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Executive Summary 

The Penta Wood Products Superfund Site (PWP) (the Site) is an 82 acre former wood 
tn:ating facility where raw timber was cut and treated. PWP operated from 1953 to 1992. Raw 
timber was cut into posts and telephone poles and treated with either a five to seven percent 
pcntachlorophenol (PCP) solution in a No. 2 fuel oil carrier, or with a water born salt treatment 
called Chemonite consisting of ammonia, copper II oxide, zinc and arsenate (ACZA). PWP also 
conducted toll blending of pentachlorophenol and fuel oil on a contract basis for industrial users 
just prior to closing in 1992. During its 39 years of operation, PWP discharged wastewater from 
an oil/water separator down a gully into a lagoon on the northeast comer of the property. 
Process wastes were also discharged onto a wood chip pile in the northwestern portion of the 
propert~·. On December 28, 2000, construction completion at the Site was achieved with the 
startup of the initial treatment system. The triggering action for this statutory review is the date 
of the first five year review signature as shown in U.S. EPA's WasteLAN database: March 4, 
2005. This is the second five-year review for the Site. 

The sekcted remedy for the Site includes: 

• 3uilding demolition. 
• Segregation, select solidification, and placement of all arsenic contaminated soils in an 

onsite Corrective Action Management Unit (CAMU). 
• Consolidation of Pentachlorophenol (PCP)/fuel oil soils and wood chips in the CAMU 

under a soil cover. 
• Bioventing PCP/fuel oil contaminated material. 
• Biopad removal and disposal onsite in the CAMU. 
• Erosion control measures. 
• Revegetation. 
• Light non-aqueous phase liquid (LNAPL) removal. 
• Containment, collection, treatment and discharge of grossly contaminated groundwater 

1 exceeding l ,000ug/L PCP). 
• \1onitored Natural Attenuation (MNA) of groundwater contamination. 
• : nstitutional controls. 
• Environmental monitoring/maintenance. 

All components are currently operational, and are operated by a fund lead U.S. EPA contractor, 
CH2M Hill. 

The remedy at the Site is protective in the short-term, and in the interim, exposure 
pathwa~1s that could result in unacceptable risks are being controlled. Based upon the review of 
armual groundwater monitoring data, other data reviews, and the October 28, 2009 Site 
inspection conducted for this five-year review, there are no current exposures to human health 
and the environment. However, the required institutional controls have not yet been 
implemmted. Long-term protectiveness will be achieved upon attainment of Wisconsin 
Preventive Action Limits (PALs) and implementation of the required institutional controls. 
Protectiveness will be ensured by implementing, maintaining, monitoring and by enforcing ICs 
as well as maintaining the site remedy components. 
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Five-Year Review Summary Form 

Site name (from WasteLAN): SITE NAME Penta Wood Products 

EPA ID (from WasteLAN): WID006176945 

NPL i,tatus: 181 Final Deleted Other (specify) 

Remediation status (choose all that apply): Linder Construction 181 Operating Complete 

Multiple OUs?* YES 181 NO Construction com letion date: 09/28/2000 

Lead agency: 181 EPA State Tribe Other Federal Agency 

Author name: Thomas G. Williams 

Author title: Remedial Pro'ect Mana er Author affiliation: U.S. EPA 

Date{s) of site ins ection: October 28, 2009 

Type of re,,iew: 
~ Po,t-SARA Pre-SARA NPL-Removal only 

Non-NPL Remedial Action Site NPL State/Tribe-lead Re ional Discretion 

Review number: I (first) 181 2 (second) 3 (third) Other (specify I 

Triggering action: 
ActJal RA Onsite Construction Actual RA Start 
Cor st ruction Completion 181 Previous Five-Year Review Report 

Other ( specify) Record of Decision Signature 

Due date (five years after triggering action date): 03104120 I 0 

Five-Yrnr Review Summary Form, cont'd. 

Issues: 

::nstitutional controls are not in place. 

A plan for long-term stewardship for maintaining and monitoring effective institutional 
control~ has not been prepared. 

U.S. EPA will work with WDNR to complete and implement a Remedial Action 
Optimi:t:ation Evaluation of the groundwater treatment plant. 

Recommendations and Follow-up Actions 

Develop an Institutional Control Plan for the Site. 

Develop a Long-Term Stewardship Plan or update the O&M Plan to oversee and monitor 
institutional controls after they are implemented to ensure long-term stewardship. This may 
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include developing and implementing a communication strategy with appropriate state/local 
governmental agencies. 

Complete Remedial Action Optimization Evaluation and implement recommendations. 

Protectiveness Statement 

The remedy at the Site is protective in the short-term. and in the interim, exposure 
pathways that could result in unacceptable risks are being controlled. Based upon the review of 
annual groundwater monitorin:~ Jata, other data reviews. and the October 28, 2009 Site 
inspection conducted for this r ve-year review, there are no current exposures to human health 
and the environment. However. the required institutional controls have not yet been 
implemented. Long-term prot<~ctiYeness will be achieved upon attainment of Wisconsin 
Preventive Action Limits (PALs) and implementation of the required institutional controls. 
Protectiveness will be ensured by implementing, maintaining, monitoring and enforcing ICs as 
well as by maintaining the site remedy components. 

Date of last Regional Review of Human Exposure Indicator: 7 '02/2009 
Human Exposure Survey Status: Current Human Exposure Controlled 
Date oflast Regional review o · Groundwater Migration Indicator: 7/02/2009 
Groundwater Migration Surve~· Status: Contaminated Groundwater Migration Under Control 
Ready for Reuse Determination Status: This site is not ready for a Site Wide Ready for 
Anticipated Reuse 
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Five-Year Review Report 

I. Introduction 

The purpose of a five-year review is to determine whether the remedy at a site is 
protective of human health anc the environment. The methods. findings, and conclusions of 
reviews are documented in Five-Year Review reports. In addition. Five-Year Review reports 
identify issues found during th~ review, if any, and recommendations to address them. 

The Agency is preparing this five-year review· pursuant to CERCLA § 121 and the 
National Contingency Plan (NCP). CERCLA § 121 states: 

If the President selecls a remedial action that results in an_v hazardous 
substances. pollutants. or contaminants remaining at the site. the President shall 
review such remedial action no less ofien than each /tre years after the initiation 
of such remedial action to assure that human health and the environment are 
being protected by the remedial action being implemen!ed In addition, if upon 
such reviev1• it is lhejuc.1gment o(the President that action is appropriate at such 
site in accordance with section [JO-I] or [106}. the President shall take or require 
such action. The President shall report to the Congres., a list o.ffacilities for 
which such revieH' i.\· required, the results o(all such re,·ieH·s. and any actions 
taken as a result of sucn reviei1S. 

The agency interpreted this requirement further in the National Contingency Plan (NCP); 
40 C.F.R. § 300.430(f)( 4 )(ii) states: 

If a remedial action is .,elected that results in hazardous substances, pollutants, or 
contaminants remaining at the site above levels that all<mfor unlimited use and 
unrestricted exposure. The lead agency shall review such action no less often than every 
jive years afier the initiation of the selected remedial action. 

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) Region 5 has conducted 
a five-year review of the remecial actions implemented at the Site, located in Burnett County, 
Wisconsin. This statutory review was conducted by the Remedial Project Manager (RPM) from 
September L 2009 to November 5. 2009. This report documents the results of the review. 

This is the second five-:✓ear review for the Site. The triggering action for this statutory 
review is the date of the first fi,.re year review: March 4. 200.5. This review is required because 
hazardous substances, pollutams. or contaminants are or will be left on site above levels that 
allow for unlimited use and unrestricted exposure. 



II. Site Chronology 

Table l: Chronology of Site Events 

Event Date 

Penta \Vood Products operated as a wood 1953-1992 
treating facility 

Wisconsin Department of Natural 1987 
Resources requests PWP to do an 
Environmental Site Investigation 

PWP ,·oluntarily closed May 1992 

Site placed in the Superfund Accelerated 1993 
Cleanup Model (SACM) pilot program 

Site placed on NPL June 17, 1996 

USEPA conducts a removal action April 1994-May 1998 

Ecological Risk Assessment Completed June 30, 1998 

USEPA conducts a RI/FS March 1, 1994-

September 29,1998 

ROD signed September 29, 1998 

Remedial action start December 23, 1999 

Remedial Action Completion December 28, 2000 

LTRA start August 18, 2004 

First Fh'e-Year Review March 4, 2005 
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III. Background 

Physical Characteristics 

The PWP site is an inactive wood treating facility located along Daniels 70 (former State 
Route 70) in Burnett County. Wisconsin. It is approximately 78 miles northeast of Minneapolis, 
Minnesota, and 60 miles south of Duluth, Minnesota. The Village of Siren, Wisconsin, is 
approximately 2 miles east of the site. See Figure 6. 

Currently the PWP pmJerty consists of approximately 82 acres that were actively used for 
cutting and treating raw wood timber products. The PWP site i<:. situated on a plateau with a 110-
foot drop in elevation from the southern boundary to the n011 hem boundary. The site stratigraphy 
consists of three layers: an upper sand, a glacial till that is not continuous throughout the site, and a 
lower sand. The depth to grou 1dwater is over 100 feet on the plateau. The regional groundwater 
flow direction is to the north. i;ince the dosing of the former facility production well, groundwater 
flow at the site has been radial. with a strong downward vertical gradient. See Figure 7. 

Land and Resource Use 

The property is located in a rural agricultural and residential setting and is bordered to the 
east, west, and north by forested areas; some of these areas are classified by the Wisconsin 
Department of Natural Resources (WDNR) as wetlands. A wetland is located within 130 feet of 
the northern property boundar:-. A number of surface water bodies are present north and east of the 
site. Doctor Lake and an unnamed lake are located 2,000 feet east and northeast of the site, 
respectively. The Amsterdam Slough Public Hunting area co,·ers 7.233 acres and is located 1 mile 
north of the site. 

Four private residences are within 1000 feet of the site and have potable wells. Thirty-eight 
private wells were located within a I-mile radius of the landfill according to the May 1998 
Feasibility Study (FS). 

History of Contamination 

PWP operated from l 9:i3 to 1992. Raw timber was cut into posts and telephone poles and 
treated with either a 5 to 7 percent PCP solution in a No. 2 fuel oil carrier, or with a water born salt 
treatment called Chemonite consisting of ammonia, copper Il oxide, zinc and arsenate (ACZA). 
PWP also conducted toll blending of pentachlorophenol and fuel oil on a contract basis for 
industrial users just prior to closing in :I 992. During its 39 years of operation, PWP discharged 
wastewater from an oil/water separator do,vn a gully into a lagoon on the northeast comer of the 
property. Process wastes were also discharged onto a wood chip pile in the northwestern portion 
of the property. Ash from a boiler was used as a berm for a cooling pond. Beginning in the 1970s, 
WDNR investigators noted sev~ral large spills, stained soils. fires and poor operating practices. 
Figure 8 is a map of the Penta Wood Products Site ,vhen it ,vas operating as a wood treating 
facility. 
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Initial Response 

PWP began an environmental investigation in 1987. In 1988, the on-site production well 
was clo ~ed for potable use when it was found to contain 2,700 parts per billion (ppb) of PCP. The 
Slate of Wisconsin Department of Justice filed a preliminary injunction against PWP in 1991, 
citing WPDES violations and violations of other State statutes regarding storage of raw materials, 
and wa~te handling practices. The facility voluntarily closed in May 1992 with the promulgation 
of the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) drip track regulations. 

The site was put into the Superfund Accelerated Cleanup Model (SACM) pilot program in 
1993. The site was listed on the National Priorities List (NPL) on June 17, 1996. A removal 
action was conducted from 1994 to 1996. The ACZA treatment building and half of the oil/water 
separator building were demolished and remaining chemicals and sludges were disposed off-site. 
Grossly PCP-and metals-contaminated soils were excavated and disposed off-site, and metals­
contaminated soils were excavated and mixed with cement on-site to form a 3-acre concrete 
biopad 

A Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS) was conducted by USEPA in 1997 -
1 <>98, culminating with the issuance of a Record of Decision (ROD) in September 1998. 

Basis for Taking Action 

As a result of spills and past waste handling practices at the site, subsurface soils to a depth 
of over 100 feet are contaminated with a PCP/oil mixture beneath the gully where wastewater was 
discharged from an oil/water separator to a lagoon. Areas near the dip tanks, oil/water separator, 
drying racks, boiler and ACZA treatment building exhibited gross contamination for arsenic and or 
PCP. Severe erosion of surface soils and overland transport of contaminated soils and wood debris 
has resulted in the contamination of surface water and sediment in an off site wetland to the 
northea:;t. 

Over the years PWP had filled erosion gullies with wood debris and ash from the boiler 
where PCP sludges were burned. This wood debris layer is semi-saturated with the PCP/oil 
mixture. The PCP/oil mixture, which has traveled to the groundwater and spread horizontally as a 
light non-aqueous phase liquid (LNAPL) layer is floating on the water table over an estimated 4-
acre area. A dissolved phase PCP plume exists in the groundwater. Groundwater contamination 
appears to be stable, and there is no evidence of contaminated groundwater discharging to the 
wetland or migrating below the wetland to surface water bodies. 

Hazardous substances that have been released and/or detected at the site in each media 
include: 

Contaminant 
Arsenic 
Benzen,~ 
Chloride 
Copper 

Media 
Groundwater, Sediment, Soil, Surface Water 
Groundwater, Soil 
Groundwater, Surface Water 
Groundwater, Sediment, Soil, Surface Water 
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Ethyl benzene 
Fluorene 
Iron 
Isophorone 
Manganese 
Methylnaphthalene 
Naphthalene 
Pentachlorophenol 
Phenanthrene 
Toluene 
Xylene 
Zinc 

Groundwater. Soil 
Soil 
Groundwater. Surface Water 
Soil 
Groundwater. Surface Water 
Soil 
Groundwater, Soil 
Groundwater. Sediment. Soil, Surface Water 
Soil 
Groundwater. Soil 
Groundwater. Soil 
Groundwater. Sediment. Soil. Surface Water 

A baseline Risk Assessment was conducted to evaluate potential risks from contaminant 
exposure at the PWP site, and determine the need for and extent of remediation. A Focused 
Human Health Risk Assessment Repo11 (Ecology & Environment 1997) and a Screening Level 
Ecological Risk Assessment R;!po11 (CH2M Hill 1998a) were prepared. The risk assessments were 
conducted in accordance with U.S. EPA 's guidance. Based on the results of the Focused Human 
Health Risk Assessment and S1:reening Level Ecological Risk Assessment, exposure to 
contaminated soil or groundv,ater are associated with significant human health and ecological 
risks, due to exceedance of U X EPA· s risk management criteria for either the average or the 
reasonable maximum exposure scenario. Risks from exposure to soil were significant primarily 
due to the presence of arsenic and PCP. 

IV. Remedial Actions 

Remedy Selection 

The major components of the r~me-dy selection included the following: 

• Building demolition 
• Segregation. select solidification, and placement of all arsenic contaminated soils in an 

onsite Corrective Actio1 Management Unit (CAMU) 
• Consolidation of Pentachlorophenol (PCP)/fuel oil soils and wood chips in the CAMU 

under a soil cover 
• Bioventing PCP/fuel oi contaminated material 
• Biopad removal and disposal onsite in the CA.MU 
• Erosion control measun~s 
• Revegetation 
• Light non-aqueous pha~e liquid (LNAPL) removal. 
• Containment, collectior. treatment and discharge of grossly contaminated groundwater 

(exceeding 1,000ug/L PCP) 
• Monitored Natural Attenuation (MNA) of groundwater contamination 
• Institutional controls 
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• Environmental monitoring/maintenance 

Remedy Implementation 

The site cleanup was a fund-financed remedial action to accomplish the objectives of the 
ROD. The remedial action (RA) includes a construction phase and a Long-Term Remedial Action 
(LTRA~ phase. 

Remedial construction activities in support of the RA began in December 1999 with actual 
construction starting on March 6, 2000. These activities included the following: 

• Demolition of 17 buildings and foundations, and the offsite disposed of demolition material, 
debris piles, and laboratory chemicals. 

• Exc;1vation and consolidation of contaminated soils into a 7-acre C;)rrective Action 
Management Unit (CAMU), as shown in Figure I 0. PCP-contaminated soils were deposited 
on the CAMU"s southern portion and arsenic-contaminated soils were placed on the northern 
port ton. A \Vall of concrete rubble and stabilized arsenic-contaminated soil divides the two 
portions. 

• Constructing an infiltration basin for discharging treated groundwater. 

• Placing a soil cover over the CAMU with 6 inches of sand followed by 6 inches of topsoil, and 
then seeding and mulching the cover. Installing a gated 6-foot high fence encircling the 
perimeter of the C AMU restricted access. 

• Erosion control structures including gabion basket downchutes, velocity control check dams 
and rip-rapped drainage ditches were constructed to protect the integrity of the CAMU. 

• Seeding and mulching all barren areas and establishing a vegetative cover over all exposed 
areas of the site, including mulching and planting prairie grasses, native trees and shrubs. 

• Drilling operations included abandonment of existing wells and the installation of the multi­
purpose biovent and groundwater extraction wells, soil gas wells, a monitoring well, and the 
groundwater and LNAPL recovery pumps. 

• Constructing a treatment building housing the biovent blower system, LNAPL recovery tanks 
and a groundwater treatment system. The treatment system consisting of an oil bag filter, 
activated clay treatment, granular activated carbon treatment, contrnls, and discharge piping. 

The original remedial construction was completed in September 2000 but the groundwater 
treatment system was unable to achieve the required discharge limits for the treated groundwater. 
The groundwater treatment system could not be operated without almost immediately clogging the 
oil bag :ilter, activated clay treatment and granular activated carbon units with emulsified oil. An 
additional remedial action was required to construct a wastewater treatment plant addition to treat 
contaminated groundwater and LNAPL to meet discharge limits set by the WDNR. U.S. EPA and 
the WDNR signed a revised Superfund State Contract (SSC) in February and March 2003 
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respectively. The total cost of the remedial action (including long-term remedial action) increased 
from $7.7 million (original SSC in late 1999) to $12.7 million. The additional remedial action 
included the following: 

• Construct a building to house the treatment plant addition. 

• Install treatment equipmen1 including a Dissolved Air Floatation (OAF) unit, a sludge 
dewatering system and sludge handling equipment. 

• Install a well to obtain potable water. 

• Continue to implement the long-term remedial action (LTR,<\) for a ten-year period, which 
starts three months after U.S. EPA certifies that the treatment plant is operational and 
functional. 

A final inspection of th1~ additional remedial action was conducted on May 5, 2004, and the 
U.S. EPA certified the treatment plant operational and functional on August 12, 2004. This began 
the 10-year L TRA period. 

System Operation/Operation and Maintenance 

Remedial Action Objectives were developed as a result of data collected during the 
Remedial Investigation to aid i 1 the development and screening of remedial alternatives to be 
considered for the ROD. Pentachlorophenol and arsenic are the primary risk drivers at the site. 
Pentachlorophenol present in Sl)ils extending down to groundwater. is a major component of the 
LNAPL, and is present in the groundwater plume. Arsenic was present primarily in surface soils 
and wetland sediments. 

Pentachlorophenol: The remedial objective is to reduce the PCP content in soils and groundwater 
to achieve compliance with ch. NR 720, Wisconsin Administrative Code, and in groundwater to 
achieve compliance with PALs. as established in ch. NR 140. Wisconsin Administrative Code, 
within a reasonable period of time. This reduction will be accomplished by removing the free 
phase LNAPL (by extraction and on-site treatment), and associated highly contaminated 
groundwater, remediating the PCP in the soils, and monitoring the intrinsic remediation of PCP in 
the groundwater. Capture of the contaminant plume and LNAPL is ongoing. See Figures 7 and 
11. Institutional controls will te used to prevent groundwater use or direct contact exposure prior 
to achieving compliance. 

Arsenic: Highly contaminated arsenic soils were immobilized and consolidated with other arsenic 
contaminated soils (above background), and secured in a Corrective Action Management Unit 
(CAMU) to achieve complianc1~ with NR 720. Soil contaminated with arsenic and other metals 
were managed to essentially eliminate the direct contact exposure route and to protect 
groundwater. Performance of the metals consolidation area is monitored. 

Erosion Controls: An Erosion Control Plan was implemented and maintained to prevent physical 
transport of contamination oft-:.~;ite and to protect the CAMU and consolidated areas from damage. 
The erosion control measures will be periodically inspected and maintained/repaired as necessary. 
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Table 2: Annual System Operations/O&M Costs 
Dates 

Total Cost rounded to nearest $1,000 
From To 

Januarv 2004 December 2004 1,00' ,000 

January 2005 December 2005 826.000 

January 2006 December 2006 1,08;!,000 

January 2007 December 2007 1,11:1,000 

January 2008 December 2008 1,03fi,000 

Institutional Controls 

Institutional Controls (ICs) are non-engineered instruments, such as administrative and/or 
legal controls, that help minimize the potential for exposure to contamination and protect the 
integrit~' of the remedy. Compliance with institutional controls is required to assure long-term 
protectiveness for any areas which do not allow for unlimited use or unrestricted exposure 
(Ull/UE). 

In order to limit the potential for human exposure to contaminated media, the 1998 ROD 
required institutional controls (ICs) (deed restrictions) at the site. Alth:.mgh a fence is in place 
around ,he title property which includes the treatment plant and CAMU, the ICs described in the 
ROD haw not been placed and recorded in the property records for the: site. 

Table 3 identifies those areas that do not support unlimited use and unrestricted exposure 

T bl 3 S a e ummary o fl ft f IC t I ns I u aona on ro s 
Media, Engineered 

Controls, and Areas that 
IC Objective and Title of IC Instrument 

Required as 
do not Support UU/UE 

Restrictions Implemented 
part of the 

Based on Current remedy? 
Conditions 

= 
Prohibit well 
installation 
except as 

Restrictive covenant or other 
Ground water at the Site approved by the 

similar proprietary IC Yes 
abo,e PALs agencies and (planned) 

prohibit 
groundwater 

I 
consumption. 

I -
andCAMU 

Prohibit residential 
Restrictive covenant or similar : Property area 

development; Yes 
(approximately 82 acres) 

prohibit 
IC or ordinance (planned) 

-
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interference with 
CAMU and 
consolidation 
areas; prohibit 

l?"=============a!a=e=x""p'=o=su=r=e====s=============-========!I 

Prohibit 
Other Remedy Components interferences with 

: remedy 
component 

Current Compliance 

Restrictive covenant or similar 
IC ( planned) Yes 

U.S. EPA's contractor is currently operating the plant and maintaining the Site. There are 
no uses of the Site, including groundwater uses, which are inconsistent with the objectives which 
will be served by the institutional controls. No one is being exposed to Site-related contaminants. 
There are no drinking water supply wells installed within the impacted groundwater area. In the 
interim, access to the Site is limited by the permanent fence. As of the date of this five-year 
review, no unauthorized development or use of Site groundwater has occurred. 

Long-Term Stewardshi J Plan 

Since compliance with the institutional controls is necessary to assure the protectiveness of 
the remedy, planning for long-1erm stewardship is required. Long-term stewardship involves 
assuring effective procedures are in place to properly maintain and monitor the site. Long-term 
stewardship will ensure effecti•.1e institutional controls (ICs) are maintained and monitored and that 
the remedy continues to function as intended with regard to the institutional controls. A Long­
Term Stewardship Plan shall be developed, or the O&M plan updated, that includes procedures to 
ensure long-term institutional controls are in place and effectiYe. 

CAMUO&M 

Operation and maintenrnce of the CAMU includes inspection of the CAMU surface, 
vegetation conditions, and surface water drainage features. Inspections of the CAMU are 
performed regurlary by the U.S. EPA contractor. Semiannual sampling is performed in the spring 
(May) and fall (September/October). 
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V. Progress Since the Last Review 

Table 4: Actions Taken Since the Last Five-Year Review 

Issues from Recommendations/ Party Milestone l\ction Taken and Date of 
Previous Review Follow-up Actions Responsible Date Outcome Action 

None. Continue LNAPL EPA Ongoing The treatment Ongoing 
removal and system continues 
implement to remove 
bioventing as LNAPL and is 
necessary. continuously 

Prepare an annual evaluated to 

report evaluating the mcrease 

effectiveness of the performance. 

treatment system in Annual reports 
meeting the cleanup have been 
goals and other site prepared every 
activities. year since 2004. 

Promote revegetation 1000 red and 
and maintain erosion white pine were 
control measures on planted in an 18 
site. acre area where 

grass had not 
grown in the 
spring of 2009. 

Protectiveness Statement from Last Review 

The last five-year review completed in 2004 found that the remedy was expected to be 
protective of human health and the environment when groundwater standards were achieved, the 
cover on the CAMU was maintained, and the appropriate property deed restrictions were 
implemented. In the interim, exposure pathways that could result in unacceptable risks were being 
controlled. 

Long-term protectiveness of the remedial action, the last review stated that it would was to 
be verified by obtaining additional groundwater samples to fully evaluate the effectiveness of 
LNAPl removal, groundwater pumping and bioventing. Significant amounts of LNAPL were 
being collected. Additional sampling and analysis were to be conducted on a regular basis. 
Exposure pathways that could result in unacceptable risks were being controlled. The remedy was 
expected to be protective of human health and the environment when groundwater standards were 
achieved, the cover on the CAMU was maintained, and the appropriate property deed restrictions 
were implemented. Groundwater monitoring data indicated that the remedy was functioning as 
required to achieve the Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements (ARARs) at the site. 
The time to determine this is difficult to estimate due to the complexity of the contaminate plume. 
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Status of Recommendatiom and Follow-Up Actions from Last Review 

The Recommendations and Follow-Up Actions from the last five-year review have been 
implemented. Operating the treatment system to continue to remove LNAPL and continuously 
evaluating the system to optimize perfonnance have both been done. No ICs have been 
implemented 

As recommended by the last review, annual Reports have been prepared every year since 
2004. 

To address the recommendation for promoting revegetation and maintaining erosion 
control measures on site, 1,000 red and white pine trees were planted in an 18 acre area where 
grass had not grown in the spring of 2009. Seventy-five percent of the saplings were thriving as of 
October 2009. Grass never took hold bc;!cause the soil is largely comprised of sand. 

Results of Implemented AcHons, Including Whether They Achieved the Intended 
Effect 

The treatment system continues to remove LNAPL and is continuously evaluated to 
increase performance. A Remedial Action Optimization Plan is currently under evaluation by 
U.S. EPA in consultation with WDNR .. This evaluation should be completed by March 31, 2010. 
Options range from shutting the treatment plant down for six months to evaluate plume behavior to 
adding three additional LNAPL extraction wells. Annual reports have been prepared every year 
since 2004. Erosion has been controlled. One thousand red and white pine trees were planted in 
an 18 acre area where grass had not grown in the spring of 2009. See Appendix D, Site Photos. 

VI. Five-Year Review Process 

Administrative Components 

WDNR was notified of1he initiation of the five-year review on September 1, 2009. The 
Penta Wood Products five-year review was led by Tom Williams of the U.S. EPA, Remedial 
Project Manager. Sue Pastor of the U.S. EPA, Community Involvement Coordinator (CIC) and 
Bill Schultz, of the WDNR, assisted in the review. 

The review, which began on September 1, 2009, consisted of the following components: 

Community Invc lvement; 
Document Review: 
Data Review; 
Site Inspection; and 
Five-Year Review Repo11 Development and Re\'iew. 
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Community Involvement 

Activities to involve the community in the five-year review were initiated with a meeting in 
late 2008 between the RPM and CIC for the Site. A notice was published in the local newspapers, 
the Inter-County Leader and the Burnett County Sentinel, on October 14, 2009, stating that there 
was a five-year review and inviting the public to submit any comments to U.S. EPA. The results 
of the n:, iew and the report will be made available at the Site information repository located at the 
Burnett Community Library and the Grantsburg Public Library. 

Document Review 

This five-year review consisted of a review of relevant documents including O&M records 
and monitoring data (Appendix A). Applicable soil and groundwater cleanup standards, as listed 
in the 1998 ROD. were also reviewed. 

Data Review 

!3roundwater 

The eighth year of post-remedial action (RA) groundwater monitoring at the Penta Wood 
Products site included two groundwater sampling events. The semiannual groundwater sampling 
event was conducted at the Penta Wood Products site in May 2008 and consisted of sampling at 
five monitoring wells, five residential wells, and one onsite potable well, along with static water 
level measurements collected at all monitoring wells, and product leve:, measurements in 
monitoring wells with light nonaqueous phase liquid (LNAPL). The annual groundwater sampling 
event was conducted in October 2008 and consisted of sampling 14 monitoring wells, 5 residential 
wells, a1d one onsite potable well; measuring static water levels in all monitoring wells; and 
measuring product levels in monitoring wells with LNAPL. This review presents the results of the 
two groundv,:ater sampling events and includes tables and figures presenting historical 
groundwater data. 

The treatment system operated for approximately one year prior to September 2001, when 
it was shut down to allow for pilot testing and plant modifications intended to help meet effluent 
criteria. Since it was restarted on February 27, 2004, the treatment sys·:em has been running 
continuously with the exception of occasional downtime for routine maintenance and repairs. The 
Octobe1 :008 monitoring well results reflect approximately 4.5 years of system operation since the 
groundwater treatment system was restarted. Future groundwater monitoring events will also 
evaluate impacts from the bioventing system which began operation in September 2007. 

Parameters that are analyzed include pentachlorophenol (PCP); naphthalene; benzene. 
toluene. ethylbenzene, and xylene (BTEX); dissolved metals; and natural attenuation parameters 
(such a~ oxidation-reduction potential, chloride, nitrate, methane, and sulfate). Water level and 
L\JAPL measurements are made to determine the remaining LNAPL thickness and the 
groundwater flow direction(s) in the unconfined and semiconfined aquifers. 
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To observe PCP trends over time, PCP concentration contours that exceed 1,000 µg/L are 
presented in Figure 10. PCP cc ncentration contours that exceed the PAL of I µg/L are presented in 
Figure 11. The 1997 contour represents baseline conditions prior to the operation of the 
groundwater extraction and treatment system. 

To observe PCP trends over time, PCP concentration contours that exceed 
1,000 micrograms per liter (~1gll) are presented in Figure 10. PCP concentration contours that 
exceed the PAL of I µg/L are presented in Figure 11. The 1997 contour represents baseline 
conditions prior to the operation of the groundwater extraction and treatment system. 

A comparison of the 1.000 µg/L PCP contour lines in Figure 10 for 1997, 2007, and 2008 
shows that the high concentration plume has shrunk from the 1997 baseline and the extent of the 
2008 plume remains similar to the 2007 contour. Larger reductions in plume size are not 
anticipated until a more signifi,:ant amount of LNAPL is remmed, given the large mass of PCP 
that can solubilize from the LJ\ APL residual. 

PCP trends are discusstd below for individual monitoring wells within the PCP plume. 

Five residential wells are sampled semi-annually as part of the regular groundwater 
monitoring program. During the eight years of O&M sampling. no contaminants at levels of 
concern/above P ALs have been detected in any of the residential wells. 

MW-10S 

Monitoring well MW-1 OS has shown wide fluctuations in PCP during groundwater 
collection periods, as shown in Figure :5. Since 2002, the presence of LNAPL (sheen or 
measurable product) has been inconsistent at MW-I OS. The intermittent presence of LNAPL and 
change in sampling methods results in a wide range of PCP concentrations with concentrations 
significantly decreased since the use of a dedicated sampling pump. LNAPL was measured in 
MW-I OS in May 2008 at a thickness o:f 0.40 feet and a thickness of 0.14 feet in October 2008. 
The presence of free product is likely the result of extraction "'ell EW-03 pulling product towards 
it while actively pumping. Overall. PCP has declined from 56.100 µg/L prior to the start of 
groundwater extraction in 200'"1, to less than the detection limit in 2005 (less than 0.11 µg/L). In 
September 2007, it was detected at 24 11g/L in MW-I0S. The ,..,ell went dry during sampling in 
October 2008 and was unable tJ be- sampled for PCP. 
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FIGURE 1 
MW-1 OS PCP Concentration 
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PCP in monitoring well MW-10 increased from 9,530 µg/L shortly before the startup of the 
treatment system, to 22,000 µg/L in August 2002 (see Figure 2). Concentrations in the well did not 
drop immediately, but by September 2003, concentrations had fallen to 9,000 µg/L. In 
September 2004, PCP concentrations at MW-10 increased to 38,000 µg/L. This is likely a result of 
the extraction system restart in February 2004. MW-10 is located very close to extraction well 
EW-03 , which pulls product toward it while actively pumping. In September 2006, a concentration 
of 23,000 µg/L was reported, but by October 2008, PCP concentrations at MW-10 decreased to 
1,630 µg/L and were consistent with concentrations observed in 2007. 

FIGURE2 
MW-10 PCP Concentration 
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PCP in monitoring well MW-05 has dropped sharply from 20,600 µg/L, prior to the start of 
operation of the groundwater treatment system, to 206 µg/L in the most recent sample in October 
2008 (see Figure 3). PCP concentrations remain low in this area because nearby uncontaminated 
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groundwater is being drawn radially toward EW-02 and EW-05 since their activation in February 
2004, thereby purging the aquifer of PCP. Free product has never been observed in this well. 

FIGURE3 
MW-05 PCP Concentration 
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LNAPL has been present in MW-19 since monitoring began, and any entrainment of 
LNAPL droplets in the sample will have notable effects on PCP concentrations, impacting the 
evaluation of PCP trends. The LNAPL has resulted in large variations in PCP concentrations (see 
Figure 4) that are not believed to be indicative of the dissolved phase groundwater concentrations. 
LNAPL continues to be observed in MW-19 (0.90 feet in May 2008 and product detected but 
thickness not measured due to an obstruction in the well in October 2008). The PCP concentrations 
were measured at 23,000 µg/L in May 2008 and 27,900 µg/L in October 2008, which is slightly 
higher than the PCP concentration reported in 2006 and 2007. Although variability of PCP 
concentrations in samples collected from wells with LNAPL is expected, the variability of PCP 
concentrations in this well appears to have decreased since the installation of dedicated sampling 
equipment in the well in 2005. 

FIGURE4 
MW-19 PCP Concentration 
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MW-20 

LNAPL has also been present in MW-20 since monitoring began, with the exception of 
May 2006, when the well was dry. As with MW-19, the LNAPL has resulted in large variations in 
PCP (see Figure 5) that are not believed to be indicative of dissolved phase groundwater 
concentrations. After eliminating bailer sampling methods with the use of dedicated Grundfos 
Redi-Flo 2 MPl pumps starting in 2005, the entrapment of LNAPL in groundwater samples from 
this well should be minimized. LNAPL was detected in MW-20 in May 2008 at a thickness of 1.71 
feet. The LNAPL thickness was not calculated in October 2008 due to an obstruction in the well. 
PCP concentrations have declined since the installation and use of the dedicated sampling pumps, 
and in October 2008, PCP at MW-20 was detected at 41,000 µg/L. 

FIGURES 
MW-20 PCP Concentration 
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Naphthalene has historically been detected in five monitoring wells at levels above the 
reporting limits: MW-10, MW-lOS, MW-12, MW-19, and MW-20. Naphthalene was detected in 
four monitoring wells at levels above the reporting limits in 2008: MW-10, MW-l0S, MW-19, and 
MW-20, with concentrations ranging from 0.82 µg/L in MW-10 to 1,150 µg/L in MW-20. All 
wells where naphthalene was detected are within the area of concentrated PCP (greater than 1,000 
µg/L). The concentration in MW-10 has decreased from 5,410 µg/L to 0.82 µg/L since 2000. 
Naphthalene has decreased from 512 µg/L to 3.4 µg/L since 2000 in MW-lOS. The concentration 
has decreased from 5,260 µg/L to 120 µg/L in MW-19 since 2000. The concentration increased in 
MW-20 from 71 µg/L to 1,150 µg/L from 2007 to 2008. The increase in naphthalene detected in 
MW-20 is believed to be the result of entrapment ofLNAPL as discussed above for PCP. 

BTEX 

BTEX compounds were detected above the reporting limits at two monitoring wells in 
2008. The two monitoring wells (MW-19 and MW-20) where these compounds were detected are 
located within the area of concentrated PCP (greater than 1,000 µg/L). Benzene was not detected 
in any well. The BTEX concentrations in MW-19 have remained relatively constant over time. 
Since 2002, the ethylbenzene has ranged from 2 µg/L to 5.11 µg/L, toluene has ranged from 1 
µg/L to 5.08 µg/L, and xylene has ranged from 29 µg/L to 54 µg/L. Since 2002, a decrease in 
BTEX concentrations in MW-20 has been observed: ethylbenzene decreased from12 µg/L to 3.0 
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µg/L, toluene decreased from 9 µg/L to 5.1 µg/L, and xylene decreased from 120 µg/L to 38.7 
µg/L. 

Dissolved Metals 

In previous years, both total and dissolved metals analyses were performed on samples 
collected from monitoring wells. Suspended solids often have a significant impact on total metals 
concentrations; therefore, total metal concentrations may not be indicative of actual groundwater 
conditions. Beginning in 2006, total metals analyses have been removed from the sampling plan, 
as they are often biased high as a result of the frequent presence of suspended solids. Analyses for 
dissolved arsenic, copper, iron, manganese, and zinc were done for samples collected in May and 
October 2008. Minor exceedances of the WDNR PALs and WDNR Enforcement Standards for 
dissolved metals have occurred historically and are expected to continue. 

Natural Attenuation Parameters 

Natural attenuation is a remediation approach that relies on natural processes which work 
to reduce mass and concentration of contaminants in soil and groundwater. Natural attenuation 
processes include dispersion, dilution, abiotic transformation, volatilization, sorption, and 
biodegradation. Biodegradation is often the most important process for compounds that can be 
transformed or reduced by indigenous microorganisms. Natural attenuation parameters that 
groundwater samples are tested for include oxidation/reduction, chloride, nitrate, methane, and 
sulfate. These are discussed below. 

Oxidation/Reduction 

Evaluation of the data generated from 2004 to 2008 suggested that areas at the perimeter or 
outside the PCP plume are under slight to strong oxidizing conditions. Oxidation-reduction 
potential at wells in the most concentrated area of the PCP plume (greater than 1,000 µg/L) has not 
been measured, due to the possibility of LNAPL affecting the field measurements. It is expected 
that the wells within the most concentrated area of the PCP plume would exhibit reducing 
conditions. This is supported by reducing conditions measured in MW-5, located near the fringe 
of the PCP plume. 

Chloride 

Elevated chloride concentrations are an indicator of PCP degradation. About 700 µg/L of 
chloride is produced for each 1,000 µg/L of PCP degraded. Generally, chloride is higher at the 
plume interior wells than at the perimeter wells. In 2008, the semi-confined wells had chloride 
levels ranging from 7.78 mg/L to 60.5 mg/L. The unconfined wells ranged from 1.9 mg/L to 
68.8 mg/L, with the highest levels reported in MW-21 (near Daniels 70), MW-26 (near the 
infiltration basin), and MW-06S (in the CAMU). Historically, MW-03 and MW-21 have reported 
the highest chloride levels, possibly because of their proximity to the highway where influence 
from seasonal road salting may be causing elevated chloride concentrations. 

Since the beginning of groundwater extraction, correlation between PCP degradation and 
chloride production has been difficult to accurately determine, This is because as chloride is 
produced, it is removed by the extraction system. 
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Nitrate 

In 2008, nitrate levels remained relatively low, ranging from non-detectable (less than 0.05 
mg/L) to 7.11 mg/L, and remaining comparable to concentrations observed in 2007. 

Methane 

Methane, a product of anaerobic degradation, was detected in eight wells in October 2008 
(MW-03, MW-05, MW-07, MW-08, MW-10 and MW-19) at low concentrations ranging from 
0.0008 to 0.11 mg/L. The absence of methane at or above the detection limit in most wells 
suggests that degradation is occurring primarily under nonmethanogenic, anaerobic iron, or 
sulfate-reducing conditions or potentially under aerobic degradation. 

Sulfate 

Once oxygen and nitrate are depleted, sulfate can also be used as an electron acceptor. 
Sulfate continues to fluctuate within the plume and has not shown any clear trends. Sulfate levels 
in 2008 are similar to previous years. 

Site Inspection 

The inspection at the Site was conducted on October 28, 2009. In attendance was Tom 
Williams, U.S. EPA. Bill Schultz, of the WDNR, had performed his inspection on October 6, 
2009. The purpose of the inspection was to assess the protectiveness of the remedy, including the 
presence of fencing to restrict access, the integrity of the CAMU, and general condition of the 
LNAPL/groundwater collection system. 

The Site in general was in very good condition and undisturbed. No new uses of 
groundwater were observed. The lock and fences were in good condition. The vegetative cover 
was in very good condition with no bare spots or stressed vegetation observed. 

VII. Technical Assessment 

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

• The construction and maintenance of the erosion control measures continues to protect the soil 
cover of the CAMU and to minimize erosion other soils. 

• The construction of the LNAPL recovery system and the groundwater treatment system has 
been completed. Treated groundwater is meeting the required on-site discharge limits of the 
Substantive Requirement Document. The treatment system will continue to be operated until 
conditions are met for restoration of groundwater to NR 140 Wisconsin Administrative Code 
Preventive Action Limits (P ALs) by natural attenuation. 

• The monitoring well network provides sufficient data to assess groundwater quality at the site 
and to determine the effectiveness of the remedial action. The Long Term Monitoring Plan is 
providing adequate sampling and analysis for compliance monitoring as required by the 
selected remedy. The groundwater contamination has been confined to the site and there is 
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little movement of the contaminant plume. Monitoring of adjacent residential wells has 
demonstrated that the plume has been contained on site. The groundwater pump and treatment 
system is providing effective treatment and containment of the plume. 

• The perimeter fencing and fencing around the CAMU appear adequate to limit access to the 
site. 

Institutional controls such as in the form ofrestrictive covenants are not in place. An IC 
plan will be prepared, and appropriate restrictions will be drafted. No one currently owns the 
property. 

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

There have been no changes in the physical conditions of the Site that would affect the 
protectiveness of the remedy. There have been no changes in the toxicity factors for the 
contaminants of concern that were used in the health assessment, and there have been no changes 
to the standardized health assessment methodology that could affect the protectiveness of the 
remedy. The institutional controls in development will restrict the property and groundwater uses 
at the Site. 

Changes in Standards 

The active remedial action construction activities are complete at the site. NPDES 
exceedances for contaminants originating on-site are being addressed by the continued operation 
of the groundwater treatment system and maintenance of the CAMU. There have been no 
changes in these ARARs affecting the protectiveness of the remedy. 

Changes in Exposure Pathways, Toxicity, and other Contaminant Characteristics 

The exposure assumptions used to develop the Human Health Risk Assessment included 
both current exposures and potential future exposures for recreational users, trespassers, 
employees, and off-site residents. There have been no changes in the toxicity factors for the 
contaminants of concern that were used in the baseline risk assessment. These assumptions are 
considered to be conservative and reasonable in evaluating risk and developing risk-based cleanup 
levels. No change to these assumptions or the cleanup levels developed from them is warranted. 
There has been no change in the standardized risk assessment methodology that could affect the 
protectiveness of the remedy. 

Question C: Has any other information come to light that could call into question the 
protectiveness of the remedy? No 

There have been no changes in the physical conditions of the Site that would affect the 
protectiveness of the remedy. 
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Technical Assessment Summary 

According to the data reviewed, the site inspection, and the interviews, the remedy is 
functioning as intended by the ROD. There have been no changes in the physical conditions of the 
site that would affect the protectiveness of the remedy. There has been no change to the 
standardized risk assessment methodology that could affect the protectiveness of the remedy. 
There is no other information that calls into question the protectiveness of the remedy. 

VIII. Issues 

Table 5: Issues 

Issues 

Institutional controls are not in place. 
A plan for long-term stewardship for maintaining and 
monitoring effective institutional controls has not been 
prepared. 

U.S. EPA will work with WDNR to complete and 
implement a Remedial Action Optimization Evaluation 
of the groundwater treatment plant. 
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IX. Recommendations and Follow-up Actions 

Table 6: Recommendations and Follow-up Actions 

Issue 

Institutional 
controls are 
not in place. 

A plan for 
long-term 
stewardship 
for 
maintaining 
and 
monitoring 
effective 
institutional 
controls has 
not been 
prepared. 

U.S. EPA will 
work with 
WDNR to 
complete and 
implement a 
Remedial 
Action 
Optimization 
Evaluation of 
the 
groundwater 
treatment 
plant. 

Recommend­
ations and 
Follow-up 

Actions 
Party 

tesponsible 
Oversight 

Agency 

Develop an U.S. EPA U.S. EPA 
Institutional 
Control Plan for 
the Site. 

Develop a 
Long-Term 
Stewardship 
Plan or update 
the O&M Plan 

Complete 
Remedial 
Action 
Optimization 
Evaluation and 
implement 
recommenda­
tions. 

U.S. EPA U.S. EPA 

U.S. EPA U.S. EPA 
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X. Protectiveness Statement 

The remedy at the Site is protective in the short-term, and in the interim, exposure 
pathways that could result in unacceptable risks are being controlled. Based upon the review of 
annual groundwater monitoring data, review of site documents, and the October 28, 2009 site 
inspection conducted for this five-year review, there are no current exposures to human health and 
the environment. However, the required institutional controls have not yet been implemented. 
Long-term protectiveness will be achieved upon attainment of Wisconsin Preventive Action Limits 
(P ALs) and implementation of the required institutional controls. Protectiveness will be ensured 
by implementing, maintaining, monitoring and enforcing ICs as well as maintaining the site 
remedy components. 

XI. Next Review 

The next five-year review for the Penta Wood Products Site is required within five years 
from the date of this review. 
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FIGURES 

Figure 6 - Site Location 
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Figure 7 - Site Layout and Groundwater Contours 
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Figure 8 - Cross Section, Location Map 
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Figure 10 - PCP 1000 µg/L Concentration Contours 
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APPENDIX A 

Documents Reviewed 

I) Final Operations and Maintenance Manual, November 2005 

2) Five Year Review Report, Penta Wood Products Site, March 2005 

4) Record of Decision, Penta Wood Products Site, September 1998 

5) Penta Wood Products Site file, and operation & maintenance documents 
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APPENDIXB 
FIVE-YEAR REVIEW ADVERTISEMENT 

EPA Begins Review 
of Penta Wood Products Superfund Site 

Town ot Daniels, Wisconsin 

l S,_ F11v1mnmcmal l'rotrction .-\grnr)· is ... --..mducting ;1 li\'C·)'tai- rt~ it·w oftllt' Penta 
\Vo,.xl l>roJu,;_~, Supcrti.md slll' on I>amds 70 Uonncrly St:ui: Rrn.11.e iO! al'lnui 2 mili:<, 
~• . .-~t of Siren n11: Sup,.:rfund law rcquin,~ J\,'gUlar ch,.•,j.;u~ ur !iilt.'S thal h;we !lt!l.!11 

ckan~-d u11 wnh wa:-.tc mana!1-'-'tl on s11 .. • to make sure th.at the d,:;mup c<1ntinu~ 10 

p!\iln·1 p, .. ~,plc anJ the ,:m in-,nm.:n1. Th,~ I!> the si..-c01ld five-year ~...,·j~~ of1his sil.:. 

l'PA's. cl~nup of{)(.'ntachlorophcnol and a™=nic contamimlli(ln at 1hc forml"r ~-ood 
treatment facility ,;_·om,i:.ted of instaltmg ground-water cxtracli,;_lfl wells and a water 
1re<11menr ~)·M~n. ex.1.-·.n--aring aad mm ing pentachlomphenol• and ar..cnic-t."ontaminatc:d 
~oil•~) an on-~ire d~pu\i<il area. demofo,hmg al! buildings and equipment, s.tahili1.i11g 
an1c:nic:-1.:ontamin.llli:d !>oil and placin~ it under a 7•acrc cover. and erecting a fcn1;c aro1md 
1he rover an:a 

More infofl11iltion is a\·ailable at the Burnell County Library, 7451 W_ Main St., Wcb">lcr. 
Granl~burg P-uhlic Library. 415 S_ Roben St.. tiramsburt: arid 3L 
www.cp11.go.,.:rcgi,1n5:'~i1c:;.'pcnt;1. Thi: n:,·i1.'W -,tumid lk- .;omplctcd by the er.cl of March. 

The t1vc-ycar-n:vieY. rrpon i-, an opportuniry for y<.•u to tell EPA about :.ire wnditkms and 
any com:cm~ you hllvc_ ( orttai::1: 

Su:1an Paitor 
("(immunitv lm·olvi:1111:nl Co1.•1t.lit1.'ll<lt 
312-353-1 j25 
p..%t.Jrsw;.;m,µ epa.g1."' 

T-0n1 WIiiiams 
RcmcJ1al rroject Manager 
3 l:!-8~6-6157 
will1amSJhoma:,;;u cpa.g<w 

\\,u 1113;' al!M1 call Region 5 Loft-tr~ at ~OCl-6:! I -&4_11, K:3O a_m. h• 4: 30 p.m_, weekday,; 
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APPENDIXC 

Completed Site Inspection Checklist 

OSWER No 9355. 7-038-P 

Please note that "O&M" is referred to throughout this checklist. At sites where Long-Term 
Response Actions are in progress, O&M activities may be referred to as "system operat1ons" since 
these sites are not considered to be in the O&M phase while being remediated under the Superfund 
program. 

Five-Year Review Site Inspection Checklist (Template) 

(Working document for site inspection. Information may be completed by hand and attached to the 
Five-Year Review report as supporting documentation of site status. "N/ A" refers to "not applicable." 

I. SITE INFORMATION 

Site name: tr1;.AJ 7'fi f,Uoo'/) P,.;;:,t") "b t) c rs Date of insptttien: /6 /2-e lo? 
Location and Region! 51..Rf,N , t,J;L EPA ID: wit-, oob I 71.P9rs-
Agency, office, or company leading the five-year Weather/temperature: 

Sc'° r:: review: . CJ.$ ef'II O\JFf'2CJt/S r 
Remedy Includes: (Check all that apply) 

)( Landfill covericontainment G Monitored natural attenuation 
1( Access controls "'!(. Groundwater containmc:nl 
G Institutional controls G Vertical barrier walls 

_)(. Groundwater pump and treatment 
G Surface waler collection and treatment 
G Other 

Attachments: G Jnspection team roster attached G Site map attached 

U. INTERVIEWS (Check all that apply) 

I o&M site manae,er £./.J 14 ,,+fAv~b'l. O~M or'£~,q7/;:? 10 /:z• /oo, 
Name Title Date 

Interviewed G at site )( at office G by phone Phone no. 
Problems, suggestions; G Report attached /Ve>...vr::;_ 

2. O&M staff /V<=-N..£. 

Name Title Date 
Interviewed G al site G at office G by phone Phone no. 
Problems, suggestions; G Report attached 
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OSWER No. 9355 7-038-P 

3. Local reculatory authorities and response agencies (1.e., State and Tribal offices, emergency 
response office, police department, office of public health or environmental health, zoning office, 
reconier of deeds, or other city and county offices, etc.) Fill in all that apply. 

V. ~ ,/'J. TlA'<.. "1 L ,I{?£ ~ o LJ;(? r- £_ ~ 
Agencyt<J1-scol>.IS1,J '£r'A1L.'f),1f11./'t O '¥J ~ 
Contact /31( ... L-, s~1-4v1..-rz ~rJ4'fE f'M /(.)lw cfl 1t5"-3'.S'"-_~ 

Name Title Date Phone no. 
Problems; suggestions; G Report attached ,rl'~/V != 

Agency 
Contact 

Name Title Date Phone no. 
Problems; suggestions; G Report attached 

Agency 
Contact 

Name Titk Date Phone no. 
Problems; suggestions; G Report attached 

Agency 
Contact 

Name Title Date Phone no. 
Problems; suggestions; G Report attached 

4. Other intenilews (optional) G Report attached. 

32 



OSWER No. 9355. 7-0JB-P 

Ill. ON-SITE DOCUMENTS & RECORDS VERIFIED (Check all that apply) 

I O&M Documents 
)( O&M manual ~ Readily available ~ Up to date G NIA 
~ As-built drawings , Readily available P( Up to date G NIA 
}! Maintenance logs ~Readily available '6(Up to date G NIA 
Remarks 

2. Site-SpeciHc Htaltb and Safety Plan rJ{ Readily available ,-C: Up to date G N/A 
G Contingency plan/emergency response plan ):' Readily available )( Up to date G N/A 
Remarks 

J. O&M and OSHA Training Records 
Remarks 

)( Readily available '1, Up to date G NIA 

4. Permits and Senkt Agreements 
G Air discharge pennit G Readily available G Cp to date G N1A 

)if Effiuent discharge ~ Readily available p'Up to date G NIA 
J,iC Waste disposal. POTW 'Q.'Readily available .a,'Up to date G NIA 
G Other permits G Readily available G Up to date >(NIA 
Remarks 

5. Gas Generation Records G Readily available G Up to date ~ NIA 
Remarks 

6. Settlement Monument Records G Readily available G Up to date )(NIA 
Remarks 

7. Groandwattr Manitoring Records ~ Readily available '!(Up to date G NIA 
Remarks 

g_ Leachate Extraction Records G Readily available G Up to date Qc'N/A 
Remades 

9. Dbchar&e Compliance Records 
G Air G Readily available G Up to date G N/A 

/5,. Water Ceffiuent) ~ Readily available ft Up Iodate ){NIA 
Remarks 

JO. Daily Access/Security Logs G Readily available G Up to date ~IA 
Remarks 
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OSW£R No. 9155 7-018-P 

IV. O&M COSTS 

I. O&M Or&anization 
G State tn•house G Contractor for Slate 
G PRP m-house G Contractor for PRP 

G Federal Fa_tJ in-house G Contractor for Federal Facility y 
)( Other '/,./ l> l- ,EA D I C C>N r,:uu: ro /12. k' {) /V ~ cf!z 1v/ H1L L 

2. O&M Cost Records 
',1- Readily available G Up to date 
V Funding mechanism/agrerment in place 

SEf=- f'1vE '-11'2. Original O&M cost estimate G Breakdo .... 11 anached 
-e €"vi Ew iEx.r 

Total annual cost by year for review period if available 

From To G Breakdown attached 
Date Date Total cost 

From To G Breakdown attached 
Date Date Total cost 

From To G Breakdown attached 
Date Date Total co:.t 

From To G Breakdown attached 
Date Date Total cost 

From To G Breakdown attached 
Date Date Total cost 

3. Unantk:lpated or Unusually Hi&h 0&1\1 Costs Durin& Rniew Period 
Describe costs and reasons: 

V. ACCESS AND INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS G Applicable G Ni A 

A. Fencing 

I. F enclng damaged ¥ Location shown on site map ~ Gates secured G NIA 
Remarks 7 ,I-/,:; r£A/cE ?,/'4S N7"ACr -

8. Other Access Restrictions 

I. Slins and olher 5ttllrity measures G Location shoY.n on site map }(NiA 
Remarks 
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OSWER No. 9355 7-0JB-P 

C. lnstkutieul Controls (ICs) 

I Implementation and enforcement 
Site conditions imply ICs not properly implemented G Yes G No -,S. NIA 
Site conditions imply !Cs not being fully enforced G Yes G No 'jl. NiA 

Type of monitoring (e.g., self-report1ng. drive by) 
Frequency 
Responsible party/agency 
Contact 

Name Title Date Phone no. 

Reponing is up-to-date G Yes G No ~NIA 
Reports are verified by the lead agency G Yes G No ~NIA 

Specific requirements in deed or decision documents have been met G Yes G No )I.NlA 
Violations have been reported G Yes G No 'j/NIA 
Other problems or suggestions: G Reff attached 

/1/0 :£cs cuaJt'E/V' '- Y ~x,:s-r /'9"T 7)1£ Srlc 
aec.ivs6 '71"'1£ ~ (,)./.Iv£_ .lf2 /<, _/Ve> --1/'IGd-_G ro 
E€ ~bi/NZ> ,t 7:,..J_e TA)!( ~S ,-/A "'I= A.,Je,T B~FN 

PAL~ ~JZ ~,q r.2 <;. 

2. Adeqaaey G ICs arc adequate )( ICsare inadequate G NIA 
Remarks 

D. General 

I. V andalnm/trnpasslng G Location shown on site map ~o vandalism evident 
Remarks 

2. Land 11sr changes on siteG NlA 
Remarks /v' o /Vt: 

.l La od use chances off siteG Ni A 
Remarks /Vo~!.= 

VI. GENERAL SITE CONDITIONS 

A. Roads G Applicable G NIA 

I. Roads damaied G Location shown on site map Voads adequate G NIA 
Remarks 
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U,Ht't.K ND. '1.1:,:, l-l}_i8-P 

IX. GROUNDWATER/SURFACE WATER REMEDIES G Applicable G NIA 

A. Grmrndwater E:ttraction Wells, Pum~ and Pipelines G Applicable G 'lllA 

I. Pumps, Wellhead Plumbing, and Electrical 
~ Good condition G All required wells properly operating G Needs Maintenance G NiA 
Remarks ~o""1.I!: Pv,...t?~ &.c:!._t_LL J./14V/E -,c, 'E .I= 

fL/? "2. k7 !1. 'l2. ~ !::l: -:i:2_V 6 r._o Zf-lE ~c,L,,,,)~,'2/IVL. or 71'-IE-
{d,_ 4 -r--£ r2 Z'd!3 t- c 

.. K1traction System Pipelines, Valves, Valve Boies, and Other Appurtenances ... 
'l( Good condition G Needs Maintenance 
Remarks 

3. Spare Pam and Equipment 
~ Readily available G Good condition G Requires upgrade G Needs to be provided 
Remarks 

B. Surface Water Collection Str■ctures, Pumps, and Pipelines G Applicable G NIA 

I. Collection Structures, Pumps, and Electrical 
G Good condition G Needs Maintenance 
Remarks 

::!. Surace Water Collection System Pipelines, Valves, Valve Bons, and Other Appurtenances 
G Good condition G Needs Maintenance 
Remarks 

3. Spare Parts and Equipment 
G Readily a"·ailable G Good condition G Requires upgrade G Needs to be provided 
Remarks 
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OSWER No. 9355. 7-038-P 

C. Treatmeat System G Applicable G NIA 

J. Treatment Train (Check components that apply) 
G Metals removal ~ Oil/water separation G Bioremcdiation 
G Air stripping ~arbon adso.-bers 
G Filters 
G Additive (e.g., chelation ag~ 
G Others 
.,,: Good condition G Needs Maintenance 
.'1!i- Sampling pons properly muted and functional 
J5 Sampling/maintenance log displayed and up to date 
~ Equipment properly identified 

' '1',. Quantity of groundwater treated annually 
G Quantity of surface water treated annually ~ 
Remarks 

2. Electrkal Endos■res and Panels (properly rated and functional) 
G NIA )(. Good condition G Needs Maintenance 
Remarks 

3 Tanks. Vaults, Storage Vessels 
G NI A "f( Good condition G Proper secondary containment G Needs Mamtcnancc 
Remarks 

4. Dischar,:e Structure and Appurtenances 
G NiA ~ood condition G Needs Maintenance 
Remarks 

5. Treatment Buildin&(s) 
G NIA ~oud condition (esp. roof and doorways) G Needs repa1r 
G Chemicals and equipment properly stored 
Remarks 

6. Monitorina, Wells (pump and treatment remedy) 1 Properly secured/lockedG Functioning ~ Routinely sampled ~Good condition 
AU required wells located G Needs Maintenance G NiA 

Remarks 

D. Monitorln& Data 

I. Monitoring Dara 
~Is routinely submitted on time G Is of acceptable quality 

'2. Monitoring data suggests: 
)( Contaminant concentrations are declining f( Groundwater plume is erfectivcly contained 
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USWER Nu 9355. 7-01B-P 

D. Monitored '.'llatural Attenuation 

I. Monitoring Wells (natural attenuation remedy) 
G Properly secured/lockedG Functioning G Routmcly sampled G Good condition 
G All required wells located G Needs Maintenance '¥'NIA 
Remarks 

X. OTHER REMEDIES 

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

XI. OVERALL OBSERVATIONS 

A. Implementation oftM 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 ""omplish (i.e., to contain contaminant 
plume, minimize infiltration and ias emission, etc.). 

-p-1~· ~df Rr ft-1 f AIT ,:J t .4 A.) -r IS' wf ,L.-- or'f p'l"1 r.Eb 
o.R U!l.t. J...J /Al~ !F,Z:5, ~oAJ.-S 

~-
'l~E'4'1'/~ 6.. ::i c,;r 

'=- ,£],,:_' ,L..J r"' .t-- ~ C"'O/V Tr/1,vl-... 7/-1£ Co/'.IT,.:/,1vt I At '4?/T 
rt. U/W~ 

B. Adtq1acy ofO&M 

Describe issues and observations related to the implementation and scope ofO&M procedures. In 
particular, discuss their relations, to the current and long-tenn protectiveness of the remedy. 

sEi:E ABov 
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OSWER No. 9JS5 7-03B•P 

C. Early Indicators of Potential Rtmedy Problems 

Describe ii.sues and observations such as unnpected changes in the cost or scope of O&M or a high 
frequency of unscheduled repairs, that suggest that the prote.ctiveness of the remedy may be 
compromised in the future. 

/l,C'Nt=I 7,J;;, -z: ,e .En 7· --1c l'V 7 PL/'11\.1'7 7:;io,ES 

.:i. I. r o,,..,/ ,,,-;.l rll~tf. ~l£V4 7/oA.I /4'.f:Ll<l T/ V € 
Tb 'lli.~ RE~ r o.!= rt1 &- StTG. +- t.,v A .:S 
1-11._-r ~ r:: .t- / ~ H°-r t1!._/ ;-v ~ ~ei.LCH e'4v'Si= D. 
~IC-A/I ,Fl c.AA/ T 7> 14 rvt 4 tr-~ 70 7HE .,t::" LEc-;,:?rc/t?L 

<'~ et Po,;v£Nr.S o!= zd£ Pt--A-N 7. ,;-;-IE Pt/fll~ 

~A~ .:s c.::_g 5£ 9: ,._; €.. N .., l.. L u~c..,.;,.4z:,E b 7o 
;,n /N / .-r.1 Z tE d~Y ,C,U7t.y.?£ ?l'::J,,.,,,4"-6.~ 'TO '?J-/E 
r"£."4N7 

D. Opportunities for Optimlzadon 

Describe possible opportunities for optimization in monitoring tasks or the operation of the remedy. 
-rH',;; ~E .,.4ae .:SE VE l'2 A L .,4! $ ;,v1 E "l> I .q (... 

o ~£/Z.47to;v5 v/V V£&2. ~Vl£UJ 'TC> 
o;-::,'/1/??IZ ,:;" 7)-/£ '4.-~r ~/9A,IL, 1/V'"?. rl"2c~ 

~./,.,,, 7Tt,_N'L- 'Z)c,L-lA/ /IV/5 PLl4ll'T R.:>r.? S1V 
/I'? 41 ,._, J;,-1 S -ro Ev4L vATE ~ ;r,-1£ r'LvMF -,coa ,n-tNA re> % r-J S r,q L L..I /VL..,. AN -F)1)'D I <IQ_A.J 

,J/r.Z.GE ~NAF'L EX 772Jt4CT/e:.N ~ E.?? S . 
'7}IG_ £vAt.v,?/ 7 /0N rC. ArJ .,4P-,'ffN 7.) IX 70 '7>115 

/J~AN~ 
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APPENDIXD 

Penta Wood Treatment Plant Looking NE 

LNAPL Extraction Well 
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Pine Tree Planted Spring 2009 
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Group of Pine Trees Planted, Spring 2009 With CAMU in the Top Left on the Other Side of the 
Fence 
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Compressor and Air Dryer 
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Activated Carbon Units 
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From Right, Equalization Tank, Dissolved Air Floatation Unit, Coagulant Reaction Tank, 
Flocculant Reaction Tank 
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