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From: Hadiaris, Amy (MPCA)

To: Radel, Jamie (CI-StPaul); Richardson, Mike (Cl-StPaul)
Subject: MPCA response to Area C comments

Date: Friday, January 12, 2018 5:26:41 PM

Attachments: Response to City 01.12.2018.pdf

Hi Jamie and Mike,

Please see attached the MPCA'’s response to comments submitted regarding Ford’s Area C
Investigation Report. Let me know if you have any questions or desire a follow-up conversation
about any issue.

Regards,

Amy

Amy K. Hadiaris, P.G.

Voluntary Investigation and Cleanup Program
Remediation Division

Minnesota Pollution Control Agency
651.757.2402

amy.hadiaris@state.mn.us



mailto:amy.hadiaris@state.mn.us

mailto:jamie.radel@ci.stpaul.mn.us

mailto:mike.richardson@ci.stpaul.mn.us



m‘ % MINNESOTA POLLUTION
!l CONTROL AGENCY

520 Lafayette Road North | St.Paul, Minnesota 55155-4194 | 651-296-6300

800-657-3864 | Use your preferred relay service | info.pca@state.mn.us | Equal Opportunity Employer

January 12, 2018

Jamie Radel

City of St. Paul

Department of Planning and Economic Development
25 W 4th St., Suite 1300

St Paul, MN 55102

Dear Ms. Radel:

Thank you for providing comments regarding the Area C Comprehensive Site History & Investigation
Report — Il (Report), which was prepared and submitted by Arcadis U.S., Inc. (Arcadis) on behalf of Ford
Motor Company (Ford). The Report, dated May 5, 2017, describes the regulatory history and
environmental investigations completed at Area C, a former waste disposal area located on the river
parcel of the larger Ford Twin Cities Plant site. The main focus of the Report is an environmental
investigation completed by Ford at Area C from June 2015 to June 2016. Comments from the City of St.
Paul were forwarded to the MPCA via a Memorandum: Comments Regarding Area C Investigation
Report (Memorandum) dated July 6, 2017, from Ken Haberman of Landmark Environmental, LLC to
Merritt Clapp-Smith of the City of St. Paul.

The Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (MPCA) appreciates review of the Report by the City of St. Paul.
Based on MPCA review of the Report and certain follow-up information received from Ford, the MPCA
has prepared the following response to the concerns presented in the Memorandum. For convenience,
the MPCA response is organized using subject headings that capture the primary concerns expressed in
the Memorandum. In addition, as follow-up to a conversation between MPCA staff and Councilmember
Tolbert’s office, the MPCA has included a section below to resolve a stated general concern about
thallium in groundwater.

1. Feasibility Study versus Interim Response Action Plan
The MPCA believes that pending clean up decisions for Area C should be transparent, holistic, and
based on a thorough evaluation of a variety of alternatives. The best way to accomplish this goal is
through a Feasibility Study, which evaluates a range of potential response actions (type and scale)
against a standard set of nine criteria, as established by the federal government in the National
Contingency Plan. Ford’s reference to a Feasibility Study being the next step in the process was at
the direction of the MPCA.

2. Environmental Covenant
Because an environmental covenant must accurately describe final conditions at a site, it is typically
drafted after completion of response actions. This is a future task that Ford will complete when the
time is right.
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Groundwater Receptor Survey

Ford completed a groundwater receptor survey for the larger Ford Twin Cities Plant site in 2010,
using a 0.5 mile search radius. Results were reported to the MPCA in an Arcadis, U.S., Inc.
memorandum dated July 18, 2011. No concerns were identified. Given the proximity of the site to
the Mississippi River, the MPCA considers the 0.5 mile search radius to be sufficient and
conservative and does not believe that another groundwater receptor survey is warranted.

Groundwater Flow Direction/Groundwater Monitoring
a) The MPCA has asked Ford to prepare a water table contour map for the alluvial aquifer
around Area C for each groundwater monitoring event (past and future), to supplement the
maps prepared for the St. Peter aquifer. These maps will be a helpful resource for evaluating
changes in groundwater flow direction in response to changing river conditions. In addition,
the MPCA has asked Ford to install a continuous water level recording device in selected wells,
to better evaluate temporal changes in groundwater elevation and flow direction.

b) The MPCA staff does not view a groundwater elevation of 695 feet above mean sea level
(AMSL) in the St. Peter aquifer, in the vicinity of monitoring wells AMW-05 and AMW-07, as
being incongruent with a typical river elevation below the dam of 689 feet AMSL.

c) The MPCA staff agree that monitoring well AMW-07, being side-gradient to Area C, does not
provide data that is representative of loading from Area C. However, given the type of
contaminants (no dense non-aqueous phase liquids, or “DNAPL"”) and the hydrogeologic
setting of Area C, groundwater contamination in the alluvial aquifer would not be expected to
migrate downward into the St. Peter aquifer.

Tier 2 Site Evaluation/Bedrock Elevation

As a preliminary screening of risk to the Mississippi River (Tier 1 Site Evaluation), groundwater
quality data is first compared directly to the Class 2B Surface Water Standards. If any contaminant
in groundwater exceeds its Class 2B Surface Water Standard, then a more detailed analysis is done
(Tier 2 Site Evaluation), which takes into account site-specific factors pertaining to the groundwater
contamination and surface water receptor. This process is summarized in Section 9.5 of the Report
and is consistent with MPCA guidance on how to evaluate risk to a river from groundwater
contamination.

The Tier 2 Site Evaluation presented in the Report is conservative, in that it assumes specific
contaminants of concern are consistently present in groundwater at Area C, both in time and
space. In reality, this assumption is not supported by groundwater data collected to date from Area
C monitoring wells (see below for information about thallium). Groundwater samples which exceed
a Class 2B Surface Water Standard occur sporadically in time and/or location and do not indicate a
significant plume of contaminated groundwater. The MPCA has required additional groundwater
monitoring at Area C, and the surface water risk assessment will be updated as needed in response
to new information.
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Regarding the stated concern about the validity of the Tier 2 Site Evaluation when the elevation of
the St. Peter Sandstone is not known below the entire river parcel, the MPCA does not consider this
information to be critical to the Tier 2 Site Evaluation. Given the hydrogeologic setting,
contamination in the shallow groundwater would not migrate downwards to the bedrock surface,
therefore knowing the full thickness of the alluvial aquifer at Area C is not necessary for the Tier 2
Site Evaluation. For the purpose of the Tier 2 Site Evaluation, the two sets of nested monitoring
wells at Area C (AMW-22/22B and AMW-23/23B) can be used to make a conservative estimate of
the thickness of the impacted zone, because no significant contamination has been detected in
either of the deeper monitoring wells. The distance from the water table (in the shallow well) to
the top of the screen (in the deeper nested well) is approximately 18 feet, which is similar to the
assumed aquifer thickness of 19 feet used in the Tier 2 calculation in Section 9.52 of the Report.
While the MPCA’s rationale for the aquifer thickness value used in the Tier 2 calculation differs
from the rationale presented in the Report, the outcome of the Tier 2 calculation is roughly the
same.

The MPCA staff agrees with the point made in the Memorandum that, based on the cross-section
map (Figure 2), monitoring wells AMW-19 and AMW-22B should have been included on cross-
sections A-A’ (Figure 3A) and B-B’ (Figure 3B), respectively. However, including those wells on the
cross-sections would not add any clarity regarding the depth of the St. Peter Sandstone at those
locations, as both wells terminated in the alluvial aquifer. Due to the erosional forces which carved
the river valley, the top of the St. Peter Sandstone dips sharply towards the Mississippi River, from
an elevation of 765 feet AMSL on top of the bluff (e.g. AMW-29) to approximately 696 feet AMSL on
the east side of the river parcel (e.g. AMW-07) to deeper than 660 feet AMSL west of Area C (e.g.
AMW-22B, terminated at 660 feet AMSL without encountering St. Peter Sandstone).

6. Groundwater interaction with Industrial Waste

At this time, it is not known whether, or to what extent, the bottom of the industrial waste would
be inundated during flood conditions. Under typical river conditions, there is approximately six feet
of unsaturated native soil between the lowest level of the industrial waste and the water table.
Additional water level measurements collected from Area C monitoring wells, particularly AMW-26,
will provide the necessary data to evaluate how the water table beneath the industrial waste
fluctuates in response to changing river conditions. The MPCA has asked Ford to conduct additional
groundwater monitoring to address this unresolved issue.

Most of the Area C monitoring wells were installed during the 2015-2016 investigation and thus
were not present during the 2014 flood. Future groundwater sampling events during high river
stages will take advantage of the current larger network of monitoring wells, keeping in mind that
sampling of certain monitoring wells may be delayed during a flood event if they are submerged or
cannot be safely accessed.

7. Ecological Risk Assessment

Staff in the MPCA’s Water Assessment Section has evaluated the need for an ecological risk
assessment at Area C and has determined that such a study is not necessary. This stretch of the
river is a high energy environment due to the presence of Lock & Dam No. 1, and it is unlikely that
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historical releases of contaminants to the Mississippi River remain in place (e.g. releases which
occurred prior to the placement of fill soil and construction debris over and around the industrial
waste). Under current conditions, with the exception of the south slope of Area C near the bluff,
the industrial waste is isolated from contact with surface water, and groundwater impacts
identified to date do not exceed levels of concern with respect to the Mississippi River, as noted in
Section 9.5 of the Report.

The MPCA’s determination that an ecological risk assessment is not necessary does not negate the
need for response actions at Area C. Various cleanup options for waste removal, erosion control,
and establishment of clean buffers will be evaluated in the pending Feasibility Study.

Soil Vapor Investigation

Due to the absence of current vapor intrusion receptors, any soil vapor sampling on the river parcel
would be in association with potential reuse of the existing (vacant) steam plant building. This task
is separate from the Area C environmental investigation.

Surficial Soil to Surface Water

The surface soil samples collected to date, the presence of surficial debris which poses physical
hazards, and the observable erosion problem already demonstrate that action is needed to address
fill soils on the slopes of Area C. The same set of actions designed to address these issues will also
address the stated concern about flood waters coming into contact with contaminated fill soil.
Additional samples of surficial fill will'be collected as needed moving forward to ensure that the
desired outcome is achieved; however, the MPCA does not believe that additional data is necessary
prior to evaluating cleanup options in the pending Feasibility Study.

Thallium Concentrations in Groundwater

Based upon a preliminary review of the thallium groundwater data at Area C, the MPCA suggested
to Ford that additional sampling be conducted for thallium in groundwater at Area C, using an
analytical method that is less prone to false positives. Ford resampled the Area C monitoring wells
in September 2017. Instead of using EPA Method 6010 for thallium analyses, which can result in
false positives for thallium due to matrix interferences, the groundwater samples were analyzed
using EPA Method 6020, which incorporates use of mass spectrometry to minimize false positives.
EPA Method 6020 has the additional benefit of allowing a lower method detection limit for
thallium. The MPCA received the sampling report for the September 2017 sampling event on
December 13, 2017. Thallium was detected in one overburden monitoring well (AMW-22B) at a
concentration of 0.21 micrograms per liter (ug/L) and in the St. Peter monitoring well (AMW-7) at a
concentration of 2.5 ug/L. Thallium was not detected in the other nine monitoring wells, using a
method detection limit of 0.2 ug/L.

The September 2017 thallium data set, which used a more robust analytical method, makes more
sense than the previously-collected thallium data presented in the Report. The earlier thallium data
was suspect for several reasons: the similar concentrations of thallium in Area C monitoring wells,
regardless of position relative to the waste material; the sparse occurrence of volatile organic
compounds (VOCs) in the groundwater samples, despite the known presence of VOCs within the
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waste and despite VOCs being more mobile in the environment; and absence of thallium as a
contaminant of concern with respect to Ford’s operations at the site.

Ford’s Phase | Environmental Site Assessment (Phase | ESA) dated June 2007 provides background
information about the chemicals used and wastes produced at the Twin Cities Assembly Plant.
There is no mention of thallium in the Phase | ESA. Nevertheless, in response to the stated concern
about thallium, the MPCA asked Ford to make a specific written statement about the use or non-
use of thallium in its operations. Ford reiterated the findings of the Phase | ESA and also conducted
a search of its chemical database for its current world-wide operations. The only significant
mention of thallium in the database was as a component of welding wire, used at certain
manufacturing facilities, but not at the Twin Cities Assembly Plant. Regardless, thallium as a
component of welding wire is not of environmental concern. As additional supporting information,
the MPCA independently researched potential sources of thallium in the environment, both
naturally-occurring and anthropogenic. The MPCA found no connection in published literature
between thallium and the automobile manufacturing industry. Thallium is not used in the
production of windshield glass. Thallium is used in the production of glass used in the
manufacturing of optical lenses and prisms; the thallium reportedly increases the refractive index
of the glass — a property necessary for these specialized products.

The primary anthropogenic sources of thallium in the environment, according to published
literature, are coal combustion (specifically, from coal-burning power plants and cement plants)
and the smelting of sulfide ores. Ford’'s power plant on the river parcel used coal as a fuel source
until approximately 1950, when the plant converted to fuel oil. Given the time elapsed since use of
coal and the hydrogeologic properties of the river parcel, the MPCA considers it unlikely that
potential aerial deposition from Ford’s historical coal-burning operation would result in widespread
detections today of thallium in shallow groundwater around Area C. The September 2017 data set
supports the conclusion that thallium is not a contaminant of concern from the former coal-burning
power plant.

Regarding the concentration of thallium in bedrock aquifers, the aquifer-specific background
concentrations presented in the 1999 MPCA publication, Baseline Water Quality of Minnesota’s
Principal Aquifers, provide a helpful frame of reference for evaluating water quality data. However,
the geochemistry of natural waters is complex, and a thallium concentration greater than the
publication’s stated background value does not necessarily indicate anthropogenic contamination.
Localized variations in mineralogy or redox conditions can affect the natural chemical composition
of groundwater. While of academic interest, this has no bearing on the environmental investigation
related to Ford’s activities at the site.

In summary, based multiple lines of evidence, thallium is a non-issue at the Ford site. Regardless,
groundwater samples will continue to be analyzed for thallium, at least in the short-term, as
thallium is one of 22 metals on the U.S. EPA’s Target Analyte List (a standard grouping of metals
analyzed by the laboratory).

The MPCA will continue to keep the City of St. Paul informed as the Area C environmental evaluation
continues. In the meantime, if you have any questions about the information presented above, please
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feel free to contact Amy Hadiaris at 651- 757-2402 or amy.hadiaris@state.mn.us or Shanna Schmitt at
651-757-2697 or shanna.schmitt@state.mn.us.

Sincerely,

Wy f]. Jokc

Kathryn J. Sather
Division Director
Remediation Division

KS/AH:bhj









