
B
E

F
O

R
E

T
H

E
IL

L
IN

O
IS

PO
L

L
U

T
IO

N
C

O
N

T
R

O
L

B
O

A
R

D
E

©
E

IV
E

D
C

LER
K

’S
O

FFIC
E

IN
T

H
E

M
A

T
T

E
R

O
F:

))
A

PR
02

2010
PE

T
IT

IO
N

O
F

W
E

S
1W

O
O

D
L

A
N

D
S

)
A

S
09-03

TA
TF

O
F

IL
IN

C
.

for
an

A
D

JU
S

T
E

D
ST

A
N

D
A

R
D

fro
m

)
(A

djusted
S

tandard
—
L

a
n

Ø
i

1t0
contrld

portions
of

35
III.A

dm
.C

ode
807.104

and
)

35
lIl.A

dm
.C

ode
81

0.103,
or

)
in

the
alternative,

A
FIN

D
IN

G
O

F
)

IN
A

PPL
IC

A
B

IL
IT

Y
.

)

N
O

T
IC

E
O

F
FIL

IN
G

T
o:

(S
ee

attached
S

ervice
L

ist.)

P
L

E
A

S
E

T
A

K
E

N
O

T
IC

E
that

on
this

2n
d

day
of

A
pril

2010,
the

follow
ing

w
as

filed
w

ith
the

Illinois
Pollution

C
ontrol

B
oard:

P
etitio

n
er

W
estw

o
o
d

L
ands,

Inc.’s
M

otion
for

R
eco

n
sid

eratio
n

,
w

hich
is

attached
and

herew
ith

served
upon

you.

W
E

S
T

W
O

O
D

L
A

N
D

S
IN

C
.

By:

E
lizabeth

S.
H

arvey
John

P.
A

rranz
S

w
anson,

M
artin

&
B

ell,
L

L
P

330
N

orth
W

abash
A

venue
S

uite
3300

C
hicago,

1L
60611

312.321.9100
312.321.0990

(facsim
ile)

C
E

R
T

IFIC
A

T
E

O
F

SE
R

V
IC

E

I,
the

undersigned
non-attorney,

state
that

I served
a

copy
of

the
above-described

docum
ent

to
counsel

of
record

via
U

.S.
M

ail
at

330
N

orth
W

abash
A

venue,
C

hicago,
IL

60611,
at

or
before

5:00
p.m

.
on

A
pril

2,
2010.

t
u
C

t
/2/.
L4

(
M

e
tte

M
.

Podlin

[xl
U

nder
penalties

as
provided

by
law

pursuant
to

735
IL

C
S

5/1-1
09,

Icertify
that

the
statem

en
ts

set
forth

herein
are

true
and

correct.



2
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S
E

R
V
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E

L
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W
estw

o
o
d

L
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d
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Inc.
v.

Illin
o
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E
n
v
iro

n
m

en
tal

P
ro

tectio
n

A
cien

cy
A

S
09-03

V
(A

d
ju

sted
S

tan
d
ard

—
L

and)

W
illiam

Ingersoll
D

ivision
of

L
egal

C
ounsel

Illinois
E

nvironm
ental

P
rotection

A
gency

1021
N

orth
G

rand
A

venue
E

ast
P

.O
.

B
ox

19276
S

pringfield,
Illinois

62794-9276

C
arol

W
ebb

H
earing

O
fficer

Illinois
P

ollution
C

ontrol
B

oard
1021

N
orth

G
rand

A
venue

E
ast

P
.O

.
B

ox
19274

S
pringfield,

Illinois
62794-9274



I
1.

4376-00
1

B
E

F
O

R
E

T
H

E
IL

L
IN

O
IS

PO
L

L
U

T
IO

N
C

O
N

T
R

O
L

B
O

A
R

E
V

E
D

CU
ERK

’S
O

FFIC
E

IN
T

H
E

M
A

T
T

E
R

O
F:

)
APR

022010

PE
T

IT
IO

N
O

F
W

E
S

T
W

O
O

D
L

A
N

D
S

)
A

S
09-03

ST
hT

E
O

F
ILLIN

O
IS

IN
C

.
for

an
A

D
JU

S
T

E
D

ST
A

N
D

A
R

D
fro

m
)

(A
djusted

S
tandard

—
L

a0Y
ut0fl

C
ontrol

B
oard

portions
of

35
IIL

A
dm

.C
ode

807.104
and

)
35

IIl.A
dm

.C
ode8lO

.103,
or

in
the

alternative,
A

FIN
D

IN
G

O
F

)
IN

A
PPL

IC
A

B
IL

IT
Y

.

W
E

S
T

W
O

O
D

L
A

N
D

S’
M

O
T

IO
N

F
O

R
R

E
C

O
N

S
ID

E
R

A
T

IO
N

P
etitioner,

W
E

S
T

W
O

O
D

L
A

N
D

S,
IN

C
.

(“W
estw

ood”),
by

its
attorneys

S
w

anson

M
artin

&
B

ell
L

L
P,

m
oves

the
B

oard
to

reco
n

sid
er

its
Jan

u
ary

7,
2010

opinion
and

order.

T
his

m
otion

is
filed

p
u
rsu

an
t

to
S

ectio
n
s

1
0
1
5
2
0

and
101

9
0

2
of

the
B

oard’s
procedural

rules
(35

III.A
dm

.C
ode

101.520
and

101.902),
as

w
ell

as
p
u
rsu

an
t

to
th

e
B

oard’s
M

arch

4,
2010

o
rd

er
allow

ing
W

estw
ood

to
A

pril
2,

2010
to

file
its

m
otion

for
reconsideration.

IN
T

R
O

D
U

C
T

IO
N

In
M

arch
2009,

W
estw

ood
filed

its
petition

for
ad

ju
sted

stan
d
ard

,
or,

in
the

alternative,
a

finding
of

inapplicability.
W

estw
ood

so
u
g

h
t

a
determ

ination
that

the
raw

m
aterial

u
sed

in
its

production
p
ro

cess
is

not
a

“w
aste,”

and
that

therefore
W

estw
ood

d
o
es

not
n

eed
w

aste
perm

its
p

u
rsu

an
t

to
the

B
oard’s

regulations.
In

the
alternative,

if

the
B

oard
d
isag

reed
that

the
m

aterial
u

sed
is

not
a

“w
aste”,

W
estw

ood
sought

an

ad
ju

sted
stan

d
ard

from
portions

of
the

B
oard’s

w
aste

regulations.
W

estw
ood

ow
ns

a

facility
in

M
adison,

Illinois,
that

w
ill

p
ro

cess
steelm

aking
slag

fines
to

extract
the

m
etallic

content
(m

etallic
iron

and
iron

oxides)
from

the
fines.

T
he

m
etallic

m
aterial

is
form

ed

into
briquettes

and
n

u
g

g
ets,

and
w

ill
be

sold
to

steel
m

an
u
factu

rers
for

u
se

in
the



m
aking

of
steel

in
electric

arc
fu

rn
aces.

T
he

briquettes
and

n
u
g

g
ets

are
not

fuel
for

the

fu
rn

aces;
they

are
“raw

m
aterial”

and
are

m
ad

e
into

steel.

O
n

Jan
u

ary
7,

2010,
th

e
B

oard
denied

W
estw

ood’s
petition.

T
he

threshold

reaso
n

for
th

e
B

oard’s
denial

w
as

its
belief

that
the

B
oard

lacked
sufficient

inform
ation

to
d

eterm
in

e
that

the
steelm

aking
slag

fines
are

not
a

h
azard

o
u
s

w
aste.

(S
ee

In
R

e:

P
etition

of
W

estw
ood

L
ands,

Inc.,
A

S
90-03,

Jan
u

ary
7,

2010)1
B

ecau
se

the
B

oard

could
not

m
ake

a
determ

ination
on

w
h

eth
er

the
fines

are
h
azard

o
u
s,

it
could

not

p
ro

ceed
to

determ
ine

w
h
eth

er
th

e
fines

are
“w

aste”
or

if
an

adjusted
stan

d
ard

is

w
arran

ted
.

T
hus,

the
B

oard
denied

th
e

petition.
O

p.
at

39.

W
estw

ood
seek

s
reconsideration

of
the

B
oard’s

decision.
T

he
steelm

aking
slag

fines
are

not
h
azard

o
u
s.

B
ecau

se
the

fines
are

not
h

azard
o

u
s,

W
estw

ood
ask

s
the

B
oard

to
p

ro
ceed

to
m

ake
a

determ
ination

on
W

estw
ood’s

petition
for

a
finding

of

inapplicability
or

in
th

e
alternative,

for
an

adjusted
stan

d
ard

.
W

estw
ood

w
ill

also

ad
d
ress

several
o

th
er

co
n
cern

s
raised

by
the

B
oard

in
its

opinion.

A
R

G
U

M
E

N
T

A
s

the
B

oard
noted

in
its

opinion,
“w

hether
or

not
th

e
steelm

aking
slag

fines
are

a
h
azard

o
u

s
w

aste
is

a
threshold

issu
e

that
d

eterm
in

es
w

h
eth

er
the

petition
is

appropriately
filed

u
n

d
er

the
B

oard’s
n

o
n

h
azard

o
u

s
w

aste
provisions”.

(O
p.

at
25.)

W
estw

ood
continues

to
believe

th
at

th
e

steel
slag

fines
are

excluded,
by

federal
law

,
as

a
h
azard

o
u
s

w
aste.

(W
estw

ood’s
resp

o
n
se

to
IE

PA
recom

m
endation,

p.
9
)2

H
ow

ever,

T
he

B
oard’s

Jan
u

ary
7
,2

0
1
0

opinion
and

order
w

ill
be

cited
as

“O
p.”.

2
R

ecognizing
that

this
is

a
m

otion
for

reconsideration,
W

estw
ood

w
ill

not
reh

ash
arg

u
m

en
ts

m
ade,

and
ev

id
en

ce
contained,

in
its

prior
filings

w
ith

the
B

oard.
W

estw
ood

filed
its

petition
on

M
arch

31,
2009,

an
am

en
d

ed
petition

on
Ju

n
e

22,
2009,

and
its

resp
o

n
se

to
IE

PA
’s

recom
m

endation
on

A
ugust

21,
2009.

W
estw

ood
w

ill
specifically

refer
to

inform
ation

contained
in

th
o

se
filings

only
to

support
its

m
otion

for
reco

n
sid

eratio
n
.

H
ow

ever,
the

inform
ation

in
th

o
se

prior
filings

rem
ains

relevant
to

a
determ

ination
on

W
estw

ood
‘s

petition.

2



fthe
B

oard
found

it
could

not
determ

ine
if

the
slag

to
be

u
sed

by
W

estw
ood

qualified
for

that
federal

exclusion.
T

he
B

oard
further

q
u
estio

n
ed

w
h
eth

er
the

steelm
aking

slag
fines

are
h
azard

o
u
s

by
characteristic,

finding
that

the
testing

results
subm

itted
by

W
estw

ood

w
ere

not
perform

ed
under

the
proper

testing
protocol.

T
o

conclusively
d
em

o
n
strate

that

th
e

slag
fines

are
not

h
azard

o
u

s,
W

estw
ood

had
additional

testing
perform

ed
on

the

steelm
aking

slag
fines.

T
h
o
se

results
confirm

W
estw

ood’s
position

that
th

e
fines

are

not
h
azard

o
u
s.

A
s

d
iscu

ssed
below

,
W

estw
ood

seek
s

reconsideration
of

the
B

oard’s

finding
that

it
can

n
o

t
determ

ine
that

the
fines

are
not

h
azard

o
u
s.

3

T
he

steelm
aking

slag
fines

are
not

h
azard

o
u
s

by
ch

aracteristic

In
order

to
conclusively

d
em

o
n
strate

that
the

fines
are

not
h
azard

o
u
s

by

ch
aracteristics,

and
to

ad
d
ress

the
B

oard’s
co

n
cern

s,
W

estw
ood

arran
g

ed
for

further

testing
of

th
e

fines.
W

estw
ood

ask
ed

its
consultant,

C
ivil

&
E

nvironm
ental

C
onsultants,

Inc.
(“C

E
C

”)
to

test
the

slag
fines

ow
ned

by
W

estw
o
o
d

.
4

A
dditionally,

W
estw

ood

coordinated
w

ith
U

.S
.

S
teel

to
obtain

additional
testing

of
the

steelm
aking

slag
fines

ow
ned

by
U

.S
.

S
teel

and
located

at
th

e
U

.S
.

S
teel

G
ranite

C
ity

facility.
B

ecau
se

W
estw

ood
plans

further
p

u
rch

ases
of

slag
fines

from
th

e
G

ranite
C

ity
facility,

W
estw

ood

believes
it

w
as

im
portant

to
test

both
the

slag
fines

ow
ned

by
W

estw
ood

and
the

slag

fines
at

th
e

U
.S

.
S

teel
G

ranite
C

ity
facility.
5

T
he

B
oard’s

procedural
rules

allow
for

the
B

oard
to

reco
n

sid
er

new
evidence

in
ruling

upon
a

m
otion

for
reconsideration.

35
lll.A

dm
.C

ode
101.902.

W
estw

ood
co

n
tin

u
es

to
believe

that
its

petition
and

related
filings

d
em

o
n

strated
that

the
fines

are
not

h
azard

o
u

s,
but

subm
it

this
additional

evidence
to

ad
d
ress

the
B

oard’s
co

n
cern

s.
P

u
rsu

an
t

to
the

co
n
tract

b
etw

een
W

estw
ood

an
d

U
.S

.
S

teel,
included

as
E

xhibit
A

to
W

estw
ood’s

petition,
W

estw
ood

h
as

the
right

to
p
u
rch

ase
slag

fines
from

U
.S

.
S

teel’s
G

ranite
city

facility.
W

estw
ood

currently
ow

ns
slag

fines
p

u
rch

ased
from

that
G

ranite
C

ity
facility.

F
or

ease
of

referen
ce,

W
estw

ood
w

ill
refer

to
the

slag
fines

ow
ned

by
W

estw
ood

(but
p
u
rch

ased
from

U
.S

.
S

teel’s
G

ranite
C

ity
facility)

as
“W

estw
ood

slag”,
and

the
slag

fines
ow

ned
by

U
.S

.
S

teel
as

the
“U

.S.
S

teel
slag”.

B
oth

categ
o

ries
of

fines
w

ere
g
en

erated
at

the
U

.S
.

S
teel

G
ranite

C
ity

facility.

3



C
E

O
collected

nine
rep

resen
tativ

e
sam

p
les

of
the

slag
ow

ned
by

W
estw

ood.

C
E

C
coordinated

w
ith

U
.S

.
S

teel
personnel

to
collect

six
sam

p
les

of
the

slag
ow

ned
by

U
.S

.
S

teel,
at

th
e

G
ranite

C
ity

facility.
A

ll
sam

p
les

w
ere

subm
itted

to
the

sam
e

laboratory
for

chem
ical

analysis,
using

T
C

L
P

m
ethod

1311
(U

S
E

P
A

publication
num

ber

E
P

A
-530/S

W
-846).

S
ee

C
E

O
R

eport,
dated

M
arch

31,
2010,

attach
ed

as
E

xhibit
16.

T
he

testing
results

for
the

W
estw

ood
slag

d
em

o
n
strate

that
th

o
se

slag
fines

are

not
h
azard

o
u
s

by
characteristic.

O
nly

barium
and

chrom
ium

w
ere

even
d

etected
in

the

slag
T

C
L

P
extract

solution.
T

he
d

etected
levels

of
barium

and
chrom

ium
w

ere
very

low
-

-
-

m
ore

than
100

tim
es

low
er

than
th

e
h

azard
o
u

s
w

aste
criteria

of
federal

regulations

(40
C

F
R

261.24)
and

the
equivalent

Illinois
regulations

(35
lll.A

dm
.O

ode
721.124(b).

(E
x.

1,
p
.

4
and

T
able

1A
.)

T
he

testing
results

for
th

e
U

.S
.

S
teel

slag
also

d
em

o
n

strate
that

th
o

se
fines

are

not
h
azard

o
u
s.

A
gain,

only
barium

and
chrom

ium
w

ere
d

etected
in

the
slag

T
C

L
P

extract
solution.

T
he

d
etected

levels
of

barium
and

chrom
ium

w
ere

again
m

ore
than

100
tim

es
less

than
the

h
azard

o
u
s

w
aste

criteria
of

federal
regulations

(40
C

F
R

261.24)

and
th

e
equivalent

Illinois
regulations

(35
lll.A

dm
.C

ode
721.124(b).

(E
x.

1,
p.

4
and

T
able

2A
.)

B
ased

on
the

testing
of

the
W

estw
ood

and
U

.S
.

S
teel

slag,
C

E
O

concludes:

R
esults

from
the

chem
ical

an
aly

ses
of

the
slag,

co
n
d

u
cted

using
the

appropriate
T

C
L

P
T

est
M

ethod
1311,

d
em

o
n
strate

that
the

slag
sam

p
les

collected
from

the
W

estw
ood

and
G

ranite
C

ity
F

acilities
are

not
ch

aracteristic
h

azard
o
u

s
w

astes
u

n
d

er
40

C
F

R
P

art
261.24

or
Illinois

T
itle

35
S

ection
721.124(b).

E
x.

1,
p
.5

.

6
T

he
laboratory

report
and

docum
entation

for
the

W
estw

ood
sam

pling
is

152
p

ag
es.

B
ecau

se
the

resu
lts

are
sum

m
arized

in
C

E
C

’s
report

(E
x.1),

and
in

an
effort

to
red

u
ce

the
am

ount
of

p
ap

er
used,

W
estw

ood
h

as
not

attach
ed

that
1
5
2
-p

ag
e

laboratory
p
ack

ag
e.

H
ow

ever,
W

estw
ood

w
ill

provide
that

laboratory
p

ack
ag

e
upon

the
B

oard’s
(or

B
oard

staff’s)
req

u
est

to
W

estw
ood’s

counsel.

4



T
hus,

it
is

clear
that

the
steelm

aking
slag

fines
are

not
h
azard

o
u
s.

7

R
eq

u
est

for
the

B
oard

to
determ

ine
inapplicability

W
estw

ood
d

em
o

n
strated

,
in

its
prior

filings,
that

the
steelm

aking
slag

fines
used

in
W

estw
ood’s

p
ro

cess
are

not
a

“w
aste”.

T
his

conclusion
is

su
p

p
o
rted

by
the

Illinois

S
u
p
rem

e
C

ourt’s
decision

in
A

lternate
F

uels,
Inc.

v.
D

irector
of

the
Illinois

E
nvironm

ental
P

rotection
A

gency,
215

lll.2d
219,

830
N

.E
.2d

444,
294

lll.D
ec.

32

(2005),
and

by
the

B
oard’s

decision
in

P
etition

of
Jo’L

yn
C

orporation
an

d
F

alcon
W

aste

an
d

R
ecycling,

Inc.
for

an
A

djusted
S

tan
d

ard
,

A
S

04-2,
(A

pril
7,

2005).
(S

ee

W
estw

ood’s
arg

u
m

en
ts

in
its

petition
(pp

2-6),
and

in
its

resp
o

n
se

to
IE

PA
’s

reco
m

m
en

d
atio

n
(pp.

3-8),
incorporated

as
if

set
forth

here.)
T

he
B

oard
did

not
reach

a

decision
on

that
legal

argum
ent,

finding
it

could
not

proceed
b
ecau

se
it

w
as

not
clear

that
th

e
raw

m
aterial

is
not

a
h
azard

o
u
s

w
aste.

(O
p.,

p.
26.)

W
estw

ood
h
as

p
resen

ted

conclusive
evidence,

b
ased

upon
th

e
u

p
d

ated
testing

(E
x.

1),
that

th
e

raw
m

aterial
is

not
h
azard

o
u
s.

T
herefore,

W
estw

ood
ask

s
th

e
B

oard
to

proceed
to

m
ake

the
finding

of

inapplicability
req

u
ested

by
W

estw
ood.

W
estw

ood
h
as

d
em

o
n

strated
that

the

steelm
aking

slag
fines

are
not

a
“w

aste”,
and

that
th

erefo
re

W
estw

ood
d
o
es

not
need

to

W
ithout

further
explanation,

the
B

oard
noted

that
it

could
not

find
that

the
calcium

m
agnesium

silicate
m

aterial
rem

aining
at

the
end

of
W

estw
ood’s

production
p
ro

cess
is

not
h
azard

o
u
s.

Op.,p.
30.

H
ow

ever,
the

issue
for

this
case

is
w

hether
the

raw
m

aterial
u
sed

by
W

estw
ood---the

steelm
aking

slag
fines---are

h
azard

o
u

s.
N

o
n
eth

eless,
W

estw
ood

previously
p

resen
ted

testing
results

for
a

rep
resen

tativ
e

sam
p
le

of
silicate

m
aterial

(E
x.

H
,

attach
ed

to
am

en
d
ed

petition).
B

ecau
se

W
estw

ood’s
production

facility,
w

hich
w

ill
u
se

the
slag

fines
from

U
.S.

S
teel,

can
n
o
t

be
built

and
o
p
erate

until
it

obtains
relief

from
the

B
oard,

it
is

im
possible

to
provide

T
C

L
P

test
results

for
th

e
silicate

m
aterial

w
hich

w
ill

be
produced

by
the

W
estw

ood
facility

at
issu

e
here.

W
estw

ood
believes

that
the

silicate
m

aterial---produced
from

the
p

ro
cess

that
u
ses

only
the

n
o
n
-h

azard
o
u
s

steelm
aking

slag
fines—

is
not

h
azard

o
u

s.
W

estw
ood

notes
that

it
w

ould,
of

course,
be

required
to

properly
handle

all
m

aterials
resulting

from
its

p
ro

cess,
including

the
silicate

m
aterial.

5



obtain
local

siting
approval

or
w

aste
perm

its
in

o
rd

er
to

co
n
stru

ct
and

o
p

erate
its

p
ro

p
o
sed

facility.

A
djusted

stan
d
ard

req
u
est

In
the

alternative,
W

estw
ood

reiterates
its

req
u

est
for

an
adjusted

standard.

W
estw

ood
ad

d
resses

th
e

co
n
cern

s
raised

by
the

B
oard

in
its

Jan
u

ary
7,

2010
opinion

and
order.

R
egarding

w
h
eth

er
the

steelm
aking

slag
fines

are
special

w
aste,

W
estw

ood
h
as

arg
u

ed
that

the
fines

are
eligible

for
a

non-special
w

aste
certification.

B
ased

upon
its

finding
that

it
could

not
d
eterm

in
e

w
h

eth
er

the
slag

fines
are

h
azard

o
u
s,

the
B

oard

declined
to

find
th

at
th

e
fines

can
be

certified
as

non-special
w

aste.
W

estw
ood

h
as

now

conclusively
d

em
o

n
strated

that
the

fines
are

not
h

azard
o

u
s.

T
hus,

W
estw

ood
ask

s
the

B
oard

to
d

eterm
in

e
that

th
e

fines
can

be
certified

as
non-special

w
a
ste

.
8

T
he

B
oard

ex
p

ressed
co

n
cern

about
W

estw
ood’s

quality
control

p
ro

ced
u
res

for

th
e

steelm
aking

slag
fines.

W
estw

ood
had

provided
for

co
n
cern

s
about

th
e

quality
of

th
e

fines
by

including
a

specific
provision—

subsection
(4)---in

the
proposed

adjusted

stan
d
ard

lan
g

u
ag

e
that

requires
W

estw
ood

to
com

ply
w

ith
all

provisions
of

the

E
nvironm

ental
P

rotection
A

ct.
W

estw
ood

had
p

ro
p
o
sed

that
broad

lan
g
u

ag
e

in
order

to

cover
any

and
all

activities
that

m
ight

violate
the

A
ct,

so
as

to
be

as
inclusive

as

possible.
H

ow
ever,

as
noted

in
W

estw
ood’s

am
en

d
ed

petition,
W

estw
ood

d
o

es
not

object
to

including
m

ore
specific

lan
g
u
ag

e
regarding

th
e

quality
control

of
the

slag
fines.

8
T

he
B

oard
m

entioned
that

the
record

d
o
es

not
contain

an
actual

non-special
w

aste
certification

from
U

.S
.

S
teel

or
other

suppliers.
(O

p.,
p.

31.)
W

estw
ood

believes
that,

like
all

other
requirem

ents
of

the
A

ct,
th

e
requirem

ent
that

W
estw

ood
obtain

such
a

certification
from

its
slag

suppliers
is

included
w

ithin
the

req
u
irem

en
ts

of
su

b
sectio

n
(4)

of
the

proposed
ad

ju
sted

stan
d

ard
language.

S
ubsection

(4)
req

u
ires

that
W

estw
ood

o
p

erate
the

facility
in

com
pliance

w
ith

all
other

provisions
of

the
E

nvironm
ental

P
rotection

A
ct.

O
f

course,
W

estw
ood

w
ould

not
object

to
lan

g
u

ag
e

specifically
enum

erating
provisions

w
ith

w
hich

the
B

oard
is

particularly
co

n
cern

ed
.

W
estw

ood
em

p
h
asizes

that
it

is
com

m
itted

to
operating

its
facility

in
com

pliance
w

ith
all

statu
es

and
regulations.
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W
estw

ood
h
as

already
ad

d
ressed

the
concern

that
the

fines
are

h
azard

o
u
s

(see

a
b
o
v
e
).

9
A

dditionally,
W

estw
ood

h
as

previously
com

m
itted

to
testing

loads
on

a
w

eekly

b
asis

for
m

etallic
content,

and
h
as

stated
it

w
ould

not
object

to
including

that

req
u
irem

en
t

in
the

lan
g

u
ag

e
of

the
adjusted

stan
d
ard

10
In

order
to

ad
d

ress
the

B
oard’s

co
n
cern

s,
W

estw
ood

p
ro

p
o

ses
the

follow
ing

additional
lan

g
u

ag
e

to
the

p
ro

p
o
sed

adjusted
stan

d
ard

,
as

su
b
sectio

n
(5):

W
estw

ood
d
o
es

not
u
se

fines
w

hich
are

h
azard

o
u
s

by
characteristic,

or
contain

asb
esto

s,
P

C
B

s,
or

a
listed

h
azard

o
u
s

w
aste.

W
estw

ood
m

ust
m

aintain
a

quality
control

program
that

includes:

a.
W

eekly
testing

of
a

rep
resen

tativ
e

load
for

its
m

etallic
content;

b.
V

isual
inspection

of
each

load
to

en
su

re
that

no
trash

or
other

‘non-fine”
m

aterial
is

contained
in

that
load;

c.
B

efore
receiving

any
slag

fines
from

a
new

supplier,
testing,

p
u
rsu

an
t

to
T

C
L

P
M

ethod
1311,

of
a

rep
resen

tativ
e

sam
p
le

of
each

so
u

rce
of

slag
fines

from
that

new
supplier;

d.
Interim

testing
of

a
rep

resen
tativ

e
sam

p
le

of
each

so
u

rce
of

slag
fines,

p
u
rsu

an
t

to
T

C
L

P
M

ethod
1311,

from
each

existing
supplier.

S
uch

interim
testing

w
ill

be
perform

ed
at

least
every

six
m

onths,
or

upon
significant

ch
an

g
es

in
operating

conditions.

A
s

W
estw

ood
h
as

previously
noted,

it
is

in
W

estw
ood’s

b
est

in
terests

to
en

su
re

a

clean,
co

n
sisten

t
supply

of
steelm

aking
slag

fines
for

its
operation.

O
nly

a
clean

supply

of
fines,

w
ithout

h
azard

o
u
s

ch
aracteristics,

asb
esto

s,
P

C
B

s,
trash

or
o

th
er

non-fine

m
aterial,

w
ill

allow
W

estw
ood

to
o
p
erate

its
facility

efficiently
and

econom
ically.

R
egarding

loads
that

m
ight

be
rejected

by
W

estw
ood:

the
B

oard
stated

that

W
estw

ood
had

not
b

een
definitive

ab
o

u
t

the
disposition

of
rejected

loads—
w

hether

rejected
loads

w
ould

be
returned

to
the

supplier,
d
isp

o
sed

of
at

a
landfill,

or
otherw

ise

W
estw

ood
n
o
tes

that
the

sam
p
les

tested
of

the
U

.S
.

S
teel

slag
included

sam
pling

of
slag

g
en

erated
by

different
operations,

including
C

fines,
desulfurization

slag
fines,

and
ladle

m
etallurgy

facility
(L

M
F)

slag.
(E

x.
1,

T
able

2A
.)

T
his

ad
d

resses
the

B
oard’s

co
n

cern
s

about
rep

resen
tativ

e
sam

pling
of

the
U

.S
.

S
teel

slag.
(O

p.,
p.

33.)
10

A
s

previously
explained,

W
estw

ood
w

ould
object

to
including

any
specific

p
ercen

tag
e

of
m

etallic
content,

b
ecau

se
that

w
ould

lim
it

W
estw

ood’s
ability

to
resp

o
n
d

to
m

arket
conditions,

w
ithout

providing
any

environm
ental

benefit.
(A

m
ended

pet.,
pp.5-7,

12-13.)

7



handled.
H

ow
ever,

in
its

am
en

d
ed

petition,
W

estw
ood

clearly
com

m
itted

to
returning

any
rejected

fines
to

the
supplier.

(A
m

ended
P

et.,
p.

14.)
W

estw
ood

reiterates
that

it

w
ould

return
any

rejected
fines

to
the

supplier.

C
O

N
C

L
U

S
IO

N

W
estw

ood’s
p
ro

cess
w

ill
take

a
m

aterial
that

m
ight

otherw
ise

be
d

iscard
ed

and

creates
a

useful
product.

F
inding

that
the

slag
fines

are
not

a
w

aste
“serves

the

in
terests

of
encouraging

recycling
and

returning
a

m
aterial

difficult
to

recycle
into

the

econom
ic

m
ain

stream
in

an
environm

entally
friendly

w
ay.”

Jo’Lyn,
A

S
04-02,

p.
14.

W
estw

ood
h
as

d
em

o
n

strated
that

the
steelm

aking
slag

fines
are

not
h

azard
o

u
s

w
aste.

T
hus,

W
estw

ood’s
petition

properly
seek

s
relief

from
the

B
oard’s

n
o

n
h

azard
o

u
s

w
aste

provisions
of

S
u
b
ch

ap
ter

i.
W

estw
ood

m
oves

the
B

oard
to

reco
n
sid

er
its

finding

th
at

it
could

not
d

eterm
in

e
if

the
steelm

aking
slag

fines
u
sed

in
W

estw
ood’s

p
ro

cess
are

h
azard

o
u
s

w
aste.

W
estw

ood
m

oves
the

B
oard

for
a

finding
that

testing
d
em

o
n
strates

th
at

th
e

steelm
aking

slag
fines

are,
indeed,

not
h

azard
o
u

s.
B

ecau
se

W
estw

ood
h

as

d
em

o
n
strated

that
the

fines
are

not
h
azard

o
u
s,

W
estw

ood
ask

s
th

e
B

oard
to

proceed
to

d
eterm

in
e

that
the

fines
are

not
“w

aste”,
and

that
W

estw
ood

is
therefore

not
subject

to

th
e

w
aste

provisions
of

th
e

Illinois
regulations.

Finally,
in

the
alternative,

if
the

B
oard

d
isag

rees
w

ith
W

estw
ood’s

req
u
est

for
a

finding
of

inapplicability,
W

estw
ood

m
oves

the

B
oard

to
g
ran

t
an

ad
ju

sted
stan

d
ard

from
th

e
specified

definitions
of

35
lll.A

dm
.C

ode

807.104
and

810.103,
and

for
such

other
relief

as
th

e
B

oard
d
eem

s
appropriate.

8



R
espectfully

subm
itted,

W
E

S
T

W
O

O
D

L
A

N
D

S,
IN

C
.

B
o

its
a
t
t
o
r
n

e
y

J
\

E
lizabeth

S.
H

arvey
John

P.
A

rranz
S

w
anson,

M
artin

&
B

ell,
L

L
P

330
N

orth
W

abash
A

venue,
S

uite
3300

C
hicago,

IL
60611

312.321.9100
312.321.0990

(facsim
ile)
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7II:44W
hM

IIIIIIIIL7!1a7
M

arch
31,2010

Privileged
and

C
onfidential

Prepared
atR

equesto
fC

ounsel
E

lizabeth
S.H

arvey, E
squire

Sw
anson, M

artin
&

B
ell,E

L
?

330
N

orth
W

abash
A

venue
Suite

3300
C

hicago,Illinois
60611

D
earM

s. H
arvey:

Subject:
R

eport on
Slag

S
am

pling
and

A
nalysis

W
estw

ood
L

ands
Facility,M

adison
C

ounty,Illinois
and

U
S

SteelG
ranite

C
ity

F
acility,Illinois

C
E

C
P

re
c
t

100-406

C
ivil&

E
nvironm

ental
C

onsultants,Inc.(C
E

C
)

is
pleased

to
presentthis

reportsuim
narizing

the
results

o
f

the
sam

pling
alE)

laboratory
analyses

o
f

slag
sam

ples
collected

from
the

W
estw

ood
L

ands
Facility

and
U

S
Steel

G
ranite

C
ity

FacIlity.
C

E
C

perform
ed

and!or
coordinated

the
slag

sam
pling

and
analyses

for
Sw

anson,
M

artin
&

B
ell,

E
L

?
(S

M
B

)
in

support
o

f
a

petition
for

W
estw

ood
L

ands,
Inc.

(W
estw

ood)
regarding

the
plans

o
f

W
estw

ood
to

process
the

slag.
T

his
report

w
as

subm
itted

in
general

accordance
w

ith
our

F
ebruary

25,
2010

proposal
and

addresses
concerns

about w
hetherthe

slag
is

a
hazardous

w
aste.

1.0
P

R
O

JE
C

T
U

N
D

E
R

S
T

A
N

D
IN

G

C
E

C
understands

that
W

estw
ood

ow
ns

a
facility

at
4

C
aine

D
rive,

in
M

adison,
Illinois

that
w

ill
be

used
t
o
p

the
slag

fines
produced

at
the

U
S

Steel
G

ranite
C

ity
Facility.

W
esiw

ood’s
process

extracts
m

etallic
content

from
the

slag
in

the
form

o
f

m
etallic

iron
and

iron
oxides

to
produce

tw
o

products
for

sale
to

steel
m

anuflicturers:
(1)

a
coarse

m
etallic

fraction
sold

in
bulk

form
;

and,
(2)

a
fine

fraction
that

can
be

sold
in

bulk
or

processed
into

briquettes.
T

he
process

also
produces

a
third

product thatconsists
o
f the

processed
slag

m
aterial

thathas
had

m
ost

o
fthe

m
etallic

contentrem
oved.

T
hatproductis

referred
to

as
“silicate

m
ateriaL

”

C
E

C
understands

that
W

estw
ood

seeks
a

determ
ination

that
the

steelm
aking

lines
used

as
raw

m
aterials

in
its

process
do

not
constitute

“w
aste”

under
the

E
nvironm

ental
P

rotection
A

ct
and

that
its

facility
does

not
require

perm
its

underthe
Illinois

Pollution
C

ontrol
B

oard’s
solid

w
aste

regulations,
in

the
alternative,

if
the

B
oard

does
not

agree
that

the
slag

lines
are

not
a

w
aste,

W
cstw

ood
seeks

an
adjusted

standard
from

specified
definitions

contained
in

the
B

oard’s
regulations.

In
the

January
7,

2010
O

pinion
and

O
rder

o
f

the
B

oard,
the

B
oard

denied
both

C
ivil

&
E

n
v

iro
n
m

en
tal

C
onsultajits,Inc.

P
t
t
I
K

I
3

.
6

f
l
-
6

8
O

9
9

9
-3

6
IO

P
s
*
1

8
O

W
I-5

6
1
4

F
4

1
2

2
J
1

4
-

E
X

H
IB

IT

B
n

______

-
S

-____________



1
_

_
_

—
I

E
lizabeth

S. H
arvey,E

squire
I
L

W
4I
V
4IA

W
J

Sw
anson,M

artin
&

B
ell,L

L
P

C
E

C
Project

100-406
P

age
2

Privileged
and

C
onfidential

M
arch

31,2010
Prepared

atR
equesto

fC
ounsel

W
êstw

ood’s
petition

for
an

adjusted
standard

and
its

alternative
request

for
a

finding
of

inapplicability.

In
response

to
W

esiw
ood’s

petition,a
num

ber
o
fissues

w
ere

raised
by

the
Illinois

E
nvironm

ental
P

rotection
A

gency
and

presented
in

the
B

oard’s
O

pinion
and

O
rder.

T
w

o
issues

identified
in

the
B

oard’s
O

pinion
and

O
rderw

ere:

•
Inform

ation
provided

by
W

estw
ood

did
not

dem
onstrate

that
the

hazardous
w

aste
exclusions

apply
to

steelm
aking

lines.

•
Inform

ation
subm

itted
by

W
estw

ood
to

dem
onstrate

the
w

aste
is

not
characteristically

hazardous
w

aste
indicated

the
sam

ple
w

as
not

prepared
using

T
oxicity

C
haracteristic

L
eaching

P
rocedure

(T
eL

l’)
T

est
M

ethod
1311

(as
described

in
T

est
M

ethods
for

E
valuating

S
olid

W
aste,

Physical
C

hem
ical

M
ethods,

E
PA

-5301SW
-846)

T
he

results
w

ere
inconclusive

for
dem

onstrating
the

steelm
aking

slag
lines

are
not

hazardous
w

aste.
A

n
insufficient

num
ber

o
f

sam
ples

o
fthe

slag
sam

ples
w

ere
obtained

for
evaluation

and
the

slag
lines

should
be

tested
for

the
entire

suite
o

f
param

eters
listed

in
35

Illinois
A

dm
inistrative

C
ode

721324(b).

O
ur

review
o
fthe

B
oard’s

O
pinion

and
O

rder
suggested

thatconclusively
dem

onstrating
thatthe

steelniaking
slag

fines
are

not
a

hazardous
w

aste
is

an
im

portant
com

ponent
for

advancing
the

project.
A

nalytical
testing

o
f

the
slag

using
T

C
L

P
M

ethod
1311

w
as

recom
m

ended
to

address
the

A
gency’s

concerns
on

this
subject.

T
bis

letter
presents

the
results

o
fthose

T
C

L
P

testresults.

2.0
S

C
O

P
E

O
F

S
E

R
V

IC
E

S
P

E
R

F
O

R
M

E
D

C
E

C
conducted

the
follow

ing
scope

o
f

services
to

address
the

question
o
fw

hether
the

slag
fines

are
a

characteristically
hazardous

w
aste.

2.1
Sam

pling
o
fW

estw
oodS

la,g

C
E

C
personnel

sam
pled

W
estw

ood
slag,

w
hich

is
located

in
tw

o
large

slag
stockpiles.

C
E

C
understands

that
the

tw
o

large
slag

stockpiles
contain

a
com

bination
o
f

the
various

siags
produced

at
the

U
S

Steel
G

ranite
C

ity
Facility.

W
estw

ood
purchased

the
slag

in
the

stockpiles
from

U
S

Steel.
C

E
C

personnel
collected

nine
representative

sam
ples

o
f

the
slag,

w
ith

six
sam

ples
collected

from
the

larger
pile

and
three

sam
ples

collected
from

the
sm

aller
pile.

T
hree
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Prepared
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equesto
fC

ounsel

o
f

the
W

esiw
ood

slag
sam

ples
w

ere
analyzed

for
both

organic
and

inorganic
T

C
L

P
param

eters,
w

hile
the

rem
aining

six
slag

sam
ples

w
ere

analyzed
for

T
C

L
P

R
C

R
A

m
etals

only.
T

he
slag

sam
ples

w
ere

collected
on

M
arch

12, 2010
by

M
r.

M
onte

P
eake

o
f

C
E

C
,

and
the

sam
ples

w
ere

subm
itted

to
T

estA
inerica

L
aboratories

inc.
(T

estA
ruerica) for

chem
ical analysis.

C
E

C
notes

that
the

analysis
program

for
the

W
estw

ood
slag

sam
ples

also
included

various
chem

ical
and

physical
tests

that
w

ill
be

used
in

evaluating
and

developing
potential

alternative
uses

for
the

silicate
m

aterial;
how

ever,
this

letter
report

specifically
addresses

only
the

T
C

L
P

results
to

answ
er the

question
regarding

w
hether

the
slag

is
a

hazardous
w

aste.

2.2
S1aiSam

pling
atU

S
SteelF

acility

C
E

C
coordinated

w
ith

U
S

Steel
G

ranite
C

ity
personnel

to
provide

recom
m

endations
for

the
collection

and
analysis

o
fslag

sam
ples.

T
he

U
S

Steel
slag

sam
ples

w
ere

collected
on

M
arch

ii
and

12,2010
by

M
r.

C
arl

C
annon

o
f

the
U

S
Steel

G
ranite

C
ity

Facility,
and

the
sam

ples
w

ere
subm

itted
to

T
estA

m
erica

for
chem

ical
analysis.

T
w

o
sam

ples
w

ere
collected

from
each

o
fthe

three
sources

o
f

slag
generated:

(I)
Steel

slag
fines

“C
-Fines”;

(2)
D

esulfurization
Slag

Fines;
and

(3)
L

adle
M

etallurgy
F

acility
(L

M
F)

slag.
C

onsequently,
a

total
o
f

six
total

sam
ples

w
ere

collected
and

analyzed
forT

C
L

P
organic

and
inorganic

param
eters.

C
E

C
notes

that
the

analysis
program

for
the

slag
sam

ples
collected

at
the

G
ranite

C
ity

Facility
also

included
various

chem
ical

and
physical

tests
that

w
ill

be
used

in
evaluating

and
developing

alternative
uses

for
the

processed
slag

fines
(silicate

m
aterial);

how
ever,

this
letter

report
specifically

addresses
only

the
T

C
L

P
results

to
answ

er
the

question
regarding

w
hether

the
slag

is
a

hazardous
w

aste.

2.3
L

aboratory
D

ata
E

valuation
and

L
etter

R
ep

o
i1

u
n
m

arizin
g

R
esults

C
E

C
com

piled
the

analytical
data

collected
under

the
tw

o
preceding

subtasks
and

evaluated
the

analytical
results

against
applicable

standards
and

criteria
(e.g.

T
C

I.P
hazardous

w
aste

lim
its).

C
E

C
prepared

this
letter

report
to

sum
m

arize
the

analytical
results

and
to

present
conclusions

regarding
w

hetherthe
slag

is
characteristically

hazardous.
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D
IS

C
U

S
S

IO
N

O
F

A
N

A
L

Y
T
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A

L
R

E
S

U
L

T
S

F
R

O
M

S
L

A
G

S
A

M
P

L
E

S

T
he

results
o
fthe

T
C

L
P

analyses
o
fthe

slag
sam

ples
are

described
in

the
follow

ing
subsections

and
axe

sum
m

arized
on

T
ables

lA
,

lB
.

2A
and

2B
o
f

this
letter.

T
he

com
plete

laboratory
analysis

package,including
chain

o
fcustody

and
laboratoxy

reports,is
available

upon
request.

3.1
R

esults
for

W
estw

ood
Slag

T
he

T
C

L
P

results
from

the
sam

ples
o
f

W
estw

ood
slag

are
presented

on
T

ables
IA

and
lB

.
T

able
IA

presents
the

analytical
results

w
here

positive
chem

ical
detections

w
ere

identified
in

at
least

one
o
f

the
slag

sam
ples,

w
bile

T
able

lB
presents

the
slag

results
including

all
param

eters
w

here
“non-detect”

results
w

ere
obtained.

A
s

show
n

on
T

able
IA

,
only

barium
and

chrom
ium

w
ere

detected
in

the
slag

T
C

L
P

extract
solution,and

the
levels

detected
w

ere
m

ore
than

100
tim

es
less

than
the

hazardous
w

aste
criteria

defined
in

40
C

FR
261.24

and
the

equivalentcriteria
in

illinois
T

hIe
35

Section
721.124(b).

T
he

barium
and

chrom
ium

concentrations
detected

in
the

T
C

L
P

extract
w

ere
also

below
the

N
ational

P
rim

ary
D

rinking
W

ater
S

tandard
M

axim
um

C
ontam

inant
L

evels
(M

C
L

s)
set

in
40

C
FR

Part
141.62(b).

3.2
R

esults
from

U
S

SteelFacility
Slag

T
he

T
C

L
P

results
from

the
slag

sam
ples

collected
from

the
U

S
Steel

G
ranite

C
ity

Facility
are

presented
on

T
ables

2A
and

2B
.

T
able

2A
presents

the
analytical

results
w

here
positive

chem
ical

detections
w

ere
identified

in
at

leastone
o
f

the
slag

sam
ples,

w
hile

T
able

2B
presents

the
slag

results
including

allparam
eters

w
here

“non-detect”
results

w
ere

obtained.

A
s

show
n

on
T

able
2A

,
only

barium
and

chrom
ium

w
ere

detected
in

the
slag

T
C

L
P

extract
solution,

w
hich

is
also

consistent
w

ith
the

results
from

sam
ples

o
f

W
estw

ood
slag

slag.
T

he
barium

and
chrom

ium
levels

that
w

ere
detected

w
ere

m
ore

than
100

tim
es

less
than

the
hazardous

w
aste

criteria
defined

in
40

C
F

R
26124

and
the

equivalentcriteria
in

Illinois
T

itle
35

Section
721.124(b).

T
he

barium
and

chrom
ium

concentrations
detected

in
the

T
C

L
P

extract
w

ere
also

less
than

the
M

C
L

s.
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4.0
C

O
N

C
L

U
S

IO
N

S

R
esults

from
the

chem
ical

analyses
o
f

the
slag,

conducted
using

the
appropriate

T
C

L
P

T
est

M
ethod

1311,dem
onstrate

that
the

slag
sam

ples
collected

from
the

W
estw

ood
and

G
ranite

C
ity

F
acilities

are
not

characteristic
hazardous

w
astes

under
40

C
F

R
P

art
26124

or
illinois

T
itle

35
S

ection
721J24(b).

N
ine

slag
sam

ples
w

ere
tested

for
the

entire
suite

o
f param

eters
listed

in
35

Illinois
A

dm
inistrative

C
ode

721124(b),
w

hile
six

slag
sam

ples
w

ere
analyzed

only
for

T
C

L
P

R
C

R
A

m
etals.

C
E

C
did

not
anticipate

the
detection

o
f

any
organic

com
pounds

in
the

slag
sam

ples
due

to
the

very
high

tem
peratures

involved
in

the
steelm

aking
process.

A
s

expected,no
organic

com
pounds

w
ere

identified
from

the
T

C
L

P
testing

o
fthe

nine
slag

sam
ples

analyzed
for

the
entire

suite
o
f T

C
L

P
param

eters.
Positive

detections
o
fsom

e
m

etals
(barium

and
chrom

ium
)

w
ere

identified,
but

at
levels

m
ore

than
100

tim
es

below
the

levels
that

w
ould

be
required

to
categorize

the
slag

as
hazardous

w
aste.

5.0
C
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S
IN

G

C
F.C

appreciated
the

opportunity
to

assistyou
on

this
slag

evaluation
project.

P
lease

feel
free

to
contactus

w
ith

any
questions

or
com

m
ents.

V
ery

truly
yours,

C
IV

IL
&

E
N

V
IR

O
N

M
E

N
T

A
L

C
O

N
S

U
L

T
A

N
T

S
,IN

C
.

i\r(N
_
.
i

‘rQiiJ
‘TI.

IJw’o
PaulW

.T
om

iczek
Ill,R

.E
IvL

,P.E
.

V
ice

P
resident

l
e
r
,
P

.
E

.
P

resident

A
ttachm

ents
I
3
O

l
l
W



Tab’e 1A
Summary of TCLP Parameters for the Westwood Lands Slag Samples
Showing Only the Chemical Parameters Having One or More Positive Detections

I Sample Informationi Hazardous

I Waste Drinking

I Criterion Water WL01 WL.02 Wt.03 WL04 WL.05 WL06 WL07 WL08 WL09
Constituents Analytical Method (1) MCL(2) 3/12/2010 3/12/2010 3/12/2010 3/12/2010 3/12/2010 3/12/2010 3/12/2010 3/12/2010 3/12/2010

TCLP - Detected Parameters Only
Metals

Barium mg/I SW846 60106 100 2 0.14 B 0.21 6 0.31 6 0.17 8 0.21 B 0.16 BLO.23 J 0.14 8 0.23 B

Chromium mg/I SW646 601GB 5 - 0.1 0.0097 U 0.0097 U 0.011 3 00097 U 0.022 3 0.0097 UI 0.01 J 0.0097 U 0.0097 U

Volatile Organic Compounds

None Detected - samples analyzed were WL-01, WL-06 and WL-09

Semivolatile Organic Compounds
None Detected - samples analyzed were WL-01, WL-06 and WL-09

Pesticides/Herbicides

None Detected - samples analyzed were WL-tJ1, WL-06 and WL-09

Notes and Comments:

Data Qualifiers; B = parameter also detected In blank QA sample, 3 = Estimated value (parameter greater then MDL but less than RL), U - Parameter not detected.
(1) Maximum Concentration of Contaminants for Toxicity Characteristic from 40 CFR 26L24 and Illinois Title 35 Part 721.1 24 (3/26/2010)
(2) National Primary Drinking Water Standard - Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCL) (3/26/2010)
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Table 2A

Summary of TCLP Parameters for the US Steel Granite City Slag Samples

Showing Only the Chemical Parameters Having One or More Positive Detections

__________

Sample Information

Hazardous Drinking C Fines C Fines Desulf Slag Desuif Slag LMF Slag LMF Slag
Waste Water #1 #2 #1 #2 #1 #2

Constituents Units Analytical Method Criterion (1) MCL (2) 3/11/2010 3/11/2010 3/11/2010 3/11/2010 3/11/2010 3/12/2010

TCLP - Detected Parameters Only
Metals

Barium mg/I SW846 GO1OB 100 2 0.3 B 0.38 8 0.13 B 0.21 B 0.11 B 0.2 B

Chromium mg/I SW846 601GB 5 0.1 0.021 1 0.024 3 0.0097 U 0.019 3 0.034 3 B 0.022 J B

Volatile Organic Compounds
No parameters detected in any of the six slag samples.

Semivolatile Organic Compounds

No parameters detected in any of the six slag samples.

Pesticides!Herbicides
No parameters detected in any of the six slag sampies.

Notes and Comments:

Data Qualifiers: B = parameter also detected in blank QA sample, I = Estimated value (parameter greater than MDL but less than RL), U - Parameter not detected.
(1) Maximum Concentration of Contaminants for Toxicity Characteristic from 40 CFR 261.24 and Illinois Title 35 Part 721.124 (3/26/2010)

(2) National Primary Drinking Water Standard - Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCL) (3/26/2010)
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