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The term "Supetfund" 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 Supetfund, 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 Supetfund 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 Supetfund 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 Supetfund 
sites in Minnesota under the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and 
Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA) and the Supetfund 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 Ltlndfill 
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 
:rvIDA 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. 

Superfund 
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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 

t:lii~il)~:t~:~x :-:- :·,_., .. , ':-:_ ........ ,. ······ 
.•:•:::"" •:-:-xc ·.·.·.·: 

:-:•:: ·.·.• 

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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Sites Added to State's Permanent List of Priorities 

Sites Delisted from the Permanent List of Priorities 

Sites Added to the Federal National Priority List 

Responsible Party Response Actions Initiated 

MERLA Funded Response Actions Initiated 

Federally Funded Response Actions Initiated 

Records of Decision Executed 

MPCA Involvement in Lawsuits 

Declared Emergencies 

Abandoned Barrels and Drums Secured 

MPCA Property Transfer File Evaluation Requests 

Voluntary Investigation and Cleanup Requests 

VIC Cleanups Approved (Final and Interim) 

5 210 

10 26 

1 43 

17 126 

1 32 

1 25 

10 55 

11 31 

2 26 

204 669 

1,946 *9,474 

82 **296 

21 **60 

** FY 89-93 
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MERLA established the Fund and authorized the MPCA to spend 
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 t~e 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 concerns 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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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. 

Key Points• • • • • 
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· Figure l A: The Minnesota Superfund Process _ 

Site Discovery 

I 

Confirm Hazardous Waste Site 
Preliminary Assessment/Site Inspection (P NSI) 

Hazardous Ranking System (HRS) Score 

I 
Site Listing 

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

I 
Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS) 

Determine extent of contamination and evaluate remedial 
action alternatives. Look for permanent options. Use 

innovative technology wherever possible. 

I 

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

I 

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

I 

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 S uperfund process for hazardous 
waste site cleanups is diagrammed in Figures lA 
and lB. If parties agree to voluntary 
investigation and cleanup actions, the MPCA 
may use a different process. Potential Superfund 
sites are identified by the MPCA and MDA 
through calls from concerned citizens, routine 
inspections by MPCA/MDA staff, reports of 
hazardous substance spills, and analyses of public 
drinking water supplies sampled by MDH. 

"Superfund ... responds to 
new information on 
emerging technologies, 
changes in federal law, and 
more accurate health and 
ecological risk information." 

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 II 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 monitori~g 
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)~ 

-----------------.,........,..-----------------. Minnesota 1:-:::::·::::.-:·.-·c:>: >: . ·._.·, 
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Figure 18: MPCA Administrative/Enforcement Process under MERLA . 
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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: 

Cla~ A - Declared Emergencies. This class includes all sites at 
which an emergency has been declared by the Commissioner of the 
MPCA or MD A. 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. 

Cla~ 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. 

Cla~ C - Response Actions Necessary or in Progre~ 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 }?een 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. 
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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 

Polymetal Products, Inc. Ramsey 

Portee-Pioneer Division Hennepin 

Sonford Products Washington 

Union Scrap Iron and Metal Hennepin 

Wadena Arsenic Wadena/Ottertail 

* Delisted in FY 93 
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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. 

Key Points• • • • • 
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Table 2: General Ledger Balance of the Fund as of 6-30-93 

Original (FY 83) 

Transfers from Water Pollution Control Fund (FY 
88-89) 

Transfer from General Fund (FY 90) 

Transfer from Motor Vehicle Transfer Fund (FY 
92-93) 

Subtotal 

Interest on Investments 

Fines and Reimbursements Paid by Responsible 
Parties 

Hazardous Waste Generator Taxes 

Less Revenue Refunds 

Subtotal 

Expenditures and Obligations (FY 83 - 93) 

$5,000,000 

10,400,000 

1,000,000 

2,000,000 

$18,400,000 

$8,109,000 

17,208,000 

8,655,000 

(1,370,000) 

$32,602,000 

($45,750,000) 
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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 

U nliquidated Obligations $1,447,804 7,698 

Combined Total $8,450,614 

. - ···.· ···-·.··-···.····,·····.·.•.·.···,• 
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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 (tERCLIS), of potential hazardous 
waste sites; 

Key Points• • • • • 
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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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South Andover $19,725 RI/FS, MA. RD 

Arrowhead 12,003 RD, MA, State Lead RD 

Ritari 85,343 RI/FS 

LaGrandSLF 28,781 RI/FS, RD. Federal R>. 

Lc:E-:lillicr/Mankato 31.484 RA 

MacGillis & Gibbs 72.84S RI/FS,MA 

Kununcr SLF Cover 69,088 RA 

Perluun Arsenic Site 3,074 RI/PS.MA 

Long Prairie 115,665 RA/R.&l,RD 

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

New Brighton 127.410 RA,IRM 

Dalchuc SLF 2,508,967 RI/FS, RD. Federal RA 

.·.·.·.·.·.·.·,::::;:::;:::::;:::::;::::::::::::::::::.:::::=::::;:;:::::;: 
. . . . - . - . . ' . . - . . . . . . 

Enf"orcement Cooperative Agreement 

Agate Lake RI/FS Oversight 

Olmsted County SLF 17,615 RI/FS Oversight 

Oak Grove SLF 24,934 RD/R.A Oversight 

Arrowhead 

Baytown 20,018 RI/FS Oversight 

Pigs Eye Dump 14,344 RI/FS Ncgot .• PRP Search 

Pinc Bend S 15,229 t .• PRP Search 

St. Louis River 95,008 RI/FS Ncgot .• Oversight 

St. Louis River 7,619 RD/R.A Ncgot., Oversight 

WDESLF 66,608 RD/R.A Oversight 

Washington County SLF 29,183 RD/R.A Negot.. PRP Search 

East Bethel SLF 12.807 PRPSearch 

Freeway SLF 12,635 PRPSearch 

Minnesota 
Superfund 
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During FY 93, $2,515,992 from the MERLA Fund 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. 

·.•.· 

-:-.-:-:-:-:-:-:-:-:::·::;:····.\/{\/:::-:-

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. 

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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Table 5: Use of MERLA Fund Dollars 

SL Paul Park Ground Water Cont. $14,758 RD/RA Soil Removal 

McGuire Wire Salvqe 70,512 IntmimRA 

Winona Ground Wat« Contamination 29,463 GroundWaur~t 

Kwnmer Sanitary Landfill 4.064 Cov.-RA 

Kwnmm- Sanitary Landfill, OU 3 79,616 Biormnediat.ion Study RD 

Schloff Ouni.ical and Supply 14,264 RI/FS 

Perron Road 2.54 Drinking Waler 

LeHillis Ground Wlllm' Comamination 6,000 Opsation and Mainlenaoce 

Sauk Centre Sanitary Landfill 11,997 Ritl.lc Aa-mnem 

Battle Lab Sanitary Landfill 15,622 RI/FS 

Amdura 643,557 RD/RA 

INnti-Cuaago Sanitary Landfill 6,507 Ground w__. RD/RA 

RedHanaon 983 Emergency Well Filtration 

Baytown/Lab BlmD Airport 171,2.57 lnlerimRA 

Freeway Sanitary Landfill 53,984 Ritl.lc Aa-mnem 

Rice Municipal Well #2 222,945 RD/RA Ovsaiabl 

SuperiorPlatin& 21,569 Emergency Action 

Cutle Rock (MDA) 75,123 Boaled Waler and RA 

Howe Soil Cmttarnin•li"lllll (MDA) 83,038 RI - Pbaae ll Ranediation 

ANR Freight - Fridley (MDA) 2,416 Emergency Reapome 

O'Neil Anenic Rel- (MDA) 2,010 :S--gency Reapome 

Waluin Anenic Releue (MDA) 4.776 :S--gency Reapome 

?~?#?f?{l{?#F#F\?F?F\WIWl{Htt?,~1~¥ tf\f?{/I?F?F\f\F\#?fJ{: 
Mm,r;,mrNiit11IlfifFtfFflfFLiltiltltlttHitlt1Itltlfttltiltilttl 

Abandonod Barrel Prosrarn $369,080 ~burel.a 

Anemic 11,816 bnrelltipuan. claan up 

Anemic (MDA) 14,967 Collection 

Sit.e-apecific Leaal Expenaoa 116,489 Aaomey 0--al auppon 

Sita apccific Lcg-1 Expenaoa (MDA) 5,646 Attorney Ocncr-1 auppc;n 

Sita-apecific Lab Analytical Svea 144,742 Labreau 

Sita-apecific Lab Anal. Svea (MDA) 11,325 Labteau 

Hazardoua Waate Spilla, Bma-gcncie• 205,018 Spill, _.gancy reaponae 

Solid Waata lnveatiaat,iona 25,010 lnveatiaadna SW aitaa 

PA/SI 33,292 Aa-ina •ita• 
Innovative Tl'09l:mmU Toc:bnology 43,902 Analyai• of new lra9IDlmna 

Minnesota 
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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. 

ii:~i~e~i:1t}ll}!1!:f J:Jli!i1 

Dollars 

% of Total 

· .. · ···.·· ·.·•.·.· ......... · ..... . 
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Dollars $2,666,899 $149,651 $14,387,000 $17,203,550 

% of Total 15% 1% 84% 100% 
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Table 7: Superfund Program Expenditures, 1983 - 93 . 

Program 

Dollars 

% of Total 

Dollars 

% of Total 

CERCL,A 
Funds 

$21,153,000 

8% 

$12,841,000 

25% 

MERLA 
Funds 

$11,539,000 

4% 

Responsible 
Party Funds 

$233,009,000 

88% 

Total Funds 

$265,701,000 

100% 

.$1,315,000 $37,358,000 $51,514,000 

3% 73% 100% 

Table 8: Reimbursements by Responsible Parties of MPCA 
Expenses CY 1992 

Enforcement 
Mechanism 

Administrative 
Expenses 

ttt:#.t.r:,mr:rit?J -:?<:< ·-:, 
:-:-::-::::-:::-: ::,:-:·:-:;:-.;:::::::;.;. :-:-:-:,::-:-:-: '.::://://:: ::::: :: :-: 

Consent Order $218,300 

RFRA 510,500 

Non-RFRA 97,700 

Total $826,500 

,:.:.-:·: 

·c":-::::-: 

Total $224,100 

r.. ....... . 

Contract Reimbursed Percentage . 
Expenses Expenses Reimbursed 

..... ·.·.··.·.-:-:-. 

$8,900 $178,300 

282,200 388,400 

7,000 85,900 

$298,100 $652,600 

$15,700 $200,700 

.·• :.· . 

78.5% 

49.0% 

82.0% 

58.0% 

·.,: ::· ·:::.:')/? < 
83.7% 
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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 a~d 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 perf onning RP searches and 
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"Since 1983, the federal Superfund program has 
provided $44 million for NPL cleanups and state 
program support. 11 

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 
resources. 

• 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 cl~an 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. 

Minnesota 
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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 
to 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. 

. ......... . 

. . : : . : : : : '. .. : ~.:~:'.::\./~:/!}~/\)f :{t·:-·.·.·. . . . . . . ... 

..... .. :·:·::· .... :•:•:•::-:->:-:·:·:•:-:•:·:•:•:•:•:·:-: .....••...•.•.. :-.. ·: ..... ·.·-·.··.·· 

Minnesota 
1.· .. · 

Superfund 



···.·.·-·.··-

:::c:/:))}fi<:=::::::::: ;::::, Page 31 

,/'.'.{/l}fj{i =============================================================== . ··.·-:-:-·-·.·-·.·-·-:-:-:-:-:-:-·-·.·.·.···· 
--:-:-:-:-:-:-:·:-:-:-:-:-:-:-:-:-:-:-:-:•:-:-:-···· 
·:::::::::::::::::::;::::::::>:::::::::::::::-·.·-:.·.·.·. 

lllllllilPCA Significant Superfund 
11tiiii:i!etivities Undertaken in FY 93 
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 the VIC 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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Agate Lake Scrap Yard Cass Removal of soils with lead 
and PCBs (IRA) 

Amdura (formerly Arnhoist) 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 A venue 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 - Thornton 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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Interplastic Corporation Hennepin 

Isanti-Chisago SLF Isanti 

Isanti Rumpel Isanti 

Joslyn Mfg. & Supply Hennepin 

Koch Refining/N-ReN Dakota 

Koppers Coke Ramsey 

KummerSLF Beltrami 

LaGrande SLF Douglas 

LeHillier/Mankato Blue Earth 

Oak Grove SLF Anoka 

Oakdale Dump Washington 

Pine Bend SLF Dakota 

St. Louis River/Interlakelron/Duluth Tar St. Louis 

Sehl off Chemical Hennepin 

Spring Grove Municipal Well Field Houston 

Superior Plating Hennepin 

Trio Solvent Site Ramsey 

University of Minnesota - Rosemount Dakota 

Waste Disposal Engineering Landfill Anoka 

Winona Ground Water Contamination Winona 

Page 33 

Ground water pumpout (IRA) 

Cap/closure action (RA) 

Grmmd water pumpout (RA) 

Final PCP, PAH soils 
excavation (RA) 

Vacuum extraction pilot 
(RA) 

Soil cleanup (RA) 

Install gas vents (RA) 

Closure action start (RA) 

Ground water pumpout (RA) 

Cap/closure action (RA) 

Recovery of free product 
from ground water (RA) 

Provided drinking water 
(RA) 

Thermal destruction of tar 
seeps 

Ground water pump and treat 
(IRA) 

Ground water pump and treat 
(RA) 

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

Ground water pumpout (RA) 

Detoxification of PCB
contaminated soils (RA) 

Slurry wall installation, 
ground water extraction (RA) 

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 Requiring 
MPCA Expenditures in FY 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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~l!~li!l!!ll9islative 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. 

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 

Key Points• • • • • 
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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. 
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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 RFRAs (Table 12). Additionally, at the Schloff Chemical site, where the owner has no 
financial viability, MPCA issued a Determi_nation 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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East Bethel Demo Landfill 

MacGillis & Gibbs 

Reilly Tar and Chemical 

Twin Cities Anny 
Ammunition Plant 

Ford Twin Cities Assembly 
Plant 

Hastings Former City Dump 

Rice Municipal Well 

LaGrandSLF 

DakhueSLF 

Burnsville SLF 

Ashland Oil/Park 
Penta/Sonford Products 

Tower Asphalt 

Highway 96 Dump 

St. Louis River/Interlake 
Iron/Duluth Tar 
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Anoka 

Ramsey 

Hennepin 

Ramsey/ 
Hennepin 

Ramsey 

Dakota 

Benton 

Douglas 

Dakota 

Dakota 

,:::,:,::: :::;::;;;;:;:::;:::;:;:\\tf :\f t=itttmtti:t:tttttt:t:tttt 
Install a pump and treat system to prevent 
ground water from migrating to nearby 
residential wells 

Soil washing of contaminated soil, followed 
by bioremediation and solidification 

Add additional wells to prevent movement 
of contaminated ground water 

Remedy for ground water contamination 

Removal of contaminated soil, long-term 
ground water monitoring 

Repair of cover, long term monitoring of 
ground water 

Construction of water treatment plant, 
installation of new municipal well 

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

Expand ground water monitoring network 

Recognized ongoing ground water 
containment, suspended further Superfund 
actions given landfill's operational status 

.•.-.·.·.•.· 
. . . . . . . . - . - . -

Washington Ashland Oil, Bow Chemical Company, 
lndianhead Truck Lines, Sonford Products 
Corp. of Mississippi, Park Penta Corp., and 
Sonford Products Corp. of Minnesota were 
requested to complete an RI/F'S and response 
actions 

Washington Steve's Oil Service and Tower Asphalt were 
requested to clean up a solvent spill 

Ramsey Helen Krawczewski was requested to clean 
up the site 

St Louis Beaz.er East Inc. and Interlake Corp. were 
requested to investigate and clean up soil 
contamination 

, ,., Minnesota 
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llll)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. 
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Figure 2: Reimbursements to the Fund 
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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 

Key Points• • • • • 

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. 
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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 o/Wausau, et al. In this case, the bankruptcy 
trustee for the bankrupt operator of the Dakhue SLF is seeking 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 cUITently 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 
Amhoist 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. 

Challenge to EPA Superfund Program Rules 
Minnesota was one of the lead states in a challenge of EPA' s rules governing administration 
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 ... 11 

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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1iiilll,1untary Investigation and 
tm@rnCi1eanup (VIC) Program 
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 ol;>tai}?-ing 
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 
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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 
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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 

Referred 
47 

Cleanups 
Completed 50 

Interim Response 
Action 10 

No Cleanup 
Required 36 

Off Site Source 21 

Feasibility Study 
in Progress 29 

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 program 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. 

:I Minnesota 
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(tt,1~perty Tran sf er File 
IJlllllaluation Program 
The File Evaluation Program completed 1,946 file evaluations 
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: Increases in File Evaluation Requests 

Figure 6 shows the number of 2000 -------------------
requests for file evaluations 
received by the MPCA staff. In 
1986, Congress passed SARA, 1500 ....,.._....,.__.....,__.....,__ .... 
which stimulated a jump in the 
number of file search requests 
conducted by the MPCA. As 1 000 -+----+----+----+ 

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 
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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. 
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l!llltions 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. 

Key Points• • • • • 
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••• MPCA staff is working to compile information and 

interpret data from two field seasons of intense data 
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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 Superfl!,ndfor 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. · 

I .. -....... . . . .. ,. :·· : :: .
1 
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Table 13: Closed Landfill Assessment Expenditures, 
FY93 

Contractual Site Work $757,679 

Supplies, Expenses 146,421 

lllltfili111illiiiiilillt{lllllllllilt 
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 Site Investigation 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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il!~~1~ilf1Pmmunity Relations in 
xw'SU'perfund 

The trend within both the state and federal Superfund programs 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. 

Key Points• • • • • 

• 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. 

Minnesota , ..... 
Superfund 
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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 provide 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 univer~ity 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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lllllll[lnesota Department of 
u@XQ'ficulture 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 
:rvIBRLA (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 

Minnesota I _- -_- -
Superfund 

Key Points• • • • • 

.·.·,·.·.·,·.·.·········-·.·. 

llllil"llf lll!,lillll:f l![! 



)iI\\f f !II?t·:-·-·.· . 

lll!lllll!llilllill!ii!lilll[lllllll!lii:i1::[:::::;::;i:;:; 
-:-::::::;:::;:::::;:::::::::::;:;:;::::::::::::::::::·::;:; 

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. 

--- I Minnesota 
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Site Delisted from PLP 
In FY 93, MDA delisted Lund's Fanrier 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 
:rvffiRLA 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. 

Key Points• • • • • 

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. 

Minnesota r: 
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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. .. ·"·':-.-.,.::::/?/,:\,tf:rt\,:<::,. ,.,.,.,.,.,.,.,-,-.. ·:-:-,., 
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ii![illliltther MDA Program 
rn;nACcomplishments 
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. 

:\\?"··-··.·-·-··.·,·-·:·:·:·:·:·:·:·:·:· ... 
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ll!llll~A Legal Actions 
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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. 

Minnesota 
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llliill.PA Voluntary Cleanup 
}:[!;}::::i::},tt::l:}t:;:t:i h . I A . t .ec n1ca ss1s ance 

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. 

Staff continue to work with farm lenders to evaluate their 
inventory off arms 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. 

Key Points• • • • • 

f i1Fllllil11!lt1llil~~i 
·:::::=::::::::::::\:r:::::=::::;:::;::: \:::::::i:=:-:::::-~r-:-?}:\::/~: . 

!!~!!Iii !llt,t!'lll 

11\t ~ lillllf ,l1

lllI!j~!l 
::;))=i-~-!.)t\::::::: .. \//\/·:://)/:~:{//?? _:::·:·::\/:\:-:-:-:-

I Minnesota 
Superfund 



=::::::::::::::::::::::::::·:::::::::.::;:::::;:::::::::::::::: 
:·.:?:?:::?=·=::::::·:·:·:::-.::.·-·:·:·:····· 

·.·.·.·•· -::::_:::::;.;.············ 
-.•.·.-.•.·.·.·.·-· . . . . . . - . . . . . . . . . . 

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. 

Minnesota r-. 
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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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~iill@pendix I: Acronyms 
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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 
R CRA - 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 
VOC - Volatile Organic Compounds 
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Mlmweote Property Tr-ferNolunt..., Cleanup Progrem 
Project Summery 
October 14, 1883 

PT# Active Prolect Nema 

1820 No 1000 Block Vallev Perk Drive 

2310 No 1144 Seventh Str•t 

3670 v .. 1200 Trepp Road leka: uniav•I 

1380 No 16000 Minnetonka ln1hJ11:rlel Blvd. 

1380 No 16171 Freelend 

1270 No 1661 V•non Drive (See PT 14401 

1880 No 1718 Hating• Avenue 

2880 No 1977 Wnt River Road 

2170 No 2811-2827 Franklin Ave. 

2670 No 28811 Fellbrook Ave. (eke: Menufactwlna Safety) 

3200 v .. 2nd Street Bual,_ Center 

2140 Yn 3009 Third Avenue South 

1770 No 3100 28th Street E. IAT&TI 

2380 No 346 Main Street 

2400 No 3KP-

3010 Yn 3M Woodbury 

1890 No 42 Ave. N end Aldrich Ave. 

2300 No 494/RES (See PT 19801 (part of Gen. Coatlnaal 

2370 No 860-700 lnduetrv Ave. 

2890 No 7826 Bulldlna (Parklewnl 

1800 No BOO Jefferaon Street 

1730 No 826 Boone Avenue 

2280 No 88th Avenue Dumo 

3340 v .. Acton Conetructlon 

2640 No Air Quality Vehicle lneDectlon (See PT 31401 

3840 v .. Airway Producte 

2480 v .. Albert Luo. 

1310 No All Seinm Lutheran Church 

1010 v .. American Cen 

3310 v .. AMPI. Inc. 

3840 Y• Andaaon Iron Workl 
I 

1810 No AndrocMetale 

1880 No !Amue Develoomant 

1160 No Armow Meat Plant 

Cltv 

Sheko-

Hopklna 

Eeaen 

Minnetonka 

Huao 

Golden Vellev 

NewDOrt 

Minneepolle 

Minneepollti 

IWvomlna 

MinneeDollti 

MlnneaDollti 

MinneeDolitl 

B1vnort 

Minneepolla 

Woodbu-v 

MlnneeP')llti 

Eeaen 

Anoka 

Edina 

Lake Cltv 

Golden Vallev 

Blaine 

LlnolakN 

Roeevllle 

Princeton 

Albert Lea 

Eeaen 

Mlnneannlle 

RochNter 

Plvmouth 

St. LouleP.-k 

Blaine 

South St. Peul 

RI •Remediallnvntigetion 
FS • Fe•lbility Study 
IRA-Interim Raponee Action 

RA• Reeporwe Action 
M - Groundweter Monitoring 
U • No Action Letter I-..d 
LLI • Limited No Action Letter INUed 

Statue 

RI FS IRA RA M LI 

C C 

C C 

I 

I 

C C 

C C 

I 

I 

C C 

I 

I 

C 

I 

C C 

I I 

C 

C C 

C C 

C N N N N N 

C C 

C C 

I 

I 

C 

I 

C C N I I 

C C 

LU 

C 

N 

C • Completed 
N • Not Appllceble 
l•lnProgr-

Commenta 

Completed 

Completed 

To CERCLIS 

Completed 

Completed 

Inactive 

Inactive 

To Tenb 

ComDleted 

To CERCLIS 

lnactlw 

Completed 

To CERCLIS 

Completed 

Completed 

Withdrawn 

ComDleted 

Comoleted 

Inactive 

Withdrawn 

ToTanb 

Clno In proar8N 

Comnlatatl 

Wlthdr-n 

Inactive 

Contam. 

1, I 

1 

1 

1 6 

1 

1 

1 

1 4 

1 4 

1 

3 2 

1.15 

4,6 

1 

1, 2 

1 

1, 15 

2 

1 

1 2 

None 

1 

Stelnlna 

1 

4.1 

4 

1 

, 
1 

7 

4.8 

1-VOC 
2-Met• 
3-lnorganlce 

4-Petrol-.m/Fuel Oil 
6-PAH 
8-PCB 
7-Peetlddea 
I-Dump/Demo Debrie 

Media 

lmpected 

Ground Weter 

OrOU'ldWet• 

Grouid Wet• 

Soll end OW 

Surfec:. Soll 

Grouid Weter 

Soll end OW 

Ground Weter 

Soll 

Soll 

Soll 

Soll end OW 

Soll end ow 
Soll end GW 

Soll endGW 

Soll 

GrCM.ndWawr 

Orouid Weter 

Grcu,d Weter 

Soll end GW 

Soll end ow 
Grcu,d Water 

Soll 

Ground Water 

Soll end GW 

Soll 

Soll end GW 

Ground Weter 

Ground Water 

Soll end GW 

Soll end ow 

Cleanunuvel 

Off-Site Sowce 

Off-Site Scuce 

To Beckarouid 

Nona Needed 

None Needed 

Soll• ISDDm on tflu 

RALa 

Nona Needed 

None Needed 

NoneNMded 

GW-RAL Soll <3.8DOffl 

None Needed 

RALe 

Non· Detect 

RAL'-Recommended 
Allow able Umlt 
OW-Ground Wit• 

SW-Surfece Wet• 
PPM-Perta per million 
PO-Pump Out 
PPB.Perta per billion 

Tectnol-v UNd 

Debrie removal 

Removal 

Lendfarm eoll-PO GW 

Pum-4 

Excaveteaoll 

Pum.,....toeew• 

Excavation end PO 



Ml.-.-ota Property TranafarNoluitary Cleanup Program 
Project Summary 
October 14, 1983 

PT# Active Prolect Name 

3070 No Armv Con,e Ch•k• Dump 

3300 No Arrowhead Stator and Rotor 

3240 v .. Aahland Jam• Avenue 

3360 No Aatleford M.G. 

3480 YN Avecor 

3280 v .. Barton Sand and Gravel 

2180 No BavDOrt Public Works Facility 

2800 v .. BaYDOrt Wildlife Mnamnt ArealSee PT26301 

1340 No Bendix COl'P, 

2980 No Bergmeier (See PT 22801 

3390 No Beumer Parcel 

3870 v .. Blaine Central Avenue 

2410 No Blaine Office Park 

3700 v .. Bloomlnaton Good Samaritan 

3180 No Bob Lewla Okla. 

2810 No Brandt-Jen-Kluae Buildlna 

1170 No Brockway GI-

1710 No Brooklyn Park DumD 

2030 No Buffalo Cleaner. 

3060 v .. Buffalo MU'licipal Parklna Lot 

1800 No Burr ProoertlN 

2210 No Butler Taconite 

1440 No Cabot, Cabot ForbN (SN PT 12701 

1880 No Cellber DevelODment Corp. 

2470 No CaDital Corooratlon 

2130 v .. Car0enter'• School 

2280 v .. Centerville Road Site CS.. PT 29801 

3480 v .. Central Avenue Grocarv 

3810 v .. Chemrex 

2340 v .. Chicago Northwe.tem 

1280 No Circuit Science 

1140 No Cltv of Foley 

3230 No Cl•kOII 

3410 v .. Como Founclrv 

Cltv 

Ch•k• 

Sand.tone 

St. Peul 

Burrwvllle 

Plymouth 

MaDle Grove 

BaYDort 

BaYDort 

BemldJI 

White B•• Lake 

St. Cloud 

Blaine 

Blaine 

Bloomlnaton 

Hermantown 

St. Paul 

R-mount 

Brooklyn Park 

Buffalo 

Buffalo 

Mlnneapolle 

N-auk 

Golden Valley 

Plymouth 

South St. Paul 

St. Paul 

White Be• Laka 

Mlnneaoolle 

Bloomlnaton 

Mimeann!la 

Plymouth 

Folev 

St. Paul 

St. Paul 

IRI • Remedial lrweatigation 
FS • Feaaiblllty Study 
IRA-Im.Im Reaponea Action 

RA-Raapo,.. Action 
M • Orounclwatar Monitoring 
LI • No Action Lett• leeued 
W -Limited No Action LAtt• laeued 

StltUI 

RI FS IRA RA M LI 

C N 

C N N C C 

I 

I 

I I 

I 

C C 

I I 

C C C C C C 

C 

I 

I I 

I 

C C 

C I 

C 

I 

I 

C C 

C C C 

I 

C C N I 

C C C I I 

I 

I 

C C I 

C C C 

C C 

I 

w 
N 

C 

C 

C • Completed 

N •Not Applicable 
1-lnProg,_ 

Commenta 

ComDleted 

ComDleted 

Inactive 

Coms,leted 

Withdrawn 

Coms,leted 

Coms,leted 

lnac:tlva 

To Tanka 

ComDleted 

To Solid Waate 

To S..-rfuncl 

To CERCUS 

Inactive 

Withdrawn 

Completed 

ComDleted 

lnactlva 

Cina In Proa,_ 

Partlallv cornDleted 

CornDleted 

Inactive 

Completed 

Contam. 

8 

2 

1 4 

1 & 

1, 4 

,. 4 

6 

1 

None 

1 
' 8 

6 

2 

4 

1 

4 

2 

1. e 
1 

1 

6 

1 

1 4 

15 

15 

1 2 

1 

1 

1. 15 

2 

1 

1, 4 15 

1·VOC 
2-Mat• 
3-lnorganlca 

4.Petrolaum/Fuel Oil 

6.PAH 

8-PCB 
7.PNtlddea 

B-01.mp/Oemo Dabrla 

Media 

lmDected 

Soll 

Soil and OW 

Soll 

Soll and OW 

Soll 

Soll 

Ground Water 

Ground Water 

Soll 

Soll 

Ground Water 

Ground Water 

Soll 

Soll 

Soll 

Soll and ow 

Soll 

Soil and OW 

Ground Water 

Soll 

Soll 

Ground Water 

Soll and OW 

Soll and ow 

Soll 

Soll and ow 

Soll 

Ground Water 

Soll 

Cleanunlevel 

None Needed 

Vlaual 

None Needed 

Remove Barrels 

10-

None Needed 

15 nnm on the hNu 

Vlaual 

Vlaual 

Below &ppm 

6 DDffl 

Off-Site Source 

RAL-Racommended 
Allowable Limit 
GW-Orouncl Water 

SW-St.rfaca Water 
PPM-Pam ~ million 
PO.Pump Out 

PPB-Pam per billion 

Technoloav LINd 

Excavate 

Landfill 

Thermal treatment 

Landf•m 

Aah & Rubbleh rem 

Landfill / drum rem 

Soll UNd In MDhalt 

Excavation 



MinnNotl Property TrarwferNoluntary Cleanup Program 
Project Summary 
October 14, 1993 

PT# Active Prolect Name 

3720 Yee Crv1tal Lake Good S1marit1n Center 

2390 Ya CSM 

2080 No Dekote Bualnea Plaza 

3880 Yee Dale Street Railroad Yard 

1470 Y• Dana Corporation 

3780 Y• Daybreak Food• Inc. 

2820 Y• DBL Laba 

3730 Y• Denerwon Comolex 

2100 No Dlaanoatlce Inc. 

3380 No Dlatrict EneraY 

1180 No Dixie Chemical 

2630 Y• DNR/Stlllwater Prlaon DumD IS. PT2800J 

2120 No Duane'• Auto Body 

3000 No Duluth Cement Plant 

1060 No Ellt River Road 

2320 No Econotherm 

3600 YN EDCO Productl 

1980 No Elliot Avenue Site 

3890 Y• Elm Street Aeh Dumo IS. PT 27801 

2260 No Elmwood PartnetW 

2860 No EmplreOumD 

2430 v .. Energy Park Welt 

3130 v .. ENonO• 

1600 No Excello 

2710 No Fina Station 

1720 YN Ford DND Rock 

3160 No Foremcet FacllltY 

3030 YN Form• Or11t Northern RR 

3820 Y• Form• Seara Owatonna 

3880 Y• Fo~ Si.mer America 

1230 No FranchiN Aaoc/A«o Precl1ion 

3460 v .. FrNwr, Blvd. 

3740 No Frisbee Hill 

2110 v .. Frolt Pelnt 

City 

Robblned1le 

St. Paul 

Mendota Helahta 

St. Paul 

Minne1polle 

L- Pralrla 

St. Joaeph 

Mlmeaooli• 

Mlnneaooli1 

St. Paul 

ROMmount 

Bavrwwt 

Lltchflelcl 

Duluth 

St. Paul 

Arllnaton 

H-'<lne 

Rulh CitY 

St. Paul 

Caledonia 

Empire 

St. Paul 

Owatonna 

St. Paul 

Eaaan 

MlnneaDolle 

New Hos,e 

St. Paul 

Owetonna 

ROMville 

Cott-Grove 

St. Paul 

MimeaDolla 

RI • Remect1il lnveatigetion 
FS • fe•lbillty Study 

IRA•lnterlm Ree~ Action 

RA• ReepONe Action 
M • Grouidwatar Monitoring 
U • No Action Letter l•ued 
LU • Limited No Action Letter l•ued 

StatUI 

RI FS IRA RA M LI 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

C N N I 

C C 

I I 

I 

I 

I 

C C 

I 

C C 

I 

C I 

I 

I 

C C 

C I 

C N N N N C 

I 

I 

I 

C C 

I 

C 

C 

Lll 

C • Completed 
N •Not Applicable 
l•lnProgr-

Commenta 

lnactlva 

Inactive 

ToTankl 

ComDleted 

Withdrawn 

Inactive 

Inactive 

Inactive 

Comnlatad 

Completed 

To CERCLIS 

To CERCLIS 

ComDlated 

ComDleted 

ComDlated 

Inactive 

Contam. 

4 

4 

1 

1 4 

1 

1 4 

,. 2 

4 

I 

1.4 6 

1 

1 

1.2 I 

1 

1 

2 I 

1 

2 

I 

1 

1 

2 

1.4 

1 

1.1 

1 

1 

1 

1. 4 

4.1 

, 

1-VOC 
2-Metlle 
3-lnorglf'lice 

4-Petroleun/FUII OIi 
6-PAH 
8-PCB 
7-Peaticld• 
I-Dump/Demo Debrl1 

Media 

lmDacted 

Ground Wat• 

Soll and OW 

Soll 

sou end ow 

Soil end GW 

Soll and ow 

Soll end OW 

Soll 

Soll 

Soll endow 

Ground Wat• 

Ground Wat• 

Soll 

Soll 

Soll 

Soll and OW 

Soll end OW 

Soll 

Soll 

Soll and OW 

Soll and OW 

Soll 

Soll and OW 

Ground Wit• 

Soll and ow 

Ground Wats ,_ 

Ground Wat. 

Soll and ow 

Soll and OW 

Soll 

Soll end ow 

Cleanui, Level 

Off-Sit• Sowce 

10 DDm 

None Needed 

None Needed 

Vilual & Above Detect. 

Off-Site Sowce 

None needed 

RAL.-Recommended 
Allowable Umlt 
GW·GroUld Weter 

SW-Surf- Water 
PPM.Perla per million 
Po-Pump Out 
PPB.Pam per billion 

Technoloav Ueed 

Pum_. frN Droduct 

l.andf.m 

H•. Wlltl landfill 



. MlnMaota Property Tr-ferNolW1tary Cleanup Program 
Project Summ1ry 
October 14, 1913 

PT# Active Prolect Name 

2620 No Gateway Foode 

2690 No General Fabrication 

2940 No General Milla Inc. 

2930 No GL Contractlna 

1020 No Glacier Park (See PT 27401 

3790 v .. Glenn Bolla 

2200 No Glenwood Junction 

1870 No GNB 

3260 v .. GNB Berry StrNt 

1660 v .. Golden Velley HRA 

1660 No GoDher Shooter Sunnlv 

2020 v .. Grace-Lee Products 

3610 v .. Greco Inc. 

3860 v .. GreetD-

1060 No Great River Develonment 

2720 No Greater Hu-on Development Corp. 

3430 v .. Grlnm Midway 

3470 v .. H.B. Fuller 

1210 No Hancock Neleon 

3680 v .. Harcroe Chemlcala. Inc. 

1610 No Harriet laland 

2080 v .. Harvat Stat• 

3760 v .. Herbat Landfill 

3880 v .. Hiawatha Country Club 

2460 No Hiawatha Metalcraft 

3440 v .. Hibbing lnduetrlel Park 

3620 Y• Hitchcock lnduetrlee 

2910 v .. Hoffman Corner 

1820 No Holiday G• Station 

2480 Y• Holiday Store W•hlnoton Ave.#81 

1300 No Honevwell Columbia Helahta 

3680 v .. Honevwell Data Serve 

2160 No Honeywell Mlnneto,._ 

2290 No Honevwell N- Hoi,e 

City 

Warroad 

Forat Lake 

MlnneaDoli8 

Minnetonka 

MinneaDoli8 

Elk River 

Golden Valley 

St. Paul 

St. Paul 

Golden Valley 

Faribault 

MlnneeDolil 

MinneeDolil 

R-llle 

Mlnneapoli8 

St. Paul 

St. Paul 

Mlnneaoolil 

St. Paul 

St. Paul 

St. Paul 

St. Paul 

New Brlahton 

Minneaooli8 

Mlnneapolla 

Hibbing 

Bloominaton 

Shoreview 

For•t Lake 

Mlnneaoolla 

Columbia Helahta 

Hopklna 

Minnetonka 

New H.,... 

RI • Remedial Investigation 
FS • FeMiblllty Study 
IRA-Interim Reeponee Action 

RA• Respol"IN Action 
M •Groundwater Moritorlng 
LI •No Action Letter laeued 
LLI • Limit.cl No Action Letter laeued 

Statue 

RI FS IRA RA M LI 

C C 

C C 

C C 

I 

C C 

I 

I I 

c I 

I 

C 

C C N C I 

I 

I I 

I 

C 

I 

C 

I 

C C 

I I 

I 

I 

C N N N N 

I 

I 

I I 

C 

I 

C C C C 

I 

I 

I 

LU 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C • Completed 
N •Not Applicable 
1-lnProar-

Comments 

Completed 

To SUDerfLnd 

ComDleted 

Partlallv completed 

Completed 

ToTanka 

Inactive 

Clno In Proa,_ 

Inactive 

Partially comoleted 

Inactive 

lnectlve 

ComDleted 

Inactive 

To CERCUS 

ComDleted 

Completed 

Completed 

Inactive 

Inactive 

Contem. 

None 

1 2 

,. 4 

1 4 

6 

1, 2 

4 

1. 2 

2 

,. 4 

, 
1.4 

1 

1.4. 6 

6 

1 

1 

2 15 

1. 4 

1 

2 

1 4.& 

1, I 

& 

1 

2 

1 

,. 2 e 

Aachalt 

1 

2 

1 

' 
1 

1-VOC 
2-Mat.i. 
3-lnorganlca 

4.Petroleum/Fuel OIi 
6.PAH 
8-PCB 
7.Peetlc:lclea 
B-Oump/Demo Debrie 

Media 

Impacted 

Soll and ow 

Soll and ow 

Soll and OW 

Soll 

GrOWld Water 

Soll and ow 

Soll and OW 

Soll 

Soll and OW 

GroLnd Weter 

Soll and ow 

GrOWld Weter 

Soll and ow 

Soll 

Soll and OW 

GrOWld Weter 

Soll 

Soll and OW 

Soll and ow 

Soll 

Soll and OW 

Soll and ow 

Soll end ow 

GrOWld Weter 

Soll 

Ground Weter 

GrCUld Weter 

Soll 

Soll end ow 

Soll 

GrOWld Weter 

Soll and ow 

GroLnd Weter 

Clearu, Level 

None Needed 

Off-Site Sowce 

1 oom onhNu 

300 nnm / 1000 nnm 

Off-Site Sowce 

No detect on Hnu 

Off-Site SOU'ce 

3 nnm Lead 

Off-Site Sou-ca 

None Needed 

<1000 DDffl 

RAL-Recommended 
Allowable Limit 
OW-Ground Water 

SW-Surface Water 
PPM-P.-te per million 
PO.Pump Out 
PPB-P.-te per billion 

Technoloav llNd 

Landf•m 

Stabilization 

Landfill eoil-fem.tank 

Excavation Dlanned 

Landf•m on 4 end 6 

Pump out fr• product 

Excavated 



Ml~ota Property Tr-f•Nolwtt.,., Cleanup Program 
Project Summary 
October 14, 1193 

PTI Active Prolect Name 

2860 Yea Honevwall Plaza 

2070 Yn HODklna Tech 

3180 Y• Hormel Bulldina 134 

1930 Yea Hormel Corporate Annex 

1410 No HUiet Park Dump 

3370 Y• ldeel Security Hardw•• 

2490 Yee Industrial Al19yatema 

2760 No International Square 

3420 Yee ITT Schadow 

3040 Yea J & J C•tlna 

1110 Yee J and B Auto 

2780 No JN'ePrecan 

2970 No J-Olaon 

2220 No Jave Truax Co. 

2610 No Jerrv CIID- Mechlne Shop 

1890 No John Hancock ProNrtlee 

3600 No Johneon and Johnaon 

2820 No Joynere, Inc. 

2330 Yea Keiloaa Blvd. 

3870 Yea Kelloaa Blvd. PMA 

1780 No Kelloaa Blvd. Poat Office 

3900 Yea Kina Pallet 

2880 Y• Kondlrator The 

3690 Yea Krawczewakl lake: Metal• Reduction! 

3260 No Lakeland Avenue Dump 

3890 Yea Lakewood HIii• Aoartment• 

3110 Y• Latzka Iron Worke 

1910 No Le LOUD Sit• 

3220 Y• Le-back ProportiN 

1180 No Llahtrina Tranafer Station 

1070 No LIiydaie Park DumP 

1180 Y• LlndHV W••houee ISM PT 27401 

1080 No Lannvear 

3800 Yea Lou-Rich Albert Lea 

Cltv 

Minneapolia 

Hopkina 

Aultln 

Aultln 

Coh.mbia Helahta 

A-ville 

St. Paul 

Golden Valley 

Eden Prairie 

Two H•bora 

New Brighton 

Stecy 

Minne-lie 

Minne-lie 

Bavtown Twp. 

A-Ille 

Minnetonka 

Brooklyn Park 

St. Paul 

St. Paul 

St. PatJ 

Brooklvn P•k 

Mlnneuolia 

St. PalJ 

Brooklvn P•k 

White Baar Lake 

Brooklyn Park 

St. Paul 

Richfield 

St. Paul 

St. PalJ 

MinnHDOlle 

Mlnneapolill 

Albert LH 

RI • Remedial lnveatigation 
FS • F.•lblllty Study 
IRA• Interim Reeporae Action 

RA•R•ponN Action 
M • Groundwater Monitoring 
U •No Action Letter INUed 
LLI • Limited No Action Letter laued 

StatUI 

RI FS IRA RA M u 
I 

I 

I 

I 

C C 

I 

C I 

C 

I 

I 

I 

C C I 

C C 

I 

C C C 

C 

C 

I 

C 

C N 

I 

I 

I 

C C N C 

C I 

C I 

C 

I 

C 

C C N 

C C 

I 

w 

C 

C 

N 

C 

N 

c-Completed 
N •Not Applicable 
l•lnProar-

Commenta 

Completed 

Clnp In Proa,_ 

Completed 

Completed 

ComPleted 

To CERCUS 

Completed 

Completed 

ComPlated 

Inactive 

Completed 

Completed 

ToCERCUS 

ToRCRA 

Cmnltd/CERCUS 

ComDleted 

C.......i.ted 

Contam. 

1. 4 

1. 4 

1 

1 

2 

1 

1 

1 

1 

,. 2 4 

1 

1. 2 

1 

4.1 

1 

4 

1 

2,1 

I 

, 
Amhalt 

,. 2.1 

1 2. &. I 

2 

1 4, &. I Tar 

2 

,. 2 

2 

,. 4 

• 
2.4 

1,4, I 

4.1 

1 

1-voc 
2-Matala 
3-lnorgenica 

4.Petroleum/Fuel Oil 
6.PAH 
8.PCB 
7.Peaticid• 
I-Dump/Demo Debrlti 

Media 

Impacted 

Ground Water 

Soll and GW 

Soll 

Soll andGW 

Ground Water 

Soll and GW 

Ground Water 

Soll andGW 

Soll and GW 

GroundW,,_ 

Soll 

GroundW,,_ 

Soll andGW 

Soll 

Ground Water 

Soll and GW 

Soll andGW 

Soll and GW 

Soll andGW 

Soll 

Soil and GW 

Soll 

Soil 

Soll and GW 

Soll and GW 

Soll 

Soll and GW 

Soll 

Soll 

Soll 

Soll 

Soll and GW 

Cleanu, Laval 

Nona Needed 

Below RALa 

Off-Sita SOU"ce 

1 DDm on hNu 

Off-Sita Source 

1 Dllffl on hNu 

Off-Sita Source 

Nona Needed 

To Baclmround 

Vleual/Non-Datact 

Nona Needed 

1 nnmonhNu 

& Dllffl onhNu 

AAI.-Recommanded 
Allowable Limit 
OW-Ground Wets 

SW·SlM'fece Wat• 
PPM-Peru p.r million 
PO-Pump Out 
PPB.Parta per billion 

Tact-noloav u..ct 

PrlllDCaed al19namlna 

Excavation 

Landf•m 

Soll UNd In •Dhalt 

ReUNJRecvcle/Thermal 

Landf•m 

ExcaYata. Landfarm 



Mi~ote Property TreneferNoluntery CIHnup Program 
Project Summery 
October 14, 1993 

PT# Active Proiect Neme 

2770 Yee Lvndele Suner Americ• 

2830 No Malcolm and 6th Street 

1990 No Mell Sit. (See PT 23001 

3320 Yee M elt-0-Meel 

1210 No Menk.to Pletina ComDeny (See PT 3400) 

2840 No Merigold Fooda 

1800 No Mervin Window• 

1840 Yee Mevo/Telex Building 

3140 Yee Meem Pr-rtiee (See PT 26401 

1700 YN Midwev Plue 

2040 No Mldweet Book 

2080 No Midweet Cvllnder 

3820 Yee MilwetJcee Roed DeDOt 

2870 No MlnneeDoli• SculDtu-e Gerdene 

1480 No Minnetonka Cltv Gereae 

2360 No MnOOT Crooked Lake Pit 

1860 Yee MnDOTDump 

3630 Yee MnOOT Savage Truck Station 

1860 No Motley BYDN8 

1640 No Multltech 

1970 Yee NeDco - E•t (Ventu-ien Corp) 

2010 Yee Nepco-W•t 

2900 No Neel Slete Buildlna 

3770 YN New Briahton RedevelODment 

3640 Y• New Hope Oietributlon Center 

1810 No New Hope HUD 

2780 No New~ Bulldina. The 

3710 Y• Nlcoll.t Good S•m•lten 

3080 YN Noblee lnduetri• 

3080 No Norm McGrew end 3rd 

2240 No Norm McGrew Place 

1630 YN North St. Peul Dump 

2880 No Northan Peck-• Coro. 

2840 No Northan Ster ADM 

Cltv 

MinnHDolle 

MlnnHDOII• 

Eeaen 

Northfield 

Menk.to 

Rocheeter 

Werroed 

Rocheeter 

Roeeville 

St. Paul 

MinneeDolla 

Swift Fella 

MimeeDolie 

MinneeDolle 

Mlnnetonke 

Anoke Countv 

St. Cloud 

Seveae 

MlnneeDolle 

New Briahton 

Hanltlne 

Hnnl<lne 

Eden Prairie 

New Brighton 

New Hone 

New Hope 

Newport 

MimeePOlle 

St. Peul 

Mimeanelle 

Mimeanalle 

North St. Paul 

Bioomlnaton 

Mimeepolle 

RI• Remedial lnveetigetion 
FS • FeNibility Study 
IRA• Interim Reepo,we Action 

RA• Reeporwe Action 
M • Grointweter Monitoring 
LI •No Action Letter INUed 
LU •Limited No Action Letter INUed 

StetUI 

RI FS IRA RA M LI 

I 

C 

C C 

I C 

I 

C C 

I 

C C I 

I 

C I 

I 

I 

C 

C C 

C N 

C C I I 

I 

C C C N 

C C 

I 

I 

I C I 

I I 

I 

I 

I 

C C I 

I 

C C 

I 

C C 

C 

LU 

N 

N 

C • Completed 
N - Not Appliceble 
l•lnProgr-

Commenta 

ComDleted 

ComDleted 

ToCERCLIS 

Completed 

ToRCRA 

Clnp In Droaren 

ComDleted 

ToWQ 

ToCERCLIS 

ComDleted 

ComDleted 

Cornni.ted 

Comni.ted 

ComDleted 

ToRCRA 

Inactive 

ClnD In Proa,_. 

ToCERCLIS 

Comnleted 

Comni.ted 

ToS..-tund 

Contem. 

1 4 

1. 2 4. 15 

N-

1, 4 

1. 2 

1 

1 

1.4 

6 

15 

15 

2 

15 

1 

4.1 

1 

4,8 

4 

1 

1 

,. 2 

1 2.4 7 

4 

1 

15 

8 

1 

1 2 6.8 

1-VOC 
2-Metala 
3-lnorgenice 

4-Petroleum/Fuel Oil 
6-PAH 
8-PCB 
7-PNtlcidN 
8-Dum11_/Demo Debris 

Medi• 

lm-ed 

Soll end C3W 

Soll end aw 

Soll 

Soll 

GrCUld Weter 

Soll end aw 

Soll 

Soil end aw 

Soil end aw 

Soll 

GrCKnt Weter 

Soll end aw 
OrCUld Wet#III 

1o11 end aw 
Soil 

Soil end aw 

Soll 

Soll end aw 
Ground Weter 

Soll 

Soll end aw 
Ground Weter 

Soll 

Soll 

Soll 

OrCUldWet#III 

Soll end aw 

Cleanun Level 

N-Needed 

N-Needed 

Off-Site SoU'ce 

Dectection Limit 

<60 DDb 

N-Needed 

10nnm 

Non-Detect 

10 DDffl 

Non-Detect 

N-Needed 

Off-Site SoU'ce 

RAL-Recommended 
Allowable Limit 
OW-Ground Weter 

SW-Surface Weter 
PPM..P.u per million 
PO-Pump Out 
PPB..P.-ta per billion 

Tecmol-v Ueed 

Lendferm eoll-mon GW 

None 

Soll ueed In aahelt 

Landferm 

Excavate. Lendf•m 

Landferm eoll-mon GW 

Soll Ventlna 



Mln'INote Property Tr-ferNoluntery Cleanup Program 
Project Summery 
October 14, 1883 

PT# Active Prolect Name 

2830 No Nonhern Ster Weataate 

3480 Yea Nonhtown Mall 

2680 Yea Northwnt Automatic Producta 

3830 Yn NSP G• Pipeline 

1760 y .. NSP Hlah Brldae 

2440 No NSP/Junke,. 

1780 No Old Hiahwav 8 Site 

1880 Yea Old Minnetonka Dump 

1090 No On the Avenue ICleanun under PT 1370) 

2190 v .. Orient SQuere IS.. PT 21001 

3380 Yn Ott•rtell Power Co. 

2160 y .. Peper Calmerwon 

1370 Y• Park Nicollet IS. PT10901 

3330 Yee Parvena Elevator 

1360 No Pevellcek Pronertv 

2680 No Pioneer Portee 

3860 Y• Pioneer Power, Inc. 

1830 No Polymer Comooeit• 

2810 No Prairie Center Drive 

3210 No a. Carriere 

3830 Yn Quebecor 

3270 Y• Rethclw Prooertv 

2190 Y• Red Wlna Publlehlna 

2880 No Reeteurent, The 

3020 No Ritter Ph ... II 

2800 Y• Roctwster Riverfront 

2730 No Roctwster Seweae Leaoorw 

1740 No Roeemount Die CNtlna 

3080 Y• Roeevllle Dieeel 

1220 No Rubbleh Rench Dumo 

3400 No Ruby DevelDDmant IS.. PT 121 OJ 

2740 Y• Sawmill Run 

1210 No Sctut Automatic 

2880 No Sentinel Bulldlna 

Citv 

St. PelJ 

Blaine 

Minneapolil 

St. PelJ 

St. PelJ 

Oak Perk Heiahte 

New Brlahton 

Minnetonka 

St. Louis Perk 

Mlmeapoll1 

Ononvllle 

St.Pu 

St. Lowe Perk 

Feribeut 

N- Brlahton 

Mimees,ollll 

St.Pu 

Goodview 

Eden Prairie 

Shek-

St. Cloud 

PeQuot Lekee 

RedWlna 

Mlnneepolie 

St. PelJ 

Roc:hnter 

Rochelter 

RONmount 

New Brlahton 

Inver Grove Hts. 

Mankato 

Minneepolle 

Blaine 

Edina 

Al• Remedial Tnveetigetlon 
FS • fe•lblllty Study 
IRA-Interim Reeporwe Action 

RA• ReeponM Action 
M • Groundwater Monitoring 

LI • No Action Letter l•iad 
W •Limited No Action Letter I•• 

StetUI 

RI FS IRA RA M u 

C 

I 

C I N 

I N N I N 

C I I I 

C C 

I I 

C C N I 

I I 

I 

I 

C C N I I 

I 

I 

C C 

C 

C N N C N 

C C 

I 

I 

I I I 

I 

C I 

I 

C C 

I I 

C I 

C C 

I N N N N N 

w 

C 

C 

N 

c - cornpletect 
N •Not Appllceble 

I• In Progrea 

Commentl 

Tos~rfund 

To CERCLIS 

ComDleted 

D•lannh-. 

Clnolnnr-rea 

Cll'D In nr-rea 

ToCERCUS 

Com..a..ted 

ComDleted 

ComDleted 

ComDleted 

Clnolnnr-rea 

Withdrawn 

ToCERCUS 

ToCERCUS 

ComDleted 

ToCERCUS 

ToCERCUS 

Cll'D In oroarNe 

ComDleted 

Withdrawn 

Contem. 

1. 2 I. e 
2 4 

1 

3,4,6 

1.2.4.1.8 a 
1 

6 

Alh 

,. 4 

1. I 

I 

1 

1 

,. 2 

1 

1 

1 

1 6 7 

1 

,. 4 

1 

1, 2 

2 

2 4 I 

,. 2 

1. 2 

1·. 4 I 

1 

2 

1·VOC 
2-Metele 
3-lnorganice 

4-Petroleum/Fuel Oil 
6-PAH 

8-PCB 
7-PNtlcida 
I-Dump/Demo Debrie 

Media 

lmpec:ted 

SollnOW 

1o11.-.1 ow 

Soll 

SoilnGW 

Soll end OW 

Ground Weter 

Ground Weter 

Soll 

Sol 

SollnOW 

Soll 

Gr«nlWeter 

Ground Weter 

SollnOW 

Soll 

SoilnOW 

Soll 

SollnOW 

SollnOW 

Soll 

Soil end ow 

Soll 

SollnOW 

Soil 

Soll 

SollnOW 

Soll 

Soll end ow 

Cleeru, Level 

None Needed 

RAl.a 

RAl.a 

RAl.a 

Off-Site Sourc. 

Off-Site Sourc. 

No Detect 

None Needed 

Soil• I DDffl 

None Needed 

6 DDffl on the hNu 

Soll- 2 DDffl on hNu 

Non-Detect 

None Needed 

RAL·Recommended 
Allowable Limit 
OW-Ground Weter 

SW-Surfec. Weter 
PPM.P.u per million 
PO.Pump Out 
PPB.Pena per billion 

Tectv,oloav UNd 

I 

- ·-
DUfflDout 

Pumnout 

HW NmlPOJMeth vent 

Lendferm 

Llndferm/Bloventlna 

Excavate 

Incinerate eoll 

Landf•m 



Min.--ota Property TransferNoluntary CIHnup Program 
Project Summary 
October 14, 1993 

PT# Active Prolect Name 

2820 Yn Shakonee Dumpe 

1620 Yes Shepard Road Sit• 

2270 No Shopco Site 

1980 No SOCS Home Site 

1940 No Soo Line Century Mill 

1120 No Soo Llne/Merahalllna Y•ds 

3980 Yn SPS CornpaniN 

2660 Yn St. Paul Contingency Plan 

2980 No St. Paul FC Prolect 12 

1790 No St. Paul Park Bolt launch 

1480 No Standard Solventa 

2870 Yes Stearne Rubber 

2700 Yn Suoerlor Dalrv Fresh 

1840 Yn Suoerwood 

1130 No SUDerwood NuPly 

1240 No Technical Sealenta 

1820 No Tennant Company 

1460 No Terrv Brother. Construction 

3120 No Tiadel Prooertiea 

1830 No Twin Citv Teatlna 

1480 No Union Carbide 

1260 v .. Uniavs Eaaan 

1420 No Uniays J ackaon 

1680 v .. Unlays Midway 

1320 No Unlavs Park Def-. Plant 

1670 No Uniays Roseville 

1690 No Unlava Shepft Road 

1400 YN United Propertlee 

3810 Y• United StatN Poetal Service ·VMF 

3820 YN Unltoa 

1100 No University Corridor 

3170 No University Health Care 

1870 Y• Unocal 

2180 No Unocal Dewater 

Citv 

Shako.,_ 

St. Paul 

Hutchineon 

Mooee Lake 

Minneapolis 

Mlnneapolla 

St. Loi.is Park 

St. Paul 

St. Paul 

St. Paul Park 

Brooklyn Center 

Staoles 

Minneapolis 

Duluth 

Bemidji 

St. Paul 

Plvmouth 

St. Loi.is Park 

Mlnneapolia 

St. Paul 

Mlnneapolla 

Eaaan 

Jackson 

St. Paul 

Eaaan 

Roaeville 

St. Paul 

Minne1Dolla 

St. Paul 

Minneapolis 

Minneapolis 

Minneapolis 

St. Paul 

St. Paul 

RI • Remedial lnveatigation 
FS • Fe•ibillty Study 
IRA-Interim Reeporwe Action 

RA• ReaponN Action 
M • OrOUldwater Monitoring 
LI •No Action L..tter l•ued 
LLI•Umited No Action Lett• l•ued 

Stat1.11 

RI FS IRA RA M LI 

I I I 

I 

I 

C C 

I 

N N N N 

C N 

C C 

C C I I C 

I 

I 

I 

C 

C C N C N C 

C C 

C C 

C 

C C 

C C N I I 

C C 

I I 

C 

C 

I 

I 

I 

I 

C C C 

I I I 

C 

w 

N 

C 

C • Completed 
N •Not Applicable 
l•lnProgr .. 

Commentll 

ToCERCUS 

Completed 

ToCERCUS 

ToCERCLIS 

Completed 

ComDleted 

To CERCLIS 

ClrGlnnronr-

ToSlmerfunf 

ToCERCUS 

Comni..ted 

ComDleted 

Comnleted 

Cornpleted/CERCLIS 

Comoleted 

Clrmlnnronrea 

Comnlated 

ToRCRA 

ToRCRA 

ToRCRA 

Inactive 

Comnleted 

Pilot atudv 

Inactive 

Contam. 

8 

1,2 3,4.1 8 

1 

e 

1 

1, 6 

N/A 

4,7 

None 

1 

1 

1 

6 

6 

1 2 

6 

6 

1 

1. 6. 7 

1 

1 

1. 2. 3 

1 

,. 4. 6 

2 

1 

,. 7 

1 

N/A 

1-VOC 
2-Metale 
3-lnorganice 

4-Petroleum/Fuel Oil 
6-PAH 

ll·PCB 
7-P•tlcidee 
8-Dump/Demo Debrie 

Media 

Impacted 

Soll 

Soll and GW 

Soil 

Soil 

Solle 

Soil 

Soll and GW 

Ground Wit• 

Soll end GW 

SWendGW 

Soll and GW 

Solt 

Ground Wat• 

GrCKnd Water 

Soil 

GrCKndWlter 

Soll and GW 

GrCKnd Water 

Ground Wat• 

Soll and GW 

Soll 

GrCKnd Water 

Ground Water 

Soll end GW 

Cleanw, Level 

See Individual Sit• 

10 DDb 

None Needed 

Soll-10DDm. OW·RAI. 

Off-Site Source 

10 nnm 

Off-Site Source 

Off-Sit• Source 

Off-Site Sourc. 

RAl.a 

None Needed 

RAla 

Off-Site Source 

RAL-Recommended 
Allowable Umit 
OW-Ground Water 

SW-Surfece Water 
PPM·PalU per million 
PO.Pump Out 
PPB-Peru per billion 

Tec:hnol-v UNd 

VarlOUI 

Excavated 

lndfrm aoll-PO GW 

landfarm 

Pumnout to NWer 

UST removed 

Pumoout and treat 

Soll YaPOr·Dllot study 



Mlnwsota Property TranafarNolinary Cleanup Program 
Project Summary 
October 14, 1883 

PT# Active Prolect Name 

3660 v .. Unocal, City 

1860 No URAP lndUltrlll P•rk 

3830 Y• Vlklna G•, Humbolt 

3840 Y• Vlklna G•, Staplel 

3100 No Vinyl Therm 

2780 No Voael ManufactU'lna !See PT 38101 

2420 v .. Vomela Specialty Co. 

2600 No Ward• Midway 

1200 Y• Warner/Shepard Roed 

3810 Y• Warren Shade 

3780 Y• Waterville Health Care 

3280 Y• Wat Duluth K-Mart 

1380 No Wat River Parkwey 

2230 Y• Wataate 

3180 No WNtln. Inc. 

1030 No Whirlpool 

1040 No Whirlpool 

1330 No White BHr Lake Rod • Gun Club 

2000 No White Ho1.ae Site 

2060 No White Way Cleaner• 

2380 No White Wey Cleenare Whittler 

3880 Y• Wllenaky Propertl• 

3860 v .. Wllklne Pontlec 

1430 v .. Zane Mav 

Cltv 

St. Paul 

St. P•ul 

Humbolt 

Stapl• 

Bloomlnaton 

St. Peul 

St. Paul 

St. Paul 

St. Paul 

Mlnneapolie 

Waterville 

Duluth 

Mlnneapolla 

St. Paul 

St.J-

St. Peul 

St. Paul 

White B•• Lek• 

Oolden Velley 

Mlnneenolie 

MlnneeDOlia 

St. Louia Park 

St. Paul 

RI ..;Remedial lrweetigation 
FS- Fe•ibillty Study 
IRA- Interim ReepoMe Action 

RA- fleeponN Action 
M - Groundwaw Monitoring 
U - No Action L.n. I-...d 
LU - Umited No Action Letter leeued 

Stat1.a 

RI FS IRA RA M u 

C C 

C C C 

C I 

C I 

I 

I 

I 

C I C 

C C I 

I 

I 

C 

C C 

C 

I 

C C 

C C 

I 

I I I 

I 

I I 

I 

I 

LU 

C 

C - Completed 
N-Not Appllcabla 
I-In Prog,-

Commente 

ComDleted 

ToCERCUS 

Inactive 

Completed 

Lmtd Clearu, 

To s.-rtund 

Partially Comnlata 

To CERCUS 

Completed 

Completed 

Withdrawn 

ToCERCUS 

Inactive 

Withdrawn 

Contam. 

1 6 

1, 4 

1, 6 I 

1, 6 I 

1 

2 

1 

1 

6 

1 

4 

1 

6 

,. 2.4. 6 

2 

2,7 

2, 7 

2 

6 

1 

1 

2. 6 

2 

1 

1-voc 
2-Metele 
3~norganlce 

4.Petroleurn/Fuel OIi 
6.PAH 
8-PCB 
7-Peetlcld• 
B·Dump/Demo Debrie 

Medi• 

lmDacted 

Soll and OW 

Soll 

Soll 

Soll end OW 

Ground Water 

Soll and OW 

Ground Water 

Soll and OW 

Soll and OW 

Soll 

Soll 

Ground Water 

Soll 

Soll and OW 

Soll 

Soll 

Soll 

Soll and OW 

Soll end OW 

SollenclOW 

Soll 

Soll anclOW 

Cleanu, Level 

10nnm 

Off-Site Source 

Remove Barrela 

N-

N-

RAL·Recommended 
Allowable Limit 
OW-Ground Watar 

SW-Surface Water 
PPM·Parte per million 
PO-Pump Out 
PPB·Parte per billion 

Technoloav Uaed 

Landfarm 

Excavate to landfill 

Lndfrm (Tenk & DflM'n rem 
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STATUS OF MINNESOTA HAZARDOUS WASTE SITES 

October 1993 

-
SITE NAME/LOCATION HRS NPL RFRA CONSENT DIR ROD CERCLA$ MERLA$ ESTIMATE CLEANUP PHASE CLASS 

SCORE ISSUED ORDER EXECl!fED ISSUED (MILLION) (MILLION) OF RESP. 

PARTY$ RI /I FS RD RA DRINK- GROUND RA RA 

(MILLION) I ING 
I 

WATER MONITOR O&M 

I WATER RA 

I 
ADM / HIGHWAY 280 15 0.050 0 I C,D 

I 
AGATE LAKE SCRAP YARD 30** X 1/28/86 0,(,0() X I X 0 R R R C 

AMDURA (AMHOISf) 13 2/28/89 8128/90 0.651 0.250 C I XS XS OS OS C,D 

ANCHOR GLASS CONTAINER, SHAKOPEE 16 0.775 o I 
I 

0 0 C,D 

ANDERSEN WINDOW, BAYPORT 24 1m187 0.025 2.000 X I C C C 0 0 0 C,D 

ANOKA ~-IUNICIPAL SANITARY LANDFILL 51 5/30/85 4.000 X X X 10 IO IO 10 C 

ARROWHEAD REFINERY CO., HERMANTOWN 40 X 11m190 9/29/86 2.150 0.025 2.250 XF XF R R X X R R C 

ARSENIC SITES-ABOVE GROUND, SfATEWIDE. (MN DEP. OF AG.) 0.415 XS OS 

ARSENIC SITES- BELOW GROUND, SfATEWIDE. 0.812 XS OS OS 

ASHLAND OIL CO. - COTTAGE GROVE 34 3/26/85 0.367 X R R R R R C,D 

ASHLAND OIL CO. - PINE COUNTY 22 12/18/84 615192 0.271 X X X 0 R R C,D 

ASHLAND OIUPARK PENT A/SONFORD PROD., Sf. PAUL PARK 32 6/22/93 1.100 X R R R R R C,D 

ASHLAND REFlNERY, Sf. PAUL PARK 32 1/22/91 3.000 X 0 R R 0 R R R C,D 

BJ. CARNEY COMPANY, MINNEAPOLIS 38 0.010 0 C,D 

BASSE}J" CREEK/IRVING AVENUE DUMP, MINNEAPOLIS 10 0.234 X 0 C,D 

BATTLE LAKE AREA SAN. LDFL., OTTER TAIL COUNTY 34 4/23/91 4/23/91 0.119 XS 
1 

0 0 C,D 

BA "\'TOWN TWP. GRNO. WfR. CONTAMINATION, WASHINGTON CO. 38 X 8/27/91 12/17/91 0.050 0.410 0.250 XS R R R OS R R C,D 

BECKER COUNTY SANIT'ARY LANDFILL 28 X 0 OS C,D 

BELL LUMBER AND POLE CO. 48 X 2/28/84 5/30/85 6.000 X X 0 0 0 0 R C,D 

BEMIDJI GAS MANUFACTURING 14 C,D _ 

BOISE CASCADE/MEITTRONIC, FRIDLEY 59 X 1/24/84 2.000 C C X X 10 0 0 B 
BOISE CASCADE/ONAN, FRIDLEY 59 X 12/28/84 3.800 C C X X IO 0 0 B 
BOISE CASCADE PAINT WASfE DUMP, RANIER 17 2/26/85 6/25/85 2.000 X X X X 0 0 B 
BRAINERD FORMER CITY DUMP 38 C,D 

BROOKLYN PARK DUMP, HENNEPIN CO. 36 1.200 0.025 0.160 I OF C,D 

BUECKERS #I SANITARY LANDFILL, SfEARNS COUNTY 25 10/11/90 10/11/90 0.025 OS C,D 

BURLINGTON NORTHERN, BRAINERD (HAZ WASfE DIV.) 47 X 11/28/83 3/26/85 6/10/86 2.000 X X X 0 IO 0 0 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 X 0 R R R R R C,D 

BURNSVILLE SANITARY LANDFILL 43 4/28/87 4/19/92 1.000 X X 0 0 0 C,D 

CASfLE ROCK GND. WfR. CONT AM. (REFER TO DEPT. OF AG.) 25 0.017 0 0 OS 0 C,D 

CEDAR SERVICE, MINNEAPOLIS (REFER TO DEPT. OF AG.) 17 C,D 

CENTRAL COOP. OIL, MEDFORD (REFER TO DEPT.OF AG.) 16 X X X 0 0 0 0 C,D 

CLAY COUNTY SANrT'ARY LANDFILL 17 0 C,D 

CONOCO INC. - WRENSHALL REFINREY 41 6/23/87 0.800 X 0 R R R R R C,D 

CONTROL DAT A CORP. - PRINTED CIRCUITS OPERATION 6 4/26/88 6/12/90 1.620 X X X 0 10 0 0 C 
CROW WING COUNTY SANITARY LANDFILL 14 C,D 

DAKHUE SANITARY LANDFILL, DAKOTA COUNTY-COVER 42 ** X 6/23/87 9mtB8 6t30/91 3.258 0.030 0.300 XF XF XF XF OSF OSF C,D 

-GNDWTR- 6/30/93 Xf XF XF OF 

DEALERS MANUFACTORING CO., FRIDLEY 28 I C,D 
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STATUS OF MINNESOTA HAZARDOUS WASTE SITES 

October 1993 

SITE NAME/LOCATION HRS NPL, RFRA CONSENT DIR ROD CERCLA$ MERLA$ ESTIMATE CLEANUP PHASE CLASS 

SCORE ISSUED ORDER EXECUTED ISSUED (MILLION) (MILLION) OF RESP. 

PARTY$ RI,, rs RD RA DRINK- GROUND RA RA 

(MILLION) I ING WATER MONITOR O&M 
I 

WATER RA I 

DODGE COUNI'Y SANITARY LANDFILL 25 C,D 

DULUTH AIR FORCE BASE 21 8/28/90 3.5 C 0 R R R R R C,D 

DULUTH FORMER (TfY DUMP 28 8/23/88 11/22/88 0.0.5 0.17 0 R R R R R R A,C.D 

EAST Bh7"HEL DOl'vlOLITION LANDFILL 31 X 4/28/87 12/30/92 3.1 X X Q R R R R C,D 

EAST MESABA SANffARY LANDFILL 14 C,D 

ECOLOTECH, INC. - SL PAUL, MPLS. 3 8/23/83 3/27/84 2/28/84 0.070 1.500 X X X 0 X 0 B 

8701 CONCORD BLVD. DUMP- INVER GROVE 28 C,D 

ELECTRIC MACHINERY, ST. CLOUD 38 3/25/86 1/5/89 2.500 X X X X 10 0 0 B 

ELECTRONIC INDUSTRIES, INC., NEW HOPE(HAZ WASTE DIV.) 26 1/24/84 0.150 0 0 C 0 0 0 0 C 

ELK RIVER SAN IT ARY LANDFILL 25 0 C,D 

ELYSIAN FORMER crry DUMP 23 C,D 

Ff,.-IC CORP. - FRIDLEY PLANT (VAULT) 66 X 6/08/83 12/3/85 6.000 C C X X 0 0 B 

(GROUNDWATER PUMPOUT) 10/28/86 0.750 X X X X IO 0 0 

FARIBAUL:r COAL GASIFICATION PLAITT SITE 46 10/28/86 7/26/88 6/07/88 1.210 X X X X 0 0 B 

FARIBAULT MUNICPAL WEL.L FIELD 36 0 I C,D 

FERGUS FALLS SAN IT ARY LANDFILL, OTTERTAIL CO. 25 0 C,D 

FLYING CLOUD SANIT'ARY LANDFILL, EDEN PRAIRIE 40 9/25/85 10.000 X X X X R R 0 C 

FOOT, S.B. TANNING SLUDGE DISPOSAL AREA, RED WING 25 C,D 

FREEWAY SANITARY LANDFILL, BURNSVILLE 46 X 2/25/86 0.228 1.400 X R R R 0 0 0 C,D 

FRIDLEY COMMONS PK. WELL FIELD, FRIDLEY 42 C,D 

GENERAL COATINGS 10 0 D 

GENERAL FABRICATION, FOREST LAKE 34 C,D 

GENERAL MILLS, MINNEAPOLIS 39 X 10/23/84 1.533 C C X X 10 0 0 B 

GLIDDEN, MINNEAPOLIS II 0 C,D 

GOFER SANITARY LANDFILL, MARTIN COUNTY 26 C,D 

GOPHER OIL-DELAWARE, MINNEAPOLIS 3 C,D 

GOPHER OIL-THORNfON, MINNEAPOLIS 3 8/28190 2.000 X 0 R R R R R C,D 

GRAND RAPIDS AREA SAN IT ARY LANDFILL 34 0 C,D 

GREATER MORRISON SANITARY LANDFILL, MORRISON COUITTY 29 X X 0 C,D 

HANSEN AND MANKATO SANITARY LANDFILL.BLUE EARTH CO. 19 C,D 

HASTINGS FORMER CITY DUMP 31 0.135 0 C R R 0 R B 

HIGHWAY 96 DUMP 31 7/22/86 0.100 1.000 X 0 R R IO R R C,D 

HONEYWELL, INC.- GOLDEN VALLEY PLAITT 31 5/30/85 11/19/85 6119/90 3.030 C C C X IO 0 0 C 

HOPKINS AGRICULTURAL CHEM./ALLIED CHEM., MINNEAPOLIS 3 6/25/85 1.000 X X X X 0 X B 

HOPKINS SANITARY LANDFILL 15 6/30/88 2.500 0 I C,D 

HOUSTON COUITTY SANITARY LANDFILL " 25 6/28/92 0.600 o I R R R X C,D 

HOWE CHEMICAL SOIL CONT AM. (DEPT. OF AG) 12 0.11.5 X I X X 0 R B 
I 

HUfCHINSON TECHNOLOGY, INC., HUTCHINSON 9 0.550 C I C C 0 10 0 0 B 

INTERPLASrIC CORP., MINNEAPOLIS 18 7123191 0.425 o I R R R R R R R C,D 
IRONWOOD SAN. LDFL. (ADV . .TRANSFMR.), SPRING VALLEY 34 8/26/86 1.400 X I X X X X 10 0 0 B 
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STATUS OF MINNESOTA HAZARDOUS WASTE SITES -
October 1993 

SITE NAME/LOCATION HRS NPL RFRA CONSENT DIR ROD CERCLA$ MERLA$ ESTIMATE CLEANUP PHASE CLASS 

SCORE ISSUED ORDER EXECUTED ISSUED (MILLION) (MILLION) OF RESP. 

PARTY$ RI /I FS RD RA DRINK· GROUND RA RA 

(MILLION) I ING WATER MONITOR O&M 
I 

WATER RA I 

!SANTI-CHISAGO SANrrARY LANDFILL-COVER- 34 6/16/88 2119/92 X X X 0 R R R C,D 

-GND \\-'TR- 0.109 0.800 X R R X R R R 

ISANTI RUMPEL 13 7/1/83 11/12/87 3/15/91 0.015 0.404 X X X R R R R C,D 

ISANTI SOLVENT srrn 30 7/17/83 11/12187 9/28/83 6/15/90 1.250 0.015 0.982 X X X R R R R C',D 

JOSLYN MFG. & SUPPLY CO., BROOKLYN CENTER 44 X 9/27/83 7/31/89 8.500 X X X 0 10 0 0 C 

KANABEC CO. SANfrARY LANDFILL, ARTHUR TWP. 21 0 0 C,D 

KANDIYOHI COUNTY SANITARY LANDFILL 41 0 C,D 

KAPLAN, H.S. SCRAP IRON AND METAL CO., .!ii. PAUL 4 0.200 X X C,D 

KARI.sf AD SANTf ARY LANDFILL, KITTSON COUNTY 10 C,D 

KILLIAN SANrrARY LANDFILL, TODD COUNTY 19 0.020 C,D 

KLlNER SANTf ARY LANDFILL, DOUGLAS COUNTY 39 I X C,D 
I 

KOCH REFINING/N-ReN CORP., ROSEMOUNT 31 X 1/22185 10/22185 9/21/91 1.000 x, X 0 0 IO R R C 

KOOCHICHING COUNTY SANTfARY LANDFILL 27 I c,c 
KOPPERS COKE, Sf.PAUL 55 X 3/25/86 1.000 x' I X R R R R R C,D 

KORF BROS. SANITARY LANDFILL, PINE COUNTY 25 0.025 I C,D 

KUMMER SANITARY LANDFILL, BELTRAMI CO.--DRINKING WTR. 42- X 6/26/84 8/28/84 6/12/85 2.033 0.067 0.245 I XF XF XF IO 0 C,D 

-COVER 9/30/88 3.390 0.274 XF: XF XF XSF OSF OSF 

-GND. WATER 8/28/90 1.990 0.191 XF I XF OSF 

KURT MANUFACTURING, FRIDLEY 31 - X 4/24/84 8/24/84 5/13/86 0.550 X I X 0 0 IO 0 0 B 

La GRAND SANffARY LANDFILL, DOUGLAS COUNTY 34- X 7/28/87 9/22/87 9/30/92 0.600 XF I XF XF OF OF C,D 

LAKELAND GROUND WATER CONTAMINATION 38 4/21/91 2.200 XS XS XS XS XS XS XS A,C,D 

LANSING GROUND WATER CONTAMINATION 17 4/21/89 0.455 0.600 X X X 0 IO R C,D 

LEECH LAKE SANITARY LANDFILL, HUBBARD CO. 25 0.030 XS C,D 

l..cHlLLIER/MANKATO 42 ** X 9/30/85 2.900 0.172 XF XF XSF XSF XS XSF OSF OSF B 

LEWlSfON GROUNDWATER CONT AM. (REFER TO DEPT. OF AG.) 34 0.002 0.080 0 0 0 0 C,D 

LINDALA SANITARY LANDFILL, WRIGITT COUNTY 29 C,D 

LONG PRAIRIE GROUNDWATER CONTAMINATION 32- X 6/27/88 0.750 0.300 XF XF OF OF XS C 

LOUISVILLE SANITARY LANDFILL, JORDAN 29 9/23/86 0.3(,Q X 0 R R R R R C,D 

MacGILLIS & GIBBS CO., NEW BRIGITTON -OPERABLE UNIT #I 48- X 2128/84 11/28/89 12/31/92 0.575 0.310 0.030 XF XF OF C,D 

-OPERABLE UNTf #2 (EPA LEAD) ,._ 
9/30/91 XF XF OF 

-OPERABLE UNIT /f3 * OF OF 

McGUIRE WIRE SALVAGE SITE, MORA 20 8/28/90 8/28/90 0.266 XS XS OS C,D 

1\-lcLAUGHLIN GORMLEY KING, MINNEAPOLIS 4 1/22185 11/19/85 9/28/87 0.526 X X X X 10 0 0 B 
MEEKER COUNTY SANITARY LANDFILL IS C,D 

METALS REDUCrION, Sf.PAUL 2 I C,D 

MIBCO, MINNEAPOLIS 40 I C,D 

MINNEAPOLIS COMM DEV. AGENCY/FMC, MINNEAPOLIS 1 11/26/85 1.000 X I 
I 

X X 0 0 0 B 
MINNEGASCO, MINNEAPOLIS 42 6/24/86 S.000 X I 0 0 0 R R R C,D 

NL INDUSTRIES/fARACORP/GOLDEN AUfO, ST.LOUIS PARK 40 X 1/11/84 2126/85 9/23/88 0.985 X I X X X 0 0 C 

NORTHWEST' REFINERY, FORMER, NEW BRIGITTON 
I 

9 4/22186 0.100 0 I R R R R R C 
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STATUS OF MINNESOTA HAZARDOUS WASTE SITES 

October 1993 

SITE NAME/LOCATION HRS NPL RFRA CONSENT DIR ROD CERCLA$ MERLA$ ESTIMATE CLEANUP PHASE CLASS 
SCORE ISSUED ORDER EXECUfED ISSUED (MILLION) (MILLION) OF RESP. 

PARTY$ RI II FS RD RA DRINK- GROUND RA RA. 

(MILLION) I ING WATER MONITOR O&M 
I 

WATER RA I 

NORTHWOODS SANITARY LANDFILL 18 C,D 
NlITING TRUCK AND CASrER CO. 38 X 9/22/83 4/26/84 0.180 X X X X 10 0 0 I B 
OAK GROVE SANITARY LANDFILL 43 * X 8/28/84 9m/84 12/21/90 l.ZT7 0.400 XF XF X X 0 0 C,D 

-FINAL COVER- 9/30/88 0.256 0.o78 5.000 XF X X 
OAKDALE DUMP 59 X 7/26/83 16.000 C C X X 10 0 0 B 
OLD FREEWAY DUMP 66 C,D 
OLMsrED COUNTY SANITARY LANDFILL 34- X 7/25/89 12/19/89 0.037 1.800 X 0 D 
PCI, INC., SHAKOPEE 52 6/25/85 0.020 0.250 C C C X 0 0 B 
PERHAM AIRPORT 23 C,D 
PERHAM ARSENIC SITE -GROUNDWATER 38 * X 7/26/83 9/22/83 0.200 0.225 OF OF B,C,D 
PICKETT SANITARY LANDFILL, HUBBARD COUNTY 34 4/26/88 0.410 0 1 R R R R R R R C,D I 
PIG'S EYE LANDFILL 43 0.025 I D 
PINE BEND/CROSBY SLF, INVER GROVE HEIGHTS-DRINKING WTR 52- X 10/22/84 10/23/90 9/30/91 0.150 S.000 X I X 0 0 0 0 R R C,D 

-SOURCE X I o 
I 

PINE LANE SANITARY LANDFILL, CHISAGO COUNTY 25 X I C,D 
PINE srREET DUMP 32 I C,D 
PIPESTONE COUNTY SANITARY LANDFILL 27 I 

C,D I 
PONDEROSA SANITARY LANDFILL 25 R I C,D 
RED ROCK SANITARY LANDFILL 29 12/17/91 6/9/92 R I R R R 0 C,D 
REDWOOD COUNTY SANITARY LANDFILL IS I 

C,D . . 
REILLY TAR, sr. LOUIS PARK 59 * X 12/18/84 9/22/86 1.972 5.000 B,C,D 

-PRAIRIE DU CHIEN-JOR. AQUIFER 

-SLP # 10 & #15 GAC. ROD 6/6/84 X X X X 0 10 0 0 
-SLP #4-GRAD. CONT. X X X X 0 IO 0 0 
-SLP #23 SOURCE CONT. - X X X X 10 0 0 

-DRIFT-PLATTEVILLE AQUIFER 59 * 5/15/86 

-GRADIENT CONT. -S.L.P. #422 X X 10 0 0 
-SOURCE CONT. -S.L.P. #421 X X 10 0 0 

-NORTHERN AREA: 

-DRIFT AQUIFER 9/30/92 X X R R R R R 
-PLATTEVILLE AQUIFER 0 R R R R R R 

-ST. PETER AQUIFER 59 * 9/28/90 X X X X 10 0 0 
-MT. SIMON-HINCKLEY AQUIFER 59 * 0 
-IRONTON-GAILSVILLE AQUIFER 59 * X X X X 
-LEAKING MULTI-AQUIFER WELLS S9 * I 

-OPEN TO MT. S-H, 1-G, P.D.CH o I 0 R R R R 
-OPEN TO sr. PETER O I 0 R R R R 

I -NEAR SURFACE CONTAMINATION 59 * o I o 0 0 
··BIO REMEDIATION-SOURCE -UNIV. OF MINNESOTA srUDY 59- 0.o70 I 

-UNIV. OF NORTH CAROLINA srUDY I 
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STATUS OF MINNESOTA HAZARDOUS WASTE SITES 

October 1993 

SITE NAME/LOCATION HRS NPL RFRA CONSENT DIR ROD CERCLA$ MERLA$ ESTIMATE CLEANUP PHASE CLASS 
SCORE ISSUED ORDER EXECUTED ISSUED (MILLION) (MILLION) OF RESP. 

PARTY$ RI /I FS RD RA DRINK- GROUND RA RA 

(MILLION) I ING WATER MONITOR O&M 
I 

WATER RA I 

--EPA SITE-FUNDED BIO-VENTING STUDY 

-MPCASTUDY 

RICE MUNICIPAL WELL /f2 22 5/21/91 5/21/91 0.010 XS XS XS OS D 

RITARI POST AND POLE 30 X 2/25/86 4/22/86 0.862 XF OF C,D 

ROBBINSDALE DEVELOPl'l·IENT SITE 36 0.200 OS C -
ROCH~TER GAS MFG. -ZUMBROE RIVER WASTES 37 0.750 X X C,D 

-RIPARIAN WASTES 0.050 0 

ST. AUGUSTA SAN. LDFL.IENGEN DUMP, STEARNS COUNTY 34 X 1113191 0.120 0.095 0.500 X X R R R R R R C,D 

Sf. LOUIS RIVER/INTERLAKE, DULUTH 32- X 3/26/91 9/14/90 1.140 0 0 0 0 C,D 

-TAR SEEPS OPERABLE UNIT 3/26/91 9/14/90 0.600 X X X X 

51251'¥.J I 
I 

-SOIL OPERABLE UNIT 3/26/93 -0.650 o I 0 

5125/93 I 

-SEDIMENTS OPERABLE UNIT I 
I 

~ff. LOUIS RIVER/U.S. STEEL, DULUTH 32 X 9/27/83 3/26/85 2/17/89 5.000 0 I X 0 0 R R R C 

~T PAUL LEVEE PROPERTY, ST. PAUL 20 I C,D 

sr. PAUL PARK GROUND WATER CONTAMINATION 36 6/27/89 0.433 XS: XS OS OS XS OS OS OS A.C.D 

~T. REGIS PAPER, CASS LAKE 53 X 4/24/84 2/26/85 10.000 X I X X X IO 0 0 B 
SALOL SANITARY LANDFILL, ROSEAU CO. 22 o I C,D 

SAUK CENTRE SANITARY LANDFILL 38 9/27/88 0.047 0.543 XS! R R R X R R R C,D 

SC'HLOFF CHEMICAL, ST. LOUIS PARK 7 3/27/90 0.175 0.200 OS OS IO A,C,D 

SCHNITZER IRON & METAL CO., ST. PAUL 10 7/28/87 0.550 X 0 R R R R R C,D 

SHAFER METAL RECYCLING, MINNEAPOLIS 41 6/26/91 0.520 0 0 C,D 

SHELDAHL, NORTHFIELD 21 0.445 0 C,D 

SIBLEY COUNTY SANrr ARY LANDFILL 9 C,D 

SOUTH ANDOVER, ANDOVER -OPERABLE UNIT #I 35'" X 6/26/84 6/9/92 0.084 0.100 XF XF 0 OF OF C,D 

-OPERABLE UNIT #2 (EPA LEAD) 12/24/91 0.070 XF XF 0 

STILLWATER FORMER CITY DUMP 27 C,D 

SPRING GROVE MUNICIPAL WELL FIELD 28 3/23/88 2/23/88 0.650 C C X X IO 10 0 0 C 

SUPERIOR PLATING, INC., MINNEAPOLIS 6 1/27/91 0.365 0 0 R R R R R C,D 

3lvl C'HEMOLITE DISPOSAL SITE, COTT AGE GROVE 33 1/22/85 5130185 0.500 X X X X 10 0 0 C 

3M KERRICK DISPOSAL SITE 9 1/25/84 0.200 X X 0 0 0 B 
TELLUOHN SANff ARY LANDFILL 17 C,D 

TONK.A MAIN PLANT 31 7/22/86 0.750 X X X X 0 0 C 

TONKA/WOYKE SITE 9 5/30/85 11/25/86 0.500 X I X X X 0 0 0 B 

TOWER ASPHALT 40 0.040 o I D 

TRIO SOL VENT SITE 21 8/26/86 1/24/89 4/27/93 0.040 0.5(,() X I 
I 

X X X X X 0 B 
TWIN CITIES AIR FORCE RESERVE BASE, MINNEAPOLIS 34 X 11/28/89 3.550 o I 0 R R 10 R R B,C,D 

TCAAPfNEW BRIGITTON/ARDEN HILLS/ST. ANTHONY SITE 59 X 12/31/87 0.041 55.000 I C,D 

OFFTC'AAP: -GROUND WATER - - 2.884 XF I R R 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 CERCLA$ MERLA$ ESTIMATE CLEANUP PHASE CLASS 

SCORE ISSUED ORDER EXECUTED ISSUED (MILLION) (MILLION) OF RESP. 

PARTY$ RI /I FS RD RA DRINK- GROUND RA RA 

(MILLION) I ING WATER MONITOR O&M 
I 

WATER RA I 

-SEWER 

-ARDEN MANOR X 
-NEW BRIGIITON WELL lf7 - * 4/21/89 0.431 XF XF 

--NEW BRIGITTON CARBON (fEMPORARY 1983) - * XF XF XF XF 

-ARDEN HILLS PIPELINE - - 0.237 0.024 XF XF XSF XSF 

-YEPMA CONNECTION 0.004 XS XS 

-ST.ANTHONYINTERCONNECrION - - 0.140 0.014 

-NEW BRIGlfl'ON PERMANENT CARBON 7.900 

-ST. ANTHONY CARBON - - 3.300 0.332 3.000 XF XF XF XSF XSF OF 

-OPERABLE UNIT 1 0 

-OPERABLE UNIT 3 9/30/92 X I X 0 
I 

ONTCAAP: 8/26/86 12/31/87 9/25/87 X I 0 0 0 0 0 R R 

-OPERABLE UNIT 2 I 
-SITE A REMOVAL AUTHORITY o I 0 

I 
-SITED 6/27/89 X I X X X 

-SITE F RCRA ACTION I 

U.S. NAVAL INDUS. RES. ORD. PLT. (NIROP), FRIDLEY 63 X 5/22/84 2/26/91 9/28/90 7.422 X I 
I 

X 0 R R - R R C,D 

U OF I\UNNESOTA - ROSEMOUNT RESEARCH CENTER 46 X 9/25/84 5/30/85 6/29/90 10.(i()() X I X X R R R C 

UNION SCRAP II & Ill, MINNEAPOLIS 12 I C,D 

VALENTINE-CLARK, ST. PAUL 4 0.050 OS! A,C,D . 
VOSS SCRAPYARD 48 C,D 

WABASHA COUNTY SANITARY LANDFILL 22 C,D 

WADENA SANITARY LANDFILL 25 C,D 

WAITE PARK GROUND WATER CONTAMINATION 32 X 10/22/85 11/25/86 0.200 3.000 X X X X IO 0 0 0 B 
WASECA COUNTY SANITARY LANDFILL 13 0 C,D 

WASHINGTON COUNTY LANDFILL, LAKE ELMO 42 X 10/24/84 9/Zl/90 3.000 C C X X IO IO 0 0 C 

WASTE DISPOSAL ENGINEERING 51 X 9/24/91 3/21/84 3/22/88 12/31/87 8.000 X X X 0 R R R C 

WEISMAN SCRAP, WINONA 25 3/25/86 0.500 X X X X 0 B 
WESI' DULUTH INDUSTRIAL SITE 11 1/28/86 9/08/86 3/26/86 1.100 0.810 X X XS XS X X 0 B 
W, LAKE SUPERIOR SAN IT ARY DISTRICT LDFL./DULUTH DUMP 34 0 C,D 

WESfLING MANUFACTURING, PRINCETON 32 0.IQO 0 0 C,D 

WF.S[ RIVER PARKWAY,MINNEAPOUS 10 C,D 

WHrrfAKER CORPORATION, MINNEAPOLIS 40- X 4/23/85 1.505 X X X X IO OF 0 B 
(FORMER) WHITE HOUSE RESTAURANT 39 C,D 

WINDOM DUMP 38 X 6/24/86 4n/89 1.250 X I X X X IO 0 R B 
WINONA COUNTY SANITARY LANDFILL 34 3/26/85 0.400 X I X X X B 
WINONA GROUND WATER CONTAMINATION 25 2/26/91 5/21/91 0.350 0.010 OS: OS OS OS OS R R R A,C,D 

WINONA MUNICIPAL WELL FIELD, WINONA 42 I C,D 
WOODLAKE SANTI'ARY LANDFILL, MEDINA 16 I C,D 
YONAK SANIT'ARY LANDFILL, WRIGiff COUNTY 28 I 

C,D 
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SITES ADDED TO THE PLP IN MAY 1992 

8701 CONCORD BLVD. INVER GROVE-HRS@ 28 

FRIDLEY COl\.·IMONS PARK WELL FIELD, FRIDLEY-HRS@ 42 

GENERAL FABRICATION, FORESf LAKE-HRS@ 34 

f,.-flBCO,MINNEAPOLIS--HRS@ 40 

PERHAM AIRPORT, PERHAM (?\,IN DEPT. OF AG.)-HRS@ 23 

sr. PAUL LEVEE PROPERTY, sr. PAUL-HRS@ 20 

UNION SCRAP II & Ill, MINNEAPOLIS--HRS@ 12 

WEST RIVER PARKWAY, MINNEAPOLIS--HRS@IO 

WINONA MUNICIPAL WELL FIELD, WINONA-HRS@ 42 

SITE ADDED TO THE PLP IN JUNE 1992 

ADM /HIGHWAY280-HRS@ IS 

SITES ADDED TO THE PLP IN JUNE 1993 

BF.MIDJI GAS MANUFACTURING-HRS@ 14 

OLD FREEWAY DUMP-HRS@ 66 

SflLLWATER CITY DUMP-HRS@ Z7 

VOSS SCRAPYARD-HRS@ 48 

(FORMER) WHITE HOUSE RESf AURANT- HRS@ 39 

STATUS OF MINNESOTA HAZARDOUS WASTE SITES 

October 1993 

PLP SANITARY LANDFILLS UNDERGOING 

SW RULE/ENFORCF.MENT/PERMIT ACTIONS 

BECKER COUNTY KLWER 

CLAY COUNTY 

CROW WING COUNTY 

DODGE COUNTY 

EASfMESABA 

ELK.RIVER 

FERGUS FALLS 

GRAND RAPIDS AREA 

GREATER MORRISON 

HANSEN-MANKATO 

HOPKINS 

KANABEC 

KANDIYOHI COUNTY 

MEEKER 

KOOCHICHING 

NORTHWOODS 

PINE LANE 

PIPESfONE 

PONDEROSA 

SALOL-ROSEAU 

TELLDOHN 

WASECA COUNTY 

W. LAKE SUP. SAN. DISf. LDFL. 

WOODLAKE 

YONAK 

Pagc7 

SITES DELETED FROM THE PLP 

AIRCO LIME MFG. COMPANY 

ASKOV GROUNDWATER CONT AM., PINE COUNTY 

DNR NETT LAKE/ORR PESfICIDE SITE 

ECOLOTECH INC., MINNEAPOLIS 

FORMER MCKAY MFG. COMPANY 

43 E. WATER SfREET 

ISANTI MARTIN, [SANTI COUNTY 

LOSf LAKE DUMP SITE 

MAPLE PLAIN DUMP 

MORRIS ARSENIC SITE 

NORTHERN TOWNSHIP GROUND WATER CONT AM. 

POL YlvlET ALS PRODUCTS INC. 

PORTEC - PIONEER DIVISION 

SONFORD PRODUCTS ABANDONED TRAILER SITE 

UNION SCRAP IRON AND MET AL 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 

OM&IR CAR SHOPS 

DNR-DUXBURY PESflCIDE 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 



STATUS OF MINNESOTA HAZARDOUS WASTE SITES 

NUf.,.fBER OF SITES THAT HAVE INITIATED "RI'S" 

NUMBER OF SITES THAT HAVE INITIATED "FS'S" 

NUMBER OF SITES THAT HAVE INITIATED "RD'S" 

NUMBER OF SITES THAT HAVE INITIATED "RA'S" 

NUMBER OF SITES INITIATING A DRINKING WATER "RA" 

NUMBER ()f SITES INITIATING A GROUND WATER "RA" 

NUlvlBER OF SITES WITH INITIATED"RA" MONITORIN".? 

NUMBER OF SITES INITIATING "RA" OPER. AND MAINT. 

NOTE: THESE TOTALS INCLUDE ALL "R" DESIGNATIONS FOR 

EACH ACTIVITY AT EACH SITE. ("R" =REQUIRED) 

TOTAL NUMBER OF SCORED SIT,..,. 

LIST OF ACRONYMS 

HRS = HAZARD RANKING SYSTe..t 

NPL = NATIONAL PRIORITIES LIST 

RFRA = REQUEST FOR RESPONSE ACTION 

DIR = DETERMINATION OF INADEQUATE RESPONSE 

I 

NPL RFRA CONSENT 

ISSUED ORDER 

143 

114 

102 

IOI 

27 

n 
103 

84 

184 43 82 48 

CERCLA = COMPREHENSIVE ENVIRONMENTAL RESPONSE COMPENSATION AND LIABILITY ACT 

MERLA = 11.UNNESOT A ENVIRONMENT AL RESPONSE AND LIABILITY ACT 

RI = REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION 

FS = FEASIBILITY STUDY 

RD = REMEDIAL DESIGN 

RA = REMEDIAL ACTION 

O&l\.t = OPERATION & MAINTENANCE 

*= EPA LEAD 

"'*= STATE LEAD 

• = OFFICIALLY NOT ON THE ST A TE PLP 

October 1993 

DIR 

EXECUTED 

21 

LEGEND 

ROD CERCLA$ MERLA$ 

ISSUED (MILLION) (MILLION) 

50 33.994 12.854 

RESPONSIBLE PARTY CODES 

X = COMPLETED 

0 = ONGOING 

ESTIMATE 

OF RESP. 

PARTY$ 

(MILLION) 

270.367 

C = COMPLETED PRJOR TO CONSENT ORDER 

RP& 

GOV 

FIN 

CODE 

0 

X 

C 

OS 

OF 

XS 

XF 

XSF 

OSF 

R 

10 

RI/ FS RD RA 

42 28 18 25 

75 60 52 41 

12 12 5 I 

5 2 4 6 

I 3 2 4 

9 5 4 3 

17 19 9 3 

0 0 I 4 

0 0 I 0 

I 13 31 37 

0 I 0 0 I 

162 I 142 127 125 

R = REQUIRED UNDER CONSENT ORDER, STIPULATION AGREEMENT OR RFRA 

IO= INSTALLED AND OPERATING 

GOVERNMENT-FINANCED CODES 

OS = ON GOING-USING ST ATE SUPERFUND MONIES 

OF = ON GOING-USING FEDERAL SUPERFUND MONIES 

XS = COMPLETED-USING STATESUPERFUNDMONIES 

XF = COMPLETED-USING FEDERAL SUPERFUND MONIES 

XSF = COMPLETED-USING ST ATE AND FEDERAL SUPERFUND MONIES 

OSF = ON GOING-USING ST ATE AND FEDERAL SUPERFUND MONIES 
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CLEANUP PHASE 

DRINK- GROUND RA RA 

ING WATER ONIT O&M 

WATER RA 

8 13 49 44 

7 3 2 I 

o· 0 0 0 

3 2 I I 

0 0 3 2 

5 0 I 1 

1 0 0 0 

2 I 0 0 

0 0 2 2 

3 30 45 43 

5 33 1 1 

34 82 104 95 
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