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ISS UE STATEME NT :

On May 22, 1984 the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (MPCA) Board issued a

Request for Response Action (RFRA) to the United States Department of the Navy

(U.S. Navy) and the FMC Corporation (FMC) regarding contamination at and around

the U.S. Naval Industrial Reserve Ordnance Plant (NIROP Site) in Fridley,

Minnesota. The RFRA requires the U.S. Navy and FMC to complete a Remedial

Investigation, Feasibility Study, and develop and implement a Response Action

Plan in accordance with the timetable specified in the RFRA. To date, the U.S.

Navy and FMC have failed to substantially comply with the requirements of the

RFRA. The purpose of this Information Item is to inform the MPCA Board of the

RFRA compliance status.

At the Mayor June MPCA Board meeting, the MPCA staff will, if necessary, present

an appropriate recommendation to the MPCA Board in the event U.S. Navy and FMC do

not return to compliance with the RFRA by that time.

ATIACHMENTS:

l.

2.



MINNESOTA POLLUTION CONTROL AGENCY
Solid and Hazardous Waste Division

Site Response Section

Status Report Regarding the Request for Response Action issued to the
United States Department of the Navy and FMC Corporation by the Minnesota

Pollution Control Agency on May 22,1984 Regarding the U.S. Naval Industrial
Reserve Ordnance Plant Site

April 23, 1985

ISSUE STATEMENT

On May 22, 1984 the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (MPCA) Board issued a
Request for Response Action (RFRA) to the United States Department of the Navy
(U.S. Navy) and"the FMC Corporation (FMC) regarding contamination at and around
the U.S. Naval Industrial Reserve Ordnance Plant (NIROP Site) in Fridley,
Minnesota. The RFRA requires the U.S. Navy and FMC to complete a Remedial
Investigation, Feasibility Study, and develop and implement a Response Action
Plan in accordance with the timetable specified in the RFRA. To date, the U.S.
Navy and FMC have failed to substantially comply with the requirements of the
RFRA. The purpose of this Information Item is to inform the MPCA Board of the
RFRA compl iance status.

At the Mayor June MPCA Board meeting, the MPCA staff will, if necessary,
present an appropriate recommendation to the MPCA Board in the event U.S. Navy
and FMC do "not return to compl iance with the RFRA by that time.

I. 8ACKGROUN D

The U.S. Naval Industrial Reserve Ordnance Plant (NIROP) is an 83 acre

facility located in Fridley, Minnesota that is owned by the U.S. Navy and Js

operated by FMC. The NIROP has been operational since 1941 when the facility

first began manufacturing naval weapon systems.

The MPCA staff first became involved with the NIROP Site as a result of

anonymous complaints in 1980 and 1981 regarding disposal of hazardous wastes at

the NIROP site and at the adjacent, but separate FMC Site. -1/ At the request

of the MPCA staff, the U.S. Navy initiated in October, 1982 a review of

historical data, aerial photographs, personnel interviews and field inspections

1/ Attachment II to this Board Item shows the location of the NIROP site
relative to the FMC site.
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to identify possible hazardous waste disposal areas on the NIROP Site. In June,'

1983 the U.S. Navy submitted the results of their review in a report entitled

"Initial Assessment Study of Naval Industrial Reserve Ordnance Plant,

Minneapolis, Minnesota." The report identified two possible disposal areas of

primary concern: (1) trench site and (2) borrow pit site.

The trench site involved two trenches reportedly filled with 50 to 100

drums in 1972. The drums were bel ieved to contain hazardous wastes. A 1972

aerial photograph shows the trenches as they were being filled with drums. The

borrow pit site involved two borrow pits which were reportedly used in the late

1960's or early 1970's for disposal of 35 drums of wastes and miscellaneous

construction debris.

The Navy initiated a ground water monitoring program at the NIROP Site

in October, 1983 at the request of the MPCA staff. The results of the monitoring

program show that the Prairie du Chien-Jordan aquifer and alluvial aquifer at the

NIROP Site is contaminated by trichloroethylene and traces of other solvents.

The ground water monitoring program also indicated that there are at least four

separate areas at the NIROP Site where ground water is contaminated. -f/

From December, 1983 to January, 1984 the borrow pit site and trench

site were excavated by the U.S. Navy to remove buried drums. Approximately 35

drums were removed from the trench site and 3 drums from the borrow pit site and

disposed at hazardous waste landfills in Toledo, Ohio and Emelle, Alabama.

2/ Attachment '2 to this Board Item shows the location of ground water
-- contamination at the NIROP site.
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Analysis of soil samples taken by the MPCA staff in January, 1984 at the

bottom of the trench site show that relatively high concentrations of hazardou~

substances (several chlorinated and unchlorinated solvents) still remain in

soils in the vicinity of the trench site.

In comparing the hydrogeologic location of the trench site and borrow pit

site with the location of ground water contamination it appears that only one of

the four areas of ground water contamination can be attributed to the trench and

borrow pit sites.

The U.S. Navy has not identified and corrected all areas of soil and ground

water contamination. For these reasons, on May 8, 1984 the MPCA staff met with

the U.S. Navy and FMC to discuss the MPCA staff intention to recommend issuance

of a Request for Response Action (RFRA) to require further response actions at

the NIROP Site. At that time the MPCA staff, U.S. Navy and FMC negotiated a

mutually acceptable timetable for completing the response actions subsequently

specified in the RFRA recommend for MPCA Board issuance. On May 22, 1984 the

MPCA Board issued the RFRA to the U.S. Navy and FMC to complete a Remedial

Investigation, Feasibil ity Study and Remedial Action Plan.

II. OISCUSS ION

In this section of the Board item, the MPCA staff present the U.S. Navy and

FMC compl iance status with the RFRA issued on May 22, 1984 regarding response

actions at the NIROP Site.

A. Relationship Between the U.S. Navy and FMC

By letter dated June 4, 1984, the Minnesota Attorney General's office
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though FMC has been named a responsible party. In the. event that the
Navy fails to complete the work specified in the RFRA, the MPCA.will
look to FMC to complete the work. The MPCA will notify you of any
failure of the Navy to comply with the RFRA prior to requesting FMC to
undertake the remaining work."

In accordance with this letter and the MPCA Board's position, the MPCA

staff initially looked to the U.S. Navy to satisfy the requirements of the RFRA.

However, the U.S. Navy has consistently failed to satisfy the requirements of

the RFRA ..1/ Consequentl y, by 1etter dated December 4, 1984 the MPCA staff

notified FMC that the U.S. Navy had failed to complete the work specified in the

RFRA and the MPCA staff therefore required FMC to complete the work. Despite

this notification, FMC has failed to undertake the remaining work.

B. Proposed Remedial Investigation Work Plan and Schedule

Part II .A.2. of the RFRA required the U.S. Navy and FMC to submit a

proposed Remedial Investiga...tion Work"'Plan and Schedule by September 30, 1984.

This submittal has not yet been made. 4/ Further Remedial Investigation,

Feasibility Study or Response Actions are dependent upon this work plan and

have, therefore, not been taken.

C. Evaluation of the Current Situation and Identification of
Possible Alternative Response Actions

Part II.A.3. of the RFRA required the U.S. Navy and FMC to submit an

evaluation of the current situation by September 30, 1984. This submittal has

not yet been made. This submittal is an important element in defining Remedial

Investigation and would assist in development of a Feasibility Study.

.1/ Recognition of the U.S. Navy as the "primary" responsible party and FMC as
the "secondary" responsible party regarding implementation of th~

requirements of the RFRA is parallel to the approach taken by the MPCA
regarding the Twin Cities Army Ammunition Plant and the responsible parties
for that site.

-1/ The MPCA letter dated March 25, 1985 regarding this submittal explains
the status in more detail. This letter is attached as Attachment #3.
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Part II.A.5. of the RFRA requires the U.S. Navy and FMC to submit an

Identification of Possible Alternative Response Actions by September 30, 1984.

This submittal has not yet been made.

Ill. CONCLUSION

The MPCA staff believe that FMC and the U.S. Navy are not making a good

faith effort to comply with the RFRA that had been mutually agreed upon between

the MPCA staff, FMC and the U.S. Navy and subsequently issued by the MPCA Board.

FMC and the U.S. Navy have consistently failed to make submittals required by

the RFRA. Consequently, no significant cleanup actions have been taken at the

NIROP Site since the issuance of the RFRA.

If FMC and the U.S. Navy continue in their failure to comply w1th the RFRA,

the MP~A staff will present the situation together with an appropriate

recommendation to the MPCA Board at the Mayor June meeting of the MPCA Board.



[J NAVY PROPERTY

• r_ NAVY PROPERTY LINE

IUIUWU FMC PROPERTY LINE

-_. RR TRACKS

)II
rt"

~

I

E , ~:-j'P'"~!!!-._

.tI!~l!I
....M~
••_.c..1

MAP #1

c:::=::>~

.. :_.~; ...

WELL-3
(NAVY)

NIROP SITE RELATIVE TO FMC SITE

,.
[
C1I

I , :

.1Nfr

~i!i~i !>!>ifr'

t'!::P

~

~~~"
~~~vo\..~~i-.~~\~ o~ ,~:01c....Jt"~"'··;'::'==~~

~./ e;,'UV~ .~ -



.

Attachment 2

NAVY
fMC;

LEGEND

.~ area of ground water contamination

NWY

fMC;

o IClO roo 100 • 00 ~ OOס1 7'00 .,.,

..... --- ;;jn4L.t ttl ,ttT

MAP 112

AREAS OF GROUND WATER CONTAMINATION

_,__-...~:'-_-.:o-=- -.JI.........__..... ... _----..,.-.,...---_••--.._""'''---

-.



ATT/\Cm:f.~iT 3

Minnesota Pollution Control Agency

i1~ "'1 ') l, e. 1 , ..... _
• ,ro;\ I.. 0 I~~~

r·1r. A. Rhoads'
Environ:ilcntal Protection Section
AttentiJn: Code 1142
Depar:ment of the ~avy

Northern Division
Naval F.::cilities En'Jineering Cor.undnd
Phi1:ldelphia. Penn~ylvania 19112

Dear Sirs:

r·j r. I·: il 1i ami!a I' r en
Lega 1 Coun se1
HlC Cor;1C'r.: ti on
~ort~ern Crdn~~~e Div~sion

430J East River ~oad

Fridley. Minnesota 55421

R~: SlJ~:7littals Pursuant to i:aval Industrial Reser'le Ordnance ?lalit
Request For Response Action

The r:inni2sotd Pollution CO:ltrol Agency (r'~PCA) st<::ff has recei':ed your letter-.
dated Fehr0ary 8. 1985. submitted purs~ant to the Request For ~e5ponse Action
(RFRA) i,)s'J~d OJ' the ~'IPCA on· I,:.:;y 22, 19,~4 to the U.S. Navy and FiiC r(::~.)rj;1J9

C1ean up 0 f HIe :: a 'J) 1 I rid ust I' i a1 0I'd nan:: eRe ser ve Pl.) nt (:iT R0r Si L~) i:l Frid 1t~y,
r~innesota. Tnis letter was submitte':l to correct defi:iencies r.oted \y th::: :·iPCA
1e t t erGat::dOecE: IT: J ~,' 4. 1S34 t hat dis appro Vedthe U. S. ~ Iavy ISO Cto be r 2:5. 192- ~
subm; t t:'1l •

The ~lrCfl staff have determined that the February 8 subr:litt:::l rl:;es not fu1Fill
the req;J1rements or the RFR,'1.• The hadequJcies in the sub:nittal are descri!Y:G
below:

1. Re:7lerlial Ir1v~stigat.il)n (RI) '..Iork Plan (p,j!'t lI.A.2. of the ~r~'/\L

The U.S. r:avy pro:Josal to complete the RI Ilork Plan tnrouCjh a cooperative
effort with the U.S. Environlf:ent~l Protection I\Qrncy (CPA) is hereby
disapproved since the EPA. by letter dat~d FehruJry 23. 19~5. has
declined to assist the U.S. Navy in this effort.

Ph()lle· ... _

1915 Wc~,l County r~oad B?. Ro:;~viIl0. Mlnn('~;ol~i 5~)1 1:i·2765
ReGlon:ll Oflic('~; • Dulll!llllr ;"n,:rd.'D,:1I (.,,1 l.d~I:~ .• r..1.11 :-.h:ll: n<J(,lh ,~li:r

f'Qu,,1 O!',H.,t.Ir1,ly f,",.I"'I,·r

.-:!.'!•. ....



Mr. A. RI\o,lds ilnd r·1r. Willia:n HJrren
Ptl9C TrIO

The following oreas must be (Iddrt'ss~d to cOI:lplcte the rn ~·JCJr~· fllJn:

As noted in the j·1PC/\ letter dJted [)2(e;:1>(~r ·1,19;;·1, lround
.WJ t e r i n tile vic i nitJ 0 f 111') 11 ito r i n9 ',i l: 11sIS (I nrI ?Sis
cont.Ji11illated. The initial SOur"ce in'/estiQJtion 0:rcrt ".1\:11
include ti1cse t\'IO ilreas.

(1.) Definition of Ground j]ter Cont!1ination

As n(lted in H~e ;'~?Cr~ 112tter d(~~pd Dc:ec::J:";( ., ~t?S~,

additional 'jl"ound "';ater inol1it')riI1J 'd.~1l5 sh3:1 )e hs':~~'I=j

up9radie rt t ur. d do \'m 'J!" c1 die nt 0 f e ;.: -j s tin 9 I. :J r1 i t; r" i n-J 112" 1S

IS and 25 to defi ne the SOUI'ce and extent of yOI..il1d ',::It-=r
conta~in3tion in thesp. areas.

(2) Off-Site Investication

As noted in the MPCA letter Jat~j Decem~er ~, lQS4, t~2 ?~

WorK Plan Sl1311 address investig.3ticn of 'Jff-site ~:"(;l;;~~

\,Iat·::r to dctlne the ext~nt 2111 ;:J:1:J:-I~tJd'~ Or -::q~~~::;~~.:.::~::~

and Jctual or potential h;:lz:lrds to publ ic he.:: 1~h ar.J ~ >:>
envir:>nmC'nt.

c. Soils InvestiS2.tion (Par~ II..I\.2.d. of ti~p' PFR1\l.

,..S noted in the n?CA letter dated Dece,~:)l'!r 4~ 19S:" S0~~:; in
the vicinity of ~nssible SO!irce areas n~ar monit0ring WC1~5 IS
and 25 shall be i~~estigated.

2. [va1:Ji1tion of Current Sit~1~lti0n (Part ILA.3. o~ the ~FRA)

As noted in t!le r'lPCf, l~ttf.:'· dated Dccen.!Jer 4, 1984, trlc U.S. hLi\'j' s!·~;.;:

silb:;tit a s:J~;:.l1ar'y of pti ;l1tial on and off-site hr:':llth (1l1j r;1':iron:~f'\llt!1

effects as rerjlJired by Purt ILA.3.b. of tIle Rrr.i\.

3.

As noted in the r~pc/\ lrtt,··r dilted D'.~cc;nbrr 4, 198·~, the U.";. :';avy sh,111
$uLmit jrncral infunn:,tion relJc1rdin9 thQ appl iobi1 ity of <31 t?l"n"tive
rr.$ponse actions in C1bt1tin~ tile rele~'se or tl1rciltl'r,rd relcl.I<;t; of
hazarduus substilnCf:',; f,.om tll(~ tlIl~OP Site.



~1!". A• r-1liH ds ,Hl J r-I r. Will ; J m I·J ,1 r r en
?J S)l? rll'i~~

In lilllt ,If tl\(~ contir.lIir.'] fJi1Jl'o of ~hc U.S. ~L1VY and P·IC to suhmit ,111

acccpt.,~nl(: ;~I :Iud; Plan, cV:l1u,)'(.ion of tIle current sit'Jation (\:ld possitJle
Jlt21'11:~i'.'C rt~'.iponse actions in ,lecordance ~'Ji~:l the RFRt\, the ~lrCA stnff herehy
requc~)t tht1: the U.S. Navy and rr-lC sub':1it tfH? needed inforHi,ltian to fufill the
rcquiri'::~cnt~ af tlH~ RFRA. The infor:;1dtion shall be sL;bmitted to the r~rcl\ hy
;\ Pr ill S, 19,1 S .

In t1j.jition, if t.lle U.S. ~~avy 2:v1 Fi'lC fail to suh:nit the rp.C]uirt?rl infor:'lilti:Hl by
A~fil 1'), th~ :·~pcr\ st3ff inten,j t'J bring this mdtter to the attention of t~le

j,:PC;\ Citizen's So·)1'j at t'lcir Ii";('oting on /\pri1 23, 1985 toget1let' ;'Ji~h an
IIp;;r:>),'iJte :.:?,~,\ s~::ff r2co,::::lcndJtion regarding U.S. r:,wy aT'ld n~c noncompl iance
\vith t:12 cond i:. i on~ l~ f t!le Rf':~,;.

P1eJs,= ':.:.Jn~.l(( u2[,,'ij Ki:: 1lfie1(J of:ny staff at (612) ?9G-771J if you have il'1j'

q~.;;;~ior;:; r~0.j,l'jil'19 t~is m~~t'::r.

, .
~~ ::~;:.~~::.·t '": ....

/ \

ThC::13 5 J. r:a 1 i t.J .... s~: i
EX2c~tive Director

c'-' T~1: ;IJno:-,1~)lc ~J'i~d DJr21~tler';er', United States Senator
n ~ :!Qn') r d h1c R;j d./ Co 5 c:, ·,·Ii t z, Un i ted S~ i1 t esSenat 0 r
Ti1~ Honor-3Jlc Ge'rr} Si':Qrs~'.i, IJnited States ~t?prescntative

::ie :~ononi):r~ DV1:l:d f-"1",,52 I ', ;·1ajor of ~.',inn2ap:>1 is
Th·~ ;;:.r.c'fl::')le ~·:in i:l:n :lee, :<.:1./'01' of Fridley
[{iCi1cird Lor:lt.:l iJs, Ger,2r.=.l C0un5el
0(1 'J e S; Ii t h, L:. S. ;;av j'

Judy Lo~;fic1d, rM~ L0rporation
r;o~r:t' G('i::-.~s, :).5. Erp" Cllic-d'Jo
r:err.1' Street, u.s. EP{I, Chic.ago
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