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Minnesota Pollution Control Agency 

CERTIFIED MAIL 
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED 

August 4, 1994 

Mr. Sidney L. AlliSQl1, P .E., Director 
Environmental JJepartment 
Southem Division 
Naval Facilities Engineering Conunand 
P.O. Box 190010 
North Charleston, South Carolina 29419·9010 

. RE: Naval Industrial ReseIVe Ordnance PJant Site 

Dear Mr. Allison: 

·L 

The MPCA staffhereby a.pproves the Report with. modific:ations contained inJh.e atta.chinent to thi:s letter. 
The Navy shall make the modifications either by submittal of a Jetter addendUin OJ:' by a modified Report. . 

. ~. . 

If you have any questions regarding this letter, please contact David Douglas of my staff at 
(612) 296-7818. .. . 

Sincerely, 

.. ~&k~~~ 
Richa.Td Sandberg, ~er 
Site Response Section 
fuound Water and Solid Waste Division . . 
RS:ch 

Enclosure 

cc: David Cabiness, Navy, Southern Division 
Linda Hicken., RMf. Inc. 
Thomas Bloom. U.S. Environmental PIQb::ctian Agency~ Region V 
C~Je.~,~~,> ~;"Q..o..J . 

520 la'ayel1e Rd. N.; St. Paul, MN 55155-4194; (612) 296-6300 (1I0Jee); (612) 282·5332 (TTY) 
Regional OffICes: Duluth· Brainerd· Detroit lakes • MarShall • Rocliester 

Equal Opportunity Employer. Printed en reeyded paper containing 8~ least 10% fiberS ftom paper recycled by CDnS!IIT1ers. 
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ATIACHMENT 

Work Plan for Improvement of Ground Water Containment System Effectiveness 
, Nanl Industrial Reserve Ordnance Plant 

Fridleyt Minnesota 
July 1994 

1. Page 12, paragrapb 3: The specific computer model and the model version us¢d to simulate the 
ground water flow regime at the NlROP shall be referenced in this section and a reference fot the 
model documentation included In the reference section of the report. ' 

2. Page 26, Groundwater Extraction System Upgradirig: The evaluation of1he existing ground water 
extraction system listed in. Table 3-1 shall :include evaluation of scaling and fouling problemS 
associated with weJls, fotce mains and the air stripper to determine if this problem is contributing to 
reductions in system e:fIectiveness with time. The evaluation shaU include a list of potential methods to 
reduoe this problem. ifthc evaluation identifies scaling as a SignifiC2llt factor to system efficiency 
reductions. 0 

3. Page 26, Groundwater Pretreatment System Upgrading: Evaluation oftbe pretreatment system 
detailing in Table 3-2 shall include an evaluation of the system to meet MPCA Air Emission Rates 
(AER's) and an evaluation: of methods that will enable carbon cbangeout before breakthrough occurs. 
0, 0 00 '~~ • 

4. Page 30 - Table 3-3: The propo.sed optimum operating £low rates indicated exceed the cnrrent flow 
rate of 650 gallons per minute (gpm) listed in the'Narlonal Pollution DiscbaIge EliIniJlation System. 

. (NPDES) p.ennit that soon will be under public review. The lV!PCA recollwends that the Navy 
¢Ollsider raising the discharge n1e listed in the permit to allow some design flexibility in the future fur 
tbe system. It seems possible that the maximum flow rate listed in Table 3-3 may b~,:required.tf: obtain 
plmne captuye and that the possibility of exceeding the NPDES discharge, ~t is a real one if$,.e 
~ is 'optimized. -,0. 

5. Pa.ge 30 - TabJ!,! 3-3: If AT:-IA is removed ftom service would the pumping rate in other wells be 
increased,? . 

6. Page 34, GrO\lndwater Collection and p'rdreatment System Desigo aud COQStnsetion: How will 
the ne\Y welIs be plumbed into the existfIIg system 1'0 avoid the :reduced flow conditions that exist in the 
existing wells due to plumbing appurtemmces in the:riew wells 1 '!'he MPCA reqUests that the wells be 
added to the existing sysmm. in such a way as to avoid a reduction in potential well capacity due 1D 
aisting plumbing design.. 

7. Page 36, Coordination Wlth Gro.undwAter Treatment Facility Design: The MPCA :rec:onunends .... 
that the treatment facility be, designed with additional capacity so that some flexibility exists in. the 
evem; that the amDWlts ofwater required 10 be pumped need to be increased to obtain capture.. 

8. . P~ge 36, Pumping Rates; (see comment ## 6) 
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no III 

..... 

9. Page 38, Well Permits: Any permits for the new wells shall be obtained through the Minnesota State 
Department of Health • Well M3Ilagement Unit. In addition, a request to amend the water allocation 
permit fur the new wells shall be made to the Minnesota Department of Natural Resources (DNR). 
This request shall be in letter fnm1 and shan summarize the need for additional pumping capacity. total 
system capacity and conceptual plans for the wells to be installed. Contact Evan Drivas concerning the 
details of the request requirements (61~97-4604). 

10. Pa.ge: 39, Startup and Operation Plan: The work pIau states that no hydraulic tests win be conducted 
on the new wells with the existing wells shut down. The plan is unclear if performance testing will be 
dane at the wells to detennine tho well capacities before the pumps are sized. If these tests are not to 
be done explain the basis upon which pwnping capacities ~d pump sizes will be detemrined. With the 
current problem of reduction of capacity of wells due to potential force main and equipment problems 
it seems essential that the capacities of the wells be determined befo:re the wells are coonected to the 
system so that any reductions in capacity from piping can be noted. Once connected to the existing 
system. capacities cou.ld be significaIltly reduced due to force main. and other equipment problems. 
Please clarify this issue in the work-plan. 

11. Page 40, Section 6 - Monitoring Plan: Monitoring of the system shall also be consistent with the 
R.entedial Action Monitoring Plan (RAMP) with modifications, There are numerous references to the 
Remedial Action Worlcplan in Section 6. The RAMP shall be referenced in each place the work plan is 
referenced. . 

. 12. Page 43 .:. Section 7 -Schedule: The schedule is not clear concerning when the evaluation of the 
. . existing system design (foree mains and othe.T equipment) will. be completed and when ?\ny COl'lS'lructlon 
"" of improvementS recommended as a'result of the evaluation might be implemented. ~ schedule shall 

be made mOTe explicit in difrerentiating between improvements that are part of the addition of the two 
new wells and those improvements related to existing system. improverrtellU related to piping and other 
equipment. I.:; 

. -. \' 

13. General Comments: The results of the modeling presented in. the report indicate tbat for complete 
captnre of the plume at the NlltOP to occur. as specified i» the Record of Decision (ROD). the existing 
well capacities need to be Jna1dmiZed in addition to installation of the two proposed wells (AT-SA and 
AT-3D). IDe exact pumping rates of each. well win be evaluated once the additional wells have been 
installed ;wei the capacities oithe DeW wells determined. 

Lnpottant to the sn~s ofth.e system is the cptinW..a.tion of existing wells.-' As an example. the 
capacity of AT -2 was optimized fi:cIn 24 gpm 10 100 gpm when th8 well was PUlllped independently of 
the atber wells. 'This indicates that valuable existing system capacity is cru:rJendy not available due to 
the eXisting plwnbing and appurtenance deSign. The proposed existing system evaluation is equally as 
important a task as the addition of the two DtW wells. The optimization proposed may add an. additional 
pumping capacity of approximately 166 gpm to the capture system which Dearly equals the additional "\' 
capacity of the two proposed wells. If the existing wells can be" optimized and the predicted capacities 
realized for tfu: two new wells the need for pumping of AT -lA may be reviewed. It lS possible that 
capture ~ be iealized without this well operating as part of the system. This evaloatinn is 
premature until the optimized capacities arthe existing weDs and c:clpacities of the new wells ate 
realized. 
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