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LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS & ACRONYMS

ARAR Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirement
B&B B&B Tritech Inc. (formerly B&B Chemical Co., Inc)
BLS Below Land Surface
BRA Baseline Risk Assessment
CERCLA Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act
CFR Code of Federal Regulations
CIC Community Involvement Coordinator
COC Contaminant of Concern
DERM Miami-Dade County Department of Environmental Resource Management
EPA United States Environmental Protection Agency
ESD Explanation of Significant Differences
FDEP Florida Department of Environmental Protection
FYR Five-Year Review
ICs Institutional Controls
HI Hazard Index
HRS Hazard Ranking System
LTM Long Term Monitoring
MCL Maximum Contaminant Level
MSL Mean Sea Level
NCP National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan
NPL National Priorities List
O&M Operation and Maintenance
OU Operable Unit
PRP Potentially Responsible Party
RAO Remedial Action Objectives
RAP Remedial Action Plan
RI/FS Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study
ROD Record of Decision
RPM Remedial Project Manager
RSL Regional Screening levels
SW Sitewide
UAO Unilateral Administrative Order
UCL Upper Confidence Limit
UU/ UE Unlimited Use and Unrestricted Exposure
VI Vapor Intrusion
VOC Volatile Organic Compound
pg/ L micrograms per liter



I. INTRODUCTION

The purpose of a Five-Year Review (FYR) is to evaluate the implementation and performance of a 
remedy in order to determine if the remedy is and will continue to be protective of human health and the 
environment. The methods, findings, and conclusions of reviews are documented in FYR reports such as 
this one. In addition, FYR reports identify issues found during the review, if any, and document 
recommendations to address them.

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency is preparing this FYR pursuant to the Comprehensive 
Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) Section 121, consistent with the 
National Contingency Plan (NCP)(40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Section 300.430(f)(4)(ii)), and 
considering the EPA policy.

This is the Fourth FYR for the B&B Chemical Co., Inc. Superfund Site (the Site). The triggering action 
for this statutory review is the August 8, 2012 completion date of the previous FYR. The FYR has been 
prepared due to the fact that hazardous substances, pollutants, or contaminants remain at the site above 
levels that allow for unlimited use and unrestricted exposure (UU/UE).

The Site consists of one operable unit (OU) as determined in the September 12,1994 Record of 
Decision (ROD). The ROD addresses the groundwater remedy selected for the Site and the entire OU 
will be addressed in this FYR. On September 5, 1995, EPA issued a Unilateral Administrative Order 
(UAO) to B&B Tritech, Inc., formerly known as B&B Chemical, directing B&B Chemical to perform 
the work described in the ROD dated September 12,1994. The B&B Chemicals Co., Inc. Superfund Site 
Five-Year Review was led by Shelby Johnston, EPA RPM. Participants included La’Tonya Spencer 
(EPA Community Involvement Coordinator (CIC)), Bryan Brock (the site owner) and Theresa Pepe 
(FDEP), Sydney Chan (EPA Risk Assessor) and Galo Jackson (Previous EPA RPM). Relevant entities 
were notified of the initiation of the FYR. The review began on January 4, 2017.

Site Background
The Site occupies 5 acres in an industrial area of Hialeah, Miami-Dade County, Florida (Figure 1). 
Beginning in 1958, B&B Tritech, Inc. (formerly B&B Chemical Co., Inc.) (B&B) manufactured 
industrial cleaning compounds at the Site. Chemicals and products used by the facility include a variety 
of solvents, polishes, detergents, oxidizing agents, corrosive inhibitors and metal cleaners. In the mid- 
1970s, inspectors from the Miami-Dade County Department of Environmental Resource Management 
(DERM) documented wastewater residues in soakage pits at the Site, and subsequently issued a Cease 
and Desist Order related to wastewater discharge to the soakage pits.

In 1985, at the request of DERM, the EPA conducted an investigation at the Site and found benzene, 
chlorobenzene, vinyl chloride and chromium in the groundwater. In 1987, B&B completed a Remedial 
Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS) to determine the type and extent of contamination at the Site.
The EPA proposed the Site for inclusion on the National Priorities List (NPL) in 1988. The Site was 
finalized on the NPL in 1990. Starting in August 1988, B&B operated a groundwater treatment system 
on site, in accordance with a Court Order of Stipulated Settlement with DERM. The treatment system 
operated, with some periods of interruption, until 1993.

The B&B facility is still in operation and has continued to be throughout the remedial process but no 
longer manufactures the industrial cleaning compounds on-site. The planned future use of continued 
industrial applications is considered compatible with the expected future use of the surrounding



properties which are currently a mix of commercial and industrial. 

Figure 1: Site Location Map
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FIVE-YEAR REVIEW SUMMARY FORM

Site Name: B&B Chemicals Co.

EPA ID: FLD004574190

City/County: Hialeah, Miami-Dade CountyRegion: 4 State: FL

NPL Status: Final

Multiple OUs? No Has the site achieved construction completion? Yes

SITE IDENTIFICATION

REVIEW S l ATUS

SITE STATUS

Lead agency:

Author name: Shelhy Johnston

Author affiliation; EPA

Review period: 01-04-2017-7/24/2017

Date of site inspection: 01-04-2017 by Galo Jackson

Type of review: Statutory

Review number: 4

Triggering action date: 8-08-2012

Due date (fiveyears after triggering action date): 8-08-2017

II. RESPONSE ACTION SUMMARY

Basis for Taking Action
Chemicals and other products manufactured by B&B include a variety of solvents, polishes, detergents, 
oxidizing agents, corrosive inhibitors and metal cleaners.

Response Actions
In the mid-1970s, inspectors from DERM documented wastewater residues in soakage pits at the Site. 
Subsequent to this, DERM issued a Cease and Desist Order for wastewater discharge to the soakage pits. 
In May 1976, B&B put a wastewater pre-treatment system into operation. During a 1979 area-wide 
groundwater study conducted for DERM, two samples were collected from irrigation wells located on 
the B&B site. Analytical data from these samples indicated the presence of trans-l,2-dichloroethlyene, 
tetrachloroethylene, chlorobenzene, 1,1-dichloroethane, vinylidene chloride and trichloroethylene. In 
September 1981, construction workers installing a potable water line immediately south of the B&B site 
experienced skin irritation. Analytical data from a groundwater sample collected in the ditch indicated



the presence of phenol, trichoroethylene, tetrachloroethlyene, vinylidene chloride, trans-1,2 
dichloroethlyene and cis-1,2 dichloroethylene. In June 1982, during the construction of the Metrorail 
track immediately south of the Site, workers also complained of skin bums while working in the 
trenches. In October 1983, DERM issued an Administrative Order directing B&B to develop plans for a 
groundwater monitoring system. DERM filed a civil suit against B&B in November 1984 for the 
substantial delay in submitting the requested groundwater monitoring plan.

In August 1985, DERM requested that the EPA investigate conditions at the Site. The EPA obtained a 
warrant from the Federal District Court in Miami to install monitoring wells and to sample groundwater 
and soils. Results of the 1986 the EPA-funded investigation were used to compute a Hazard Ranking 
System (HRS) score for groundwater at the Site. The HRS score exceeded the threshold at which sites 
would normally be placed on the NPL.

B&B completed the RI/FS and a Remedial Action Plan (RAP) with the use of an environmental 
consulting firm in 1987. The EPA and FDEP found the RI inadequate based on the NCP requirements. 
Nevertheless, in late 1987, an Order of Dismissal and a Court Order Stipulation of Settlement were 
signed by DERM and B&B in Dade County Circuit Court. This agreement required the construction and 
operation of a groundwater recovery and treatment system. Operation of the system started in late 
August 1988 and continued with some intermptions until May 1993. The system treated more than 37 
million gallons of contaminated groundwater.

The EPA proposed the Site for the NPL in June 1988. In April 1989, the EPA sent notice letters to B&B, 
offering the company the opportunity to conduct a new Rl/FS and informing them of their potential 
liability for all costs associated with the Site. B&B declined to perform an EPA-approved RI/FS. The 
Site was listed on the NPL in August 1990. In November 1990, the United States District Court for the 
Southern District of Florida granted the EPA access to the Site, permitting the EPA to obtain 
environmental samples for the RI/FS. The RI was conducted in 1991. The groundwater sampling for the 
1991 RI occurred 32 months after start-up of the groundwater recovery and treatment system.

The 1991 RI detected, the highest concentrations of volatile organic compounds (VOCs) in the shallow 
(7 to 20 feet bis) wells, located in the south-central portion of the Site. Tentatively identified compounds 
were present at this location at significantly higher concentrations than compounds on the target 
compound list. Organic compounds with concentrations marginally above Florida or federal maximum 
contaminant levels (MCLs) included vinyl chloride and benzene. Inorganic contaminants detected above 
MGLs included cadmium and chromium.

Contaminants of concern (COCs) identified at the Site were constituents commonly associated with 
chemical manufacturing operations that posed a threat to human health arid the environment. The 
primary COCs identified in the 1994 RI/FS included benzene, chlorobenzene, chromium and vinyl 
chloride in groundwater.

In the 1992 Baseline Risk Assessment (BRA), the EPA evaluated.all potential exposure pathways that 
could expose human receptors to the various contaminant sources. The following pathways were 
evaluated under current land use conditions:

• Exposure of on-site workers to contaminants in surface soil through incidental ingestion and 
dermal contact.



The following pathways were evaluated under future land use conditions:

• Exposure of on-site construction workers to contaminants in surface and subsurface soil 
through incidental ingestion, dermal contact and inhalation of contaminants in air (dust 
vapor).

• Exposure of trespassers to contaminants in surface soil through incidental ingestion and 
dermal contact.

• Exposure of on-site residents to contaminants in groundwater through ingestion, dermal 
contact and inhalation.

The BRA found that Site groundwater contained concentrations of Site-related contaminants that may 
pose a risk to human health if the groundwater were used for human consumption. Exceedances of 
MCLs were observed for several analytes. The BRA concluded that based on risk calculations, the 
noncarcinogenic and carcinogenic risks related to soil were below the EPA level of concern or 
benchmark values for risk. Therefore, no remedial goals based on risk were established for soils at the 
Site. It was concluded in the BRA that leaching of contaminants from contaminated soil was negligible 
because the vast majority of the Site is covered by impervious material (asphalt and buildings). Because 
it was assumed that the Site would continue to be covered by impervious material in the foreseeable 
future, soil remedial goals based on contaminant leaching were not considered. Therefore, no remedial 
goals were developed for soils based on potential groundwater contamination.

The EPA issued the Site’s ROD on September 12, 1994. The Site consists of one OU. The 1994 ROD 
states that the objectives of the remedy are to mitigate the threat to human health and the environment 
from exposure to contaminated groundwater in the Biscayne aquifer, to prevent disturbance of the 
contaminated soil and to monitor groundwater to confirm that natural attenuation of contaminants to 
levels below federal and Florida MCLs is occurring. In addition, the 1992 FS identified Remedial 
Action Objectives (RAOs) based on existing or potential hazards identified in the BRA, including:

• Prevent ingestion of water having carcinogen concentrations in excess of federal/state applicable 
or relevant and appropriate requirements (ARARs) and a total excess cancer risk of greater than 
10-^

• Prevent ingestion of water having noncarcinogen(s) in excess of federal/state ARARs and risk 
assessment criteria.

• Restore the groundwater system by cleanup to the health-based standards (stated above) and 
prevent the migration of pollutants beyond the existing limits of the known contaminant plume.

• Prevent ingestion or direct contact with contaminated soil having greater than 10'® excess cancer 
risk or exceeding public health assessment criteria for noncarcinogens.

The remedy selected in the 1994 ROD consisted of the following remedial components:

• Natural attenuation of groundwater contaminants.
• Monitoring groundwater to verify natural attenuation.
• Implementing institutional controls (ICs) in the form of a notification agreement between the 

EPA and the landowner to ensure the continued integrity of the asphalt cover.



Table 1: 1994 ROD Groundwater COC Cleanup Goals

Vinyl chloride
Benzene

Chlorobenzene

Chromium

w ROD Cleanup Goal (us/Ii)
1

100

100

pg/L - micrograms per liter

In January 2007, the EPA conducted a Site visit to evaluate potential vapor intrusion (VI) issues for each 
on-Site building. An EPA memorandum, dated February 20, 2007 (Appendix D), concluded that VI is 
not a risk for existing buildings on the Site. However, any future construction at the Site should consider 
the potential for VI.

The selected remedy was revised by the June 2009 Explanation of Significant Differences (ESD) to 
require ICs to ensure the remedy remains protective of himian health. In addition, the 2009 ESD 
removed the 1994 ROD requirement for a final round of groundwater sampling. The 2009 ESD removed 
this requirement because all monitoring wells had met the performance standards during two 
consecutive rounds of sampling. Per the ROD, Semiannual groundwater monitoring of select 
groundwater monitoring wells would be conducted to verify that natural attenuation is occurring. 
Monitoring would continue until the groundwater contaminant concentrations have decreased to levels 
below MCLs for two consecutive rounds of semiannual sampling.

The 2009 ESD required that restrictive covenants be placed on the three parcels comprising the Site to:

• Ensure that the integrity of existing impermeable surfaces is maintained.
• Ensure that future use of the property remains commercial or industrial.
• Ensure that the potential for vapor intrusion (VI) into any newly constructed buildings is 

evaluated and properly addressed.

Status of Implementation
On September 5, 1995, the EPA issued a UAO that directed B&B to perform the work described in the 
1994 ROD. The UAO clarified that the notification agreement requires B&B or the owners of the Site 
property to provide 60 days written notice prior to disturbing the asphalt/pavement cover or prior to the 
sale of the property. Remedial design began on September 20, 1995, and was completed on October 18, 
1995. The additional ICs established in the 2009 ESD were implemented on May 30, 2013 in a 
Declaration of Restrictive Covenants recorded with Miami-Dade Coimty (Appendix E).

For the post-ROD groundwater monitoring program, eight wells ranging in depth from 8.56 to 87 feet 
were selected. The three on-site wells were in the south-central part of the property (the area of historical 
contamination). The remaining five wells in the Long Term Monitoring (LTM) program were off-site, 
south and south-east of the contaminated area, which is consistent with the expected groundwater flow 
direction and observations of contamination during previous monitoring events. On December 7,1995, 
B&B initiated groundwater monitoring in accordance with the ROD.

Semi-annual sampling of the groundwater was conducted in accordance with the ROD beginning in
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December 1995. The 1994 ROD allowed sampling of any well to be stopped when the well attained the 
required MCLs for two consecutive rounds of sampling. By January 1999, monitoring had stopped for 
six of the eight wells. Upon completion of the January 2007 sampling event, the final two wells 
qualified for stopping semiannual monitoring.

In January 2007, the EPA conducted a Site visit to evaluate potential vapor intrusion (VI) issues for each 
on-site building. The EPA concluded that VI is not a risk for existing buildings on the Site. However, 
any future construction at the Site should consider the potential for VI.

After reviewing the results of the 2007 groundwater sampling, FDEP and the EPA determined that the 
cleanup goals specified in the 1994 ROD had been met and there was no need to continue with regular, 
semi-annual sampling of the monitoring wells. Further, upon consultation with FDEP, the EPA issued 
an ESD in 2009 removing the 1994 ROD requirement of a final round of sampling for all monitoring 
wells associated with the Site.

Institutional Controls
Soils were initially only evaluated for industrial risk which would require site ICs. The Site ESD 
instituted this requirement for future notice and protection in the case of redevelopment. The March 
2017 soil sampling results and the Risk Assessment memorandum has confirmed that the Site soil meets 
the criteria for UU/UE. To meet the criteria for UU/UE the soils directly below the pavement required 
updated sampling to screen against the residential screening levels. An ESD will be required to remove 
the requirement for the paving to be protected and remove the IC requirement from the Site. The EPA, 
in consulatation with FDEP, is evaluating the process to release the May 2013 Declaration of Restrictive 
Covenants and will determine whether a simple deed notice is warranted to detail the work completed at 
the Site and considerations for redevelopment. Site property deed documents that have previously acted 
as institutional controls (ICs) are summarized in Table 2. Figure 2 shows where the restrictions applied 
on the Site.

Table 2: Summary of Implemented ICs Cleanup Goals

Mediae engineered 
controls, and 

areas that do not 
support UU/UE 

based on current . 
;; . conditions-

ICs
Needed

ICs Called 
for in the 
Decision 

Documents

Impacted 
^ Phrcel(s)

■ ' ■ IC

Objective :

Title ofIC 
Instrument 
Implemente 
d and/Date

Soils Yes Yes

04-3013-
001-0170,
04-3013-
001-0171,
04-3013-
001-0172

- Ensure that the integrity of existing 
impermeable surfaces is maintained.
- Ensure that future use of the 
property remains commercial or 
industrial.
- Ensure that the potential for vapor 
intrusion (VI) into any newly 
constructed buildings is evaluated and 
properly addressed.

Declaration
of

Restrictive 
Covenants, 

May 30, 
2013)



Figure 2: Institutional Control Map
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Systems Operations/Operation & Maintenance
With completion of the monitoring program, long-term O&M has been limited to needed repairs and 
maintenance of the asphalt areas of the Site. There have not been any needed repairs or maintenance to 
these areas during the last five years. During the five years since the 2012 FYR and the completion of 
the monitoring program, no O&M costs have been incurred.

III. PROGRESS SINCE THE LAST REVIEW

During the 2012 FYR it was determined that the remedy at the Site is protective of human health and the 
environment in the short-term, because groundwater at the Site met performance standards and 
structures at the Site prevent exposure to remaining source material. However, in order for the remedy to 
be protective in the long term, institutional controls called for in the Site’s decision documents should be 
implemented to:

• Ensure that the integrity of existing impermeable surfaces is maintained.
• Ensure that future use of the property remains commercial or industrial.
• Ensure that the potential for VI into any newly constructed buildings is evaluated and 

properly addressed.

Table 3: Status of Recommendations from the 2012 FYR



ou# Issue Recommendations
Current
Status

Current
Implementation Status 

Description

Completion 
Date (if 

applicable)
SW Institutional controls 

called for in the 
2009 ESD are not 
yet implemented.

Implement required institutional 
controls in the form of a Restrictive 
Covenant to be recorded by the Site 

owner in the county land records 
office.

Completed Declaration of Restrictive 
Covenant has been recorded 
in Miami- Dade County, FI.

5/31/2013

Sampling was executed March 21 and 22, 2017 on the surficial soil below the pavement on-Site to 
determine if the soil exceeded the criteria for UUAJE. A total of ten soil samples were collected and 
analyzed for Total Metals (arsenic, cadmium, chromium III and VI and lead). Semi-volatile Organics 
and Volatiles. All analytes detected were screened against residential soil Regional Screening Levels 
(RSLs).

Sampling results for all analytes were at concentrations within the EPA’s acceptable risk range based on 
exposure to residential soils. There was one detection of arsenic above a residential hazard index (HI) of 
1. Using a calculated 95% upper confidence limit (UCL) of all March 2017 sampling results for arsenic, 
the concentration would be below a residential HI of 1. All arsenic concentrations were also within the 
EPA’s acceptable risk range based on risk exposure to commercial workers and below a worker scenario 
HI of 1. The March 2017 soil analytical sampling results and risk assessment support the determination 
that the Site has attained UU/UE status (Appendix F).

IV. FIVE-YEAR REVIEW PROCESS 

Community Notification. Involvement & Site Interviews

A public notice was published in the Miami Today newspaper announcing the commencement of the 
FYR process for the Site, on 7/20/2017, stating that there was a five-year review and inviting the public 
to submit any comments to the EPA (Appendix G). The results of the review and the report will be made 
available at the Site information repository located at John F. Kennedy Library, located at 190 West 49‘*’ 
Street, Hialeah, Florida .33012.

During the FYR process, interviews were conducted with parties impacted by the Site, including the 
current landowners and regulatory agencies that are involved in site activities or are aware of the Site. 
The purpose of the interviews was to document the perceived status of the Site and any perceived 
problems or successes with the phases of the remedy that have been implemented to date. All of the 
interviews were conducted by email after the January 2017 site inspection. Interviews are summarized 
below.

Galo Jackson: is Galo Jackson is the EPA former RPM for the Site. Mr. Jackson completed the 
Site visit to inspect the pavement for cracks and groundwater wells to determine if repair was 
necessary. Mr. Jackson indicated that the Site is in good repair with no repairs needed to the 
pavement or groundwater well covers. Mr. Jackson indicated that the site owner has been very 
cooperative, and he is not aware of any effects of the Site on the surrounding community.

Bryan Brock: Mr. Brock is the Site owner and president of B«&B. Mr. Brock believes that the 
remedial activities were completed smoothly. Mr. Brock believes that the Site has not impacted 
the surrounding community because the surrounding area is industrial and the Site was deleted.
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Mr. Brock stated that he would allow additional sampling of the soil below the pavement for the 
EPA to assesses the status. Mr. Brock feels that the EPA is keeping him informed.

Theresa Pepe: Ms. Pepe from FDEP believes that the Site has met the ROD cleanup goals and 
the remedy is complete. She has not received any complaints or inquiries about the Site.
Ms. Pepe stated that FDEP agrees with the UU/UE determination and the future ESD to clarify 
the remedy and remove the IC requirements. Ms. Pepe is not aware of any changes to state laws 
that affect the protectiveness of the Site’s remedy.

Shelby .Johnston: Shelby Johnston is the EPA RPM for the Site. Mrs. Johnston believes that the 
project team has been very cooperative, especially the Site owner, making things easier.
Mrs. Johnston is not aware of any effects of the Site on the surrounding community and has not 
received any calls or community concerns regarding the Site. Mrs. Johnston recommended 
sampling the soil below the pavement to determine if the Site soil meets the criteria for UU/UE. 
If the contamination in the soil does not exceed the risk range for UU/UE then the FYR 
requirement can be discontinued.

Data Review
The March 2017 soil analytical sampling results and risk assessment support the determination that the 
Site has attained UU/UE status (Appendix F).

Site Inspection
The inspection of the Site was conducted on 1/4/2017. In attendance were Galo Jackson, RPM, and 
Bryan Brock, Site owner. The purpose of the inspection was to assess the protectiveness of the remedy. 
All pavement and building foundations in the area of the RC were in good repair and no further work is 
anticipated to maintain protectiveness.

V. TECHNICAL ASSESSMENT

QUESTION A: Is the remedy functioning as intended by the decision documents?

Question A Summary:
The review of documents, ARARs, risk assumptions and the site inspection indicate that the site’s 
remedy is functioning as intended. Groundwater performance goals specified in the 1994 ROD were met 
in 2007. The Restrictive Convenants were finalized May 31, 2013 to ensure long-term protectiveness on 
the three parcels comprising the Site to;

• Ensure that the integrity of existing impermeable surfaces is maintained.
• Ensure that future use of the property remains commercial or industrial.
• Ensure that the potential for VI into any newly constructed buildings is evaluated and 

properly addressed.

However, the March 2017 soil analytical sampling results and risk assessment support the determination 
that the Site has attained UU/UE status. The March 2017 soil sampling results and the Risk Assessment 
memorandum has confirmed that the Site soil meets the criteria for UU/UE. To meet the criteria for 
UU/UE, the soils directly below the pavement required updated sampling to screen against the 
residential screening levels. An ESD will be required to remove the requirement for the paving to be 
protected and remove the IC requirement from the Site. The EPA, in consultation with FDEP, is ,



evaluating the process to release the May 2013 Declaration of Restrictive Covenants and will determine 
whether a simple deed notice is warranted to detail the work completed at the Site and considerations for 
redevelopment.

QUESTION B: Are the exposure assumptions, toxicity data, cleanup levels and remedial action 
objectives (RAOs) used at the time of the remedy selection still valid?

The exposure assumptions, toxicity data, cleanup levels and RAOs used at the time of remedy selection 
are still valid. Groundwater cleanup levels were based on federal National Primary Drinking Water 
Regulations and Florida MCL values, and there have been no changes in these ARARs since the remedy 
was selected. Any changes in toxicity factors would not call into question the protectiveness of the 
remedy because the cleanup levels for groundwater were based on the MCLs. Therefore, the cleanup 
levels remain valid.

QUESTION C: Has any other information come to light that could call into question the 
protectiveness of the remedy?

No other information has come to light that could call into question the protectiveness of the remedy.

VI. ISSUES/RECOMMENDATIONS

Tssucs/Recomniendations

OU(s) without Issues/Recommendations Identified in the Five-Yehr Review:

none

VII. PROTECTIVEIVESS STATEMENT

Sitewicle Piotcctivencss Statement
Protectiveness Determination: 
Protective
Protectiveness Statement:
The remedy at the Site is protective of human health and the environment.

vm. NEXT REVIEW
No further five-year reviews are planned for the B&B Chemicals, Co. Superfund Site because all site-impacted 
media have reached UU/UE.
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Analytical Data from March 2017. July 11, 2017.
• Memorandum from Laura Ackerman, Superfund ands Air Section Chief, Provisional Release of 

Data, B&B Chemical, Science and Ecosystem Support Division Project Identification Number: 
17-0278. April 25, 2017.

• Memorandum from Laura Ackerman, Superfund ands Air Section Chief, Provisional Release of 
Final Metals Data B&B Chemical, Science and Ecosystem Support Division Project 
Identification Number: 17-0278. May 24, 2017.
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APPENDIX B - CURRENT SITE STATUS

Environmental Indicators

• Current human exposures at the Site are under control. 
The Site is not a groundwater site.

Are NeeessaiT Institutional Controls in Place'
^ All D Some Q None

Has the EPA Designated the Site as Sitewide Ready for .Anticipated Use'.’

I ^ Yes □ No

Has the Site Been Put into Reuse'.^

I 1^ Yes □ No
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APPENDIX C - SITE CHRONOLOGY

Table C-1: Site Chronology

y...- . . :-^Event-'-'- .. -Date
Miami-Dade County Department of Environmental Resource
Management (DERM) issued Cease and Desist Order for wastewater 
soakage pits

Mid-1970s

B&B Chemical Co., Inc. began operation of a wastewater pretreatment 
system

May 1976

DERM Administrative Order directed B&B Chemical Co., Inc. to plan 
ground water monitoring

October 1983

DERM filed civil suit alleging substantial delay in submitting ground 
water monitoring plan

November 1984

DERM requested that EPA investigate the Site August 1985
Initial discovery October 10, 1985
FDEP conducted site inspection July 21, 1986
EPA completed preliminary assessment November 19, 1987
EPA proposed the Site for listing on the National Priorities List (NPL) June 24, 1988
EPA began remedial investigation/feasibility study (RI/FS) September 13, 1989
EPA finalized the Site on the NPL August 30, 1990
EPA completed removal assessment August 25, 1992
EPA conducted ecological risk assessment
EPA conducted risk/health assessment

October 5, 1992

EPA completed RI/FS
EPA signed Record of Decision (ROD)

September 12, 1994

EPA issued Unilateral Administrative Order (UAO) September 5, 1995
PRP began remedial design September 20, 1995
PRP completed remedial design October 18, 1995
PRP began remedial action December 7, 1995
PRP completed remedial action
PRP began long-term response action

September 1, 1999

First FYR signed October 24, 2001
EPA conducted a vapor intrusion study February 20, 2007
Second FYR signed April 26, 2007
EPA issued Explanation of Significant Differences (ESD) June 12,2009
Third FYR signed August 9, 2012
Restrictive Covenant recorded in Miami Dade county July, 29, 2013
The EPA Final Close out Report approved August 7, 2013
Site deleted from the NPL August 5, 2014
Soil sampling below the pavement to determine UU/UE March 21 and 22, 2017
Site determined eligible for UU/UE by sampling results and risk 
assessment

July 11,2017
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APPENDIX D - PRESS NOTICE

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 4 
Announces the Fourth Five-Year Review for
the B & B Chemical Company Superfund Site, 

Hialeah, Miami-Dade County, Florida

Purpose/Objective: EPA is conducting a Five-Year Review of the remedy for the B & B Chemical Superfund site (the Site) 
in Hialeah, Florida. The purpose of the Five-Year Review is to ensure that the selected cleanup actions effectively protect 
human health and the environment.

Site Background: The 4.5-acre Site is located at 875 West 20th Street, in a light industrial area. Prior to 1963, B&B 
Chemical Company’s products were mixed off site by a company in Atlanta, Georgia. The company began mixing products 
at the site in early 1963. Since 1989, B&B Chemical Company has been known as B&B Tritech, Inc.; the ownership of the 
company has remained unchanged. Chemicals and other products known to have been manufactured by B&B Chemical 
Company include a variety of solvents, polishes, detergents, oxidizing agents, corrosive inhibitors and metal cleaners. In the 
mid-1970s, inspectors from the Dade County Department of Resource Management (DERM) documented the presence of 
wastewater residues in soakage pits at the Site, and subsequently issued a Cease and Desist Order related to wastewater 
discharge to the soakage pits. In May 1976, B&B Chemical Company began operating a wastewater treatment system at the 
Site. In 1985, EPA conducted a site investigation at the request of DERM and found solvents in ground water. Following 
additional site investigations, EPA proposed the Site for inclusion on the National Priorities List (NPL) in 1988; the Site was 
finalized on the NPL in 1990. Primary contaminants of concern at the Site include vinyl chloride, benzene, chlorobenzene 
and chromium in soil and ground water.

Cleanup Actions: EPA designated one operable unit (OU) to address the Site’s soil and ground water contamination. EPA 
signed the Site’s Record of Decision in September 12, 1994, selecting a remedy to treat the Site’s soil contamination. The 
major components of the remedy included monitored natural attenuation of ground water contaminants and institutional 
controls for the south-central portion of the Site.

Five-Year Review Schedule: The National Contingency Plan requires that remedial actions that result in any hazardous 
substances,.pollutants or contaminants remaining at the Site above levels that allow for unlimited use and unrestricted 
exposure be reviewed every five years to ensure the protection of human health and the environment. The third of the Five- 
Year Reviews for the Site will be completed by August 2017.

EPA Invites Community Participation in the Five-Year Review Process: EPA is conducting this Five-Year Review to 
evaluate the effectiveness of the Site’s remedy and to ensure that the remedy remains protective of human health and the 
environment. As part of the Five-Year Review process, EPA staff members are available to answer any questions about the 
Site. Community members who have questions about the Site or the Five-Year Review process, or who would like to 
participate in a community interview, are asked to contact:

Shelby Johnston, EPA Remedial Project ManagerL’Tonya Spencer, EPA Community Involvement Coordinator 
Phone: (404) 404-562-8287 Phone: (404) 562-8463 / (800) 435-9233 (toll-free)
E-mail: iohnston.shelbv@eDa.gov E-mail: spencer.latonva@epa gov

Mailing Address: U.S. EPA Region 4, 61 Forsyth Street, S.W., 11th Floor, Atlanta, GA 30303-8960

Additional site information is available at the Site’s local document repository, located at John F. Kennedy Library, 190 West 
49th Street, Hialeah, FL 33012 and online
at:httDs://cumulis.epa.gov/suDercpad/cursites/csitinfo.cfm?id=0400566&msspD=med 

Published July 20, 2017
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APPENDIX E- INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS 

This instrumen1 prepared by: 
Bryan Brock 
B&B Tritech, Inc. 
875 West 2011

' Street 
ffialeah, FL 33010 

CFN: 20130593888 BOOK 28746 PAGE 2851 
OATE:071291201:! 02:50:31 PM 
HAAVEY RUVIN, CLERK OF COURT. MIA-DADE CTY 

REDACTED 

DECLARATION OF RESTRICTIVE COVENA.'ffS 

nns D.ECLARA TION OF RESTRICTIVE COVENANTS ("'Declaration") is given !his 
10 day of June 20!.l__, by William B. Brock, Jr. and lubel K. Brock 

("Grantors"), having a mailing address of . 
10 the Staie of Florida Depanment of Environmcntai Protect1on ("FDEP" or "Grantee"). 

RECITALS 

A. WHEREAS, Grantors arc fee simple own~ of three parcels ofland siruatcd in the 
county of Miami-Dade County, State of Florida. more particularly described in. Exhibit 
"An attached hereto and made a pan hereof (hereinafter the "Propeny"); 

B. WBEREAS, The Property subject to this restrictive covenant is a portion of the property 
known as the B&B Chemical Superfund Site ("Site' '), which the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency ("EPA"). pursuant to Section 105 of the Comprehensive 
Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act ("CERCLA"), 42 U.S.C. § 
9605, proposed for the National Priorities List, set forth at 40 C.f .R. Pan 300, Appendix 
B. by poblicatioo in the Federal Register on June 24, 1988. The EPA Sire Identification 
Number for the Property is FLD004S74 I 90. 

C. WHER.EAS, in a Record of Decision ("ROD") dated September 12, 1994, and an 
· Explanation of Significant OitTcrcoces ("ESD"}. dated June 12. 2009. the EPA Region 4 
Regional Administra1.0r selected the "remedial action" for the Site. The release of 
benzene., chlorobenzene, vinyl chloride, and other ltuardous substances, pollutants or 
contaminants on the Property is documented in the following EPA records: 

I . EPA Supcrfund Record of Decision, EPA/ROD/R04-94/1 85 1994 (dated 
September 12. 1994). 

2. Explanation of Significant Differences, dated June 12, 2009, modifying 
EPAIROD/R.04-94/1 8S 1994. 

3. Unilateral Administrative Order for Remedial Action. EPA Docket No. 95-30-C, 
dated September 22, 1995. 

D. WHEREAS, a remedial action selected pursuant to the ROD was performed on the Site. 

E. WHEREAS. contaminants in excess of aJlowable concentrations for unrestricted use ~ill 
remain at the Propeny after completion of the remedial aC1ion. 
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F. WHEREAS, it is the intent of the restrictions in this Declaration to reduce or eliminate 
the risk of exposure of the contaminants to the environment and to users or occupants of 
the Property and to reduce or eliminate the threat of migration of the contaminants.

G. WBEEREAS, it is the intention of aJI parties that EPA is a third party beneficiaiy of said 
restrictions and said restrictions shall be enforceable by the EPA, FDEP, and their 
successor agencies.

H. WHEREAS, the parties hereto have agreed I) to impose on the Property use restrictions 
as covenants that will run with the land for the purpose of protecting human health and 
the environment; and 2) to grant an irrevocable right of access over the Property to the 
Grantee and EPA, and Grantee and EPA’s agents or representatives, for purposes of 
implementing, facilitating and monitoring the remedial action; and

I. WHEREAS, Grantors deem it desirable and in the best interest of all present and future 
owners of the Property that the Property be held subject to certain restrictions and 
changes, that will run with the land, for the purpose of protecting human health and the 
environment, all of which are more particularly herdnafter set forth.

NOW THEREFORE, Grantors, on behalf of themselves, their successors, heirs, and 
assigns, in consideration of the recitals above, the terms of the ROD and BSD. and other good 
and valuable consideration, the adequacy and receipt of which is hereby acknowledged, do 
hereby covenant and declare that the Property shall be subject to the restrictions on use set forth 
below, which .shall touch and concern and run with the title of the Property, and does give, grant 
and convey to the Grantee, and its assigns. 1) an irrevocable use restriction and site access 
covenant of the nature and character, and for the purposes hereinafter set forth, and 2) the 
perpetual right to enforce said covenants and use restrictions, with respect to the Property. 
Grantors further agree as follows:

a. The foregoing recitals are true and correct and are incorporated herein by 
reference.

b. Grantors hereby impose on the Property the following restrictions;

1. Restrictions on use: The following covenants, conditions, and restrictions apply to the 
use of the Property:

a. The Property shall only be used for industrial purposes. There shall be no
agriculmral use of the land including forestry, fishing and mining; no hotels or 
lodging; no recreational uses including amusement parks, parks camps, museums, 
zoos, or gardens; no residential uses, and no educational uses such as elementary 
and secondary schools, or day care services. The restrictions may only be 
modified pursuant to Paragraph 3 of this Declaration. If the Property is to be used 
other than for industrial purposes, FDEP may require additional response actions.

2 of 12
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b. There shall be no stormwater swales, sioimwaier detention or retention facilities, 
or ditches constructed nn the Properly unless previously approved by FDEP.

c. For any dewatering activities, a plan must be submitted and approved by FDEP to 
address and ensure the appropriate handling, treatment, and disposal of any 
extracted groundwater that may be contaminated

d. On-site engineering controls, including buildings, concrete slabs, and pavement 
on the Property, as identified in Exhibit B, shall be maintained. This restriction 
may only be modified pursuant to Paragraph 3 of this Declaration. Should future 
development require the disturbance of on-site engineering controls, additional 
response actions may be necessary. For any construction activities, a plan must be 
submitted and approved by FDEP and EPA to address and ensure the appropriate 
management of any contaminated soils that may be encountered, in addition, prior 
to underuking new construction or substantial modification of existing structures 
on the Property, the Property owner shall conduct preconstruction sampling to 
ensure that existing soil contaminant concentrations beneath the proposed new or 
modified structure do not pose an exposure risk to future occupants through vapor 
intrusion. Additional design and construction techniques that prevent a completed 
vapor intrusion exposure pathway into the interior of a proposed new or modified 
structure shall be used if warranted by the pre-construction sampling results

Irrevocable Covenant for Site Access: Grantors hereby grant to the Grantee and EPA, 
and Grantee and EPA"s agents and representatives, an irrevocable, permanent and 
continuing right of access at all reasonable times to the Property for purposes of;

a) Implementing the response actions in the ROD and £SD;

b) Verifying any data or information submitted to EPA and Grantee;

c) Verifying that no action is being taken on the Property in violation of the terms of this 
instrument or of any federal or state environmental laws or regulations;

d) Monitoring response actions on the Property and conducting investigations relating to 
contamination on or near the Properly, including, without limitation, sampling of air, 
water, sediments, soils, and specifically, without limitation, obtaining split or 
duplicate samples;

e) Conduaing periodic reviews of the remedial action, including but not limited to, 
reviews required by applicable statutes and/or regulations; and

Modification: This Declaration shall not be modified, amended, or terminated without 
the written consent of FDEP or its successor agency. FDEP shall not consent to any such 
modification, amendment or termination without the written consent of EPA.
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6,

7.

(a> Reserved rights of Grantors: Grantors hereby reserve unto themselves, their 
successors, heirs, and assigns, all rights and privileges in and to the use of the Property 
which are not incompatible with the restrictions, rights and covenants granted herein.

(b> Reserved Rights of EPA: Nothing in this document shall limit or othenvjse affect 
E?A’s rights of entry and access or EPA’s or authority to uke response actions under 
CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. §9601, the National Contingency Plan (NCP), 40 C.F.R.
Part 300, efseq., or other federal law,

(cl Reserved Rights of Grantee: Nothing in this document shall limit or otherwise affect 
Grantee's rights of entry and access or authority to act under state or federal law.

Notice rcQairement: Grantors agree to include in any instrument conveying any interest 
in any portion of the Property, including but not limited to deeds, leases and mortgages, a 
notice which is in subsianiiaJty the following form:

NOTICE: THE INTEREST CONVEYED HEREBY IS 
SUBJECT TO A DECLARATION OF RESTRICTIVE AND 
AFFIRMATIVE COVENANTS, DATED, 20_,
RECORDED IN THE PUBUC LAND RECORDS ON

, 20_, IN BOOK_________________ PAGE______, IN
favor of, and ENFORCEABLE BY, THE STATE OF 
FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL 
PROTECTION.

Within thirty (30) days of the date any such instrument of conveyance is executed, 
Grantors must provide Grantee and EPA with a certified true copy of said instrument and, 
if it has been recorded in the public land records, its recording reference.

Administrative Jurisdiction: FDEP or any successor slate agency having 
administrative jurisdiction over the interests acquired by the State of Florida by this 
instrument is the Grantee, EPA is a third party beneficiary to the interests acquired by 
Grantee.

Enforcement: The Grantee shall be entitled to enforce the terms of this instrument by 
resort to specific performance or legal process. The restriaions may also be enforced in a 
court of competent jurisdiction by any other person, firm, corporation or governmental 
agency that is substantially benefited by this Declaration. .All remedies available 
hereunder shall be in addition to any and all other remedies at law or in equity, including 
CERCLA It is expressly agreed that EPA is not the recipient of a real property interest 
but is a Uurd party beneficiary of the Declaration of Restrictive Covenants, and as such, 
has the right of enforcement. Enforcement of the terms of this instrument shall be at the 
discretion of the entities listed above, and any forbearance, delay or omission to exercise 
its rights under this insirumem in the event of a breach of any term of this instrument
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shall not be deemed to be a waiver by the Grantee of such 1am or of any subsequent 
breach of the same or any other term, or of any of the righis of the Grantee under this 
instrument. 

8. Damages: Grantee shall be entitled to recover damages for violations of the tenns of this 
iostrument, or for any injury to lhe remedial action. to the public or to the environment 
protected by this instrument. 

9. Waiver of certain defenses: Grantors hereby waive any defense of laches. estoppcl, or 
prescription. 

10. Cov~nants: Graraors hereby covenant to and with the Grantee.. that the Grantors are 
lawfully seized in fee simple of the Property. that the Grantors have a good and lawful 
right and power to sell and convey it or any interest therein, that the Propeny is free and 
cle.v of en·cumbrances, except those noted on Ei:bibit C an~ched hereto. 

l I. Notices: Any notice, demand, request. consent. approval, or communication that either 
pany desires or is required to give to the olher shall be in writing and shall either be 
served personally or sent by first class mail, postage prepaid, referencing the Site oame 
and Site ID number and addressed as follows: 

To Granton: 

.William and Isabel Brock 
Name(s) 

Suect 

<:ity/Sratc/Zip Code 

To EPA: 

U.S. EPA. Region 4 
Supcrfund Division 

To Grantee: 

Bureau Chief, Waste Cleanup 
Florida Dept. of Environmental Protection 
FDEP M.S. 4505 
2600 Blair Stone Road 
Tallahassee, FL 32399 

exemption 7 (A) 1 - ntarference w/fh Enforcement P . 
-...(B) Right to Fair Trial roceed,ngs-

ls:.(C) Unwanted Invasion of Personal Privacy 

Chief, Superfund Remedial and Site Evaluation Branch 
61 Forsyth Street, SW 
Atlanta, GA 30303 

with copy to: 

U.S. EPA, Region 4 
Office of Environmental Accountability 
Branch Chief. CERCLA Legal Suppon 
61 Forsyth Street. SW 
J\tlan1a. GA 30303 
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12. Recording in Land Records: Grantors shall record this Declaration of Restrictive and
Affirmative Covenants in timely fashion in the OfTiciai Records of Miami-Dade County,
Florida, with no encumbrances, other than those noted in Exhibit C attached hereto, and
shall re-record it at any time Grantee may require to preserve its rights. Grantors shall
pay all recording costs and taxes necessary to record this document in the public records

13. General provisions:

a. Controlling law The interpretation and performance of this instrument shall be 
governed by the laws of the United States or, if there are no applicable federal laws, by the law 
of the state where the Property is located.

b. Liberal construction: Any general rule of constnjction to the contrary 
notwithstanding, this instrument shall be liberally construed in favor of the gram to effect the 
purpose of this instrument and the policy and purpose of CERCLA. If any provision of this 
instrument is found to be ambiguous, an interpretation consistent with the purpose of tltis 
instrument that would render the provision valid shall be favored over any interpretation that 
would render it invalid.

c. Severability: If any provision of this instrument, or the application of it to any 
person or circumstance, is found to be invalid, the remainder of the provisions of this instrument, 
or the application of such provisions to persons or circumstances other than those to which it is 
found to be invalid, as the case may be, shall not be affected thereby.

d. Entire Agreement: This instrument sets forth the entire agreement of the parties 
with respect to rights and restrictions created hereby, and supersedes all prior discussions, 
negotiations, understandings, or agreements relating thereto, ail of which are merged herein.

e. No Forfeiture: Nothing contained herein will result in a forfeiture or reversion of 
Grantors’ title in any respect.

f. Joint Obligation: If there are two or more parties identified as Grantor herein, the 
obligations imposed by this instrument upon them shall be joint and several.

g. Successors: The term "Grantors" wherever used herein, and any pronouns used in 
place thereof, shall include the persons and/or entities named at the beginning of this document, 
identified as "Grantors" and their personal representatives, heirs, successors, and assigns. The 
term "Grantee" wherever used herein, and any pronouns used in place thereof, shall include the 
persons and/or entities named at the beginning of this document, identified as "Grantee" and their 
personal representatives, heirs, successors, and assigns including any successor state agency to 
FDEP having administrative jurisdiction over tlte interests acquired by the State of Florida under 
this instrument The rights of the Grantee and Grantors under this instrument are freely 
assignable, subject to the notice provisions hereof.
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h. Camions: The captions in this insiaimeni have been inserted solely for 
convenience of reference and are not a part of this instrument and shall have no effect upon 
construction or interpretation.

i. Counterparts: The parties may execute this instrument in tv/o or more 
counterparts, which shall, in the aggregate, be signed by both patties, each counterpart shall be 
deemed an original instrument as against any party who has signed it. In the event of any 
disparity between the counterparts produced, the recorded counterpart shall be controlling

TO HAVE AND TO HOLD unto the State of Florida Department of Environmental Protection 
and its successors and assigns forever.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, Grantors have caused this Agreement to be signed in their names. 
Executed this day of 20^.

GRANTORS:
i

William B. Brock Isabel K. Brock

Signed, sealed and delivered in the presence of: 

Witness:

Witness;

Pnnt Name Date

Ln L i 7i: L Li > A f ^ /uy'!. IL,
Print Name Date

STATE OF FLORIDA, COUNTY OF MUm, .

On this day of . 20r^, before me, the undersigned, a Notary Public in and for 
the State of Florida, duly commissioned and sworn, personally appeared R. j’l.'u.cu.
and /c, the individuals that executed above the foregoing instrument, and
acknowledged the said instrument to be a free and voluntary act, for the uses and purposes 
ilicrein mennoned, and on oath stated that each is authorized to execute said instrument as 
Grantors.

Witness my hand and official seal hereto affixed the day and year written above.

“22c4
NoiarvriNotary Public in and for the 
State of Florida

My Comnftai^?MBlfriWda:DAVENPORT ■;
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Approved as to form by the Florida Department of Environmental Protection.
OfTice of General Counad.

£v: //f/zg/3
Print Name^tfe: i-i)

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the Florida Department of Environmental Protection has executed 
this instmmeot, this day of ___________ . 20^3.

tectionPorida D' of Ehvirdnmeo

Jor^ Caqiaiy, Director 
Division of Waste Mi 
2600 Blair Stone Road 
Tallahassee, FL 32399

Sigot^ sealed and deliveired in the presence oC
K TViri.a ( S

witMSs: '

Adki^} -A 10^
Print Name

07 /«3 s/ZZY ^
Date I

Witness: Print Name Date

STATE OF FIXIRIDA, COUNTY OF

On this day of , 20i3. before me, theunderrigned, a Notary Public in and for
the State of Florida, duly commissioned and sworn, personally appeared JokU^C: it. 
known to be the Secretary of the Florida Department of Environmental Protecdon, the State 
Agency that executed the foregoing instrument, and acknowledged the said instrument to be the 
free and voluntary aa and deed of said corporation, for the usa and purposes therein mentioned, 
and on oath stated that they are authorized to ececute said insmunem.

Witness my hand and oiUda] seal hereto affixed the day and year written above.

JUDITH PBMKSrON
■ if'.

?crlrtTlnM9<B«*8w«»

Notary Public in and £m the 
State of Florida

My Commissioo Expires: ■■=>. to "f
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ATTACHMENTS;

Exhibit A - Legal Description of the Property 
Exhibit B - Restricted Parcels Map
Exhibit C - Encumbrances
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EXHIBIT “A’^
Legal Description of the Property

Parcel Mo,: 04.^013-001-0170
Address: 2051 W 9‘" Avenue Hialeali, I'lorida
Warranty Deed: June; 1, 1970, Oltlciat Records Book 6S74,Page 39
Legal IJcscription:

The North Vt o( iKe West l-i of Hie Cast 6<S0 feet ofTraa 17; of FI,ORIOA FRUIT LANDS COMPANY’S, 
SUBDIVISION NO. I, in Section 13. Township 53 South, Range 40 East, according to the Plat thereof, ns 
lecorded.'in Pliii Book 2, ot.Pagc 17. of the Public Records orMiaini'Datle County, Florida, And ihia portion 
of a «i0 foot ri|j|ii-of-wa>’ known ru: West .9*^ Avenue running IJ-nm West 20^ Street to Wml2T' Sheet-, 
being the West 30 feet ofthe L'asi/U of Tract 17 and the Cost 30 feet 0f the Wen Vi oflYaei 17, hy Ordiniotce 
No, SJ-d-J filed tune 16. I982i recorded in OiTicial Records Book IM7I Page 1218.1 .css that portion which 
lies North of a Uric .wHIcii. is 60 feet Siiulh of and parallt'l to the ceoter.lfaveof Okecchot)cc-Mi«nii Extension 
ofthe Florida F,a<[1 Coast Kaihvriyconveyed to Rriri'du Hast Coosi Railway Ctxnpariy by Deed recorded in 
Deed. Book *167 Page99 of die Public Records of Mliimi-D:ido County, Florida.

Parcel No,; 04-3013-001-0171
Address: SOI We.st 20 .Street, Hialeah, Florida
Corrective Special Warranty Deed; July 19, 1966, Official Records.,Book 5141 Page 101 
Legal Description:

t he r-xsl ■/. or rmi.1 I7. orKUtaiDA FKUtTliANUS COMPANY S.SUBDIVfSION'NO. I, in 
Section 1Township .53 Swath. Roiigc 40 Cask.aecurding to the Plot ihercnf, ,•» recorded in.
Ptot Book 2. at Pttge I?, of tlio Public Records'bf Mtanir-DndcCdiiniy. Ftorida. l.cssthe 
South 30 feet ar>d less the ponlon.of PARCKL 7H 4l)0,74 icoiivc>'t:d.io the MoihtiKilhan 
D.’tde Cou.my, recorded ir» OfllctaJ KecunisTlook I !4871'age- 502 ofilie Piiblic Rveunis 
of MiomirPadc County, Florida.

Parcel No.: 04.3013-001^0172
■Address; 875 West 20“' Street, Hialeah, Florida
Warranty Deed: September 17, 1959, Official Records Book 1642 Page 1.33 
Legal Description;

rhelu»st=/, ofTiaci ! 7,. ufFLORIDA FRUIT LANDS COMPANY'S SUBDIVISION NO. I, in.
Section 13. I’ownship 53 Soutli, Range 40 Eniu, according to the I’lat tlion.*vf, is recorded in 
Flat Oitok 2. at Page 17. ofthe Ihrbik; Kecoitls of Miami-ITndc County, Fteriilii. And ifiuponioTr 
of a 60 foot rigbi-of'Wny known as WcM 9* Avenue rumting Rom Wesi20.* Street to Weu 21 “ Streol, 
being the Woi 30 feet nfilic liita /12 off rxi 17 and the East 70 feel of tlw West VI irfTmct 17. hy Oriliiwnce 
No. H2-44 filed June 16. 19k2, recorded in^Omcitil Records Book )i 471 Pago 1218.

LESS:.

The Last S of said Thki 17'rh«rcof. and:Ie.<>s the North '/i ofthe West '/ioflhc Fa.st 660 feel of said 
Truer 17. uml less the West 30 feet ofthe Lust .'A ofTi-acl 17.
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Appendix F: Interview Forms 

B«&B Chemical Co., Inc. Superfund Site Five-Year Review Interview Form
Site Name: B&B Chemical Co., Inc.
Inteiviewer Name: Shelby Johnston
Subject Name: Bryan Brock

N/A

EPAIDNo.: FLD004574190
Affiliation: EPA
Affiliation: B«&B Chemical Co., Inc.

Owner and President
Subject Contact 
Information:
Time: 10:00 A.M. ___
Interview B&B Chemical Co., Inc. Site
Location:

Date: O2/O2/2017

Interview Format (circle 
one):

In Person C^one ~^^I^ail Other:

Interview
Category:

Site Owner

1. What is your overall impression of the remedial activities at the Site?
The remedial activities have been done and have gone smoothly.

2. What have been the effects of this Site on the surrounding community, if any?
There have been no effects on the surrounding community. The surrounding area is 
industrial.

3. What is your assessment of the current performance of the remedy in place at the Site?
1 think the remedy is performing as intended.

4. Are you aware of any complaints or inquiries regarding environmental issues or the 
remedial action from residents since implementation of the cleanup?
No.

5. Do you feel well-informed regarding the Site’s activities and remedial progress? If not, 
how might EPA convey site-related information in the future?
It has been so long since any remedial activities have happened at the site. EPA is 
keeping me informed about site actions.

6. Do you have any comments, suggestions or recommendations regarding the meinagement 
or operation of the Site’s remedy?
No.
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B&B Chemical Co., Inc. Superfund Site Five-Year Review Interview Form
Site Name: B&B Chemical Co.. Inc.
Interviewer Name: Shelby Johnston 
Subject Name: Theresa Pepe
Information:
Time: 1:40 PM

EPAIDNo.: FLD004574190 
Affiliation: EPA
Affiliation: FDEP

Interview
Location:

Interview Format:

Date: 08/15/2017
B&B Chemical Co., Inc. Superfund Site

In Person Phone Mail EmaiT^

Interview
Category:

State Agency

1. What is your overall impression of the project; including cleanup, maintenance, and 
reuse activities (as appropriate)?
The Site has met ROD cleanup goals and FDEP is satisfied. The Site is ready for 
deletion after final implementation of ICs.

2. What is your assessment of the current performance of the remedy in place at the Site? 
The remedy is complete.

3. Are you aware of any complaints or inquiries regarding site-related environmental issues 
or remedial activities from residents in the past five years?
None at all.

4. Has your office conducted any site-related activities or communications in the past five 
years? If so, please describe the purpose and results of these activities.
FDEP coordinated with EPA about the Institutional Controls and the site delistment.

5. Are you aware of any changes to state laws that might affect the protectiveness of the 
Site’s remedy?
No.

6. Are you comfortable with the status of the institutional controls at the Site? If not, what 
are the associated outstanding issues?
The institutional controls were finalized in 2013. No outstanding issues.

7. Are you aware of any changes in projected land use(s) at the Site?
No.

Do you have any comments, suggestions or recommendations regarding the management 
or operation of the Site’s remedy? Based on soil sampling conducted by the EPA in 
March 2017, it appears that the site meets UU/UE criteria. Therefore, the Institutional 
Controls no longer seem necessary and can be lifted upon the property owner’s request.
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B&B Chemical Co., Inc. Superfund Site Five-Year Review Interview Form
Site Name: B«&B Chemical Co., Inc. EPA ID ____

No.:
Affiliation: EPA
Affiliation: EPA

FLD004574190

Interviewer Name: Shelby Johnston
Subject Name: Galo Jackson ___
Subject Contact 
Information:
Time: 11:00 A.M. Date: 02/02/2017
Interview B&B Chemical Co.. Inc. Superfund Site
Location:

Interview Format (circle C^^ersoiT^ Phone Mail Other: 

one): _______________________________________________________

Interview
Category:

EPA Remedial Project Manager

1. What is your overall impression of the project; including cleanup, maintenance, and 
reuse activities (as appropriate)?
There has been a good project team. Everyone has been cooperative especially the 
property owner which has made things easier.

2. What have been the effects of this Site on the surrounding community, if any?
None that I am aware of.

3. Are you aware of any complaints or inquiries regarding site-related environmental issues 
or remedial activities since the implementation of the cleanup?
No. •

4. What is your assessment of the current performance of the remedy in place at the Site? 
The remedy has been effective. The Site has been deleted.

5. Are you comfortable with the status of the institutional controls at the Site? If not, what 
are the associated outstanding issues?
Yes.

6. Are you aware of any community concerns regarding the Site or the operation and 
management of its remedy? If so, please provide details.
No.

7. Do you have any comments, suggestions or recommendations regarding the management 
or operation of the Site’s remedy?
No.
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Appendix G: Site Inspection Checklist

FIVE-YEAR REVIEW SITE INSPECTION CHECKLIST

I. SITE INFORMATION

Site Name: B&B Chemical Co., Inc. Date of Inspection: 01/27/2012

Location and Region: Hialeah, FL Region 4 EPA ID: FLD004574I90

Agency, Office or Company Leading the Five-Year 
Review: Skeo Solutions Weather/Temperature: Sunny, 82 degrees F

Remedy Includes: (Check all that apply)
Q Landfill cover/containment ^ Monitored natural attenuation
Q Access controls □ Ground water containment
^ Institutional controls □ Vertical barrier walls
Q Ground water pump and treatment
Q Surface water collection and treatment
Kl Other: asohalt/concrete pavement cover over historicallv contaminated area

Attachments: □ Inspection team roster attached □ Site map attached
II. INTERVIEWS (check all that apply)'

1. Owner of Facilitv Brvan Brock B&B ChemCial Co.. Inc. Owner 01/20/2017
Name and President Date

Title
Interviewed Q at site fT! ^t office [5^ bv phone Phone:
Problems, suggestions □ Report attached: Yes

2. O&M Staff N/A
Name

Interviewed □ at site □ at office □ by phone 
Problems/suggestions □ Report attached:

Title
Phone:

mm/dd/ww
Date
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3. Local Regulatory Authorities and Response Agencies (i.e., state and tribal offices, emergency 
response office, police department, office of public health or environmental health, zoning office, 
recorder of deeds, or other city and county offices). Fill in all that apply.

Agency EPA 
Contact Galo Jackson 

Name
Remedial 2/2/2017 404-562-8937
Project Date Phone No.
Manager 
Title

Problems/suggestions □ Report attached: Yes 

Agency Florida Department of Environmental Protection
Contact Theresa Pepe Project 2/2/2017 850-245-8927

Name Manager Date Phone No.
Title

Problems/suggestions □ Report attached: Yes 

Agency EPA
Contact Shelby Johnston Current Site 2/2/2017 404-562-8287

Name RPM Date Phone No.
Problems/suggestions □ Report attached: yes

4. Other Interviews (optional) N/A Report attached:

III. ON-SITE DOCUMENTS AND RECORDS VERIFIED (check all that apply)

O&M Documents
□ O&M manual □ Readily available □ Up to date 13 N/A
r~l As-built drawings □ Readily available □ Up to date 3n/a
□ Maintenance logs □ Readily available □ Up to date 3 N/A
Remarks:

Site-Specific Health and Safety Plan

r~l Contingency plan/emergency response 
plan

Remarks:

O&M and OSHA Training Records 

Remarks:

Permits and Service Agreements

□ Air discharge permit

□ Effluent discharge

□ Waste disposal, POTW 

r~1 Other permits:

Remarks:

□ Readily available

□ Readily available

□ Up to date

□ Up to date
13n/a
3n/a

□ Readily available □ Up to date 3n/a

□ Readily available □ Up to date 3n/a
□ Readily available □ Up to date I3n/a
□ Readily available □ Up to date 3n/a
□ Readily available □ Up to date 3n/a
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2.

5. Gas Generation Records

Remarks;

□ Readily available □ Up to date □ n/a

6. Settlement Monument Records

Remarks:

□ Readily available □ Up to date 13 N/A

7. Ground Water Monitoring Records

Remarks:

□ Readily available □ Up to date 3 N/A

8. Leachate Extraction Records

Remarks:

□ Readily available □ Up to date 3n/a

9. Discharge Compliance Records

□ Air
□ Water (effluent) 

Remarks;

□ Readily available

□ Readily available

□ Up to date

□ Up to date

Sn/a 

□ n/a

Daily Access/Security Logs □ Readily available □ Up to date □ N/A

Remarks: The site has an existing business operating on the property and is secure and limits access at 
all times.

IV. O&M COSTS

1. O&M Organization
□ State in-house
□ PRP in-house

□ Federal facility in-house

n

□ Contractor for state
□ Contractor for PRP

□ Contractor for Federal facility

O&M Cost Records
□ Readily available Q Up to date
□ Funding mechanism/agreement in place □ Unavailable 

Original O&M cost estimate: 0 □ Breakdown attached

Total annual cost by year for review period if available
From: mm/dd/ww To: mm/dd/ww ____ □ Breakdown attached

Date Date Total cost

___ □ Breakdown attachedFrom: mm/dd/vwv 
Date

To: mm/dd/ww 
Date Total cost

3. Unanticipated or Unusually High O&M Costs during Review Period 
Describe costs and reasons: N/A

V. ACCESS AND INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS ^ Applicable □ N/A

A. Fencing
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1. Fencing Damaged □ Location shown on site map ^ Gates secured □ N/A

Remarks: Perimeter wall and gates function as necessary.

B. Other Access Restrictions

1. Signs and Other Security Measures 
Remarks:

□ Location shown on site map □ N/A

C. Institutional Controls (ICs)

1. Implementation and Enforcement
Site conditions imply ICs not properly implemented 

Site conditions imply ICs not being fully enforced 
Type of monitoring (e.g., self-reporting, drive by): N/A 

Frequency:
Responsible party/agency:

□ Yes □ No ^ N/A
□ Yes □ No^N/A

Contact mm/dd/vwv

Name Title Date Phone no.
Reporting is up to date □ Yes □ No El

N/A
Reports are verified by the lead agency □ Yes □ No □ n/a
Specific requirements in deed or decision documents have been met □ Yes □ No □ n/a
Violations have been reported □ Yes □ No □ N/A
Other problems or suggestions: □ Report attached

2. Adequacy □ ICs are adequate [3 ICs are inadequate □ N/A

Remarks: ICs in the form of deed restrictions are in place so that future owners (1) maintain the integrity 
of the pavement cover. (2) take appropriate precautions during contruction to prevent vapor intrusion and 
fSI use site property for industrial or commercial land use.

D. General

1. Vandalism/Trespassing □ Location shown on site map 

Remarks:

□ No vandalism evident

2. Land Use Changes On Site 
Remarks:

^N/A

3. Land Use Changes Off Site 
Remarks:

□ N/A

VI. GENERAL SITE CONDITIONS

A. Roads □ Applicable □ N/A
1. Roads Damaged 

Remarks:

□ Location shown on site map □ Roads adequate □ N/A



B. Other Site Conditions

Remarks:

VII. LANDFILL COVERS □ Applicable ^N/A

B. Benches □ Applicable ^ N/A

C. Letdown Channels □ Applicable ^ N/A

D. Cover Penetrations ^ Applicable □ N/A

1. Gas Vents N/A

2. Gas Monitoring Probes |3 N/A

3. Monitoring Wells (within surface area of landfill)

^ Properly secured/locked □ Functioning □ Routinely sampled ^ Good condition

tZI Evidence of leakage at penetration □ Needs maintenance □ N/A

Remarks: Gfound-water'cfeahup .ffoals have been.reached ahd itioriitorihe is ho Ibnsier'reauifed.'

4. Extraction Wells Leachate ^ N/A

5. Settlement Monuments □ Located □ Routinely surveyed ^ N/A

Remarks:

E. Gas Collection and Treatment □ Applicable ^ N/A

F. Cover Drainage Layer □ Applicable ^ N/A

G. Detention/Sedimentation Ponds □ Applicable ^ N/A

H. Retaining Walls O Applicable ^ N/A

1. Perimeter Ditches/Off-Site Discharge □ Applicable ^ N/A

VIII. VERTICAL BARRIER WALLS □ Applicable [^N/A

IX. GROUND WATER/SURFACE WATER REMEDIES ^Applicable □ N/A

A. Ground Water Extraction Wells, Pumps and Pipelines □ Applicable ^ N/A

B. Surface Water Collection Structures, Pumps and Pipelines □ Applicable ^ N/A

C. Treatment System □ Applicable ^ N/A

D. Monitoring Data N/A
E. Monitored Natural Attenuation

1. Monitoring Wells (natural attenuation remedy) ^ N/A

Remarks: Groundwater monitorine has been completed.
X. OTHER REMEDIES

If there are remedies applied at the site and not covered above, attach an inspection sheet describing the physical 
nature and condition of any facility associated with the remedy. An example would be soil vapor extraction.

XI. OVERALL OBSERVATIONS
A. Implementation of the Remedy
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D.

Describe issues and observations relating to whether the remedy is effective and functioning as designed. 
Begin with a brief statement of what the remedy is designed to accomplish (e.g., to contain contaminant 
plume, minimis infiltration and gas emissions). _ _ _
The remedv. fiincfiohs effectively^^ intended: TKe asphalt/cbncretein^ment cover, fiinctions.as.^bsigned 
t(^djvert.watef ftbm benetfatjngthe-historicali^eaof contaniin^omr.Gfoundwatefmonit6ringiis nolongeii 
fedmfedtorxdnducted.aibtfae Sito since.the MCEsAwere. achieved Dnofltd-dite prevdoiis^^
Adequacy of O&M
Describe issues and observations related to the implementation and scope of O&M procedures. In 
particular, discuss their relationship to the current and long-term protectiveness of the remedy.
O&M is not required except for ensuring the integrity of the asphalt/concrete pavement. This area does 
not currently require any maintenance.

C. Early Indicators of Potential Remedy Problems
Describe issues and observations such as unexpected changes in the cost or scope of O&M or a high 
frequency of unscheduled repairs that suggest that the protectiveness of the remedy may be compromised 
in the future.
Institutional controls will ensure that current/ future Site owners consider maintainence of the asphalt/ 
concrete pavement cover, land use restrictions and vapor intrusion during any new construction on site. 
Opportunities for Optimization
Describe possible opportunities for optimization in monitoring tasks or the operation of the remedy. 
N/A
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Appendix H: Photographs from Site Inspection Visit
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Table 2. Soil Aoah-|iral Rnnin for Merah.

Stadon ID
Sample ID 

Matrix

Sample Dare

BBCCOl BBCCO: BBCC03 BBCCIM BBCC05 BBCC03
BBCC01SS0317 BBCC0:SS0317 BBCC03SS0317 BBCC04SS0317 BBCC0SSSO317 BBCC05SSS0317

Sur&nSoa Sis^Sal SmfiMSail Su^Sotl Sn&cSoU

3/21.X17 IthlS 3.'21,^17 10:50 121/^17 11-^ J.21/20I7UJS ifmC\79:lS J'1X»170;40

: Anahrk ; SRGsCl ,JRSi4(^ ^ . . , ■ • . • -.V er- •
, .1' • .--.•ri-

Arsenic me/kedtv 5 3 1.4 9.4'* 31 •** 7.5
Cadmium mg/k*drv _ 980 0.26 1.8 0.27- 0.29 0.29 0.65
Chinrniiim me/kgdry _ _ 14 20 13 5.6 15 57
Chrominm.
Hexavalent mg.'lce dry 6.3 4.4 U 4.7 U 4.8 U 4.7 U 4.6 U 4.5 U'

Lead rnffte dry 1000 800 11 110 23 26 24 73

U - Tbe analjle was not detected at oi above the t^itiog limit. 
Detecdoos are shaded.
Data bold exceed the Site Remedial Goal.
■ The inahle exceeded SRG.
' The analyte exceeded RSL for industrial soils.

Table 3. Sofl Analvtical Remits for SV'OCs.

Station ID

Sample n> 
Matrix

Samnle Date

BBCCO: BBCC03 BBCC05 BBCCO?

BBCC02SS0317 BBCC05SS0317 BBCC05SS0317 BBCC05SSS0317

SurteeSofl SmficeScil SarfsceSeil SsabaSal
3/21'701710:30 3.Qiy3317UJ0 'n'HW7 9:lS

. '..'tiiiits
Acenapfatfavleae mg'l-g dry _ 0.480 1.100 0.075 U 0.075 U

Anthracene mit/kgdrv
230000
maVe 0.130 .0.540 J.O o;o80 0.075 U

Benzo(a)aiidiTaceiie mplgdrv’ 21 mg/kg 1.500 5.600 . 0190 ; 0.095
Benzo(a)p\Taie mpVgdry' 2.1 n^R :«oo- 9.600 - , 0310 0.140

Beizo(b}fluoianthene mailg dry 21 mg/kg 3J00 11.000 0340 0.170
B«Bo(gJy)perylene mg,'l£g drv _ IJOO 6200 170 0.099
Benzo(k)fluoranthene mphgdrv 210 mg/kg 2.700 . 10000 0330 0.160

BisG-«hyihexyi)
phdialate mfflcgdrY 160mgfkg 0.370 U 3.700 U 0.370 U 380 U
Caibazole mgfl-R dry _ 0.041 J.O 0.740 U 0.100 0.075 U

Cfarvsene me4sdrv
2100

mg'kg 1000 7.200 0330 0150
Dibenz(aJ))aiiiliiacene mz'icgdry 2.1 mg<kg 0J50 2100 " 0073 J.O 0.035 J.O

Dibenzofuian mg'lcg drv
1000

mg/kg 0.074 U 0.740 U 0.034 J.O 0.075 U

Fhioranthaie mgilcRdry
30000
mgl-g 1800 5900 0.660 0.230

Fluonne ms/ltEdry
30000
mg/kg 0.074 U 0.740 U 0.039 J.O 0.075 U

Indmo(L2J-cd)
pttene mg.'1-g dry 21 mgtg 1.600 5500 0.170 0.092

Nanhthalene
mg'igdiy

17mg/kg 0.074 U 0.740 U 0.053 J.O 0.075 U
Phenanthraie

mgikgdiy
_ 0.067J.O 0.740U 0.450 0.073 J.O

Pytene mElgdry
23000
mgikg 3.100 9.400 0.560 0.200

U-The analyte was not detected at or above the reporting limil. Detections are shaded. Data bold exceed the She Remedial Goal.
The analyte exceeded RSL for industrial soils. J The identificatian of the analytical is acceptable; die reported value is an 

estimate. 0 Other qualifiers have bed assigned pnniding addititmal infoimatipn.
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Tablf Soil Anah'tical Rtsnlts for Mrtal? (Condnutd).

Station ID
Sample ID 

Matrix
Sample Date

BBCC06 BBCC07 BBCCOS BBCC09 BBCCBG
BBCC06SS0317 BBCC07SS0317 BBCC08SS0317 BBCC09SS0317 BBCCBGSS0317

5qt^«3oi1 SariiceSoil SnrftceSoil SirfiCfSoil SinteeSctl
15:15 3r.?Ol7 IWO j.llton 10:50 S.2i»171l:::0 Sr2yxi7n-.M

Arsenic mg/tgdry 5 3 . 2S . .13''’ • JgA,. : 5J''" ■ 1
Cadmium drv _ 9S0 0.63 0.19 0.10 u 02 02
Chromium nie/ke drv _ _ -14 4.6 15 8.1
^omi^ 
Hexa valent mertediy i 6.3 5.8 4.5 U 42 U 4.9 U 4.1 U

Lead mg/Vsdrv 1000 SOO , . 4' 22 6.6 11 . . 9.7. ;
Aublim Data QiulifiaTs

U ■ Ibe anahte was not dOKted at oi above the reporting limit.
Detections are shaded
Data bold exceed the Site Remedial Goal
* The anal}^ exceeded SRC.
' The analvte exceeded RSL for industrial soils.

Table 3. Soil Analytical Retultx for SVOCt (Condiraed).

Station ID

Sample ZD
Matrix

Sample Date

BBCC06 BBCC07 BBCC09 BBCCBG

BBCC06SS0317 BBCC07SS0317 BBCOI9SS0317 BBCCBGSS0317

Sot^Sot! SiBficeSou SoEjKeSttl SorficcSosl
3/71.201715:15 3^71'20]7102d 3-72.20I7 1120 • 3''2V:01711:50

HCTIiS

1Ii IIIi

Acenapfaffatiene mpTcedry _ 0.073 U 0:690J. 0 0,091 U 0.076 U

Anthracene mn'Vedn-
230000
m&Ve 0.073 U 0.730 U 0,091 U 0.076 U

Benzo(a)anihracene me^sdry 21 mzie 0.073 U 1600 0,050 J. 0 0.076 U
Benzo(a)p>TeDe mg/kpdry 2.1 meVe 0.073 U 4.200' 0067 J.O ' 0:043X0

BenzoCbl&uoTanthene mg^sdrv 21 mphe 0.073 U 4.900 0.140 0.062X0
BenzofgJuTpervtene mg'lce dry

. . ■

0.073 U 2.400 : 0.080J.O 0.043X0
BenzoOclfluoranthene ms/'ksdry 210mBike 0.073 U 5.200 : 0.088 X0 0.049 X0

BisC2-«thyIhes>'l)
phthilate mg/h^dry 160 mg/hg 0.390 3.700 U ’ 0.470 0.380 U
Caibazole mgi'kg dry _ 0.073 U 0.730 U 0.091 U 0.076 U
Chrysene mg/kgdry :i00mg4-g 0.073 U 3:300 0.110' 0.046 X0

Dibenz(a,h)anthracene malcedry 2.1 mg'lg 0.073 U : 0.950 0.091 U 0.076 U
Dibenrofuran mg^-gdrv lOOOmg/kg 0.073 U 0.730 U 0.091 U 0.076 U
FhioranthcQc mg/ligdry

30000
make 0.073 U 2.600 0.110 0;043XO

Fluorane mg/k,g drs-
30000
mg'h.e 0.073 U 0.730 U 0.091 U 0.076 U

Indeno (1.13-cd) 
miene tng.la dry 21 mg4's 0.073 U 2:400

i ■ ■ '

0.066 J.O 0:036X0
Naphthakne m2^s drv 17 mz'ke 0.073 U 0,730 U 0.091 U 0.076 U
Phenanthrenie mg'l-gdrv _ 0.073 U 0,730 U 0.037 J.O 0.076 U

Pvrene mz'he dry
23000
mgi'l'g 0,073 U 4.100 0.100 0.076 U

U • The analyte was not detected at or above tlie carting; limit Detections are shaded 
' The analyte exceeded RSL for industnal soils. J The identification of the analyncal is 

estimate. 0 Other qualifiers have been assigned jnoviding additional infonnation.

Data bold exceed the Site Reaoedial Goal 
accqitable; the reported \^e is an
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APPENDIX J -MARCH 2017 SOIL SAMPLING RISK ASSESSMENT
MEMORANDUM

UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
REGION 4

61 FORSYTH STREET
ATLANTA, GEORGIA 30303-8960

MEMORANDUM
SUBJECT: Analytical Data from March 2017

B&B Chemical Site 
Hialeah, Dade County, Florida

July 11.2017

FROM:

TO:

THRU:

Sydney Chan, Life Scientist 
Scientific Support Section

Shelby Johnson, Remedial Project Manager 
Site Assessment Section

Glenn Adams, Chief 
Scientific Support Section

Per your request. Scientific Support Section (SSS) has rcvicwxd the analytical data you provided 
for the B&B Chemical Site, Hialeah. Dade County, Florida. The data were collected in March 
2017 and includes the results of surface soil only.

Data Review
Surface soil samples were collected March 21 and 22"‘‘. 2017. Analysis of surface soil samples 
were performed for Total Metals. Semi Volatile Organics, and Volatiles. All analytes detected 
were screened against residential soil Regional Screening Levels (RSLs). Contaminants that 
exceeded residcniial RSLs were then screened against Industrial RSLs.

Metals
Metal were analyzed using EPA Method 200.8. but the analysis only included Arsenic,
Cadmium, Cliromium, HexavaJent Cliromium. and Lead. All arsenic detected were within EPA’s 
acceptable risk range based on exposure to residential soils. There Was one detection of arsenic 
above a residential hazard index (HI) of L Using a calculated 95% UCL (upper confidence liriiit) 
of all arsenic results, the concentration would be below a residential HI of I. All arsenic detected 
were also within EPA's acceptable risk range based on risk exposure to commercial workers and 
below a worker scenario HI of 1. All cadmium, chromium, hexavalent chromium, and lead 
concentrations were within EPA’s acceptable risk range and/dr below an HI of 1 for residential 
and industrial exposure scenarios. Please note total chromium detections were screened as 
chromium (111).

Semi l/olatUe Organics
Semi Volatile Organics were onalyzicd using EPA Method 8270D. All semi volatile organics 
analyzed were within EPAs acceptable risk range and/or below an HI of 1 for residential and 
indu.sirial exposure scenarios.
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Volatile Organics
Volatile Organics were analyzed using EPA Method 8260C. All volatile organics analyzed were 
within EPA's acceptable risk range aird/or below’ an HI of 1 for residential and industrial 
exposure scenarios.

If you have any questions regarding this review, you can contact me at 404-562-8907 or 
clmn.svcinev'fDepa.eov.
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