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FOREWORD
This document summarizes potential public health concerns at the Fridley Well Field, Fridley,
Minnesota. It isbased on aformal site evaluation prepared by the Minnesota Department of Health
(MDH). A number of steps are necessary to do such an evaluation:

1 Evaluating exposure: MDH scientists begin by reviewing available information about
environmental conditions at the site. Thefirst task is to find out how much contamination is
present, where it's found on the site, and how people might be exposed to it. Usually, MDH
does not collect its own environmental sampling data. We rely on information provided by the
Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (MPCA), U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA),
and other government agencies, businesses, and the general public.

Evaluating health effects. If thereis evidence that people are being exposed—or could be
exposed—to hazardous substances, MDH scientists will take steps to determine whether that
exposure could be harmful to human health. The report focuses on public health—the health
impact on the community as awhole—and is based on existing scientific information.

Developing recommendations. In the Public Health Assessment (PHA), MDH outlinesits
conclusions regarding any potential health threat posed by a site, and offers recommendations
for reducing or eliminating human exposure to contaminants. The role of MDH in dealing with
hazardous waste sitesis primarily advisory. For that reason, the PHA will typically
recommend actions to be taken by other agencies—including EPA and MPCA. However, if
there is an immediate health threat, MDH will issue a public health advisory warning people of
the danger, and will work to resolve the problem.

Saliciting community input: The evaluation processisinteractive. MDH starts by soliciting
and evaluating information from various government agencies, the organizations responsible
for cleaning up the site, and the community surrounding the site. Any conclusions about the
site are shared with the groups and organizations that provided the information. Once a PHA
has been prepared, MDH seeks feedback from the public. If you have questions or comments
about thisreport, we encourage you to contact us.

Please write to:

Community Relations Coordinator Federal Facilities Assessment Branch
Site Assessment and Consultation Unit ATSDR/CDC

Minnesota Department of Health 1600 Clifton Road NE,

625 Robert St. N. Mail Stop E-56

P.O. Box 64975 Atlanta, GA 30333

St. Paul, MN 55164-0975

OR call usat:
MDH at (651) 201-4897 or 1-800-657-3908
(Toll-free call—press "4" on your touch tone phone)
ATSDR/CDC at (404) 639-6070
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Introduction

This Public Health Assessment (PHA) evaluates potential exposures to contaminants found at
the Fridley Commons Well Field superfund site, Fridley, Minnesota,. The Fridley Commons
WEell Field site was proposed by the United States Environmental Protection Agency and the
Minnesota Pollution Control Agency for the National Priorities List (NPL) on September 29,
1998, and was listed on January 19, 1999. Because the siteis listed on the NPL, and pursuant to
the Comprehensive Environmental Response and Liability Act (CERCLA) law, this Public
Health Assessment was conducted.

The subject of this public health assessment is the municipal well field owned and operated by
the of City of Fridley. This document examines contaminated media (water, air and soil),
transport mechanisms and routes of exposure (ingestion, inhalation and dermal contact) to
determine the likelihood of individuals being exposed to contamination. This Public Health
Assessment contains a summary of information obtained from the City of Fridley, Minnesota
Pollution Control Agency (MPCA) and its contractor Barr Engineering Corporation (Barr) and
conclusions and recommendations by the Minnesota Department of Health (MDH). This Public
Health Assessment discusses data and results collected prior to September 1999.

Sitefilereviews and a site visit, form the basis for thisPHA. Health effects that might be
associated with any exposures are also discussed.

BACKGROUND

Site Description and History

The Fridley Commons Park Well Field is a50 acre site with eight public wells (numbered
2,3,4,5,6,7,8,and 9), owned by the City of Fridley. The well field serves a population of
approximately 29,000. The Siteislocated within the city of Fridley, Anoka County, Minnesota,
approximately one mile north-northwest of the intersection of Interstate Highway 694 and
Minnesota State Highway 65 (Figure 1). The Site is approximately one mile east of the
Mississippi River the federally designated Mississippi National River Reach and Recreation
Area, and approximately 0.2 miles northwest of Moore Lake. The Commons Park provides
recreational activities; land use in the area surrounding the Site is mostly residential, with some
areas of commercial and industrial use.

The City could pump from 13 municipal wells. At the Fridley Commons Well Field site, there
are eight municipal water supply wells (wells 2,3,4,5,6,7,8,and 9) and a water treatment plant
(Commons Park Treatment Plant/Plant #1). Wells 2-5 are open to the Mt. Simon Hinkley
aquifer and wells 6-9 are open to the Prairie du Chien-Jordan (PdCJ) aquifer (See Tablel). Water



from Wells 2-8 are blended and treated at Plant #1. Well 9 was taken out of servicein

November 1989 because high concentrations of Trichloroethylene (TCE) were measured (1).
The City aso can operate 4 other wells (wells 1, 10,12, and 13) that are not located at the
Commons Well Field (Figure 1). Well 13 is operated intermittently, but the others are used
routinely. A state-funded evaluation report has indicated that if the contaminant levels remain the
same or increase, the city’ s blended water from Fridley Commons Well Field will exceed the
MCL for TCE when the four contaminated wells (6-9) must be used during periods of peak
demand (1).

Trichloroethylene (TCE) wasfirst detected in Well #9 in 1984. Subsequent tests have revealed
low level VOC contamination of Wells #6 thru #8. Well #9 has consistently had the highest
concentrations of TCE. TCE concentrations found in Well #9 have often been above the
Maximum Contaminant Level (MCL) of 5 micrograms per liter (Fg/L). TCE has been detected
inwell water from: Well #9 at up to 79 Fg/L (4/9/92); Well #8 up to 17 Fg/L(10/3/91); Well #7
up to 29.7 Fg/L (6/9/92); and Well #6 up t0 9.2 Fg/L (11/2/90) (See Figures 2-5). In November
1989, Well #9 was removed from service when blended water from the well field was found to
contain concentrations of TCE abovethe MCL. Sinceall Prairie du Chien-Jordan wellsin the
well field have exhibited TCE contamination, the City has attempted to decrease reliance on
those wells (1). It has been demonstrated that the concentrations of TCE found in wells 6-8 are
generaly related to the pumping volume(1). As pumping increases, so does TCE concentrations
(See Figures 6-8). Figure 9 illustrates that well 9 TCE concentrations remain above the MCL
even though it was taken off linein 1989. It is anticipated that if it is used as a supply well in the
future, the concentration of TCE will return to previous levels. In addition, continued pumping
of wells 6,7, and 8 can potentialy cause higher TCE concentrations to migrate to these wells and
render them unfit for municipal use without treatment.

Table 1
Fridley Commons Park Well Field Wells Specification Table
Well #/Unique|.D. # Water Bearing Formation Well Depth

Well 2/ 206674 Mt. Simon Hinckley 842
Well 3/ 206670 Mt. Simon Hinckley 840
Well 4/ 201158 Mt. Simon Hinckley 830
Well 5/ 206675 Franconia Hinckley 845
Well 6/ 206673 Prairie du Chien-Jordan 250
Well 7/ 206678 Prairie du Chien-Jordan 262
Well 8 / 206669 Prairie du Chien-Jordan 265
Well 9/ 206672 Prairie du Chien-Jordan 262




At the Commons Park Well Field, water from the Mt. Simon Hinkley wells (2,3,4, and 5) are
manifolded together and sent into filters 5,6, and 7 (see Figure 10). Filters 6 and 7 are designed
for removing iron and suspended solids found in the Mt. Simon Hinkley aquifer. Water from the
Jordan wells are manifolded together into filters 1,2,3, and 4. Filters 1-5 contain green sand and
Anthracite which is used to remove dissolved iron and manganese. Water from all wellsin use
are manifolded together (blended) and treated with chlorine and fluoride before being sent to the
ground storage and elevated tank reservoirs for distribution into the municipal system. The
highest concentration of TCE found in the distribution system was 4.9 ug/l on July 7, 1992 at the
Fridley Middle School (1).

Wells 1, 10-12, and 13 are not located at the Commons Well Field (Figure 1). Seefigure 11 for
treatment plant layout for wells 10 and 11 (Lock Park Treatment Plant) and 12 (Treatment Plant
3). Figure 12 illustrates how wells 1, 13, and the New Brighton Water Connection are introduced
to the municipal system. Well 13 (Prairie du Chien-Jordan well) has been contaminated with
TCE, chloroform, and carbon tetrachloride since the late 1980s as noted in a MDH Health
Assessment for Kurt Manufacturing (6). Table 2 contains recent detections of contaminants
found in well 13. (See section Evaluation of Contamination and Exposure for explanation of
HRLs) Well 13 is occasionally used during peak periods in the summer months. Water
appropriations records show that in 1997, 872,000 gallons/year were pumped from this well.
From 1998 through 2000, 53,000, 33,000, and 14,000 gallons were pumped from well 13
respectively. When well 13 isused, it is treated with chlorine and fluoride and pumped directly
into the distribution system. From the distribution system, some municipal water users may
receive mixed water (Commons park and well 13 water). Other users may receive primarily well
13 water with little or no dilution with other water in the system. This may be a problem if well
13 contaminant concentrations increase above drinking water criteria. In any case, exposure to
contaminants in well 13 will be intermittent based on past well use. Since 1997 no additional
VOC data have been located for well 13.

A well needs to be purged of a sufficient amount of water in order to collect reliable water
quality data. Well 13 is not constructed with a discharge/purge valve. Thus every timewell 13is
tested it discharges directly into the distribution system. According to the Fridley Public Works
Director, Jon Haukaas, well 13 will be reconstructed with a discharge valve to allow for more
frequent water quality monitoring. Future use of well 13 will entail collecting aVOC sample
before the well is used and weekly sampling while the well isin use.

The City receives some water from New Brighton via an interconnect when asurplusis
available. During peak usage in the summer, the interconnect does not supply a significant
amount of water to Fridley. Therefore, during the summer monthsit is necessary for the City to
use large amounts of blended water from contaminated wells to maintain supplies (1). Currently
the City is attempting to determine the extent and severity of the TCE contamination, identify
sources of clean water, and review treatment alternative, to meet anticipated need in the future.



Table2

Fridley Well 13 Volatile Organic Compound Detections
Maxi ”?“m Toxicological
Date Compound Contaminant Endpoint
Level (ug/l)
9/6/1995 Carbon tetrachloride 0.4 0.4 5 3 cancer
9/6/1995 cis-1,2dichloroethene 0.5 70 70 blood system
9/6/1995 Chloroform 0.3 100 60 cancer
9/6/1995 Trichloroethylene 1.0 5 30 cancer
10/26/1995 Carbon tetrachloride 0.3 5 3 cancer
10/26/1995 Chloroform 0.1 100 60 cancer
10/26/1995 Trichloroethylene 0.3 5 30 cancer
2/16/1996 Trichloroethylene 0.2 5 30 cancer
5/6/1997 I Chloroform I 0.4 I 100 I 60 I cancer

The Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (MPCA) staff completed a Preliminary Assessment
(PA) that was approved by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) on September 20,
1991. A Screening Site Inspection (SSI) was conducted by MPCA staff on November 5 and 6,
1991. The SSI report, submitted to EPA and approved on July 6, 1992, recommended the Site
for an Expanded Site Inspection (ESI). The Site was added to the State of Minnesota' s
Permanent List of Priorities, or State Superfund List, in June 1992. The 1996 ESI recommended
listing on the NPL and more effort to define the source within the limitations of cost.

The Fridley Commons Well Field was listed as National Priority List (NPL); “superfund” site on
January 19, 1999. The MPCA conducted a responsible party search and submitted their findings
to the EPA. No responsible party has been identified. The MPCA is currently in the process of
applying for federal funds to conduct a site investigation and cleanup.

The remedial investigation and subsequent remedial work necessary at the Site will be conducted
by the MPCA under contract with the EPA. The MPCA has received partia funding from the
EPA to conduct the Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Study. The MPCA will further
investigate whether any responsible parties can be identified.



Site Visit

Lisa Pogoff (MDH Health Educator) and Daniel Pefia (MDH Health Assessor) joined Bob
Smude (MDH Public Water Supply Unit) during one of the quarterly monitoring events at the
city of Fridley municipal water system on May 18, 1999. Water samples were collected at each
of the City’ swater treatment facility effluents: Commons Park Well Field (treatment plant 1),
Locke Park (treatment plant 2), and Treatment plant 3. A tour of each facility was conducted.

Demographics, Land Use, and Natural Resources Use

The City of Fridley occupies 9.906 square milesin Anoka County and has a population of
28,335 (1998 estimate). The Fridley Commons Well Field is surrounded by residential property
(see Figure 13). To south of the Site are Fridley High School and Fridley Community Education
Center. In the southeast corner of the Well Field are Fridley Middle School and Moore Lake (see
Figure 14).

A search of the MDH County Well Index (CWI) identified 15 private domestic wells within a
two mile radius of the Commons Park Well Field (1). Four public supply wells were identified
within atwo mileradius. A public supply well iswell that serves the public but is not a
municipal well. The public wells usually belong to a business, school, or any other entity that
serves the public, but is not aresidence. Fridley High School and Fridley Middle School have
irrigation wells within a 1000 feet of Commons Park Well Field. Both schools have water
appropriation permits from the Minnesota Department of Natural Resources (DNR) to pump
from the Prairie du Chien aquifer. Fridley Middle School is permitted to use up to 6.5 million
galons/year (DNR permit 916160). Fridley High School is permitted to us up to 36 million
galon/year (DNR permit 681184). How the use of these wells contributes to the migration of
contamination toward the Fridley Commons Well Field is not known.

General Regional Issues

A MPCA file search conducted by Barr Engineering Co. has |ocated the following TCE release
sites within atwo mile radius of the site: Boise-Onan-Medtronic, Naval Industrial Reserve
Ordnance Plant (NIROP)/FMC, Kurt Manufacturing, Dealers Manufacturing (1). However, none
of these TCE impacted sites has been established as the source of the contamination at Commons
Park Well Field. It isthought that Kurt Manufacturing has contributed to the TCE and other
potential tetrachloroethylene (PERC) decay products found in the groundwater plume impacting
Fridley well 13 (6). Contaminants of concern associated with Kurt include solvents PERC, 1,1,1-
trichloroethane (TCA), and 1,2-dichloroethane (DCE) (6). Kurt Manufacturing is on the federal
National Priorities List (NPL).

A number of Prairie du Chien-Jordan wells within a2 mile area of the Site have been analyzed



for TCE; and severa haveindications of TCE contamination. Eleven wellsidentified within a
two mile radius are known to be contaminated with volatile organic compounds. The wells
which have TCE contamination include: the Fridley Middle School (irrigation well) adjacent
and southeast of the Site; Stylmark, less than %2 mile northeast of the Site; MPCA #3, greater
than a mile east-southeast of the Site; and Kurt Manufacturing and NIROP both about 1 mile
south-southwest of the Site (see Figure 15). The source of the TCE plume which affects the
Commons Park Well field isunknown. Three Prairie du Chien-Jordan monitoring wells were
drilled in May 1994 in an attempt to identify potential contamination sources (figure 14). TCE
anaysis of water from these wells has been negative.

The Prairie du Chien-Jordan aquifer is believed to flow toward the Mississippi River (west-
southwest) in the area of concern. However, in the vicinity of the Site the Prairie du Chien-
Jordan is believed to contain significant numbers of bedding planes, joints, fractures, and
solution cavities. Proximal location of specific wellsin relation to these geological irregularities
could significantly affect the flow dynamics of a plumein the aquifer. Therefore, the
construction of a groundwater model may be necessary to determine potential TCE reservoirs or
Sources.

Community Involvement

A community relations plan is being drafted for the site by the MPCA which will include plans
for community involvement as required by Superfund policies. MDH will participate and assist
PCA in community involvement activities. MDH received comments from the public on a Draft
Public Health Assessment. These are discussed in a separate section below.

Agency For Toxic Substances and Disease Registry (ATSDR) Involvement

MDH, under a cooperative agreement with the U.S. Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease
Registry (ATSDR), evaluated the public health significance of contamination associated with
Fridley Commons Well Field. More specifically, MDH and ATSDR cooperated to determine
whether health effects are possible and to make recommendations to reduce or prevent possible
health effects. ATSDR, located in Atlanta, Georgia, is afederal agency within the U.S.
Department of Health and Human Services. ATSDR is mandated by the Comprehensive
Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980 as amended by Superfund
Amendments and Reauthorization Act (SARA 1986) to conduct a public health assessment at
each site proposed for or listed on the National Priorities List (NPL). In cooperation with
ATSDR, the Minnesota Department of Health (MDH) has evaluated the public health
significance of Fridley Commons Park Well Field.

Evaluation of Contamination and Exposure

On the basis of MDH’ s review and evaluation of environmenta information collected from the
MPCA Sitefile, MDH records, and a site visit, MDH concludes that the current contaminant
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exposure levels from drinking water do not pose a current public health hazard. MDH has
determined that a complete exposure pathway via drinking water existsfor TCE. TCE
concentrations are monitored along with 41 other volatile organic compounds at Fridley
Municipal Water Treatment Plants as part of their water quality monitoring program. After iron
and manganese are removed from the ground water, chlorine and fluoride are added beforeit is
distributed to approximately 29,000 peoplein Fridley.

Because low levels of TCE have been detected in Fridley municipal water, residents who use this
water are exposed to TCE viaingestion (cooking and drinking), inhal ation (cooking and
bathing), and dermal contact. MDH considers TCE to be a probable human carcinogen. MDH
has a Health Risk Limit (HRL) for TCE of 30 Fg/L. MDH considers cancer risk to be negligible,
when the concentration of a carcinogen in drinking water is at or below the HRL. The
calculation of the HRL assumes that an individual drinks 2 liters of water per day from the
contaminated source. A negligible cancer risk is defined by MDH as 1 or fewer additional cases
of cancer in 100,000 individuals exposed for alifetime. MCLSs, on the other hand, are maximum
concentrations of hazardous chemicals alowed by federal law in municipal drinking water. The
HRLs are strictly health based. MCL calculations also factor in chemical specific characteristics
such as detection limits and ease/cost of treatment. In the case of TCE, the MCL (5 Fg/L) isless
than the HRL. Sometimes the HRL is lower than the MCL for the same reasons mentioned
above.

HRLs for contaminants classified as non-carcinogens are assumed to have thresholds below
which thereis not risk. They are calculated from a“reference dose” which isadaily ingestion
rate that is safe for the general population including sensitive subgroups, such as children, the
elderly, and the immune compromised. For these chemicals a “relative source contribution
factor” is also used because not all of an individual’ s exposure to some types of contaminants
comes only from drinking contaminated water. Other pathways, such as inhalation, skin contact,
or eating food containing the contaminant can aso contribute to the amount of individual
exposure. For non-carcinogens thisis directly accounted for through the “relative source
contribution factor.” HRLs for contaminants which may be associated with an increased cancer
risk in humans (including TCE and CCl,) do not include this factor in the HRL calculation.
However, cancer risks and other assumptions used to calculate HRL s are upper bound estimates
which likely overstate risks. 1n addition, the carcinogenicity of TCE is aso currently being re-
evaluated, and there is some scientific debate as to whether or not it is a carcinogen.

Studies have shown that exposure to VOCs in drinking water through inhalation or skin contact
during such activities such as showering, bathing, or washing dishes can be significant in certain
situations. Theratio of inhalation uptake versus direct ingestion of contaminated water has been
estimated to be as high as 6:1 (McKone 1989) or as low as lessthan 1:1 (Lindstrom and Pleil
1996). A variety of variables influence uptake making accurate estimates very difficult. These
variables include such things as water temperature, size of the shower enclosure, the type of
shower head used, length of time spent in the shower, and the ventilation rate. Several studies
have demonstrated that simply ventilating the shower stall can greatly reduce the estimated
exposure to VOCs in shower air (McKone and Knezovich 1991; Aggarwal 1994).



Agency for Toxic Substance and Disease Registry (ATSDR) Child Health Initiative

ATSDR’s Child Health Initiative recognizes that the unique vulnerabilities of infants and children
make them of special concern to communities faced with contamination of their water, soil, air, or
food. Children are at greater risk than adults from certain kinds of exposures to hazardous
substances. Often health risk calculations, including the MCLs and HRL s, do not include values
for children. They are shorter than adults, which means they breathe heavy vapors that may
collect close to the floor. Children are also lighter, resulting in higher doses of chemical exposure
per body weight. The developing organ systems of children can sustain permanent damage if
toxic exposures occur during critical growth stages. Most importantly, children depend
completely on adults for risk identification and management decisions, housing decisions, and
access to medical care.

At the present time, child exposure to levels of VOCsin excess of MCLs is not occurring from
municipal water. Exposure of children to TCE in drinking water at levels below the MCLsis
likely occurring at most residences. However, as stated above, MDH believes that the TCE MCL
is conservative and protective of human health, including children.

Current Pathways

Air (indoor): No TCE indoor air data has been collected. It islikely that inhalation of TCE would
occur mostly while showering, and to a lesser extent while bathing. Factors like water
temperature, room size, TCE water concentrations, and whether the water is standing or sprayed
will influence TCE inhalation exposure. Because the TCE water concentrations are considerably
below the TCE HRL, exposure to TCE viainhalation is not a current health hazard.

Soil: Thisis not arelevant pathway for the Commons Well Field site.

Groundwater: Contaminated groundwater results in ingestion and dermal contact with TCE.
Cooking, cleaning, and drinking, municipal water from Commons Park Well Field and Well 13
will result in TCE exposure. Because the TCE municipal water concentrations are well below the
TCE HRLSs, current exposure is not of health concern. Any additive effects of other contaminants
detected in Well 13 are not a health concern if the well is pumped and mixed with other water or
if the water is used unmixed based on current contaminant concentrations and well use.

Potential Future Pathways: If future activities at Commons Park Well Field include excavation
within the contaminant plume or source area(s), exposures may occur viainhalation of soil gases
and/or dermal contact.

In general, potential future pathways will remain the same as they are now (ingestion, inhalation,
and dermal contact). Concentrations of contaminants could increase above the MCLs and HRLs
in the future, resulting in a possible health risk. Another future exposure scenario isvia



volatilization of soil gases from source areas into nearby buildings. However, no source areas
have been identified.

Public Comments

In December 2000 MDH released a Draft Public Health Assessment (DPHA) for this site. The
Public Comment Period lasted from December 2000 to January 30, 2001. In al, 4 comment
|etters were received from the following :

Jon Haukaas, Public Works Director for the City of Fridley

Bart Biernat, Environmental Health Specialist, Anoka County MN

Sheri Bianchin, Remedia Project Manager, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
Niles, Fellows, Project Manager Site Response Section, Minnesota Pollution Control

Agency (PCA)

Several changes were made to the Draft Public Health Assessment (DPHA) in response to these

comments. The bulk of the comments received were incorporated in this draft and helped improve
the accuracy of various points regarding Fridley Commons Well Field Superfund site. Comments
were received from the City of Fridley, Anoka County, and PCA questioning the emphasis on
well 13 even though it is not part of the Fridley Commons Well Field. However, MDH believes
that an evaluation of Fridley Commons needs to include a more general discussion of water
quality and water wells serving the City of Fridley. A review of the Fridley municipal water
quality data and distribution system, showed that city well 13 is contaminated with low levels of
VOCs. Well 13 is pumped directly into the distribution system without chemical treatment. MDH
determined that well 13 is sporadically used and is not monitored regularly. MDH is concerned
that well 13 water quality could worsen without notice under these conditions. City officials have
since agreed to additional monitoring at well 13.

Comments regarding the need for new replacement wells or the use of treatment technologies to
remove TCE were received from the City of Fridley and the PCA. Although the DPHA discussed
the potential need for replacement wells, it did not exclude the use of treatment technologies as a
possible solution. In general MDH does not make treatment or remedial recommendationsin
PHAs. However, more discussion regarding the potential use of treatment technologies to
remove TCE from contaminated wells was included in this draft. Neither a Remedial
Investigation nor Feasibility Study have been conducted for the Fridley Commons Well Field.
The PCA isin the process of securing funding from the U. S. Environmental Protection Agency
to further investigate the site.



Conclusions

On the basis of MDH'’ s evaluation of available environmental information collected during the
Preliminary Assessment (PA), Screening Site Inspection (SSI), Expanded Site Inspection (ESI),
and areview of MPCA site files, MDH reached the following conclusions and assigned public
health conclusion categories.

MDH determined that Fridley Commons Park Well Field and Well 13 drinking water pose no
current human health hazard. However, the potential for contaminants to the exceed the MCL s at
anytimeis possiblein well 13 and to alesser extent at Fridley Commons Park Well Field effluent.

Conclusions Continued
. WEells 6,7,8, and 9 are similar in depth and are relatively close to each other.

. Well 9 was taken out of servicein November 1989 because of high concentrations of
Trichloroethylene (TCE), but could be used in the future if atreatment system isinstalled.

. Continued pumping of well 6,7, and 8 may render them unusable without treatment if the
TCE plume continues to be influenced by their pumping. These wells are currently
contaminated with low levels of TCE.

. The Commons Park Treatment Plant design allows for maximum mixing of contaminated
well water (wells 6,7,and 8) with uncontaminated well water (wells 2-5).

. Fridley Well 13 (not in the Commons Well Field) is contaminated with TCE, carbon
tetrachloride, and cis-1,2-dichloroethylene. However, water has not exceeded any MCLs
or HRLs.

. Well 13 is pumped directly into the distribution system without treatment for VOCs

. Based on discussions with the City of Fridley Water Supervisor, well 13 will be
monitored for VOC contaminants before it is used and monitored weekly whilein use
starting in 2002.

. A comprehensive well receptor survey has not been conducted.

. It has not been determined if any notification of possible contamination has been sent to
private well ownersidentified in within amile of the site.
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Recommendations and Public Health Action Plan

. If VOC concentrations increase above acceptabl e standards making blending no longer
practical, either an alternate source of water needs to be located or treatment may need to
be employed in order to assure that no unacceptable exposures of contamination are
occurring.

. A comprehensive well receptor survey for private wells within aone mile radius of the
site, identification of current well water use, and notification of well owners of possible
contamination should be done.

. A discharge valve should be placed on well 13to allow water quality monitoring without
pumping directly into the distribution system.

. WEell13 should be sampled for VOCs, and results reviewed prior to pumping water into the
distribution system.

. Areasin the distribution system most likely to receive undiluted well 13 water should be
identified.

. A wellhead protection plan should be done for all the wellsin the Fridley water system.

. Contingency plans should be made to determine how long water reservoirs/reserves will
last if wells 6,7,8, and 13 are shut down because of increased contaminant levels.

This Public Health Assessment was prepared by:

Daniel F. Pefia

Health Assessor

Site Assessment and Consultation Unit
Environmental Surveillance and Consultation Section
Minnesota Department of Health
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Air Soil and Water

Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act
Contaminants of concern

County Well Index

U. S. Environmental Protection Agency

Federal Safe Drinking Water Act

Health Risk Limits

Maximum Contaminant Levels

Minnesota Department of Health

Microgram per Liter

Minnesota Environmental Response And Liability Act
Minnesota Pollution Control Agency

Minimal Risk Levels

Minnesota Well Code

National Priority List

Tetrachloroethylene

Public Health Assessment

Parts Per Million

Resource Conservation And Recovery Act

Record of Decision

Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act
Soil Reference Values

Semivolatile organic compounds
Trichloroethylene

Volatile Organic Compounds
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(AOC)
(A,SW)
(ATSDR)
(CERCLA)
(COC)
(CWI)
(EPA)
(FSDWA)
(HRLS)
(MCL)
(MDH)
(Fo/l)
(MERLA)
(MPCA)
(MRL)
(MWC)
(NPL)
(PERC)
(PHA)
(ppm)
(RCRA)
(ROD)
(SARA 1986)
(SRVY9)
(SVOC)
(TCE)
(VOCs)



Figures

14



Mississippl River

-

&
.

|
J
1 E _i,- 17— Fi
i , ! I—'jlllcp!
E I
Interconnection : !
A City of Fridley Wells J e =
I i feAghy
D e i Columbia || Heights
V77 Commons Park I=
e ity Boundary \ i
0 3000 6000 Feet
N ee—

A

7/
FRIDLEY 1

[ 1 0 - -

!
L T
FRIDLEY 12
fa
Mounds
1 Wiew
""H-H-'* -
‘FR!DLEY 10,11
[Locke Pork Treatrmeant)
/ 63rd Ave. Station
New Brighto
! Interconnect

MNew
Brighion

11 -y ‘erII-II-"-"

N

o |

Figure 1

Location Map

Fridley Commans Park Well Field

Adopled fom Refarence |




sajeg o|duweg

_._ﬂ i i1 t

bl ...ﬂ i i
nmﬂéwm - .w iy

i
R Tl A

£661-8861 SUONEIUAIUOD 3D 9 |[BM SUoWWoD Asjpld

Z aanbi4

BN suo LAY 301

i



sajeq

] s T - A TR - S
f_...p..um_.nﬁ/__ﬁ#_.v__ _&._..a. ._0!_.._ h.w.f ¢ﬂ ._;__((..,_ g S /J..“_._u[..,_ /.__._&u.nv .,._G__,_..A

» ..,._vf B
&

S e LA
& ..__.._ﬂ_ﬂ ...__.wv_uw ..___.___n..._ﬂ_ A._Au_ﬂ \E&_ A.__nuﬂ_ _M_E_ _/ww_“u_ (ﬂﬂ !A%...

Z661-8861 SUONRHUOIUOYD JOL L I|9M Suowwo) Aejpliy ¢ eunBiy




Jo1@

soieg adwes

T T e - X

./.f..._\
i
5
W

N w
SRR

3 0 i 3
= W oy i) N ™
I A L)
E B b N

i

Z661-8861 SUOHEHUIOUOD JDL 8 [I9M SUOWILIOY A3|plid

t aun

/AN SUONEQUIAN0TY 731




sejeq adwes

& % KEIN -
.@%@@%% RONON ,% Vol %.@ RS NS
%ﬁ%%%zﬁﬂ%%% %%% %%@% & T

z,,m_y ﬁz@v

%%v Stels® %%

e i

(/6n) suopenuasuosg 391

Z661-8861 suopenuasuo) 391 6 lI9M suowwod Aejpui4 G ainB4

TTTET T T TR ITT



—EIIlIIlIIIIIlllllllllllIllIlllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllilllll‘

3oL @ BLUNOA JBlBM — - 7 _

ol |

| UEP-20 aa0-20 ACP- 40 1020 dag-L0 firg-z0 inr-aa TRy A2 -0 EW-E0 usp-LE uer-,0
m 00—+t = A S S PR M == — 0
_ . W e § et S ;l; ® 4t e - - EFJ
_ _ ng=10MN _ = st 43 P .
| e CIN | || I e =& >
Y TN ] =L ] || - o000t §
| | x.m\_. | \\\ 2 .,......z. b a ! ..m..u.,.u.\ | m-
O | L T | . _ - 000002 <
Booer | _ _ =
m 00 _ . _ m _
P
qN _ _ _ _ | m m_
._HI._“.. 005 — _ m _ | . 00000+ m:
— | | | |
mu.. _ _ _ | w
= 009 o “ . o
S % | | I | - 000005
s : - . | _
| _E..mu.. 00L 7 | _ | _ .M |
= 7 7 | | | — 000009 &
Q08 | | Q
| _ _ | _ m
| | | | | 000002
. 006 | | . | | £
| “ m _ _ _ _ [ [ _
0001 — ; ; | S P | i = o) - _ e I | 000008

66 |-SOWN|OA J81BM A|UIUOW 9 |[oM g aunbi




(7/6n) uonenuaouo) IOL

_
_l 301 @ ownjopselem —i— \;

oull |
uBp-Z0 oBQ-Z0 ADP-10 120-20 dag-|0 Bny-zo [nr-20 unp-Lg Ae-z0 sdy-10 mW-z0 Lep-| g uer-10
00 i - i T T T & | T
||||| - — — A |.| 1 5 [ el oot Pty RS coy Iettoe) EEteon petteam wetan: o o e e e B —
00} Bn g = _ | _ | =
v m|._u__ﬂ_ ﬂ / = o | c/ I 00000} &
| _ _“ -l < =
002+ | | T -
I I | + 000002*< |
008 + “ ® /] I =
00Y- | O m\ -+ 00000€ @
n J|-J|I|h%|1|-l|1|1m m
005 | | - 00000 =
| |
. | | 3
009 __ | @
| + 00000S =g
h [ | “. e
ooL+ | | | B 3 |
. | -+ 000009 &g
008+ | Q
| 1 Q
006 - - 00000£ =
| | i
0'00} - — _ - L 000008
266 L-SaWnN|OA Ja1eM AJUOIN £ I8 M £ 9unBy




(7/6n) uonenusduod 301

—
00—
ﬁecﬁ:w mw -

002 h
ﬁwami m

0'0Y - w|ﬁ
ﬁwomi W
009 |

0'0L + m %
008 |
006 | |
000k -—— ——

AR ba0-20 dag-10

—3/Bn g =70W

c66 L-SBWN|OA J8jepp Ajyiuop g |18

E

JL @

(o Auuopy

o]

fny-20

N

[r-g0

[RLETl W

|
_.||1| B

7
o
|

ABM-EO
| _ -
At

T
T, _

Jdy-1i

M

2 9u4nbr

IBAED LUer- g WEP- LG
e & ’
_ ﬁ - 000004
7 e
| m i 000002
|
| i 7 00000€
| ] _ 00000%
7 o
7 “ _ 00000
| 7 000009
7 _ 00000/
' 000008

OWN|OA J91BAA AJUIUOW

-

Lun

O
D

| (reb) p




(7/6n) uonenusdu0) 3O L

= e s = . |-|_
— J01L @  swnjop solep — A 7 “

owll |
uBP-z0 a8g-zo ADN-L0) 190-20 dag-10 Bny-zo Inr-20 unp-1g Aew-z0 1dy-1g JBN-20 uep-1g uep-1g
I S Y IR (A AW S K S U (S 9 I N - S N D .l_wl- 1

0oL | wns=1om | 000004 S
. | - |
002+ | | | =|
" __ - 000002 <

0°0€ -+ =
| | | Q

| | -+ 00000

0'0v-| I €
| . “ | aﬂ“ |

| o

005+ | | + 00000% =

. | i 3

09+ | o _

0'09 ® | | -+ 000005 —g

._ ﬁ | =

0'0L-+ | -

__ x. -+ 000009 &

008+ || o S
. | Q

sogl | | | | 000002
| | | | |
0001 - = _ 000008 |

2661-SOWN|OA JoJBA AIUIOW 6 oM 6 aunbu |




n anuyy sad suoeo=wdd
| Auoedeq Bnoy =,

_ Aporden ubisag =,
> . WCb poz'L-000" | ./,
_ « udB SN; _ _T.
| wajshg Mmool _ IBY14 Aoy B ues Loaig || [4
/ \_I L 431114 / .
v o d
- yue ) abeioig _ |_ % - - 3
paieas|q uo|eb pon'ong “ | vo WEB 0OZ'L-000" L Y
_ . wdb goz'| __,_..

|
| 2
]
_- o __ 19114 Aoy B pues uenug ||
) |
\ ] !

z 2l ]

-

[ | i
\/
o o ]
__
_ \ /; .v wdB 0oz’ 1-000' | I/,_
4 - _ . WwdB poz'L T
..l|_| | 112 snR AUy g puBs uaaln !

/ \ ¢ 1oyl

sdwng
_\1/ 7 Jas00g soinag _

/N[ - wdb (aosy) 05207 |\

Y S s )

A
T =
Yoo, WwdB goz'L-o00't |

UBIH aynu Jad
/M\ suo|ed 00oz-2 + f _ 45
« Wdb0oz|
< _ I3 91DEIYIUY 9 DUES BRI ¢

|48 UHID N BnE g
B 11EM
S

11858 USILT ) BB

v
Y - 1
m I __ 814 SpeIgUY %w%m uaaey | _...|||
/ \ # 1914 N \ L T

L __m?___.

T

[FA4 LS 1 By

9 [1=A

L3

(paso|D Allewion)
anjep
liEan AspEuH Ui 18

G T19M

[IE A AD LI LOWNg

)i

?mao_m__rc._bz”_ ﬂ__m?__,
 @ARA L. -

[T, AL DL 1y

__- nonssey abeioig punoig uoieb po0'000'E /
[ . wdB poz'| |
Jewayos T _, | owapues aa—
| / 2 ;
Jue|d juswieal] yied suowwod || A e
Ka|pii4 10 Al . < .
IPL4 JO0 A9 _ a\ ,,_ v WwdB 00z L-000'L y
i » wdb gpz*L by
| 134 pueg __A

\ Vi Lod /

0L @inbi

1A

['2as AETLIH Lo 1

Z [12A8

-
ik




aynulyy Jed sugjleo=wd
Aoeden |enoy =,
foeden uBiseq =,

wajsfe

MO 01

wayshs o

«» WwdB 00Z' L-000'1
. wdB poz'L

MO 0

18}l eyoRIjLY B
Y pueg usslg)
Z 18|14
«» wdb pogl
.l £l Enm _D_U_m_. _-
lajinby ueplop
AN =1
« Wdb p0zZ'1-000'L
. wdb poz'L
18}|l4 ajoeIyUy
7 PUES Uaals)
AR T
€ Jue|d Jusuneal] Ae|plid Jo AjID
« Wwdb p0z'1-000'L
. wdb poz'y
19|14 ayorIyUY « Wdb pos-008
B puBS usalD) ‘ « Wwdb poo'yL
Z 4314 | _ Jaynby uepiop
_ ARERN
TS wdb _U_u_mu_n_ﬁ._m
: : . wdb oo’
v wdB 00Z'1-000'}
i wdb QQN.F L@m_jﬂ.{. ”_L._._D
18|14 epoBIyIUY 0L lIem
¥ pUES usals
L a4

SII9M PUE jUB|d 19313 Yied 8007 As|plid J0 AJiD

L} aanBig




ainuy Jed suoes=wwdb
floeden |eroy =,
_ Apoedeny ubisag =,

oues ., wdBopg

wasig U M5 - wdb gos
lashs Mmool - - e - - JIajinby uepiap
pa@lliin uaIya Np auieid
L [laan

siaduing pueg

.. wdb ppg-ag2
wssis wasis u| 4 B . . wdB gpg
slE|paLIau| o < PRl 1ainby
AaMUIH Lowng iy
—. _._J._}:..__.

uoneg
191S00Q BNUBAY DIDY < E
1B LWaSAS MO D)

100UUS T Js1Eps UoyBug ma

_ A9IpLid J0 A1) 8y | 1o} J2jepn [edIDIUN [EUCHIPPY JO ohewayss _

Zleinbi4




Figure 13

- l 7 JFRIDLEY
L
[ L 1 i}
! o
: =
X . |
i Ll _:L L =
=
- e
Frdiey '
Commons = =
Well Field
ey o
| .
! ; Z o, | B
e = Eils
Zening Desygnations: _Acrey Percent:
=4 | ___|R1 _Cna Family Unis igRgas 3764
i | ] R-2 -Twa Family Units 87.10 1.35
!E; f'__'__| R-3 . Ganerzl Multiple Units 257 o8 4403
RETER- | T R4 - Kobde Home Parks 4042 063
i | | Sl PUD - Ptanned Unit Development 867 0.9
| EEE S-1 - Hyde Park Neighborh sod 4465 060
RGtEE| | Z=38-2 - Redevelopment District 5931 082




Figure 14
Fridley Commons Well Field Site
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Figure 15
Prairie Du Chien/Jordan

"1 Voc Water Quality Data




Appendix A
Comments Received During Public Comment Period

15



CITY OF
FRIDLEY

)63

FRIDLEY MUNICIPAL CENTER = 6431 UNIVERSITY AVE. N.E. FRIDLEY, MN 55432 » (612) 571-3450 » FAX (612) 571-1287
December 18, 2000 PW00-129

Ms. Rita Messing, Supervisor

Site Assessment and Consultation Unit
Environmental Health Division

P O Box 64975

St Paul, MN 55164-0975

Subject:  Public Health Assessment for the Fridley Commeons Park Well Field

Dear Ms. Messing:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the above report. The report clarifies several concerns
regarding the health hazard of TCE exposure. However, the report also seems to be using several incorrect
assumptions and has not provided complete or realistic action items.

The report seems to assume that Fridley’s well 9 has been permanently abandoned. This is not the case.
Well 9 has been temporarily taken out of service due to the contamination concerns only until a method
of treatment can be putin place. The report also does not take into account increase water demand due to
the population and commercial/industrial growth the City is experiencing, Growth will certainly require
increased pumping of the wells which in turn may lead to increased concentrations of TCE rendering
these additional existing wells unusable. This will only compound the problem in the future.

There is alot of analysis in the report regarding well 13, Well 13 is not in the Commons Park Well Field and
is only used during peak summer demand periods. Treatment of the existing wells 6-9 at the Commons
Park Well Field would allow increased economic production of finished water and reduce or eliminate
the need for injecting the raw water from well 13 into our system.

The first public health action item states the need tofind alternate sources ot water ‘This item is unrealistic
ina fully developed community such as Fridley. There is no available space to drill additional wells into the
Prairie du Chien-Jordan aquifer within the Commons Park water complex with any assurance of
contacting a clean source. The Mt. Simon-Hinkley formation is protected by state statute limiting its use.
This leaves using surface water as the remaining local alternative. The City of Minneapolis is already using
the Mississippi River downstream of Fridley as its sole source of water and the City of St. Paul uses the
Mississippi River upstream of Fridley to replenish their Lake Vadnais reservoir. These two major
metropolitan areas are already heavily drawing from a limited source and experiencing increased TCE in
the River. In addition, the Mississippi River, as a surface body of water, has been identified as being
extremely vulnerable to future contamination.
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December 18, 2000
Page 2

The biggest concern the City of Fridley has with the Assessmentis the lack of discussion of treatment. The
BARR study (1997) identifies several alternatives including treatment. The use of granular activated carbon
filters is the best alternative presented for treatment of sufficient volumes of potable water. Full well
utilization may then provide partial or even total remediation benefits to the aquifer.

Please review your findings and provide a more accurate and complete conclusion to this report. [ am
available at your convenience to discuss the report. Please contact me at 763-572-3550.

Sincerely,

Y 74—

Jon H. Haukaas
Public Works Director

JHH:cz



Anocka County Comments Regarding
Community Health and Public Health Assessment of Fridley Commons

f;;"’;‘;':::&“ Service Department | park Well Field, Fridley, Anoka County, Minnesota
: (CERCLIS NO. MND985701309) [Draft far Public Comment
]

January 5, 2001

On December 8, 2000 the Anoka County Community Health and Environmental Services Department
received the draft Public Health Assessment of Fridley Commeons Park Well Field, Fridley, Anoka County,
Minnesota (CERCLIS NO. MND985701309) from Rita B. Messing (Supervisor of the Site Assessment
and Consultation Unit of the Minnesota Department of Health). Messing indicated that the draft is
available for public comment until January 26, 2001.

To make this Public Health Assessment efficacious for local agencies, Anoka County offers the following
comments and recommendations.

< General Comments

The Public Health Assessment (PHA) title indicates a focus on the Commons Park well field but the report
addresses contamination of well #13 that is over a mile from the study site. The contaminants identified

in the well indicate that it is not related to the contamination on the site. In fact, one of the five
recommendations in the assessment addresses well #13 alone. RECOMMENDATION: The document's
title should reflect the content such as: Public Health Assessment of Fridley Municipal Water System and
Commons Park Well Field, Fridley, Anoka County, Minnesota (CERCLIS NO. MNDS85701308)

% Specific Comments

Page 1; Paragraph 1

The PHA indicates that there are eight "active” wells (2-9) in the Fridley Commons Park Well Field. In
another part of the section the PHA states that well #9 was "taken out of service in November 1989."
RECOMMENDATION: References to the wells should indicate that there are seven active wells (wells 2,
3,4, 5 6,7, and B) and one inactive well (well 3),

Page 1; Paragraph 2

The PHA states that the city "operates” eight wells (wells 2-9) although #9 is out of service.
RECOMMENDATION: The sentence could be altered to state that eight municipal water supply wells, a
water treatment plant, and a 500,000 gallon water tower tank is located on the site.

Page 3; Paragraph 1

The PHA indicates that Well #13 has been vulnerable to contamination and in Table-1 lists selected dates
when contaminants were found in the well. Table-1 indicates that a contaminant was last found in the
well on May 8, 1997. From the manner in which the report presents water quality information - we are led
to assume that testing has not been performed for over three years. Furthermore, the PHA makes
conclusions and recommendation that question current monitoring without providing information.
RECOMMENDATION: Greater detail should be provided regarding the current monitoring and an
“evaluation of exposure” should be performed to lay the groundwork for the PHA conclusions and
recommendations regarding well #13 monitoring.




Comments Regarding Public Health Assessment of Fridley Commons Park Well Field Page 2

Page 4; Paragraph 7

The two irrigation wells at the school are described as “public” wells. Minnesota rules defines a public
water supply as a system that is regulated under chapter 4720. RECOMMENDATION: Irrigation-only

wells should not classified as a public wells. The paragraph should identify the number of public water
supply wells plus the irrigation-only wells.

Page 5, Paragraph 3

The PHA states that Fridley Middle School has a well that contains TCE. The well is not identified as
irrigation well in this paragraph.

RECOMMENDATION: The reference to Fridley Middle School well should properly identify it as an
irrigation well so that there is no misunderstanding regarding student exposure as a drinking water
source.

Also

RECOMMENDATION: The discussion of the lack of contaminants found in the monitoring wells should
include some explanation that this may be the result of construction and placement of the wells.

Page 9; Paragraph 4

The PHA makes a statement regarding the complexity of the hydrogeological setting that may make it
cost prohibitive to locate the TCE source. We object to this conclusive statement included in an
assessment of risk to public health. The potential to identify the source of TCE contamination is not
dependent on hydrogeological investigation alone. Some investigation methods, which go into greater
depth of the history of land-use and source identification (e.g., locating and evaluating abandoned wells),
are cost effective. Further, the final conclusion shouldn't be needlessly pessimistic.
RECOMMENDATION: The paragraph should be deleted.

Fage 9, Paragraph 5

The section title (Public Health Action Plan) implies that the PHA has determined the necessary actions to
protect public health instead of recommendations as stated in the Forward section.
RECOMMENDATION: the title should be changed to represent the following items as recommendations.

Page 9; Paragraphs 6 and 10

The two bullet recommendations that alternative sources and water safety plan for wells 6, 7, 8, and 13
are compatible and should be combined. The City has prepared a mandatory Emergency and Water
Conservation Plan that could be expanded to address a potential water supply shortage from the
contamination. RECOMMENDATION: The two bullet recommendations should be combined to
recommend that consideration be given to amending the existing Fridley Emergency and Water
Conservation Plan to respond to the loss of wells 6, 7, 8, and 13 by contamination.

Page 9; Paragraph 7

The PHA recommends that a comprehensive well receptor survey for private wells and notification of
owners of possible contaminated wells be performed within & 1-mile radius of the site. The Minnesota
Department of Health has primary responsibility for the construction, use and safety of private water wells.
And, MDH is the primacy agency for the federal Safe Drinking Water Program. RECOMMENDATION:
The recommendation be changed to indicate that the MDH should seek the advice and cooperation the
city utilities department and the county health department in locating private well owners within 1-mile of
the site and notifying them of the possible contamination to their well.

d i i a L.+ i om abid 2 e RN e 1l L e B kAT b T - 1
$ U  Be AR e e g TR e e e B & e ol 1 e
A R i s A e ; R e el TR e g e R i meAteL ¢
= '*'-':._J”;‘".-f"- twiat e o s 'pﬂ'.'.‘""’-rf‘:'u EhE I REE > e I{J’.'='=-1.f-_"‘9""‘.-’-‘ﬂ'- L et 5 SR A 'r:'*}' At b, .’5‘_
ki N g i 7 ks “ e - T Tacey s T A oy e e




Comments Regarding Public Health Assessment of Fridley Commons Park Wel! Field

Page 2

Fage &; Paragragh &

The PHA recommends that wel %13 maonitoring sheuld be increased if it is not adequate.
RECOMMENDATION: The PHA should summarize monitoring activities that are currently taking place.
The PHA should delermine whether current monitoring is adeguate and recommend any changes to

enhance public health protestion.

Page 9; Paragraph 9

Tne PHA recommends that areas that receve undiluted well #13 water should be identified  The PHA
goes not indicate purpose of such an inventory. We believe that the intent (in part) of the
recommendation 1s to respond to 2 contamination emergency, RECOMMENDATION: The bullet
recommendation should be combined witn paragraph & and 10 to recommend that corsiderslion be glven
te amending the existing Fridiey Emergency ang Water Conservaton Plan to respond fo the loss of wells
4.7, 8, and 13 by contarmination.

The Department’'s comments were sent ta:

Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry

Division of Health Assessment and Consuliation

Attn: Chief, Program Evaluation, Records, and Information Services Branch. E-56
1800 Clifton Road, NE

Atlanta, Georgiz 30333

Community Relations Coordinator

Site Assessment and Consultation Unit
mMinnesols Department of Health

121 East Seventh Place, Suite 220

St Paul, MN 55164-D575

John Haukaas
City of Fridiey
6431 University Avenue NE

Fridley, MN 55432



A S " UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
N ¢ W REGION 5
R
2 M § 77 WEST JACKSON BOULEVARD
% g CHICAGO. IL 60604-3590
4}*{ PRt

REFLY T THE ATTENTION OF

SR-6J

CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Mr. Danicl Pena

Health Assessor

Site Assessment and Consultation Unit

Environmental Surveillance and Consultation Section
Minnesota Department of Health

121 East Seventh Place. Suite 220

P.O. Box 64975

St. Paul, MN 35164-0973

February 21, 2001

RE: Comments on the Public Release Health Assessment;
Frndley Commons Municipal Well Ficld. National Prionities List
Superfund Site: Fridley, Minnesota

Dear Mr. Pena:

On behalf of the United States Environmental Protection Agency (UL.S. EPA), | have reviewed
the Public tHealth Assessment Report for the Fndley Commons Well Field Park dated October
3%, 2000, and provide the enclosed comments. Thank vou for the opportunity to provide these
comments. and thank vou for your flexibility in providing me a time extension so that I could
complete my review, Although vour cover letter states that comments should be directed 1o Lisa
Pogoff, of vour agency. I was later informed that the comments should be directed to your
ATTENTIOn.
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I hope you will find these comments useful. Please call me at (312) 886-4745, if you need
further clarification or would like to discuss this matter further.

Sincerely,

: 2 :
Sheri L. Bianchin
Remedial Project Manager
Remedial Response Section #3

cc: Nile Fellows, MPCA
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ENCLOSURE

L.S. EPA’ s Comments to the Public Release Health Assessment -
Fridley Commons Municipal Well Field

1. Page 1, Introduction.

It 1s recommended that the following information be included in the introduction in order to
explain the reason that the Health Assessment was conducted.

As 1s explained further in th.lS report, the Fndley Park Municipal Well Field site was proposed by
the United States Environmental Protection Agency and the Michigan Department of
Environmental Quality for the National Priorities List on September 29, 1998, and was listed on
January 19, 1999. Because the site is listed on the NPL, and pursuant to the Comprehensive
Environmental Response and Liability Act (CERCLA) law, this Health Assessment is being
conducted.

2. Page 1, Background Site Description and History, third paragraph.

Add the following to the text. All of these wells (#6 - #9) are completed in the Prairie Du Chien
Aquifer. ;. -

3. Page 1, Background, Site Description and History.

It would be more beneficial to the reader, if the discussion on top of page 3, regarding the other 5
wells that the city operates were moved up in the discussion and included in paragraph 2 which
begins as follows: “The city operates 8§ municipal wells ....” This way it will be clear that the
cily operates 13 municipal wells in total.

4. Page 1, Background, Site Description and Hi's'tury.

Please discuss the geographic location and distances of the wells in the Commons Park Well
Field, and the other municipal wells.




5. Page 1, Background Site Description and History.

If known, explain the ground water monitoring sampling program utilized by the Fridley
municipality, and whether it is consistent with the requirements of the Safe Drinking Water Act.
Suggested language is as follows: “Because the Fridley Commons Well Field and supplemental
wells are regulated under the Safe Drinking Water Act, these wells are required to be and are
monitored on a regular basis. At present, the City’s monitoring program consists of collection of
a representative sample of water from each well on a quarterly basis and analyzed for....”
Additionally, it is not clear if Well #9 is still sampled. Please include this fact in the discussion if
it is known.

6. Page 3, Background Site Description and History.

When Fridley Well 13 is mentioned, please mention that it is open to the Prairie Du Chien
Aquifer. Although this information is available on Figure 12, it would be more useful to also
include it in the text.

7. Page 3, Background, Site Description and History.

The text states that “[o]ther residence[s] may received primarily Well 13 may receive little or no
dilution with the other water in the system.” If it 1s known, state whether any treatment such as
chlorine and fluorine are added to the water that is pumped directly into the distribution system.

Although it is implied, this information is not readily apparent from Figure 12. + ~ ~

8. Page 3, Background, Site Description and History, Table 2.

If available, discuss how often Well #13 is sampled. If more recent sampling results are
available, please include it in Table 2,
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9. Page 4, Background, Site Description and History.
Include the following information.

The remedial investigation and subsequent remedial work necessary at the Site will be conducted
by the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (MPCA) under contract with the United States
Environmental Protection Agency. The MPCA has received some federal partial funding from
the U.S. EPA in order to conduct the Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Study so that a
remedy can be studied and selected, if needed. The MPCA will also investigate whether any
responsible parties can be identified.

10. Page 4, Demographics, Land Use, and Resources Use.

If known, state whether any of the private wells have been sampled.

11. Page 4, Site Visit.

The text states “ ... during one of the quarterly monitoring events ..."” Please clarify, if known,
more specificity regarding the quarterly monitoring events. For example, discuss what wells are
sampled. and for what they are sampled.

12. Page 5, General Regional Issues, second paragraph.

The text states that “.._.only a few have indications of TCE contamination.” This statement
appears lo be somewhat contradictory to the available data. It appears from review of site
information, that any ground water contamination detected has originated in the Prairie du Chien-
Jordan Aquifer. If this is not true, then disregard the comment.

13. Page 6. Evaluation of Contamination and Exposure.

The text states that the Minnesota Department of Health concludes that the current contamination
exposure levels from drinking water do not pose a current puhlsc health hazard. Please clarify
up to what level would not be considered a public health hazard.

14. Page 6, Evaluation of Contamination and Exposure.

The text states that after the ground water is treated, it is distributed to ...”" Further clarify that the

ground water is treated for inorganics and then chlorine and fluorine are added To date no wells
are tested for volatile organic compounds.

e A



15. Page 8, Conclusions, Fifth Bullet.
Diiscuss when Well #13 was last sampled, if known.
16. Page 8, Conclusions, Seventh Bullet.

Add the following to the end of the statement: *....through this health assessment™.

17. Page 9, Conclusions, Eighth Bullet.
Add the following to the end of the statement: “....through this health assessment”.

18. Page 9, Conclusions, Last Bullet.

Add the following text to the sentence, after “prohibitive™: “and technically impracticable”.

19. Page 9, Public Health Action Plan, First Bullet.

The first bullet states that an alternate source of water need to be located to replace wells 6, 7, 8,
and 13 if they become unusable. Clarify whether this means unusable due to VOC
contamination. The following may be a better recommendation. If the VOC contamination in
the wells rises above acceptable standards, then either an alternate source of water needs to be
located or treatment may need to be employed in order to assure that no unacceptable exposures
of contamination are occurring,.

20. Page 9, Public Health Action Plan, Second Bullet.

The plan of conducting a comprehensive well receptor survey for private wells is very prudent.
Within the context of the comprehensive well receptor survey, it would be wise to determine
how the wells were constructed, if this information is available, and whether any sampling has
occurred to date.

21. Page 9, Public Health Action Plan, Second Bullet.

Please explain further the type of notification that is discussed here, and the intention of such a
notice. It may be more useful to conduct further investigation prior to issuance of a notification
so that details can be included in the notice. For example, it would also be prudent to investigate
and sample a representative wells to determine whether there is any contamination present.
Furthermore, if contamination has only been found in wells which are located in the Prairie Du
Chien Aquifer, then that should be reported in the notification since it appears that, based upon
currently known information, the contamination has only been detected in the Prairie Du Chien
aquifer. The notice could discuss the findings to date and the likelihood of contamination.



22, Page 9, Public Health Action Plan, Fourth Bullet.

The recommendation should be further stated that the Fridley municipality representatives will be
contacted to gather further information regarding when well #13 is utilized, the frequency of
sampling and sampling protocols. Furthermore, the implications of providing water which

could possibly be contaminated should be discussed with city of Fridley representatives, along
with assuring the safety of the citizens.

23. Page 9, Public Health Action Plan.

If the specifics of that City’s monitoring program were not verified for this review, then
verification may be suggested as part of the action plan. Also, please consider adding the
following suggestion to the action plan. The monitoring plan of the municipal and private wells
in the area should be examined to determine whether they are adequate. If they are not
adequate, then the program(s) should be modified.
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January 25, 2001

Ms. Rita Messing, Supervisor

Site Assessment and Consultation Unit
Environmental Health Division

P.O. Box 64975

St. Paul, MN 55164-0975

RE: Public Health Assessment for the Fridley Commons Park Well Field

Dear Ms. Messing:

Staff from the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (MPCA) have reviewed the draft Public
Health Assessment Report for the Fridley Park Commons Well Field. While the report in
general does a good job of summarizing the history of the site staff have some concerns

regarding the report.

1. The report spends a lot of time on municipal well 13. From the MPCA perspective well 13 is
not considered to be part of the Commons Park Well Field. We agree that well 13 is
contaminated with Trichlorethylene (TCE) found in its water and that there are issues with
how the well is connected to the water system. But because of its distance from the well
field we do not believe that this should be included as part of the Well Field site.

2. Some of the possible solutions for fixing and remediating the Fridley water system may
provide enough water so as to allow the city of Fridley to quit using well 13.

3. One possible solution not mentioned is that the city could possibly drill up to four new wells
to replace the four currently out of service. This could be evaluated as part of the feasibility
study.

4. Treatment alternatives were not mentioned. Carbon filtration and air stripping are viable
alternatives that will be studied in the feasibility study. In this manner, the existing
contaminated wells may still be usable.

If you have any questions concerning our comments, please feel free to contact me at
(651) 296-7299.

Sincerely, i

z:'f A __/? "'—':"'fl-'.-f.
Ay jollonsa—
Nile Fellows, Project Manager

Site Remeadiation Section
Metro District
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CERTIFICATION

This Fridley Commons Well Field Public Health Assessment was prepared by the (fill in) under a
cooperative agreement with the Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry (ATSDR). It

is in accordance with approved methodology and procedures existing at the time the public
health assessment was begun.

e ) i

Technical Project Officer, SE SSAB ATSDR

The Division of Health Assessment and Consultation, ATSDR, has reviewed this public health
assessment and concurs with the findings.

g\l% wl_e ' L LS

Chief, Superfund Site Assessment Branch, DHAC, ﬁTSDRH‘H"“‘*
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