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I have been contacted by two legislators within the last week regarding this leaksite and the responsible party: Jim Burford.  Senator Tony Kinkel and Representative Doug Fuller called on Mr. Burford’s behalf to protest a 25% reduction in Mr. Burford’s Petrofund reimbursement rate which was imposed due to non-cooperation.

Jim Burford’s truck stop (Wally’s Oil), located a few miles west of Bemidji, has experienced two major petroleum releases.  The initial one was from an above-ground storage tank on the south end of the property.  It was reported in 1986.  The second one was from piping on the north end of the property.  It was discovered in 1996.  The two releases have resulted in contamination of drinking water wells for at least 3 neighbors, the presence of high vapor levels in a bar across the street and in the on-site building, and petroleum dissolved in ground water appears to have been discharging to nearby Grant Creek.  I believe the extent and concentration of methyl tertiary butyl ether (MTBE) contamination found here may be the most widespread and highest of any site in Minnesota.

A Commissioner’s Order was issued to Mr. Burford on December 30, 1996, due to the serious delays in conducting emergency work.  Four deadlines were established in the Commissioner’s Order, none were met.  One of those deadlines requested a remedial investigation be conducted and a report submitted by February 3, 1997, (if the other deadlines had been met).  An incomplete investigation was finally accomplished in the year 2000 and an inadequate report was received on July 13, 2000.

MPCA staff noted several concerns while reviewing the July 13, 2000, report.  Some of the most serious: 

1. One of the soil vapor extraction system points, designed to control vapors in the on-site building had been paved over, thereby rendering it useless.

2. The vapor control system that had been installed in the bar was plagued by numerous, long-term shutdowns and the alarm system was not operational.

3. One of two on-site drinking water wells “disappeared” during construction activities.

Due to the long history of delays, interferance, and perhaps even deliberate sabotage, experienced at this leaksite, MPCA staff do not recommend the removal of the non-cooperation reduction as requested by these two legislators.   Senator Kinkel stated repeatedly during out 2-hour conversation that he is on the Environment and Natural Resources Committee that determines our funding.  

7/8/03 Update:

Removal of the 25% reduction in Petrofund reimbursement has not occurred despite the efforts of multiple officials.  

Northern Environmental, the consulting firm that was retained to conduct the work at Wally’s Oil has all-but gone out of business.  Both the Brainerd and the New Brighton offices were closed, leaving only the Rochester office; and they have now either merged or been bought out by Bonestroo, Rosene, Anderlik & Associates.  A single staff person was given all the Northern Env. Leaking Underground Storage Tank (LUST) sites to finish up but not to take on any new ones.  However, this was more than one person could handle so an agreement was reached with Petrofund’s permission, to give all their northern MN sites to another firm, Braun.  Braun refused to take Wally’s Oil.
So work on the site stopped and I sent out a letter requesting the work continue and that a new consultant be hired.  This is what triggered this latest round of complaints from Mr. Burford.

With an attorney’s help, a new consulting firm has been tentatively retained, ARCADIS Geraghty and Miller.  I have contacted this firm to find out what was meant by the word tentative.  I was told that the contract isn’t final yet but they do intend to take on the work.  We also discussed what it would take to get the 25% reduction in Petrofund reimbursement removed.  I told him that the policy is that these reductions can be removed if the Responsible Party (Jim Burford) demonstrates a return to compliance and the financial cost to the Responsible Party has exceeded the benefit gained from the lack of compliance.  Since we have such a long history of repeated non-complaince, we probably would expect several years of compliance before a recommendation for removal would be made to Petrofund.  Petrofund would make the final decision on whether to remove the reduction.
