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DEPARTMENT: POLLUTION CONTROL AGENCY 	 STATE OF MINNESOTA 
SF-00006-05 (4/86) 

Office Memorandum 
DATE: August 12 , 2004 

TO: Jim Kelly, Minnesota Department of Health 

FROM: David Douglas, Project Manager 
Superfund Unit 2/Superfund Section 
Superfund Section 
Majors and Remediation Division 
 

PHONE: 296-7818 
 

SUBJECT: 3M Chemolite/Health Consultation 

This memorandum is written in response to the Public Comment Release draft of the Health 
Consultation for the 3M Cottage Grove Facility, dated June 24, 2004.  Thank you for considering 
Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (MPCA staff) comments to the previous draft of this 
document.  The following are additional MPCA staff comments to the June 24th draft or 
clarifications of previous MPCA staff comments. 

Summary, page 3, first paragraph 

From previous 3M briefings to MPCA and MDH staff, it is the MPCA staff’s understanding that 
3M continues to manufactures and/or test eight-carbon perfluorochemical (PFC) Scotchguard 
fire-fighting foam at the facility.  If MDH has not verified the status of this situation, the MPCA 
staff suggests that the MDH request that 3M identify the chemical formula of the fire-fighting 
foam tested at the facility and its status regarding manufacture and testing at the facility. 

Summary, page 4, last paragraph, last sentence 

The MPCA staff understands that this statement is related to classifications for evaluating risk as 
specified by the Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry (ATSDR).  However, as cited 
in Appendix 1, the MDH has developed Health-Based Values and Soil Reference Values for 
PFOS and PFOA. 3M as found PFOS and PFOA in some pumpout wells, some of which have 
been used as facility drinking water wells (see Table 1) and in ground water near Site D1 at levels 
that exceed their respective HBVs. It is the MPCA staff’s understanding from 3M briefings that 
3M employees have consumed facility drinking water exceeding their respective HBVs.  As a 
result, for some time, 3M has provided bottled drinking water to its facility employees.  The 
MPCA staff has classified PFOS and PFOA as MERLA hazardous substances and considers 
ingestion of these chemicals at levels above their respective HBVs to represent unacceptable 
risks. In this context, and for the record, the MPCA staff  is concerned that these actual human 
exposures from contaminated facility drinking water represent unacceptable human exposures to 
these PFCs and that these exposures do not represent an “indeterminate public health hazard.”      

Superfund Site History, page 7 

The MPCA staff requests that narrative be added here or elsewhere in the document (if this is not 
the appropriate place) that captures the following: 

•	  the remedial investigation and remedial actions cited in this section did not focus on 
PFCs in any medium; 
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•	 a consent order addendum is being negotiated to modify the scope of the remedial 
investigation and remedial actions to focus on PFCs in all media at the facility and in all 
media where PFCs were or could have been released; 

•	 these sites are related to the old consent order which merely refers to the disposal of  
“neutralized hydrofluoric tars;” and 

•	 analytical methods to distinguish individual PFCs were not available at the time that the 
consent order was executed. 

Site D4: Phenolic Waste Pit, page 8 

The MPCA staff had previously commented on the possibility of PFC vapor intrusion in Building 
26. It does not appear that MDH addressed this comment in the document.  If MDH believes that 
vapor intrusion of this building is not an issue (MDH notes that the volatility of PFOS is 
“essentially non-volatile” in the first paragraph of Section III. Discussion), then the MPCA staff 
recommends that this reasoning be articulated in the document.   

Areas of PFC Production and Use, page 10, first complete paragraph 

Does MDH believe the release of PFCs to the atmosphere represents a threat to public health? 

PFC Monitoring at the Site, page 13, first complete paragraph 

Don Kriens of the MPCA staff has been contacted about the possibility of PFCs being in the 
effluent of Metropolitan Council’s Eagle Point Waste Water Treatment Facility.  The MPCA staff 
will keep MDH informed about the outcome of any efforts to determine if PFCs are in this 
facility’s effluent. 

Please call me at (651) 296-7818 if you have any questions concerning this memorandum. 
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August 17, 2004 

James Kelly 
 
Minnesota Department of Health 
 
Site Assessment and Consultation Unit 
 
121 East 7th Pl STE 220 
 
PO Box 64975 
 
Saint Paul MN 55164-0975 
 

RE: Health Consultation - 3M Cottage Grove Facility (aka 3M Chemolite) 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Health Consultation for the 3M Cottage Grove Site, 
prepared by the Site Assessment and Consultation Unit of the Minnesota Department of Health.   

Prior to finalizing the County’s comments, Mary McGlothlin and I met with Fred Luden, 3M Director 
of Operations and Michael Santoro, 3M Director of Environmental, Health, Safety and Regulatory 
Affairs. 

The majority of the County’s comments relate to the release of Perfluorochemicals (PFCs).  
 
Comment 6 and comment 8 also address volatile organic chemicals (VOCs).  
 

Our comments are as follows: 

1. 	 3M should model the historical air emissions of PFCs to accurately determine possible 
contamination off-site (last modeled in 1991).  Based on results from the air emission model, 
the soil and groundwater in these off-site areas should be tested for possible contamination. 

2. 	  3M should identify the extent of contamination in groundwater from other releases on the 
property, including the accidental release from Bldg 15, discovered during sewer pipe 
replacement, and from the various dump sites.  3M should install barrier and/or source pump 
out wells to prevent contamination from moving off-site.   

3. 	 3M should install additional monitoring wells to fully characterize the extent and magnitude 
of contamination, including monitoring wells in the plume.  If additional monitoring wells are 
already in existence, their location, depth and PFC levels should be noted in the Health 
Consultation. 

4. 	 3M should develop a water model to integrate groundwater and surface water flow, 
incorporating the findings of Mossler (2003) and Barr Engineering (2003) referenced in the 
Health Assessment.  According to the Health Assessment, the source of the current 3M model 
is unknown, and the data and assumptions upon which it was created are also not known. 
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5. 	 3M should gain a better understanding of the fate of PFCs discharged to the Mississippi River, 
including bioaccumulation and/or biomagnification in fish, persistence in bottom sediments, 
etc. 

6. 	 In addition to PFCs, there are a number of releases of VOCs referenced in the document.  The 
impact of these releases should be fully characterized by 3M. 

7. 	 3M should coordinate a round of groundwater sampling of all monitoring wells and 
production wells to better understand the extent of groundwater contamination and extent of 
PFC exposure from ingestion of drinking water to workers. 

8. 	 After treatment ponds are abandoned, 3M should test the pond sediment for VOCs and PFCs, 
and remove any contaminated soil.  

9. 	 The location of other disposal sites should be disclosed by 3M. The sites identified by 3M 
should be assessed for impact to the environment.  (e.g. PFCs are found in groundwater 
samples in the Lake Jane Landfill area) 

10. Concentrations of PFOs and PFOAs are significantly above the Minnesota Department of 
Health health based values (HBVs). The County is concerned about long term health effects to 
3M employees and the fate of the PFCs in the various media (air, water, soil, biota, humans).  

11. Based on the abbreviated summary of toxological and epidemiological studies in the Health 
Consultation, it appears there are a number of possible health outcomes, including cancer, 
death, reproductive and developmental effects, interference with cholesterol metabolism, etc.  
Workers have historically been exposed both on the job and by ingesting contaminated 
drinking water. 3M should ensure that all workers are drinking water free of PFCs and VOCs. 

If you have any questions regarding the above comments, please contact me at 651-430-6703. 

Sincerely, 

Cindy Weckwerth, REHS, MS 
Program Manager 

C: 	 Myra Peterson, County Commissioner 
Jim Schug, County Administrator 
Mary McGlothlin, Department Director 
Fred Luden, Director, 3M 
Michael Santoro, Director, 3M Environment, Health, Safety and Regulatory  

 Affairs 















































UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
WASHINGTON D.C., 20460 

OFFICE OF 
PREVENTION, PESTICIDES AND 

TOXIC SUBSTANCES 

September 1, 2004 

VIA E-MAIL 

Mr. James Kelly
 
Environmental Health Division
 
Minnesota Department of Health
 
james.kelly@health.state.mn.us 

Dear Mr. Kelly: 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the draft Public Health 
Consultation for the 3M Cottage Grove Facility. The Agency has a number of general comments, 
and also some specific points. General comments are addressed first. 

General Comments 

EPA has not reviewed the document for toxicological accuracy, but has several overall 
comments. First, EPA understands the need for toxicological values to quantitatively assess 
potential health risks of perfluorooctanoic acid (PFOA) and perfluorooctane sulfonate (PFOS). 
However, use of the terms “RfD” and “RfC” throughout the documents attached in Appendix 1 
implies that these are EPA-derived values, and have been subjected to the vigorous peer review 
that EPA requires prior to their release on the Integrated Risk Information System (IRIS). The 
values presented by the Minnesota Department of Health (MDH) are not EPA-calculated values. 
EPA therefore requests that MDH call these values something other than RfDs or RfCs, or at a 
minimum make clear that these proposed values were not derived by EPA nor produced through 
the IRIS process. 

Second, MDH cites EPA draft documents (2000-2002) and a preliminary EPA risk 
assessment on PFOA (2003) as sources for their analyses. MDH should be aware that there have 
been rapid advances in the pharmacokinetics and toxicology of PFOA and PFOS. In addition, 
there have been recent analyses of the mode of action of the liver toxicity and tumor findings in 
rodents, and the possible relevance of this mode of action for humans. This new information may 
have implications for the quantitative analysis conducted by MDH.  

Finally, EPA is in the process of finishing a draft risk assessment of PFOA that will be 
reviewed by its Science Advisory Board (SAB) in late 2004. This draft risk assessment will 
become available to the public when it is submitted to the SAB, and will be posted on both the 
SAB website (www.epa.gov/sab/) and on the EPA’s PFOA webpage (www.epa.gov/oppt/pfoa/). 
IRIS assessments of PFOA and PFOS are also being prepared, but will not be complete until 
after the PFOA SAB review. 
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Specific Comments 

Page 3: 

The summary and the later detailed section both note that 3M had phased out the 
production of perfluorochemicals (PFCs) at the Cottage Grove site. What is not clear is whether 
any other PFC-related activities still continue at the facility, such as handling, use, processing, or 
packaging, and whether there may still be releases of PFCs associated with those activities at the 
facility. Additional clarity would be useful. 

Page 3 and Page 16: 

The document presents assumptions about the behavior of PFCs in air and soil based on 
the structure of the chemicals and very limited data. Clearly identifying the assumptions made 
and the limitations of the available data would help to prevent the reader from ascribing certainty 
to these assumptions. 

The Agency would also be very interested in reviewing the unpublished report from 
Franklin (2002) cited on page 16, concerning estimating the potential for long-range transport of 
PFOA released to air. 

Page 4 and Page 21: 

The summary references one of the ranges of margins of exposure calculated in the 
EPA’s preliminary risk assessement on PFOA based on developmental effects data in animal 
studies and measured human PFOA serum levels. If this range is used, it should be specifically 
identified as a preliminary figure, and the caveats on the use of the range described in the 
assessment document need to accompany the range. 

Page 13: 

In the discussion of air emissions, deposition to soil, and sampling off-site wells, it 
should be noted that the absence of detection of PFOA or PFOS in the four deep wells sampled 
does not resolve the question of whether surface deposition has occurred. 

Page 22: 

The paragraph at the bottom of the page incorrectly characterizes the EPA’s ongoing 
enforceable consent agreement (ECA) process. The Agency does not have an ECA with 
manufacturers at this time for the information MDH has described. To more accurately capture 
the PFOA ECA process, the Agency would suggest the following changes to the existing 
language, shown in redline for additions and strikeout for deletions: 
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The U.S. EPA’s Office of Pollution Prevention and Toxics, through an 
process undertaken with various 

and other interested parties, has 

available on an EPA web site (www.epa.gov/edocket/) (http 
)

enforceable consent agreement (ECA) 
manufacturers and users of PFCs (including 3M)
been studying the extent, distribution, and fate of PFCs (primarily PFOA) in the 
environment associated with the manufacture, use, or disposal of PFCs or PFC 
containing products. All documents related to this undertaking are posted and 

://cascade.epa.gov/RightSite/dk public home.htm  under docket number OPPT-
2003-0012. 


In this ECA process, EPA identified several needs for monitoring information, 
including monitoring in the vicinity of facilities currently manufacturing, 
processing, and using various PFCs. Three companies – 3M, Dyneon (a 3M 
company), and DuPont – participating in this process have indicated a willingness 
to enter into Memoranda of Understanding (MOUs) with the Agency for 
monitoring on and around their respective fluoropolymer manufacturing facilities 
located in Decatur, Alabama and Washington, West Virginia. These MOUs are 
currently under negotiation. A fourth company, Daikin America, is undertaking 
an independent, voluntary monitoring program at its fluoropolymer 
manufacturing facility, which is co-located with the 3M/Dyneon plant in Decatur, 
Alabama. Under the ECA monitoring plans have been developed to assess the 
impact of previous PFC operations, waste disposal practices, and PFC 
manufacturing at several locations where PFCs have been or will continue to be 
produced. These sites include the 3M plant in Decatur, Alabama, and two 
facilities co-located at the Decatur site (Dyneon (a 3M company) and Daikin 
America), as well as DuPont’s large facility in Parkersburg, West Virginia. The 
3M Cottage Grove facility has not been included in this effort to date because it is 
no longer producing PFOA on a commercial basis (M.F. Dominiak, U.S. EPA, 
personal communication, 2004). The phased approach monitoring plan proposed 
by 3M for the 3M/Dyneon plant in Decatur, Alabama involves the following (in 
no particular order; Weston 2004): 

Page 24: 

Section V., item 1., should be corrected to note that the MOU for voluntary monitoring at 
the 3M/Dyneon facility in Decatur, Alabama is still under development. The current sentence 
should be amended as follows:  

Consideration should be given to developing and implementing (using a phased 
approach if necessary) a scope of investigation work similar to that developed by 
3M for the Decatur, Alabama facility under their proposed voluntary agreement 
with the U.S. EPA (see pages 20-2122-23). 
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The Agency has not commented on the toxicological accuracy of the report or on the 
hazard and risk conclusions drawn by the MDH because EPA’s own risk assessment activities on 
the PFCs are still in progress. 

However, EPA concurs with MDH that additional monitoring information concerning the 
Cottage Grove facility would be valuable in helping to understand the sources, pathways of 
exposure, and behavior of PFCs in the environment. 

If you have any questions concerning these comments, please contact Mary Dominiak of 
my staff by email at dominiak.mary@epa.gov, or by telephone at 202-564-8104. 

Sincerely,

 /s/ 

Charles M. Auer, Director 
Office of Pollution Prevention and Toxics 




