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FIRST FIVE-YEAR REVIEW REPORT
Mountain Pine Pressure Treating Superfund Site
EPA ID No. ARD049658628
Plainview, Yell County, Arkansas

This memorandum documents the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency's (EPA’s) performance of the
Mountain Pine Superfund Site First Five-Year Review (FYR) Report under Section 121(c) of the
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act, 42 U.S.C. § 9621(c).

Background

The Mountain Pine Site is an abandoned wood-treating facility located on the southwestern edge of
Plainview, Arkansas. The 95-acre property consists of 45 acres of timberland and 50 acres of grassland,
and is bordered on the north by State Highway 28, on the east by the City of Plainview, on the south by
grass and woodlands, and on the west by Sunlight Bay Road. The Site consists of three abandoned
facilities: (1) the Plainview Lumber Company (PLC), located in the northern area of the Site, which
operated from 1965 to 1986 as a raw and treated-wood lumber yard; (2) the Mountain Pine Pressure
Treating chromated copper arsenate (CCA) and pentachlorophenol (PCP) plants, located in the central
area of the Site, which operated from 1965 to 1981; and (3) the new CCA Treatment Plant (new CCATP),
located in the eastern area of the Site, which operated from 1980 to 1986 followed by a brief period in the
summer of 1989.

The EPA signed the Record of Decision (ROD) on September 29, 2004. The selected remedy for the
Site, included excavation of the contaminated soils and sediments exceeding the remedial goals,
treatment of the contaminated soils and sediments through a stabilization/solidification mixing process,
and return of the treated material to the excavated locations. The selected remedy was a comprehensive
approach for the Site that addressed all current and potential future risks caused by the soils and
sediments affected by the prior wood preserving treatment process. Institutional controls will also be
implemented to ensure future redevelopment of the Site is consistent with the long-term management of
the treated waste at the Site and the acceptable risk levels remaining in the on-site soils.

The EPA issued an Explanation of Significant Differences (ESD) for the Mountain Pine Superfund Site on
July 21, 2005, to document a change in the performance levels that still met the remedial action goals
that were specified in the ROD for the Site. The treatment goal specified in the ROD required a reduction
of 90% to 99% in the concentration or mobility of individual Contaminants of Concern (COCs). Based on
information from the treatability studies conducted prior to the time that the ROD was written, the
performance levéls selected in the ROD were 500 ug/l for PCP and 20 ug/l for arsenic using the Synthetic
Precipitation Leaching Procedure (SPLP) method. These levels represented a reduction of 94% and 95%
in mobility for arsenic and PCP, respectively. During full scale excavation and treatment of the Recovery
Holding Pond (RHP) and the Spray Evaporation Pond (SEP) materials, concentrations of PCP and
arsenic were encountered at higher levels than those used in the treatability studies, which were used to
set the performance levels in the ROD. Therefore, the performance goals of 500ug/! for PCP and 20 ug/|
for arsenic were found to be impractical to be achieved and no longer represented reduction levels of
94% and 95%, respectively. Since higher contaminant levels were encountered at the Site during
Remedial Action activities, it was necessary to revise the performance goals for the Site.

In order to meet the treatment goal specified in the ROD, the contaminated materials was tested using
the SPLP analyses before and after treatment to ensure that the Remedial Action activities achieved a
reduction of 0% to 99% in mobility of both pentachlorophenol and arsenic. Specific concentrations were
not used to determine the success of the treatment process. The average leachate concentration for the
treated material in the RHP and the SEP was used to achieve the reduction in mobility of 90% to 99% as
specified in the ROD. The success of reducing the mobility of the contaminants by 90% to 99% was
determined as a single mass of treated material for the RHP and the SEP separately; and the
methodology for treating the SEP and the RHP was also different.



All the contaminated sediment in the SEP was treated at once with three reagents selected in the ROD
(cement, ferrous sulfate and granular activated carbon). The ratios of the reagents were adjusted in the
field based on new treatability studies. After adequate mixing, the treated material was spread out into
100 by 100 feet grids, one foot deep. Composite samples of each grid were collected and analyzed using
the SPLP method, and compared to the average of all the untreated material in the SEP. The reductions
of all samples were then averaged to ensure that an average reduction of at least 90% has been
achieved.

The methodology for treating the RHP consisted of treating individual batches (approximately 300 cubic
yards) of contaminated material with the four reagents selected in the ROD (cement, ferrous sulfate,
granular activated carbon, and lime). The ratios of the reagents for the RHP were also adjusted based on
new treatability studies performed in the field. Each batch of material from the RHP was analyzed using
the SPLP method before and after treatment to determine the percent reduction of mobility of the
contaminants. The average of all the percent reductions of mobility for all the batches was 93.3%, which
resulted in a successful treatment process.

The ESD also modified the leachability testing procedure regarding the curing time of the treated
materials. The 2004 ROD states that the performance goals of reducing the mobility of the treated
materials between 90 to 99% would be met at the 28-day period. In general, about 70-85% of leachability
reduction was projected to occur after 7 days, about 90-95 % was projected to occur after 14 days, and
some additional reduction was expected to occur after day 28. In the ESD, the testing time for meeting
the mobility reduction was based on the laboratory results after a 7 day curing time. This revised curing
time in the ESD was used in the field to determine the treatment success, which resulted in a more
conservative and protective remedy; since statistically, a greater reduction in mobility is expected to be
achieved with time. This change allowed site remediation to proceed at an accelerated rate, and
facilitated a much more efficient utilization of the contractor’s time.

Summary of Third Five-Year Review Findings

This FYR includes the following components: (1) document review, (2) data review, (3)-applicable or
relevant and appropriate requirements (ARARS) review, (4) site inspection, and (5) interviews.

This FYR includes a review of relevant decision documents, implementation documents, remedy
performance documents, operation and maintenance documents, and legal documents. The review

included, but was not limited to, the (1) RI/FS and addendum; (2) ROD; (3) ESD; (4) Remedial Action
Report; and (5) Groundwater Monitoring Reports.

During this FYR, the following issues are noted:

» There are no compliance monitoring standards established for groundwater at the site.

¢ The measured concentrations of arsenic and PCP have increased and exceeded drinking water
MCLs in the UWBZ and LWBZ during the period covered by the review.

» The HHRA in the ROD does not address thé groundwater contamination in the LWBZ as it
currently exists.



e There are no identified ARARs for groundwater for the site.

e The ROD does not addres; the groundwater COCs identified in the review period.
¢ The areal extent of the groundwatef contamination is unknown.'

. Wafer wells near the site could be impacted by site groundwater contamination.

e There are no warning signs posted at the waste cell caps.

e Reporting limits for some sample analyses are above constituent MCLs.

¢ The institutional controls at the site do not meet the requirements set forth in the ROD.

Determinations

| have determined that the remedy for the Mountain Pine Pressure Treating Superfund Site is protective
of human health and the environment because the waste has been removed or solidified/stabilized,
capped, and is protected from erosion. Because the completed remedial actions and monitoring program
for the Mountain Pine site are considered protective for the short term, the remedy for the site is
protective of human health and the environment and will continue to be protective if the recommendations
identified in this report are addressed.

M% ddw bt 33,2010

Samuel Coleman, P.E. Date’
Director

Superfund Division

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Region 6




RECOMMENDATIONS AND FOLLOW-UP ACTIONS
MOUNTAIN PINE PRESSURE TRESTING SUPERFUND SITE

-Recommendations and

Follow-up Actions Affect

Party Oversight Milestone Long-Term Remedy
Issue Follow-up Actions Responsible | Agency Date Protectiveness (Yes/No)
There are no compliance | Consider establishing compliance monitoring EPA EPA Within the next fiscal No
monitoring standards standards for groundwater at the site. These ' year
established for standards would be used to evaluate whether
groundwater at the site. | contaminant leaching is occurring from the stabilized
' soils and sediments at an unacceptable rate.

The measured Consider conducting additional monitoring EPA EPA Within the next fiscal No
concentrations of arsenic | and evaluation of the UWBZ and LWBZ to year
and PCP have increased | ensure compliance with the RAOs for the
and exceeded drinking | site. Consideration should be given to the
water MCLs in the installation of additional monitoring wells in
UWBZ and LWBZ the vicinity of the waste burial cells to provide
during the period additional information on possible contaminant
covered by the review. leaching from the waste cells. Additional

monitoring and evaluation may allow

identifying the source of the LWBZ

contamination and the development of a post-

ROD assessment criteria or a remedy, which

would aid in ensuring the continued

protectiveness of the remedy.
The HHRA in the ROD [ Consider review of the HHRA at the site EPA EPA Prior to the next Five No
does not address the using current site groundwater conditions. Year Review.
groundwater The higher post-RA concentrations of arsenic
contamination in the and PCP in the LWBZ may result in a higher
LWBZ as it currently risk associated with potential groundwater use
exists. at the site than that presented in the ROD,

which may require a modification of the
remediaj goals at the site.




Issue.

Recommendations and
Follow-up Actions

Parfy |

Responsible

‘Oversight
Agency

Milestone
Date

Follow-up Actions Affect
Long-Term Remedy
Protectiveness (Yes/No)

There are no identified
ARARSs for groundwater
for the site.

Consider a new review of ARARs for
groundwater at the site. There has been an
increase in observed contamination in the
LWBZ since the completion of the RA, and
there were no groundwater specific ARARs
identified in the ROD which address current
conditions at the site. The state of Arkansas
considers all groundwater potable, and
drinking water standards established in the
Safe Drinking Water Act are applicable
ARARSs for groundwater at the site.

EPA

EPA

Prior to the next Five
Year Review

No

| The ROD does not
address the groundwater
COCs identified in the
review period.

Consider re-evaluating the ROD to address
the COCs identified during the next review
period. Prepare a ROD Amendment if the
HHRA re-evaluation indicates a remedy for
groundwater restoration is required, or an
Explanation of Significant Differences to the
ROD if only groundwater monitoring is
required.

EPA

EPA

Within 1 year of
submittal of this report

No

The areal extent of the
groundwater
contamination is
‘'unknown.

Consider installing additional monitoring wells
down-gradient of monitoring wells MW-107 and
MW-119; and evaluate the extent and off-site
migration potential of groundwater
contamination. Although the City of Plainview
owns the portion of the site remediated during the RA
and groundwater is not being used at that portion of
the site, there is a potential for off-site migration and
well contamination.

EPA

EPA

After evaluating the
off-site wells.

Yes




RECOMMENDATIONS AND FOLLOW-UP ACTIONS
MOUNTAIN PINE PRESSURE TREATING SUPERFUND SITE (concluded)
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Dat

rotéctiveness (Yes)

Within 1 year of

the requirements set
forth in the ROD.

development. The institutional controls would 1)

alert prospective purchasers that hazardous substances

are present at the site and explain the actions taken to
address the site contamination; and, 2) ensure future
site development is consistent with the
industrial/commercial human health exposure

'scenario (i.e., non-residential usage) that is the basis

for the soil cleanup goals for PCP and arsenic.

Water wells near the site | Evaluation of water wells near the site, to -ADEQ Yes
could be impacted by 'determine if they have been impacted by the site submittal of this report.
site groundwater groundwater contamination. The wells may be
contamination. drawing water from the same geologic unit that forms

the contaminated LWBZ at the site. A review of the

boring logs of these existing wells should be

performed prior to the next Five Year Review, to

determine if these wells are hydraulically connected.
There are no warning Post warning signs at the perimeter of the waste ADEQ EPA Within 1 year of No
 signs posted at the waste | cell caps. submittal of this report.
cell caps. .
Reporting limits for Use reporting limits less than the MCL for PCP in ADEQ EPA As soon as deemed No
some sample analyses the sample analyses if possible. appropriate.
are above constituent
'MCLs.
The institutional controls | Implement institutional controls to provide notice City of EPA Within 1 year of Yes
at the site do not meet of site conditions and ensure appropriate site Plainview submittal of this report.
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Executive Summary -

The first Five-Year Review of the Mountain Pine Pressure Treating Superfund Site located in Plainview,
Yell County, Arkansas was completed in August 2010. The results of the Five-Year Review indicate that
the remedy completed to date is currently protective of human health and the environment. Overall, the
remedial actions performed appear to be functioning as designed, and the site has been maintained
appropriately. No issues were identified which could impact the current protectiveness of the remedy;
however, several issues were identified that require further consideration to ensure the continued long-

term protectiveness of the remedy.

The ROD for the site was signed in September 2004. Because the ROD was signed after the Superfund
Amendments and Reauthorization Act (SARA) in 1986, and because hazardous substances remain
onsite above levels that allow for unlimited use and unrestricted exposure, performance of the Five-Year

Review for the Mountain Pine site is required by statute.

Remédiation of the Mountain Pine site has been handled through an emergency time critical removal
action, and a Remedial Action (RA). The emergency removal action was conducted to address the
imminent threat of release of hazardous substances to the environment. The Removal Action included
removal and treatment of liquids and solidification of 2,500 cubic yards of sludge materials with kiln dust
and rice hulls to restrict mobility. The Removal Action also included the removal of hazardous materials

from onsite tanks.

The Remedial Action was defined by the Record of Decision (ROD) and modified by the Explanation of
Significant Differences (ESD). During the RA the solidification/stabilization of approximately 10,000 cubic
yards of soil and sludge in the Recovery Holding Pond (RHP) and approximately 1400 cubic yards of
sediment in the Spray Evaporation Pond (SEP) was.accomplished by treatment with cement, calcium
oxide, ferrous sulfate, and granular activated carbon. Also, approximately 1,000,000 gallons of water
were treated with sodium hypdchlorite, granular activated carbon, and activated alumina. The RA for the
site was executed from March 2005 to September 2005. Operation and maintenance of the site is
ongoing and is being conducted by the Arkansas Department of Environmental Quality (AbEQj.

The remedy for the Mountain Pine site is protective of human health and the environment because the
waste has been removed or solidified/stabilized, and is protected from erosion. In addition to continuing
site operations, maintenance and monitoring; the following actions are recommended for consideration
during the next Five Year Review, to determine if these issues need to be addressed:

v



No.

Recommendations/Follow-up Actions

Party
Responsible

Oversite
Agency

Follow-up
Actions: Affects
Protectiveness

(YIN)

Current | Future

Consider establishing compliance
monitoring standards for groundwater at
the site. These standards would be used to
evaluate whether contaminant leaching is
occurring from the stabilized soils and
sediments at an unacceptable rate.

EPA

EPA

Potentiai
Impact

Consider conducting additional monitoring
and evaluation of the UWBZ and LWBZ to
ensure compliance with the RAOs for the
site. Consideration should be given to the
installation of additional monitoring wells in the
vicinity of the waste burial cells to provide
additional information on possible contaminant
leaching from the waste cells. Additional
monitoring and evaluation may allow identifying
the source of the LWBZ contamination and the
development of a post-ROD assessment
criteria or a remedy, which would aid in
ensuring the continued protectiveness of the
remedy.

EPA

EPA

Potential
Impact

Consider review of the HHRA at the site
using current site groundwater conditions.
The higher post-RA concentrations of arsenic
and PCP in the LWBZ may resuit in a higher
risk associated with potential groundwater use
at the site than that presented in the ROD,
which may require a modification of the
remedial goals at the site.

EPA

EPA

Potential
Impact

Consider a new review of ARARs for
groundwater at the site. There has been an
increase in observed contamination in the
LWBZ since the completion of the RA, and
there were no groundwater specific ARARs
identified in the ROD which address current
conditions at the site. The state of Arkansas
considers all groundwater potable, and drinking
water standards established in the Safe
Drinking Water Act are applicable ARARs for
groundwater at the site.

EPA

EPA

Potential
Impact

Consider re-evaluating the ROD to address
the COCs identified during the next review
period. Prepare a ROD Amendment if the
HHRA re-evaluation indicates a remedy for
groundwater restoration is required, or an

| Explanation of Significant Differences to the

ROD if only groundwater monitoring is
required.

EPA

EPA

Potential
Impact




No.

Recommendations/Follow-up Actions

Party
Responsible

| Oversite

Agency

Follow-up
Actions: Affects
Protectiveness
(Y/N)

Current | Future

Consider installing additional monitoring
wells down-gradient of monitoring wells
MW-107 and MW-119; and evaluate the
extent and off-site migration potential of
groundwater contamination. Although the
City of Plainview owns the portion of the site
remediated during the RA and groundwater is
not being used at that portion of the site, there
is a potential for off-site migration and well
contamination.

EPA

EPA

Potential
Impact

Evaluation of water wells near the site, to
determine if they have been impacted by
the site groundwater contamination. The
wells may be drawing water from the same
geologic unit that forms the contaminated
LWBZ at the site. A review of the boring logs of
these existing wells should be performed prior
to the next Five Year Review, to determine if
these wells are hydraulically connected.

ADEQ

EPA

Potential
Impact

Post warning signs at the perimeter of the
waste cell caps.

ADEQ

EPA

Potential
Impact

Use reporting limits less than the MCL for
PCP in the sample analyses if possible.

ADEQ

EPA

Potential
Impact

10.

Implement institutional controls to provide
notice of site conditions and ensure
appropriate site development. The
institutional controls would 1) alert prospective
purchasers that hazardous substances are
present at the site and explain the actions
taken to address the site contamination; and,
2) ensure future site development is consistent
with the industrial/commercial human health
exposure scenario (i.e., non-residential usage)
that is the basis for the soil cleanup goals for
PCP and arsenic.

City of
Plainview

EPA

Potential
Impact

vi
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| Five Year Review Summaﬁ Form |

Site name (from WasteLAN): Mountain Pine Pressure Treating Superfund Site
EPA ID (from WasteLAN): ARD049658628
Region: EPA Region 6 | State: Arkansas i : Plainview/Yell Count

NPL status: Final O Deleted O Other (specify)
Remediation status (choose all that apply): [0 Under Construction [J Operating Complete
Multiple OUs? [0 YES NO l Construction completion date: September 28, 2005

Has site been put into reuse? YES O NO
Only a portion of the site has been put into reuse.

Lead agency: EPA [ State [ Tribe [ Other Federal Agency
Author name: EPA Region 6, with support from USACE Tulsa District
Review period: March 2005 to March 2010
Date(s) of site inspection: October 14, 2009

Type of review: Statutory

O Policy
O Post-SARA O Pre-SARA O NPL-Removal only
O Non-NPL Remedial Action Site 3 NPL State/Tribe-lead
O Regional Discretion .

Review number: X 1 (firsty O 2 (second) O 3 (third) O Other (specify)

Triggering action:

Actual RA Onsite Construction O Actual RA Start

O Construction Completion 0O Previous Five-Year Review Report
O Other (specify)

Triggering action date (from WasteLAN): March 15, 2005
Due date (five years after triggering action date): March 15, 2010

Issues:

1. There are no compliance monitoring standards established for groundwater at the site.

2. The measured concentrations of arsenic and PCP have increased and exceeded drinking water
MCLs in the UWBZ and LWBZ during the period covered by the review.

3. The HHRA in the ROD does not address the groundwater contamination in the LWBZ as it
currently exists.

4. There are no identified ARARs for groundwater for the site.

5. The ROD does not address the groundwater COCs identified in the review period.

6. The areal extent of the groundwater contamination is unknown.

7. Water wells near the site could be impacted by site groundwater contamination.

8. There are no warning signs posted at the waste cell caps.

9. Reporting limits for some sample analyses are above constituent MCLs.

10. The institutional controls at the site do not meet the requirements set forth in the ROD.

vii



Five Year' Review Summary Form

Recommendations and Follow-up Actions: Recommended further actions include continuing site
operations, maintenance and monitoring as currently defined. In addition, the following actions are
recommended.

1. Establish compliance monitoring standards for groundwater at the site.

2. Conduct additional monitoring and evaluation of the UWBZ and LWBZ to ensure compliance with
the RAOs for the site.

3. Re-evaluate the HHRA at the site using current site groundwater conditions.

4. Identify ARARSs for groundwater at the site with a ROD amendment, if applicable.

5. Re-evaluate the ROD to address the COCs identified in the review period.

6. Establish additional monitoring wells down-gradient of monitoring wells MW-107 and MW-119,
and evaluate the extent and off-site migration potential of groundwater contamination.

7. Evaluate water wells near the site to determine if they have been impacted by the site
groundwater contamination.

8. Post warning signs at the perimeter of the waste cell caps.

9. Use reporting limits less than the MCL for PCP in the sample analyses if possible.

10. Implement institutional controls to provide notice of site conditions and ensure appropriate site
development.

Protectiveness Statement(s): The remedy for the Mountain Pine site is protective of human health
and the environment because the waste has been removed or solidified/stabilized, capped, and is
protected from erosion. The remedy has mitigated surface exposure of soil COCs to potential
human health and environmental receptors. Because the completed remedial actions and
monitoring program for the Mountain Pine site are considered protective for the short term, the
remedy for the site is protective of human health and the environment, and will continue to be
protective.
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1.0 Introduction

The purpose of a Five Year Review is to determine how well an existing remedial action is operating in
order to protect human health and the environment, and to identify any problems or concerns that are or
may-in the future affect the protectiveness of the remedy. The Comprehensive Environmental Response,
Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) and the National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution
Contingency Plan (NCP) call for Five-Year Reviews of certain remediai actions. The EPA policy also calls
for a Five-Year Review of remedial actions in some other cases. The statutory requirement to conduct a
Five-Year Review was added to CERCLA as part of the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act
(SARA) of 1986. The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) classifies each Five-Year Review as either
statutory or policy depending on whether it is being required by statute or is being conducted as a matter

of policy. The Five-Year Review for the Mountain Pine site is required by statute.

As specified by CERCLA and the NCP, statutory reviews are required for sites where, after remedial
actions are complete, hazardous substances, pollutants, or contaminants will remain onsite at levels that
~ will not allow for unlimited use. or unrestricted exposure. Statutory reviews are required for such sites if
the ROD was signed on or after the effective date of SARA. CERCLA §121(c), as amended by SARA,
states:

If the President selects a remedial action that results in any hazardous substances, pollutants, or
contaminants remaining at the site, the President shall review such remedial action no less often
than each five years after the initiation of such remedial action to assure that human health and
the environment are being protected by the remedial action being implemented.

Under the NCP, the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) states, in 40 CFR §300.430(f)(4)(ii):

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

The Record of Decision (R_OD) for the Mountain Pine Pressure Treating Superfund Site was signed on
September 29, 2004, to address contaminated soils, sediment and surface water. The Five-Year Review
for the Mountain Pine site is required by statute because the ROD for the site was signed in 2004, after
the effective date of SARA, and because materials remain onsite above levels that allow for unlimited use
and unrestricted exposure. Because the Mountain Pine site is a Superfund site, the EPA has regulatory
authority. The triggering action for this review is the date the construction of the remedy began; March
15, 2005. This is the first Five-Year Review for the Mountain Pine site and was conducted for the period
of March 2005 through March 2010 by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Tulsa District, on behalf of EPA
Region 8.



2.0 Site Chronology

A chronology of events and dates is included in Table 1, provided at the end of the report.

3.0 Background

This section describes the physical setting of the site, a description of the land and resource use, and the
environmental setting. This section also describes the history of contamination associated with the site,

the initial response actions taken, and the basis for each action.

3.1 Physical Characteristics

The Mountain Pine Pressure Treating, Inc. Superfund site is in Plainview, Yell County, Arkansas,
approximately 60 miles northwest of Little Rock, Arkansas. The site is an abandoned wood-treating
facility located on the southwestern edge of Plainview, Arkansas. The geographic center of the Mountain
Pine site is Latitude 34°59'00" North and Longitude 93°18'12" West. The 95-acre property consists of 45
acres of timberland and 50 acres of grassland, and is bordered on the north by State Highway 28, on the
east by the City of Plainview, on the south by grass and woodlands, and on the west by Sunlight Bay
Road (CH2M HILL, 2002). Figure 1 shows an aerial view of the site. Figure 2 shows the site location.

The area of the site addressed in the remedial action encompasses approximately 19.44 acres. The
remediated site is now covered with grass and is partially enclosed by a fence. The site contains two
waste burial cells covered with soil and grass, and has 19 groundwater monitoring wells. Figure 3 shows
a plan view of the Mountain Pine site, and the location of the monitoring wells.

Topography at the site is relatively flat, with gentle east-to-west slopes. Surface water drains toward the
western and eastern edges of the site, toward the perennial Porter Creek on the west and Prairie Creek
on the east, which both eventually enter Nimrod Lake. Nimrod Lake is the sole source of drinking water
for the City of Plainview. It serves as a recreational and comrmercial fishing area and contains several
sensitive environments, including wildlife refuges and wetlands. The site elevation is approximately 385
feet above mean sea level (msl). Previous investigation documents indicate that the site is not located
within a 100-year floodplain (CH2M Hill 2002).

Three primary geologic units were identified beneath the site: (1) silty clay to clayey alluvium, (2)
weathered shale, and (3) competent shale. The alluvium occurs in the top 10 to 15 feet of the site and
consists of undifferentiated silty clay, silt, and clay. In general, the top 6 to 9 feet of silty clay was moist to



very moist and sometimes saturated during the remedial investigation (RI). Grey weathered shale was
encountered below 15 to 18 feet. The weathered shale was saturated at some locations and often
displayed features, including bedding planes, that are likely conduits for groundwater. A distinct sand and
clayey sand unit is present at several locations within the lower portions of the unit. The shale unit
underlying the weathered shale was generally dry and fractured. The specific contact between weathered
and unweathered shale was unclear, but generally occurred between 21 and 37 feet below ground
surface (bgs) (CH2M Hill 2002).

During the R, saturated conditions were encountered in two geologic units at the site: the silty clay in the
alluvial zone, and in portions of the weathered and competent shale. These two horizons were labeled as
the upper water-bearing zone (UWBZ) and the lower water-bearing zone (LWBZ). The UWBZ was
approximately 5 feet thick and occurred between 4 and 9 feet bgs. The LWBZ consists of the lower
portions of the weathered shale unit, including the sand to clayey sand horizon in the weathered shale or
at its base (CH2M Hill 2002). Figure 4 shows a generalized hydrogeologic profile for the site. Figures 5
and 6 show groundwater elevations in the LWBZ and UWBZ in April 2003, and the Iocations of the

monitoring wells at the site.

3.2 Land and Resburce Use

Population estimates from the latest available census data approximate the population of Plainview and
Yell County to be 718 and 18,356, respectively. ~ Approximately 1,700 people in residential,
commercial/industrial, public travel, and public use areas are typically present within one mile of the site.
The nearest residences are located directly adjacent to the site to the northeast, and additional
residences are located across State Highway 28 to the north of the site. There are also two public
schools approximately 1.5 miles east of the site on State Highway 28 (CH2M HILL, 2002).

The area surrounding the site to the north and east is predominantly residential. To the west and south of
the site, the area outside the city limits is predominantly rural, with scattered residences. Approximately
*0.75 mile to the south of the site is Nimrod Lake Recreation Area. According to the City of Plainview, the
zoning for the former facility wilt be limited to industrial and/or commercial use (CH2M HILL, 2002). Part
of the former site north of the Recovery Holding Pond (RHP) waste cell is now fenced off separately from
the rest of the site, and is used as a steel fabrication plant. The City of Plainview owns and maintains the

site.



3.3 History of Contamination

The site consists of three abandoned facilities: (1) the Plainview Lumber Company (PLC), located in the
northern area of the site, which operated from 1965 to 1986 as a raw and treated-wood lumber yard; (2)
the Mountain Pine Pressure Treating chromated copper arsenate (CCA) and pentachlorophenol (PCP)
plahts, located in the central area of the site, which operated from 1965 to 1980; and (3) the new CCA
Tréatment Plant (new CCATP), located in the eastern area of the site, which operated from 1980 to 1986
followed by a brief period in the summer of 1989.

The Mountain Pine Pressure Treating,' Inc. (MPPT) facility began operations in 1965 as a subsidiary of
the PLC. The Mountain Pine facility operated from 1965 to 1981 and used two wood preserving
processes at the facility, including PCP and CCA. The facility initially treated lumber with PCP and
creosote. PCP granules were mixed on-site with diesel oil, and pressure was used to force the mixture
into the lumber while inside a treatment cylinder. In the late 1970s, the process was transitioned to a CCA
treatment process with an addition to the PCP plant on its northern side. The treated wood was removed
from the cylinders and allowed to dry on a drip pad. Excess PCP or CCA from the drying wood flowed
down the drip pad toward the Recovery Holding Pond (RHP). An oil-water separator at the edge of the
RHP allowed recovery of the oil for reuse in the process. The RHP was designed to receive up to 2,000
gallons of wastewater in 24-hour period. When the RHP became full, the excess liquid was pumped to the
_ Spray Evaporation Pond (SEP).

In 1980, the new CCATP wood treating facility was built to the east of the existing facility. After
construction of the new CCATP, the PCP plant was no longer used. The new CCATP operated from
1980 to 1986 and used a closed-loop system whereby the excess CCA solution from the drip tracks
flowed back toward a sump located under the treatment cylinder. The collected liquid from the sump was
pumped back into a tank for reuse in the treatment process. The new CCATP appears to have been fully
self-contained and did not utilize the existing wastewater treatment facilities (EPA, 2004).

34 Initial Response

After the Hazardous Waste Management Regulations were promulgated under the Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) in May 19, 1980, MPPT notified EPA and the Arkansas
Department of Pollution Control and Ecology (ADPC&E, predecessor to ADEQ) that it was an existihg
facility engaged in treatment and storage of waste type K001. This waste is defined 'as the bottom
sediment sludge from the treatment of wastewaters from wood preserving processes that use creosote or



PCP. MPPT submitted its RCRA Part A permit application on November 14, 1980, giving notice that it
stored PCP and creosote in two surface impoundments.

Groundwater monitoring requirements under RCRA at Title 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 265
Subpart F were implemented in 1981 when the facility installed four monitoring wells. Three separate
groundwater sampling events were conducted between October 1981 and August 1982; all results were
below the Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA) standards. Groundwater monito_ring ceased after MPPT filed
for bankruptcy in September 1982, PLC continued to operate the new CCATP after this date.

EPA conducted compliance inspections in February 1984 and again in January 1985. As a result of the
inspections, PLC was found in violation of RCRA regulations, which included inadequate groundwater
monitoring, dikes without protective coverings, lack of operating records, lack of closure plan, lack of
financial assurances, lack of contingency plan, no personnel training program, no inspection log,
inadequate warning signs, no waste analysis plan, and no revised Part A application. In March 1985,
EPA issued a RCRA compliance order to PLC and assessed a $57,050 penalty. In November 1985,
. ADPC&E terminated PLC's interim status to operate. Although a settlement was reached between EPA
and PLC in June 1986, PLC was unable to pay a financial penalty. Therefore, EPA issued an order in
October 1986 requiring closure of the RHP and SEP in accordance with RCRA regulatory standards. PLC '
declared bankruptcy without closing the impoundments. EPA subsequently completed a RCRA facility
assessment in July 1987 that identified 23 solid waste management units and eight areas of concern.

Heavy rains in November 1987 caused the RHP to breach its dike, releasing water and suspected PCP.
An EPA site assessment in November 1987'reported that rainfall had caused the RHP to overflow into the
drainage ditch that enters Porter Creek. A layer of oil contaminated by PCP was floating on wastewater
that contained PCP and CCA in the RHP. The SEP was also close to overﬂowing' with arsenic -
contaminated wastewater. In addition, the new CCATP basins were observed to have overflowed into
Porter Creek.

EPA initiated a time-critical removal action on December 11, 1987, that was completed on April 13, 1988.
The action was undertaken in response to an imminent threat to human health and the environment
posed by the overflowing RHP. Oils were skimmed from the water surface in the RHP, and the water was
treated and discharged to the drainage ditch with eventual discharge into adjacent Porter Creek. As a
result of the action, 4,011,550 gallons of contaminated water were treated using sand and activated
carbon beds and released to Porter Creek; 6,000 cubic yards of sludge and 5,000 cubic yards of .
contaminated soil were solidified using kiln dust and rice hulls and capped with soil; and 30,000 gallons of

CCA treating fluid were disposed of at an off-site permitted facility.



A second removal response was initiated on August 30, 1990. Because of the heavy rains in the area and
the threat of off-site migration from the CCA plant, the concrete pit area required immediate pumpdown
and storage of CCA-contaminated waters. The removal action consisted of two phases; the first involved
dewatering two on-site concrete containment areas and temporary storage of the liquids on site in four oil-

-field “frac” tanks. The second phase consisted of properly disposing of the liquids at an off-site facility.
These actions were completed and the removal action was cldsed on February 5, 1991.

EPA remobilized to the site in March 1994 to remove dioxin-containing waste from an on-site
treatment cylinder. The waste was drummed and disposed of at an off-site disposal facility.

The EPA published a proposed rule on April 23, 1999, to add the Mountain Pine Pressure Treating site to
the National Priorities List (NPL) of Superfund sites. The site was added to the NPL in a final rule
published on July 22, 1999 (EPA, 2004).

3.5 Summary of Basis for Taking Action

The purpose of the response actions conducted at the Mountain Pine site was to protect public health and
welfare, and the environment from releases or threatened releases of hazardous substances from the
site. Remedial actions taken at the site were deemed necessary based on the results of the human
health risk assessment (HHRA) presented in the RI/FS Report for the Mountain Pine site. The EPA
evaluated the risks for potential ingestion, inhalation and dermal exposure of contaminants of concern
(COCs) in soil, sediment, and surface water and groundwater. Arsenic and PCP were the principal
constituents of the two treatment liquids used during wood treating operations at the site and were the
two primary COCs selected for evaluation in the human health risk assessment for the surface water,
soils and sediments. The carcinogenic risk to future industrial workers from exposure to site-wide surface
water and sediment‘ {(principally found in the SEP and drainage ditch), and to surface soil in selected
process areas or waste management areas exceeded the EPA’s acceptable risk range of 1x10™* and
1x10®. The noncarcinogenic risk to future industrial workers from exposure to site-wide surface water
and sediment (principally found in the SEP and drainage ditch), and to surface soil in selected process
areas or waste management areas around the SEP area and in the RHP at depths greater than 2 feet
~ exceeded the EPA'’s acceptable hazard index (HI) of 1. The UWBZ is not considered a potential drinking
water source for purposes of the HHRA. The LWBZ was considered a potential drinking water source in
the HHRA. No carcinogenic Chemicals of Potential Concern (COPCs) were identified in LWBZ
groundwater above MCLs and, therefore, no associated Expected-Lifetime Cancer Risks (ELCRs) were
estimated in the HHRA. The groundwater Hl estimates (from 2 to 4.6) for future residential adults and

children were above the threshold of concern, were due to the high levels of iron and manganese within



the LWBZ. The presence of iron and manganese in groundwater (and iron in soil) is likely due to local soil
conditions, and no remedial goal was established for groundwater in the ROD (CH2M HILL, 2002).

4.0 Remedial Actions

This section provides a description of the remedy objectives, selection, and implementation. It also
describes the ongoing Operation and Management (O&M), and the overall progress made at the
Mountain Pine site since the completion of the remedial action. '

The 2004 ROD selected remedy for the site included the excavation of the contamin