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0O The comment period was subseqt
2020.

O DERM received a total of 139 comments, 109 of those were repeats.

O Comments were provided by multiple stakeholder groups:

Agricultural community, private citizens, environmental consultants, attorneys, etc.

O The commentswere used to guide the revisions to the Guidance, as applicable

aQ Thank you! Allfeedback and commentswere greatly appreciated.
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Rationale fc

The conversion of former agricultural lands
different exposure populations (€.9., expectant mothers, children, cc
Increased exposure frequency and duration, etc.) and different exposure pathwaysg®

different exposure scenarios

. Code reference for DERM'’s regulatory authority.

. Reason for development of the guidance.
Iv. Further clarification regarding golf courses.

V. Language allowing for the submittal of an alternate assessment plan.



Q Expanc

O Revised contaminants of concern.

O Revised sampling frequency for subset of samples and criteria for relea
samples.

Q Expands on criteria for SPLP analysis.

O Expanded discussion regarding acute toxicity, bioavailability and the use of
background concentrations.



O Revised Sc
COCs in Group B.

4. General Guidance Section (new)

Q Includes minimum information for inclusion in a Site Assessment Report prepared for
submittal to DERM.



3;

‘. ;- !
%, ;,'
I_,b' :

| - l'L"

. r‘ F .
'&xzr-fr*'




the comments/qgL
response, to avoid duplicity, and
each topic is provided.

Several comments have already been addressed in the previous
presentations.

The comments and responses are not presented in any specific ord
the sequencing is not intended to reflect the order of priority or impgttance.



idance was updated to clarify that discrete sampling is an option and to provide a reminder
2 criteria for designing decision units if 95% UCL is utilized.

b. Discuss the requirement to analyze the 8 discrete samples that compris
sample, when the laboratory results for that composite exceed the soil cleanup target lexgs

(SCTL).

< Direct exposure SCTL exceedances: All the subsamples need to be released for anaIyS|s fAthe
parameter that exceeds. The number of subsamples to be released may be reduced on Y se-y-
case basis with appropriate justification (e.g., engineering control, closure options, localZzgd séurce
removal, etc.,).

<+ Exceedance is based on leachability concerns: The Department may utilize actualgroundwater data
to guide decisions pursuant to applicable provisions of Chapter 24-44(2) of the Mrami-Dade County
Code.



Provide guidance

the SCTL.

< The Guidance is intended to provide a general sampling strategy with respect to assessment a

former agricultural sites while retaining the flexibility to allow the environmental professional to utilize
professional judgement based on the site-specific conditions (e.g., contaminant distribution, site
topography, stormwater design, selected closure option, property boundary, etc.) to develop a gite -
specific sampling strategy. The decision to release discrete subsamples or the decision to 'x/o‘ uc

discrete sampling within the decision unit for an ISM sample is site-specific and as such gr
“trigger” concentrations are not appropriate.
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< The size, layout, and number of increments of the Decision Units (and/or Sampling Units) for any

Guidance on the appropriate number of discrete samples needed to represent an ISM unit
should be provided.

L)
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Incremental S
the ISM sampling procedures.

plan is site specific and should be based on the Conceptual Site Model.

The appropriate number of discrete samples will be site and parameter dependentas provided in Slide 12

Example - For parameters with acute toxicity concerns, discrete sampling should account for the size/gt th
exposure units after development (if developmentplans are available).

The responsible party may propose a maximum ISM concentration below which the individual discrete samples
which comprise the composite/ISM sample will not be reasonably expectedto be a concern:.


https://itrcweb.org/search?s=tags%3A%22Incremental%20Sampling%20Methodology%22&executesearch=true

Clarifications provided in the updated Guidance

AC with Engineering Controls (EC) is selected as the site closure option early in the process,
pe more targeted to the property boundary or areas that will not be
ainage in the case of groundwater.

5. Request for clarification of sampling intervals.
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< In most cases reviewed by DERM, informatic :
storage/mixing or other areas of potential contamination accumulatic

< Based on the data set reviewed; the COCs detected, and the contaminant distribution patterns
are non-nomogenous and not correlated.

b. The Guidance should account for crop types.

/
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8. We urge the Division to reduce the frequency (sample per acre) of sampling as the size of the prggetrty;
iIncreases using a logarithmic function or sliding-scale approach.

< The heterogenicity of contaminant distribution does not lend itself to the development of a scieftifically
defensible sliding scale approach to determining sampling frequency. Additionally, especially with respect to
COCs with an acute toxicity mode of action, the sampling frequency needs to account fopthe ultimate exposure
unit. The environmental professional has the option to submit an alternative assessment strategy as previously
provided.
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<% The data evaluated by O

(see previous presentation “Revised Site Assess
Dade County’)

11. The Division should clarify its position on why it believes that introduction of fresh water (stormwater) into the
groundwater system via infiltration (such as from ponds or exfiltration trenches) in areas of past regional

agricultural use will adversely affectthe groundwater system greater than existing infiltration and drainage
patterns.

< The ratio of pervious to impervious surface is dramatically different in the case of an open agricultural fielg s
development. The change from sheet flow natural percolation to localized recharge areas, results in s 5t water being
channeled to specific areas resulting in significant increase in loading to these specific recharge areds of the site. This
increased hydraulic head may cause groundwater dispersion resulting in or exacerbating migration’ of a contaminant
plume. The requirement for sampling in these areas is to ensure that stormwater is not recharged over contaminated
groundwater.

17



< The revised guidance provides
DERM has reviewed as presented in previous presentation.

2. Testing for SPLP ammoniain agricultural soils is unnecessary.

< The revised Guidance does not include a requirement for ammonia SPLP. However, if mugk/soj
are proposed to be reused below the water table (e.g., lakefills), characterization may be*équifed
pursuant to the DERM Soil Reuse Guidance.



d that the requirement for analyzing all samples pertains only to the COC

Pesticides containing arsenic were not used in “the area”. /

<+ The COCs developed are based on not only current agricultural practices but considers historicg
uses which may have contributed to the accumulation of agrichemical residuals in soil and
groundwater e.g., historical use of sodium arsenate on potato.

<+ DERM acknowledges that arsenical pesticides are no longer used in the southern Miamy<Dade
agricultural area however, arsenic is an element and as such it is persistent in the environment.

< Additionally, arsenic may be present as a contaminant of fertilizer.
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The cleanup target levels (compliance targets) provided in the Miami-Dade County Code are
equivalent to and were developed utilizing the same assumptions and inputs as those provided in
the state’s cleanup rules.

MDC Code Chapter FDEP Chapter 62-777 | EPA Region IV
24 Residential SCTL Regional Screening
Residential SCTL Level Residential soil

Arsenic



< The data indicates that ag :
contaminate groundwater. Groundwater conte
agricultural sites evaluated.

2. Correlation between total, SPLP, and groundwater concentrations is generally poor,
particularly for the primary agricultural COCs (arsenic, chromium and dieldrin).

leachability SCTL or, in the case of inorganics without a default leachability SCTL, SPLP //
IS required if the total concentration exceeds the applicable Miami-Dade County backgrotund
concentration, as provided in the Miami-Dade County Code, actual groundwater data‘'may be
used to supersede SPLP results or in lieu of SPLP analysis.
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sentrations are addressed in Section B.7. which also provides a link to the MDC

2. “Background guidance includes too few samples from actual agricultural areas.” /
“Levels of arsenic and other putatively potentially harmful substances are not a produc
any agricultural or industrial activity but rather at the same natural background levels 2&founhd
in locally undisturbed land (Everglades)”

< This issue was extensively addressed in the previous presentation, “Revised &ite Assessment
Guidance for Former Agricultural Sites in Miami-Dade County.”

22



iIsed Guidance includes a section, Section 6, that addresses bioavailability.
ddressed in the previous presentation, “Soil Ingestion and
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The question is addressed in Background Section of Guidance.
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<+ Based on the change in land use from agriculture to residential, anc
exposure to the residents and visitors to the residence, that portion of the property to be

utilized for the construction of the house along with the areas that will be as accessible as
“yard areas” without any agricultural activities will need to be assessed. Soil assessmenti
this area will be targeted to those area that will remain as open ground. If the home is to jz¢
served by a potable well, the safety of the water quality will need to be determined.

<+ The Department will evaluate these sites on a case-by-case basis.
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The Guidance is no endec

Assessments: Phase | Environmental Site A
Environmental Site Assessments: Phase || Environmental Site Asse
complement to the ASTM procedures.

In the absence of any information to the contrary the Phase | ESA should identify the potential presence of
agrichemical residuals at a former agricultural land use as a recognized environmental concern.

> DERM has experience with cases in which, environmental professionals had failed to identify the potential presence of
agrichemical residues as a potential environmental concern as such development plans failed to account for the possib|g
contamination. The discovery of contamination during the construction plan phase resulted in the need for significantgZang
to the design and significantly delays the development.

DERM recognizes the utility of the Phase | ESA in assisting in obtaining information related to the historical
activities at the site (e.g., crop type, historical agrichemical used and patterns, areas of likely coptamination
(storage areas, mixing areas) changes in topography, drainage systems, etc.). As provided inthe revised
Guidance, this information may be used to support alternative assessment strategies.
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Section 6.4.2 ©
investigated in light of reasonably asce
conceptual site model that considers areas where target ana

In DERM'’s experience, with respect to former agricultural properties, there is typica
insufficientinformation to inform such decisions. Furthermore, based on the changes in

crop type over time, and the resulting changes in type and usage pattern of agrichemicals
(especially at sites that have been farmed for decades), the distribution of agrichemical
residues in the environment is not homogeneous.

To this end the Guidance was developed to be used in tandem with the Phase Il ptgeesg'to
provide the environmental professional with clear guidance for evaluating potentiz
environmental concerns at sites transitioning from a former agriculture land usé to a non-
agricultural use.

27
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Example of change in crop type over agricultural land use history of a site
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UUpPIC

Today’s webinar marks the begi g of
revised guidance. Comments may be submitted via ema
The deadline for submittal is Tuesday October 5, 2021.

After the close of the public comment period the Department will revise the guidance as
appropriate.

Any revision to the guidance will be posted on the Department’s website.

29


mailto:emrdtech@miamidade.gov

THANK YOU.






