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Executive Summary 

Introduction 
The Airco Plating Co. Superfund site (the Site) is 2 acres in size and is located in Miami, in 
Miami-Dade County, Florida. The Site is the location of the Airco Plating Company, Inc. (APC) 
electroplating shop, which has operated at the Site since 1957. The APC facility primarily plates 
steel, copper and brass with zinc, but also plates various items with brass, cadmium, copper, 
nickel and tin. Since 1957, cyanide, acids and caustic compounds have been used in the 
electroplating process, and tetrachloroethene (PCE) had previously been used as a cleaning fluid 
for parts prior to plating. Until 1973, wastewaters from the plating operations were disposed of in 
three on-site seepage ponds pursuant to a permit from the Florida State Board of Health. From 
1973 until 1981, plating wastes were pretreated and released into the Miami municipal sewage 
system. In 1981, the wastewater treatment system was upgraded to remove sludge from the 
treated effluent prior to discharge to the Miami municipal sewage system. This treatment train 
continues to operate at the site. 

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) began conducting site investigations 
in July 1985 and the Site was proposed to the National Priorities List (NPL) in June 1988. APC 
performed a contamination assessment in May 1989 and submitted subsequent Contamination 
Assessment Reports to EPA and the Florida Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP) 
through March 1990. EPA finalized the Site on the NPL in February 1990. In the early 1990s, 
various metals, cyanide, PCE and trichloroethene (TCE) were detected in the soil at the Site and 
elevated levels of cadmium and volatile organic compounds (VOCs), such as PCE, were detected 
in shallow ground water on site. In addition, elevated levels of cadmium and PCE were detected 
in deeper ground water. 

EPA designated one operable unit (OU) to address the Site's soil and ground water 
contamination. The triggering action for this Five-Year Review (FYR) was the signing of the 
previous FYR on September 28, 2006. 

Remedial Action Objectives 
The remedial action objectives (RAOs) in the Site' s May 1993 Feasibility Study (FS) were 
established based on regulatory requirements and the level of contamination found at the Site. 
The purpose of the remedial action at the Site was to mitigate and minimize contamination in the 
ground water and soil to reduce potential risks to human health and the environment. The RAOs 
are: 

• 	 Prevent ingestion of ground water having a 1.0 x 10.6 or greater cancer risk for all 

contaminants of concern (COCs). 


• 	 Prevent ingestion of ground water having a Hazard Quotient (HQ) non-carcinogenic level 
of concern in excess of l.0 for all COCs. 

• 	 Prevent ingestion, inhalation and direct contact with soil having l.0 x 10-6 or greater risk 
for all COCs. 

• 	 Prevent ingestion, inhalation and direct contact with soil having a non-carcinogenic HQ 
in excess of l.0 for all COCs. 
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• 	 Prevent migration of contaminants from soil that would result in ground water 
contamination exceeding a HQ of 1.0 or a carcinogenic risk exceeding 1.0 x 10-6 for all 
COCs. 

EPA signed the Site' s Record of Decision (ROD) in October 1993, selecting a remedy to address 
ground water and soil contamination. Construction of the remedy began in December 1995 and 
was completed in September 1999. Ground water cleanup at the Site is ongoing. Major remedy 
components include: soil vapor extraction (SVE) of organic compounds; placement of a 
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA)-type cap over cadmium-contaminated soil; 
institutional controls to preserve the integrity of the cap and to prohibit activities that are not 
compatible with the remedy; extraction of contaminated ground water, treatment by air stripping 
and proper discharge of treated water; evaluation of the need for treatment of inorganics in 
ground water; and modeling of air emissions and analysis of actual air emissions from the air
stripping tower and the SVE system. 

Technical Assessment 
The review of documents, applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements (ARARs) and risk 
assumptions as well as the site inspection indicate that the Site' s remedy has been implemented 
according to Site decision documents. Contaminated soils were treated with SVE and 
consolidated under a RCRA-type cap in September 1999 . EPA approved the ground water 
extraction and treatment system in June 1997 and the system has been continuously operated 
since that time. 

Since ground water treatment system startup, ground water cleanup goals have been achieved in 
several monitoring wells and cleanup goals for individual COCs in specific monitoring wells 
have also been achieved. However, cadmium, nickel and VOCs continue to be detected in site
monitoring and recovery wells at concentrations exceeding cleanup goals. During the current 
FYR period, cadmium concentrations in shallow aquifer monitoring well APS-5 and nickel 
concentrations in intermediate aquifer monitoring well API-3 and shallow aquifer monitoring 
well APS-5 have shown an increasing trend. Aside from one 20 I 0 exceedance in shallow aquifer 
monitoring well APS-5, nickel concentrations in these three wells were below the cleanup goal, 
but cadmium concentrations exceeded the cleanup goal in all three wells. Exceedances for both 
cadmium and nickel have been noted in shallow aquifer monitoring well APS-ll as well. This 
well exhibited anomalously high concentrations for these two metals in December 2009 and 
December 2010. Confirmatory sampling indicated that concentrations had declined, but 
remained substantially higher when compared with measurements from other years, and the 
cause for these spikes remains unknown. Given that corresponding spikes have not been detected 
in the adjacent recovery well, review of the current placement of recovery well RW-4 will be 
conducted to ensure no pockets of contamination are beyond the reach of the ground water 
treatment system. Concentrations of VOCs above the cleanup goals also continue to be detected 
at shallow aquifer monitoring well APS-II and recovery well RW-4, located near the original 
source area for Site contamination. 

Concerns that ground water remediation was not progressing at the rate anticipated by the ROD 
and that contaminant concentrations had achieved a steady state were expressed during the 2006 
FYR and again by FDEP's Program and Technical Support Section office in Tallahassee in 2010 
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(Appendix F). The difference between average and instantaneous pumping rates for the Site 
suggests that the ground water treatment system spends significant portions of time offline. 
Currently, the PRP operates the system during business hours, but the system should be operated 
on a continuous basis, as specified in the site O&M Plan. Additionally, nickel and cadmium 
concentrations in RW-4 have not shown consistent declines and may have reached an asymptotic 
state. Further evaluation is needed at the site to determine the cause for the reduced average rate 
of ground water recovery, to determine how best to maintain continued progress toward 
achieving cleanup goals, and to evaluate whether the ground water system effectively captures 
and contains the ground water plume. 

The 2006 FYR recommended that the human health risks associated with the vapor intrusion 
pathway be evaluated for the Site. A preliminary screening was performed using the Johnson and 
Ettinger Model and results were reported in the 2008 FYR Addendum. Site-specific inputs 
indicate a cancer risk ofless than 1.0 xlO-4 and a hazard quotient ofless than 1. In addition, the 
area of ground water contamination is not located under building foundations where current 
operations continue. Therefore, EPA determined that vapor intrusion is not an exposure pathway 
of concern. 

The ground water ARAR for chloroform has become more stringent and a ground water ARAR 
for bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate has become available since the signing of the 1993 ROD. 
Additionally, the soil cleanup goal for chromium was risk-based and the toxicity criteria for 
chromium have been revised. These changes do not affect the protectiveness of the remedy at 
the Site in the short term. However, EPA will continue to monitor site-related contaminants and 
will take appropriate action to address potential risks. 

The 1993 ROD selected institutional controls for site soils including a restrictive covenant to 
restrict land uses that would be incompatible with the remedy, and to protect the integrity of the 
on-site cap. A draft restrictive covenant is currently under review at EPA and FDEP. Through a 
Florida Ground Water Delineated Area, the South Florida Water Management District restricts 
well use and placement, effectively accomplishing the objective of preventing exposure to 
ground water contamination. Property perimeter fencing is in place around all site parcels and 
the placement of the on-site cap has eliminated the exposure pathway to contaminated soils. 

The southern portion of the Site containing a section of the on-site cap, a recovery well and 
several monitoring wells has come under new ownership. The new owner has made several 
physical changes to the property, including covering flush mount monitoring wells with gravel 
and removing interior fencing around the southern portion of the on-site cap and monitoring well 
cluster 3. EPA has been in communication with the new owner to notify him about the Site and 
the remedial actions underway. EPA will continue to work with the owner to ensure that 
remedial components on his property remain intact and accessible. During the site inspection, 
some monitoring well caps were found to be broken. Though access to these wells is restricted 
by fencing around the perimeter of the impacted site parcels, well maintenance should be 
performed. 
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Conclusion 
The Site remedy currently protects human health and the environment in the short term because 
source control remediation has been completed in accordance with the selected remedy, the 
ground water treatment system continues to operate at the Site and there are no complete 
exposure pathways. However, in order for the remedy to be protective in the long term, issues 
regarding ground water remedy optimization, ground water recovery rates, unexplained spikes in 
cadmium and nickel concentrations, and soil institutional controls should be addressed. 
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Five-Year Review Summary Form 

SITE IDE:\fTIFICATIO:\f 

Type of review: 
D Pre-SARA 

Non-NPL Remedial Action Site 
D NPL-Removal only 
D NPL StatefTribe-lead 

D Actual RA Start at OU# 
[8J Previous Five-Year Review Report 

[Review period should conespond to the achlai start and end dates of the Five-Year Review in CERCLIS.] 

D Actual RA Oll-site COllStl1lCtiOll at OU# 

D Construction Completion 

D Other (specifY) 
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Five-Year Review Summary Form (continued) 

Issues: 

I) Although some ground water cleanup goals have been achieved, cadmium, nickel and VOC concentrations 
continue to be detected above cleanup goals. Cadmium and nickel concentrations have not shown appreciable 
declines in the past ten years, slowing progress of the ground water remedial action. In addition, concerns were 
expressed in the 2006 FYR and in comments from FDEP in 20 I 0 that ground water remediation is not progressing at 
the rate anticipated by the 1993 sitewide ROD. 
2) Unexplained spikes in cadmium and nickel concentrations were detected in shallow aquifer well APS-II in 
December 2009 and December 2010. 
3) The 1996 O&M Plan anticipated that the ground water treatment system would operate at an average pumping 
rate of22 gpm. With one exception (RW-I in 2006), the average pumping rates for both recovery wells have been 
below 3 gpm during the current FYR period. 
4) A new owner has acquired the parcel south of the APe property and has made physical modifications such as 
covering flush mounted monitoring wells with gravel and removing interior fencing around the on-site cap. 
5) Institutional controls to restrict land uses that are incompatible with the remedy and to preserve the integrity of 
the on-site cap have not been implemented. 

Recommendations: 

I) The ground water treatment system should be operated continuously in accordance with the 1996 O&M Plan for 
the Site. The system should be assessed to determine whether it effectively captures the contaminant plume when 
operated according to the O&M Plan. If the assessment determines that system improvements are necessary, those 
changes should be implemented, as appropriate. 

2) Evaluate potential seasonal, hydrologic, environmental or other factors that might be responsible for spikes in 

cadmium and nickel concentrations in ground water monitoring well APS-ll. 
3) Evaluate the cause(s) of the reduced average rate of ground water recovery and evaluate and perform an analysis 
of ground water recovery to detennine whether the current configuration of recovery wells adequately contains the 
entire ground water plume area. Take next steps, as appropriate, to address [mdings of these evaluations. 
4) Continue efforts to explain remedial components, liability concerns and owner/operator responsibilities to the 
new owner of the parcel south of the APe property. Implement a restrictive covenant for the parcel to prevent 
activities and land uses that would be incompatible with the remedy. 

5) Finalize and implement the draft restrictive covenant for the APe property upon receiving approval from EPA 

andFDEP. 
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Five-Year Review Summary Form (continued) 

Protectiveness Statement: 

The Site remedy currently protects human health and the enviromnent in the short term because source control 

remediation has been completed in accordance with the selected remedy, the ground water treatment system 

continues to operate at the Site and there are no complete exposure pathways. However, in order for the remedy to 

be protective in the long term, issues regarding ground water remedy optimization, ground water recovery rates, 

unexplained spikes in cadmium and nickel concentrations, and soil institutional controls should be addressed. 


Enviromnental Indicators 

- Current human exposures at the Site are under control. 

- Current ground water migration is under control. 


Are Necessary Institutional Controls in Place? 

D All C8J Some D None 

The 1993 ROD called for source control institutional controls to preserve the on-site cap integrity and to restrict land 

uses incompatible with the remedy. A draft restrictive covenant is currently in review and will be implemented upon 

receiving approval from EPA and FDEP. Ground water institutional controls were not called for in site decision 

documents; however, a State of Florida mechanism currently acts to restrict use of and prevent exposure to 

contaminated ground water. 


Has the Site Been Designated as Site-Wide Ready for Anticipated Use? 

DYes C8J No 
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Third Five-Year Review Report 

for 


Airco Plating Co. Superfund Site 


1.0 Introduction 

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

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) prepares FYRs pursuant to the 
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) Section 
121 and the National Contingency Plan (NCP). CERCLA Section 121 states: 

"If the President selects a remedial action that results in any hazardous substances, 
pollutants, or contaminants remaining at the site, the President shall review such remedial 
action no less often than each five years after the initiation of such remedial action to 
assure that human health and the environment are being protected by the remedial action 
being implemented. In addition, ifupon such review it is the judgment of the President 
that action is appropriate at such site in accordance with section [104] or [106], the 
President shall take or require such action. The President shall report to the Congress a 
list of facilities for which such review is required, the results of all such reviews, and any 
actions taken as a result of such reviews." 

EPA interpreted this requirement further in the NCP, 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 
Section 300.430(f)(4)(ii), which states: 

"If a remedial action is selected that results in hazardous substances, pollutants, or 
contaminants remaining at the site above levels that allow for unlimited use and 
unrestricted exposure, the lead agency shall review such actions no less often than every 
five years after the initiation of the selected remedial action." 

Skeo Solutions, an EPA Region 4 contractor, conducted the FYR and prepared this report 
regarding the remedy implemented at the Airco Plating Co. site (the Site) in Miami, Miami-Dade 
County, Florida. This FYR was conducted from December 2010 to September 2011. EPA is the 
lead agency for developing and implementing the remedy for the potentially responsible party 
(pRP)-financed cleanup at the Site. The Florida Department of Environmental Protection 
(FDEP), as the support agency representing the State of Florida, has reviewed all supporting 
documentation and provided input to EPA during the FYR process. 

This is the third FYR for the Site. The triggering action for this review is the signature date of the 
previous FYR. A statutory review of the Site is required due to the fact that hazardous 
substances, pollutants or contaminants remain at the Site above levels that allow for unlimited 
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use and unrestricted exposure. Remedial actions at the Site are being performed under a single 
operable unit. 
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2.0 Site Chronology 

Table 1 lists the dates of important events for the Site. 

Table 1: Chronology of Site Events 

Event 
EPA discovered improperly treated discharge 
EPA discovered contamination 
State ofFlorida began Preliminary Assessment 
State ofFlorida completed Preliminary Assessment 
Site Inspection 
EPA began remedial investigation and feasibility study (RIJFS) 
EPA completed NPL responsible party search 
EPA proposed the Site to the National Priorities List (NPL) 
EPA completed RIIFS 
EPA finalized the Site on the NPL 
EPA conducted treatability study 
EPA and PRP executed Administrative Order on Consent; 
PRP began RIJFS 
EPA conducted removal assessment 
EPA and PRP signed Consent Decree (CD) 
EPA conducted Baseline Risk Assessment 
EPA completed Record ofDecision (ROD); 
PRP completed RIIFS 
EPA issued Unilateral Adlninistrative Order 
PRP began first remedial design (RD) 
PRP completed first RD; PRP began first remedial action (RA) 
PRP began second RD 
PRP completed first RA; PRP began long-term response action 
PRP completed second RD; PRP began second RA 
EPA prepared Prelilninary Close-Out Report; 
EPA granted Construction Completion 
PRP completed second RA 
EPA completed first FYR 
EPA completed second FYR 

Date 
1971 

August 1, 1980 
October 1, 1984 

October 28, 1985 
June 24, 1986 

December 1, 1986 
September 17, 1987 

June 24, 1988 
July 10, 1988 

February 21 , 1990 
September 4, 1990 

November 14, 1990 

September 30, 1991 
February 24, 1993 

March 19, 1993 
October 1, 1993 

August 22 , 1994 
September 20, 1994 
December 20, 1995 

February 26, 1998 
September 23, 1998 

May 25, 1999 
September 15, 1999 

September 30, 1999 
September 25, 2001 
September 28, 2006 
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3.0 Background 

3.1 Physical Characteristics 

The Site is located at 3636 NW 46th Street, Miami, Florida. The Site occupies 
approximately 2 acres in a predominately industrial and commercial area of northeastern 
Miami-Dade County, Florida (see Figure I). A mobile home community is located 300 
feet south of the Site. Airco Plating Company, Inc. (APC) continues to operate an 
electroplating facility at the Site (Figure 2). The topography of the surrounding area is 
relatively flat with a land surface elevation of about eight feet above mean sea level. The 
Miami Canal is located approximately two-thirds of a mile southwest of the Site and is 
the only surface water body in the vicinity of the Site. The Site is underlain by the 
Biscayne Aquifer, which is 100 feet thick in the vicinity of the Site. 

Underlying the Site, below the surficial soils, is a 40- to 45-foot-thick layer of fine to 
coarse-grained, moderately sorted, unconsolidated quartz sand, which contains randomly 
distributed limestone rubble that increases in proportion with depth. The sand ranges in 
color from a white to a light brown. The sand overlies coral limestone, which ranges in 
depth from 45 to 55 feet below land surface (bls); sand has filled some of the voids and 
open spaces within the limestone. Crystalline calcite also occurs at this depth. From 52 to 
65 feet bls, there is a fairly-dense, fine-grained limestone containing abundant solution 
channels and voids that might be filled with sand. At approximately 65 to 70 feet bls, the 
fairly-dense, fine-grained limestone grades into a less-dense, coarse-grained shelly 
limestone that continues to at least 75 feet bls. The water table at the Site is about 4.5 to 6 
feet bls. Ground water flow direction varies from the southeast to the southwest. 

The 2-acre Site consists offour parcels owned by APC (parcel numbers 30-3121-000
1060,30-3121-000-0991,30-3121-000-1053 and 30-3121-000-1052) and a portion ofa 
fifth parcel owned by a separate private party (parcel number 30-3121-000-1056). All site 
parcels are zoned for industrial land uses (Table 2). 

Table 2: Zoning for Site Parcels 

Folio Number Primary Zone Parcel Area (square feet) Owner 

30-3121-000-1060 7100 INDUSTRIAL 43 ,995 APe 
30-3 121-000-099 1 7100 INDUSTRIAL 13,067 APe 
30-3 121-000-1053 7100 INDUSTRIAL 9,894 APe 
30-3 121-000-1052 7100 INDUSTRIAL 3,872 APe 
30-3121-000-1056 7100 INDUSTRIAL 73 ,616 Private Owner 
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Figu e 1: Site Location M ap 
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Figure 2: Detailed Site Map 
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Figure 3: Detailed Site Map with Parcel Boundaries 
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3.2 Land and Resource Use 

APC began metal plating activities at the Site in the mid-1950s and continues to operate 
an active electroplating facility on site. The Site is zoned for industrial use, and land use 
in the surrounding area is mainly commercial and industrial. A mobile home community 
is located 300 feet south of the Site. The type ofland use in the area has not changed 
significantly since discovery of the contamination or since the ROD was issued. The new 
private land owner of the southernmost portion of the Site (parcel folio #30-3121-000
1056) has made minor physical improvements to the property, but its use will remain 
industrial or commercial. 

The Site is immediately underlain by the Biscayne Aquifer, which is classified as Class 
GIl ground water for potable water use. The water table is found at the Site at depths of 
4.5 to 6 feet bls and ground water flow direction varies from the southeast to the 
southwest. The Biscayne Aquifer is the sole source of potable water in Miami-Dade 
County, Florida. There are no private wells in use around the Site and because the area is 
located in a Florida ground water delineated area, future well installation is prohibited. 

3.3 History of Contamination 

The APC facility primarily plates steel, copper and brass with zinc. The facility also 
plates various items with brass, cadmium, chromium, copper, nickel and tin. Cyanide, 
acids and caustic compounds have been used in the electroplating process since 1957 and 
continue to be used at the facility today. In addition, tetrachloroethene (PC E) was 
previously used as a cleaning fluid for parts prior to plating. 

In 1957, APC obtained a permit from the Florida State Board of Health to discharge 
treated electroplating wastewater into three percolation ponds (see Figure 2). APC began 
using the center pond around 1957. In 1962, APC leased a portion of the property parcel 
adjacent to the southeastern corner of APC's current property boundary (see Figure 3). 
APC installed a second pond to receive treated electroplating wastewater on the leased 
land. The third pond, located to the northwest of the center pond, was constructed in the 
late 1960s. APC ceased discharging treated wastewater to all three ponds in 1972 and 
1973. The wastewater treatment process used at the time the ponds were utilized included 
cyanide destruction, chromium reduction and pH neutralization. APC reports that no 
sludges or spent cyanide solutions were placed in the ponds. 

In 1971, EPA observed that wastewater was being discharged directly into the 
percolation ponds without prior treatment. At that time, the wastewater was found to 
contain cadmium, copper, zinc and tin. Between June 1972 and January 1973, APC 
received at least three notices that wastewater discharges exceeded Miami-Dade County 
discharge requirements. 
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3.4 Initial Response 

In February 1973, EPA ordered APC to pump out the three percolation ponds and make 
changes to the treatment system to comply with regulations. In June 1973, APC 
discontinued use of the percolation ponds, closed the ponds by backfilling and regrading 
them and began discharging treated electroplating effluent to the Miami municipal sewer. 
In 1981 , the treatment process was improved to separate sludge from the treated effluent 
before it was discharged to the sewer. The sludge was collected and shipped off site for 
disposal. 

EPA conducted investigations at the Site in July 1985, December 1986 and January 1987. 
APC performed a contamination assessment in May 1989 with subsequent Contamination 
Assessment Reports submitted in August 1989, December 1989 and March 1990. EPA 
completed its Expanded Site Investigation in two volumes which were approved in July 
1987 and July 1988. The Site was proposed to the NFL in June 1988 and listed on the 
NFL in February 1990. 

In July 1990, the Site's PRP received a special notice letter for the remedial investigation 
and feasibility study (RVFS). APC signed an Administrative Order on Consent to 
implement the RVFS on November 14, 1990. 

3.5 Basis for Taking Action 

The objective of the 1993 PRP-lead RI was to better define the nature and extent of 
contamination in the soils and ground water at the Site and to assess the current and 
potential risk to public health and the environment. Soil samples contained concentrations 
of metals, including cadmium, chromium, lead and zinc, and PCE at levels above those 
considered protective of human health. Soils with the highest levels of contaminant 
concentrations were found at the locations of each of the three former percolation ponds 
and also in a location adjacent to the main APC building (see Figure 2). Shallow ground 
water (10-20 feet bls) contained concentrations of cadmium, chromium, nickel , lead and 
several VOCs, including PCE, TCE, cis-l,2-dichloroethene, trans-l,2-dichloroethene, 
chloroform, 1 ,l-dichloroethene and vinyl chloride, above levels considered protective of 
human health. Within the boundaries of the APC property, cadmium and VOCs were the 
primary contaminants in shallow ground water. Intermediate (35-45 feet bls) and deep 
(65-75 feet bls) ground water also contained elevated VOC concentrations in excess of 
levels considered protective of human health. 

EPA's 1993 Baseline Risk Assessment evaluated the potential current and future 
exposure pathways for site-related contamination. The potential current or future 
exposure pathways under an industrial land use scenario included: 

• Ingestion of surface soil by a trespasser or an on-site worker. 
• Dermal absorption from surface soil by a trespasser or an on-site worker. 
• Inhalation of fugitive dust and VOCs by a trespasser or an on-site worker. 
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The potential future exposure pathways under a residential land use scenario included: 

• Ingestion of surface soil by an on-site resident. 
• Dermal absorption from surface soil by an on-site resident. 
• Ingestion of ground water by an on-site resident. 
• Inhalation ofVOCs in ground water by an on-site resident during showering. 
• Inhalation of airborne dust by an on-site resident. 

Of the potential and current exposure pathways evaluated, the Baseline Risk Assessment 
identified ingestion of ground water to be an unacceptable risk. Given that the Site is 
underlain by the Biscayne Aquifer, which serves as the source of drinking water for 
Miami-Dade County, EPA determined that actual or threatened releases of hazardous 
substances from the Site may present an imminent and substantial endangerment to the 
public. Movement of contaminated soil and dust via surface water or airborne 
transmigration was also determined to present secondary environmental pathways of 
concern. No completed exposure pathways were identified for ecological risk. 
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4.0 Remedial Actions 

In accordance with CERCLA and the NCP, the overriding goals for any remedial action 
are protection of human health and the environment and compliance with applicable or 
relevant and appropriate requirements (ARARs). A number of remedial alternatives were 
considered for the Site, and final selection was made based on an evaluation of each 
alternative against nine evaluation criteria that are specified in Section 300.430(e)(9)(iii) 
of the NCP. The nine criteria include: 

1. 	 Overall Protectiveness of Human Health and the Environment 
2. 	 Compliance with ARARs 
3. 	 Long-Term Effectiveness and Permanence 
4. 	 Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility or Volume of Contaminants through Treatment 
5. 	 Short-term Effectiveness 
6. 	 Implementability 
7. 	 Cost 
8. 	 State Acceptance 
9. 	 Community Acceptance 

4.1 Remedy Selection 

In the Site 's 1993 FS, EPA identified the purpose of the remedial action at the Site, which 
is to mitigate and minimize the completion of any exposure pathways to ground water 
and soil in order to reduce potential risks to human health and the environment. The 
remedial action objectives (RAOs) are: 

• 	 Prevent ingestion of ground water having a 1.0 x 10-6 or greater cancer risk for all 
COCs. 

• 	 Prevent ingestion of ground water having a Hazard Quotient (HQ) non
carcinogenic level of concern in excess of 1.0 for all COCs. 

• 	 Prevent ingestion, inhalation and direct contact with soil having 1.0 x 10-6 or 
greater risk for all COCs. 

• 	 Prevent ingestion, inhalation and direct contact with soil having a non
carcinogenic HQ in excess of 1.0 for all COCs. 

• 	 Prevent migration of contaminants from soil that would result in ground water 
contamination exceeding a HQ of 1.0 or a carcinogenic risk exceeding 1.0 x 10-6 

for all COCs. 

The Record of Decision (ROD) for the Site was signed on October 1, 1993, and included 
remedies for both soil source contamination and contaminated ground water. The goal of 
the remedy is to address source contamination to prevent exposure to contaminated soil 
and to prevent further migration of metals and VOCs into the ground water. In addition, 
the remediation of ground water is necessary to protect the Biscayne Aquifer, the sole 
source of drinking water for the Miami-Dade County area. The major components of the 
selected remedy include: 
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• 	 Soil vapor extraction (SVE) of organic compounds, such as PCE concentrations in 
excess of 90 milligrams per kilogram (mglkg), that are present in site soils to a 
depth of five to six feet below land surface, or just above the water table, 
whichever is lower. 

• 	 Placement of a Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA)-type cap over 
soils with cadmium concentrations in excess of 73 mg/kg or PCE concentrations 
in excess of 0.060 mg/kg. 

• 	 Implementation of institutional controls, including deed restrictions, to preserve 
the integrity of the cap and to prohibit activities that are not compatible with the 
remedy. 

• 	 Extraction of contaminated ground water with subsequent treatment by air 

stripping at the Site. 


• 	 Discharge of treated water to the publicly owned treatment works or to the 

surficial aquifer via a recharge gallery in accordance with all applicable 

regulations and other performance standards. 


• 	 Evaluation of the need for treatment of inorganics in ground water will be 

conducted during the remedial design (RD). 


• 	 Modeling of air emissions and analysis of actual air emissions from the air
stripping tower and the SVE system will be conducted during the RD in order to 
determine the need for air emission control equipment. 

The 1993 sitewide ROD identified 16 ground water COCs. The ROD's cleanup goals 
were based on federal and state regulatory standards (Table 3). No regulatory standards 
for acetone or bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate existed in 1993; therefore, chemical-specific 
cleanup goals were only identified for the remaining 14 ground water COCs. 

24 



Table 3: Ground Water COC Cleanup Goals 

Ground Waler CDC 
1993 ROD Ground Waler 

Cleanup Goal 
(,,~IL) 

Acetone Not Available 
Chlorofonn 100" 
cis-l ,2-dichloroethene 
(DCE) 

70" 

trans-I ,2-DCE 100" 
l,I-DCE 7" 
PCE 3" 
TCE 3' 
vinyl chloride I ' 
bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate Not Available 
Cyanide 200" 
Cadmium 5" 
Chromium 100" 
Copper 1,300' 
Lead 15d 

Nickel 100" 
Zinc 5,000' 
a- Federal maximmn contaminant level (MeL) 
b- Florida MeL 
c- Federal maximum contaminant level goa l (MCLG) 
d- Federal action level 
e- Federal secondary maximum contaminant level (SMCL) 

The 1993 sitewide ROD also selected cleanup goals for 8 soil COCs (Table 4). 

Table 4: Soil COC Cleanup Goals 

Soil CDC 
1993 ROD Soil Cleanup Goal 

(mg/kg) 
PCE 0.060" 

cadmium 73" 
chromium 1,350' 

copper 9,990' 
cyanide 5,940' 

lead 500' 
nickel 5,400' 
Zinc 8,100' 

a. 

b. 

c. 

The 1993 ROD detennined that site soils with peE concentrations 0[0.06 to 90 
mglkg would be contained beneath a RCRA-type cap . Site soils with PCE 
concentrations in excess of 90 mglkg (the Summers Model calculation for 
protection of gromld water) would first be treated with SVE to reduce the 
concentration to 90 mglkg before being consolidated ll1lder the RCRA-type cap. 
Based on Smnmers Model calculation for protection of ground water 

Based on 1993 Baseline Risk Assessment calculation for protection of hll1l1an 
health for contact with soil. 
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4.2 Remedy Implementation 

On August 22, 1994, EPA issued a Unilateral Administrative Order (UAO) directing the 
PRP to perform the RD and remedial action (RA) for the Site. The PRP completed an 
initial RD in December 1995. Based upon findings described in the RD report, the 
remedy was divided into two separate phases. The first phase of remedial action, 
addressed in the 1995 RD, focused on organic contaminants and the required systems for 
SVE and air stripping. The second phase of remedial action, addressed in a 1999 RD, 
focused on construction of the on-site RCRA-type cap. 

Soil 

The SVE system was installed during the spring of 1995 and operated from December 
1995 to June 1999. The SVE system was designed to address a limited area of 
contamination and included four shallow vapor extraction wells. Contaminant 
concentrations in vapor emissions from the SVE unit had declined significantly over the 
four years it was in operation, indicating that the targeted source contaminant area had 
been successfully removed. 

In May 1999, the PRP completed the RD for the on-site RCRA-type cap. Prior to 
construction of the cap, the PRP excavated over 60 cubic yards of contaminated soil from 
the Site and transported it to an approved off-site disposal facility. This removal action 
was not required by the ROD but was performed by the PRP in response to comments 
from FDEP. A 40 mil geomembrane liner was placed over the areas of elevated soil 
contamination defined in the 1999 RD, and a 4- to 6-inch-thick reinforced concrete cap 
was installed over the liner. The concrete cap covers an approximate area of 17,000 
square feet, including the area of the former SVE treatment, and has an irregular shape 
because it was constructed between existing buildings and structures on the Site. 

Ground Water 

Construction of the ground water extraction and treatment system was completed in June 
1997 and the system has been in continuous operation since that time. The system 
currently operates for approximately eight to ten hours a day during normal APC 
business days (i.e., Monday through Friday). Ground water is currently being extracted 
from two recovery wells (RW-l and RW-4), then passed through two sequential air 
stripping towers as treatment to remove VOCs. The water is then routed to a holding tank 
to be pumped through the facility for use as rinse water in the plating operation. The rinse 
water is then treated in APC's pretreatment plant before being discharged to the POTW. 
The 1993 ROD specified that treated water could be discharged to the POTW or to an 
infiltration gallery; to date, treated water has only been discharged to the POTW. The 
contingency is if any water that has been treated to remove VOCs, but is not recycled for 
use in the plating process that it would be sent to the sewer system. Because the existing 
treatment system could not consistently achieve the discharge requirements for cadmium, 
APC applied for and received additional discharge capacity under their existing 
wastewater retreatment permit with Miami-Dade County. 
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A pre-final construction inspection was conducted by EP A in August 1999. No deficient 
items were noted during the inspection. A Preliminary Closeout Report was issued in 
September 1999 to document the construction completion of all remedy components. 

4.3 Operation and Maintenance (O&M) 

The site O&M Plan was prepared in January 1996 and approved by EPA in August 1997. 
The plan describes the O&M requirements for the ground water extraction and treatment 
system as well as the soil SVE system. The plan was finalized prior to discontinuation of 
the soil SVE system in June 1999 and completion of the on-site cap construction in 
September 1999. Soil SVE system O&M requirements no longer need to be performed 
because this system is no longer active and has been decommissioned. The O&M Plan 
was amended in January 2007 to include O&M activities for the on-site cap. 

O&M activities at the Site include daily operation of the ground water treatment system 
and quarterly sampling of ground water monitoring wells, ground water recovery wells, 
treated ground water in the on-site holding tank and vapor effluent from the top of air 
stripper tower # l. The fourth quarterly sampling event is the same as the annual sampling 
event, and data from this event is reported in annual operating reports prepared by HSA 
Engineers and Scientists for APC and submitted to EPA and FDEP. 

O&M obligations also include monthly inspections of the ground water recovery and 
monitoring wells and the ground water treatment system. The on-site cap is inspected on 
a daily basis. Quarterly maintenance tasks include: 

• Checking sumps, tanks, pumps and blowers. 
• Lubricating pumps and pump motors. 
• Checking the static air pressure for the stripping towers. 
• Measuring the pumping rates for recovery wells RW-l and RW-4. 
• Sampling of effluent from the ground water treatment system. 
• Measuring pH levels in recovery wells and holding tanks. 

The 1993 ROD estimated that annual O&M total costs would be $92,600. The actual 
annual O&M costs for the Site for 2006 to 2010 are significantly lower than the annual 
O&M costs estimated in the 1993 ROD (Table 5). Costs incurred in 2006 and 2010 are 
higher relative to other years in this FYR period. The higher expenditures in 2006 are due 
to costs associated with addressing issues raised in the 2006 FYR. The higher costs 
incurred in 2010 are due to legal work related to the research, drafting and proposal of a 
restrictive covenant for the Site. The PRP has indicated that years 2007, 2008 and 2009 
are examples of typical annual O&M expenditures for the Site. 
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Table 5: Annual O&M Costs 

Year 

2006 

2007 

2008 

2009 

2010 

Total Cost (rounded to the nearest $1,000) 

$15,000 

$7,000 

$7,000 

$8,000 

$11 ,000 
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5.0 Progress Since the Last Five-Year Review 

The protectiveness statement from the 2006 FYR for the Site stated the following: 

"A protectiveness determination ofthe remedy cannot be made at this time untilfi,rther 
information is obtained. Further information will be obtained by taking the following 
actions: 

• 	 Conducting a study to evaluate the effectiveness ofthe remedy including 
evaluating possible remedial actions for remaining source areas in soils and 
alternative remedial strategies for reducing the remaining contaminants in 
ground water to levels below ROD treatment standards; and 

• 	 Evaluating the vapor intrusion exposure pathway for VOCs to determine 
whether this pathway presents an unacceptable risk to human health. 

It is expected that these actions will take two years to complete. at which time a 
protectiveness determination will be made. " 

The 2006 FYR included six issues and seven recommendations. Each recommendation 
and its current status is discussed below. 

Table 6: Progress on Recommendations from the 2006 FYR 

Section Recommendation 
Party 

Responsible 
Milestone 

Date 
Action Taken and 

Outcome 
Date of 
Action 

5.1 

Evaluate the 
effectiveness of the 
remedy including 
evaluating possible 
remedial actions for 
remammg source areas 
in soils and alternative 
remedial strategies for 
reducing the remaining 
contaminants in ground 
water to levels below 
ROD treatment 
standards. 

PRP 09/28/2008 

The FYR Addendum 
was completed in 
September 2008 and 
concluded that the 
existing ground water 
remedy is effective and 
functioning as 
intended. 

09/23 /2008 

5.2 

Potentiometric maps 
should be developed 
during sampling events 
representing ground 
water conditions prior to 
recovery well pumping 
and during pumping. 

PRP 09/28/2007 

Potentiometric maps 
were created during the 
2008 sampling year, 
were presented in the 
2008 Annual 
Operating Report and 
have been included in 
each Annual Operating 
Report thereafter. 

4/ 1312009 
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Section Recommendation 
Party 

Responsible 
Milestone 

Date 
Action Taken and 

Outcome 
Date of 
Action 

5.3 

The human health risks 
associated with the soil 
vapor intrusion pathway 
should be evaluated. 

PRP 09/28/2008 

The FYR Addendum 
was completed in 
September 2008 and 
included a vapor 
intrusion assessment of 
the building and 
ground water plumes; 
results indicated that 
soi l vapor intrusion is 
not an exposure 
pathway for workers. 

09/23 /2008 

5.4 

The integrity of the cap 
should be routinely 
inspected, maintained 
and recorded in annual 
reports. 

PRP 09/28/2007 

The O&M Plan for the 
Site was amended to 
include inspection and 
maintenance activities 
of the on-site cap. 

0112007 

5.5 

Ensure that institutional 
controls in the form of 
deed restrictions are 
recorded on the property 
in accordance with 
Florida Administrative 
Code 62-780. 

PRP 09/2812008 

EPA, FDEP and the 
PRP are currently 
reviewing a draft of 
institutional controls 
for the APC property. 

Incomplete 

5.6 
Update the records held 
in the public information 
repository. 

PRP 09/28/2007 

EPA mailed a 
complete 
administrative record 
to the public 
information repository 
to bring site 
information up to date. 

06/02/20 11 

5.7 

EPA will review the 
remedial actions 
implemented at the Site 
in two years. 

EPA 09/28/2008 

EPA completed an 
FYR Addendum in 
September 2008 and 
found the sitewide 
remedy to be 
protective . 

09/23 /2008 

5.1 Evaluation of Remedy Effectiveness 

The 2006 FYR's evaluation of ground water results from the 2006 FYR period indicated 
that the remedy may not have been effective in treating contaminated ground water and 
that the concentrations of ground water contaminants may have reached a steady state. As 
a result of the 2006 FYR recommendation, EPA reviewed historical ground water 
sampling results from 1995 to 2006 and confirmed the presence of elevated 
concentrations ofVOCs and metals in site ground water monitoring wells and recovery 
wells. Additional ground water samples collected from October 2006 through 2008 as 
part of routine ground water monitoring indicated continued decreases in site-related 
ground water contaminants over this time. An extended trend analysis for the period of 
1995 through 2008 showed continued decreases in contaminant concentrations and 
several COCs had achieved the cleanup standards identified in the 1993 ROD. Based on 
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these analyses, the 2008 FYR Addendum determined that the ground water remedy was 
effectively addressing contamination. 

5.2 Potentiometric Maps 

In the 2008 Annual Operating Report, APC began submitting potentiometric maps that 
represented ground water flow throughout the Site in relation to the monitoring wells, 
recovery wells, and the APC plant. APC continues to submit potentiometric maps in each 
Annual Operating Report even though it is not required by the O&M Plan. 

5.3 Vapor Intrusion Assessment 

The 2006 FYR stated that the human health risk associated with the vapor intrusion 
pathway had not been properly evaluated for the Site. A preliminary screening of the Site 
was performed using the Johnson and Ettinger Model. The site-specific data inputs 
indicated a cancer risk of less than 1.0 x 10-4 and an HQ of less than I. The contaminated 
ground water associated with the Site is not located under the building foundations where 
current operations continue; therefore, it was concluded that it does not pose a source for 
vapor intrusion. Furthermore, an investigation into APC business practices indicated that 
APC provides a well-ventilated work space with sufficient ventilation inside buildings to 
address any associated potential risks for an on-site worker. As part of company policy, 
all doors and windows must be open during operation, and the buildings stay ventilated 
during non-operational hours because some of the windows have been removed. The 
results of the vapor intrusion assessment were documented in the 2008 FYR Addendum. 

5.4 Cap Inspection 

The 2006 FYR noted that the existing 1996 O&M Plan was finalized and approved by 
EPA prior to completion of the on-site cap and therefore had not included O&M activities 
for the capped area. The O&M Plan was amended in January 2007 to include 
routinelinformal cap inspections, formal annual cap inspections and repairs as needed. 
The cap is currently inspected on a daily basis and APC, in collaboration with their 
contractors HSA Engineers and Scientists, began including information about cap 
inspections and repairs starting with the 2006 Annual Report. 

5.5 Site Institutional Controls 

The 1993 ROD selected institutional controls as part of the remedy for the Site. These 
institutional controls included deed restrictions to restrict future site uses that would be 
incompatible with the remedy and to restrict soil excavation and building construction on 
the Site. The 2006 FYR was unable to locate recorded institutional controls with the 
Miami-Dade County Deeds and Records Office and recommended that the appropriate 
restrictive covenant be properly recorded. The PRP prepared a draft restrictive covenant 
for the Site in 2010 and the document is currently under review with EPA and FDEP. 
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5.6 Updating Site Documentation 

Some site documents, including the 2007, 2009 and 2010 Annual Reports, and the 2001 
FYR, were provided to the John F. Kennedy Public Library; however, no site-related 
documents could be located at this library during the current FYR site inspection on 
February 2, 2011. An alternate federal infonnation repository, Miami-Dade Main 
Library, was identified; however, no site-related documents could be located at this 
repository either. The current EPA Remedial Project Manager (RPM), Peter Thorpe, was 
notified that that the public information repository was incomplete. On June 2, 2011 , 
EPA mailed a complete copy of the administrative record to the John F. Kennedy Public 
Library to bring the public information repository up to date. 

5.7 Remedial Action Review 

The 2008 FYR Addendum investigations found the remedy for the Site to be protective 
of human health and the environment because there were no current exposure pathways 
that could result in unacceptable risks and no potential future exposure pathways were 
expected to develop. Based on the ground water contaminant concentration trend analysis 
for 1995 through 2008, EPA concluded that contaminant concentrations were showing 
continual declines over time and that the remedy selected in the 1993 ROD remained 
effective. However, in May 2010, FDEP issued a letter from their Program and Technical 
Support Section office in Tallahassee to APC regarding the ground water results included 
in the 2009 Annual Operating Report and requested additional assessments of remedy 
effectiveness (see Appendix F). The letter expressed FDEP ' s concerns that VOC levels 
have remained constant for the last ten years, indicating that the ground water extraction 
and treatment system is not achieving cleanup goals. FDEP recommended that an 
assessment be performed to determine whether it is cost effective to continue to operate 
the ground water remedy considering the current performance results and recommended 
that VOCs be added to the sampling requirements for monitoring wells APS-6 and APS
11 based on the increased concentrations ofVOCs in recovery well RW-4. 
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6.0 Five-Year Review Process 

6.1 Administrative Components 

EPA Region 4 initiated the FYR in December 20 I 0 and scheduled its completion for 
September 20 II. The EPA site review team was led by EPA RPM Peter Thorpe and also 
included EPA Community Involvement Coordinator (CIC) L 'Tonya Spencer, and 
contractor support provided to EPA by Skeo Solutions. In December 20 II , EPA held a 
scoping call with the review team to discuss the Site and items of interest as they relate to 
the protectiveness of the remedy currently in place. A review schedule was established 
that consisted of the following activities: 

• Community notification. 
• Document review. 
• Data collection and review. 
• Site inspection. 
• Local interviews. 
• FYR Report development and review. 

6.2 Community Involvement 

In January 2011, a public notice was published in the Sun Sentinel newspaper announcing 
the commencement of the FYR process for the Site, providing contact information for 
RPM Peter Thorpe and CIC L'Tonya Spencer, and inviting community participation. The 
press notice is available in Appendix B. No one contacted EP A as a result of this 
advertisement. 

The FYR Report will be made available to the public once it has been finalized. Copies 
of this document will be placed in the designated site repository: John F. Kennedy Public 
Library, located at 190 West 49th Street in Hialeah, Florida. Upon completion of the 
FYR, a public notice will be placed in the Sun Sentinel newspaper to announce the 
availability of the final FYR Report in the Site's document repository. 

6.3 Document Review 

This FYR included a review of relevant, site-related documents including the ROD, 
remedial action reports and recent monitoring data. A complete list of the documents 
reviewed can be found in Appendix A. 

ARARs Review 

CERCLA Section 121(d)(l) requires that Superfund remedial actions attain "a degree of 
cleanup of hazardous substance, pollutants, and contaminants released into the 
environment and of control of further release at a minimum which assures protection of 
human health and the environment." The remedial action must achieve a level of cleanup 
that at least attains those requirements that are legally applicable or relevant and 
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appropriate. Applicable requirements are those cleanup standards, standards of control, 
and other substantive requirements, criteria or limitations promulgated under federal 
environmental or state environmental or facility siting laws that specifically address a 
hazardous substance, remedial action, location or other circumstance found at a CERCLA 
site. Relevant and appropriate requirements are those standards that, while not 
"applicable," address problems or situations sufficiently similar to those encountered at 
the CERCLA site that their use is well suited to the particular site. Only those state 
standards that are more stringent than federal requirements may be applicable or relevant 
and appropriate. To-Be-Considered (TBC) criteria are non-promulgated advisories and 
guidance that are not legally binding, but should be considered in determining the 
necessary remedial action. 

Chemical-specific ARARs are health- or risk-based numerical values or methodologies 
which, when applied to site-specific conditions, result in the establishment of numeric 
values. These values establish an acceptable amount or concentration of a chemical that 
may remain in, or be discharged to, the ambient environment. Examples of chemical
specific ARARs include maximum contaminant levels (MCLs) under the federal Safe 
Drinking Water Act and ambient water quality criteria enumerated under the federal 
Clean Water Act. 

Action-specific ARARs are technology- or activity-based requirements or limits on 
actions taken with respect to a particular hazardous substance. These requirements are 
triggered by a particular remedial activity, such as discharge of treated ground water or 
in-situ remediation. 

Location-specific ARARs are restrictions on hazardous substances or the conduct of the 
response activities solely based on their location in a special geographic area. Examples 
include restrictions on activities in wetlands, sensitive habitats and historic places. 

Remedial actions are required to comply with the chemical-specific ARARs identified in 
the ROD. In performing the FYR for compliance with ARARs, only those ARARs that 
address the protectiveness of the remedy are reviewed. 

Ground Water ARARs 

According to the 1993 ROD, cleanup goals for ground water COCs were based on federal 
primary and secondary MCLs, federal maximum contaminant level goals (MCLGs) and 
Florida MCLs. No regulatory standards for acetone or bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate existed 
in 1993; therefore, chemical-specific cleanup goals were only identified for 14 of the 16 
ground water COCs. During this FYR, cleanup goals from the 1993 ROD were compared 
to current federal and Florida standards (Table 7). This comparison showed that ground 
water ARARs have not changed for 14 of 16 ground water COCs. The current 2011 
ARAR for chloroform (70 flglL) is more stringent than the 1993 ARAR of 100 flglL. A 
federal MCL for bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate is now available. A cleanup goal for acetone 
will be determined once a regulatory standard is made available. 
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Table 7: Previous and Current ARARs for Ground Water COCs 

COCs 
1993 ROD ARARs 

(,,~IL) 

2011ARARs 
(,,~) 

ARARs 
Chan~e 

acetone Not Available Not Available None 
chloroform 100' 7CY" More Stringent 
cis-I ,2-dichloroethenea 70' 70' None 
trans-I ,2-dichloroethene3 100' 100' None 
I,I-dichloroethene' 7' 7J None 
PCE' 3' 3' None 
TCE' 3' 3' None 
vinyl chloride I' I ' None 

bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalated Not Available e New Standard 

cyanide 200' 200' None 
cadmium 5' 5J None 
chromium 100' 100' None 
copper 1,300' 1,300',m None 
lead 15n 15 ,m None 
nickel 100' 100'" None 
ZInC 5,000' 5,000' None 

a. Dichloroetilelle is also known as dichloroethylene. 
h. peE (tetrachloroethelle) is also known as tetrachloroethylene. 
c. TeE (trichloroethene) is also known as trichloroethylene. 
d. Bis(2 -ethylhexyl)phthalate is also known as di(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate. 
e. Federal MeL. 
f. Florida MeL. 
g. Federal MCLG. 
h. Federal action level. 
i . Federal SMCL. 
j . Federal MCLs. MCLGs and SMCLs are available at http ://wateLepa. gov/drillklcontaminantsiindex.cfm 

(accessed 2/20/201 1). 
k. The federal MCL for trihalomethanes, including chlorofoml, is 80 )1g1L. The chlorofonn specific 

MCLG of70 pgIL is indicated in the table. 
\. MCLs for Drinking Water in Florida are available at 

hW :llwww.dev. state.flus/legal/niles!drinkingwa ter/62-5 50. Vdf (accessed 2/20/20 II). 
Ill. Based on the federa l action level for a Treatment Technique that requires systems to control the 

corrosiveness of their water. 
II. The federa l MCL for nickel was remanded in 1995. Therefore, the FIOlida MeL for nickel has been 

indicated in the table. 

Soil Cleanup Goals 

No federal or state contaminant-specific ARARs were promulgated for soil cleanup 
levels at the time of the 1993 ROD; therefore, cleanup goals for soil were not based on 
ARARs. The Site's 1993 ROD selected soil cleanup goals either to reduce the leaching of 
contaminants from soil to ground water such that ground water standards would no 
longer exceeded, or to reduce the risk associated with direct exposure to contaminated 
soil. Cleanup goals for soil are listed in Table 4. Changes in toxicity criteria used to 
calculate soil cleanup goals are discussed in Section 7.2. 
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6.4 Data Review 

In 1999, a reinforced RCRA-type cap (4 to 6 inches thick over a 40 mil geomembrane) 
was installed over the contaminated soil at the Site. Prior to installation of the cap, over 
60 cubic yards of contaminated soil were excavated and transported to an approved 
disposal facility. This excavation was not required by the ROD but was performed by the 
PRP in response to comments from FDEP. A Superfund Preliminary Closeout Report 
was issued in September 1999 to document the completion of these remedial 
components. The soil remedy has been completed and no further sampling activities are 
required. As a result, no soil samples from the last five years are available for review. 

Ground Water 

The current FYR reviewed ground water monitoring data collected between 2006 and 
2011. Annual samples were collected from two intermediate aquifer monitoring wells 
(API-2 and API-3) and four shallow aquifer monitoring wells (APS-5 , APS-6, APS-7 and 
APS-11); quarterly influent samples were collected from the two recovery wells (RW-1 
and RW-4). The results of these sampling events were presented in annual operating 
reports for the years 2006, 2007, 2008, 2009 and 2010. 

The 1993 sitewide ROD indicated that ground water would be treated until compliance 
with ground water cleanup goals had been achieved. After demonstration of compliance 
with cleanup goals, confirmation monitoring should continue for a minimum of five 
years. Cleanup standards and the five-year confirmatory monitoring period have been 
achieved at several monitoring wells and these are no longer included in the annual 
sampling protocol. In addition, cleanup standards and the five-year confirmatory 
monitoring period have been achieved for individual COCs at specific monitoring wells 
and sampling for these COCs is no longer included in the annual sampling protocol. 

During the current FYR period, monitoring for 7 of the 16 ground water COCs (acetone, 
bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate, chromium, copper, cyanide, lead and zinc) was not 
performed. Monitoring for chromium, copper, cyanide, lead and zinc was not performed 
because cleanup goals had been achieved for at least a five-year period. 

The 1993 sitewide ROD specified that confirmatory sampling for acetone and bis(2
ethylhexyl)phthalate should be performed to detennine whether the presence of these 
COCs was attributable to the Site or to laboratory compounds that may have cross
contaminated a ground water sample during analyses. The results of this confirmatory 
sampling could not be located during this review. Cleanup goals for acetone and bis(2
ethylhexyl)phthalate were not selected in the 1993 sitewide ROD because standards and 
regulations for these two COCs did not exist at that time. As a result, monitoring for 
acetone and bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate has not been perfonned because there has been no 
basis for comparison of detected concentrations. An MCL for bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate 
is now available, but a regulatory standard for acetone still does not exist. 
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Wells are currently sampled for the following parameters: 

Intermediate Aquifer Monitoring Wells 
• API-2: Nickel 
• API-3 : Nickel and Cadmium 

Shallow Aquifer Monitoring Wells 
• APS-S : Nickel and Cadmium 
• APS-6 : Nickel and Cadmium 
• APS-7: Nickel and Cadmium 
• APS-ll: Nickel, Cadmium and VOCs 

Recovery Wells 
• RW-J: Nickel and Cadmium 
• RW-4 : Nickel, Cadmium and VOCs 

Exceedances of the 1993 ROD cleanup goal for cadmium were consistently noted in 
shallow aquifer monitoring wells APS-S, APS-6, APS-7 and APS-ll (Table 8), as well as 
both recovery wells, RW-l (Table 9) and RW-4 (Table 10). Cadmium and nickel 
concentrations in intermediate aquifer monitoring well API-3 and shallow aquifer 
monitoring wells APS-S and APS-6 have increased during the current FYR review 
period. While nickel concentrations mostly remain below the cleanup goal, cadmium 
concentrations in these wells exceed the cleanup goal. 
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Table 8: Annual Ground Water Monitoring Results, 2006-2011 

COC 

Well 
(1993 ROD 

Cleanup Goal) 
chloroform 
(100/lg/L) 

trans-l ,2DCE 
(100/lg/L) 

cis-l,2DCE 
(7O /lg/L) 

1,I-DCE 
(7/lgIL) 

PCE 
(3/lg/L) 

TCE 
(3/lg/L) 

vinyl 
chloride 
(l/lg/L) 

cadmium 
(5/lg/L) 

nickel 
(IOO /lg/L) 

Date 

1130/2006 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --- II 

1212212006 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 6 

1129/2008 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 6 
API-2 

11712009 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 5 

1211 112009 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 39 

12/1512010 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 12 

1112/2006 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- # 6.8 

12122/2006 -- -- -- -- -- -- --- L 8A 6.5 

12/2112007 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 11 12 
API-3 

11712009 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 6 12 

1211 112009 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 0. 8 5.3 

12/20/201 0 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 77 3 1 

1112/2006 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 19 2 1 

3/29/2006 -- -- -- -- -- -- --- IS 17 

112912007 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 17 22 

APS-5 12/2112007 -- -- -- -- -- -- --- IS 20 

11712009 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 20 20 

1211 112009 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 56 57 

12/15/2010 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 63 122 
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WeD 
COC 

(1993 ROD 
Cleanup Goal) 

chloroform 
(IOO /lg/L) 

trans-l,2 DCE 
(100/lg/L) 

cis-l,2 DCE 
(70/lg/L) 

1,I-DCE 
(7/lg/L) 

PCE 
(3 /lg/L) 

TCE 
(3 /lg/L) 

vinyl 
chloride 
(1 /lg/L) 

cadmium 
(5/lg/L) 

nickel 
(IOO /lg/L) 

APS-6 

1112/2006 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 47 29 

3/29/2006 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 25 29 

12/22/2006 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 35 40 

12/2112007 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 16 51 

11712009 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 29 41 

1211112009 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 60 65 

12/1512010 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 59 63 

APS-7 

1130/2006 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 6.5 60 

12122/2006 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 12 41 

1/2912008 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 10 

11712009 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 8 41 

1211112009 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 10 47 

12/15/201 0 -- -- -- -- -- -- --- I 8 

APS-l1 

111212006 # # 0 92 # 11 2.1 # 99 45 

12/22/2006 0.3 6A # O.72A # 8.6 14 # 130 190 

12/2112007 <0. 80 <0.50 1. 53 <0. 52 8.25 <0.09 <0. 34 75 84 

11712009 <046 <0.95 <047 <0. 77 1. 83 <048 <0. 77 75 159 

1211112009 640A <0.30 0.55A <0.50 0.32A <0. 37 <0.27 1000 5400 

3/111201 0' -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 112 380 

12115/2010 <0.27 0.53 6.93 <0.1 9 4.99 143 4.64 210 4337 

111912011 • -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 134 609 

2/1112011 <0. 27 <0.2 1 4. 61 <042 2.68 0. 85 <0. 79 -- --

---: Analyte was not included in sample parameters . 
.. : Monitoring well APS-ll was resampJed for cadmium and nickel in March 2010 and January 20 II due to anomalous concentrations encOlUltered in the December 2009 and December 2010 
sampling events, respectively. 
#: Analyte concentration was below the minimum detection limit. 
" : Concentration detected is greater than the method detection limit and less than the practica l quantitation limit ; therefore, the concentration cannot be quantified. 
Bolded: Indicates an exceedance of the 1993 ROD cleanup goal. 
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Table 9: Qual'tel'ly Gl'Ound Watel' Influent Samples fot' RW-1, 2006-2010 

Ground Waler COC 
CadmiuD1 Nickel (1993 ROD Cleanup Goal) 

(100 "gIL)(5 "gIL)Dale 
1/ 1212006 1820 
3/29/2006 1622 
6/30/2006 2941 
10/23 /2006 1622 
1118/2007 1634 
4/17/2007 4090 
7/20/2007 6090 
1012/2007 6050 

1212112007 II18 
3/4/2008 2518 

1011 6/2008 3365 
12/3/2008 4187 
117/2009 47 87 
613/2009 4191 
9/4/2009 2335 

1211112009 2024 
318/2010 1318 
61712010 1218 
9/3/2010 II17 
1213/20 10 II20 

Bold('d: Indicates an exceedance oCtile 1993 ROD cleanup goal. 
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Table 10: Qua.·te ... y Ground Watu Influent Samples fo.· RW-4, 2006-2010 

Ground Water COC 
chloroform 
(100 "gIL) 

trans-I,2 DCE 
(100 "gIL) 

cis-I,2 DCE 
(70 "gIL) 

1,1 DCE 
(7 "gIL) 

PCE 
(3 "gIL) 

TCE 
(3 "gIL) 

vinyl 
chloride 
(1 "gIL) 

cadmium 
(5 "gIL) 

nickel 
(100 "gIL)

Date 

(1993 ROD Cleanup Goal) 

11 12/2006 0.55 2 50 0.S9 390 62 6.S 89 49 
3/29/2006 0.3 6' 1.6 42 0. 5S' 240 43 4.5 100 55 
6/30/2006 # 0.93' 16 0. 35' 86 17 1.7 53 32 
10/23 /2006 # 0.66' 20 0. 33' 180 23 1.3 88 45 
IIIS/2007 1. 5 1.9 57 O. SS' 450 67 5 92 52 
4/ 17/2007 <O.S <0.50 24.1 <0.52 126 23.7 2.48 40 20 
7/2012007 -- -- - -- -- -- -- 30 20 
S/9/2007 <O.S <0.50 <0.11 <0.52 17.4 1.06 <0.34 -- --
10/2/2007 <O.S <0.50 2S.S <0.52 133 33.6 3.3 60 60 
12/2112007 <O.S 1.1 9' 41.S <0.52 333 49.8 5.36 80 52 
3/4/200S <O.S 1.00A 206 <0.52 20.5 24.3 1.71 98 47 
6/3/200S <0.46 <0.95 39.1 <0.77 382 45.4 <0.77 84 37 

10116/2008 1.47 1.75A 56.3 1.03A 277 51.3 6.59 86 47 
12/3/2008 <0.46 2.67A 4S.S 1.06' 332 54.1 5.8 92 43 
11712009 1. 6 2.00A 56. 9 <0. 77 301 54.4 4.19 82 41 
6/3/2009 2.3 3 2.99 45.5 1.49 254 47.6 5.43 86 42 
9/4/2009 1. S4 1.7 49.9 0. S70' 279 52.4 8 96 46 

1211112009 1.4' 1.7 43 0.7 1A 410 48 3.9 93 36 
3/S/2010 <0.27 2 06 5 1 <0.19 287 49.9 4.28 96 42 
61712010 0.9 1.76 31.S 0.70' 219 39 2.89 70 33 
913 /2010 0.41 ' 1.72 21.4 <0.19 268 34.5 2.71 81 40 
12/3/2010 <0.27 2.21 43 .7 <0.19 300 56.2 6.21 91 42 

---: Allalyte was not included in sample parameters. 
#; Allalyte concentration was below the minimum detection limit 
"': Concen tration detected is greater than the method detection lilUit and less than the practical qU311ti tation limit: therefore. the concentration cannot be quantifi ed. 
Boldf d: Indicates an exceedance of the 1993 ROD cleanup eoaL 
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The Mann-Kendall test is a non-parametric test for identifYing trends in time series data 
by comparing the relative magnitudes of sample data rather than the data values 
themselves. The Mann-Kendall test was performed to evaluate the trend in cadmium and 
nickel concentrations in monitoring wells API-3, APS-5 and APS-6. Table II shows that 
there is an apparent trend of increasing concentration for one of the two metals at each of 
the three wells: cadmium in APS-5 and nickel in API-3 and APS-6. Although this test did 
not identifY an increasing trend in nickel concentrations in APS-5, the most recent sample 
from this well (December 2010) contained a concentration of 122 J.lglL of nickel. This is 
the highest nickel value reported in APS-5 dating back to October 1999. This is also the 
only nickel concentration exceeding the Florida MeL (l00 J.lglL) in any of the 2006-2011 
samples from the three wells. 

Table 11: Statistical Trend Analysis for Cadmium and Nickel Concentrations, 2006-2010 

WeD 

API-3 

APS-5 

APS-6 

Contaminant 

Cadmium 
Nickel 

Cadmium 
Nickel 

Cadmium 
Nickel 

Number 
of 

Samples 
6 
6 
7 
7 
7 
7 

Positives Negatives 

9 6 
12 2 
16 4 
15 5 
14 7 
18 2 

Positives-
Negatives 

3 
10 
12 
10 
7 
16 

Test 
Statistic 

0.36 
0.048 
0.05 

0.094 
0.191 

0.0034 

Conclusion 

No apparent trend 
Increasing trend 
Increasing trend 

No apparent trend 
No apparent trend 
Increasing trend 

Anomalously high concentrations of both cadmium and nickel were detected in 
monitoring well APS-11 during the annual sampling events in December 2009 and 
December 2010. Follow-up sampling events for just cadmium and nickel were performed 
in March 2010 and January 20 1l. Results from these follow-up events found 
concentrations that were consistent with concentrations detected in annual sampling 
events for 2006 through 2008. 

Recovery well RW-4 is located adjacent to APS-11 ; both wells are located in the center 
of the original contamination source area (Figure 2). The greatest cadmium concentration 
detected in RW-4 during the current FYR period was 100 J.lglL in March 2006. The 
cadmium spikes detected in APS-11 were 1,000 J.lglL in December 2009 and 210 J.lglL in 
December 2010. The greatest nickel concentration detected in RW-4 during the current 
FYR period was 60 J.lglL (i.e., no exceedances of the 100 J.lglL cleanup goal); however, 
nickel spikes detected in APS-11 were 5,400 J.lglL in December 2009 and 4,337 J.lglL in 
December 2010. The occurrence of these anomalously elevated concentrations in the 
same month of sequential years suggests that there may be an unknown seasonal effect on 
ground water flow; however, there does not appear to be a corresponding increase in 
contaminant concentrations detected in the adjacent RW-4. Further investigation into 
potential seasonal, hydrologic, environmental or other factors contributing to these 
cadmium and nickel spikes is needed to ensure that the remedy is effective in the long 
term. 
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Monitoring for VOCs occurs in monitoring well APS-II and recovery well RW-4. 
Consistent exceedances of the PCE cleanup goal were noted for APS-Il. The annual 
samples from APS-II show a decline in PCE concentrations from II J.lglL in 2006 to 
2.68J.1g1L in 2011, and these numbers are reduced from the initial PCE concentration of 
192 J.lglL reported in 1999. At APS-II, there was one exceedance of the vinyl chloride 
cleanup goal, in December 2010; however, a follow-up VOC sampling for this well in 
February 20 II found that the vinyl chloride concentration had declined below the 
cleanup goal and the minimum detection level. The February 20 II sampling event also 
indicated that PCE concentrations had declined below the cleanup goal since the 
December 2010 sampling event. 

Effluent from the ground water treatment system is sampled prior to discharge to the 
Miami sewer system. Any detected concentrations in the effluent tank are typically well 
below the ground water cleanup goals for the Site because these waters have already been 
treated to remove contaminants. However, the December 2010 sampling event detected a 
chloroform concentration of 88.4 J.l /L in the effluent tank. This concentration is below the 
100 J.l1L cleanup goal selected in the 1993 ROD, but exceeds the 70 J.l /L 20 II ARAR for 
chloroform in ground water. Historical chloroform concentrations in the effluent tank 
have not previously exceeded 0.8 J.l1L. Sampling results for chloroform and other 
contaminants in the effluent tank should continue to be carefully monitored to ensure that 
the ground water treatment system is operating effectively. 

The 2006 FYR noted that remaining contaminant concentrations were not decreasing at 
the anticipated rate and in comments on the 2009 Annual Operating Report FDEP 
expressed further concern that the cleanup goals have not yet been achieved. While 
contaminant concentrations have decreased since the startup of the ground water 
treatment system and some cleanup goals have been achieved, remediation could 
potentially be improved by increasing the time the system is operational. Average annual 
pumping rates for the ground water treatment system are significantly lower than the 
instantaneous pumping rates reported for the days when the annual ground water 
sampling events were performed (Table 12). 

Table 12: Pumping Rates for Ground Water Recovery Wells, 2006-2010 

Date 

RW-l RW-4 
Average 

Pumping Rate 
(gallons per minute (gpm» 

Instantaneous 
Pumping Rate 

(gpm) 

Average 
Pumping Rate 

(gpm) 

Instantaneous 
Pumping Rate 

(gpm) 
2006 7.9 45 2.3 16 
2007 2.6 28 2.4 18 
2008 1.7 9 1.9 15 
2009 2.2 24 1.8 16 
2010 2.4 23 1.5 10 

The 1996 O&M Plan anticipated that the ground water treatment system would be 
operated on a daily basis at an average pumping rate of 22 gpm. The 200 I FYR reported 
that the system was being operated on a continuous basis. The 2006 FYR indicated that 
the pumping time had decreased to approximately II hours a day during business days. 
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During the site inspection for the current FYR, the PRP reported that this pumping time is 
now 8-10 hours a day during business days and that the system is periodically shut off for 
4-5 hour periods to use up effluent in the holding tank. 

Nickel and cadmium concentrations in RW-4 both declined markedly when the system 
was being operated on a continuous basis. However, both nickel and cadmium 
concentrations began to increase again around 200 I and have shown no consistent 
decreases over the past ten years (Figure 4). Cadmium concentrations in RW-4 have been 
well above the cadmium cleanup goal of 5 JlglL for the entire history of sampling 
(January 1997 to present). Nickel concentrations in RW-4 have been consistently below 
the nickel cleanup goal of lOa JlglL for the entire history of sampling. While the nickel 
concentrations do not exceed the cleanup goal, the static concentrations for both nickel 
and cadmium suggest that the ground water treatment system, as currently operated, may 
not be effectively remediating contamination. 

While the reduced average pumping rate is most likely attributable to the decreased 
duration of system operation, other potential factors, such as a reduction in well 
efficiency due to fouling or encrustation or unavailability of ground water for pumping, 
should also be evaluated. In addition, an evaluation should be performed to determine 
whether the contaminant plume is effectively being contained or whether this 
containment may have been compromised by the reduced pumping rate. Daily operation 
of the system at an average pumping rate consistent with the O&M Plan may help 
achieve ground water cleanup goals in a more efficient manner and should be considered 
as a primary option for testing the effectiveness of the current remedy. 
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Figu re 4: Cadmium and Nickel Concentrations in RW-4, 1997-2010 
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The site inspection was held on February 2, 2011. In attendance were Peter Thorpe, EPA 
RPM; Christopher Pellegrino ofFDEP; Michael King of APC; and Christy Fielden and 
Sarah Alfano of Skeo Solutions. For a full list of site inspection activities, see the Site 
Inspection Checklist in Appendix D. For photographs of the Site, see Appendix E. 

The Site is in continued use by the PRP, APC, which incorporated the remedial 
components into its electroplating process by using the treated ground water during the 
rinsing processes. The new private owner of the southern portion of the Site uses part of 
the cap as a parking lot and uses his land for cabinet manufacturing operations. The Site 
perimeter is fenced with secured gates and "no trespassing" signs on both owners ' 
properties. APC 's fence also includes warning signs for guard dogs. The concrete cap has 
additional fencing. 

Documented monitoring wells are secured within at least one fence; however, API-2 
needs maintenance and APS-7 and APD-3 are currently inaccessible because they have 
been covered by gravel by the new private owner of the southern portion of the Site. Two 
unmapped wells were located during the site inspection, one in need of maintenance near 
well cluster 8 (thought to be APS-8) and one well that might be site-related was found 
unsecured in the parking lot of the neighboring refrigeration business, located to the 
northwest of the Site (Figure 2). The concrete cap is in good condition and the air 
strippers and recovery wells are functioning as designed. New use in the area has 
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involved the elimination of inner fencing around the cap and RW-l and monitoring well 
cluster 3, although perimeter fencing remains around the entire property. In order to 
maintain the integrity ofRW-l and monitoring well cluster 3, which is located near a 
parking lot, site inspection participants discussed possible ways to secure its safety, 
including adding pylons around the well. This would require collaboration between EPA, 
FDEP, the PRP and the new owner of the southern portion of the Site. 

The PRP has implemented all O&M activities outlined in the O&M Plan, but the Site 
lacks adequate institutional controls to protect the integrity of the cap and to restrict land 
uses incompatible with the remedy at the Site. The PRP is required to continue O&M 
under a 1994 Unilateral Administrative Order on Consent, but the restrictive covenant 
needs to be finalized to ensure the protectiveness of the remedy throughout potential 
property transfers. 

On February 2,2011, Skeo Solutions staff visited the designated local site repository for 
the Site: the John F. Kennedy Public Library, located at 190 West 49th Street in Hialeah, 
Florida. No site documents were located at the time of the site inspection, but the library 
was later able to locate copies of the 2001 FYR and annual operating reports from 2007, 
2009 and 2010. EPA was notified of the missing site repository documents and mailed a 
complete administrative record to update the repository on June 2, 2011. 

Contractor staff conducted research at the Miami-Dade County Deeds and Records 
Office and found deed information pertaining to the Site, which is listed in Table 13. 

Table 13: Deed Documents from Miami-Dade Public Records Office 

Date 
Type of 

Document 
Folio Number Description 

Book 
# 

Page 
# 

04/2111969 
Warranty 

Deed 
30-3121-000-0991 
30-3121-000-1060 

Warranty deed transferring 
property from the 3650 
Corporation to Airco Plating 
Company, Inc. 

6375 709 

06/02/1969 
Warranty 

Deed 
30-3121-000-1053 
30-3121-000-1052 

Warranty deed transferring 
property from the Allied 
Products Corporation to 
Airco Plating Company, Inc. 

6496 706 

08/22/1994 UAO 

30-3121-000-0991 
30-3121-000-1052 
30-3121-000-1053 
30-3121-000-1056 
30-3121-000-1060 

Order directing the PRP to 
develop the RD for the site 
remedy described in the 
ROD. 

16529 85 1 

11 /24/2010 
Warranty 

Deed 
30-3121-000-1056 

Warranty deed transferring 
property from BRB 
Cabinets, Inc. to another 
private owner. 

27504 67 

The 1993 ROD selected institutional controls as part of the Site remedy. A restrictive 
covenant for the Site is required to be recorded with the following objectives: 
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• 	 Preserve the integrity of the cap. 
• 	 Restrict activities that are not compatible with the remedy. 
• 	 Prohibit residential use of the Site as long as contaminated soil remains in place. 
• 	 Prohibit removal of the cap unless any necessary remedial action, such as a soil 

treatment, is conducted. 
• 	 Ensure that the remedy remains protective of human health and the environment if 

on-site buildings that are currently located over contaminated soil undergo any 
significant physical modification or alteration. Those areas under such buildings 
would then be evaluated to determine if remedial action is necessary, such as 
extending the RCRA-type cap over those areas. 

APC submitted a proposed restrictive covenant for the cap portion of the Site to EPA and 
FDEP for review in 2010 and the agencies ' review processes are currently underway. The 
restrictive covenant will be implemented and recorded upon approval from the agencies. 
Ground water contamination associated with the Site is present at concentrations above 
drinking water standards and ground water use should be restricted. A State of Florida 
mechanism currently serves as a ground water institutional control. The Site is located 
within a Florida Ground Water Delineated Area, which is subject to the South Florida 
Water Management District administration controlling the installation and potable use of 
wells at the Site and immediate area (Figure 5). Table 14 lists the institutional controls 
associated with areas of interest at the Site. 
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Figue 5: F10l'ida Ground Watel' Delineated Area 

Legend: 

o Approximate Site Bou ndary 

Grou nd Water Delineated Nea 

o 
NORTH 

Rgure 5 
Ground Water 

Del ineated Nea 

Airco Plati ng Co, 
Superfu nd Site 
Miami, Miami-Dade County, Florida 

Disclaimer: This map and any boundary lines within the map are approximate and subject to change. The map is not a survey. TIle map is for 
iufonnatiollal purposes only regarding EPA' s respouse actions at the Site, and is not intended for any other pmpose. 
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Table 14: Institutional Control (IC) Summary Table 

IC. CaDed 

Media 
ICs for in tbe 

Impacted Parcel(s) 
IC Instrument in 

Needed Decision Objective Place 
Documents 

The Site lies within 
a Florida Ground 

30-3121-000-1060, 
Restrict insta llation 

Water Delineated 

Ground 
30-3121-000-0991 , 

of ground water 
Area, managed by 

Yes No 30-3121-000-1053, the South Florida 
Water 

30-3121-000-1052 and 
wells and ground 

Water Management 
30-3121-000-1056 

water use. 
District,a which 
restricts well 
p lacementb 

30-3121-000-1060, None, A draft 
30-3121-000-0991 , Restrict uses that restrictive covenant 

Soil Yes Yes 30-3121-000-1053, would disturb the is currently under 
30-3121-000-1052 and integrity of the cap review with EPA 
30-3121-000-1056 andFDEP. 

a. South Florida Water Management District infOimation is available at: 
hn~ : llwww. sfwmd.gov/~ortal/l1age/l1ortal/sfwmdmai.llJhome%2QQage . 

b. Florida Ground Water Delineated Area infonnatioll is available at: hrm:llwww.dw.slate. fl .us/waterigroulldwater/delineate.htm. 

6.6 Interviews 

During the FYR process, interviews were conducted with parties impacted by the Site, 
including the current landowners and regulatory agencies involved in site activities or 
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, Interviews were conducted in person during the site inspection 
on February 2, 2011 , or bye-mail or telephone after the site inspection, Interviews are 
summarized below and complete interviews are included in Appendix C. 

Pete Thorpe: Mr. Thorpe is the EPA RPM for the Site. Mr. Thorpe believes that the 
project is progressing well with the remedy functioning as designed, The ground water 
remediation system is operating and cleaning up ground water contamination, and no 
contamination is migrating off site, Though ground water contaminants continue to be 
detected above cleanup goals, contaminant concentrations have been reduced to non
detect levels in the delineation monitoring locations around the perimeter of the plume, 
Mr. Thorpe thinks that the Site has had limited effects on the community, Mr, Thorpe 
would like to help the community become more informed about the Site, which he 
believes could be achieved by mailing a fact sheet or by updating the repository, 

Chris Pellegrino: Mr. Pellegrino is the FDEP representative for the Site, He stated that he 
believes that the remed y appears to be functioning as expected for a ground water 
extraction and treatment system and that he is unaware of any effects that the Site has had 
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on the community. Mr. Pellegrino explained that other than the annual monitoring 
reports, his department has not conducted any additional site-related communications; 
however, when the EPA RPM changed, a meeting was held with the PRP. Mr. Pellegrino 
noted that a restrictive covenant has been proposed for the APC property and a draft 
document is going through FDEP 's review process. 

Michael King: Mr. King is the PRP's representative for the Site. He indicated that he 
believes the remedy is effective, relatively problem-free and uniquely tailored to work in 
concert with ongoing APC operations at the facility. Mr. King stated that ground water 
contamination at the Site is hydraulically contained with no on-site or off-site receptors 
or exposure pathways. He indicated that he believes the impact of the Site on the 
surrounding community is negligible because ground water contaminants are no longer 
being detected in off-site wells. Mr. King also mentioned that VOCs above MCLs are 
now only detected in one well , RW-4, and that average concentrations ofVOCs in this 
well have declined over time. He indicated that the remedy is not fast but it is stable, 
economical and progressing. Mr. King believes that the remedy remains a practical 
remedial approach to the very low environmental risk presented by the Site. He noted that 
he was unaware of any community impacts and feels well informed about remedial 
operations at the Site. 

Local Business Employee: This employee works at one of the businesses adjacent to the 
Site. The employee stated that she had never heard anything about the Site but does not 
think there have been any vandalism problems. She also mentioned that a brochure in 
English and Spanish could be helpful to inform neighbors about the Site. 

Local Business Manager I : This business manager works at one of the businesses 
adjacent to the Site. The manager stated that he had never heard about the Site and they 
have been at the same location for over 25 years. He did not believe that there had been 
any problems with vandalism and suggested that e-mail updates would help keep the 
community informed. 

Local Business Manager 2: This business manager works at one of the businesses 
adjacent to the Site. The manager stated that he is aware of the project but does not know 
enough to comment on it. He has observed monitoring well testing and does not think 
there have been any problems with trespassing. He explained that their business is located 
on part of the Site and he has never received any information from EPA. 

Local Business President: This business president works at one of the businesses adjacent 
to the Site. His business has been in the area since contamination was discovered and he 
believes EPA should have excavated the whole area to remove contaminated soil, and not 
just cap the area. He also questioned the effectiveness of the air stripping as a ground 
water remedy. He does not think that there have been any effects on the community 
because no one knows about the Site. He is not aware of any trespassing. 

Local Business Owner: This business owner works at a business adjacent to the Site. He 
is aware of the Site but after EPA came to test his land and did not find contamination he 
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never looked into the Site further. He has not heard about any problems with vandalism. 
TIlOugh he has never received any information about the Site, he believes it might not be 
necessary. 
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7.0 Technical Assessment 

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

The review of documents, ARARs and risk assumptions as well as the site inspection 
indicate that the Site ' s remedy has been implemented according to Site decision 
documents. Contaminated soils were treated with SVE and consolidated under a RCRA
type cap in September 1999. EPA approved the ground water extraction and treatment 
system in June 1997 and the system has been in operation since that time. 

Since the ground water treatment system startup, ground water cleanup goals have been 
achieved in several monitoring wells and cleanup goals for individual COCs in specific 
monitoring wells have also been achieved. However, cadmium, nickel and VOCs 
continue to be detected in site-monitoring and recovery wells at concentrations exceeding 
cleanup goals. During the current FYR period, cadmium concentrations in shallow 
aquifer monitoring well APS-5 and nickel concentrations in intermediate aquifer 
monitoring well API-3 and shallow aquifer monitoring well APS-5 have shown an 
increasing trend. Aside from one 2010 exceedance in shallow aquifer monitoring well 
APS-5, nickel concentrations in these three wells remain below the cleanup goal , but 
cadmium concentrations exceed the cleanup goal in all three wells. Exceedances for both 
cadmium and nickel have been noted in shallow aquifer monitoring well APS-II as well. 
This well also exhibited anomalously high concentrations for these two metals in 
December 2009 and December 20 I O. Confirmatory sampling indicated that 
concentrations had declined, but remained substantially higher when compared with 
measurements from other years, and the cause for these spikes remains unknown. Given 
that corresponding spikes have not been detected in the adjacent recovery well, review of 
the current placement of recovery well RW-4 will be conducted to ensure no pockets of 
contamination are beyond the reach of the ground water treatment system. Concentrations 
ofVOCs above the cleanup goals also continue to be detected at shallow aquifer 
monitoring well APS-II and recovery well RW-4, located near the original source area 
for Site contamination. 

Concerns that ground water remediation was not progressing at the rate anticipated by the 
ROD and that contaminant concentrations may have achieved a steady state were 
expressed during the 2006 FYR and again by FDEP's Program and Technical Support 
Section office in Tallahassee in 2010 (Appendix F). The difference between average and 
instantaneous pumping rates for the Site suggests that the ground water treatment system 
spends significant portions of time offline. Currently, the PRP operates the system during 
business hours, but the system should be operated on a continuous basis, as specified in 
the site O&M Plan, to improve the performance of the remedy. Additionally, nickel and 
cadmium concentrations in RW-4 have not shown consistent declines and may have 
reached an asymptotic state. Further evaluation is needed at the site to determine the 
cause for the reduced average rate of ground water recovery, to determine how best to 
maintain continued progress toward achieving cleanup goals, and to evaluate whether the 
ground water system effectively captures and contains the ground water plume. 
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The 2006 FYR recommended that the human health risks associated with the vapor 
intrusion pathway be evaluated for the Site. A preliminary screening was performed 
using the Johnson and Ettinger Model and results were reported in the 2008 FYR 
Addendum. Site-specific inputs indicate a cancer risk of less than 1.0 x 10-4 and a hazard 
quotient of less than I. In addition, the area of ground water contamination is not located 
under building foundations where current operations continue. Therefore, EPA 
determined that vapor intrusion is not an exposure pathway of concern. 

The 1993 ROD selected institutional controls for site soils including a restrictive 
covenant to restrict land uses that would be incompatible with the remedy, and to protect 
the integrity of the on-site cap. A draft restrictive covenant is currently under review at 
EPA and FDEP. Through a Florida Ground Water Delineated Area, the South Florida 
Water Management District restricts well use and placement, effectively accomplishing 
the objective of preventing exposure to ground water contamination. Property perimeter 
fencing is in place around all site parcels and the placement of the on-site cap has 
eliminated the exposure pathway to contaminated soils. 

During the site inspection, some monitoring well caps were found to be broken. Though 
access to these wells is restricted by fencing around the perimeter of the impacted site 
parcels, routine well maintenance should be performed. The remedy is functioning as 
intended by the decision documents with the exception of the soil ICs. 

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

The current ARAR for chloroform has become more stringent since the signing of the 
1993 ROD. Chloroform is currently being monitored in wells APS-II and RW-4, where 
it is present at concentrations below the more stringent MCL. In addition, an ARAR for 
bis(2-ethylhexyl}phthalate was not available at the time the 1993 ROD was signed but an 
MCL is now available. A cleanup goal for acetone may be selected once a regulatory 
standard for this COC is made available. 

During contaminated soil evaluations and the risk assessment, trivalent chromium was 
not distinguished from hexavalent chromium. The toxicity for hexavalent chromium is 
higher than the value used in the risk assessment (Table 15). If the chromium at the Site 
is hexavalent chromium, it is possible that it could pose an unacceptable risk to human 
health and the environment. If the chromium is trivalent chromium, then no further 
assessment is necessary and the cleanup remains effective. Although there have been 
changes to toxicity criteria, the land use assumptions used during development of the 
1993 ROD remain unchanged and the RAOs remain valid. 
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Table 15: Chromium Oral Reference Dose 

CDC 
1993 ROD Baseline Risk Assessment 

Oral Reference Dose 
(mg/kg/day) 

Current 
Oral Reference Dose 

(mg/kg/day) 

Chromium 0.005 
Trivalent Chromium: 1.5 

Hexavalent Chromium: 0.003 

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

Recently, the southernmost portion of the Site has come under new ownership. The 
current owner of the southern portion of the Site uses part of the cap as a parking lot for 
industrial trucks and has taken down the fences immediately surrounding the cap, 
monitoring well cluster 3 and RW-1 ; however, the cap and wells remain within the gated 
section of the business parking lot and are thus restricted from public access. The new 
property owner has added sand and gravel along a portion of the cap in order to make the 
cap more accessible as a parking area. The new owner was sent a letter in April 2011 
notifYing him of his potential liability under Superfund and the expectation of 
cooperation with EPA for the remedy in place (Appendix G). The new owner has also 
expressed interest in slightly modifying the cap. 

During the site inspection, EPA and FDEP met with the new property owner to inform 
him that he should not make changes to existing components of the remedy. EPA is 
actively working to ensure that the site owner is aware of the Site, the status of remedial 
activities and the limitations on changes he can make to the portion of his property that is 
part of the Site. An access agreement is needed to ensure that EPA, FDEP and the PRP 
are able to access this portion of the Site when conducting remedial activities. The 
restrictive covenant for this parcel will preserve the integrity of the cap and restrict land 
uses and activities that are incompatible with the remedy. 

7.4 	 Technical Assessment Summary 

The review of documents, ARARs and risk assumptions as well as the site inspection 
indicate that the Site 's remedy has been implemented according to Site decision 
documents. Contaminated soils were treated with SVE and consolidated under a RCRA
type cap in September 1999. EPA approved the ground water extraction and treatment 
system in June 1997 and the system has been in operation since that time. 

Since ground water treatment system startup , ground water cleanup goals have been 
achieved in several monitoring wells and cleanup goals for individual COCs in specific 
monitoring wells have also been achieved. However, cadmium, nickel and VOCs 
continue to be detected in site-monitoring and recovery wells at concentrations exceeding 
cleanup goals. During the current FYR period, cadmium concentrations in shallow 
aquifer monitoring well APS-S and nickel concentrations in intermediate aquifer 
monitoring well API-3 and shallow aquifer monitoring well APS-S have shown an 
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increasing trend. Aside from one 2010 exceedance in shallow aquifer monitoring well 
APS-5 , nickel concentrations in these three wells remain below the cleanup goal , but 
cadmium concentrations exceed the cleanup goal in all three wells. Exceedances for both 
cadmium and nickel have been noted in shallow aquifer monitoring well APS-II as well. 
This well also exhibited anomalously high concentrations for these two metals in 
December 2009 and December 20 I O. Confirmatory sampling indicated that 
concentrations had declined, but remained substantially higher when compared with 
measurements from other years, and the cause for these spikes remains unknown. Given 
that corresponding spikes have not been detected in the adjacent recovery well, review of 
the current placement of recovery well RW-4 will be conducted to ensure no pockets of 
contamination are beyond the reach ofthe ground water treatment system. Concentrations 
ofVOCs above the cleanup goals also continue to be detected at shallow aquifer 
monitoring well APS-II and recovery well RW-4, located near the original source area 
for Site contamination. 

Concerns that ground water remediation was not progressing at the rate anticipated by the 
ROD and that contaminant concentrations had achieved a steady state were expressed 
during the 2006 FYR and again by FDEP 's Program and Technical Support Section 
office in Tallahassee in 2010 (Appendix F). The difference between average and 
instantaneous pumping rates for the Site suggests that the ground water treatment system 
spends significant portions of time offline. Currently, the PRP operates the system during 
business hours, but the system should be operated on a continuous basis, as specified in 
the site O&M Plan, to improve the performance of the remedy. Additionally, nickel and 
cadmium concentrations in RW-4 have not shown consistent declines and may have 
reached an asymptotic state. Further evaluation is needed at the site to determine the 
cause for the reduced average rate of ground water recovery, to determine how best to 
maintain continued progress toward achieving cleanup goals, and to evaluate whether the 
ground water system effectively captures and contains the ground water plume. 

The 2006 FYR recommended that the human health risks associated with the vapor 
intrusion pathway be evaluated for the Site. A preliminary screening was performed 
using the Johnson and Ettinger Model and results were reported in the 2008 FYR 
Addendum. Site-specific inputs indicate a cancer risk of less than 1.0 x 10-4 and a hazard 
quotient of less than 1. In addition, the area of ground water contamination is not located 
under building foundations where current operations continue. Therefore, EPA 
determined that vapor intrusion is not an exposure pathway to on-site workers. 

The ground water ARAR for chloroform has become more stringent and a ground water 
ARAR for bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate has become available since the signing of the 1993 
ROD. In addition, the soil cleanup goal for chromium was risk-based and the toxicity 
criteria for chromium have been revised. These changes do not affect the protectiveness 
of the remedy at the Site in the short term. However, EPA will continue to monitor site
related contaminants and will take appropriate action to address potential risks. 

The 1993 ROD selected institutional controls for site soils including a restrictive 
covenant to restrict land uses that would be incompatible with the remedy, and to protect 

55 



the integrity of the on-site cap. A draft restrictive covenant is currently under review at 
EPA and FDEP. Through a Florida Ground Water Delineated Area, the South Florida 
Water Management District restricts well use and placement, effectively accomplishing 
the objective of preventing exposure to ground water contamination. Property perimeter 
fencing is in place around all site parcels and the placement of the on-site cap has 
eliminated the exposure pathway to contaminated soils. 

The southern portion of the Site containing a section of the on-site cap, a recovery well 
and several monitoring wells has come under new ownership. The new owner has made 
several physical changes to the property, including covering over flush mounted 
monitoring wells with gravel and removing interior fencing around the southern portion 
of the on-site cap and monitoring well cluster 3. EPA has been in communication with 
the new owner to notifY him about the Site and the remedial actions underway. EPA will 
continue to work with the owner to ensure that remedial components on his property 
remain intact and accessible. During the site inspection, some monitoring well caps were 
found to be broken. Though access to these wells is restricted by fencing around the 
perimeter of the impacted site parcels, routine well maintenance should be performed. 
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8.0 Issues 

Table 16 summarizes the current site issues. 

Table 16: Current Site Issues 

Issue 
Affects Current 
Protectiveness 

(Yes or No) 

Affects Future 
Protectiveness 

(Yes or No) 
Although some ground water cleanup goals have been 
achieved, cadmium, nickel and VOC concentrations 
continue to be detected above cleanup goals. 
Cadmium and nickel concentrations have not shown 
appreciable declines in the past ten years, slowing 
progress of the ground water remedial action. In 
addition, concerns were expressed in the 2006 FYR 
and in comments from FDEP in 2010 that ground 
water remediation is not progressing at the rate 
anticipated by the 1993 sitewide ROD. 

No Yes 

Unexplained spikes in cadmium and nickel 
concentrations were detected in shallow aquifer well 
APS-ll in December 2009 and December 20 10. 

No Yes 

The 1996 O&M Plan anticipated that the ground water 
treatment system would operate at an average 
pumping rate of22 gpm. With one exception (RW-l 
in 2006), the average pumping rates for both recovery 
wells have been below 3 gpm during the current FYR 
period. 

No Yes 

A new owner has acquired the parcel south of the 
APC property and has made physical modifications 
such as covering flush mounted monitoring wells with 
gravel and removing interior fencing around the on
site cap. 

No Yes 

Institutional controls to restrict land uses that are 
incompatible with the remedy and to preserve the 
integrity of the on-site cap have not been 
implemented. 

No Yes 
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9.0 Recommendations and Follow-up Actions 

Table 17 provides recommendations to address the current site issues. 

Table 17: Recommendations to Address Current Site Issues 

Issue 
Recommendations 

1Follow-Up 
Actions 

Party 
Responsible 

Oversight 
Agency 

Milestone 
Date 

Affects 
Protectiveness? 

(Yes or No) 
Current Future 

Although some ground The ground water 
water cleanup goals have treatment system 
been achieved, cadmium, should be operated 
nickel and VOC continuously in 
concentrations continue accordance with the 
to be detected above 1996 O&M Plan for 
cleanup goals. Cadmium the Site. The system 
and nickel should be assessed 
concentrations have not to detennine 
shown appreciable whether it 
declines in the past ten effectively captures 
years, slowing progress the contaminant PRP EPA 3/30/2013 No Yes 
of the ground water plume when 
remedial action. In operated according 
addition, concerns were to the O&M Plan. If 
expressed in the 2006 the assessment 
FYR and in comments determines that 
from FDEP in 2010 that system 
ground water improvements are 
remediation is not necessary, those 
progressing at the rate changes should be 
anticipated by the 1993 implemented, as 
sitewide ROD. appropriate. 

Unexplained spikes in 
cadmium and nickel 
concentrations were 
detected in shallow 
aquifer well APS- i l in 
December 2009 and 
December 2010. 

Evaluate potential 
seasonal, 
hydrologic, 
environmental or 
other factors that 
might be responsible 
for spikes in 
cadmium and nickel 
concentrations in 
ground water 
monitoring well 
APS-Il. 

PRP EPA 3/30/2013 No Yes 
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Issue 
Recommendations 

1 Follow-Up 
Actions 

Party 
Responsible 

Oversight 
Agency 

Milestone 
Date 

Affects 
Protectiveness? 

(Yes or No) 
Current Future 

The 1996 O&M Plan 
anticipated that the 
ground water treatment 
system would operate at 
an average pumping rate 
of 22 gpm. With one 
exception (R W -1 in 
2006), the average 
pumping rates for both 
recovery wells have been 
below 3 gpm during the 
current FYR period. 

Evaluate the 
cause(s) of the 
reduced average rate 
of ground water 
recovery and 
evaluate and 
perfonn an analysis 
of ground water 
recovery to 
determine whether 
the current 
configuration of 
recovery wells 
adequately contains 
the entire ground 
water plume area. 
Take next steps, as 
appropriate, to 
address findings of 
these evaluations. 

PRP EPA 9/28/2012 No Yes 

A new owner has 
acquired the parcel south 
of the APC property and 
has made physical 
modifications such as 
covering flush mounted 
monitoring wells with 
gravel and removing 
interior fencing around 
the on-site cap. 

Continue efforts to 
explain remedial 
components, 
liability concerns 
and owner/operator 
responsibilities to 
the new owner of 
the parcel south of 
the APC property. 
Implement a 
restrictive covenant 
for the parcel to 
prevent activities 
and land uses that 
would be 
incompatible with 
the remedy. 

PRPIEPA EPA 9128/2012 No Yes 

Institutional controls to 
restrict land uses that are 
incompatible with the 
remedy and to preserve 
the integrity of the on
site cap have not been 
implemented. 

Finalize and 
implement the draft 
restrictive covenant 
for the APC 
property upon 
receiving approval 
from EPA and 
FDEP. 

PRP EPA 9/28/2012 No Yes 
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10.0 Protectiveness Statement 

The Site remedy currently protects human health and the environment in the short term because 
source control remediation has been completed in accordance with the selected remedy, the 
ground water treatment system continues to operate at the Site and there are no complete 
exposure pathways. However, in order for the remedy to be protective in the long term, issues 
regarding ground water remedy optimization, ground water recovery rates, unexplained spikes in 
cadmium and nickel concentrations, and soil institutional controls should be addressed. 
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11.0 Next Review 

The Site is a statutory site that requires ongoing FYRs as long as waste is left on site that does 
not allow for unrestricted use and unlimited exposure. The next FYR will be due within five 
years of the signature/approval date of this FYR. 
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Appendix A: List of Documents Reviewed 

Airco Operation and Maintenance Plan, January 1996, A. L. Simons Consultants, Inc. 


Annual Operating Report 2006 : Airco Plating NPL Site. Prepared by HSA Engineers and 

Scientists for the Airco Plating Company. April 2007. 


Annual Operating Report 2007 : Airco Plating NPL Site. Prepared by HSA Engineers and 

Scientists for the Airco Plating Company. March 2008. 


Annual Operating Report 2008: Airco Plating NPL Site. Prepared by HSA Engineers and 

Scientists for the Airco Plating Company. April 2009. 


Annual Operating Report 2009 : Airco Plating NPL Site. Prepared by HSA Engineers and 

Scientists for the Airco Plating Company. April 2010. 


Annual Operating Report 2010 : Airco Plating NPL Site. Prepared by HSA Engineers and 

Scientists for the Airco Plating Company. March 2011. 


EPA Region IV Unilateral Administrative Order for Remedial Design and Remedial Action, 

September 1994. 


EPA Superfund Preliminary Close-Out Report, September 15, 1999. 


EP A Superfund Record of Decision: Airco Plating Company, Inc. Miami, Miami-Dade County 

FL, October, 1993. 


Feasibility Study for Airco Plating NPL Site, Blasland, Bouck and Lee, May 1993. 


Operations and Maintenance Plan Airco Plating Company, Inc., A. L. Simmons Consultants, 

Inc., January 1996. 


Preliminary Design Prepared for Airco Plating Company, Inc., Clark Engineers-Scientists, Inc. 

October 1994. 


Remedial Design (RO) Work Plan Prepared for Airco Plating Company, Inc., Clark Engineers

Scientists, Inc. October 1994. 


Remedial Investigation, Airco Plating NPL Site Miami, Florida, Volume I and Volume II, 

December 1992, M. P. Brown & Associates, Inc. Consulting Hydrogeologists, Geologists and 

Engineers. 


Soil Cap Remedial Action Report Airco Plating Company, Inc., A.L. Simmons Consultants, Inc., 

September 1999. 
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Superfund Five-Year Review Addendum Airco Plating Co. Inc. Miami, Miami-Dade County 
Florida, September 2008. 

Superfund Five-Year Review Report Airco Plating Co. Inc. Miami, Miami-Dade County Florida, 
September 2001. 

Superfund Five-Year Review Report Airco Plating Co. Inc. Miami, Miami-Dade County Florida, 
September 2006. 

EPA Office of Emergency and Remedial Response. Comprehensive Five-Year Review Guidance 
(OSWER No. 9355.7-03B-P), June 2001. 
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Appendix B: Press Notice 
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The U. S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 4 

Announces the Third Five-Year Review 


for the Airco Plating Co. Superfund Site, 

Miami, Miami-Dade County, Florida 


Purpose/Objective: The u.s. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) is conducting a Five-Year Review of the remedy for the 
Airco Plating Co. Superfund Site (the Site) in Miami, 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 two-acre Site has been home to the Airco Plating Co. (APC) electroplating shop since 1957. The APC facility 
plates steel, copper, brass with zinc, cadmium, copper, nickel and tin. Cyanide, acids and caustic compounds are used in the 
electroplating process and tetrachloroethene (PCE) is used as a cleaning fluid for parts prior to plating. Until 1973, wastes from the 
plating operations, including sludge, were disposed of in three on-site seepage ponds. Beginning in 1973, plating wastes were 
pretreated and released into the Miami municipal sewage system. Since 1982, the sludges have been separated and transported to a 
hazardous waste facility regulated under Subtitle C of the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act. In the early 1990s, various 
metals, cyanide, PCE and trichloroethene were detected in the soil at the Site and elevated levels ofcadmium and volatile organic 
compounds, such as peE, were detected in shallow grOlllld water on site. In addition to these discoveries, elevated levels of cadmium 
and PCE were detected in deeper ground water. EPA began conducting site investigations in July 1985 and the Site was proposed to 
the National Priorities List (NPL) in June 1988. APC performed a contalnination assessment in May 1989 and submitted subsequent 
Contamination Assessment Reports to EPA and the Florida Department ofEnvironmental Protection (FDEP) through March 1990. 
EPA finalized the Site on the NPL in February 1990. Major contaminants at the Site included metals, cyanide and PCE in the soil as 
well as PCE and cadmium in the ground water. 

Cleanup Actions: EPA designated one operable unit (aU) to address the Site' s soil and ground water contamination. EPA signed the 
Site ' s Record ofDecision in October 1993, selecting a remedy to treat contamination at the Site. The major components of the remedy 
included soil vapor extraction (SVE) of organic compounds, the installment ofa reinforced concrete protective cap, institutional 
controls to preserve the integrity of the remedy, extraction of contaminated ground water with subsequent treatment by air stripping, 
the discharge of treated water to the local Publicly Owned Treatment Works, the evaluation of the need for treatment of inorganic 
compounds in ground water, and the modeling of air emissions and analysis ofactual air emissions from the air stripping tower and 
SVE system. Air stripping systems and the SVE system were installed during spring 1995 and the concrete cap was constructed in 
1999. The SVE system continued in operation until June 1999, when it was removed from service because contaminant concentrations 
in vapor elnissions had declined significantly. Construction of the remedy was completed on September 5, 1999. Since then, periodic 
monitoring and sampling has continued to ensure that the Site' s remedy is functioning properly. 

Five-Year Review Schedule: The National Contingency Plan requires that remedial actions resulting 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 September 2011. 

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 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: 

Peter Thorpe, Remedial Project Manager L 'Tonya Spencer, Community Involvement Coordinator 
Phone: 404-562-9688 Phone: 404-562-8463 
E-mail: thorpe.peter@epa.gov E-mail: spencer. latonya@epa.gov 
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Mailing Address: EPA Region 4, 61 Forsyth St. S.W., Atlanta, GA 30303-8960 

Additional site information is also available at the Site's document repository, located at John F Kennedy Memorial Library, 190 
West 49th Street, Hialeah, Florida 33012-3712, or online at: ht1p://www.epa.gov/slIper(imd/sites/npl(s/(s0400561 .pd( 
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Appendix C: Interview Forms 

Airco Plating Co. Superfund Site Five-Year Review Interview Form 
Site Name: Airco Plating Co. EPA ID No.: FLD004145140 
Subject Name: Pete Thorpe AffIliation: US EPA Region 4 
Subject Contact Information: (404) 562-9688; thorpe.peter@epa.gov 
Time: Date: 02/14/2011 

Interview Format (circle one): In Person Phone Mail Other: E-mail 

Interview Category: EPA Remedial Project Manager 

I. 	 What is your overall impression of the project including cleanup, maintenance and reuse 

activities (as appropriate)? 

I think the project is progressing well. There are still a couple ofwells that have ground 

water contamination over the appropriate action levels in them. The ground water 

remediation system is working and cleaning up the ground water. All ofthe delineation 

monitoring wells are non-detect. There is no contamination heading offsite. 


2. 	 What have been the effects of this Site on the surrounding community, if any? 
Generally I would say not much. The majority ofthe area is industriallcommercial and Airco 
Plating fits within that type. It appears that there is little impact ji-om the site to the 
community. During the community interviews, I didn't hear much impact ji-om the cleanup at 
Airco Plating on the surrounding community. 

3. 	 Are you aware of any complaints or inquiries regarding site-related environmental issues or 

remedial activities since the implementation of the cleanup? 

No, I have gotten no complaints about the site. Some ofthe citizens ofthe surrounding 
community were not aware ofthe site. We need to do a betterjob in informing the community 
about the site. 

4. 	 What is your assessment of the current performance of the remedy in place at the Site? 

The remedy is jimctioning as designed. It is recovering contamination ji-om the ground 

water. There is hydraulic control ofthe source area. The concrete caps are intact and 

jimctioning as designed. The remedy is working as intended. 

5. 	 Are you comfortable with the status of the institutional controls at the Site? Ifnot, what are 

the associated outstanding issues? 

We are currently working with Airco Plating to get a restrictive covenant signed. FDEP is 
currently reviewing the restrictive covenant. Currently, there is a VAG signed and recorded 
with the county for Airco Plating. 

6. 	 Are you aware of any community concerns regarding the Site or the operation and 
maintenance of its remedy? If so, please provide details. 
No, I have not heard any complaints. Again, I think the one thing we can improve on is to do 
a slightly betterjob in informing the community about the site. An updatedfact sheet mailing 
or double check the documents at the site repositmy are two things that might help in getting 
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the community better informed. 

7. 	 Do you have any comments, suggestions or recommendations regarding the management or 
operation of the Site's remedy? 
No. 
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Airco Plating Co. Superfund Site Five-Year Review Interview Form 
Site Name: Airco Plating Co. Site Name: Airco Plating Co. 

Interviewer Name: Sarah Alfano Affiliation: Skeo Solutions 

Subject Name: Chris Pellegrino Affiliation: FDEP 

Subject Contact Information: (850) 245-8972 

Time: 12:00 PM Date: 02/0212011 

Interview Location: Airco Plating Co. Site 

Interview Format (circle one): In Person Phone Mail Other: 


Interview Category: State Agency 

I. 	 What is your overall impression of the project including cleanup, maintenance and reuse 
activities (as appropriate)? 
It is going on as we would expect with a pump and treat system. 

2. 	 What is your assessment of the current performance of the remedy in place at the Site? 
It is as effective as a pump and treat system usually is. 

3. 	 Are you aware of any complaints or inquiries regarding site-related environmental issues or 
remedial activities from residents in the past five years? 
I am not aware ofany complaints or inquiries. 

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. 
Other than the standard monitoring reports there has not been any additional 
communication. We held a meeting with the PRP and the new RPM a year or two ago but 
that was it. 

5. 	 Are you aware of any changes to state laws that might affect the protectiveness of the 

Site 's remedy? 

I am not aware ofany changes. 

6. 	 Are you comfortable with the status of the institutional controls at the Site? If not, what are 
the associated outstanding issues? 
The ICs are proposed and the DEP is currently reviewing them; it is a standard process. 

7. 	 Are you aware of any changes in projected land use(s) at the Site? 
I am not aware ofany changes in projected land use at the site. 

8. 	 Do you have any comments, suggestions or recommendations regarding the management 
or operation of the Site 's remedy? 
I do not have any comments or suggestions. 
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Airco Plating Co. Superfund Site 	 Five-Year Review Interview Form 

Site Name: Airco Plating Co. EPA ID No.: FLD004145140 
Subject Name: Michael King AffIliation: Airco Plating Co. 

Subject Contact Information: (305) 633-2476; mking@aircoplating.com 
Time: 10:30 AM Date: 2/8/2011 

Interview Format (circle one): In Person Phone Mail Other: E-mail 
Interview Category: Potentially Responsible Parties (PRPs) 

I. 	 What is your overall impression of the remedial activities at the Site? 
The remedy is effective, relatively problem free and uniquely tailored to work in concert with 
our operations at the facility. I agree with the EPA's August 2008 assessment that the remedy 
is protective ofhuman health and the environment. 

2. 	 What have been the effects of this Site on the surrounding community, if any? 
The site is hydraulically contained with no on-site or off-site receptors or exposure pathways. 
No contaminants exist in off-site wells so the impact of this site on the surrounding 
community is negligible. 

3. 	 What is your assessment of the current performance of the remedy in place at the Site? 
When we began pumping and treating ground water; organics were seen in several wells in 
low concentrations. RW-4 is now the only well shoWing organics above MCL 's. In RW-4 
average concentrations ofPCE, TCE and Vinyl Chloride dropped approximately 70%, 45% 
and 74% respectively from the first five-year treatment intelval to the secondfive-year 
period. Comparing average concentrations ofthe same compoundsfrom the third five-year 
period versus the second olso shows significant drops ofapproximately 34%, 19% and 57% 
respectively. The remedy is not a qUickfix but it is stable, economical and headed squarely in 
the right direction. It remains a practical remedial approach to the velY low environmental 
risk presented by the site. 

4. 	 Are you aware of any complaints or inquiries regarding environmental issues or the remedial 
action from residents since implementation of the cleanup? 
I am not aware ofany complaints or inquiries from neighboring residents. 

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? 
Yes, I feel well informed. 

6. 	 Do you have any comments, suggestions or recommendations regarding the management or 
operation of the Site's remedy? 
I 100kfOlward to and remain committed to the operation ofthe remedy and its continued 
success. 
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Airco Plating Co. Superfund Site Five-Year Review Interview Form 
Site Name: Airco Plating Co. 	 EPA ID No.: FLD004145140 
Interviewer Name: Sarah Alfano Affiliation: Skeo Solutions 
Subject Name: Local Business Employee AffIliation: 
Time: 12:00 PM 	 Date: 2/2/2011 
Interview Location: Local Business 

Interview Format (circle one): In Person Phone Mail Other: 

Interview Category: Local Business Employee 

1. 	 Are you aware of the former environmental issues at the Site and the cleanup activities that 

have taken place to date? 

No, I do not know anything about that. 

2. 	 What is your overall impression of the project including cleanup, maintenance and reuse 

activities (as appropriate)? 

I did not know about it. 

3. 	 What have been the effects of this Site on the surrounding community, if any? 
Unknown. 

4. 	 Have there been any problems with unusual or unexpected activities at the Site, such as 

emergency response, vandalism or trespassing? 

No. 

5. 	 Has EPA kept involved parties and surrounding neighbors informed of activities at the Site? 

How can EPA best provide site-related information in the future? 

No, I am not informed and I don't think anyone knows about it. A brochure or leaflet in 
English and in Spanish about the site would be helpful. 

6. 	 Do you own a private well in addition to or instead of accessing city/municipal water 

supplies? If so, for what purpose(s) is your private well used? 

No. 

7. 	 Do you have any comments, suggestions or recommendations regarding any aspects of the 

project? 

No. 
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Airco Plating Co. Superfund Site Five-Year Review Interview Form 
Site Name: Airco Plating Co. EPA ID No.: FLD004145140 
Interviewer Name: Sarah Alfano Aff"illation: Skeo Solutions 
Subject Name: Local Business Manager AfnIiation: 
Time: 12:15 PM 	 Date: 2/2/11 
Interview Location: Local Business 

Interview Format (circle one): In Person Phone Mail Other: 

Interview Category: Local Business Manager 

I. 	 Are you aware of the former environmental issues at the Site and the cleanup activities 

that have taken place to date? 

No. 

2. 	 What is your overall impression of the project including cleanup, maintenance and reuse 

activities (as appropriate)? 

I did not know about it. 

3. 	 What have been the effects of this Site on the surrounding community, if any? 
We are not aware ofany effects but we have only been here since 1983. 

4. 	 Have there been any problems with unusual or unexpected activities at the Site, such as 

emergency response, vandalism or trespassing? 

No. 

5. 	 Has EPA kept involved parties and surrounding neighbors informed of activities at the 

Site? How can EPA best provide site-related information in the future? 

No, we have not heard anything except for this visit. E-mail would be the best way to keep 
us informed. 

6. 	 Do you own a private well in addition to or instead of accessing city/municipal water 

supplies? If so, for what purpose(s) is your private well used? 

No. 

7. 	 Do you have any comments, suggestions or recommendations regarding any aspects of the 
project? 
I would like to see the site and the projects taking place there. 
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Airco Plating Co. Superfund Site Five-Year Review Interview Form 
Site Name: Airco Plating Co. EPA ID No.: FLD004145140 
Interviewer Name: Sarah Alfano Affiliation: Skeo Solutions 
Subject Name: Local Business Manager AffIliation: 
Time: 12:30 PM Date: 2/2/11 
Interview Location: Local Business 

Interview Format (circle one): In Person Phone Mail Other: 

Interview Category: Local Business Manager 

1. 	 Are you aware of the former environmental issues at the Site and the cleanup activities that 

have taken place to date? 

Yes. 

2. 	 What is your overall impression of the project including cleanup, maintenance and reuse 

activities (as appropriate)? 

I don 't know ifI am informed enough to answer that question. I know that people come to 
test the monitoring wells on the property evelY few years but other than that I don't know 
much more about the project. 

3. 	 What have been the effects of this Site on the surrounding community, if any? 
None that I know of 

4. 	 Have there been any problems with unusual or unexpected activities at the Site, such as 

emergency response, vandalism or trespassing? 

No. 

5. 	 Has EPA kept involved parties and surrounding neighbors informed of activities at the Site? 

How can EPA best provide site-related information in the future? 

I don't think EPA has done a good job keeping people informed. I have never received any 
information about the site and we are located on the site. I only know about the site through 
other sources outside ofEPA because I work with other local engineers. 

6. 	 Do you own a private well in addition to or instead of accessing city/municipal water 

supplies? If so, for what purpose(s) is your private well used? 

No. 

7. 	 Do you have any comments, suggestions or recommendations regarding any aspects of the 

project? 

I would like to see the site and the projects taking place there. 
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Airco Plating Co. Superfund Site Five-Year Review Interview Form 
Site Name: Airco Plating Co. EPA ID No.: FLD004145140 
Interviewer Name: Sarah Alfano Affiliation: Skeo Solutions 
Subject Name: Local Business President AffIliation: 
Time: 12:30 PM Date: 2/2/11 
Interview Location: Local Business 

Interview Format (circle one): In Person Phone Mail Other: 

Interview Category: Local Business Employee, President 

1. 	 Are you aware of the former environmental issues at the Site and the cleanup activities that 
have taken place to date? 
Yes, we were here during the whole process. 

2. 	 What is your overall impression of the project including cleanup, maintenance and reuse 
activities (as appropriate)? 
I believe the cleanup is a joke. I think you should have excavated the whole site to get rid of 
the soil, not just the small capped area. I also don't think the air stripping is effective at 
removing the contamination at all. 

3. 	 What have been the effects of this Site on the surrounding community, if any? 
Physically, ifthe contamination was affecting us, we wouldn't know or be able to tell. 

However, nobody even knows about the site so there aren't any effects because it is a 

forgotten issue. 


4. 	 Have there been any problems with unusual or unexpected activities at the Site, such as 
emergency response, vandalism or trespassing? 
No. 

5. 	 Has EPA kept involved parties and surrounding neighbors informed of activities at the Site? 
How can EPA best provide site-related information in the future? 
Not really, it should be a matter ofpublic records. People don't know about it but then again, 
the site doesn't really affect them. 

6. 	 Do you own a private well in addition to or instead of accessing city/municipal water 
supplies? If so, for what purpose(s) is your private well used? 
No. 

7. 	 Do you have any comments, suggestions or recommendations regarding any aspects of the 
project? 
No. 
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Airco Plating Co. Superfund Site Five-Year Review Interview Form 
Site Name: Airco Plating Co. EPA ID No.: FLD004145140 
Interviewer Name: Sarah Alfano Affiliation: Skeo Solutions 
Subject Name: Local Business Owner AffIliation: 
Subject Contact Information: (305) 635-5134 
Time: 9:30 AM Date: 2/24/2011 

Interview Format (circle one): In Person Phone Mail Other: 

Interview Category: Local Business Owner 
I. 	Are you aware of the former environmental issues at the Site and the cleanup activities 

that have taken place to date? 
Yes I am aware ofthe site, but that site is far away Ji'om us, we have almost 6 acres and 
that site is 3-4 blocks away Ji'om you. The government came and tested your site and it 
came up clean. 

2. 	 What is your overall impression of the project including cleanup, maintenance and reuse 
activities (as appropriate)? 
I never even looked on the plant, I knew it was on 46th Street but we haven't been over 
there. 

3. 	 What have been the effects of this Site on the surrounding community, if any? 
I don't know ofany. 

4. 	 Have there been any problems with unusual or unexpected activities at the Site, such as 
emergency response, vandalism or trespassing? 
Not that I know of 

5. 	 Has EPA kept involved parties and surrounding neighbors informed of activities at the 
Site? How can EPA best provide site-related infonnation in the future? 
I haven't been concerned since they came. I haven't received any information but they 
didn't find anything on our land. I'm not sure ifit is necessmy. 

6. 	 Do you own a private well in addition to or instead of accessing city/municipal water 
supplies? If so, for what purpose(s) is your private well used? 
No, all we have is city water. 

7. 	 Do you have any comments, suggestions or recommendations regarding any aspects of 
the project? 
No, like I said, nothing has been in the area here and we don't know anything about it. 
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Appendix D : Site I nspection Checklist 

FIVE-YEAR REVIEW SITE INSPECTION CHECKLIST 

I. SITE INFORMATION 

Date of inspection: 02/0212011Site name: Airco Plating Co. 

Location and Region: Miami, FL, Region 4 EPA ID: FLD004145140 

Agency, office, or company leading the five-year 
Weather/temperature: moderate and sunny

review: EPA 

Remedy Includes: (Check all that apply) 

I2<J Landfill coverlcontainment D Monitored natural attenuation 

I2<J Access controls [2J Groundwater containment 

I2<J Institutional controls D Vertical barrier walls 

I2<J Groundwater pump and treatment 

D Surface water collection and treatment 

D Other 


Attachments: [Z] Inspection team roster attached D Site map attached 

II. INTERVIEWS (Check all that apply) 

I . O&M site manager Michael King President 	 0210812011 
Name Title Date 


Interviewed I2<J at site D at office D by phone Phone no. (305)633-2476 

Problems, suggestions; I2<J Report attached see Al'l'endix C 

2. O&Mstaff 	 mmlddlyyyy 

Name Title Date 

Interviewed D at site D at office D by phone Phone no. 

Problems, suggestions; D Report attached 

- 

3. Local regulatory authorities and response agencies (i .e. , State and Tribal offices, emergency response 
office, police departruent, office of public health or environmental health, zoning office, recorder ofdeeds, or 
other city and county offices, etc.) . Fill in all that apply. 

Agency EPA, Region 4 
Contact Peter Tho!!,e RPM 02/14/2011 (404)562-9688 

Name Title Date Phone No. 
Problems; suggestions; I2<J Report attached see Al'l'endix C 

Agency FL DeQartlnent ofEnviromnental Protection 
Contact Name Chris Pellegrino 	 Environmental 02/02/2011 (850)245-8972 

SQecialist Date Phone No. 
Title 

Problems; suggestions; I2<J Report attached see Al'l'endix C 

4. Other interviews (optional) D Report attached 

Agency __ 
Contact mmlddlyyyy 

Name Title Date Phone No. 
Problems~ suggestions; ~ Report attached see Almendix C 
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Area Businessl Interviews 

Problems; suggestions; I:2J Report attached see A[ll,endix C 

m. ON-SITE DOCUMENTS & RECORDS VERIFIED (Check aU that apply) 

l. O&M Documents 

I:2J O&M manual I:2J Readily available I:2J Up to date O N/A 

o As-built drawings o Readily available o Up to date I:2J N/A 

I:2J Maintenance logs I:2J Readily available I:2J Up to date O N/A 

Remarks: -

2. Site-Specific Health and Safety Plan o Readily available o Up to date I:2J N/A 

o Contingency plan/emergency response plan o Readily available o Up to date I:2J N/A 

Remarks: -

3. O&M and OSHA Training Records o Readily available o Up to date I:2J N/A 

Remarks: -

4. Permits and Service Agreements 

o Air discharge permit o Readily available o Up to date I:2J N/A 

o Effluent discharge I:2J Readily available o Up to date I:2J N/A 

o Waste disposal, POTW I:2J Readily available o Up to date I:2J N/A 

o Other pennits __ o Readily available o Up to date I:2J N/A 

Remarks: -

5. Gas Generation Records o Readily available o Up to date I:2J N/A 

Remarks: -

6. Settlement Monument Records o Readily available o Up to date I:2J N/A 

Remarks: -

7. Groundwater Monitoring Records I:2J Readily available I:2J Up to date ON/A 

Remarks: -

8. Leachate Extraction Records o Readily available o Up to date I:2J N/A 

Remarks: -

9. Discharge Compliance Records 

o Air o Readily available o Up to date I:2J N/A 

o Water (effluent) I:2J Readily available o Up to date O N/A 

Remarks: -

10. Daily Access/Security Logs o Readily available o Up to date I:2J N/A 

Remarks: --

IV. O&M COSTS 
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1. O&M Organization 


D State in-house D Contractor for State 


D PRP in-house [g] Contractor for PRP 


D Federal Facility in-house D Contractor for Federal Facility 


D_ 

2. 	 O&M Cost Records 

[g] Readily available D Up to date 


D Funding mechanism/agreement in place D Unavailable 


Original O&M cost estimate $1 ,900,000 D Breakdown attached 


Total annual cost by year for review period if available 


From 0112006 To 0112007 $15,000 D Breakdown attached 


Date Date Total cost 


From 01 /2007 To 01 /2008 $7,000 D Breakdown attached 


Date Date Total cost 


From 0112008 To 0112009 $7,000 D Breakdown attached 


Date Date Total cost 


From 01 /2009 To 01 /2010 $8,000 D Breakdown attached 


Date Date Total cost 


From 0112010 To 0112011 $11,000 D Breakdown attached 


Date Date Total cost 


3. 	 Unanticipated or Unusually High O&M Costs During Review Period 

Describe costs and reasons: Costs incurred in 2006 and 2010 are higher relative to other years in this 
FYR Qeriod. The higher eXQenditures in 2006 are due to costs associated with addressing issues raised in the 2006 
FYR. The higher costs incurred in 20 I 0 are due to legal work related to the research, drafting and I'rol'osal of a 
restrictive covenant for the Site. The PRP has indicated that years 2007, 2008 and 2009 are examllles of Wical 
annual O&M eXl'enditures for the Site. 

V, ACCESS AND INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS [g] Applicable D N/A 

A, Fencing 

1. 	 Fencing damaged D Location shown on site map [g] Gates secured D N/A 

Remarks: Fencing SUITOlUlding RW-l has been removed but ~ublic access is still limited. 

B- Other Access Restrictions 

1. 	 Signs and other security measures D Location shown on site map D N/A 

Remarks: Aireo fencing features "no tresQ3ssing" signs and guard dog warning si~s 

C, Institutional Controls (ICs) 
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l. Implementation and enforcement 

Site conditions imply ICs not properly implemented [gJ Yes D No D N/A 

Site conditions imply ICs not being fully enforced [gJ Yes D No D N/A 

Type of monitoring (e.g. , self-reporting, drive by) Daily use and subsequent inspection by workers 

Frequency daily 

Responsible party/agency Airco Plating Co. 

Michael King President of Airco Plating Co. Inc. 02/02/201 1 (305)633-2476 

Contact Name Title Date Phone no. 

Reporting is up-to-date D Yes D No [gJ N/A 

Reports are verified by the lead agency D Yes D No [gJ N/A 

Specific requirements in deed or decision documents have been met D Yes D No [gJ N/A 

Violations have been reported D Yes D No [gJ N/A 

Other problems or suggestions: D Report attached 

2. Adequacy D ICs are adequate [gJ ICs are inadequate D N/A 

Remarks: --

D. General 

l. Vandalism/trespassing D Location shown on site map [gJ No vandalism evident 

Remarks: - 

2. Land use changes on site D N/A 


Remarks: A new owner for a Qart of the land has beg!!n using the cal! as a Qarking lot for large trucks. 


3. Land use changes off site [gJ N/A 

Remarks: --

VI. GENERAL SITE CONDITIONS 

A. Roads D Applicable [gJ N/A 

l. Roads damaged D Location shown on site map D Roads adequate D N/A 

Remarks: 

B. Other Site Conditions 

Remarks: --

VII. COVERS [gJ Applicable D N/A 

A. Landfill Surface 

l. Settlement (Low spots) D Location shown on site map [gJ Settlement not evident 

Arial extent Depth __ 

Remarks: - 
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2. Cracks D Location shown8 on site map [g] Cracking not evident 

Lengths __ Widths --
Depths __ 

Remarks: -

3. Erosion D Location shown on site map [g] Erosion not evident 

Arial extent --
Depth __ 

Remarks: -

4. Holes D Location shown on site map [g] Holes not evident 

Arial extent --
Depth __ 

Remarks: -

5. Vegetative Cover D Grass D Cover properly established 

D No signs of stress D Trees/Shrubs (indicate size and locations on a diagram) 

Remarks: -

6. Alternative Cover (annored rock, concrete, etc. ) D N/A 

Remarks: Concrete can is intact. 

7. Bulges D Location shown on site map [g] Bulges not evident 

Arial extent --
Height __ 

Remarks: -

8. Wet AreaslWater Damage [g] Wet areas/water damage not evident 

D Wet areas D Location shown on site map Arial extent --

D Ponding D Location shown on site map Arial extent --

D Seeps D Location shown on site map Arial extent --

D Soft subgrade D Location shown on site map Arial extent --

Remarks: -

9. Slope Instability D Slides D Location shown on site map 

[g] No evidence of slope instability 

Arial extent --

Remarks: --

B. Benches D Applicable [g] N/A 

(Horizontally constructed mounds ofearth placed across a steep landfill side slope to interrupt the slope in order 
to slow down the velocity of surface runoff and intercept and convey the runoff to a lined channel.) 

1. Flows Bypass Bench D Location shown on site map D N/A or okay 

Remarks: -

2. Bench Breached D Location shown on site map D N/A or okay 

Remarks: -

D-5 



3. Bench Overtopped D Location shown on site map o N/A or okay 

Remarks: --

C. Letdown Channels o Applicable [2J N/A 

(Channel lined with erosion control mats, riprap, grout bags, or gabions that descend down the steep side slope of 
the cover and will allow the runoff water collected by the benches to move offof the landfill cover without 
creating erosion gullies.) 

1. Settlement (Low spots) D Location shown on site map o No evidence of settlement 

Arial extent -- Depth __ 

Remarks: -

2. Material Degradation D Location shown on site map o No evidence ofdegradation 

Material type ___ Arial extent --

Remarks: -

3. Erosion D Location shown on site map D No evidence of erosion 

Arial extent -- Depth __ 

Remarks: -

4. Undercutting D Location shown on site map o No evidence of undercutting 

Arial extent -- Depth __ 

Remarks: -

5. Obstructions Type __ o No obstructions 

D Location shown on site map Arial extent --

Size --

Remarks: -

6. Excessive Vegetative Growth Type __ 

D No evidence ofexcessive growth 

o Vegetation in channels does not obstruct flow 

D Location shown on site map Arial extent --

Remarks: --

D. Cover Penetrations [2J Applicable O N/A 

1. Gas Vents o Active o Passive 

o Properly secured/locked o Functiouing o Routinely sampled o Good condition 

o Evidence ofleakage at penetration o Needs Maintenance [2J N/A 

Remarks: -

D·6 



--

--

--

--

--

--

2. Gas Monitoring Probes 

o Properly secured/locked o Functioning o Routinely sampled o Good condition 

o Evidence ofleakage at penetration o Needs Maintenance IZJ N/A 

Remarks: 

3. Monitoring Wells (within surface area oflandfill) 

o Properly secured/locked IZJ Functioning IZJ Routinely sampled o Good condition 

o Evidence ofleakage at penetration IZJ Needs Maintenance O N/A 

Remarks: Some monitoring wells had broken ca2s and were not QToQeriy secured. 

4. Extraction Wells Leachate 

o Properly secured/locked o Functioning o Routinely sampled o Good condition 


D Evidence of leakage at penetration o Needs Maintenance IZJ N/A 


Remarks: 


5. Settlement Monuments o Located o Routinely surveyed IZJ N/A 


Remarks: --


E. Gas Collection and Treatment o Applicable IZJ N/A 

l. Gas Treatment Facilities 

o Flaring o Thennal destruction o Collection for reuse 

o Good condition o Needs Maintenance 


Remarks: - 

2. Gas Collection Wells, Manifolds and Piping 

o Good condition o Needs Maintenance 


Remarks: 


3. Gas Monitoring Facilities (e.g. , gas monitoring of adjacent homes or buildings) 

o Good condition o Needs Maintenance O N/A 

Remarks: 

F. Cover Drainage Layer o Applicable IZJ N/A 

l. Outlet Pipes Inspected o Functioning O N/A 

Remarks: - 

2. Outlet Rock Inspected o Functioning O N/A 


Remarks: 


G. Detention/Sedimentation Ponds o Applicable IZJ N/A 

l. Siltation Area extent Depth __ O N/A 

o Siltation not evident 


Remarks: - 
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2. Erosion Area extent --
Depth __ 

D Erosion not evident 

Remarks: -

3. Outlet Works o Functioning O N/A 

Remarks : -

4. Dam o Functioning O N/A 

Remarks: --

H. R etaining Walls o Applicable [8] N/A 

l. Deformations D Location shown on site map o Defonnation not evident 

Horizontal displacement __ Vertical displacement __ 

Rotational displacement __ 

Remarks : -

2. Degradation D Location shoWl1 on site map o Degradation not evident 

Remarks: --

I. Perimeter Ditches/Off-Site Discharge o Applicable [8] N/A 

l. Siltation o Location shown on site map o Siltation not evident 

Area extent --
Depth __ 

Remarks: -

2. Vegetative Growth D Location shown on site map O N/A 

o Vegetation does not impede flow 

Area extent --
Type __ 

Remarks: -

3. Erosion D Location shown on site map D Erosion not evident 

Area extent --
Depth __ 

Remarks: -

4. Discharge Structure o Functioning O N/A 

Remarks: --

VIII. VERTICAL BARRIER WALLS o Applicable [8] N/A 

l. Settlement D Location shown on site map o Settlement not evident 

Area extent --
Depth __ 

Remarks: -
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2. Performance Type of monitoring __ 
Monitoring 

D Perfonnance not monitored 

Frequency __ D Evidence of breaching 

Head differential --

Remarks: --

IX. GROUNDWATER/SURFACE WATER REMEDIES ~ Applicable D N /A 

A. Groundwater Extraction Wells, Pumps, and Pipelines ~ Applicable D N /A 

l. Pumps, Wellhead Plumbing, and Electrical 

D Good condition ~ All required wells properly operating D Needs Maintenance D N /A 

Remarks: -

2. Extraction System Pipelines, Valves, Valve Boxes, and Other Appurtenances 

~ Good condition D Needs Maintenance 

Remarks: -

3. Spare Parts and Equipment 

~ Readily available D Good condition D Requires upgrade D Needs to be provided 

Remarks: --

B. Surface Water Collection Structures, Pumps, and Pipelines D Applicable ~N/A 

l. Collection Structures, Pumps, and Electrical 

D Good condition D Needs Maintenance 

Remarks: -

2. Surface Water Collection System Pipelines, Valves, Valve Boxes, and Other Appurtenances 

D Good condition D Needs Maintenance 

Remarks: -

3. Spare Parts and Equipment 

D Readily available D Good condition D Requires upgrade D Needs to be provided 

Remarks: --

C. Treatment System ~ Applicable D N /A 
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1. Treatment Train (Check components that apply) 

D Metals removal D OiVwater separation D Bioremediation 

[g] Air stripping D Carbon adsorbers 

D Filters __ 

D Additive (e.g., chelation agent, flocculent) __ 

D Others __ 

[g] Good condition D Needs Maintenance 

D Sampling ports properly marked and functional 

[g] Sampling/maintenance log displayed and up to date 

[g] Equipment prop Drly identified 

[g] Quantity of groundwater treated annually 2_068,600 gallons 

D Quantity of surface water treated annually __ 

Remarks: -

2_ Electrical Enclosures and Panels (properly rated and functional) 

D N /A [g] Good condition D Needs Maintenance 

Remarks: -

3_ Tanks, Vaults, Storage Vessels 

D N /A [g] Good condition D Proper secondary containment D Needs Maintenance 

Remarks: -

4_ Discharge Structure and Appurtenances 

D N/A [g] Good condition D Needs Maintenance 

Remarks: -

5_ Treatment Building(s) 

[g] N /A D Good condition (esp. roof and doorways) D Needs repair 

D ChemicalD and equipment properly stored 

Remarks: -

6_ Monitoring Wells (pump and treatment remedy) 

D Properly secured/locked [g] Functioning [g] Routinely s:::J mpled D Good condition 

D All required wells located [g] Needs Maintenance D N/A 

Remarks: Located a MW that was not :Qreviously on the site maQ. Two wells were unsecured and reguired 
maintenance. 

D. Monitoring Data 

1. Monitoring Data 

[g] Is routinely submitted on time [g] Is of acceptable quality 
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2. Monitoring data suggests: 

D Groundwater plume is effectively contained [;8J Contaminant concentrations are declining 

E. Monitored Natural Attenuation 
I. Monitoring Wells (natural attenuation remedy) 

D Properly secured/locked D Functioning D Routinely sampled D Good condition 

D All required wells located D Needs Maintenance I:8l N /A 

Remarks: ---

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

XI. OVERALL OBSERV A nONS 
A. Implementation of the Remedy 
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 to accomplish (i.e., to contain contaminant plume, minimize 
infiltration and gas emission, etc.). 
The remedy was designed to contain contaminated ground water on site for treatment. Extracted ground water is 
treated by air stripping and a concrete cap was installed to prevent exposure to soil contamination and reduce 
infiltration. The cap is in place and functioning as intended. The ground water monitoring results show a decline 
in contaminant concentrations since the treatment system commenced operation. However, contaminants remain 
present at concentrations that exceed site cleanup goals. 

B. 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 for tlus site continues to keep the cap well-maintained and the recovery/monitoring wells and air strippers 
are in working condition, secure and well documented. The wells are consistently monitored, however, two of the 
wells were in need of maintenance and one well was found that was not documented on the well maps, but is 
thought to be related to the Site. 

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. 
A change in land use and land owners on the southern portion of the Site has occurred since the last FYR The 
new owner has expressed interest in making slight modifications to the cap. EPA is aware of this and sent 
correspondence to the owner making him aware of his potential liability and responsibilities under Superfund. 

D. Opportunities for Optimization 
Describe possible opportunities for optimization in monitoring tasks or the operation of the remedy. 
Pumging rates suggest lengthy downtime for the ground water treatment system. The site O&M Qlan calls for 
daily oQeration of the ground water treatment system, but APe indicated that the system only runs during normal 
business hours. Increasing the system run time may accelerate the rate of contaminant cleanuQ. Pum:ging rates 
have also declined over time and s:gikes in contaminant concentrations in wellAPS-ll were not detected in the 
adjacent recovery well (RW -4). An assessment to detennine whether current recovery wells are Qlaced in 
adeguate locations to caQture site contamination and whether additional recovery wells may be needed to address 
:gotential :gockets of contalnination not currently caQtured by the system could also imQrove ground water cleanuQ 
rates. 
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Appendix E: Photographs from Site Inspection Visit 

Cap on building. 

Recovery well (RW-4) within the Airco 
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Fence and tree next to monitoring well (APS-5). 

"no lre:sp,tss:mg 
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Recovery well (RW-l) and company truck parked on cap. 

Cap on adjacent property where fence was removed. 
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Monitoring wells cluster #2. 

Air strippers at the Airco Plating Co. facility. 
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Unmapped monitoring well at neighboring parking lot. 

E-5 




Appendix F: FDEP Memo.-andum 

Florida Department of 

Memorandum Environmental Protection 

TO: 

THROUGH: 

FROM: 

DATE: 

SUBJECT: 

Chris Pellegrino. Project Manager 
Waste Cleanup Section 29s 
Brian Dougherty. Administrator . ~ 
Program 8. Technical Support Sectt n BWC 

Danielle Brown, Environmental Specialist III ~ 
Program 8. Technical Support Section. BWH -t.0 

May 18, 2010 C 
Airco Planting NPl Site 
Port of the Islands Marina 
Miami. Dade County 
Annual Operating Report. doted April 2010 
EPA ID# 000000000079 

I have reviewed the Annual Operating Report (received Apri l 26, 2010) from HSA 
Engineers 8. Scienlist. The overage pumping role reported does not match Ihe 
instantaneous rote which suggests system down time. Please address this issue. 
As stated in a previous memorandum. the pump and treat system is not 
achieving the clean-up goals anticipated with the start of this remedial project. 
The VOC levels have remained constant on this site for approximately 10 years. 
While the system continues to maintain most contaminate levels below GCTls. 
RW-4 remains an exception. Cadmium was exceeded in several wells MW-APS
5, thru MW-APS-7 and MW-APS-ll. In order to address these contaminants an 
evaluation of the current remedial strategy is recommended. At this point, we 
must determine if it is cost effective to conftnue to run the system under the 
current pertormance results. The system could be modified or a new remedial 
stra tegy adopted to reduce VOC levels and address the perSistent cadmium 
levels. In addition. it is recommended that VOCs be added to the sampling 
requirements for APS-6 and APS-ll based on the increased levels in RW-4. 
Please contact the Department before the next monitoring event is scheduled. 

If you have any questions, please contact me at \85O}245-8996. 

Idb 

"MOI'I~ Protection, fA. J P,ocas " 
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Appendix G: EPA Explanation of Potential Liability 
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

REGION" 


AlLAN rA FEDERAL CENTER 

61 FORSYTH STREET 


ATlANT A. GEORGIA 30303·8960 


April 21. 20 11 

URGENT LEGAL MATTER 
rRmlPT REPLY NECESSARY 
CERTIFIED MAIL: RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED 

Rc: Airco Plating Company Superfund Site, Miami, Dade County, Florida 

Under the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act 
(CERCLA), commonly known as the federa t "Superfund" ' aw, the U.S. Environmen tal 
Protection Agency (EPA) is responsible for responding to the rel ease or threat of release of 
hazardous substances, po ll utants or contaminants into the environment- that is. for stopping 
further contamination from occurring :md for cleaning up or othcnvise addressing any 
contamination that has already occurred. In 1980, EPA determined that such a release occurred 
at the Ai reD Plating Company Superfund Site (S ite) located at 3650 N.W. 46th Street, Miami, 
Dade County, Florida. 

According to the information availab le to EPA, you have recently purchased property 
located at 43 10 N. W. 36th A venue, Miami, Dade County, Florida, which is part of this Site. TIle 
purpose of thi s letter is to infolm you u f the potentia l environmental liabilities assoc iated with 
purchasing a portion of the Site. which is defi nt:d in40 C.F.R. Pan 300, Appendix A, § 1.1 to 
include the property where the hazardous substance rel ease occurred, as well as property where 
the contamination comes to be located . As you may be aware, various metals and chlorinated 
solvents associated with electroplating operations have been identified at elevated levels in Site 
soils and groundwater. These metals and compounds include cadmium. chromium. copper, It!Ud, 
nickel, zinc, and te tmchloroethylene (peE) and are considered "hazardous substances" within 
Ihe meaning of Section I Ol( 14) o f CERCLA, 42 U.S.c. § 960 1( 14). Consequently. CERCLA 
response Ilctions have and continue to be undertaken by Airco Plat ing Company, Inc, (Airco ), 
EPA, and the State of Florida Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP) to reduce and 
minimize any hazards posed by these conditions. 

Site Backgrollnd 

Encompass ing approx imatel y two acres, the Site contai ns an active electroplat ing facility 
owned and operated by Airco si nce the mid· 1950s. In 1957, Aireo obtained a permit from the 
Florida State Board of Health to discharge e1cl:troplaling wastewater into three seepage ponti s 
to llowing treatment. One of these ponds was located on propert y leased by Aireo, immet.i ia1ely 

I
In\om.t Addr." (UAq • ht1p:/lwww.epa.gov 
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south of the southwest comer of its current property boundary, In 1911, EPA discovered that 
wastcwat....'f was being discharg(:d directly into the seepage ponds without prior treatment, 
Between June 1972 and January 1913, Airco received at least three notices that wastewater 
d ischarges exceeded Dade County discharge requirements. In February 1973, Airco was ordered 
10 pump out the ponds and make changes to the treatment systt:rn SO that it would comply with 
regulations. Aireo discominucd use of the ponds in June 1913 and begun discharging its treated 
el ectrop lating effluent to the Miami municipal sewer, 

Fulluwing numerous Si re investigations conducted between 1985 and 1988, EPA 
dett.-rmined that volatile organic compounds (VOCs). metals. and other Site related. contaminants 
had migratt.-d fro m Ihe ponds into adjacent soil and groundwater. Consequently. the Site was 
fi nalizt:d on the National Priorities List (NPL) in February 1990. In November 1990. Aireo and 
EPA entered into an Administrative Order on Consent (AOC) whereby Airco agn.:ed to conducl 
the Remedial Investigation and Fcosibility Study (RVFS) for the Si te. The purpose of the RI was 
10 better define the narure and e~ tcnt of contamination in the soils and groundwater at the Site 
and to assess Ihe current and poten tial risk to public health and the environment. The RI was 
completed in February 1993 and the FS was completed in :vtay 1993. 

In August 1994, EPA issued a Unilatcntl Administrati ve Order (UAO) to Airco and 
All ied Products Corpomtion (Allied) to perform the Rc:medial Dcsierrl and Rem(."<.iial Action 
(RD/RA) to r the S ite. Airco and Allied were directed to perform the RD/RA pursuant to the 
rcmc'tiy described in the Record of Decision (ROD), dated October I, 1993, which consists o f (1) 
groundwater extraction and treatment o f VOCs and metals; (2) soil vapor extraction of PCE and 
reluted compounds from soil; (3) insta.llation ofa ReRA-type cap over soils containing high 
concentrations of cadmium; and (4) use of insti tutional controls (Ies) to restrict future site use 
that is not compatible with the rt:medy, Airco completed Site-wide construc.:tion of the remedy in 
1999. However, contaminants in e~cess of allowable concentrations for un restricted use remain 
at the Sit.e and rt:Sponse :tctions therefore continue 10 be undertaken. 

Explanation of Potential Liability 

Under Section 107(a) of CERCLA, potenria lly responsib le parties (PRPs) may be he ld 
liable for all costs incurred by EPA, as well as any interest that accrues, in responding to any 
release OJ' threatened release of huzardous substances at the S ite. un less the PRP ean show 
divisibility ofhann or assert any statutory defenses. PRPs include current and fanner owners 
and operators o f the Site. as well as persons who Ilrranged for treat.ment and/or disposal of any 
hazardous substances fo und at the Site, and persons who accepted hazardous substances for 
transport and selected the site to whieh the hazardous substances were delivered. 

As the current owner ora portion of the Site. you may be subject to liabi lity under 
CERC LA Section 107(a)(I ), 42 U.S.C. Section 9607(.)(1). However, as referenced above, there 
arc several statutory defenses which may be availab le to you. These include the " 'nnocent 
Landowner," "Bona Fide Prospective Purchaser." and "Contiguous Property (hvner" dcfenses. 
"Ulhorized in CERCLA Seclions 107(b)(3) and 101(35); 101(40); and 107(q), 42 U.S.c. 
Sectiolls 9607(b)13) and 9601(35); 9601 (40), and 9607(q), respectively. You will nole lhal 
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some of the requirements include not impeding the rcmt'1ty. providing cooperation and access to 
parties l'onducting the remedy, and implcmcnring institutional controls (ICs). 

As you know. some of the remedy components arc located on your property. including 
nine monitoring wens. one active recovery welt . and a concrete cap. To be able to asst"rt any of 
the deft.-nscs to liabil ity listed above, you C;]llJ\ot alter. remove, or otherwise interfere wi th the 
remedy until such lim~ as EPA and FDEP dctenn inc that the potentia l ri sk to human health and 
the enviro nment from the Site no longer exists. There are numerous other requirement's, which I 
witl be happy to discuss in detail with you at n Inter date. Until then, it is importan t to nole tha.t 
any future developments. act ions. andlor changes planneU for your propert y must be comJ>a.tible 
wilh EPA's cleanup ac.: lion and propt.'rty restrictions. It is advisable thal you consult with EPA if 
you arc unsure whether any proposed development or a spt.'citic action is compatible. 

Infonnation 10 Assist You 

EPA would like 10 en.courage communication between you, other I)RPs and EPA. In 
order 1'0 discuss the ongoing resJXlnsc actions at the Site. including on your property, and 10 
further explain EPA's immediate need for access and implementation of institutional con trols, 
Site Attorney, Stephen P. Smith. and I would like to arrange II conference call' wi th you. Please 
call me at (404) 562·9688 to arrange a convcnient lime to talk. You may wish to consult with an 
attorney, who could thcn panicipalt: in the cal l. 

Thank you for your prompt attention to this malter. 

Sincerely, 

ktf&---
Pete Thorpe 
Remedial Project Manager 

cc: 	 Stephen Smith, EPA 

Chris Pellegrino, FDEP 
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

REGION 4 


ATLANTA FEDERAL CENTER 

61 FORSYTH STREET 


Al LANTA, GEORGIA 30303-8960 

2 1 Abri l 201 1 

ASUNTO JURiDICO URGENTE 
SE NECESITA PRONT A RESPUESTA 
CORREO CERTlF1CADO: SE SOLICITA RECIBO 

Re: Sitio de "Superfund" de 13 cmprcsa AireD Plating Company. Miami, Condado de 
Dade, Florida 

En virtud de In Ley integral de respuesta, compensaci6n y responsabilidad civil ambiental 
(CERCLA, por sus siglas en ingles), conocida comunmenle como 1a ley federal "Superfund", la 
Agencia de los Estados Unidos para la Proteccion Ambienta! (EPA, por sus siglas en ingle-s) 
tiene 13 responsabilidad de responder 11 la dcscarga 0 amenaza de descarga de sustancias 
pcJigrosas 0 contaminantes en el medio ambicnte; es dccir. de poner freno para que no siga 
ocurriendo la contaminaci6n y para limpiar 0 abordar de otro modo 1a contaminacion que ya 
haya ocurrido. En 1980, la EPA determin6 que ese tipo de descarga habia tenido lugar en el sitio 
de "Superfund" de la empresa Airco Plating Company (el sitio). situado en 3650 N.W. 46th 
Street. Miami, Condado de Dade, Florida. 

ScgUn 1a informacion de que dispone la EPA, recientemente usted ha adquirido la 
propiedad situada en 43 10 N. W. 36th A venue, Miami , Condado de Dade, Florida, que cs parte 
de este siilo. EI propOsito de la presente carta es infonnarle de las posibles responsabi lidadcs 
ambientales relacionadns con In ndquisici6n de una porcion del sitio, que se define en el titulo 40 
del Codigo de Reglrunentos Federuks (C.F.R.), Parte 300, Apendiee A, parrafo 1.1 , para ineluir 
1a propiedad donde ocuni6 la desearga de sustancias peligrosas, as1 como la propiedad donde 1a 
conlaminaci6n viene a estar situada. Como es posible que sea de su conocimiento. se ha 
cOllstatado la presencia de varios metales y solventes c1orados relacionados con las operaciones 
de e1ectroplastia a niveles e le\'ados en el suelo y en las aguas subtemineas del si tio . Entre estos 
metales y compuestos figuran el cadmio, cobre, plomo. niquel, zinc y tetracloroetileno (u 
pcrdoroeti leno, peE) que se (:onsideran "substancias peligrosas", sCgUn cl significado de estas 
que fi gura en Ia Seccion 101 ( 14) de 1" CERC LA, Titulo 42 del COdigo de los Estados Unidos 
(U.S.c.) parrufo 960 1( 14). Por consiguit:nte, Ia Aireo Plating Company, Ine. (Aireo), 10 EPA Y el 
Departamcnto de Protcccion Ambienlal del Estado de Florida (FDEP) han tornado las medidas 
de respuesta scgtin la CERCLA, y siguen haciendolo, para reduc ir y minimizar todos los peligros 
que plantean estas condiciones . 

Anteceden tes del sitio 

Intam Eit Address (UAq • hnp :fl l'M'W.epa.gov 
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EI s itio abarca aprox imadamentc dos acres de terreno y con tiene una instulacion activit d~ 
eleclropiastia de propiedad de Aireo y mam:jada por esta desdc mcdiados de los alios cincuenla . 
En 1957, Ai reo obtuvo un penniso de la Junta de Salud del Estado de Florida para descargar las 
aguas de des<.."Cho de la elcctropla."'l tia en tres 1ugunas de fi ltraci6n luego del lratamicnto. Una de 
estas laguoas estaba situada en 13 prop iedad arrcndada por Airc{) , inmediatamente al sur del 
ex tremo SUl'ocstc de los limites de su propiedad actual. En 1971. la EPA de~cubri6 que se estaban 
dcscargando uguas de desecho directam eote en las lagunas de fil traci6n sin tratamiento previo . 
Entre j unio de 1972 y enere de 1973, A ireo reeibi6 l)Or 10 menDS tres avisos de que las descargas 
de agua.<; de desecho exccdian los requisitos impuestos para el cfecto por cl Condado de Dade. 
En febrero de 1973, se ordeno a Airco que bombeara las lagunas e niciera los cambios al sistema 
de tratamien to para que cumpliera can In reglamentaci6n. Aireo dej6 de \lIi1 izar las lagunas en 
junio de 1973 y c{)menz6 a descargar su ctluente tratado de electroplastia en el alcanlarillado 
municipal de Miami. 

Tras numcrosas invest igaciones del sitio que se real izaron entre 1985 y 1988. la EPA 
dete rmino que los compuestos organicos vohitiles (VOe), m.etales y olros contwnimmtes 
re1acionados con el sitio habian migrado de las lagunas al suelo y a las ab'U3s subtcmineas 
adyaeentes . Por consigu iente. cI sitio fue fmali u do en la Lista Nacional de Pri oridades (NP L) to 
iebrero de 1990. En noviernbre de 1990\ Aireo y 1a EPA suseribieron una O rden Adrn inistrativa 
de Consentimicnto (OAe ) mediante 1<1 eual Airco eonvenia en realizar 01 Estudio de 
Investigaci6n Corrccriva y de Factib illdad relativo al silio. EI proposico de cstc estudio era 
definir mejor la indole y el a)cance de 13 contaminaei6n en los suelos y las aguas subtcmineas en 
e l silio y evaluar cl ri esgo actual y potencia l para 111 snl ud publica yel media ambiente. EI 
.:studio de investigaci6n final iz6 en febrero de 1993 y el estudio de faetibil idad finalizo en mayo 
de 1993. 

En agosto de 1994. la EPA emitio una Orden Administtanva Unilateral a Ai rco y a Allied 
Products Corporation (Allied) para que lIevaran a cabo el Discno Correctivo y la Acci6n 
Corrccti va correspondjcntcs al sitio . Se diD inslrucciones II Aireo y Allied que rcalizaran estas 
mcdidas, confonne a 13 acci6n correctiva descrita en el rcgistro de Decisiones. de H~cha 1 de 
octubrc de 1993, que consta de: I) extrncci6n y tratamiento de agua.<i sublernlneas de los voe y 
metales: 2) extracci6n 3 vapor del suelo de pe E y compuestos afines del suelo; 3) instalaci6n de 
una tapa sobre los suelos que contienen concentraciones elevadas de cadmio: y 4) uso de 
con troles insti tucionales para restringir cualquier uso futuro del sitio que no sea compatible con 
la medida corrcctiva. Aireo fi na lizo In construccion de la mcdida correctivll en todo el si tio en 
1999. Si n embargo, pennanecieron en el sitio contaminuntes en exceso de las conccntracioncs 
pemlitid3S para el uso sin restricciuncs y, por consiguientc, se siguen tomando medidas en 
respuesta a ella . 

Explicacion de loil oos iblc resool1sabilidnd 

En virtud de I. Secci6n 107(3) de la CERCLA. puede corresponder a las partes 
potcncialmente responsables (PRPs) eI pago de lodos los C{)stos incurridos por lu EPA. asi como 
todo intcrcs que clIo devengue, en responder a toda desc:lfga 0 amcnaza de descarga de 
sustnncias peligrosas en eI sitio. 3 menos que dicna<; pal1cs puedan demostrar 1£1 d i\' is ibil idad del 
dmio 0 ascvCrur defensas en virtud de laley. Entre los PRPs figuran prop ietarios y oper3dores 
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actuales y anliguos del sitio, asi como personas que se encargaron del tratamiento y la 
eliminacion de su tancias peligrosas en el Si lio, y personas que recibieron susluncias peligrosas 
para su transpone y escogieron cl lugar en c1 cual se iban a descurgar dichas sustancias. 

Como propietillio actual de una porci6n del s)tio~ e$ posible que usted este suje\o a 
" ..pons.bil id. d civil cn el marco del. ley CERC LA, Seccion 107(.)(1), Ti tulo 42 del U.S.c., 
Sccc,i6n 9607(a)( 1). Sin embargo, como se sei'ial6 anterionncntc. hay varias detensas estipuladas 
por Icy de las que listed pucde disponer. Entre elias figuran las defensas de "Propictario 
inoccnte". "Posible comprador de buena fe" y "Propielario de propicdad comiguu", autorizadas 
en las Sc'Cc iones I 07(b)(3) Y 101(35), 101(40) Y 107(q) de I. CERCl A; yen las Sccciones 
9607(b)(3) y 9601(35), 9601 (40) y 9607(q), del Titulo 42 del U.S .C., respectivamcnte. Ustctl 
podni observar que algunos de los requisitos cOll1prenden no impedir la correcci6n, proporcionar 
coopcraci6n y acceso a las partes que real izan In correccion c implanlar con troles institucionales. 

Como es de su conocimiento, algunos de los componentes de la correcci6n estan situados 
en su propiedad , inclusive nueve pozos de monitoreo. un pozo activo de recuperacion y una lapa 
de concreto. A fi n de poder asevcrar cualquiera de las deft.'OsRS a Is responsabilidad civil 
mencion~das anlcrionncnte usted no pm:de altcrar, quitar 0 interferir de algun otro modo con la 
corrccci6n hasta qUi:: In EPA y eI FDEP detennint!n que yu no cx. istc el riesgo polencial para la 
salud humana y cll1lcdio ambiente. Hay atros numerosos requisitos, subre los que ccndre el gusto 
de eonversar con usloo en detalle en una fccha posterior. 1-1 a.~la enlonees. es impoI1ante senaJar 
que todD acontecimicnto, aceiones y cambios fururos planeados para su propiedad debcn ser 
compatibles con la.o;; medidas de limpieza y las restri cciones a la propiedad de la EPA. Le 
aconsejamos que consulte con Ia EPA si usted no est;'!. segura de que algun 3contecimiento 
propucsto 0 una accion espccifica es compatible. 

Informacion de utilidad para USh...-xi 

La EPA dese3Iiil cstimular la comunlcaci6n entre llSCOO, orros PRP ' y la EPA. A fin de 
tratar las medidas de respucsla que sc enCllenlran en curso en eI sirio , inclusive en 511 propiedad, 
y para explicar mas la nccesidad inmediata que ILene la EPA de acceder a los controles 
inslirucion3les e i.mpluntarlos, d abogado del sitio representando 1a EPA, Stephen p, Smith, y yo 
deseariamos organizar una ll amada te letOnica en conferencia con usted. Sirvuse Il amannc al 
telCfono (404) 562~9688 para concertar una hora que sea apropiada para usted para dicha 
Hamada. Tal vez USled desee consultar con un abogado que podria participar de la confercflcia 
telef6nica. 

Le agradczco S11 proma atenci6n a cstc asunto. 

Arentamcnte. 

t:~~ 
Gcccntc de Proycctos de Sancamicnlo 

cc; Stephen Smith, EPA 
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Chris Pellegrino, FDEP 
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