted. Traditional
Superfund sites which are approaching the
remedial action phase of cleanup will place
a greater demand on the Fund over the
coming years.

By the end of FY 93, a shortfall in excess of
$27 million is projected for Superfund to
address both landfills and traditional sites.
While voluntary cleanups by responsible
parties may reduce this shortfall, even if
alternative funding to address landfills is
found, a shortage of funds for use at
traditional sites appears likely. The
legislature must address this situation to
ensure the continued success of Superfund.

.Wamm

MDA has limited staff resources to work on
certain Superfund activities, such as
pesticide or herbicide releases. In order to
address current and future needs for
assessing and scoring sites and overseeing/
managing fund financed emergencies or
long-term investigations and cleanups,
MDA needs two additional Superfund
mm

mmﬁmmmm
conduct state funded Property Transfer
efforts. The program continues o grow as
the demand for property ransfer assistance
increases from property owners, bankers,
insurers, and lawyers. Demand for cleanup
assistance under this program also continues
to increase.



Su;;)emmd Program Expenditur

The following is a summary of Superfund Program with a review of Fund
expenditures and incomes of the accomplishments.

s and Income

Superfun

Expendiiures from the Fund FY 90 FY83-FY9o
(Cumulative)

MERLA Fund Expenditures 35,188,664 $22,187,251
Unliguidated Obligations 583,360 583,360
Total Expenditures and Obligations 5772024 22,770611
Income to the Fund
Appropriations 1,000,000 16,400,000
Fines and Reimbursements Paid by

Responsible Parties 2011967 7.553,680
Hazardous Waste Tax 830916 6348971
Interest 1,878,195 5835020
MERLA Fund Balance as of June 30, 1990 $13,867,060
Fecieral Superfund Doliars
Secured $12,700,223 $36,280,223
Expended $ 4838908 $15,529.897

Sites Added to the State’s Permanent List of Priorities
WMQE&MN&MW&&

Sites Deleted from the State's Permanens List of Priorities
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OC UCtion

The Minnesota Environmental Response  This reauthorization allows MDA equal

and Liability Act (MERLA) of 1983 access to the Fund to investigate and clean
established the Environmental Response,  up releases involving agricultural
Compensation and Compliance Fund chemicals (typically pesticides and

(Fund) and authorized the Minnesota fertilizers). MPCA and MDA jointly
Pollution Control Agency (MPCA) to propose additions to the state’s Permanent

spend Fund dollars to investigate suspected List of Priorities (PLP) through the MPCA
releases of hazardous substances and clean  Citizens Board by publishing in the state
up releases and threatened releases. register a list put together jointly by the
two agencies. MDF, MDA, and MPCA

The Minncsota Co npre hensive have been working on a Memorandum of
Groundwater Protection Act. of 1989 Agreement (MOA) to address various
amended MERLA to authorize the

involved in this change.
innesota ent of Finance (MDF) concerns involved in this change

to administer the Fund, but retained the This report outlines the use of the MERLA
language regarding appropriation of the Fund during FY 90, summarizes the status

money to MPCA and the Minnesota of the Minnesota Superfund program, and
: Department of Agriculture (MDA). In puts forth initiatives for the Fund for
1990, changes were made in the FY91.

appropriation language to give full

authority to the Commissioner of Finance.




' Program Overview

The Minnesota Superfund program is
composed of the following functions:

1. to discover and conduct preliminary
investigations of potential hazardous
substance releases from abandoned
hazardous waste sites, solid waste sites,
or agricultural chemical sites, and to

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.

The program now includes a wide variety
of sites, from traditional industrial sites to

identify responsible parties; solid waste landfills to agricultural
chemical sites.
] Administrative
changes better allow
‘The Superfund program (musl) respond to the Superfund
new information on emerging technologies,  program to respond
in federal law, more accurate to new information
hea*h risk information, and lower detection ™ ;:‘o'i?z‘::
limiis for some contaminants. changes in federal
R law, more accurate
health risk

2. to respond to emergency situations,
such as a contaminated drinking water
supply or drum removal;

3. toinitiate remedial investigations and
feasibility studies at identified sites;

4. to develop remedial designs and
implement remedial actions for the final
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 U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency

(EPA);

6. to conduct public information and
community relations activities; and

information, and
lower detection limits for some
contaminants. The program also has to
remain flexible to accommodate a broader
range of sites.

Preventing environmental damage is a
primary focus of the Superfund Program.
The money in the Fund protects resources
and maintains Minnesota's natural heritage.
In addition, public awareness and interest
in the Superfund is increasing as concerns
over the environment and cleanup efforts
become vital in the everyday lives of
Minnesota citizens.




The status of the Fund as of June 30, 1990, investments are managed by the
is detailed in Table 1 (General Ledger). Department of Finance and the Hazardous
The Fund belance at the end of FY 90 is Waste Tax is collected by the Department
$13,867,060. of Revenue. MPCA has recovered

In 1983, the Fund was cstablished witha 080 in the form of penalics and
reimbursements from responsible parties

$5,000,000 transfer from the General Fund. since the Fund was established

An additional $4,500,000 in FY 88 and )

$5,900,000 in FY §9 were appropriated

from the Water Pollution Control Fund.

Another $1,000,000 was transferred from
the General Fund in FY 90. The Fund

Original (FY 83) $ 5,000,000
Transfers from Water Pollution Control Fund  $10,400,000
(FY 88 - FY 89)

Transfer from General Fund (FY 90) $ 1,000,000

income to Date (FY 83 - FY 90)

Interest on Investments $ 5,835,020
Fines and Reimbursements paid to the Fund
by Responsible Parties $ 7,553,680
Hazardous Waste Taxes $ 6,848,971
Expenditures and Obligations to Date
(FY 83 -FY 90) $22,770,611

Fund Balance as of June 30, 1990 $13,867,060




1 Mypmont of the administrative costs ... . result in securing

£ A summary of Fund expenditures during FY 90 is presented in Table 2 below.

The General MPCA Support Costs are
expended to run the Superfund Program
within the agency and include
telecommunications, facility rental, and
purchasing functions. The Superfund
Program Administrative Costs represent
salaries for 56 staff, as well as travel,
equipment, and supply expenditures
associated with responding to emergencies
and implementing site cleanups. MPCA
staff estimate that greater than fifty percent
of the administrative costs that are incurred
by MPCA staff are expenditures that result
in securing response action commitments
from responsible parties.

The legal cost of services rendered by the

specific expenses make up a portion of the
MPCA administrative cost. Laboratory
costs, a large portion of specific contractual
costs, are expenses paid to the Minnesota

state Attorney General’s Office for non-site

~ General MPCA Support Costs $ 595,937
- Superfund Program Administrative Costs 2,796,995
- Regional Offices Support Costs 40,485
- Statewide Indirect Costs 55,228
- Specific Contractual Costs* 1,700,019
Unliquidated Obligations 583,360
TOTAL $5,772,024
* Specific expenditures provided in Table 6.
Department of Health (MDH) for

analytical services.

For MDA, no expenditures have been
made from the Fund account in FY 90.
The last Fiscal Year has been a transition
period for MDA when proper accounts
were planned and allocations from the
Fund were proposed for FY 91. MDA
expenditures from the Fund will begin
during FY 91 when Superfund staff are in
place. MDA expenditures will be outlined
in next year’s report.



The Minnesota Superfund process for If further action is warranted, a site
hazardous waste site cleanup is investigation is conducted. Data collected
diagrammed in Figure 1. Potential is used to rank a site using the Hazard
Superfund sites are identified by MPCA Ranking System (HRS). The HRS scores
and MDA through telephone calls from are used to establish relative priorities
concerned citizens,
routine inspections
by agency staff, Minnesota Superfund Site Cieanup Process
reports of hazardous d
substance spills, and
analyses of drinking (s“e Discovery )
water supplies \
sampled by MDH.
Thro gu!imhmy A....f;';‘.’:.‘fs?:‘ﬁf"‘ (PA/SD)
- "ﬂ'ﬁze Hazardous Renking System (HRS score. —
~0pe Action:
Agreement with ( Emergency ’)
EPA, MPCA has
established a Site Listin
program to asscss Include on EPA National Priorities List (NPL) or
potential hazardows MPCA Permanent List o Priorities (PLP). -
waste sites in \ ( Removal Actions )
Minnesota. Initially,
imi Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS)
‘ g . action alternatives. Look for permanent options. Use
conducted involving innovative technology wherever possible.
a general review of
readily accessible \q
information to
haracteri Remedial Design/Remedial Action RA
characterize 2 site [wmmm.mm.m&“‘” ’]
the site warrants \
further action.

Ground water pump out, site monitoring,

\

( site Detisting from NPL/PLP )

{ Long-Term Operation & Maintenance }




/fecsibliiity study B con&chd fo determine the
' mdtccvaludonmodidacﬁon dtomaﬂvu.

among sites and to determine a site’s
eligibility for federal and/or state
Superfund monies for response actions.
The site may then be added to EPA’s and/
or MPCA’s priorities lists, after which a
remedial investigation/feasibility study is
conducted to determine the extent of

contamination and to evaluate remedial
action altemmatives.

EPA has developed & new Hazard Ranking
System (HRS II) which should operate the
same as the current HRS.

MDA essentially performs the same tasks
as MPCA, but does not have a comparable

cooperative agreement with EPA.




Actions Taken Usirg Fund Dcllars

Priorily Sites

MPCA has identified and listed 433 sites
on the Comprehensive Environmental
Response, Compensation, and Liability
Information System (CERCLIS), a
nationwide inventory of potential
hazardous waste sites. Ten of these sites
were added in FY 90. Preliminary
assessments have been conducted at 389 of
these sites; 17 during FY
90. Fifteen site
investigations were
completed during FY 90.
Currently there are 165
sites listed on the PLP for
investigation and cleanup,
nine of these were added
to the list during FY 90.
An additional 15 sites are
proposed to be added to
the PLP in December 1990
and one site is proposed to
be deleted for a total of
179 sites. Forty-two of the
165 sites currently listed
on the PLP are also
included on the federal
National Priorities List
(NPL); remedial actions at
those 42 sites are eligible
for federal funding, if responsible partics
are unwilling or unable to do the work and
monies are available.

As of October 15, 1990, there were 124
sites in the cleanup process “pipeline” (i.e.,
response actions initiated which include
remedial investigation and feasibility
study, remedial design and implementation
of final remedial action). Response actions

at 97 of these sites are being conducted by
responsible parties. MERLA Fund or
federal dollars have been spent at the
remainder of the sites for response actions.

Approximately 45,000 pounds of arsenic
have been cleaned up at 250 sites since
1984. A number of arsenic-contaminated
sites have been cleaned up using MERLA
Fund dollars during FY 90. These have

involved actions around the state.
MPCA'’s arsenic program is divided into
three parts: large arsenic site cleanups,
discoveries of above ground barrels or
other containers of arsenic which can be
removed and disposed of elsewhere, and
below ground arsenic where soil may be
contaminated and must be excavated and
disposed of at another location.



n, which select a specific remedial action for a sie,

- On June 26, 1990, MPCA Citizens Board
| % approved litigation authority for the

¢ commissioner to request the Minnesota

. Attorney General’s Office to initiate legal
action against the U.S. Department of
Defense (DOD) for past agency costs
associated with work on the Former
Duluth Air Force Base and the U.S. Naval
Industrial Reserve Ordnance Plant
(NIROP) in Fridley.

Litigation authority had been previously
approved for the Twin Cities Army
Ammunition Plant (TCAAP) and the Twin
Cities Air Force Reserve Base, two other

reached a settlement with the Army for the
TCAAP site in 1987. Approximately
$200,000 in past MPCA costs are in
dispute at the remaining sites, but current
cleanup actions at all sites are progressing
with varied degrees of cooperation by the
responsible military entities.

National Guard Bureau have completed a
site investigation which focused on 10
areas including dump sites, fire training
areas, a tank farm, and an area of low-level
- radioactive wastes. A preliminary cleanup
| plan will be proposed later in the year.
Records of Decision (RODs)

. RODs were signed at eight sites in FY 90.
. Groundwater pump-out and land treatment
. of contaminated soil is underway at the
Joslyn Manufacturing and Supply
Company site in Brooklyn Center.

A ROD was signed at the Isanti Solvent
site in Isanti County.

Another groundwater pump-out system is
being planned at the Former Windom
Municipal Landfill where a clay cap has
been constructed to reduce water seeping
through the landfill.

An interim pump-out system has been
operating at the Honeywell-Golden Valley
Site to address contaminated groundwater
at the site. The ROD specifies discharge
of contaminated groundwater to the
Metropolitan Waste Control Commission
(MWCC), with a provision for on-site
treatment if levels of volatile organic
compounds (VOCs) exceed limits
established by MWCC.

At the Huntting Eleator Company in
Lansing, MPCA has approved a new wat-r
supply to replace seven private wells
affected by pesticide contamination. The
remedy consists of seven new wellsin a

deeper aquifer.

Contaminated groundwater is being treated
at the Control Data Printc? Circuits
Operation in St. Louis Park ¢ v air-
stripping. Carbon filtration is being used
to eliminate potential air emissions, and
water treated to remove all detectable
VOCs will be discharged to Minnehaha
Creek.

A ROD signed in June for the University
of Minnesota Rosemount Research
Center site identifies excavation, thermal
desorption with on-site incineration as the
method for cleaning up and containing
soils contaminated with various
concentrations of PCBs, furans, dioxins,
and lead.




A federully funded Superfund investigation
at the Adrian Municipal Well Field sitc
confirmed that contaminants affecting two
of the city’s wells are petroleum products
from underground storage tanks.

Request for Response Action (RFRA)

The MPCA Citizens Board has issued
RFRAs at six Minnesota Superfund sites
during FY 90.

A RFRA was issued for the Olmsted
County Sanitary Landfill in July of 1989.
Tn October, parties responsible for the
Waste Disposal Engineering site in
Anlover were issued a RFRA and the
responsible party for the Twin Cities Air
Force Reserve Base in Minneapolis was
issued a RFRA the following month.

In March, Schioff Chemical in St. Louis
Park was issued a RFRA.

At the May meeting, the Board issued
RFRAs 10 several businesses responsible
for cleanup of the Arrowhead Refinery
site in Hermantown. Used waste oil was
processed at the site. A RFRA was issued
on June 26 to Ford

Motor Company

for the Ford Twin

Cities Assembly

Plant in St. Paul. Adrian

Solvent and metal Hermantown

contamination have Askov

been detected at the

Ford Site. Atwater
Duluth

Emergency Actions

Since 1983, the Agency has responded to
19 MERLA-funded emergencies involving
contaminated drinking water supplies and
has taken action to provide affected
residences with alternate drinking water.
MPCA and responsible parties temporarily
continue to supply safe drinking water to
affected residences at all of these sites.
Permanent supplies are planned and action
toward that end has begun.

During FY 90, Fund monies were used
during the initial stages of an emergency
waste tire pile fire near Wawina in Itasca
County.

While not a declared emergency, a back-up
well is providing City of Rice residents
with drinking water. Routine testing of a
municipal weli in the city revealed levels
of the solvent tetrachloroethene above
EPA’s Maximum Contaminant Levels for
drinking water. The well has been shut
down while MPCA staff work to
determine the source of the contamination.

Isanti County New Brighton/Arden Hills

Lakeland/ Northern Township
Lakeland Shores Spring Grove

Lansing St. Anthony

LeHillier St. Paul Park

Waite Park




During FY 90, there were 62 complaints of
abandoned barrels. At five sites, leakage
from drums was discovered and the cases
were transferred to the Spills Unit of
MPCA's Hazardous Waste Division.
Sixteen other sites required no action. The
services of MPCA contractors were
required for 41 of the 62 complaints
received. Of the 41 cases, six turned out to
be non-hazardous waste situations where
the drums contained only water and/or dirt.
Consequently, 35 of the 62 complaints
received in FY 90 involved the
abandonment of hazardous wastes,

The following is a breakdown of the 35
cases involving barrels showing the
number of cases for the various types of

hazardous wastes dealt with by the
Abandoned Barrel Program:

11 Fuel Oil/Used Oil/Solvents
Paint/Varnishes/Solvents
Unknown Organics
Various (Multiple waste stream)
Pesticide Wastes
Cyanide Containing Wastes
Petroleum Distillates
Coal Tar Emulsion
Sulfamic Acid (pH <1.0)

A total of 76 abandoned barrels were
recovered in FY 90.

ot et otk NN W N OO e




lypes of Sites in Superfund

Shes on the PLP Currently, five sites are listed in Class A.
These are emergencies which occurred
All sites listed on the PLP have been during FY 90 and have yet to be placed in

assigned to one or more response action another class. They include: the Duluth
classes as required by MPCA rules. Each  Former City Dump and groundwater

of the four response action classes is contamination at Askov, Lakeland, St. Paul
defined as follows: Park, and Winona.

Class A- Declared Emergencies Class B- Response Actions Completed
This class includes all sites at whichan ~ and Operation and Maintenance/Long-
emergency has been declared by the term Monitoring Ongoing

MPCA or MDA Commissioner. An This class includes all sites where response
"emergency” means that there is an actions have been completed and long-term

imminent risk of fire or expiosion, thata  monitoring of these completed actions is in
temporary water supply is needed where an  progress. This class also includes all sites
advisory has been issued, or that where activities are necessary to operate
immediate adverse human health effects and maintain response actions that have
may be anticipated due to direct contact or  previously been completed. A list of these
inhalation and an advisory has been issued. 32 sites is shown in Table 3.

AMMWWOIM McLaoughiin Gomiey King Co.. Minneapolis
Boise Cascade Paint Waste Dump. Ronler Minneapolis Community Development Agency/FMC

2

Boise Cascade/Medfronic, Fridiey Nutling Truck and Caster, Farbault
Boise Cascade/Onan, Fridley Oakdale Dunp

Buringion Northem, Brainerd PCL, inc., Shakopee

DNR-Dudoury Pesticide Site Perham Arsenic Site, Otter Tall County
Blectiic Machinery, St. Cloud Reilty Tar, St. Louls Park

Forbault Coal Gasification Piant Site. Faribondt St. Regis Poper. Cas Lake

FMC Corp, Fridiiey 3M Kenick Disposal Site, Kermick
General Mills. Minneopoiis Tonka/Wovyke Site. Annandcie
Hopkins Agricuitural/Alled Chemicals, Minneapolis  Wadena Assenic Site

Hutchinson Technology. Inc. Waite Park Groundwater Contamination Site
Fonwood Sanltary Londfil, Spring Valley Welsman Scrap. Winona

Jackson Municipal Wel Field West Dututh Indusirial Site

Kurt Monufachuring. Fridiey Whittaker Corporation, Minneapolis

Lund’s Farmer Seed and Nursery, St. Cloud winona County Sanitary Londfiil




Maintenance at a Site

are necessary to cffect a permanent
remedy or cleanup of a site. There
are 146 sites listed in Class C.

Class D- Remedial Investigations
and Feasibility Studies (RI/FS)
Necessary or in Progress

This class includes all sites which
require a remedial investigation
(RI) to determine the extent,
magnitude, and nature of the
release or threatened release, and a
feasiblity study (FS) to evaluate
and select response action(s).
There are currently 127 sites listed
as Class D.

Since sites may be listed under
more than one class depending
upon their 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.

" in d ro ranked in Class A, B, C, and D, depending upon

Class C- Response Actions Necessary or Deleted Sites
in Progress or First Year Operation and

This class includes all sites where remedial  cleanup of known contamination at these
sites has been completed and no further
action is thought to be necessary or the site
was combined with another site.

design and implementaion of response
actions (other than Class A or B) such as
barrel removal, soil decontamination, first

year groundwater pump out or monitoring

Since the PLP was created, 12 sites have
been deleted from the list either because

Table 4. Sites daleted from the PLP

Airco Lime Sludge Pit

DNR-Nett Lake/Orr Pesticide Site

Ecolotech Inc., Minneapolis

Former McKay Manufacturing
Company

43 East Water Street

Lost Lake Dump Site

Maple Plain Dump

Morris Arsenic Site

Northern Township Groundwater
Contamination

Polymetals Products, Inc.

Portec-Pioneer Division (FY 90)

Sonford Products/Abandoned
Trailer Site




Responsible Party Actions

Since the passage of MERLA, responsible
parties have committed an estimated $158
million to the cleanup of hazardous waste
sites and have paid penalties and made
reimbursements to the Fund of $7,552,489
to cover costs incurred by MPCA in
administering and overseeing the site
cleanup activities. During FY 90,
$2,010,776 was reimbursed. Of this
amount, $1,000,000 was paid by 3M after
a stipulation agreement was signed in
regard to air quality at their Chemolite

The cumulative amount of
money being reimbursed to
the Fund through
Responsible Party Actions
is shown in Figure 2.
To assist in identifying
responsible parties at NPL
sites, federal funds have
been secured to allow
specific MPCA staff
conduct Responsible Party
(RP) scarches. These RP
search specialists work
closely with the members
of a given Superfund
project tcam.
through information
gathered from various
sources, including area
residents, site operators,
past and current employees,
* and local government
officials. Other sources
include title searches,

historical documents, and old fire insurance
maps. A database that includes people and
companies involved with a site is created to
track information.

Letters and questionnaires are sent out by
the RP search specialists to gather and
document further information. The
program is expected to enhance MPCA’s
enforcement efforts and allow for more
cffective identification of RPs.




During FY 90 MPCA has been involved,
as in previous years, with a number of
lawsuits related t0 Superfund activities.

that burned in

Attorney General’s office are involved in
litigation to recover MERLA funds spent
to extinguish a fire and clean debris from
the Lund’s Farmer Seed and Nursery
site.

MPCA has also been involved in
bankruptcy proceedings regarding the
Amdvra, MacGillis and Gibbs, Dakhue
Sanitary Landfill, Crosby-American
Demolition Landfill, and Waste Disposal
Engineering sites.

As mentioned carlier, initiation of legal
actions at a number of Department of
Defense sites has been approved.

| and Superfund

Andover e dump  wpg oufcome of the ruling will encourage
1989. The state future RPs fo underiake cleanup under MPCA
won its costs in supervision and will assist RPs who have
district court and aiready incurred cleanup expenses fo

i recover them from their insurance carriers.”

Supreme Court Ruling

The Minnesota Supreme Court ruled June
8 that Superfund cleanup costs are covered
as property damage under Comprehensive
General Liability insurance policies. The

4 - 3 decision ruled in favor of Minnesota
Mining and Manufacturing Company
(3M), Joslyn Corporation, and Tonka
Corporation in their lawsuits against

The Court found that comprehensive

general liability insurance policies do
cover the three companies’ cleanup
expenses as “damages” to state
groundwater resources at Superfund sites.
MPCA supported the companies’ cases.

3M had financed much of a hydrogeologic
study and was secking damages to
reimburse MPCA for its work on the site.
RFRASs were issued to Joslyn and Tonka.

Joslyn entered into a Consent Order with
MPCA in which it agreed to investigate
suspected contamination, develop and
implement a cleanup plan, and reimburse
MPCA for its expenses.




‘The siate Is challenging provisions of the NCP that fail 1o require stringent clean-up
standards and deny a meaningiul role in the federal remedy selection process.”

Tonka has not entered into a consent order, While voluntary cooperation has proven to
but has complied with the RFRA by taking be the most efficient means of effecting
the requested actions. cleanup, it is anticipated that cost recovery

MPCA and the Atiomey Generals Office & sooins invor ot aes, o
filed a "friend of the court” brief in the 3M

case and
participated as a
party intervening in
the Joslyn case.
The outcome will
encourage future
RPs to undertake
cleanup under
MPCA supervision
and will assist RPs
who have already
incurred cleanup
expenses to recover
them from their

Sult Against EPA

MPCA and the
Attorney General's Office,
along with eight other
states, have sued the EPA
in a challenge to the new regulations to
administer the federal Superfund program.
The state is challenging provisions of the
new National Contingency Plan that fail to
require stringent cleanup standards and
deny the states a meaningful role in the
federal remedy selecticn: process.

Future Legal Action

In the next year, it is possible that more
cases will lead to court action. MPCA has
noted an increasing number of
bankruptcies. This typically requires use
of the Fund to address response actions.




Use of Federal Fund Dollars

MPCA has 42 sites on the NPL that are
cligible for federal funding based on
priority. So far, MPCA has secured a total
of $36,280,223 in federal Superfund
dollars ($12,700,223 secured during FY
90) for:

1. conducting preliminary assessments
and preliminary site investigations at
Minnesota sites included on the federal
inventory (CERCLIS) of potential
hazardous waste sites;
conducting remedial investigations and
feasibility studies or remedial design/
remedial action activities at Minnesota
sites included on the federal NPL;

carrying out response actions at

designated sites; and

the Core Program which allocates
money for administration of Superfund
sites by MPCA employees.

The federal dollars secured are to be
expended over several fiscal years. State

money is needed to match 10 percent of
the amount secured from federal
Superfund for remedial actions.

Federal funds will likely be less available
in the future.

During FY 90, MPCA spent $4,838,908
federal Superfund dollars for response
action activities at 21 sites. Table 5 details
expenditures of federal Superfund dollars
by MPCA. In addition, federal Superfund
dollars were used to fund salaries for a
number of positions during FY 90.




‘money is needed to maich 10 percent of the amount secured from

Site/Program Amount Spent Activity
Adrian $ 3M1 RI/FS
Agate Lake 1,682 RI/FS
Arrowhead 108,462 Federal RD/State RD, PRP Search,
RD/RA Negotiations
Core Program 317,829 Management/Program Development
Dakhue SLF 14,014 RI/FS, PRP Search
Interlake 417951 RD
Kummer SLF 731,954 RI/FS, RD/RA
LaGrande SLF 33,806 RI/FS
LeHillier 203,120 RA
Long Prairie 42,118 RD
MacGillis & Gibbs 65,317 RI
New Brighton 547,804 RI/FS
Oak Grove SLF 401,132 RI/FS, RD
Olmsted County SLF 8,488 Negotiations
PA/SI 407,205 PA/SI
Perham 11,459 RI/FS
PRP Search 6,885 Enforcement Cooperative Agreement
Reilly 36,709 PRP Search
Ritari 66,137 RI/FS
South Andover 19,692 RIFS, RD
St. Anthony 1,041,144 RA
St. Augusta SLF 3,284 RI/FS
Union Scrap 306,264 RI/FS, Emergency Removal
WDE SLF 42,661 Negotiations
Tolal $ 4,838,908




Fu nded Site Cleanups _

During FY 90 $1,700,019 from the Fund  and to numerous reports of abandoned
was used by MPCA to cover the costs of ~ banrels containing potentially hazardous
providing contractors to respond to releases  substances. Table 6 details FY 90

of hazardous substances at 17 sites listed  expenditures of MERLA dollars.

on the PLP and hazardous waste incidents

Slte/Program Amount Spent

Activity

Abandoned Barrel
Dakhue SLF

Duluth Dump

Hazardous Waste
~Spill Response

Hermantown Emergency 21,222
Killian SLF/Leech Lake SLF 19,204
Kummer SLF 239,078
Site Specific Laboratory/ 200,743
Lakeland 130,124
Lansing 19,693
Site Specific Legal Expenses 111,256
LTD SSI 17,664
Lund Nursery 24,564

43,236
93,079
18,096
218,560
12,542
47971
59,997
73,528

91,700,019

$ 45,969
135,619
28,166
958

138,750

11101 Douglas Drive
Neihorster

Investigation/cleanup

Responded to reports of abandoned drums

RI/FS

Bottled drinking water and connection to
carbon system

Response activities to investigate and
stabilize spills and complaints

Bottled drinking water/Investigation

Well installation, pre-Remedial Investigation

RA State Matching Funds

Laboratory Services at Minnesota
Department of Health

Bottled drinking water, RI/FS

Bottled drinking water, RI

Attorney General support

Well Installation

Removal of pesticide contaminated fire
debris and MDA staff expenses

Hazardous waste cleanup

Drum removal from abandoned warchouse

Tire fire emergency response

Water filtration system

Bottled drinking water, RI

Tire fire emergency response

Emergency response




the 1988 Waste
Management Act
Amendments in

response to requests
of MPCA from

property was
Therefore, buyers
associate
themselves with the

release by their activities on the site.

insurers request MPCA staff assistance in
determining whether property of interest
has been the site of a release or threatened

requests is shown in Figure 3. In 1986,
Congress passed the Superfund




“Since August 1988, Properly Transfer Review staff have overseen a total of
125 cleanup projscts.”

Amendments and Reauthorization Act In addition, MPCA is building a
(SARA) which stimulated a jump in the computerized data base for the purpose of
number of file search requests conducted  automating the file search process. MPCA
by MPCA. Property owners, bankers, anticipates that the number of requests for
insurers, and lawyers became increasingly  file scarches will continue to increase.
Four positions
created by the 1988
legislature are
devoted to
iewing




MPCA is concemed about the demand
landfills will place on the Fund due to the
liability limits on political subdivisions,
extremely high cleanup costs (potentially
$2-10 million per site), bankrupicy of
landfill operators, dwindling federal
dollars, and the sheer number of landfills
currently on the PLP and predicted to be
added.

Most sanitary landfills in Minnesota,
especially first-generation unlined
problems; this is incvitably associated
ith past waste disposal practices.
Minnesota has two to deal
with public health and environmental
impacts associated with landfills--the

permit process and the Superfund process.

Currently there are 56 landfills on the
Superfund PLP. As the number of landfills
on the PLP continues to grow, Fund
resources are projected to dwindle. While
the permit process can be used to properly
wﬁimwmm

As these factors drain the Fund, it is less
and less likely that federal funds will be
available to make up the shortfall.
Although MPCA aggressively secks
federal funding for landfill sites, only 11 of
56 landfills are on the NPL, and reductions
in federal funding are already occurring.




MPCA will continue to propose

S8 new landfills for the NPL, the past is
i probably predictive of the future—in the
& last three years, only one landfill has been
i added to0 the federal Superfund list.

. Each landfill is unique in its
circumstances; it can be privately or
publicly owned or operated, open or
responsible parties to bear the cleanup
costs. ‘Staff have used combinations of
permit responsibilities, working with
responsible parties under Superfund law,
and working with political subdivisions
under Superfund in an atzempt to find the
right combination for cach set of
circumstances.

MMWmmu
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end of 1998.

alterna*ves available to address the
problem of the landfill strain on

* Increase the allocation to Superfund and
continue cleaning up landfills with that
money.

* Another possibility would be to
increase the allocation of Superfund to
address only closed landfills; cleanup at
active landfills would generally be
ensured through permit responsibilities.

¢ Aliernatively, a different funding source
could be established to deal with the

costs of cleaning up and closing
landfills.

Other unpermitted dumps in the state--
possibly as many as 1,373 in Minnesota--
may eventually add to the drain on
Superfund. Most of these are not listed in
CERCLIS and have not yet been
thoroughly assessed for potential public
health and environmental damage. It is
likely that at least some of these sites will
need to be added to the PLP, but less likely
that responsible parties will be located to
assume cleanup costs on many of these
sites.
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has been I
historically, and is
statutorily, the lead *...sites with documented groundwater
state agency for confamination in Castie Rock and Lewiston
dneoetypesofmd have been scored by MDA and are currently
investigations for on the 1990 PLP."
ity ' being proposed for listing
when emergency R
Fund monies were
necessary, MDA .

MDA intends to use ACRRA io the fullest
P uired o act with and through extent, and expects that a majority of

While the transfer of projects and funding
has occurred, this transaction was
cumbersome for both agencies. Allowing
MDA direct access to the Fund should
streamline the process.

In 1989, the Agricultural Chemical
Response and Reimbursement Law
(Minnesota Statutes, Chapter 18E)
established an account which, in certain
reimbursement to eligible persons for
investigation and cleanup costs after an

;_ agricultural chemical incident is reported.

pay for cleanup costs, or cannot be
identified, then Superfund will have to be
accessed. ACRRA does not cover the
costs of providing an alternative source of
drinking water if needed. Such costs must
be covered under Superfund.

projects will be covered by this account,
however, some sites may require monies
from the state Superfund.

Currently, MDA is providing resources,
including staff time, laboratory services,
and attorney general support for Superfund
activities from accounts funded from
sources other than Superfund. MDA
project managers have been assigned to
agricultural sites currently listed on the
PLP, such as Lund’s Farmer Seed and
Nursery in St. Cloud and Central
Cooperative Oil Association in Medford.

mduwxmhawmmbym



8 Listing on the 1990 PLP. MDA is required
& 10 submit reports 10 the legislature

In addition, property transfers require

timely administration of project cleanups

to enable loans and/or sales to be

completed. Due 10 resource constraints,

MDA is working on property transfer and reviewed for possible addition to the
projects only as time allows. PLP.

hlmmkmmm In order to address future departmental
resource needs, MDA needs at least
, two additional Superfund
(1)) positions. Currently,
“ , funding has been
provided for the




Growing public awareness and concern
about environmental issues affects the
Superfund Program as well as all MPCA
programs and services. Program siaff,
working with the Public Information
Office, consult with citizens and offer
opportunites for public participation in the
Superfund process.

Each Superfund site has an information
officer on the project team. Among the
activities routinely employed to make sure
affected residents, local public officials,
‘ are consulted are phone
mwmmm

local officials and media as important

The regulated community and other
interested parties, such as insurers,
bankers, environmental consultants, and
lawyers, also require information abou:
policies or trends in the Superfund
Program. A set of ninc fact sheets
describing various aspects of Minnesota's
Superfund Program and a new newsletter
(Minnesota Superfund Quarterly) provide
current information and resources to
interested parties.




Fuher Fund Accomplishments

Superfund Memorandum of
Agreement

Pursuant to Superfund Amendments
Reauthorization Act (SARA) of 1986, the
EPA was directed by Congress to
encourage state involvement at Superfund
sites listed on the federal NPL.

EPA and MPCA continue to work under
the Superfund Memorandum of Agreement
(SMOA), signed in September 1989, that
identifies the roles and responsibilities of
the lead and support agencies at these
Superfund sites. MPCA’s goal of avoiding
duplication of efforts and maximizing the
number of sites being addressed is met by
acting as the lead agency at most NPL
sites.

Capacily Assurance

Congress mandated that by 1989 each state
must certify that it has 20-year capacity for
hazardous waste disposal. States who fail
to meet this deadline may lose Superfund
funding. The Office of Waste
Management, with MPCA assistance, has
submitted the required capacity assurance
certification to EPA within the required
time frame and it has been approved.
MPCA continues to cooperate with EPA in
setting future guidelines.

Enforcement Cooperative
Agreement

MPCA and EPA entered into an
Enforcement Cooperative Agreement on
September 29, 1989, the first between
EPA and any state. The EPA has awarded
$405,000 to MPCA which has been used

for staff activities which include PRP
searches and negotiations with RPs at
selected NPL sites.

MDA and MPCA Cooperation on
Agricuttural Chemical Sites

MPCA has been successful in
accomplishing many of the directives of
Superfund, and now access to the Fund has
been expanded to include a new partner.
MPCA and MDA will continue efforts to
identify new hazardous waste sites in the
state.

MDA has now identified 88 sites which
have documented agricultural chemical
contamination. Approximately 20 of these
sites have associated groundwater
contamination. These sites have been
internally ranked to develop a priority
system. Under the authority given to
MDA under Minn. Stat. 18D and 18E,
work has begun on investigation and
cleanup actions. It is likely that some sites
will qualify for MERLA funds.

MPCA continues to cooperate with MDA
on some aspects of the site response work.
The two agencies are currently negotiating
a MOA. During late 1989, MDA, in
cooperation with MPCA, began to score
several sites using the federal HRS. A
MPCA hydrologist, on a mobility
assignment, worked with MDA staff to
assure continuity between agencies for the
HRS scoring.

An MDA report was then prepared and
submitted to the legislature which analyzed
the criteria for HRS and found that HRS is
generally appropriate for agricultural
chemical sites as well as MPCA sites.
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Currently, two MDA sites which may be
listed on the PLP have been scored and
ranked with the HRS system. MPCA has
assisted by reviewing and offering
comments on this work.

Clecanup Criteria

A document was finalized which discusses
the cleanup requirements for contaminated
groundwater associated with Superfund
sites. These criteria take into account
Minnesota statutes that direct cleanup
efforts to be protective of human health

- and the environment. Since groundwater
is a potable water supply, groundwater
must be protected as a drinking water
source.

The Recommended Allowable Limits, to
be replaced by Health Risk Limits, serve as
the minimum standard of acceptance as a
potable supply. The 1989 Groundwater
Protection Act establishes an even higher
goal of degradation prevention where
practicable.

A draft soil cleanup strategy document was
Any cleanup effort should strive to restore  developed during FY 90 by MPCA staff,
groundwater to drinking water quality and  with input from other agencies including
prevent further degradation. If practicable, the Department of Health. MPCA also

more stringent cleanups should also be interacted with staff from other states,

pursued on the authority of the including California and New Jersey, and

Groundwater Protection Act. participated in a states/EPA conference to

discuss the development of soils cleanup

co": e mw: i Im levels. The cleanup goals for a specific
up NPL site must be consxstent with state and

In an effort to assist responsible partiesin  EPA policies.

their investigations and cleaaups of

contaminated soils associated with most

Superfund sites, MPCA has developed

guidance on establishing site-specific soil
cleanup goals.




uerfund Program Iniiatives

MPCA began in FY 90, and intends to
finalize in FY 91, a number of initiatives
designed to enhance the Minnesota
Superfund Program. A brief discussion of
each initiative follows.

MPCA Cleanup Goails and Remedy
Selection Criteria

The following cleanup goals and criteria
are being used by MPCA staff to evaluate
which alternative response actions should
be implemented at a site. The ultimate
goal of implementing any final response
action is to achieve a permanent remedy
for the site.

An implemented remedy is considered
permanent when it allows for unrestricted
use of all land and natural resources
impacted by the contamination, does not
involve removal of the contaminants to
another site, and minimizes exchange of
the contaminants to another environmental
medium.

* A threshold criterion provides overall
protection for the public health, welfare,
and the environment. This criterion is met
if the response action a-hieves the site
specific response action objectives and
cleanup goals identified by the MPCA
commissioner. The response action must
consider applicable, relevant, and
appropriate requirements (ARARs) and
other standards.

* Long-term effectiveness is the ability of
an alternative to maintain the desired level
of protection over time. Permanent
remedies provide long-term effectiveness.
In the event a permanent remedy is not
feasible, evaluated alternatives that alter
the contaminants to produce significant

reductions in toxicity, mobility, or volume
through treatment are preferred.

* The technical and administrative
feasibility of the alternative and the
availability of goods and services needed
to implement the alternative are evaluated
and considered.

» The short-term risks posed as a result of
implementing an alternative are expressly
considered and weighed against the long-

term benefits of the alternative.

 The complete cost of implementation of
the altemnative including the cost of any
long-term monitoring and operation and
maintenance is to be evaluated. The future
costs to replace the alternative or respond
to a future release is also considered in this
evaluation.

In addition to the above criteria, the
community is consulted regularly in regard
to the alternatives available for site
remediation. The community must be
informed about the hazards of the site and
the advantages and disadvantages of
various approaches to remediation, and
staff must attempt to understand the
concerns and desires of the community
with regard to remedy selection. The
community’s concerns and wishes will be
expressly considered in selecting a remedy.

Contaminated Solis - Finalizing
Cleanup Criteria

During FY 91, MPCA intends to finalize
the soils cleanup strategy and continue its
involvement in state and national soils
cleanup issues.



“MPCA staff will provide the state congressional delegation with MPCA'’s
on federal Superfund reauthonzation issues.”

MPCA Invoivement in National
Superfund lssues

The Minnesota Superfund program is
recognized nationally as being very
effective at ensuring the cleanup of
hazardous waste sites. Minnesota’s
streamlined approach and emphasis on
responsible party involvement early in the
response action process is of considerable
interest to EPA and other states with

developing Superfund programs.

EPA has made changes in its program to
more closely reflect the successful
programs being conducted at MPCA. In an
effort to share our experience and shape
:ational Superfund policy, during FY 91,
iAPCA staff will:

1, continue leadership in the Association of
State and Territorial Solid Waste
Management Officials and the State/EPA
Superfund Senior Policy Forum Work
Groups and

2) provide the state congressional
delegation with MPCA's perspectives on
federal Superfund reauthorization issues.
These efforts will be beneficial to the
national Superfund program and the
information exchange with EPA and other
states will enhance Minnesota’s Superfund
program.

In addition, Minnesota has entered into
litigation with other states against EPA to0
ensure that the states’ administrative
involvement in Federal Superfund sites
will be meaningful and substantial, and to
limit the expense to the state at these sites.

MDA Superfurnid Program for
Agricultural Chemicais

When the Superfund allocation is in place
for FY 91, MDA will begin to expend
Fund monies on the litigation for cost
recovery from the Lund’s Farmer Seed and
Nursery site, for staff hired to work on
Superfund projects and for work done by
state contracted environmental consultants
in the case of acute emergency releases.
MDA will continue to identify new sites
affected by agricultural chemicals and
perform preliminary assessments.

All sites will be assessed to determine if an
eligible party is available to proceed with
an inivestigation and cleanup, and
potentially be partially reimbursed through
ACRRA.

At this point, the existence of ACRRA
has been helpful in obtaining the
cooperation of the eligible parties, thereby
relieving some of the pressure on
Superfund. However, some sites are either
ineligible or inappropriate for management
through 18B, 18C, 18D, and 18E
authorities, and therefore must be managed
with authorities and funding under
MERLA.

MDA intends to investigate the possibility
of entering into a cooperative agreement
with the EPA, similar to MPCA'’s
agreement. MDA will also explore the
possibility of obtaining additional funding
through other federal channels for the
MDA Superfund Program.

MPCA and MDA are cumrently working on
a strategy for prioritizing and funding
pesticide site cleanups, including updating
the PLP, scoring projects with HRS, and




Agreement between the agencies.

MPCA Property Transfer
At the beginning of FY 91, MPCA

minimal MPCA oversight until the
important decisions regarding level of
cleanup need to be made by MPCA.

Property Transfer Review (PTR) staff
experience has shown that due to the
nature of property transactions, the PTR
staff were often requested to attend
meetings, review work plans and write
response letters within a day after initial
request or contact was made.

of requests, the PTR staff are unable to
provide this type of service. It is more
typical that a meeting will be arranged
within two weeks of a request and that
review of work plans and reports takes
three to four weeks.

on a first come, first serve basis, and as

turn around times could unfortunately
become longer. The PTR staff can best

response actions.

developing the Project List. This strategy
will be developed into a Memorandum of

expanded the staffing resources to keep up
with the demand and continue to provide a
reasonable level of service in the property
transaction area. In addition, MPCA staff
intend to develop guidance documents to
be provided to people involved in property
transactions to assist them in conducting
investigations and response aciions with

Unfortunately, because of the large number

Requests for services are & commodated
more people begin to use the service, these

serve the users of the program by timely
review and oversight of investigations and

MDA Property Transfer

Property transfers likely will become a
larger part of the workload for MDA in the
near futi-:. The Farmers’ Home
Administration has indicated its inventory
contains approximately 115 unsold farms
that may be contaminated because of old
pesticide-container dump sites.

A number of other requests for file
scarches have been received by staff.
MDA staff have also been working on
contaminated agricultural chemical facility
sites identified through private property
transfer transactions. This would indicate
that MDA will need a property transfer
program similar to MPCA's to ensure
timely cleanup of these sites and to allow
the transfers to be completed.

State PA/SI Program

After a reassessment of the state and
federal PA/SI program, additional staff
may be requested. During FY 89, $72,000
in MERLA funds were authorized to
supplement federal funds for the
performance of site investigations at
suspected hazardous waste sites.

The funds are to be used for the installation
of necessary monitoring wells where the
use of federal funds for this activity have
been disallowed by the EPA as being
beyond the scope of the preliminary site
investigation.

So far, MPCA’s PA/SI program has been
able to use almost 100 percent EPA money
for PA/SI work. During FY 90, no
MERLA funds were spent to conduct site
investigations. However, there is
additional PA/SI work which will need 10







Based on the number of sites undergoing
preliminary assessment at this time and the
number of hazardous waste sites
historically discovered cach year, the
agencies project that 204 sites will be on
the PLP by the end of FY 93, 39 more sites
than in FY 90.

it Supertund Projections

The Future of the Fund

Consistent with the directives of MERLA,
MPCA will continue to be aggressive in its
efforts to seek out responsible parties and
maximize the use of federal Superfund
dollars. During FY 91, MPCA will
continue its efforts to secure federal

Superfund dollars for program

FY90 FY91 FY92 FY93

Sites on PLP

Total Response Actions

- Property Transfer Frogram

Hazardous Waste Site Verification

165 174 189 204

| Sites undergoing Response ActionbyRP 97 100 108 116

Sites undergoing Response Action using
state or federal Superfund money

30 32 34 36
124 134 144 154
10 25 25 25

1692 1800 1900 2000
100 100 100 100

151 181 211 241
23.0 96.5 164.1 1715

5.21 17.00 29.95 38.48
14.31 17.52 20.72 24.02

430 470 511 552
10.01 12.81 15.61 1850

1:15 114 1:14 1:13

396 183 183 183




“MPCA will confinue to place a high priority on those hazardous waste sifes
where response actions are currently underway.”

management and response actions at
specific sites. In addition, negotiations are
underway with EPA in an effort to obtain
federal Superfund dollars for enforcement
activities at specific sites.

MPCA will continue to place a high
priority on those hazardous waste sites
where response actions are currently
underway. New site starts will be
considered as a lower priority and will be
initiated as staff resources and funds
become available. These priorities are
consistent with the overall program goals
to achieve site cleanups which are
necessary to protect the public health and
achieve permanent environmental

The costs of cleaning up landfills in
accordance with landfill closure rules may
need to come from a source other than
Superfund, as these costs will increase in
coming years as the number of landfills to
be closed increases and the owners and
other responsible parties arc less likely to
be able to pay the cost of closure.

Table 8 below demonstrates a possible
scenario for the future of Superfund.
While the shortfall projected for FY 91
may be compensated for by responsible
parties, looking ahead to FY 93, it is
unlikely that Superfund will maintain a
positive balance.

FY 91

FY 90

$13,918,005




The Minnesota Superfund Program has

been very effective. Response actions are
underway at 124 sites. Responsible partics

are undertaking the work at 97 of these
sites. MPCA has been successful in its
efforts to seek out responsible parties and

clusions and Recommendations

Funds) and the need for cleanup monies
to reduce future contamination
problems, significant additional
resources will be needed in the future to
address response actions at these sites.

* The growing use of Superfund ata

secure federal dollars to fund cleanup

Despite these efforts, the continued success
of the Superfund program is dependent on
the availability of Fund dollars to
encourage cooperation by responsible
parties, provide the state’s required 10
percent match for federally funded
cleanups, and conduct cleanups of sites not
eligible for federal funding.

Landfills are becoming increasingly

number of different sites may lead,
eventually to the Fund being exhausted.
Traditional Superfund sites which are
approaching the remedial action phase
of cleanup will place a greater demand
on the Fund over the coming years.

MDA staff resources have been focused
on initiating and overseeing responsible
party site investigations and cleanups.
In order to address future and current
needs for assessing and scoring sites

important within the Superfund program.
Fifty-six landfills are currently listed on
the PLP and that number will continue to

increase. It is anticipated that in the future,

significant additional state Fund monies
will be necessary to address these sites.
Fewer landfills will qualify for federal

and overseeing/managing fund financed
emergencics or long-term investigations
and cleanups, MDA needs two
additional Superfund positions.
Currently, fundiuig has been provided
for MDA at $5¢,000 per year, however,
additional funds are needed to assure a
qualified and adequate staff of four

funding support due to lower scores on the
Hazard Ranking System. In addition,

municipally-owned landfills have liability
caps which shift the burden to the Fund if

professionals.
* Additional staff resources are necessary

other RPs cannot be identified.
To ensure the continued success of the

Supufnadl’rognm.mmﬂ'offmmc

following recommendations:

 Considering the demand landfills arc
placing on the Superfund Program

funding sources (both federal and state

to conduct the state funded Property
Transfer efforts. Over the past few
years the number of requests for file
scarches has gone from just a few 10
nearly 1700. The demand for cleanup
assistance under this program also
continues to increase.
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