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Record of Decision
Remedial Alternative Selection

Site: Miami Drum Services, Dade County, Florida

Analyses Reviewed:

I have reviewed the following documents describing the analysis of cost
effectiveness of remedial alternatives for -the Miami Drum site:

- Report titled “The Feasibility of Abating the Source of Ground Water
Pollution at Miami Drum Services, Dade County, Florida,“ December 8,
1981.

- Report titled “"Evaluation of the Cleanup Activities Already
Undertaken at the Miami Drum Services Hazardous Waste Site, Dade
County, Florida," September 1, 1982.

- Staff summaries and recommendations

- Recommendation by Florida Department of Environmental Regulation

Declarations

Consistent with the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation
and Liability Act of 1980, and the National Contingency Plan, I have
determined that the excavation of contaminated soils and debris and their
transportation to an EPA approved landfill for secure burial provides an
appropriate level of clean up. The action taken is a cost-effective remedy,
and it effectively and reliably mitigates and minimizes damage to, and
provides adequate protection of public health, welfare and the environment.
I have also determined that the action taken is appropriate when balanced
against the need to use Trust Fund money at other sites. In addition, the
chosen remedy complied with the requirements of section 101(24) of CERCLA
because off-site disposal is more cost-effective than potential on-site

Rita M, Lavelle
Assistant Administrator
Office of Solid Waste & Emergency Response
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OFFICE OF
SOLID WASTE AND EMERGENCY RESPONSE

~ MEMORANDUM

SUBJECT: Record of Decision for the Miami Drum Services
Site, Dade County, Florida -

FROM: William N. Hedeman, Jr., Directorgblg_g Wakb
- Office of Emergency and Remedial Response -538

T0: Rita M. Lavelle, Assistant Administrator
O0ffice of Solid Waste and Emergency Response (WH-562-A)

I am forwardihg for your approval a Record of Decision for the Miami
Drum Services Site. The Record of Qecision is based upon our review of the
remedial action undertaken by Dade County during December 1981 through
January'1982. The findings conclude that the remedial action provides an
adequate level of clean-up to effectively mitigate and minimize damage to,
and provides adequate protection of public health, welfare and the
environment. Further, the actions taken are consistent with CERCLA program
requirements. If you feel the need for a briefing on the contents of the

Record of Decision, I can do so at your convenience.



Executive Summary
Record of Decision
Miami Drum Services, Dade County, Florida

During December 1981 through January 1982, Dade County proceeded with
the excavation and disposal of highly contaminated soils at the Miami Drum
Services, Inc. site., The State submitted a cooperative agreement on
December 11, 1981 and a request for a deviation from the Grant Regulations
to allow pre-award costs to be paid upon final award. A Superfund
allocation for the pre-award costs and for a feasibility study was approved
in an Action Memorandum on June 1, 1982. The award is based upon the
satisfactory completion and acceptance by the State of several conditions
described in a memorandum from Rita M. Lavelle, Assistant Administrator for
Solid Waste and Emergency Response to Charles R. Jeter, Regional
Administrator, Region IV, of June 2, 1982. The Record of Decision provides
EPA's determination that the remedial action undertaken by Dade County was
conducted in accordance with CERCLA program requirements meeting the first
condition of the June 2nd memorandum.

The Record of Decision contains the following information:

. Briefing Sheet summarizing the technical findings and conclusions
of the Dade County remedial action

. Action Memorandum dated June 1, 1982, allocating Superfund monies
to the Miami Drum site

. Memorandum dated June 2, 1982 concerning the approval of CERCLA
expenditures at the Miami Drum Services Site and outlining the
conditions that must be met

. Memorandum dated July 8, 1982, from William N. Hedeman requesting
a deviation from 40 CFR Part 30.345 (4) to allow pre-award costs

. Memorandum from Charles R. Jeter dated August 26, 1982, providing
Region IV's concurrence with the technical evaluation report on
the Dade County remedial action :

. Memorandum from Terry Cole, Assistant Secretary, State of Florida
Department of Environmental Regulation, dated September 1, 1982,
providing the State's acceptance and approval of the technical
evaluation report on the Dade County remedial action.

. Final Report “Evaluation of the Clean-up Activities Already
Undertaken at the Miami Drum Services Hazardous Waste Site, Dade
County, Florida,” September 1, 1982

. Field Investigation Team report, “"The Feasibility of Abating the
Source of Ground Water Pollution at Miami Drum Services, Dade
County, Florida," December 8, 1981



Miami Drum Services
Dade County, Florida
Briefing Sheet

Purpose

0

The purpose of this briefing is to request approval for the remedial
action recommended by Region IV and the State of Florida for the Miami
Drum Site. A “Record of Decision" has been prepared to document this
approval. This presentation completes the first condition contained in
the Lavelle to Jeter memorandum of June 2, 1982.

Background

0

Miami Drum Services (MDS) is an approximately 1 acre inactive drum
recycling facility. The soils were contaminated by phenols, heavy
metals, oil and grease, pesticides and other materials from the drum
cleaning operation., Resistivity measurements identified a plume of
undetermined composition in the ground water underlying the area.

In April 1981, Dade County filed a suit against Miami Drum Services, Inc.
for cleanup of the site. The court granted the County preliminary relief
and ordered the company to cease operations. Miami Drum Services
subsequently filed a motion to dismiss the case. The motion was denied,
but the company appealed the denial. The County's suit against Miami
Drum seeks injunctive relief, recovery of all funds spent for cleanup,
compensatory damages for harm to natural resources, and punitive

damages. -

Technical Summary

0

Given the potential for protracted litigation, there existed an urgent
need for source control action at the site because of:

(1) the serious danger to public health and welfare presented by the
contaminated drums still on site;

(2) the absence of an effective drainage control system;
(3) the amount and form of hazardous substance present at the site;
(4) the leachable properties of these substances;

(5) the risk of contamination of the drinking water supplies of Dade
County;

(6) the hydrogeology of the area which helps in aécelerating the
migration of hazardous substances into the aquifer and local
surface water bodies;

(7) the prevailing weather conditions (rainfall) contributing to the
leaching process; and :

(8) the absence of natural or man-made barriers at the site to contain
the contamination. £
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o A number of remedial alternatives were considered in the initial

screening. Alternatives identified fell into four general categories:

- No action

- Onsite containment

- Onsite treatment

- Offsite removal and disposal

A feasibility study performed by an EPA contractor recommended excavation
and relocation of the contaminated materials to an existing and approved
disposal facility. The no action alternative was determined not to be
protective of public health. Onsite containment was evaluated, but because
of the high ground water table (one to three feet from the surface), the
depth to an aquaclude (100 feet or more), and the solution cavity nature of
the soil, a containment wall would have adverse environmental effects as
well as having serious constructability problems. Onsite treatment would
involve incineration of the soil and, because the heavy metals would remain.
disposal of the residue. After the expense of incineration, fully 75% of
the soil volume would still have to be disposed off-site.

0

Two levels of cleanup were investigated to determine the most cost
effective remedy:

(c) Soil Excavation to Extent Dictated by Engineering and
Scientific Judgement

Cost $1,568,660.09

(d) Excavation of Soils In Excess of 10 times the State of Florida
"minimum criteria " for Ground Water Based on EP Toxicity
Tests.

Cost $2,314,000.00+

Alternative C was implemented. The primary difference between C and D is
that D would have required the removal of an additional 3900 cubic yards of
mercury contaminated soil. The soil on the site is more alkaline than the
conditions specified for the EP toxicity test and it was judged that the
mercury would not be as prone to leach from this more basic soil,

Each alternative was determined to effectively mitigate damage to, and
provide adequate protection of public health, welfare and the environment.

0

The recommended alternative includes excavation and transportation
offsite of contaminated soils. The total (unaudited) cost for this is
$1,568,660.09. ‘

The “Record of Decision" certifies that:

- The selected remedy is a cost effective action for the site

- Monies are available in the Fund to finance the remedy

- Off-site disposal is more cost effective than potential on-site
remedies



Status of Remaining Conditions

0

1.

2.

3.

Progress has been achieved in complying with the remaining three
conditions contained in the June 2, 1982 memo:

An audit must be performed by the EPA Inspector General to determine the
exact amount of eligible and allowable project costs incurred by Dade
County for the surface cleanup. The audit has been performed and a final
report is in preparation. Special language in the cooperative agreement
will condition the level of funding on the final determination by the
Inspector General,

The proper grant procedures for the award of a cooperative agreement must
be completed, including the processing of a deviation from EPA grant
regulations to permit allowable costs prior to execution of the
cooperative agreement. The proper procedures, including a deviation from
EPA grant regulations, have been followed.

Use of CERCLA funds to reimburse 90 percent of Dade County's surface
cleanup expenses is conditioned on the County's assigning to EPA its
claim againt Miami Drum Services, Inc., up to the amount of reimbursement
from the Fund. Depending on the County's desires, this can be handled in
one of several ways. The County can dismiss without prejudice its claim
against Miami Drum Services, Inc. and seek a stay of the remaining
proceedings while the Federal government pursues cost recovery.
Alternatively, EPA, the County and perhaps the State, may enter into an
agreement whereby the County will agree to repay the Fund if a monetary
award is obtained from Miami Drum Services in the County's proceedings.
This condition has been addressed as a grant special condition which must
be met before money can flow to the State/County.

Second Operable Unit

0

The cooperative agreement work plan includes a remedial investigation and
feasibility study to address the plume identified by resistivity
measurements. Depending on the results of this work, the State may wish
to ammend the cooperative agreement to implement a remedy.

Follow-up Actions

o

The following actions are required to move the project to the stage where
the County can receive money from the fund for the action taken:

- approve the remedy -- AA, OSWER
- consumate State Superfund Cooperative Agreement-- Headquarters/State
- Fulfill special conditions -- Region/State/County



