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BEFORE THE ILLINOIS POLLUTION CONTROL BOARD 

In the Matter of:    ) 
      ) 
SIERRA CLUB, ENVIRONMENTAL ) 
LAW AND POLICY CENTER,   ) 
PRAIRIE RIVERS NETWORK, and ) 
CITIZENS AGAINST RUINING THE ) 
ENVIRONMENT    ) 
      ) PCB 2013-015 
 Complainants,   ) (Enforcement – Water) 
      ) 
 v.     ) 
      ) 
MIDWEST GENERATION, LLC,  ) 
      ) 
   Respondent.  ) 

MIDWEST GENERATION, LLC’S MOTION TO RECONSIDER  
AND CLARIFY THE INTERIM ORDER 

 
 Pursuant to 35 Ill. Adm. Code 101.520, Respondent, Midwest Generation, LLC (“MWG”), 

by its undersigned counsel, respectfully requests that the Illinois Pollution Control Board 

(“Board”) reconsider and clarify key portions of its Interim Opinion and Order dated June 20, 2019 

(“Interim Order”). In the Interim Order, the Board erred in application of the law, made 

inconsistent findings, and overlooked facts in the record. In support of its Motion, MWG submits 

the attached Memorandum in Support and states as follows: 

1. In a motion to reconsider, the Board may consider new evidence, a change in the 

law, or errors in the Board’s application of the law. 35 Ill. Adm. Code 101.520, 101.902. A motion 

to reconsider may also specify “facts in the record which were overlooked.” City of Quincy v. 

Illinois Environmental Protection Agency, PCB 08-86, 2010 Ill. ENV LEXIS 213, *48 (June 17, 

2010, citing Wei Enterprises v. IEPA, PCB04-23, slip op. at 3 (Feb. 19, 2004). The Board has 

discretion to address new issues presented in a motion for reconsideration where there is a 

reasonable explanation for why the additional issues were not raised at the original hearing. People 
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of the State of Illinois v. Packaging Personified, Inc., PCB04-16, 2012 Ill. ENV LEXIS 103, *31 

(March 1, 2012). 

2. In this case, MWG respectfully asserts that the Board erred in its application of the 

law by deciding sua sponte that Class I groundwater violations apply after MWG had implemented  

groundwater management zones (“GMZ”). All parties agreed and stipulated during the hearing 

that once a GMZ is established the Class I groundwater standards do not apply, and there was no 

notice or opportunity to raise objections or arguments regarding the applicability of GMZs. 

Because MWG had no notice that the Board was contemplating that the GMZs had expired, the 

Board deprived MWG the opportunity to be heard or make any arguments on the issue. Niles Twp. 

High Sch. Dist. 2019 v. Ill. Educ. Labor Rels. Bd., 369 Ill. App. 3d 128, 136, 859 N.E.2 57, 64 (1st 

Dist. 2006).  

3. The Board erred in its application of the GMZ regulations, contrary to the plain 

language of the GMZ regulations and against Board precedent. Specifically, the Board made the 

following errors of law:  

a. The clear and unambiguous language of the Board’s regulations states that a GMZ 

does not expire on the completion of the “active” work and may extend to include 

monitored natural attenuation. 35 Ill. Adm. Code 620.250. 

i. The Board misapplies the “timely and appropriate” language to the GMZs 
at the MWG Joliet 29 Station, Powerton Station, and Will County Station 
collectively “MWG Stations”). Section 620.250(a) provides for the creation 
of a GMZ as an area containing groundwater being managed to mitigate 
impaired that is either (a)(1) subject to a “corrective action process” 
approved by the Agency OR (a)(2) is a “corrective action” performed 
voluntarily by an owner “in a timely and appropriate manner.” 35 Ill. Adm. 
Code 620.250(a). Because the corrective action processes at the MWG 
Stations were approved by the Illinois EPA per section 620.250(a)(1), the 
Board was in error to apply the timely and appropriate standard per section 
620.250(a)(2).  
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ii. The Board fails to accurately apply section 620.250(c) to determine when a 
GMZ expires. Pursuant to the plain language in section 620.250(c), a GMZ 
only expires if both the Agency-approved “corrective action process” had 
been completed by MWG, and the applicable standards had been attained. 
35 Ill. Adm. Code 620.250(c). The Board was required to, but did not, apply 
both parts of section 620.250(c).  

iii. The Board incorrectly finds that MWG’s “corrective action process” 
pursuant to the GMZs was completed by confusing  the Compliance 
Commitment Agreement (“CCA”) compliance statements with the 
appropriate documentation that confirms completion of the corrective 
action process. Section 620.250(c) requires “appropriate documentation” 
which confirms both the completion of the action taken pursuant to 
620.250(a) and the attainment of the applicable standards. 35 Ill. Adm. Code 
620.250(c). The CCA compliance statements simply state that MWG 
performed each of the actions set forth in the CCAs.  

iv. The Board is in error to conclude that groundwater monitoring for natural 
attenuation is not a part of the Agency approved corrective action process. 
The approved GMZ applications incorporated by reference the 
requirements in the CCAs, and also specifically included monitored natural 
attenuation and quarterly groundwater monitoring as a corrective action.  

v. The Board is in error to conclude that monitored natural attenuation is not 
an ongoing remedy which will return the groundwater to the Class I 
standards. The Board overlooks the temporal trend analysis conducted by 
MWG’s expert, which showed that the concentrations of constituents in the 
groundwater were decreasing at Joliet 29 Station, and stable at Powerton 
and Will County Stations. Additionally, the Board also failed to consider 
that section 620.250(c) requires the Agency to review the on-going 
adequacy of controls at least every five years.  

b. The Board fails to apply the groundwater restoration standards of Section 

620.450(a). Pursuant to section 620.450(a)(3), if a corrective action process is not 

completed, the Class I standards do not apply. 

i. The Board incorrectly concludes that the corrective action process is 
complete, and then fails to conduct the evaluation required by section 
620.450(a)(4), which states that the Class I standards do not apply when the 
concentrations are above the applicable groundwater standards, the 

Electronic Filing: Received, Clerk's Office 09/09/2019



4 
 

exceedance has been minimized to the extent practicable and the threats to 
the public health and the environment have been minimized. 35 Ill. Adm. 
Code 620.450(a)(4). 

ii. The Board overlooks evidence in the record that MWG meets the 
requirements in Section 620.450(a)(4)(B): that to the extent practicable, the 
extensive measures MWG took at its Stations were the appropriate remedy 
and that any threats to the public health and groundwater have already been 
minimized. 35 Ill. Adm. Code 620.450(a)(4)(B). 

c. The Board improperly and in contravention of Illinois law replaces the plain 

language of sections 620.250 and 620.450 with policy. King v. First Capital Fin. 

Servs. Corp., 215 Ill. 2d 1, 26, 293 Ill. Dec. 657, 671-72, 828 N.E.2d 1155, 1169-

70 (2005) (“If the language of the statute is clear, its plain and ordinary meaning 

must be given effect without resorting to other aids of construction.”). The Board  

strips GMZs of any value because the Board’s opinion invalidates the protection 

from violations GMZs provide. The Board’s opinion also precludes the reliance on 

monitored natural attenuation for remediation of a site.  

4. The Board erred by shifting the burden to MWG to disprove allegations of 

violation. The Board finds that the historic coal ash areas at Joliet 29 and Powerton were 

contaminating the groundwater despite the fact that no evidence was presented showing 

contamination relating to those areas. 

5.          In addition, the Board incorrectly shifts the burden of proof to MWG by finding that 

ash on the ground at Powerton for two months in 2012 was a water pollution hazard in violation 

of 12(d).  No testimony was presented on the quantity of the ash, the concentration, or any potential 

threat of impact to groundwater from ash placed on frozen ground for such a short period. The 

groundwater data identified by the Board shows no impacts to groundwater by the ash temporarily 

on the ground for two months.  
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6. The Board errs in its conclusions regarding the Joliet 29 Station because the Board 

overlooks facts presented at the hearing. Specifically, the Board makes the following errors of fact: 

a. In concluding that the poz-o-pac liners at Joliet 29 were cracked, the Board 

overlooks facts regarding the actual condition of the poz-o-pac at Joliet 29 and 

incorrectly relies upon mere assumptions along with evidence from different 

Stations. 

b. The Board incorrectly concludes that the HDPE liners in the ash ponds at the Joliet 

29 Station were damaged by relying upon evidence from a different station and 

overlooking the construction documentation showing that the HDPE liners were 

installed correctly.  

c. The Board errs by making inconsistent conclusions in its findings in relation to 

antimony, cadmium, lead and boron.  

7. The Board erred in its conclusions regarding the Powerton ash ponds because it 

overlooks facts presented at the hearing. Specifically, the Board makes the following errors of fact:  

a. The Board errs in concluding that the poz-o-pac at Powerton is in poor condition 

because the Board relies solely on assumptions and overlooks witness testimony 

that the poz-o-pac was in good condition. 

b. The Board errs in concluding the liners at Powerton were installed incorrectly 

because the evidence it relies on concerns a single ash pond and does not relate to 

actual installation of the liners. The Board overlooks witness testimony and expert 

opinion that the liners were properly installed and in good condition. 

c. The Board errs by overlooking the express terms of a Joint Agreed Stipulation 

stating that the Powerton Secondary Ash Settling Basin had a Hypalon Liner. (JAS 
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No. 22). The Board incorrectly finds that the Secondary Ash Settling Basin did not 

have a liner when this fact was uncontested and stipulated by the parties.  

d. The Board errs in concluding that the Former Ash Basin may have had ash placed 

in between the poz-o-pac and the HDPE liner because the Former Ash Basin is an 

inactive area with no HDPE liner.  

e. The Board errs in concluding that Illinois River water rose 30 feet above the bottom 

of the Secondary Ash Settling Basin at Powerton. None of the evidence presented 

showed that the Illinois River had risen to such height, and the U.S. Army Corp of 

Engineers river gage data shows that the river has never reached 30 feet above the 

bottom of the Secondary Ash Settling Basin. 

f. The Board incorrectly concludes that East Yard Run-off Basin may contain ash 

because it overlooks evidence that the East Yard Run-off Basin contains stormwater 

and no ash constituents in the water. 

g. The Board incorrectly concludes that the Limestone Run-off Basin “may be” 

leaking constituents into the groundwater because the Board overlooks the fact that 

the basin has been empty since 2013. 

h. The Board errs by making inconsistent conclusions in its findings concerning 

antimony, lead, selenium, and thallium. 

8. The Board errs in its conclusions regarding the Will County ash ponds because it 

overlooks facts presented at the hearing. Specifically, the Board makes the following errors of fact: 

a. The Board errs in concluding that ash was left between the liner and the poz-o-pac 

at the Will County ash ponds. The exhibits the Board relies upon did not concern 
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Will County and the Board overlooks the Will County construction documentation 

showing that ash was not used as part of the construction of liners in the ash ponds.  

b. The Board errs by assuming the poz-o-pac under Ponds 1N and 1S at Will County 

was cracked because the Board gives no basis for its assumption, and the Board 

overlooks the evidence that showed that the poz-o-pac was in excellent condition.    

9. MWG  requests that the Board clarify certain findings so that the parties can have 

a better understanding of the scope of the damages phase of the case. MWG has identified the 

following findings that merit clarification: 

a. Whether the Board has concluded that pond liners leaked after the ponds were 

relined, including those ponds with new liners where no equipment has entered the 

pond because no ash has been removed.  

b. With regards to the Joliet 29 Station, MWG requests clarification on whether the 

Board considers monitoring wells 8, 10, and 11 as background wells.  

c. MWG also requests that the Board clarify its Interim Order to properly reflect the 

status of the witnesses, other than John Seymour, as laypersons.  

WHEREFORE, MWG respectfully requests that the Board reconsider its Interim Order and 

Opinion and issue an order correcting the errors in the opinion based on the law and the overlooked 

facts, and also clarifying the parts of the Interim Order and Opinion to assist in preparation for the 

damages hearing, as follows:  

1) Stating that the GMZs at Joliet 29, Powerton and Will County Stations have not expired 
pursuant to 35 Ill. Adm. Code 620.250 and 620.450(a), and MWG is not in violation of the 
Board regulations after the GMZs were in place. 

2) If the Board concludes that the corrective action process at each Station has been 
completed, conducting the evaluation required pursuant to 35 Ill. Adm. Code 620.450(a)(4) 
and concluding that the exceedances have been minimized to the extent practicable and 
any threats to public health and the environment have been minimized and MWG is not in 
violation of the Board regulations.  
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3) If the Board does not make such a finding, the Board should rescind its opinion regarding 
the GMZs at the MWG Stations and remand the GMZ issue to the Hearing Officer to allow 
the parties to present evidence regarding the GMZ issue. 

4) Reversing its opinion that the Joliet 29 and Powerton historic fill areas are causing or 
allowing contamination because there is no evidence in support and the Board improperly 
shifted the burden to MWG to disprove the allegations; 

5) Consider and apply the numerous overlooked facts that lead to erroneous conclusions in 
law and fact, specifically: 

a. Finding that the poz-o-pac in the three ash ponds at the Joliet 29 Station are in good 
condition; 

b. Finding that the HDPE liners in the ash ponds at the Joliet 29 Station were installed 
correctly and not damaged; 

c. Correcting the findings to state that no ash was left between the poz-o-pac and 
HDPE in the ash ponds at Joliet 29; 

d. Correcting its findings to state that certain constituents at Joliet 29 are not in 
violation of the Class I standards; 

e. Finding that the poz-o-pac in the ash ponds at the Powerton Station are in good 
condition; 

f. Finding that the liners in the ash ponds at the Powerton Station were installed 
correctly and not damaged; 

g. Correcting its finding to state that the Secondary Ash Settling Basin at Powerton 
Station has had a liner since at least 1999;  

h. Correcting its finding to state that Former Ash Basin at Powerton Station had no 
ash beneath the liner because it is an inactive basin; 

i. Correcting its finding to delete any reference that river water rose “30-feet above” 
the bottom of the Powerton Secondary Ash Settling Basin; 

j. Correcting its finding to state that the East Yard Basin and the Limestone Basin do 
not contain ash and are not currently a source; 

k. Correcting its findings to state that certain constituents at Powerton are not in 
violation of the Class I standards; and, 

l. Correcting its findings that any ash was left between the poz-o-pac and HDPE liners 
at the ash ponds at Will County. 

6) At the very least, MWG requests that the Board clarify its opinion in preparation for the 
next phase of this litigation by clarifying: 

a. That certain pond liners are not leaking after the ponds were relined because the 
ponds contain no ash, or never had any ash removed; and,  

b. That the MWG witnesses, other than John Seymour, are lay witnesses and not 
“experts.” 
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c. That Monitoring wells 8, 10, and 11 at Joliet 29 are background wells.  
 

Respectfully submitted, 

MIDWEST GENERATION, LLC. 
 

By  ____/s/ Jennifer T. Nijman _   
 One of Its Attorneys 

Jennifer T. Nijman 
Kristen L. Gale 
NIJMAN FRANZETTI LLP 
10 South LaSalle Street, Suite 3600 
Chicago, IL  60603 
312-251-5255 
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BEFORE THE ILLINOIS POLLUTION CONTROL BOARD 

In the Matter of:     ) 
       ) 
SIERRA CLUB, ENVIRONMENTAL LAW  ) 
AND POLICY CENTER, PRAIRIE RIVERS  ) 
NETWORK, and CITIZENS AGAINST   ) 
RUINING THE ENVIRONMENT   ) 
       ) PCB 2013-015 
 Complainants,    ) (Enforcement – Water) 
       ) 
 v.      ) 
       ) 
MIDWEST GENERATION, LLC,   ) 
       ) 
   Respondent.   ) 

RESPONDENT’S MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT OF ITS MOTION TO  
RECONSIDER AND CLARIFY THE INTERIM ORDER 

The Illinois Pollution and Control Board (“Board”) should reconsider certain portions of 

its Interim Order and Opinion (“Interim Order”) because the Board erred in its application of the 

law, addressed new issues that were not raised in the pleadings or at the hearing, overlooked facts 

presented at hearing, and made inconsistent findings. The Board made incorrect legal conclusions 

concerning groundwater management zones (“GMZs”) when the expiration of GMZs was not at 

issue, and improperly shifted the burden of proof to show certain historic ash areas are not a source. 

Additionally, the Board overlooked facts regarding the ash ponds and areas outside the ash ponds 

at certain Midwest Generation, LLC (“MWG”) stations resulting in errors in the Board’s 

conclusions. 

STANDARD OF REVIEW 

In a motion for reconsideration, the Board may consider new evidence, a change in the law, 

or errors in the Board’s application of the law. 35 Ill. Adm. Code 101.520, 101.902; See also 

Dickerson Petroleum, Inc. v. Illinois EPA, PCB 09-87, 10-5 (Consolidated) (Sept. 2, 2010), 2010 

Ill. ENV LEXIS 390, *18 (Board reconsidered and reversed its opinion because it erred in applying 

existing law). A motion to reconsider may also specify “facts in the record which were 

overlooked.” City of Quincy v. Illinois Environmental Protection Agency, PCB 08-86, 2010 Ill. 

ENV LEXIS 213, *48 (June 17, 2010), citing Wei Enterprises v. IEPA, PCB04-23, slip op. at 3 

(Feb. 19, 2004). In particular, the Board has held that “the identification of overlooked facts is a 
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permissible ground for reconsideration” and if a motion to reconsider is based on claims that facts 

were overlooked, the motion must specify the facts. Id. at 49-50. The Board has discretion to 

address new issues presented in a motion for reconsideration where there is a reasonable 

explanation for why the additional issues were not raised at the original hearing. People of the 

State of Illinois v. Packaging Personified, Inc., PCB04-16, 2012 Ill. ENV LEXIS 103, *31. (March 

1, 2012). 

ARGUMENT 

The most significant error of law in the Interim Order concerns the Board’s conclusions 

regarding GMZs at the Joliet 29 Station, Powerton Station, and Will County Station.  The Board’s 

limitations on the applicability of GMZs for this case are against the clear and unambiguous 

language of the regulations and contrary to Board precedent. In fact, in this case, applicability of 

the GMZs was not at issue during the hearing.  Neither party presented any evidence or argument 

regarding the application and effect of a GMZ, and neither party had a meaningful opportunity to 

address the GMZ regulatory framework at the hearing. The potential adverse impact of this 

incorrect understanding of GMZs on any remediation in the State of Illinois is significant.     

The Board’s second key error of law is improperly shifting the burden of proof to MWG 

to somehow show that historic ash areas at the stations were not a source. Finally, the Board 

overlooks numerous facts and evidence presented in the record which results in multiple errors of 

fact and a lack of support for the Board’s findings. The Board’s errors require reconsideration and 

correction by the Board.  

I. THE BOARD MISAPPLIES THE LAW CONCERNING THE EXPIRATION OF 
GMZs WHEN THE ISSUE WAS NOT BEFORE THE BOARD  

The Board should review and reconsider its legal conclusions concerning GMZs because 

the Board’s analysis contains errors in fact and law. Interim Order pp. 80-84. The Board begins its 

discussion of GMZs by making the statement that a GMZ “expires upon completion of a corrective 

action as specified in Sections 620.250(a) and 620.450(a).”  Interim Order, § V.A.ii., at p. 80.  The 

Board then finds that corrective action at the MWG Stations was completed and Class I 

groundwater quality standards apply because the record does not establish “ongoing corrective 

action as specified in Section 620.450(a).” Id. By limiting the timeframe of a GMZ to the period 

of “ongoing” remediation, such that a GMZ automatically expires, the Board misapplies the law 

and strips GMZs of any value.  35 Ill. Adm. Code 620.250(b), (c), 620.450(a).    
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First, the issue of whether the GMZs expired after completion of “ongoing corrective 

action” was not even before the Board.  Neither party had proper notice of the issue and neither 

party presented evidence, caselaw, or history concerning the intended meaning and scope of 

“corrective action” under the GMZ regulations and how and when a GMZ might expire.   

Second, the Board’s analysis of GMZs, allowing it to conclude that GMZs expire as soon 

as a specific corrective action such as relining of an ash pond is completed, misapplies the plain 

language of the regulations, is against the purpose of GMZs, and ignores Board and Illinois EPA 

precedent. The Board disregards the clear and unambiguous language of the Board’s regulations 

that state that a GMZ continues for a period of time and only expires when both a corrective action 

is completed and applicable groundwater standards are attained. 35 Ill. Adm. Code 620.250(c). 

The Board misapplies a “timely and appropriate” standard when that provision does not apply to 

an Agency approved corrective action, such as the corrective actions approved at the MWG 

Stations. 35 Ill. Adm. Code 620.250(a)(1). The Board then ignores its precedent where it agreed 

that a GMZ extends over a period of time beyond active corrective action and does not 

automatically expire.  

Third, each of the findings made by the Board to reach its conclusion that GMZs somehow 

expire contains errors in fact and/or law that should be reconsidered. In particular, the Board finds 

MWG’s corrective actions were completed because the Board confuses the certification statements 

MWG was required to submit as part of its Compliance Commitment Agreements (“CCAs”) with 

the completion of the corrective action process. In limiting the definition of a “corrective action 

process” to ongoing “active” remedial actions and hence finding that MWG’s corrective actions 

were completed once it relined the ash ponds, the Board overlooks that MWG’s GMZ applications 

specifically required both a source control action (i.e., the relining action) and an ongoing 

monitored natural attenuation process. Similarly, the Board’s claim that there was no evidence in 

the record that groundwater quality would return to Class I standards ignores MWG’s trend 

analysis that directly addresses this issue. Finally, even if the Board were to conclude (incorrectly) 

that MWG’s corrective actions are complete, the Board should then apply the regulations that 

pertain to the period “after the completion of a corrective action.” 35 Ill. Adm. Code 620.450(a)(4). 

Those regulations at 620.450(a)(4) require the Board to consider that the concentrations of 

constituents within the GMZs at the MWG Stations were minimized to the extent practicable and 

that there is a minimization of any threat to public health or the environment. Id. 
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A. The Expiration of GMZs was Never Before the Board and Should not Have 
Been Decided Without Proper Notice and Evidence 

The question of whether there are violations of Class I groundwater standards after GMZs 

are in place was never at issue during the hearing. The Board’s sua sponte determination that the 

GMZs expired violates due process of law and MWG’s fundamental right of notice of the issues 

to be tried at hearing. “Administrative proceedings are governed by fundamental principles and 

requirements of due process of law…Due process of law requires that a party be accorded 

procedural fairness, i.e., given notice and an opportunity to be heard.” Niles Twp. High Sch. Dist. 

219 v. Ill. Educ. Labor Rels. Bd., 369 Ill. App. 3d 128, 136, 859 N.E. 2d 57, 64 (1st Dist. 2006). 

Similarly, “…due process requires that both parties know in advance of a proceeding what issues 

will be tried at that proceeding.” Delarosa v. Approved Auto Sales, 332 Ill. App. 3d 623, 627, 774 

N.E.2d 437, 440 (2nd Dist. 2002).  

In Niles Twp. High Sch. Dist. 219, the Illinois Appellate Court reversed the sua sponte 

finding of an administrative law judge (“ALJ”) because “[b]y its very nature, a sua sponte ruling 

deprives a party of notice and an opportunity to raise objections because the court acts on its own 

and without any warning. 369 Ill. App. 3d at 137, quoting Peterson v. Randhava, 313 Ill. App. 3d 

1, 13, 729 N.E.2d 75 (1st Dist. 2000). In that case, the ALJ decided without notice to the parties 

that the plaintiff’s petition was untimely filed. Id. at 132. On appeal, the plaintiff argued that it was 

not given notice of nor an opportunity to defend and argue the issue of the timeliness of its petition. 

Id. at 135. The Court agreed and reversed and remanded the decision. Id. at 135-137. The Court 

found that it was clear that the plaintiff had “no notice that the ALJ was contemplating dismissal 

of its petition on an untimeliness basis and [the District] had no opportunity to be heard or make 

arguments as to the issue.” Id at 136.  

Here, the Board decided sua sponte that the “corrective action process” was complete and 

thus the GMZs expired despite the fact that no evidence or legal argument was presented at the 

hearing on the issue. The parties proceeded with the hearing on the agreement and assumption that 

once the GMZs were established, and monitoring and natural attenuation were ongoing, the Class 

I standards did not apply to groundwater within the GMZs.   

Both during the hearing and in post-hearing briefs, Complainants agreed and stipulated that 

once a GMZ is established the Class I groundwater standards would no longer apply. In fact, 

Complainants stipulated during the hearing that exceedances in a GMZ are not violations, stating:  
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“We all understand that in a groundwater management zone, there are no 
violations…We’re not trying to call this a violation…. And I can stipulate on the 
record…we don’t think this is a violation. We’re not calling this a violation. 
We’re not saying these exceedances that have any legal ramification.” 

10/26/17 Afternoon Tr. p. 87:22-89:4 – (emphasis added). 1 

Consistent with their stipulation, Complainants rephrased their questions regarding 

“exceedances” of the groundwater standards and did not assert that the GMZs expired. 10/25/17 

Tr. p. 87:8-15. See also, 10/26/17 Tr. p. 89:19-90:8 (Complainants agreed to modify an exhibit to 

remove the term “exceedance” on the last page). Complainants’ expert specifically stated that once 

a GMZ is established, the Class I standards in Illinois do not apply within the GMZ. 1/31/18 Tr. 

p. 15:19-23 (“Q: You’re aware that once a GMZ is established, the Class I standards in Illinois do 

not apply within the GMZ, correct? A: Correct.”). He repeated during the hearing that the 

groundwater standards do not apply to groundwater monitoring wells at the MWG Stations that 

are within the GMZs. 10/27/17 Tr. pp. 234:21-235:8. There was no hint or suggestion that the 

GMZs at Joliet, Powerton and Will County had “expired” or were no longer in place as determined 

by the Board in the Interim Order.  Based on Complainants’ stipulation and agreement that the 

GMZs continued in effect, the issues before the Board did not include any question of the 

timeframe of the GMZ after they were established.  

The parties’ post-hearing briefs similarly included no argument addressing whether the 

GMZs had expired. MWG simply stated in its Post-Hearing Brief that once the GMZs were 

established “the Class I groundwater standards were no longer applicable, thus MWG is not in 

violation of the Board’s Regulations.” MWG’s Post-Hearing Brief, p. 54. MWG did not have 

reason to devote any argument to the application and interpretation of the GMZ regulations after 

the GMZs were in place or any discussion as to whether its corrective action was completed or 

whether the GMZs may have expired.2 In Complainants’ Response Brief, Complainants only 

argued that the GMZs “have no bearing on liability for violations that occurred before they were 

 
1 A stipulation is an agreement by the parties with regard to an issue before the court. People v. Woods, 214 Ill. 2d 
455, 468, 293 Ill. Dec. 277, 286, 828 N.E.2d 247, 256 (2005). Courts look with favor upon stipulations because " 
'they tend to promote disposition of cases, simplification of issues[,] and the saving of expense to litigants.' " Id., 
quoting People v. Coleman, 301 Ill. App. 3d 37, 48, 704 N.E.2d 690, 235 Ill. Dec. 117 (1998), and In re Estate of 
Moss, 109 Ill. App. 2d 185, 192, 248 N.E.2d 513 (1969); Dawdy v. Sample, 178 Ill. App. 3d 118, 127-28, 127 Ill. 
Dec. 299, 306, 532 N.E.2d 1128, 1135 (4th Dist. 1989) (favoring stipulations that simplify litigation). 
2 In MWG’s Response Brief, MWG argued that its GMZs resolved liability for groundwater pollution pursuant to the 
Act, in answer to Complainants’ post-hearing brief. See MWG Response Brief, pp. 34-35. Again, no mention was 
made in the post-hearing briefs of GMZs expiring or the duration of MWG’s corrective action process.   
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implemented,” again acknowledging (and certainly not challenging) that the GMZs were still in 

effect. Response Brief, p 27.3  

If MWG had been on notice that the terms and expiration of its GMZs were at issue, MWG 

would have presented evidence to establish that a corrective action process under a GMZ is broadly 

interpreted to include groundwater monitoring and natural attenuation, and that a GMZ may extend 

for a long period of time after an “active” corrective action.4 This understanding of the longevity 

of GMZs with monitoring is borne out by Illinois EPA with similar GMZs in Illinois. MWG could 

have called as a witness a manager from Illinois EPA to testify how the Agency applies GMZs, 

the timing of corrective actions, and when GMZs might expire under the regulations. For instance, 

at a station owned by Vistra Energy in Hennepin, Illinois, (Hennepin Station East), the corrective 

action for Ash Pond 2 was a cover, a GMZ, and continued groundwater monitoring.5 The GMZ at 

Hennepin is expected to remain in place for approximately 20 years after the cover (i.e., the 

“active” corrective action) was installed. Hennepin’s GMZ application provides that following 

completion of the cover system, “boron concentrations will meet the groundwater protection 

standards within 20 years ….”Id. The Hennepin Station GMZ application is attached to this Motion 

as Exhibit 1 (see Part III, No. 1, 6). Similarly, at Dynegy’s Wood River Station, the corrective 

action was construction of a geomembrane cover system, a GMZ, and groundwater monitoring. 

The GMZ remained in place long after the cover system was installed. Dynegy’s GMZ application 

provides that concentration reductions of constituents were expected “to begin approximately one 

year after completion of the cover system.” The Dynegy GMZ application is attached to this 

Motion as Exhibit 2, (see Part III., No. 1, 6). Illinois EPA approved the GMZ with the clear 

understanding that the GMZ would be ongoing for an extended period of time because levels of 

 
3 MWG does not concede its argument that all groundwater violations were resolved by the CCAs. 
4  In its reconsideration of its GMZ findings, the Board may take notice of “new matters.” People v. Packaging 
Personified, Inc., PCB 04-16, at p. 35 (where respondent was permitted to attach a supplemental expert report to 
motion to reconsider in response to a new issue in Board’s opinion). Here, Illinois EPA’s practice of approving 
extended time periods of a GMZ long after “active” corrective action may be considered by the Board at this time 
because this is a new matter not addressed at the hearing. 
5 The Vistra Energy, Hennepin East Ash Ponds 2 and 4 corrective action plan includes the GMZ Application and is 
available on Illinois EPA’s website. https://www2.illinois.gov/epa/topics/water-quality/watershed-management/ash-
impoundment/Pages/Hennepin-East-Ash-Ponds-2-and-4.aspx (see page 1052 et seq of pdf “Closure Plan Final” and 
page 260 et seq of pdf “Closure Plan Addendum” which adds ash pond 4 to the corrective action). The GMZ 
applications attached are evidence the Board should consider and evidence MWG would have presented had it been 
on notice that GMZ expiration periods were at issue.  
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contaminants would only begin to reduce after a year. See Illinois EPA GMZ approval, attached 

as Exhibit 3 to this Motion.  

Had MWG been on notice of the Board’s decision that MWG’s “corrective action process” 

was completed, MWG would have pointed the Board to the requirements of section 

620.450(a)(4)(B), which specifically apply to GMZs following corrective action. MWG could have 

presented additional evidence to show that MWG met the groundwater standards of 

620.450(a)(4)(B) through expert testimony that there are no other practical corrective actions 

available for treatment for the constituents in groundwater at the MWG stations, and that the 

corrective action processes have minimized the exceedances “to the extent practicable.” 35 Ill. 

Adm. Code 620.450 (a)(4)(B). Finally, MWG would have presented a discussion of the applicable 

regulations, case law and precedent regarding GMZs in post-hearing briefs. The Board’s sua 

sponte ruling improperly deprived MWG of notice and an opportunity to raise evidence and 

objections on this issue.   

The Board should reconsider its opinion regarding the expiration of GMZs because it was 

not at issue. At the very least, the Board should rescind its opinion regarding the GMZs at the 

MWG Stations and remand the GMZ issues to the Hearing Officer to allow the parties to present 

evidence and briefing regarding the GMZ issues before the Board makes a ruling.6  

B. The Board’s Limitation on GMZs Misreads the Plain Language of the 
Regulations and Ignores Board and Agency Precedent  

The Board’s conclusions regarding the brief time period and expiration of a GMZ as soon 

as active work is completed are contrary to the explicit language of the regulations regarding 

GMZs and against the Board’s previous findings. Beginning on page 81 of the Interim Order, the 

Board, sua sponte, addresses the question “whether or not GMZs continue in effect at Joliet 29, 

Powerton and Will County.” Interim Order, p 81, para. 4. The Board’s discussion contains a series 

of missteps, each of which appears to have led the Board to its final, incorrect conclusion that the 

GMZs expired in just a few short months.  

 
6 See People v. Packaging Personified, Inc., PCB 04-16, at 43-44 (where the Board found that because neither party 
had reason to present evidence on the Board’s new economic benefit calculation, the Board reconsidered and ordered 
parties to conduct a supplemental hearing and briefing on the issue that had not been addressed). 
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1. The Plain Language of Section 620.250 Provides that GMZs do not Expire 
on Completion of Work 

The clear and unambiguous language of the Board’s regulations states that a GMZ 

continues for a period of time and only expires upon confirmation of the attainment of the 

applicable standards. 35 Ill. Adm. Code 620.250(c). In construing a regulation, the Board is 

required to read the regulation as a whole, giving “each word, clause, and sentence a reasonable 

meaning.” Ill. Envtl. Prot. Agency v. Ill. Pollution Control Bd., 2018 IL App (4th) 170144, ¶ 30, 

2018 Ill. App. LEXIS 805 (4th Dist. 2018). Additionally, “[w]hen the language of the statute is 

clear and unambiguous, it will be given effect without resort to other tools of construction.” Segers 

v. Indus. Comm'n, 191 Ill. 2d 421, 431, 247 Ill. Dec. 433, 439, 732 N.E.2d 488, 494 (2000).7  

a. The Board mistakenly applies 620.250(a)(2) to an Agency-approved 
corrective action process under 620.250(a)(1). 

The Board reaches the conclusion that a corrective action process must end and GMZs 

must expire after “active” remediation is complete by misapplying “timely and appropriate” 

language from a separate subsection of the rules. The Board first notes the definition of “correction 

action process” as:  

…those procedures and practices that may be imposed by a regulatory 
agency when a determination has been made that contamination of 
groundwater has taken place, and are necessary to address a potential or 
existing violation of the standards set forth in Subpart D. 

35 Ill. Adm. Code 620.110. The Board then imposes a “timely and appropriate” standard onto this 

unambiguous definition, which the Board takes from section 620.250(a)(2), and concludes “a corrective 

action process under a GMZ must be ‘necessary to address a potential or existing violation’ of the Part 

620 standards and must be undertaken in a ‘timely and appropriate manner.’ Interim Order, p. 83 

(emphasis added).  The Board errs in mistakenly applying section 620.250(a)(2) to the definition of 

“corrective action process” and failing to consider section 620.250(a)(1).  

The GMZ rules unambiguously state that a GMZ will extend from the time of a corrective 

action process for a period of time consistent with that action, and the rules provide the conditions 

under which a GMZ will expire. Specifically, section 620.250(b) states:  

 
7 The rules that govern statutory construction also apply to the construction of administrative regulations. D&L 
Landfill, Inc. v. Ill. Pollution Control Bd., 2017 IL App (5th) 160071, ¶ 23, 415 Ill. Dec. 754, 759, 83 N.E.3d 10, 15, 
citing, Kean v. Wal-Mart Stores, Inc., 235 Ill. 2d 351, 368, 919 N.E.2d 926, 336 Ill. Dec. 1 (2009). A reviewing court 
“should not read into the statute exceptions, conditions, or limitations not expressed by the legislature.” People ex rel. 
Glasgow v. Carlson, 2016 IL 120544, ¶ 17, 410 Ill. Dec. 954, 72 N.E.3d 340 (2016).   
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A groundwater management zone is established upon concurrence by the 
Agency that the conditions as specified in subsection (a) are met and 
groundwater management continues for a period of time consistent with the 
action described in that subsection. 

35 Ill. Adm. Code 620.250(b) (emphasis added).8 The language in section 620.250(b) specifies that the 

length of time a GMZ continues must be “consistent with the action described in that subsection,” 

referring to the previously mentioned subsection 620.250(a). It is here that the Board applies the wrong 

subsection of 620.250(a) to reach its conclusion that the GMZs expired -- a finding that is against the 

plain language of the rules.   

The language of “subsection (a),” as referenced in section 620.250(b) quoted above, contains 

two distinct subparagraphs, separated by an “OR”, such that each subparagraph applies distinctly from 

the other. 35 Ill. Adm. Code 620.250(a).  Section 620.250(a) provides for the creation of a GMZ as an 

area containing groundwater being managed to mitigate impairment that is either (a)(1) subject to a 

“corrective action process” approved by the Agency OR (a)(2) is a “corrective action” performed 

voluntarily by an owner “in a timely and appropriate manner.” 35 Ill. Adm. Code 620.250(a) 

(parentheses added). In this case, section 620.250(a)(1) applies because MWG entered into an approved 

“corrective action process” with the Illinois EPA as described in the CCAs and the Agency’s approval 

of the GMZs. See Hearing Exs. 626, 636, 656 (CCAs); Hearing Exs. 627, 638, 658 (Illinois EPA’s 

GMZ approval letters). Pursuant to the Agency-approved corrective action process of section 

620.250(a)(1), the Illinois EPA establishes and oversees the corrective action process, including 

determining timing for the corrective actions. In its Interim Order, however, the Board incorrectly 

applies subsection 620.250(a)(2) to support its conclusion that the GMZs should quickly expire. Interim 

Order, p. 82, para 5 to p. 83.  The Board quotes the language of 620.250(a)(2) to find that a corrective 

action should be completed in a “timely and appropriate matter” with a confirmation of completion in 

a form provided by the Agency. Interim Order, p. 83, para. 4. The Board errs in applying 620.250(a)(2) 

because it is subsection 620.250(a)(1) that applies because MWG was “subject to a corrective active 

process approved by the Agency.” 35 Ill. Adm. Code 620.250(a)(1).  

The Board’s erroneous imposition of “timely and appropriate” into the definition of “corrective 

action process” severely limits the broad language provided in the Board’s actual definition of that term. 

 
8 See also legislative history of 250(b) In the Matter of: Groundwater Quality Standards (35 Ill. Adm. Code 620), PCB 
R89-14, Illinois EPA Statement of Reasons, September 21, 1989, pp. 12-13. Illinois EPA described Remedial 
Groundwater, which later became GMZ, as “groundwater that due to contamination cannot meet the groundwater 
criteria set forth in Subpart C for an extended period of time.” Id. at 12 (emphasis added). 
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On its own, the definition of a “corrective action process” is broad and includes any procedures and 

practices imposed by, in this case, the Illinois EPA. 35 Ill. Adm. Code 620.110. The “corrective action 

process” under a GMZ is not limited to only the period of installing a liner, as the Board concludes, but 

by its plain language encompasses all of the Agency-approved actions, including ongoing monitoring, 

natural attenuation and institutional controls that limit exposure to contamination.  Id. In this case the 

Agency-approved corrective action process pursuant to 620.250(a)(1) included a series of protective 

steps such as pond relining, use restrictions, continued monitoring, and monitored natural attenuation to 

address groundwater, and in each case the monitoring and natural attenuation was a requirement of the 

GMZs.9 The regulations vest the Agency with discretion to determine if the proposed corrective action 

processes will address violations of the standards. Because the regulations vest the Agency with the 

authority and discretion to approve or disapprove of the corrective action process, the Board must give 

deference to the Agency’s decision and approval of the corrective action process. See U.S. Steel Corp. 

v. Ill. Pollution Control Board, 384 Ill. App. 3d 457, 463-464, 892 N.E.2d 606 (5th Dist., 2008) (Court 

held Board must give deference to Agency decision to not hold a public hearing because the regulation 

vested the Agency with the discretion to make the decisions).  

b. The Board fails to apply section 620.250(c) to determine when a GMZ 
might expire 

After applying the incorrect subsection, the Board next errs by concluding that GMZs “expire” 

while ignoring the specific rule that applies to GMZ expiration. Section 620.250(c) specifies when a 

GMZ expires and states: 

A groundwater management zone expires upon the Agency's receipt of 
appropriate documentation which confirms the completion of the action 
taken pursuant to subsection (a) and which confirms the attainment of 
applicable standards as set forth in Subpart D. The Agency shall review the 
on-going adequacy of controls and continued management at the site if 
concentrations of chemical constituents, as specified in Section 
620.450(a)(4)(B), remain in groundwater at the site following completion of 
such action. The review must take place no less often than every 5 years and 
the results shall be presented to the Agency in a written report. 

35 Ill. Adm. Code 620.250(c) (emphasis added). While the Board cites to this section, the Board 

never applies it, instead going back to the “timely and appropriate” language from the inapplicable 

 
9 There is no dispute that Illinois EPA imposed and approved the corrective action process in the GMZ applications, 
including ongoing groundwater monitoring conducted by MWG as part of the remedies of monitored natural 
attenuation. See Hearing Ex. 242, Part III, No. 10, Hearing Ex. 254, Part III, No. 10, Hearing Ex. 276, Part III, No. 
10. Part III, No. 10 (GMZ Applications); Hearing Exs. 627, 638, 658, 660 (Illinois EPA GMZ Approvals).   
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subsection 620.250(a)(2). Interim Order, p. 83, para 3. Section 620.250(c) plainly and 

unambiguously provides the language for when a GMZ expires. If the Board had been inclined to 

decide the issue of when a GMZ expires, even though it was not at issue here and no evidence was 

presented, the Board was required to apply section 620.250(c). In applying the rule, the Board 

could only find that the GMZs would expire if both the Agency-approved “corrective action 

process” had been completed by MWG, and the applicable standards had been attained. While the 

Board incorrectly attempts to glean that the “corrective action process” was completed by MWG’s 

compliance statements that it had performed its commitments under the CCAs, that analysis is 

wrong. 

c. The Board confuses CCA compliance statements with completion of the 
corrective action process  

In its discussion of MWG’s GMZ applications, the Board concludes that all CCA measures 

were completed by the dates of the respective CCA compliance statements and then mistakenly 

equates those CCA compliance statements with “completion of the corrective action process.” 

Interim Order, p. 82, para 3. The Board appears to be referring to the language of section 

620.250(c) here stating that a GMZ expires “upon the Agency’s receipt of appropriate 

documentation which confirms the completion of the action taken pursuant to subsection (a),” 

which in this case is the Agency-approved corrective action process. The CCA compliance 

statements are not the same as the “appropriate documentation” required by section 620.250(c). 

The CCA compliance statements do not contain the information required by 620.250(c), which 

demands documentation of both “completion of the action taken pursuant to subsection (a)” and 

“the attainment of applicable standards as set forth in Subpart D.” 35 Ill. Adm. Code 620.250(c).10 

In this case, the applicable “standard set forth in Subpart D” refers to the Groundwater Quality 

Standards in section 620.450(a) of the Board’s rules. 35 Ill. Adm. Code 620.450(a), Groundwater 

Quality Restoration Standards. The CCA compliance statements simply acknowledge that MWG 

performed each of the actions set out by Illinois EPA in the CCAs. There is no discussion of 

whether groundwater standards have been attained as required by section 620.250(c).  

 
10 The Board’s reference to the GMZ applications (Att. 2 at Note 1) that “[at] the completion of the corrective process, 
a final report is to be filed which includes the confirmation statement included in Part IV” does not support the Board’s 
finding because the quoted language is copied directly from the Appendix D form prepared by the Agency and used 
to create GMZ applications.  Compare 35 Ill. Adm. Code 620, Appendix D to Hearing Exs. 242, 254 and 276 (Hearing 
GMZ Applications). 
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The CCA compliance statements are not evidence that the GMZs are “completed.” The 

CCAs did not require MWG to “complete” the “corrective action process” within the meaning of 

the GMZ regulations. The CCAs only required MWG to “establish a GMZ pursuant to 35 Ill. Adm. 

Code Part 620.250 within one year of the effective date of the CCA.” See Hearing Exs. 626, 636, 

656 (CCAs). That is exactly what MWG did – MWG “established” a GMZ at Joliet 29, Will 

County and Powerton within the required time period. See Hearing Exs. 627, 638, 660 (Illinois 

EPA GMZ Approvals). MWG does not state that the GMZs expired or ended – only that they were 

established and that the relining of the ponds portion of the corrective action process had been 

performed. In fact, the groundwater monitoring that is part of the CCAs continues to this date. 

Hearing Exs. 244M-246M, 257O-260O, 279Q-281Q (Groundwater Monitoring Reports). MWG’s 

CCA compliance statements also do not state that the corrective action process at each of the 

Stations was complete, only that the actions of the CCAs, including new liners and a groundwater 

monitoring program, had been put into place. See Hearing Exs. 630, 637, 661 (CCA Compliance 

Statements).  

 By incorrectly finding that the CCA compliance statements are the same as completion of 

the corrective action process, the Board admits that the record does not actually indicate whether 

any final report or confirmation statement was submitted to the Agency. Interim Order, p. 82, para. 

3. The Board is correct - there is no such report or statement in the record because no such 

documents exist. MWG has never taken the position that the GMZs have expired or the corrective 

action process is complete and thus would not have submitted such documentation. MWG is 

continuing the corrective action process by monitoring the groundwater at the Stations to assess 

the process of natural attenuation. Hearing Ex. 242, Part III, No. 4, 6, 10, Ex. 254, Part III, No. 4, 

6, 10, Ex. 276, Part III, No. 4, 6, 10 (GMZ Applications); Hearing Exs. 244M-246M, 257O-260O, 

279Q-281Q (Groundwater Monitoring Reports). MWG included in the record a trend analysis that 

shows that the monitored natural attenuation is having the desired effect and groundwater is either 

improving (Joliet 29) or currently stable (Powerton and Will County). See Hearing Exs. 901, pp. 

25, 43, 71 (MWG Expert Presentation). The Board should reconsider its decision and apply the 

plain language of the regulation for when a GMZ expires. 

d. The Board errs by concluding that work required for the GMZs was 
completed by incorrectly finding that groundwater monitoring and 
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natural attenuation are not part of the Agency-approved corrective 
action process  

The Board recognizes that monitoring and inspections are to continue at the Stations but 

finds that the monitoring requirement comes from the CCAs and not as a condition to establish the 

GMZs. Interim Order, p. 82, para 4. As a result, the Board seems to conclude that the corrective 

action process was completed and only the CCA work remains. The Board then incorrectly states 

that the CCA actions are intended to “avoid and detect” further contamination rather than remedy 

any contamination or remove the contamination source. Interim Order, p. 82, para 4. The Board 

makes incorrect assumptions as to what the CCAs “intended” and fails to recognize that the 

combined terms of MWG’s Agency-approved corrective action process, implemented pursuant to 

620.250(a)(1), together form the remedy to create the GMZs and address groundwater impacts. 

Ultimately, the Board incorrectly concludes that the record does not establish that the continuous 

monitoring by MWG of the natural attenuation process is a corrective action pursuant to the GMZs. 

Interim Order, p. 82, para. 4.  

The GMZ applications and the continuous groundwater monitoring reports show that 

ongoing groundwater monitoring for natural attenuation was always an intended part of the 

corrective action process and required as part of the GMZs. The Board completely overlooks the 

sections of the GMZ applications which state that groundwater monitoring is a part of the remedy. 

Interim Order, p. 82, para. 4; See Hearing Exs. 242, 254, 276 (GMZ applications). The GMZ 

applications, approved by Illinois EPA, specifically state that the selected remedies required to 

implement the GMZs includes all of the terms in the CCA. See Hearing Ex. 242, Part III, No. 1, 

Hearing Ex. 254, Part III, No. 1, Hearing Ex. 276, Part III, No. 1 (GMZ Applications). Thus, the 

approved remedies for the Stations with GMZs incorporated all of the terms in Item 5 of the CCAs, 

including installation of HDPE liners and groundwater monitoring. Id. As to addressing 

groundwater impacts, MWG’s GMZ applications specifically state that the selected remedies will 

result in compliance with the applicable groundwater standards due to the pond relining and 

attenuation of the residual groundwater impacts through monitored conditions within the 

established GMZs. See, Hearing Ex. 242, Part III, Nos. 4, 6, Hearing Ex. 254, Part III, Nos. 4, 6, 

Hearing Ex. 276, Part III, Nos. 4, 6 (GMZ Applications). MWG’s GMZ applications further state 

that MWG will continue to monitor the groundwater monitoring wells on a quarterly basis and the 

“monitoring data will be reported to IEPA within 30 days of the end of each quarter.”  See Hearing 

Ex. 242, Part III, No. 10, Hearing Ex. 254, Part III, No. 10, Hearing Ex. 276, Part III, No. 10. Part 
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III, No. 10 (GMZ Applications). MWG continues to submit the groundwater monitoring results to 

Illinois EPA and each report states that the samples analyzed were taken from the area of the 

approved GMZs. See Hearing Exs. 244M-246M, 257O-260O, 279Q-281Q (Groundwater 

Monitoring Results). Neither Illinois EPA nor MWG has reported or even suggested that the GMZs 

expired or that corrective action is complete. 

The Board focuses only on a single section of MWG’s GMZ applications (i.e.,  Part III No. 

1) and overlooks the relevant sections concerning continued monitoring, the combined remedy and 

attaining groundwater standards over time through natural attenuation (i.e., Part III Nos. 4, 6 and 

10).  The Board should reconsider its decision that GMZs expire and find that the “corrective 

action process” is ongoing. 

e. The Board ignores evidence when it incorrectly concludes that 
monitored natural attenuation is not an ongoing remedy  

The Interim Order states the record does not show that monitoring may be construed as 

timely or appropriate to remedy groundwater quality or that monitoring will address a potential or 

existing violation absent some other actions by MWG. Interim Order, p. 83, para 1. The Board 

continues, stating there is no evidence that groundwater quality will return to Class I standards 

naturally. Id. These statements misrepresent the Agency-approved corrective action process at the 

Stations and ignore evidence in the record.   

The Board completely overlooks the temporal trend analysis conducted by MWG’s expert 

to evaluate whether the constituent levels in groundwater are improving over time. MWG’s Post-

Hearing Brief, pp. 37-38, Hearing Exs. 901, 906 (Temporal Trend Analysis). MWG’s expert used 

a linear regression analysis to determine temporal trends at the Stations. MWG’s Post-Hearing 

Brief, p. 37, citing 2/2/18 Tr. p. 26:3-27:21 (Seymour Test.), Hearing Ex. 906 (Temporal Trend 

Analysis). Based on the trend analysis, MWG’s expert concluded that at Joliet 29, concentrations 

of coal-related constituents in groundwater are decreasing, 11 and at Powerton and Will County the 

concentrations are generally stable. 2/2/18 Tr. p. 29:5-16, 44:9-15, 123:4-124:11 (Seymour Test.); 

Hearing Ex. 906 (Temporal Trend Analysis), Hearing Ex. 901, p. 24-25, 42-43, 70-71 (MWG 

Expert Presentation). There is no question that natural attenuation can take several years to decades 

 
11 Complainants’ expert agreed that the concentrations in the groundwater at the Joliet 29 Station were decreasing. See 
Hearing Ex. 908 (Joliet 29 Update of Kunkel Slides); 10/27/17 Tr. p. 246:4-250:20, 254:2-6 (Kunkel Test.). 
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to clean up a site12 and the corrective actions at the MWG stations are in the early stages of the 

natural attenuation process. The corrective action process of monitored natural attenuation in 

MWG’s GMZ applications is continuing to work as intended, over time.  

The Board incorrectly states that there is no indication that MWG will take any additional 

actions based on the results of the monitoring or that monitoring will trigger any actions by the 

Agency. Interim Order, p. 83, para 1. The Board’s statement simply ignores the clear language and 

requirements of section 620.250(c). Section 620.250(c) specifically states that “the Agency shall 

review the on-going adequacy of controls and continued management at the site”, and the “review 

must take place no less often than every 5 years…” 35 Ill. Adm. Code 620.250(c).  MWG continues 

to submit the groundwater monitoring reports to the Illinois EPA on a quarterly basis, pursuant to 

the approved GMZ applications. Hearing Ex. 242, Part III, No. 10, Hearing Ex. 254, Part III, No. 

10, Hearing Ex. 276, Part III, No. 10. Part III, No. 10 (GMZ Applications); Hearing Exs. 244M-

246M, 257O-260O, 279Q-281Q (Groundwater Monitoring Reports). Illinois EPA receives and 

reviews the groundwater monitoring data to assess the adequacy of the controls and continued 

management at the MWG Stations.  Illinois EPA has not expressed any concern over the GMZs 

or the corrective action process at the Stations. 2/1/18 Tr. pp. 112:16-18, 140:2-5, 167:7-11 (Gnat 

Test.). If MWG had known that the Agency’s review or the continued applicability of the GMZs 

was at issue, MWG would have presented Agency testimony on the issue.  

2. The Board Fails to Apply the Groundwater Restoration Standards of 
Section 620.450(a) 

 As discussed above, the Board initially errs in finding that MWG’s corrective action 

process was completed by misapplying section 620.250(a)(2) and then ignoring the rule for when 

a GMZ expires under 620.250(c). The Board compounds this error by failing to analyze section 

620.450(a), the part of Subpart D of the rules that applies to groundwater quality restoration. To 

correctly apply section 620.250(c) to determine when a GMZ expires, the Board should have 

analyzed whether the “applicable standards set forth in Subpart D” had been attained. 35 Ill. Adm. 

Code 620.250(c). The “applicable standards of Subpart D are the Groundwater Quality Restoration 

Standards set forth in section 620.450(a). In a proper analysis, the Board would have concluded 

either that: corrective action had not yet been completed under 620.450(a)(3) and Class I standards 

 
12 See also “Presumptive Response Strategy and Ex-Situ Treatment Technologies for Contaminated Groundwater at 
CERCLA Sites” relevant excerpt attached as Ex. 4; “Citizen’s Guide to Monitored Natural Attenuation” attached as 
Ex. 5, p. 1.   
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do not apply in the GMZs; or that corrective action has been completed and 620.450(a)(4) applies. 

The Board does neither. The Board incorrectly concludes that corrective action was completed but 

then fails to apply section 620.450(a)(4). 

a. The failure to apply section 620.450(a)(4) was an error 

While incorrectly finding that MWG’s Agency-approved “corrective action process” at the 

Joliet 29, Powerton and Will County Stations was completed in only one to three months, the 

Board fails to conduct the next step of the analysis that applies when a corrective action is deemed 

to be complete. Section 620.450(a)(4) is the standard that applies to groundwater “after completion 

of a correction action…”. Subsection 450(a)(4) provides:  

(a)(4)  After completion of a corrective action as described in Section 620.250(a), 
the standard for such released chemical constituent is:  

A)  The standard as set forth in Section 620.410, 620.420, 620.430, or 
620.440, if the concentration as determined by groundwater 
monitoring of such constituent is less than or equal to the standard 
for the appropriate class set forth in those Sections; or 

B)  The concentration as determined by groundwater monitoring, if 
such concentration exceeds the standard for the appropriate class set 
forth in Section 620.410, 620.420, 620.430, or 620.440 for such 
constituent, and: 

i)  To the extent practicable, the exceedence has been 
minimized and beneficial use, as appropriate for the class of 
groundwater, has been returned; and 

ii)  Any threat to public health or the environment has been 
minimized. 

35 Ill. Adm. Code 620.450(a)(4) (emphasis added). In the Interim Order, the Board ignores this 

subsection despite its direct application if as the Board incorrectly concludes, corrective action has been 

completed. Pursuant to section 620.450(a)(4)(B), given the Board’s finding that MWG’s corrective 

action process was completed, the Board was required to consider the practicality of remediating the 

groundwater and the minimization of any threats to public health or the environment at the Joliet 29, 

Powerton, and Will County Stations to the extent practicable. The Board not only fails to analyze these 

requirements, but the Board overlooks evidence in the record showing that MWG met them.  

b. The Board overlooks evidence in the record that MWG meets the 
requirements of 620.450(a)(4)(B) 

MWG presented evidence that, to the extent practicable, the extensive measures it took at its 

Stations were the appropriate remedy. MWG’s expert testified that MWG’s actions to protect the 
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groundwater at the Stations were responsible and proactive and the practical way to manage the 

groundwater and risk at the Stations. 2/2/2018 Tr. p. 47:7-48:6, 79:14-80:3, 115:15-116:6, 125:9-24 

(Seymour Test.); see also, Hearing Ex. 903, pp. 49-53, 63-69 (MWG Expert Rpt.). Specifically, MWG’s 

expert identified the pond maintenance, methodical pond dredging process, relining of the ponds, 

removing certain ponds from service, and entering into CCAs with the Illinois EPA as effective methods 

to reduce and manage the risks to the groundwater. Id. The Illinois EPA agreed that the actions taken 

would bring the MWG Stations into compliance when it entered into the CCAs with MWG. See Hearing 

Exs. 626, 636, 656 (CCAs); 415 ILCS 5/31(a)(7). Pursuant to Section 31(a)(7) of the Act, the Illinois 

EPA must include terms and conditions in a CCA “that are, in its discretion, necessary to bring the 

person complained against into compliance with the Act, any rule adopted under the Act…” 415 ILCS 

5/31(a)(7). Here, Illinois EPA concluded that corrective actions identified in the CCA, including relining 

the ash ponds and applying for a GMZ, were actions necessary to attain compliance with the alleged 

violations of the Act and underlying regulations. Because the Illinois EPA is vested discretion to 

determine the terms and conditions that are necessary to bring the Site into compliance with the Act and 

Board regulations, the Board is required to defer to the Illinois EPA’s decision. U.S. Steel v. IPCB, 382 

Ill. App. 3d at 464.  

MWG’s expert also opined that the alternative corrective action proposed by Complainants’ 

expert (i.e., ash removal) is not practicable. Evidence in the record explains that such an alternative 

action is not technically nor economically feasible and would cause more harm to the environment and 

to the communities neighboring the Stations. Hearing Ex. 903, pp. 63-69 (MWG Expert Rpt.). 

Complainants presented no evidence to the contrary. 

The Board also overlooks undisputed evidence that any threats to the public health and 

groundwater have already been minimized. MWG’s expert conducted a risk analysis to confirm 

that there is no unacceptable risk to public health or the environment from groundwater at the 

stations. MWG Post-Hearing Brief, pp. 29-30, Hearing Ex. 903 (MWG Exp. Rpt.), pp. 44-45, App. 

B, and, Hearing Ex. 907 (Updated Risk Analysis). MWG’s expert specifically stated that there was 

“no risk to the surface water environment at each site based on regulatory risk standards and 

standards of practice for risk assessment,” and “surface water receptors were not going to be 

exposed to anything unacceptable.” 2/1/19 Tr. p. 279:21-280:2 (Seymour Test.). Complainants put 

forth no evidence to dispute this. Complainants’ expert also agreed that no potable wells exist 

downgradient of the Joliet 29, Powerton, and Will County Stations. Id., Interim Order, pp. 29, 43; 
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Hearing Ex. 621 (2009 Hydrogeologic Assessment); 10/27/17 Tr. p. 181:4-13 (Kunkel Test.). 

MWG also implemented environmental land use controls (“ELUCs”) at the MWG Stations which 

further minimize risk by protecting “against exposure to contaminated groundwater…” Id, 

quoting, Hearing Exs. 253, 659 (Powerton and Will County ELUCs). The undisputed risk analysis, 

the expert opinions, the findings that there are no potable wells downgradient of the Stations, and 

the ELUCs, all evidence the Board ignored, establish that any threat to the public health and the 

environment has been minimized such that it is non-existent. 

 If the Board believes MWG’s corrective actions processes were completed, which MWG 

disputes, the Board at least should reconsider its opinion and conduct the necessary post-corrective 

action evaluation of groundwater required by section 620.450(a)(4)(B). Upon consideration of the 

overlooked evidence that the corrective action processes taken at the MWG Stations for the GMZs 

minimizes the concentrations in the groundwater, to the extent practicable, and there is no threat 

to public health or the environment, the Board should conclude that pursuant to section 

620.450(a)(4)(B) the concentrations of the constituents in the groundwater is the standard and 

MWG is not in violation of the Class I standards. At the very least, the Board should allow MWG 

to be heard and present evidence on both the argument that MWG’s corrective action process at 

the Stations has not been completed and that, even if deemed completed, MWG’s actions satisfied 

the requirements of section 620.450(a)(4)(B). 

3. The Board Improperly Replaces Regulations with Policy  

While failing to apply sections 620.250(c) and 620.450(a)(4), the Board then errs by replacing 

the Board regulations with policy. Interim Order, pp. 83, para. 4 to 84. The Board writes that the policy 

of the Illinois Groundwater Protection Act is to reduce risk and to restore, protect and enhance the 

groundwaters of the State. Interim Order, p. 84. The Board goes on to acknowledge that, when adopting 

the GMZ regulations the Board itself stated, “in any management zone the goal is remediation, if 

practicable, of the groundwater to the level of the standards applicable to that class of groundwater.” 

Id. (emphasis added). Illinois’s groundwater policy is not disputed and, as acknowledged by the Board, 

actually forms the basis for the rules that created GMZs. However, the policy does not replace the rules 

and the Board is required to apply the rules as they are written. 

The plain language of the regulations provides that a GMZ expires only pursuant to section 

620.250(c), and the applicable groundwater standard in a GMZ is based on 620.450(a)(3) or (a)(4). By 
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replacing the plain and ordinary meaning of the rules with policy, the Board contravenes the law of 

statutory construction. The Illinois Supreme Court has stated:  

Under the guise of construction, a court may not supply omissions, remedy defects, 
annex new provisions, substitute different provisions, add exceptions, limitations, or 
conditions, or otherwise change the law so as to depart from the plain meaning of 
language employed in the statute…. If the language of the statute is clear, its plain 
and ordinary meaning must be given effect without resorting to other aids of 
construction. 

King v. First Capital Fin. Servs. Corp., 215 Ill. 2d 1, 26, 293 Ill. Dec. 657, 671-72, 828 N.E.2d 1155, 

1169-70 (2005), quoting In re Marriage of Beyer, 324 Ill. App. 3d 305, 309-10, 753 N.E.2d 1032, 257 

Ill. Dec. 406 (2001).  

Moreover, the Board’s opinion thwarts the very policy it attempts to uphold. Under the Board’s 

new scenario where a GMZ expires as soon as an active corrective action remedy (such as a cover, or a 

new liner) is completed, the GMZ is stripped of any purpose. There is no reason to have a GMZ if there 

is no time allowed after the active portion of a corrective action remedy to assess whether it will have 

the appropriate impact on the groundwater and whether natural attenuation is taking place. The Board 

has agreed that natural attenuation is an appropriate remedy,13 but now imposes an interpretation that 

effectively precludes it. The Board’s decision prevents any party from resolving allegations of 

groundwater violations with the Illinois EPA because it provides no protection from violations as soon 

as the active remedial work is completed. Where, as in this case, the Illinois EPA determines that work 

to be performed at a site is the appropriate and practicable action through a CCA, the Board’s Opinion 

nonetheless finds Illinois EPA’s assessment irrelevant. Interim Order, p. 79, para. 2. The Board fails to 

acknowledge, let alone give any evidentiary weight to, the Illinois EPA’s conclusions and actions 

established in the CCAs. Because the Illinois EPA has the “discretion” to determine the terms and 

conditions in the CCAs, the Board must give deference to the Illinois EPA’s decision.  U.S. Steel v. 

IEPA, 384 Ill. App. 3d at 464; 415 ILCS 5/31(a)(7).  The Board’s disregard of the Illinois EPA’s 

decisions is directly contrary to Illinois precedent and the language cited by the Board requiring that a 

remedy be “as practicable.” If a party cannot rely on Illinois EPA’s determination that a site remedy is 

the “practicable” remedy, that term would have no meaning, contrary to the law of statutory 

construction. 

 
13 Central Illinois Light Co. (Duck Creek Station) v. IEPA, PCB 99-21 (Dec. 17, 1998), 1998 Ill. ENV LEXIS 634 
(Board granted variance for discharges from water quality standards for five years finding that natural attenuation 
was the feasible and economically reasonable method to achieve compliance).  
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Illinois EPA has specifically testified before the Board that the GMZ regulatory process gives 

the Agency needed flexibility in responding to contaminated properties --- to assess a potential remedy 

and whether the remedy is appropriate and protective of the environment. In the Matter of: Coal 

Combustion Waste (CCW) Ash Ponds and Surface Impoundments at Power Generating Facilities: 

Proposed New 35 Ill. Adm. Code 841, R14-10; Illinois EPA’s Response to Questions Posed by the 

Board (March 6, 2017), at p. 12. Illinois EPA stated that: “To avoid a continuing groundwater standards 

violation and daily fines and penalties, it would be advantageous for facilities to obtain a GMZ.” Id. at 

14. Illinois EPA uses the corrective action process, including GMZs, to improve the groundwater quality 

to the applicable numerical standards, while also recognizing that not every remedy is technically and 

economically feasible. Id. Pre-filed Testimony of Richard P. Cobb, P.G., p. 16 (Jan. 15, 2014). Illinois 

EPA relies on the GMZ rules to allow for alternative groundwater standards for a period of time where 

there is no threat to public harm or the environment. Id.   

There is no question that it takes time, often years, for constituents in groundwater to reduce to 

the applicable groundwater standards. The United States Environmental Protection Agency 

(“U.S.EPA”) states that it cannot specifically define a “reasonable timeframe” for restoring 

groundwaters to beneficial use because it depends on the particular circumstances of a site and the 

restoration method employed. See “Presumptive Response Strategy and Ex-Situ Treatment 

Technologies for Contaminated Groundwater at CERCLA Sites” relevant excerpt attached as Ex. 4.14 

U.S.EPA agrees that “[e]ven though restoration to beneficial uses generally is the ultimate objective, a 

relatively long time period to attain this objective may be appropriate for some sites.” Id., see also 

“Citizen’s Guide to Monitored Natural Attenuation” (stating that monitored natural attenuation “may 

take several years to decades to clean up a site,” and depends upon factors that vary from site to site), 

attached as Ex. 5, p. 1.  Monitored natural attenuation following source control or removal is an accepted 

and allowed method to remediate contamination and is not considered a “no action” or “walk-away” 

approach. See “Use of Monitored Natural Attenuation at Superfund, RCRA Corrective Action, and 

Underground Storage Tank Sites,” relevant excerpt attached as Exhibit 6, p. 1. Rather, “source control 

and long-term performance monitoring will be fundamental components of any [monitored natural 

attenuation] remedy.” Id. at 3. 

 
14 Again, because this issue was not addressed during the hearing, the Board may consider new documents such as 
publicly available documents attached and discussed herein. See supra, FN 4.  
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In Illinois, the GMZ process allows the applicable groundwater standards to be attained over 

time, as practicable. Based upon the fundamental understanding that source control and monitored 

natural attenuation is an accepted method for corrective actions and takes time to implement, MWG 

proposed, and Illinois EPA accepted, pond re-lining and ongoing monitoring within the GMZs as 

components of the remedy at the Stations. See Hearing Ex. 242, Part III, No. 4 and 6, Hearing Ex. 254, 

Part III, No. 4 and 6, Hearing Ex. 276, Part III, No. 4 and 6 (GMZ Applications). The Board’s decision 

to limit GMZs to the brief period of installing the new liners fails to properly apply the regulations and 

impedes the longstanding acceptance of monitoring and natural attenuation as a viable groundwater 

remedy. The Board made an error in law and should reconsider and reverse its opinion.  

4. Board Precedent Supports Finding that GMZs Extend Over a Period of 
Time and do not Automatically Expire 

In a case similar to this one, the Board found that the only issue to be addressed was 

whether there were groundwater violations prior to establishment of a GMZ. People of the State 

of Illinois v. Heritage Coal Co. LLC (f/k/a Peabody Coal Company, LLC), PCB 99-134, Order, p. 

18 (September 6, 2012), 2012 Ill. ENV LEXIS 285, *44. In its Interim Order in this case, the Board 

errs in taking a contrary position to its own precedent without any discussion or basis for the 

reversal.  

 In People v. Heritage Coal, the People alleged, based upon groundwater sampling data 

from as early as the 1980s, that the Respondent caused water pollution from coal mining and coal 

slurry waste. People v. Heritage Coal, Complaint (March 25, 1999). In that case, as was the case 

with MWG here, Illinois EPA approved Respondent’s GMZ application as part of a corrective 

action process. People v. Heritage Coal, Order, 2012 Ill ENV LEXIS 285, at *15. The remedy the 

Illinois EPA approved consisted of a low permeability clay cap, some refuse removal, and 

extraction wells to maintain the scope of the plume. See Peabody Coal Company GMZ Application 

(Nov. 11, 2006), attached as Ex. 7, at p. 5-6, and Illinois EPA approval of GMZ attached as Ex. 8. 

Respondent stated that the selected remedy of installing a clay cap would accomplish the 

maximum practical restoration of the beneficial use by preventing water infiltration into the refuse 

material. Ex. 7, p. 6. The only remaining work described in the remedial action plan was 

groundwater monitoring and maintenance of the cap. Id, at Attachment F. Following approval of 

the GMZ, Respondent moved for partial summary judgment arguing, in part, that it was no longer 

in violation of the Board rules once its GMZ was established in 2006. Id. at p. *24. The Illinois 

Attorney General’s Office, acting on behalf of the Illinois EPA, agreed that it was “legally correct” 
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that once the GMZ was established, the alternative groundwater standards under Section 

620.450(a) applied and the Respondent was no longer liable after the effective date of the GMZ. 

Id. at *24.  

HCC [Respondent] asserts: "At all times after December 5, 2006, the alternative 
GWQS under Section 620.450(a)(3) apply because a groundwater management 
zone ("GMZ") was established at the Mine in December 6, 2006, pursuant to 
Section 620.250(a)." 
The People respond: "This is legally correct." Resp. at 2. The People concede 
that "respondent's liability for civil penalties does not extend past December 
5, 2006."  

Id. at *24 (emphasis added). Based on this finding, the Board, while denying summary judgement 

based on unrelated fact issues, concluded that the only issue remaining concerning the groundwater 

allegations was whether groundwater standards were violated during the period before a GMZ was 

established. Id. at *44.  

What remains at issue concerning Count III is precisely which standards were 
violated during the pertinent time frame--from November 25, 1991 (the effective 
date of the Part 620 standards) until December 6, 2006 (when a groundwater 
management zone was established) -- and what penalty if any should be applied for 
that violation. 

Id. at *44. Illinois EPA concluded, and the Board agreed, that once the GMZ was in effect in 2006, 

the respondent was not in violation of the applicable groundwater standards. In that case, as here, 

the active remedy had been implemented and the only work that remained was groundwater 

monitoring. Thus, by the time of the Board decision the remedy had long been completed and the 

GMZ had been in effect for several years. People v. Heritage Coal, Order, 2012 Ill ENV LEXIS 

285, at *18.   

 Here, the Board incorrectly limited the applicability of the GMZs to a period of only one 

to three months stating that the GMZs expired when MWG finished the active work to complete  

the corrective action process.15  Interim Order, p 81, para 4. The Board never discusses the People 

v. Heritage Coal case and never explains why the Board now believes that Illinois EPA’s 

determination in that case was not legally correct. The Board’s holding in Heritage Coal, supports 

the conclusion that GMZs do not expire once the initial corrective action work is completed. No 

Board Order or Opinion has held otherwise.  

 
15 The Board appears to have calculated the time period of the applicability of the GMZs at each Station from the 
date Illinois EPA approved the GMZ applications to the date MWG submitted the CCA compliance statements. 
Interim Order, pp. 24, 38, 53, 81.  
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II. THE BOARD INCORRECTLY PLACES THE BURDEN OF PROOF ON MWG TO 
PROVE THAT HISTORIC ASH AREAS WERE NOT CONTRIBUTING TO 
CONTAMINATION  

The Board improperly shifts the burden of proof to MWG to show that certain historic “storage” 

or “fill” areas of coal ash at Joliet 29 and Powerton Stations are not contributing to contamination in the 

groundwater. It is Complainants’ burden to prove their case, not MWG’s burden to disprove it. MWG 

Response Brief, pp. 7-9. It is well established in Illinois “that a plaintiff bears the burden of producing 

evidence sufficient to establish each element of the claim.” Nolan v. Weil-McLain, 233 Ill. 2d 416, 430, 

331 Ill. Dec. 140, 147, 910 N.E.2d 549, 556 (2009); citing Thacker, 151 Ill. 2d at 354. The Board’s 

precedent also holds that it is the complainant’s burden in an enforcement proceeding to prove the 

violations of the Act by a preponderance of the evidence. Rodney v. Kane County, PCB 94-244, 1996 

Ill. ENV LEXIS 509 (July 18, 1996). The Board’s opinion in this case is in contravention to Illinois 

Supreme Court precedent, and even its own.  

A. Improper Burden Shifting at Joliet 29 

The Board’s burden-shifting is most evident in its discussion of the “historic coal ash sites” at 

Joliet 29. Interim Order, pp. 26-28. The Board first errs by conflating the general concept of unlined 

areas of coal ash with historic ash fill areas in its discussion of risk. The Board asserts that “unlined 

areas that contain coal ash pose a risk of groundwater contamination due to the water moving through 

the coal ash…”.  Interim Order, p. 26, para 3. While generally true, that is not the case for historic ash 

fill areas. The Board overlooks and completely ignores the evidence in the record that historic ash areas 

pose little or no risk and are not of concern for leaching. The U.S.EPA specifically stated when it 

promulgated the Federal CCR Rules that it was,  

“…not aware of any damage cases associated with inactive CCR landfills, and as noted, 
the risks of release from such units are significantly lower than CCR surface 
impoundments or active landfills.  In the absence of this type of evidence, and consistent 
with the proposal, the Agency has decided not to cover these units in this final rule. 

80 Fed. Reg. 21342; 10/27/17 Tr. p. 191:19-193:14, 199:12-200:9. U.S.EPA considers “damage cases” 

as documented cases in which danger to human health and the environment from surface runoff or 

leachate has been proved…” 80 Fed. Reg. 21452. Complainants’ expert agreed that the Joliet 29 

disposal areas would be considered an inactive CCR landfill under the Federal Rule. 10/27/17 Tr. p. 

202:18-23 (Kunkel Test.). 

The Board next errs by concluding that the historic fill areas at Joliet 29 are contributing to 

groundwater contamination despite agreeing that there is no evidence to support that conclusion. In 
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discussing the three historic unlined fill areas at Joliet 29, the Board correctly states that “no monitoring 

wells are installed around any of these areas.” Interim Order, p 26, para 3. Then, for each of the three 

historic areas, the Board finds that the monitoring wells nearest to the historic fill areas are “unlikely to 

show conclusive results of any contaminants emanating from this historical area.” See Interim Order, p. 

27 (referring to the Northeast Area); p. 27, para. 1 (referring to the Southwest Area) and p. 28, para. 1 

(referring to the Northwest Area). The Board thus agrees that there is no evidence in the record that any 

of these areas are contributing to alleged contamination at the Joliet 29 Station. Nevertheless, the Board 

still “finds that the evidence establishes that it is more probable than not that these historical coal ash 

storage and fill areas are contributing to the groundwater contamination.” Interim Order, p. 28, para 3. 

The Board should reconsider this conclusion because it has no basis in the record. The Board cannot 

simply assume that the historic ash areas are causing contamination of groundwater, and it is against the 

manifest weight of the evidence to make such an assumption. See Helber v. Helber, 180 Ill. App. 3d 

507, 512 (5th Dist. 1989) (Court reversed trial court finding based upon an assumption because it was 

against the evidence produced at trial). Bd. of Educ. V. Cady, 369 Ill. App.3d 486, 497 (1st Dist. 2006) 

(Court reversed Administrative Law Judge (“ALJ”) because the ALJ made assumptions that were 

against the manifest weight of the evidence presenting at hearing, which showed the opposite of her 

findings). 

The Board appears to place some reliance on evidence that MWG did not conduct a detailed 

investigation of the Joliet 29 historic ash fill areas. The Board points out that for the Northeast Area at 

the Joliet 29 Station, “[o]ther than visual inspections, MWG did not investigate the area…MWG also 

never took samples from this area.” Interim Order, p 27. For the Southwest Area, the Board states that 

MWG did not take leach tests and concludes “MWG has not fully evaluated the content of the area and 

its potential to contaminate the groundwater.” Interim Order, p 27, para 1. But simultaneously, the Board 

notes that MWG did in fact perform leachate testing in the Northwest Area which demonstrated that 

“most of the evaluated samples showed that the materials met the Act’s criteria for beneficial use, had 

levels of boron, manganese and barium below Class I GQS and leached less metals than allowed by the 

Act.” Interim Order, p.28, para 1. Nevertheless, the Board summarily dismisses the results of the 

leachate testing based on the fact that one sample location showed elevated levels of metals unrelated 

to coal ash and the Board could not find evidence that the area was removed. In fact, the record shows 

that the ash was removed shortly after the material was analyzed. See Hearing Ex. 903, p. 47 (MWG’s 

Expert Report) (“Approximately 1,068 tons of fill material containing historical ash was excavated and 
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disposed off-site at a landfill during the week of November 21, 2005. The excavation was backfilled 

using surficial materials near the excavation area. Following the excavation, the historic ash in the area 

met the CCB criteria under 415 ILCS 5/3.135.”) citing KPRG and Associates Inc. Coal Ash and Slag 

Removal - Joliet Station #29 Report, December 6, 2005, attached here as Ex. 9. 

The Board essentially states that despite having no evidence that the historic fill areas are 

causing contamination, MWG must prove to the Board that the historic fill areas are not causing 

contamination. Even when MWG provides proof in the form of actual ash and leachate sampling, the 

Board incorrectly dismisses the results. That result turns the entire burden of proof on its head. The 

Board is in error to require MWG to disprove allegations of violations that Complainants did not even 

bother to attempt to prove, and for that reason alone the Board should reverse its decision regarding the 

Joliet 29 historic ash areas.  

B. Improper Burden Shifting at Powerton Station 

Similarly, the Board shifts the burden of proof to require MWG to prove that the East Yard Run-

off Basin and the Limestone Run-off Basin at Powerton are not contributing to contamination in the 

groundwater. Interim Opinion, p. 40-42. The Board speculates that the East Yard Run-off Basin and the 

Limestone Run-off Basin at Powerton “may” be leaking into the groundwater. Interim Opinion p.40, 

para. 3, 4. However, the Board’s speculations are rebutted by its own findings based on the evidence 

presented at the hearing. The Board agrees that the East Yard Basin is used for stormwater run-off, not 

ash, but speculates that the basin “may contain coal ash that is leaking into the groundwater.” Interim 

Opinion, p. 40, para. 3. The Board appears to suggest that MWG must somehow prove that the East 

Yard Basin is not leaching ash contaminants even when the evidence shows there is no ash. When 

MWG provides proof in the form of sample results to show that the East Yard Basin has no ash in it, 

the Board dismisses or ignores the evidence. See Hearing Ex. 711 (Illinois EPA Letter regarding East 

Yard Basin results) and infra Sec. III.B.6 and III.B.7. Because the sampling analysis (Hearing Ex. 711) 

shows that the basin does not contain coal ash constituents, the Board cannot assume that the East Yard 

Run-off Basin is leaking without any evidence. Similarly, the Board finds that the Limestone Basin has 

been empty since 2013. Interim Opinion, p. 40, para. 4. Yet, the Board speculates that the Limestone 

Basin “may” be leaking into the groundwater. Interim Opinion, p. 41, para. 1. The Board is in error to 

assume and speculate that these areas “may” be contributing contaminates into the groundwater, 

particularly when MWG established that both areas do not contain ash. The Board’s speculation or 
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assumption on what “may” be leaking without evidence improperly shifts the burden to require MWG 

to prove that these areas are not leaking. 

The Board also shifts the burden to MWG by finding that ash placed on the ground at 

Powerton for two months in the winter before the CCAs were signed created a “water pollution 

hazard” in violation of Section 12(d) of the Act. Interim Opinion, p. 42, 86. To find a violation of 

Section 12(d) of the Act, the Board must make a finding that the ash was in sufficient quantity and 

concentration to create a water pollution hazard.  Bliss v. IPCB, 138 Ill.App.3d 699, 704 (5th Dist. 

1985)(finding the mere presence of a potential source of water pollutants on the land does not 

constitute a water pollution hazard). Similarly, the Board must find that there is a threat of a serious 

nature before it can find a water pollution hazard. Tri-County Landfill v. Illinois EPA, 41 Ill. App. 

3d 249, 258 (2nd Dist. 1976)(where the threat was “pollution of a whole populace’s water supply.”) In 

Bliss, the Illinois EPA presented evidence that Bliss sprayed oil containing TCE in sufficient 

quantity to puddle on the ground and 1,200 feet from a river. Id. However, because no effort was 

made to establish the quantity and concentration of TCE that could render the waters harmful, the 

Court held that there was no water pollution hazard. Id. In this case, the Board and the 

Complainants made no effort to establish the quantity or concentration of ash placed on ground 

that could impact or even threaten to impact groundwater. Instead, the Board merely assumes that 

the ash placed in one location at Powerton for two to three months in the winter caused constituents 

to leak into the groundwater, without identifying any facts to support that assumption. 

Complainants failed to provide the Board with any evidence that ash placed on the ground by a 

contractor, in winter, was in sufficient quantity or concentration to impact or threaten an impact. 

There was no testimony about the amount of ash placed on the ground, no testimony connecting 

the ash on the ground to the groundwater when ground is frozen in winter, and no testimony about 

the timeframe that would be needed for any of the constituents to possibly leach into 

groundwater.16 Similarly, there was no testimony or evidence that the temporary storage of ash in 

the winter was a serious threat to public health or the environment. In fact, the Board recognizes 

the absence of evidence, stating that Complainants’ post-hearing brief does not address section 

12(d). Interim Opinion, p. 86, citing only to Complainants’ Brief.17  

 
16 Mr. Kelly testified that the ash was temporarily placed on the ground for about two to three months “during the 
winter time...” 1/31/19 Tr. p. 184:23-185:16. 
17 Again, had MWG been on notice that the Board would sua sponte finding that this incident was a violation of 12(d), 
MWG would have presented expert evidence to the contrary.   
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The monitoring wells cited by the Board do not support a finding that the brief placement of ash 

caused any impact or threat to groundwater so as to result in a water pollution hazard. The Board 

identifies MW-9, 12, 13 and 14 as the “closest wells” to the area where the ash was placed for two-

months and states that arsenic sulfate, boron, and TDS are constituents detected above the Class I 

standard in those wells. Interim Opinion, p. 42. MWG voluntarily began monitoring the groundwater 

in December 2010, and a comparison of the groundwater monitoring results from December 2010 

through December 2012 show no overall change to the groundwater sample results. Hearing Ex. 810, 

pp. 17, 23, 25, 27. Instead, while there are nominal variations in the concentrations of arsenic, boron, 

sulfate and TDS, there is no significant increase in any of the constituents at any specific time that could 

be connected to a short-term placement of ash. Hearing Ex. 810, pp. 17, 23, 25, 27. In fact from 

December 2010 through December 2012, , the boron concentrations in two of the four wells were below 

the Class I standards (MW-12, 14),  the TDS were below the Class I standards in two of the four wells 

(MW-9, 12), and the arsenic and sulfate concentrations in one of wells were below the Class I standards 

(MW-9). Id. Moreover, there is certainly no evidence of a threat of a serious nature as required by Tri-

County Landfill. There are no drinking water wells downgradient of the Powerton Station (Interim 

Opinion, p. 43, para. 1)  and no issue of risk (see Ex. 903, App. B, and Ex. 907, MWG’s Surface Water 

Risk Characterization), thus there is no serious threat to public health or the environment. There simply 

is no basis to conclude there was a “water pollution hazard” as a result of the one-time, short-term event 

in which there is no evidence that the constituents would be able to migrate from the ash to the 

groundwater. 

The only actual evidence in the record establishes that the historic fill areas are not a cause of 

groundwater impact. MWG conducted sampling of historic fill areas of coal ash at three of its Stations 

in 2004 (Powerton), 2005 (Joliet 29), and 2015 (Will County). Hearing Ex. 901 (Expert testimony 

presentation), p. 9, SOF 145. None of the samples showed elevated levels of constituents that the Board 

identified as indicative of coal ash. See Id., Interim Order, p. 20 (U.S. EPA’s list of coal ash indicators). 

The Board agreed that the coal ash at each of the MWG Stations possessed similar constituents. Interim 

Order, p. 20. Thus, the coal ash in one location would be representative of coal ash in another area. 

Moreover, the Board found that the only other large fill area of landfilled historic ash, the Former Ash 

Basin at the Powerton Station, was not a source of contamination at the Station. Interim Order, p. 41. 

Compared to the absence of any evidence that the Joliet 29 historic areas and Powerton historic areas 

are actually contributing to groundwater contamination, the evidence that other historic areas are not 
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causing contamination is sufficient to show that the historic ash areas are not causing contamination of 

the groundwater.  

III. THE BOARD ERRS AND OVERLOOKS FACTS REGARDING THE MWG 
STATIONS 

There is no question that this is a complex case with a voluminous record.18 Likely due to the 

voluminous record, the Board overlooks facts in its Interim Order that result in errors in the 

Board’s findings for each of the MWG Stations. The Board should reconsider its opinion and 

correct the errors identified. City of Quincy v. Illinois Environmental Protection Agency, PCB 08-

86, 2010 Ill. ENV LEXIS 213, *48 (June 17, 2010), citing Wei Enterprises v. IEPA, PCB04-23, 

slip op. at 3 (Feb. 19, 2004).  

A. The Board’s Errors Regarding the Joliet 29 Station 

The Board overlooks facts concerning whether the ash ponds at the Joliet 29 Station were 

impacting the groundwater. The Board incorrectly concludes that the poz-o-pac liners and HDPE 

liners in the ponds were cracked or damaged without supporting evidence, and the Board makes 

inconsistent findings about specific constituents in the groundwater.  

1. The Board Overlooks Evidence Regarding the Condition of the Poz-o-Pac 
at Joliet 29 

There is no basis to support the Board’s finding that the poz-o-pac liners at each of the 

three ash ponds at the Joliet 29 Station were “cracked.” Interim Order, p. 26, para. 1. The Board 

uses its finding of damaged poz-o-pac to incorrectly conclude that all the ponds leached 

contaminants into the groundwater. Interim Order, p.26, para 1. The Board’s conclusion that all 

three ponds leaked is not supported by evidence in the record and should be reconsidered. The 

only evidence the Board relies on related to the Joliet 29 Stations is, as the Board describes it, an 

“assumption” that the poz-o-pac was in poor condition. Board Opinion, p. 25, see also SOF 416, 

10/27/17 Tr. p. 12:22-13:3. Conclusions based upon assumptions are against the manifest weight 

of the evidence when evidence produced proves otherwise. See Helber v. Helber, 180 Ill. App. 3d 

507, 512 (5th Dist. 1989) (Court reversed trial court finding based upon an assumption because it 

was against the evidence produced at trial). Bd. of Educ. V. Cady, 369 Ill. App.3d 486, 497 (1st 

Dist. 2006) (Court reversed Administrative Law Judge (“ALJ”) because the ALJ made 

 
18 See Hearing Officer Order, PCB 13-15, June 21, 2016 at slip op. p. 1, Complainants’ Response to MWG’s Motion 
for Extension of Time to Respond to Complainants’ Motion for Partial Summary Judgment at p. 6, and MWG’s 
Response to Complainants’ Motion for Partial Summary Judgment, at p. 1.  
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assumptions that were against the manifest weight of the evidence presenting at hearing, which 

showed the opposite of her findings).  

The “assumption” the Board relies on consists only of a memorandum and its updates 

(Hearing Exs 34, 605 and 606) prepared by a consultant (NRT) MWG hired to perform an initial 

review of MWG’s ponds. MWG retained NRT so that MWG could be proactive and prioritize a 

relining program for all its coal ash ponds. MWG Post-Hearing Brief, pp. 24-25. In relying on 

NRT’s “assumption”, the Board overlooks the facts that NRT did not observe or examine the poz-

o-pac in the ponds, but simply assumed what the conditions might be. As stated during the hearing, 

NRT’s review did not include an investigation of the condition of the ponds. 10/23/17 Tr. p. 

168:10-12 (Race Test.) (“And did that include an investigation of the condition of the pond liners? 

No.”). Ms. Race described NRT’s review as “the best results [NRT] could come up with the 

information they had at hand in 2005.” 10/23/17 Tr. p. 168:22-24. NRT did not actually go out to 

the ponds and inspect the liner ponds or sides. 10/24/17 Tr. at 11:11-14. NRT did not have any 

knowledge of the conditions of the liners when the NRT memos relied on by the Board were 

written. 10/24/17 Tr. p. 11:20-12:1. The Board then disregards the fact that when each of the ponds 

were emptied for the eventual relining, NRT’s assumptions were found to be incorrect. The only 

evidence of the actual condition of the poz-o-pac in the three Joliet 29 ash ponds is that the liners 

were in “good condition” when they the ponds were emptied and the poz-o-pac was observed. 

10/24/17 Tr. p. 13:15-14:1. Repeatedly, at each of the Stations, NRT’s assumptions about the 

conditions of the ash ponds were eventually proven wrong.19 

The other evidence the Board relies upon are two exhibits that do not support the 

conclusion that the Joliet 29 poz-o-pac was “cracked.” The Board cites to Hearing Exhibit 303, 

which is a stormwater construction site report from Will County Station and has nothing to do with 

Joliet 29 Station. Interim Opinion, p. 25. The Board’s citation to Hearing Exhibit 286 is equally 

lacking. While Hearing Exhibit 286 is a sampling analysis of poz-o-pac conducted to evaluate its 

condition, the Board ignores the findings of the poz-o-pac analysis. Testimony from the company 

that oversaw the poz-o-pac testing in Exhibit 286 explains that the test does not show any cracks. 

Richard Gnat of KPRG explained that the only cracks in the poz-o-pac were hair line cracks caused 

 
19 Complainants agree that NRT’s assumptions were not always correct. NRT stated in its 2005 report that the 
Secondary Settling Basin had “no liner.” Ex. 34, MWG13-15_23615. Yet, Complainants agreed in a Joint Agreed 
Stipulation that the Secondary Settling Basin at the Powerton Station had a Hypalon liner since before 1999. Joint 
Agreed Stipulation, No. 22.  
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by pulling the sample core. 10/26/17 Morning Tr. p. 69:4-22 (Gnat Test.). Mr. Gnat continued by 

explaining that the analysis showed no discoloration through the length of the core, meaning there 

was no indication of any cracks through the core of the poz-o-pac. Id. at 70:15-2. Additionally, 

Hearing Exhibit 286 shows that the permeability of the poz-o-pac was actually quite low. See also, 

MWG’s Post-Hearing Brief, p. 22-23. In other words, Hearing Exhibit 268 shows that there were 

no cracks in the poz-o-pac, and that the concrete-like material was impermeable and not leaking.20  

Because the Board made an assumption about the condition of the poz-o-pac and 

overlooked all evidence that proved the assumption to be wrong, the Board should reconsider its 

conclusion that the poz-o-pac at the three ponds at the Joliet 29 Station was cracked or had become 

damaged.  

2. The Board Overlooks Evidence Regarding the Condition of the HDPE 
liner at Joliet 29 

There is also no basis to support the Board’s finding that the HDPE liners at the Joliet 29 Station 

were cracked or damaged. Interim Opinion, p. 26, para. 1. Again, the Board uses this finding to support 

its conclusion that the Joliet 29 ash ponds “did leach contaminants into the groundwater.”  Interim Order, 

p. 26, para.1. The Board fails to consider the ash ponds individually but makes broad generalizations 

about the ash ponds for which there is no support. The Board cites to no evidence, because there is none, 

that the HPDE liners in the ash ponds at the Joliet 29 Station were ever damaged. Instead, the Board 

relies upon two emails that discuss the liners at an entirely different station. Hearing Exhibit 306, cited 

by the Board, is an email from Rebecca Maddox, the environmental specialist at the Will County 

Station, and her email expresses her preliminary concerns over the liners at Will County. Hearing Ex. 

306. The Board overlooks Ms. Maddox’s direct testimony in which she states she had no basis for her 

concerns regarding the HDPE liners. 10/24/17 Tr. p. 236:1-4. Rather, as Ms. Maddox explained, she 

was not an expert on geomembranes and as a layperson, she was posing questions for the experts to 

provide additional information. 10/24/17 Tr. p. 236:3-11. Ms. Maddox added that she used incorrect 

language and terminology in her email. 10/24/17 Tr. p. 236:14-18. In fact, Ms. Maddox explained that 

following that email, her questions and concerns were resolved. 10/24/17 Tr. p. 262:9-19. The fact that 

 
20 One of the citations the Board relies on is not evidence that may be used in consideration of the Board’s finding. 
The Board’s citation to the October 23, 2017 Transcript, on page 16, is the opening statement by MWG’s counsel and 
is not evidence. Schmidt v. Joseph, 315 Ill.App.3d 77, 84 (1st Dist. 2000). Accordingly, the Board should delete the 
citation “10/23/17 Tr. at 16” on page 25 of the Interim Order.  In any case, MWG’s counsel also stated that the poz-
o-pac was not cracked and witnesses would testify that it was in “really good shape.”  Id at p. 17.  
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Hearing Exhibit 306 is only about Will County, along with Ms. Maddox’s explanations, clearly do not 

support the Board’s conclusion that the HDPE liners at Joliet 29 could be damaged. Similarly, the 

Board’s citation to Hearing Exhibit 307 provides no support to the Board because it too is about Will 

County (“3S Ash Pond Liner Damage – Will County.”) (emphasis added). Hearing Exhibit 307 has 

nothing to do with the Joliet 29 Station or the HDPE liners in any of the Joliet 29 ash ponds. 

 After citing to exhibits about a different Station, the Board then overlooks the actual evidence 

presented regarding the condition of the ash pond liners at Joliet 29. The evidence presented at hearing 

about the condition of the HDPE liner in Ash Pond 1 is that once the HDPE liner was installed, a leak 

detection check showed there were no leaks in the liner. Hearing Ex. 610 (Ash Pond 1 & 2 Const. Doc.), 

1/29/18 Tr. 238:19-239:2 (Race Test.), MWG SOF 443. The Board entirely overlooks the construction 

documentation for the Ash Pond 1 relining.  In fact, all of the ash in Pond 1 was removed in 2015. 

Interim Opinion, p. 23, para. 1; JAS No. 12. No evidence was presented at the hearing that any tears 

occurred when the ash was removed from Ash Pond 1.   

Similarly, the evidence presented at hearing about the condition of the HDPE liner in Ash Pond 

2 is that during the construction of the Pond 2 HDPE liner, a leak was detected that was repaired. Hearing 

Ex. 610 (Ash Pond 1 & 2 Const. Doc.), 1/29/18 Tr. p. 238:19-240:12, MWG SOF 444. The Ash Pond 

1 & 2 construction documentation noted that the HDPE liner in Pond 2 had two holes that were patched 

before the pond was placed back into service. Hearing Ex. 610, p. MWG13-15_49493-49494, 1/31/28 

Tr. p. 62:15-63:4. No other evidence of any damage to the HDPE liner at Pond 2 was presented at the 

hearing.  

The evidence about the condition of the HDPE liner in Ash Pond 3 is the liner construction 

documentation, which the Board overlooks. Hearing Ex. 629 (Ash Pond 3 Const. Doc.). The leak 

location detection system employed after the liner was installed in Pond 3 detected no leaks in the HDPE 

liner. Hearing Ex. 629, MWG13-15_33867 (Ash Pond 3 Const. Doc.); 1/30/18 Tr. p. 44:12-14; MWG 

SOF 574. Further, the Board agrees that Ash Pond 3 at Joliet 29 received only a de minimis amount of 

ash and no ash accumulates in the pond. Interim Order, p. 23. Thus, Pond 3 was never dredged, 

eliminating any risk of damage to the HDPE liner. In fact, the Board finds that it was uncontested that 

the influent into Ash Pond 3 looked like clear water. Id. So, even if there was a leak in Ash Pond 3, and 

there was no evidence that even occurred, the leak would have only been of water.  

 It appears that the Board also assumed, without any basis, that MWG placed coal ash below 

the HDPE liner during construction to support its conclusions that Ash Pond 3 was a source of 
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contamination. The Board first makes this general finding without reference to any particular pond, 

stating “when relining ponds in 2007, NRT suggested leaving bottom ash between poz-o-pac and HDPE 

liner at Joliet 29…” Interim Opinion, p. 25, para. 6, citing Hearing Ex. 22. The Board overlooks the fact 

that while this was suggested in an email, it never actually occurred. The construction documentation 

for Ash Ponds 1 & 2, which the Board ignores, specifies the exact material used for each layer and 

shows that neither of the ponds used bottom ash as a bedding material, but instead use 16-oz non-woven 

geotextile material as a cushion. Hearing Ex. 610 (Ash Pond 1& 2 Const. Doc.), at MWG13-15_49507. 

The Board makes the reference again as to Ash Pond 3, stating “there may be coal ash remaining in Ash 

Pond 3 between its layers…”  Interim Order, p. 33, citing Ex. 32. The exhibit the Board relies upon is 

about the Powerton Station and has nothing to do with Ash Pond 3 at the Joliet 29 Station. Exhibit 32 

is an email dated July 24, 2008 about installing a rail line at the Powerton Station. Not only is it about a 

different Station, Exhibit 32 has no relation to ash under a liner. The Board overlooks Ms. Race’s 

explicit testimony that Exhibit 32 was a part of the “work in 2008 we were just talking about and putting 

in the rail line…” 10/23/17 Tr. p. 157:22-24 (emphasis added). The topic Ms. Race was “just talking 

about” was putting in a rail line at the Powerton Station. 10/23/17 Tr. p. 152:5-17 (Discussion regarding 

Exhibit 31). The Board then cites to Ms. Race’s testimony, which is also about installing the rail line at 

the Powerton Station. 10/23/17 Tr. at 156:18-162:21 (Race Test.). Neither Exhibit 32 nor Ms. Race’s 

testimony cited by the Board support the Board’s conclusion that any ash was left below the HDPE liner 

at Ash Pond 3 at Joliet 29 Station. The Board overlooks the Ash Pond 3 construction documentation 

that shows the various layers of the liner system at Ash Pond 3 after construction, none of which is a 

layer of ash. Hearing Exhibit 629 (Ash Pond 3 Const. Doc). The construction documentation shows that 

the only cushion used was a 16-oz non-woven geotextile per the industry standard. Id. at Sheet No. 

C031, “Details and Sections”, MWG13-15_33996. Moreover, the Board overlooks Illinois EPA’s 

review and approval of the construction permit for the HDPE liner, which includes use of a geotextile 

as a cushion layer, not ash. MWG SOF 569. In the final construction, no ash remained beneath the 

HDPE at Joliet 29 Pond 3. 

The Board should reconsider its opinion regarding the HDPE liners at Joliet 29. In 

particular, MWG requests that the Board revise its opinion that the HDPE liners at the Joliet 29 

Station cracked or caused contamination because no evidence was presented at hearing that such 

damage occurred, and it cannot be based on a mere assumption. Based upon evidence presented at 

hearing that the poz-o-pac liners and HDPE liners at Joliet 29 were not cracked or damaged, there 
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is no support for the Board’s final conclusion that the Joliet 29 ash ponds leached ash contaminants 

to groundwater.   

3. The Board Makes Inconsistent Conclusions Regarding Certain Constituents 
at Joliet 29 

The Board makes conflicting findings about certain constituents in the groundwater at Joliet 29 

that require reconsideration and revision. The Board first states in its Order that that antimony in the 

groundwater at Joliet 29 is not from any of the coal ash at Joliet 29. Interim Order, p. 31. Specifically, 

the Board states “Accordingly, the Board finds that the Environmental Groups have not proven that it 

is more likely than not that the coal ash stored at the site in the ash ponds or outside of the ash ponds is 

causing or contributing to the exceedances of antimony standard in Joliet 29’s downgradient wells MW-

02, 03, and 04 during 2010-13.” Id. Antimony was not detected above the standard in any well after 

2013. Interim Opinion, Table 1. Similarly, for cadmium and lead, the Board finds that “the 

Environmental Groups have not proven that it is more likely than not that the coal ash stored at the site 

in the ash ponds or outside the ash ponds caused or contributed to the exceedances of cadmium and lead 

standards in monitoring well MW-11 at Joliet 29.” Interim Opinion, p. 32. Consistent with this finding 

for cadmium and lead, the Board does not include cadmium and lead as violations of Class I 

groundwater standards. Interim Opinion, p. 81. Despite its same finding for antimony (Interim Order, 

p. 31), the Board finds that exceedances of antimony are in violation of the Class I groundwater 

standards. Interim Opinion, p. 81. MWG requests that the Board revise its Opinion by deleting any 

reference to violations of the Class I standards for antimony at the Joliet 29 Station. Interim Opinion, p. 

81. 

Similarly, the Board correctly finds that boron detected in 2011 in one monitoring well was not 

caused by coal ash in the Joliet 29 ash ponds, nor any alleged coal ash stored outside the ash ponds. 

Interim Opinion, p. 32. Specifically the Board states “Given that the seven-year monitoring results show 

only two exceedances of the boron standard in one upgradient monitoring well and no exceedances in 

any of the other wells, the Board finds that the Environmental Groups have not proven that it is more 

likely than not that the coal ash stored at the site in the ash ponds or outside the ash ponds caused or 

contributed to the exceedances of the boron standard in the upgradient well at Joliet 29.” Id. The Board 

also finds that the boron at Joliet 29 did not exceed the 90th percentile of background, except for an 

upgradient well, and “the coal ash stored in ash ponds or coal ash deposits outside of the ash ponds at 

the Joliet 29 site are not the likely sources causing boron exceedances in MW-11.” Interim Opinion, p. 

35. Based on this finding, the Board, correctly, did not identify boron as one of the exceedances of the 
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Class I standards at Joliet 29. Interim Opinion, p. 81. And yet later in the Interim Order, the Board 

ultimately concludes that the statewide 90th percentile levels were exceeded for boron “at all four 

stations between 2010 and 2017.” Interim Opinion, p. 92. MWG requests that the Board revise its Order 

to state that boron detected at the Joliet 29 Station was not an exceedance of the statewide 90th percentile 

levels.  

B. The Board’s Errors Regarding the Powerton Station 

The Board makes a series of errors with regards to the ash ponds and historic ash areas at 

the Powerton Station. The Board’s errors are significant and require the Board to reconsider its 

opinion and reverse its final conclusion for Powerton that it is “more likely than not that the ash 

ponds did leach contaminants into the groundwater.” Interim Order, p. 40, para 1. 

1. The Board Overlooks Evidence Regarding the Condition of the Poz-o-Pac 
at the Powerton Station 

Just like the incorrect conclusions regarding the Joliet 29 poz-o-pac, there is no basis for 

the Board’s conclusion that poz-o-pac liners at three of the four ponds at the Powerton Station 

were in “poor” condition. Interim Order, p. 39, para. 3. Absolutely no evidence was presented that 

showed that the poz-o-pac liners at the Powerton Station were actually cracked or in poor 

condition. Again, the only evidence the Board relies upon concerning the Powerton Station is the 

NRT memo which made an “assumption” about the condition of the poz-o-pac based only on 

supposition. Interim Order, p. 25, see also SOF 416, 10/27/17 Tr. p. 12:22-13:3. The Board 

overlooks that NRT did not “investigate” the ponds, did not actually observe or examine the poz-

o-pac bottom or sides of any of the ponds, and did not have any actual knowledge of the condition 

of the poz-o-pac. 10/23/17 Tr. p. 168:10-12, 10/24/17 Tr. p. 11:20-12:1. Moreover, as with Joliet 

29, NRT’s “assumption” turned out to be wrong. The only evidence of the actual condition of the 

poz-o-pac liners at all of the Powerton ash ponds when they were revealed and observed was 

testimony from the Powerton Chemical Specialist that he personally observed that the poz-o-pac 

in the ash ponds was “smooth” and in “good condition.” Kelly testimony, 1/31/18 Tr. pp 84:18-

20, 105:2-6, 121:20-21. NRT’s “assumptions”, improperly relied on by the Board as evidence, 

were directly rebutted and proved incorrect by actual observation. NRT’s “assumptions” simply 

cannot form the basis of any finding.21  

 
21 Helber v. Helber, 180 Ill. App. 3d 507, 512 (5th Dist. 1989) (Court reversed trial court finding based upon an 
assumption because it was against the evidence produced at trial). Bd. of Educ. V. Cady, 369 Ill. App.3d 486, 497 (1st 
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2. No Evidence that the Powerton Liners Were Installed Incorrectly 

The Board mistakenly concludes, without support, that the liners at all the ponds at Powerton 

had “issues” or were installed incorrectly. Interim Order, p. 39, para. 3. The Board relies upon Hearing 

Exhibits 107, 108 and 109 to support its findings that the liners “had occasional issues”, “weren’t 

installed incorrectly” or “may have been damaged”, yet the Board ignores the testimony that discusses 

those exhibits. Interim Order, p. 39. Hearing Exhibits 107, 108, and 109 are three emails that discuss 

only one of the Powerton Ash ponds, the Secondary Ash Basin, and have nothing to do with any of the 

other ash ponds at Powerton.22 For that very reason, the Board is in error to apply broad conclusions 

about all of the Powerton ash ponds based upon three brief emails regarding only one pond.  

In any case, the exhibits the Board relies upon do not support its conclusions that there were 

issues with the original or new HDPE liners in the ash ponds at the Powerton Station. Hearing Exhibit 

107 is an email dated April 9, 2013 at the beginning of the liner construction process. The email consists 

of a hypothetical discussion about whether the Secondary Ash Basin needed to be cleaned in the future 

due to concerns about proximity to the Illinois River.23 Hearing Exhibit 108 is an email dated March 

27, 2013, also during the construction of the HDPE liner, and concerns the original liner installed over 

thirty years prior. In the email, the author speculates that the original Hypalon liner “may” not have been 

constructed as designed, but “no one can recall a time when the basin liner was damaged or altered.” 

Hearing Ex. 108. While citing to this Exhibit 108, the Board overlooks the direct testimony of the MWG 

Station Chemist who personally observed the condition of the Hypalon liner when it was empty of water 

and stated that the liner was “in very good shape.” 1/31/18 Tr. p. 131:3 (Kelly Test.). The Board is 

equally wrong to rely upon Exhibit 109 in support of its conclusions regarding the Powerton liners, 

because Hearing Exhibit 109 concerns the time period during the HDPE relining, before the pond was 

placed in service.24 The Board cites to Hearing Exhibit 109 for the finding that the liners were incorrectly 

installed by quoting, “several areas of liner to the north of the weir wall pulled the backing strips away 

and the liner is loose.” The Board fails to note that the pond was in the relining process at the time, the 

 
Dist. 2006) (Court reversed Administrative Law Judge (“ALJ”) because the ALJ made assumptions that were against 
the manifest weight of the evidence presenting at hearing, which showed the opposite of her findings).   
22 Notably, the Board found that it was uncontested that the Secondary Ash Basin receives de minimis ash, thus any 
alleged issues with the liner would have resulted in no release of ash from the basin. Interim Order at 37. 
23 Exhibit 107 was entered over the objections of MWG. The witness, Mr. Lux, stated that he was only “vaguely” 
familiar with the email chain in Exhibit 107 and he was only copied on the email, but was not an author. 10/24/18 Tr. 
p. 94:1-6. 
24 Hearing Exhibit 109 was also entered over MWG’s objections. The exhibit is incomplete and did not contain photos 
referenced in the exhibit. 10/24/17 Tr. p. 104-107.  
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pond was completely empty, and the relining issue was fixed before the pond was placed in service. Mr. 

Christopher Lux, MWG’s Engineering Manager, testified that at the time of the email in Exhibit 109, 

the “pond was in a relining process …so it was completely empty.” 10/24/2017 Tr. p. 149:6-10.  

The concerns expressed in Hearing Exhibits 107 and 108 regarding impact to the Secondary 

Ash Basin from the proximity to the Illinois River were resolved by the underdrain system installed 

under the Basin’s liner, specifically designed to prevent any uplift from the river on the HDPE liner. 

10/27/18 Tr. p. 103:3-109:9 (Kunkel Test.); MWG Ex. 710, MWG13-15_34261-34265 (Secondary 

Ash Basin Const. Doc.). Complainants’ expert agreed that the purpose of the underdrain system was to 

quickly move the groundwater away from the HDPE liner, protected the liner, and was specifically 

designed to prevent uplift from the Illinois River. 10/27/17 Tr. p. 108:24-109:9 (Kunkel Test.). And, the 

Board agreed that once the underdrain system was installed in September 2013, there are no issues 

related to the river water impacting or moving the liner. Interim Order, at p. 39. Hearing Exhibits 107 

and 108 give no support to the Board’s finding that the HDPE liners were installed incorrectly.   

While the Board incorrectly relies upon vague emails about one ash pond, the Board then 

neglects the detailed construction documentation showing that the HPDE liners were installed correctly 

and pursuant to industry standards. Hearing Ex. 703, 706, 710 (Powerton Ash Ponds Const. Docs.); 

2/1/18 Tr. p. 244:4-6, 258:1-20, 258:1-259:5 (Seymour Test.). Because the Board makes no reference 

to the Construction Documentation for any of the Powerton relining projects, the Board appears to have 

overlooked that evidence.25 Accordingly, the Board should reconsider its opinion regarding the liners 

at the Powerton Station and conclude that the ponds are not contributing contaminants to groundwater.  

3. The Parties Stipulated that the Secondary Settling Basin had a Liner Since 
Before 1999 

The Board overlooks the parties’ Joint Agreed Stipulation when it incorrectly states the 

condition of the Secondary Ash Settling Basin as having “no liner.” Interim Order, p. 39, para. 1. All 

parties agreed in the Joint Agreed Stipulations (“JAS”) that “Since before 1999, the Powerton 

Secondary Ash Settling Basin had a Hypalon liner.” JAS No. 22. Again, the Board erroneously relies 

on assumptions in the NRT memos. See infra, Sec. III.A.2 and III.B.1. The Board simply overlooks 

Joint Agreed Stipulation No. 22 and the explicit testimony of Mr. Kelly who observed the Hypalon liner 

when the pond was emptied and saw that it was “in very good shape...” 1/31/18 Tr. p. 131:3. The Board 

 
25 Similarly, the Board cannot rely on Complainants’ expert’s opinion about the liners because Complainants’ expert 
stated that he had never seen the final construction reports and drawings for the relining projects at the Stations. 
10/27/17 Tr. p. 169:1-18 (Kunkel Test.). 
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should reconsider its opinion regarding the liner status of the Secondary Settling Basin, and correct the 

statement, as stipulated by the Parties, that the Secondary Settling Basin had a Hypalon liner since before 

1999. Interim Order, p. 39.  

4. The Former Ash Basin was Inactive  

The Board mistakenly finds that “some coal ash might have been left between the layers when 

relining the Former Ash Basin” as support for the conclusion that the basin may be leaching. Interim 

Order, p. 39, B.i. The Former Ash Basin is an inactive basin that has been unused since MWG began 

operating Powerton in 1999. MWG Post-Hearing Brief, p. 17, citing, SOF 244-245. Moreover, the 

Former Ash Basin could not have had ash “between the layers when relining” as the Board asserts 

because it was unused and not relined.  The Board relies on Exhibit 32 and testimony of Maria Race for 

its finding, both of which are wholly unrelated to liners in the Former Ash Basin. In the testimony relied 

upon by the Board, Ms. Race testified that Exhibit 32 concerns “putting in the rail line” at the Powerton 

Station. 10/23/17 Tr. at 157:22-24. The rail line Ms. Race is discussing is identified in Exhibit 31 and 

concerns geotechnical work in the Former Ash Basin to install a rail loop. 10/23/17 Tr. at 152:5-17. 

MWG bifurcated the Former Ash Basin by a rail line and used the ash as structural fill. 10/23/17 Tr. at 

154:3-6. Ms. Race further explained that to bifurcate the Former Ash Basin with a rail line, the engineers 

needed to build up the level of the height of the rail line to ensure the rail line was never underwater. 

10/23/17 Tr. at 159:24-160:13. At no point did Ms. Race testify that the Former Ash Basin was being 

relined or that ash would be under a liner. The Board should reconsider its opinion and correct the 

mistake that the Former Ash Basin had ash beneath a liner.  

5. The Board’s Finding That Water Rose 30-Feet Above the Bottom of the 
Secondary Ash Settling Basin is Impossible 

The Board’s suggestion that river water rose 30 feet above the base of the Secondary Ash Basin 

is impossible. Interim Order p. 39, para. 4. The Board relies on this statement to support its conclusion 

that the Secondary Ash Basin may be contributing to groundwater impacts apparently due to flooding. 

None of the documents that the Board relies upon for this statement state that the water rose 30 feet 

above the bottom of the Secondary Ash Basin and the Board seems to simply adopt this conclusion 

from Complainants’ Post Hearing Brief without any critical analysis. Complainants’ Post Hearing Brief, 

p. 45 (“Water at an elevation of 470 feet would have been thirty feet above the bottom of the secondary 

ash settling basin”). The approximate bottom elevation of the Secondary Ash Settling Basin was at 440 

feet before construction of the liner and the typical water elevation is 453 feet, although the basin’s 

height is at 460 feet. See Hearing Ex. 710, (Secondary Ash Settling Basin Construction Documentation, 
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at Sheet No. C010), MWG13-15_34262. For the water to rise 30 feet above the base of the Secondary 

Ash Settling Basin, the water would be 10 feet above the top of the basin. Hearing Ex. 901, p. 32 (MWG 

Expert Presentation). That is simply impossible. According to basic physics, water finds its level.26 If 

the river water were 10-feet above the top of the Secondary Ash Settling Basin, then the water would 

have flooded the entire Powerton Station.27 No testimony nor exhibits showed that the Powerton Station 

ever flooded to any significant extent. Rather, the according U.S. Army Corp. of Engineers, the highest 

the Illinois River has ever crested at Peoria (the closest river gage) is 29.35 feet on April 23, 2019. See 

U.S. Army Corp. of Engineers River Gage at Peoria attached as Ex. 10.28 Because the Gage Zero is 

428.40 feet, the highest the Illinois River reached at the Peoria gage was 457.75 ft.29 MWG was relining 

the Secondary Ash Settling Basin at the same time that the Illinois River reached its highest crest. See 

Ex. 710 (Secondary Ash Settling Basin Const. Doc.). While MWG witnesses testified that there was 

some limited flooding, no one testified that the flooding reached 10-feet above the top of the Secondary 

Ash Settling Basin. Instead, MWG witness testified that Illinois River reached an all-time high and river 

water was seeping into the empty Secondary Ash Settling Basin. 1/31/18 Tr. p. 131:20-132:6. 

In support of its “30-feet” statement, it appears the Board relies on a speculative remark by Ms. 

Race made while she was discussing the Application for a Construction Permit to reline the Secondary 

Ash Settling Basin, identified as Exhibit 33. While looking at a figure of the basin, Ms. Race was asked 

whether she was familiar with the bottom elevation of the pond, and she testified that she was not. 

10/23/17 Tr. at 164:12-14. She then stated that she remembered that the river rose very high during a 

big flooding and estimated that it was “around 470 probably” but stated that “It wasn’t in the plant 

proper…” 10/23/17 Tr. at 164:18-24. First, Ms. Race stated the river rose to “470,” not water at the 

Powerton Station.  Second, Ms. Race was purely speculating on the level and it is not at all clear what 

Ms. Race meant by the “470” reference.  None of the other citations the Board relies on state that the 

flooding at the Powerton Station was severe at the Station. Because the Board is in error to rely upon a 

speculative remark unsupported by any documentary evidence, MWG requests that the Board 

 
26 This is based on Pascal’s Principle. http://demonstrations.wolfram.com/PascalsPrinciple/ 
27 The basin closest to the Powerton Station and with the highest elevation is the Bypass Basin. See Ex. 706, MWG13-
15_49227. The top of the Bypass Basin is approximately 469 feet. Id. Accordingly, if the water were actually at 470 
feet at the Powerton Station, then at least a foot of water would have entered and flooded the Powerton Station. 
28 http://rivergages.mvr.usace.army.mil/WaterControl/stationinfo2.cfm?sid=PIAI2&fid=PIAI2&dt=S. The Board 
may consider new documents in a motion to reconsider. See supra FN 4.  
29 The “Gage Zero” is the reference elevation of a stream gage and the gage zero plus the stage reading gives the 
approximate elevation of the water surface in a known datum. 
http://rivergages.mvr.usace.army.mil/WaterControl/glossary2.cfm.  
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reconsider and modify its Order by striking the incorrect reference to water rising 30 feet above the 

bottom of the Secondary Ash Settling Basin.  

6. Errors Concerning Historic Ash Areas Identified by the Board  

In discussing “Historical Coal Ash Sites” at Powerton, the Board identifies three historic coal 

ash storage areas (Interim Order, p. 40, para. 1) and mistakenly concludes that two of them, the East 

Yard Runoff Basin and the Lime Stone Runoff Basin, are “causing or contributing to GQS exceedances 

at the Station.” Interim Order, p. 42, para 2. As to the third area, the Former Ash Basin, the Board 

correctly finds that this area is not shown to be a source of contamination at the Station.  Interim Order, 

p. 41, para. 41. The discussion of the Former Ash Basin as a historic storage area, however, is 

inconsistent with the Board’s earlier discussion of the Former Ash Basin as an “ash pond” that may 

have had ash beneath a liner.  See Interim Order, p. 39, para. 3. 

a. The East Yard Runoff Basin Contains No Ash 

 The Board states, without evidence, that the East Yard Runoff Basin “may contain coal ash that 

is leaking into groundwater.”  The Board overlooks evidence that shows the East Yard Runoff Basin 

has no ash constituents in the pond or the water. The Board correctly notes that the East Yard Runoff 

Basin is not a part of the ash sluicing flow system and does not receive nor store ash. Interim Order, p. 

40. Instead, it only receives stormwater. Id. However, the Board then states that the record does not 

“provide information about the content or condition of this basin.” Id. That is simply not true. Mr. Kelly 

specifically testified that the East Yard Runoff Basin receives “rain runoff from the east half of the 

property.” 1/31/18 Tr. p. 138:13-14. Mr. Kelly further testified that MWG sampled and analyzed the 

water in the East Yard Runoff basin for two years on a quarterly basis. 1/31/18 Tr. p. 138:15-139:1. The 

sampling and analysis was agreed to in the CCA approved by the Illinois EPA and MWG submitted the 

results to Illinois EPA. Hearing Ex. 636, § III.5.l. (Powerton CCA); Hearing Ex. 711, (Illinois EPA 

Letter regarding East Yard Run-off Basin Sampling). Following the two years of analysis, the Illinois 

EPA agreed that there were no elevated concentrations of ash indicator constituents in the sample 

results, other than chlorides, which the Illinois EPA concluded was due to de-icing agents. Id. The Board 

should reconsider its finding that the East Yard Run-off Basin may be contributing to groundwater 

impact. 

b. The Limestone Basin is Empty, and Cannot Leak Anything into the Ground 

The Board’s conclusions regarding the Limestone Basin are inconsistent and against the 

manifest weight of the evidence. Interim Order, p. 40. At first, the Board correctly finds, based upon the 
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testimony of Mark Kelly, that the Limestone Basin has been empty since 2013. Interim Order, p. 40, 

para. 4 citing 1/31/18 Tr. 144:7-145:1 (Kelly Test.). The Board then describes that in 2004 there was 

ash in the basin and references a 2004 report analyzing the sample results of the ash held in the 

Limestone Basin. Id. Based upon the 2004 data, the Board concludes that the ash historically in the 

Limestone Basin did not meet the Class I groundwater quality standards. Interim Order, p. 40, para 4 

through p. 41. Despite agreeing that the Limestone Basin is empty, the Board concludes that “material 

from this basin may be leaking contaminants into the groundwater.” Id. p. 41, para. 1. That conclusion 

is incorrect, because – as the Board initially found – the Limestone Basin is empty. Mr. Kelly 

specifically testified that in 2013, MWG removed all the material in the Limestone Basin, including the 

Hypalon liner and “just totally cleaned it out.” 1/31/18 Tr. 144:7-145:1 (Kelly Test.). Because the 

Limestone Basin has no material in the basin, nothing could be leaking contaminants into the ground. 

The Board should reconsider its opinion regarding the Limestone Basin and modify its opinion to 

reconcile its conclusion that the Limestone Basin is empty and has been empty for six years.  

The Board also is in error to assume that the poz-o-pac in the Limestone Basin “easily cracked.” 

Interim Opinion, p. 41, para. 1. The Board cites to no evidence in the record for that statement and there 

is no evidence in the record that the poz-o-pac in the Limestone Runoff Basin was cracked. Rather, the 

evidence presented at hearing shows that the poz-o-pac at the Powerton Station was in good condition. 

The MWG witness who actually observed the poz-o-pac in the ash ponds at the Powerton Station stated 

that the poz-o-pac he observed in the Metal Cleaning Basin, Ash Surge Basin, and the Bypass Basin 

was in excellent condition. Kelly Testimony, 1/31/19 Tr. p. 121:20-122:1 (Metal Cleaning Basin), 

104:17-105:1, 113:7-14 (Bypass Basin); 84:18-20 (Ash Surge Basin). The Board’s unsupported 

assumptions about the poz-o-pac and its incorrect conclusions about the contents of the Limestone Basin 

lead it incorrectly assume that the basin is leaching. The Board should reconsider its opinion regarding 

the Limestone Basin and modify its opinion that because the basin is empty, the basin cannot be leaking 

ash indicator constituents.  

7. The Board Makes Inconsistent Conclusions Regarding Certain Constituents 
at Powerton 

The Board makes conflicting findings about constituents in the groundwater at Powerton that 

require reconsideration and revision. The Board correctly states in its Interim Order that antimony, lead, 

selenium, and thallium in the groundwater at Powerton is not from the MWG operations and not from 

coal ash stored at the site in the ash ponds or outside the ash ponds.  Interim Order, pp. 48-49. Yet, later 

in its opinion, the Board finds that antimony and selenium, but not lead or thallium, were exceedances 
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in violation of the Class I groundwater standards. Interim Order, p. 81. MWG requests that the Board 

reconsider and revise its opinion by deleting any reference to violations of the Class I standards for 

antimony and selenium at the Powerton Station. Interim Order, p. 81.   

C. The Board’s Errors Regarding the Will County Station 

The Board begins its discussion about Will County by carrying forward the same errors it 

made for the other MWG Stations. The Board relies on the opinion of the Complainant’s expert, 

James Kunkel, to conclude there have been “past and current leaks in the liners of four ash ponds 

…”  Interim Order, p. 54, para B.i.  Yet, the Board ignores the fact that Dr. Kunkel never saw and 

never reviewed the detailed Construction Documentation for each ash pond. 10/27/17 Tr. p. 169:1-

18. As with Joliet 29 and Powerton, the Board overlooks the Construction Documentation showing 

how the Will County ash ponds were relined, and ash was not used as cushion material. Hearing 

Exs. 505, 506, 507, 508, and 510 (Will County Ash Pond Construction Documentation). Hearing 

Exhibit 505, the cross section of the relining for Pond 3S at Will County, shows that the cushion 

material used was a geotextile cushion, not ash. Hearing Ex. 505. Similarly, Hearing Exhibit 510 

shows that MWG employed a geotextile as a cushion layer between the poz-o-pac and the HDPE 

liner.  

The Board next carries over to its Will County discussion the false statement that “both 

poz-o-pac and HDPE liners are prone to damage.”  Interim Order, p. 54, para. B.i. Again, the Board 

relies on an “assumption,” which is not permissible. See infra at III.A.1. The Board goes on to 

incorrectly state for Will County ponds 1N and 1S that “cracks in the poz-o-pac liners allow 

groundwater to seep into the ponds and ash constituents to leak into the groundwater.” Interim 

Order, p. 56, citing 2/2/18 Tr.  149:15-18 (Seymour Test.). The testimony the Board relies upon 

does not support the Board’s conclusion. Mr. Seymour testified that he “would consider that like 

a hypothetical…” and if there is a crack in a material, “the water can flow through if you put the 

water head on top of it.” 2/2/18 Tr. 149:13-18. Mr. Seymour never testified that the poz-o-pac at 

Ponds 1N and 1S had cracked, or even that the groundwater was seeping through. Instead, he 

merely testified that hypothetically if there is a water head on top of poz-o-pac, then water could 

flow through it. Id.30 At Will County Ponds 1N and 1S, however, there is no water head because 

there is a dewatering system designed to maintain a depth of less than one foot of water. Hearing 

Ex. 656 (Will County CCA). Thus, there is no water that leaking from Pond 1N and 1S through 

 
30 A “head” is the pressure by the water in a CCR pond. 2/1/18 Tr. p. 225:13-15 (Seymour Test.).  
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the poz-o-pac, there is no evidence that the poz-o-pac was cracked and there is no evidence that 

the groundwater is seeping through the poz-o-pac.   

The Board then cites to Hearing Exhibit 302, which concerns the relining of a different 

pond and does not even mention poz-o-pac. Additionally, the Board ignores the testimony of the 

witnesses who actually saw the poz-o-pac at Will County and stated that the poz-o-pac was in 

“excellent shape” and “very good condition.” 1/31/18 Tr. p. 248:21-249:3 (Veenbaas Test.); 

10/24/17 Tr. p. 304:7-19 (Maddox Test.). The Board also ignores the poz-o-pac core sample taken 

from Will County which shows that the poz-o-pac was impermeable material and had no cracks 

through the sample.  See infra, § II.A.1, Hearing Exhibit 286; 10/26/17 Morning Tr. p. 69:4-70:2 

(Gnat Test.).  

The Board incorrectly restates that coal ash “may have been left between the poz-o-pac 

and HDPE liners” but then cites to exhibits that have no relation to Will County and do not support 

the finding in any way. Interim Opinion, p. 55. Hearing Exhibit 22 cited by the Board is an email 

discussing the Joliet 29 Ash Pond 2 Liner and has nothing to do with the Will County Station or 

its impoundments. Hearing Exhibit 32 cited by the Board concerns the Former Ash Basin at 

Powerton, and has nothing to do with Will County, its impoundments or even a relining of pond. 

See infra III.B.4. The Board also cites to Ms. Race’s testimony from October 23, 2017 (Tr. 156:18-

162:21). As established above, Ms. Race’s testimony from that part of the transcript addressed 

installing a rail line at the Powerton Station. See infra III.B.4. 

The Board should reconsider its findings regarding the liners at Will County and revise its 

opinion that the Will County ash ponds “did leach contaminants into the groundwater” (Interim Order, 

p. 55) because no evidence was presented at hearing to support that statement.  

IV. MWG REQUESTS CLARIFICATION OF THE BOARD’S OPINION 

MWG requests that the Board provide clarification on certain conclusions made in its Interim 

Order. The Board’s clarification on these issues will simplify the hearing on the damages.  

A. Whether the Board Concludes that Pond Liners are Leaking After the Ponds 
Were Relined, When the Ponds Contain No Ash or Where no Ash has Been 
Removed 

In the Interim Order, the Board generally concludes that all the lined ash ponds are leaking 

but makes no distinction between the ponds for which all of the ash has been removed or never 

had ash in the first place. Moreover, the Board does not distinguish the ponds in which no ash has 

ever been removed such that there was no likelihood of damage to liners.  

Electronic Filing: Received, Clerk's Office 09/09/2019



 

43 
 

The Board finds the three ash ponds at Joliet 29 “did leach contaminants into the 

groundwater.” Interim Order, p. 26, para. 1. However, the Board also finds that Ash Pond 1 did 

not contain ash since it was emptied in 2015. Interim Order, p. 23, para. 1. Additionally, the Board 

finds that Ash Pond 3 received only a de minimis amount of ash and was emptied when it was 

relined in 2013. Interim Order, p. 23, para. 2. Given that Ash Pond 1 no longer has ash in it and 

Ash Pond 3 has de minimis amount of ash, there is no ash leaking any constituents from the ponds. 

Accordingly, in preparation for the proposed damages trial, MWG requests that the Board clarify 

that the now empty ponds and the ponds with no ash are not currently leaching constituents to 

groundwater.  

Similarly, the Board generally concludes that the four ash ponds at Powerton “did leach 

contaminants into the groundwater.” Interim Order, p. 40, para. 1. However, the Board also finds 

that MWG removes the ash in the Ash Surge Basin only every six to eight years, and that “MGW 

last removed coal ash from the Ash Surge Basin in 2013 before relining Interim Opinion, p. 37, 

para. 1. The Board agrees that the Ash Surge Basin has not been dredged or emptied since it was 

relined with HDPE liner in 2013, and thus no damage could have occurred to the liner. MWG 

requests that the Board clarify its finding and revise it to acknowledge that the Ash Surge Basin is 

not currently leaching to groundwater.    

B. Witnesses are not “Experts” 

The Board mistakenly describes all MWG’s witnesses that testified at trial as “experts.” 

MWG requests that the Board clarify its Interim Order to properly reflect the status of the 

witnesses, other than John Seymour, as laypersons.  See Interim Order, pp. 6, 18, 20, 26, 28, 33, 

66 and 68. 

C. Whether the Board Considers Monitoring Wells 8, 10, and 11 at Joliet 29 as 
Background Wells 

MWG seeks clarification on background wells at Joliet 29.  The Board concludes that 

neither party could establish background values at Jolie 29 from the upgradient groundwater 

monitoring wells MW-8, 10, and 11.  Interim Order, p. 35, para. 1.31 However, earlier in the Interim 

Order, the Board finds that MW-8, 10, and 11 are “located upgradient (north) of the ash ponds 

with respect to direction of groundwater flow, and thusly are considered “upgradient” or 

 
31 There is a typographical error on page 35. The Board identifies “MW-8, 9 and 11” as the upgradient wells. The 
actual upgradient wells are MW-8, 10, and 11. See Interim Order, p. 29, para. 1 citing MWG Ex. 901 at 19 and 
2/1/18 tr. at 19 (Gnat Test.).  
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“background” wells. Interim Order, p. 29, para. 1. Additionally, the Board finds that MW-8, 10, 

and 11 “indicate potential chemicals that might migrate with the groundwater from outside of 

MWG’s property.” Id. The Board concludes that the remaining monitoring wells are located 

downgradient of the ponds and “measure the impact of the ash ponds on the groundwater quality.” 

Id. Additionally, the Board concludes that because the long-term groundwater elevation 

measurements at Joliet 29 do not indicate a reversal of groundwater flow, “the record does not 

support consideration of the upgradient monitoring wells as downgradient wells, and vice versa, 

when interpreting the groundwater monitoring results.” Interim Opinion, p. 29, para. 3. Given the 

Board’s findings that MW-8, 10, and 11 are the background wells that indicate the potential 

chemicals that may migrate from outside MWG’s property, and that the record does not establish 

any reversals of groundwater flow, those same wells must establish background values on a site-

specific basis. MWG requests that the Board clarify why it concludes that the background wells, 

MW-8, 10, and 11 are not available for background values at the Joliet 29 Station.  

CONCLUSION 

 Midwest Generation, LLC, respectfully requests that the Board reconsider its Interim 

Opinion and issue an order as follows:  

1) Stating that the GMZs at Joliet 29, Powerton and Will County Stations have not expired 
pursuant to 35 Ill. Adm. Code 620.250 and 620.450(a), and MWG is not in violation of the 
Board regulations after the GMZs were in place. 

2) If the Board concludes that the corrective action process at each Station has been 
completed, conducting the evaluation required pursuant to 35 Ill. Adm. Code 620.450(a)(4) 
and concluding that the exceedances have been minimized to the extent practicable and 
any threats to public health and the environment have been minimized.  

3) If the Board does not make a finding that the GMZs remain in place, the Board should 
rescind its opinion regarding the GMZs at the MWG Stations and remand the GMZ issue 
to the Hearing Officer to allow the parties to present evidence regarding the GMZ issues. 

4) Reversing its opinion that the Joliet 29 and Powerton historic fill areas are causing or 
allowing contamination because there is no evidence in support and the Board improperly 
shifted the burden to MWG to disprove the allegations; 

5) Consider and apply the numerous overlooked facts that lead to erroneous conclusions in 
law and fact, specifically: 

a. Finding that the poz-o-pac in the three ash ponds at the Joliet 29 Station are in good 
condition; 

b. Finding that the HDPE liners in the ash ponds at the Joliet 29 Station were installed 
correctly and not damaged; 
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c. Correcting the findings to state that no ash was left between the poz-o-pac and 
HDPE in the ash ponds at Joliet 29; 

d. Correcting its findings to state that certain constituents at Joliet 29 are not in 
violation of the Class I standards; 

e. Finding that the poz-o-pac in the ash ponds at the Powerton Station are in good 
condition; 

f. Finding that the liners in the ash ponds at the Powerton Station were installed 
correctly and not damaged; 

g. Correcting its finding to state that the Secondary Ash Settling Basin at Powerton 
Station has had a liner since at least 1999;  

h. Correcting its finding to state that Former Ash Basin at Powerton Station had no 
ash beneath the liner because it is an inactive basin; 

i. Correcting its finding to delete any reference that river water rose “30-feet above” 
the bottom of the Powerton Secondary Ash Settling Basin; 

j. Correcting its finding to state that the East Yard Basin and the Limestone Basin do 
not contain ash and are not currently a source; 

k. Correcting its findings to state that certain constituents at Powerton are not in 
violation of the Class I standards; and, 

l. Correcting its findings that any ash was left between the poz-o-pac and HDPE liners 
at the ash ponds at Will County. 

6) At the very least, MWG requests that the Board clarify its opinion in preparation for the 
next phase of this litigation by clarifying: 

a. That certain pond liners are not leaking after the ponds were relined because the 
ponds contain no ash, or never had any ash removed; and,  

b. That the MWG witnesses, other than John Seymour, are lay witnesses and not 
“experts.” 

c. That Monitoring wells 8, 10, and 11 at Joliet 29 are background wells.  

Respectfully submitted,   

MIDWEST GENERATION, LLC. 
 

By  ____/s/ Jennifer T. Nijman _   
 One of Its Attorneys 

Jennifer T. Nijman 
Kristen L. Gale 
NIJMAN FRANZETTI LLP 
10 South LaSalle Street, Suite 3600 
Chicago, IL  60603 
312-251-5255 
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HENNEPIN EAST ASH POND NO. 2 | GROUNDWATER MANAGEMENT ZONE APPLICATION 
HENNEPIN, ILLINOIS 

TITLE 35, ILLINOIS ADMIN. CODE, PART 620 – APPENDIX D  
CONFIRMATION OF AN ADEQUATE CORRECTIVE ACTION PURSUANT TO 35 ILL. ADM. CODE 620.250(A)(2)  

Pursuant to 35 Ill. Adm. Code 620.250(a) if an owner or operator provides a written confirmation to the Agency 
that an adequate corrective action, equivalent to a corrective action process approved by the Agency, is being 
undertaken in a timely and appropriate manner, then a groundwater management zone may be established as a 
three-dimensional region containing groundwater being managed to mitigate impairment caused by the release 
of contaminants from a site.  This document provides the form in which the written confirmation is to be 
submitted to the Agency.   

Note 1. Parts I and II are to be submitted to IEPA at the time that the facility claims the alternative 
groundwater standards.  Part III is to be submitted at the completion of the site 
investigation.  At the completion of the corrective process, a final report is to be filed 
which includes the confirmation statement included in Part IV. 

Note 2. The issuance of a permit by IEPA's Division of Air Pollution Control or Water Pollution 
Control for a treatment system does not imply that the Agency has approved the 
corrective action process.  

Note 3. If the facility is conducting a cleanup of a unit which is subject to the requirements of the 
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) or the 35 Ill. Adm. Code 731 regulations 
for Underground Storage Tanks, this confirmation process is not applicable and cannot be 
used.  

Note 4. If the answers to any of these questions require explanation or clarification, provide such 
in an attachment to this document.  

Information provided in the following technical documents is referenced within this form: 

 Civil & Environmental Consultants, Inc.(CEC), 2017. Revised 30% Closure Design Package for East Ash Pond 
No. 2, Dynegy Midwest Generation, LLC, Hennepin Power Station, Hennepin, IL.  

 Natural Resource Technology, Inc.(NRT), 2017a. Hydrogeologic Characterization Report, East Ash Pond No. 2, 
Dynegy Midwest Generation, LLC, Hennepin Power Station, Hennepin, IL. 

 Natural Resource Technology, Inc., 2017b. Groundwater Monitoring Plan, East Ash Pond No. 2, Dynegy 
Midwest Generation, LLC, Hennepin Power Station, Hennepin, IL.  

 Natural Resource Technology, Inc., 2017c. Groundwater Model Report, East Ash Pond No. 2, Dynegy Midwest 
Generation, LLC, Hennepin Power Station, Hennepin, IL.  

 Natural Resource Technology, Inc., 2017d. 2016 East Ash Pond and Coal Combustion Waste Landfill Annual 
Report, Dynegy Midwest Generation, LLC, Hennepin Power Station, Hennepin, IL. 

A legal description and map of the proposed GMZ is provided in Appendix A of this GMZ Application. The GMZ 
will extend vertically through all water-bearing strata to the top of the shale bedrock that underlies the 
unlithified glacial and alluvial deposits at the site. 
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PART I. FACILITY INFORMATION  

 Facility Name Hennepin Power Station 

  

 Facility Address 1 Power Plant Road, Hennepin, IL 61327 

 

 County Putnam 

  

Standard Industrial Code (SIC) 4911  

1. Provide a general description of the type of industry, products manufactured, raw materials used, location 
and size of the facility.  Electric power generation and coal combustion residual (CCR) disposal.  Ash Pond 
No. 2 encompasses approximately 18 acres within the Hennepin Power Station property. 

2. What specific units (operating or closed) are present at the facility which are or were used to manage waste, 
hazardous waste, hazardous substances or petroleum?  

 YES  NO 

Landfill X   
Surface Impoundment X    
Land Treatment   X 
Spray Irrigation   X 
Waste Pile   X 
Incinerator   X 
Storage Tank (above ground) X   
Storage Tank (underground) X   
Container Storage Area X   
Injection Well   X 
Water Treatment Units X   
Septic Tanks X   
French Drains X   
Transfer Station   X 
Other Units (please describe)   

3. Provide an extract from a USGS topographic or county map showing the location of the site and a more 
detailed scaled map of the facility with each waste management unit identified in Question 2 or 
known/suspected source clearly identified.  Map scale must be specified and the location of the facility must 
be provided with respect to Township, Range and Section.  Ash Pond No. 2 is located in the northeast 
quarter of Section 26, Township 33 North, Range 2 West, Putnam County, Illinois and approximately 3 
miles north-northeast of the Village of Hennepin. Figure 1 shows the facility location on a USGS 
topographic map (7½ minute). 
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4. Has the facility ever conducted operations which involved the generation, manufacture, processing, 
transportation, treatment, storage or handling of "hazardous substances" as defined by the Illinois 
Environmental Protection Act?  Yes ☒ No ☐   
If the answer to this question is "yes" generally describe these operations.  Storage and handling of 
anhydrous ammonia, sulfuric acid, 50% sodium hydroxide, chlorine gas and sodium hypochlorite.  

5. Has the facility generated, stored or treated hazardous waste as defined by the Resource Conservation and 
Recovery Act?  Yes ☒ No ☐   
If the answer to this question is "yes" generally describe these operations.  Small quantity generator. 

6. Has the facility conducted operations which involved the processing, storage or handling of petroleum?   
Yes ☒ No ☐  If the answer to this question is "yes" generally describe these operations.  Store, load, and 
unload diesel fuel, kerosene, transformers, turbine oil and other oil containing equipment.  

7. Has the facility ever held any of the following permits?  

a. Permits for any waste storage, waste treatment or waste disposal operation. Yes ☐ No ☒  
If the answer to this question is "yes", identify the IEPA permit numbers. # IL0000701  

b. Interim Status under the Resources Conservation and Recovery Act (filing of a RCRA Part A application).  
Yes ☐ No ☒   
If the answer to this question is "yes", attach a copy of the last approved Part A application.  

c. RCRA Part B Permits.  Yes ☐ No ☒  
If the answer to this question is "yes", identify the permit log number.  

8. Has the facility ever conducted the closure of a RCRA hazardous waste management unit?  Yes ☐ No ☒  

9. Have any of the following State or federal government actions taken place for a release at the facility?  

a. Written notification regarding known, suspected or alleged contamination on or emanating from the 
property (e.g., a Notice pursuant to Section 4(q) of the Environment Protection Act)?  Yes ☐ No ☒   
If the to this question is "yes", identify the caption and date of issuance.  

b. Consent Decree or Order under RCRA, CERCLA, EPAct Section 22.2 (State Superfund), or EPAct 
Section 21(f) (State RCRA).  Yes ☒ No ☐   

Consent Decree 89-CH-5 (dated March 2, 1989) required closure of the Hennepin East Ash Pond 
System and the Order Modifying Consent Decree (dated January 3, 1996) allowed for the 
establishment of the current Groundwater Management Zone. 

c. If either of Items a. or b. were answered by checking "yes", is the notice, order or decree still in 
effect?  Yes ☒ No ☐ 

10. What groundwater classification will the facility be subject to at the completion of the remediation?  

Class I  ☒ Class II  ☐ Class III  ☐ Class IV  ☐ 
If more than one Class applies, please explain.  

11. Describe the circumstances which the release to groundwater was identified.  Groundwater sampling at 
Ash Pond No. 2 was initiated in 1994. Parameters that are attributable to Ash Pond No. 2 exceeding 
Class I Potable Resource Groundwater standards in monitoring wells during the most recent 2016 
annual report (NRT, 2017d) included boron and selenium at well 18S. 
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Based on my inquiry of those persons directly responsible for gathering the information, I certify that the 
information submitted is, to the best of my knowledge and belief, true and accurate.  

 
Hennepin Power Station   

Facility Name  Signature of Owner/Operator 

1 Power Plant Road, Hennepin, IL 61327  Dynegy Midwest Generation, LLC 
Location of Facility  Name of Owner/Operator 

170000137769   
Illinois EPA Identification Number  Date 
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PART II:  RELEASE INFORMATION  

1. Identify the chemical constituents release to the groundwater.  Attach additional documents as necessary.  

A narrative summary of the results of groundwater monitoring is discussed in the Hydrogeologic 
Characterization Report Section 4: Groundwater Quality (NRT, 2017a). Chemical constituents released 
to the groundwater attributed to CCR and Ash Pond No. 2 include the following: 

Chemical Description  Chemical Abstract No. 

Boron  7440-42-8 

Selenium  7782-49-2 

2. Describe how the site will be investigated to determine the source or sources of the release.  
Ash Pond No. 2 has been investigated as described in the Hydrogeologic Characterization Report 
(Natural Resource Technology, Inc. [NRT], 2017a 

3. Describe how groundwater will be monitored to determine the rate and extent of the release.  
The monitoring network to monitor the rate and extent of the release is described in the Groundwater 
Monitoring Plan (NRT, 2017b).  

4. Has the release been contained on-site at the facility?  The release is contained within the facility boundary 
and floodplain to the north. Migration of CCR constituents is limited by the Illinois River which is the 
groundwater discharge area and acts as a hydraulic barrier. 

5. Describe the groundwater monitoring network and groundwater and soil sampling protocols in place at the 
facility.  The groundwater monitoring network and sampling protocols are described in the 
Groundwater Monitoring Plan (NRT, 2017b).   

6. Provide the schedule for investigation and monitoring.  The site investigation is complete and 
groundwater monitoring will continue for the required/permitted frequency and monitoring period as 
described in the Groundwater Monitoring Plan Section 4.2: Sampling Schedule (NRT, 2017b).   

7. Describe the laboratory quality assurance program utilized for the investigation.  Laboratory quality 
assurance is described in the Groundwater Monitoring Plan Sections 4.4: Laboratory Analysis and 4.5: 
Quality Assurance (NRT, 2017b). The quality assurance/quality control procedures described in the 
Groundwater Monitoring Plan will be supplemented by the selected Illinois EPA-approved laboratory’s 
QA Manual. 

8. Provide a summary of the results of available soil testing and groundwater monitoring associated with the 
release at the facility.  The summary or results should provide the following information:  dates of sampling; 
types of samples taken (soil or water); locations and depths of samples; sampling and analytical methods; 
analytical laboratories used; chemical constituents for which analyses were performed; analytical detection 
limits; and concentrations of chemical constituents in ppm (levels below detection should be identified as 
"ND").  A narrative summary of the results of groundwater monitoring is discussed in the Hydrogeologic 
Characterization Report Section 4: Groundwater Quality (NRT, 2017a).   Analytical data summary tables 
are available in the Hydrogeologic Characterization Report Appendix H: Groundwater Quality 
Monitoring Data (NRT, 2017a). Analytical laboratory reports for all monitoring events have previously 
been submitted to the Agency. 
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Based on my inquiry of those persons directly responsible for gathering the information, I certify that the 
information submitted is, to the best of knowledge and belief, true and accurate and confirm that the actions 
identified herein will be undertaken in accordance with the schedule set forth herein.  

 

Hennepin Power Station   

Facility Name  Signature of Owner/Operator 

1 Power Plant Road, Hennepin, IL 61327  Dynegy Midwest Generation, LLC 
Location of Facility  Name of Owner/Operator 

170000137769   
Illinois EPA Identification Number  Date 
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PART III:  REMEDY SELECTION INFORMATION 

1. Describe the selected remedy.  The remedy includes ash dewatering, relocating/reshaping the CCR within 
Ash Pond No. 2 to achieve acceptable grades and construction of a cover system comprised of (from 
bottom to top) 18-inch protective compacted soil barrier with a hydraulic conductivity of 1X10-5 cm/s 
and 6-inch top cover system of topsoil and vegetative cover to minimize long-term erosion (CEC, 2017). 

2. Describe other remedies which were considered and why they were rejected. Previous experience at 
similar sites developing and evaluating remedial alternatives and costs indicate capping is often the 
most cost effective and cost-efficient. Therefore, dewatering and capping were initially evaluated. Based 
on the results of the evaluation and modeling, the selected remedy successfully mitigates groundwater 
impacts. If the selected remedy is not shown successful through collection of data and comparison to 
predictive values, then other remedial options will be evaluated.  

3. Will waste, contaminated soil or contaminated groundwater be removed from the site in the course of this 
remediation?  Yes ☐ No ☒   
If the answer to this question is "yes", where will the contaminated material be taken?   

4. Describe how the selected remedy will accomplish the maximum practical restoration of beneficial use of 
groundwater.  The dewatering and installation of a cover system will control water infiltration into the 
closed CCR unit and will allow drainage of surface water off the cover system. These actions will reduce 
leachate generation and migration and groundwater quality will improve over time, as described in the 
Groundwater Model Report (NRT, 2017c).   

5. Describe how the selected remedy will minimize any threat to public health or the environment.  The 
currently defined extent of the release does not threaten public health. As discussed in the 
Hydrogeologic Characterization Report Section 3.5 (NRT, 2017a), there are currently no impairments to 
groundwater usage on the Hennepin Power Station property or surrounding properties associated with 
Ash Pond No. 2. No impairments to groundwater usage resulting from establishment of the proposed 
GMZ are anticipated. CCR dewatering and the cover system will reduce leachate generation and 
migration from Ash Pond No. 2 and minimize CCR constituents entering the environment, as described 
in the Groundwater Model Report (NRT, 2017c).  

6. Describe how the selected remedy will result in compliance with the applicable groundwater standards. The 
in-place closure of Ash Pond No. 2, as proposed, will result in a reduction of leachate production, 
decreasing CCR constituent concentrations and contraction of the groundwater plume. A Groundwater 
Model Report (NRT, 2017c), included in Appendix D of CEC, 2017, suggests that the cover system will 
control recharge and subsequent leachate generation within the limits of the Site and boron 
concentrations will meet the groundwater protection standards within 20 years upon cap completion 
(Year 2038). 

7. Provide a schedule for design, construction and operation of the remedy, including dates for the start and 
completion.  A schedule for implementing the remedies is included in Section 1.3 in CEC, 2017.   

8. Describe how the remedy will be operated and maintained. The operation and maintenance of the remedy 
is described in Section 3: Post-Closure Care Plan (CEC, 2017).   

9. Have any of the following permits been issued for the remediation? 

a. Construction or Operating permit from the Division of Water Pollution Control.  Yes ☐ No ☒ 

b. Land treatment permit from the Division of Water Pollution Control. Yes ☐ No ☒  
If the answer to this question is "yes", identify the permit number.  

c. Construction or Operating permit from the Division of Air Pollution Control.  Yes ☐ No ☒  
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If the answer to this question is "yes", identify the permit number.  

10. How will groundwater at the facility be monitored following completion of the remedy to ensure that the 
groundwater standards have been attained?  Groundwater monitoring procedures are described in 
Section 4 of the Groundwater Monitoring Plan (NRT, 2017b).  

Based on my inquiry of those persons directly responsible for gathering the information, I certify that the 
information submitted is, to the best of my knowledge and belief, true and accurate and confirm that the actions 
identified herein will be undertaken in accordance with the schedule set forth herein.  

 

Hennepin Power Station   

Facility Name  Signature of Owner/Operator 

1 Power Plant Road, Hennepin, IL 61327  Dynegy Midwest Generation, LLC 
Location of Facility  Name of Owner/Operator 

170000137769   
Illinois EPA Identification Number  Date 
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ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS 

bgs 
CCR 

below ground surface 
coal combustion residual 

CEC Civil & Environmental Consultants, Inc. 
CFR Code of Federal Regulations 
cm/s centimeters per second 
CWS 
DBCP 
DMG 

Community Water Supply 
1,2-Dibromo-3-Chloropropane 
Dynegy Midwest Generation, Inc. 

EDB Ethyl Dibromide 
ft 
ft MSL 
GMZ 

feet 
feet above Mean Sea Level 
Groundwater Management Zone 

IAC Illinois Administrative Code 
IDNR Illinois Department of Natural Resources 
IEPA 
ISGS 
ISWS 

Illinois Environmental Protection Agency 
Illinois State Geological Survey  
Illinois State Water Survey 

mg/L 
NRT 
PCB 

milligram per liter 
Natural Resource Technology, an OBG Company  
Polychlorinated Biphenyl 

PWS Public Water Supply 
TDS total dissolved solids 
USGS 
WHPA 

United States Geological Survey 
Well Head Protection Area 
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HENNEPIN EAST ASH POND NO. 2 | GROUNDWATER MANAGEMENT ZONE APPLICATION 
1 INTRODUCTION 

1 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 OVERVIEW 

This Groundwater Management Zone Application was prepared by Natural Resource Technology, Inc. (NRT) in 
support of the Closure Plan for East Ash Pond No. 2 located at the Hennepin Power Station (HPS, Site) which is 
owned by Dynegy Midwest Generation, LLC (DMG). This application is submitted pursuant to Illinois 
Administrative Code (IAC) Title 35, Part 620: Groundwater Quality (35 IAC Part 620). 

DMG requests establishment of a Groundwater Management Zone (GMZ) pursuant to 35 IAC 620.250(a)(2) as a 
three-dimensional region containing groundwater being managed to mitigate a potential release of Coal 
Combustion Residuals (CCR) constituents from Ash Pond No. 2.  

A legal description and map of the proposed GMZ is provided in Appendix A. The GMZ will extend vertically 
through all water-bearing strata to the top of the shale bedrock that underlies the unlithified glacial and alluvial 
deposits at the site. 

1.2 TECHNICAL SUPPORT DOCUMENTS 

Technical documents prepared in support of the Hennepin East Ash Pond No. 2 closure include, but are not 
limited to, the following: 

 Hydrogeologic Study, Existing Ash Ponds, Hennepin Power Plant, Illinois Power Company, Hennepin, 
Illinois. John Mathes & Associates, Inc.; April 19, 1983. Six monitoring wells were installed, currently 
designated as wells 02 through 06. Well 01 was abandoned during construction of the East Ash Pond, 
Monitoring wells 03 through 06 are downgradient of Ash Pond No. 2 and well 02 is an upgradient well 
located south of the impoundment. Grain size analyses were performed on soil samples. 

 Investigation of Site Closure Options at Illinois Power Company’s Hennepin East Ash Impoundment. 
Report No. STMI/135/96-02. Science & Technology Management, Inc., June 1996. A supplemental 
hydrogeologic characterization was conducted to further characterize the Hennepin East Ash Pond System, 
develop a groundwater flow and transport model and evaluate four alternative closure options using the 
model. Eight new monitoring wells (wells 10 through 17) were installed around the east ash impoundment 
system to augment the existing network. Six new wells were located along the intermediate berm that 
separates Ash Pond No. 2 from the East Ash Pond, and two wells were located up gradient of the East Ash 
Pond. Field permeability tests were conducted on eight wells.  

 Field Implementation Plan, New East Ash Landfill, Hennepin Power Station, Hennepin, Illinois. Natural 
Resource Technology and Kelron Environmental; February 2, 2009. Described the data collection and 
analysis to be performed to satisfy the requirements of the hydrogeologic investigation as well as complete 
the groundwater impact assessment and groundwater monitoring plan. 

 Water Well Survey, Dynegy Midwest Generation, Hennepin Power Station, Hennepin, Illinois. Natural 
Resource Technology and Kelron Environmental; June 3, 2009. A water well survey was performed in 
accordance with the “Right to Know” Potable Water Well Survey procedures of 35 Illinois Administrative 
Code 1600.210(b)(1) and 1600.210(b)(2). The purpose of this survey was to identify water wells located 
within 2,500 feet of DMG’s Hennepin Power Station property boundary. 

 Prediction of Groundwater Transport: Pond 2 East, Hennepin Power Station, Hennepin, Illinois. Natural 
Resource Technology and Kelron Environmental; July 8, 2009. Groundwater transport modeling was 
completed to evaluate liner alternatives proposed for Pond 2E by simulating the effects of a release on 
groundwater quality. 

 Assessment of Potential for Groundwater Impact on Identified Water Wells, Dynegy Midwest Generation, 
Hennepin Power Station, Hennepin, Illinois. Natural Resource Technology and Kelron Environmental; 
August 26, 2009. An assessment of the potential for impact of the ash impoundment on water quality of 
potable water wells identified in the water well survey. 
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 New Coal Combustion Waste (CCW) Landfill, Initial Facility Report, Hydrogeologic Studies and 
Evaluations, Section 25 Hydrogeological Investigation, Hennepin Power Station, Hennepin, Illinois. 
Natural Resource Technology and Kelron Environmental; December 19, 2010. Provided the foundation on 
which the monitoring system, groundwater impact assessment, and groundwater quality standards are to be 
developed for inclusion with the Initial Facility Report for the New CCW Landfill. Forty-one borings (B-1 
through B-41) were advanced near and within the footprint of the Site during February and March 2009 for 
Site engineering studies. Four new monitoring wells (18S, 18D, 19S and 19D) were installed along the north 
perimeter, downgradient of the Site. One new well (08D) was located to the south adjacent to existing well 
08. 

 New Coal Combustion Waste Landfill, Initial Facility Report, Hydrogeologic Studies and Evaluations, 
Section 27 Groundwater Impact Assessment, Hennepin Power Station, Hennepin, Illinois. Natural 
Resource Technology and Kelron Environmental; December 19, 2010. Three-dimensional numerical flow 
and transport modeling was used to estimate the effect of leachate seepage from the landfill on groundwater 
concentrations at the downgradient edge of the zone of attenuation. 

 New Coal Combustion Waste Landfill, Initial Facility Report, Hydrogeologic Studies and Evaluations, 
Section 28 Groundwater Monitoring Program, Hennepin Power Station, Hennepin, Illinois. Natural 
Resource Technology and Kelron Environmental; December 19, 2010. Describes the groundwater 
monitoring program to identify discharges from all waste disposal units (Phases) within Ash Pond No. 2 and 
the leachate collection system associated with the new CCW Landfill. 

 30% Design Data Report for Dynegy Hennepin Power Station; West Polishing Pond, West Ash Pond, East 
Ash Pond and Ash Pond No. 2 CCR Units. AECOM, January 12, 2016. The data package included summary 
tables, geotechnical laboratory data and exploratory logs for 32 auger borings, 38 CPT soundings and 7 
standpipe piezometers. 

 2016 East Ash Pond and Coal Combustion Waste Landfill Annual Report, Hennepin Power Station, 
Dynegy Operating Company, Hennepin, Illinois. Natural Resource Technology, Inc., March 13, 2017. 
Annual report assessing groundwater quality data, statistical trend analysis and a waste management 
summary for the CCW Landfill. 

Groundwater flow and transport models were also developed to evaluate the effect of the ash pond closure on 
groundwater quality and to predict the fate and transport of CCR leachate components (NRT, 2017c). Additional 
groundwater modeling has been conducted to enable estimation of the time required for hydrostatic 
equilibrium of groundwater beneath the unit and is being submitted under separate cover (NRT, 2017d). 

1.3 SITE LOCATION AND BACKGROUND 

Hennepin East Ash Pond No. 2 is located in the northeast quarter of Section 26, Township 33 North, Range 2 
West, Putnam County, Illinois and approximately 3 miles north-northeast of the Village of Hennepin (Figure1). 
The impoundment is situated less than 200 feet south of the Illinois River and approximately one mile east of the 
Big Bend, where the river shifts course from predominantly west to predominantly south. The Hennepin Power 
Station had two coal-fired units constructed in 1953 and 1959. Surrounding areas include industrial properties 
to the east and south of the impoundments, agricultural land to the southwest and the Hennepin Power Station 
to the west. 

East Ash Pond No. 2 (Ash Pond No. 2) is classified as an inactive, unlined CCR surface impoundment (Figure 2). 
The pond is surrounded by a perimeter road and is bounded to the north by the Illinois River, to the east by the 
CCR Landfill, to the southeast by the East Ash Pond, to the southwest by Ash Pond No. 4 (by definition, a non-
CCR Unit, capped or otherwise maintained) and a gravel pit (non-CCR Unit). 

Ash Pond No. 2 was used to store and dispose fly ash, bottom ash, and other non-CCR waste streams including 
coal pile runoff. The pond is unlined with a variable but lowermost bottom elevation of 451 feet. The 
approximate dates of construction of each successive stage of Ash Pond No. 2 are summarized below. 
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Date Event 
1958 Construction of Ash Pond No. 2 

1978 Embankment raise of Ash Pond No. 2 

1985 Embankment raise of Ash Pond No. 2 to elevation 484 feet 

1989 Embankment raise of Ash Pond No. 2 to elevation 494 feet 

1996 Pond was removed from service and completely unwatered 

2009 to 2010 Eastern portion of Ash Pond No. 2 was removed to facilitate construction of the Leachate Pond. 

2010 / 2011 Landfill Phase I cell was constructed in 2010 over placed CCR in Ash Pond No. 2, adjacent to the 
Leachate Pond. In February 2011, 7,500 cubic yards of bottom ash was placed into the Phase I 
cell as a post-construction freeze-protection measure to protect the leachate collection system 
and geomembrane liner. No other material (fly ash or bottom ash) has been placed in the landfill 
since then. 

2014 North Embankment tree removal, grading, and vegetation re-establishment of Ash Pond No. 2 

 
A notice of intent to close the remaining uncapped portion of Ash Pond No. 2, encompassing approximately 25.5 
acres, was submitted in November 2015. The cap system, as designed by Civil & Environmental Consultants, Inc. 
(CEC), is proposed to be implemented on the remaining areas of Ash Pond No. 2 (Landfill Phases II, III and IV, 
and bottom ash pond, that will not be completed). References to Ash Pond No. 2 refer only to the current 
uncovered area of ash located west of Landfill Phase I that is proposed for capping.  The closure activities for Ash 
Pond No. 2 include ash dewatering, relocating/reshaping the CCR to achieve acceptable grades and construction 
of a cover system comprised of (from bottom to top) 18-inch protective compacted soil barrier and 6-inch top 
cover system of topsoil and vegetative cover to minimize long-term erosion (CEC, 2017). 

Other impoundments within the East Ash Pond System include the following: 

 East Ash Pond (Primary Pond): Used to store and dispose bottom ash, fly ash, and other non-CCR waste and 
to clarify process water prior to discharge in accordance with the station’s NPDES permit. The 510 acre-foot 
pond was constructed in 1995. In 2003, the sidewall liners were raised an additional 12 feet, and the total 
water depth was raised to approximately 30 feet.  

 Polishing Pond (Secondary Pond): Constructed in 1995 with a 48-inch thick compacted clay liner having a 
vertical hydraulic conductivity of 1 x 10-7 centimeters per second (cm/sec).  

 Leachate Pond (Pond 2 East): A 25.5 acre-foot pond constructed with a composite liner consisting of 60-mil 
HDPE overlying two feet of compacted clay with a vertical hydraulic conductivity of 1 x 10-7 cm/sec. 
Construction was completed December 2010. 

 Ash Pond No. 4 (Pond 4): A former unlined dry impoundment, classified as a non-CCR pond (capped or 
otherwise maintained). 

These impoundments are not included in the scope of the Ash Pond No. 2 closure or the groundwater 
monitoring plan discussed herein. 

1.4 GEOLOGIC AND HYDROGEOLOGIC SUMMARIES 

1.4.1 Geology 
The geology has been extensively evaluated during previous hydrogeologic investigations, groundwater quality 
assessments, and modeling since the first borings and monitoring wells were installed. Ash Pond No. 2 is located 
over the original narrow lower terrace between the Illinois River and the uplands. The original lower terrace is 
approximately 10 to 20 feet above normal river level of 441 feet. The East Ash Pond and Polishing Pond and Ash 
Pond No. 4 were constructed on the upper terrace at an elevation of approximately 500 to 505 feet, or 60 to 65 
feet above normal river level.  

Three hydrogeologic units are present at the site: 
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 Fill Unit, the uppermost unit, is comprised of CCRs – fly ash, bottom ash and minor slag. In some areas, such 
as constructed berms, the Fill Unit is CCR mixed with sand, silt, and clay.  

 Uppermost Aquifer is comprised of mixed alluvial deposits (clay, silt, and sand) which overlie coarser grained 
outwash sand and gravel deposits (Henry Formation). This unit is the primary groundwater transport 
pathway.  

 The Pennsylvanian-age bedrock consists of interbedded layers of shale with thin limestone, sandstone, and 
coal beds. The shale bedrock unit has low hydraulic conductivity and defines the lower boundary of the 
uppermost aquifer.  

The highly permeable Henry Formation makes up the upper and lower terraces, and fill the valley beneath the 
alluvium. These glacial outwash deposits consist of a heterogeneous mixture of silty-sandy gravel, with cobble 
zones and with boulders up to several feet in diameter. The Henry formation is more than 100 feet thick in the 
river valley and at least 130 feet thick on the upper terrace. 

1.4.2 Hydrogeology 
The Illinois River is located directly adjacent to and downgradient from the East Ash Pond System. The Illinois 
River is the regional groundwater discharge area and localized groundwater flow under East Ash Pond No. 2 
occurs in a general northerly orientation. 

Ash Pond No. 2 is not subject to 100-year flooding at the base flood elevation of 462 feet. Flood events typically 
occur in March, April, May, and sometimes June, while lesser flooding occasionally occurs during autumn. During 
high precipitation and/or flood events, the river stage may rise above adjacent groundwater elevations and the 
river recharges the aquifer, temporarily reversing the direction of groundwater flow to the south.  

High precipitation and/or flood events that recharge the aquifer may result in temporary groundwater elevation 
increases above the base grade as low as 451 feet within Ash Pond No. 2. These events appear to be short in 
duration but occur on an almost annual basis. 

The Henry Formation sands and gravels at the site are highly permeable with measured hydraulic conductivity 
ranging from 3 x 100 cm/s to 1 x 10-4 cm/s with a geometric mean of 5.6 x 10-2 cm/s. These values are 
consistent with pump test data from area high capacity wells screened in the unlithified deposits which ranged 
from 5 x 10-2 to 3 x 10-1 cm/s. Per 35 IAC 620.210, groundwater within the Uppermost Aquifer at Ash Pond No. 2 
meets the definition of Class I, Potable Resource Groundwater. 

1.5 GROUNDWATER MONITORING ACTIVITIES 

1.5.1 Illinois EPA Closure Work Plan Monitoring – East Ash Pond System 
The monitoring program performed in compliance with the current Illinois EPA-approved Closure Plan (Dynegy, 
2016) for the East Ash Pond System consists of collecting samples from 6 background wells and 12 
downgradient wells (Figure 2). Groundwater monitoring for Ash Pond No. 2 includes three 
upgradient/background wells (07, 08, 08D) and four downgradient wells (03R, 06, 18, 18D) as shown on Figure 
3. All wells are screened in the sand units underlying and near the East Ash Pond System. Samples are collected 
quarterly to assess compliance with the IAC 35 Part 620 Section 410 Groundwater Quality Standards for Class I: 
Potable Resource Groundwater. Groundwater samples are analyzed for the following parameters: 

Field Parameters 
Ph Temperature 

Specific Conductivity Groundwater Elevation 
 

Laboratory Parameters 
General Inorganics 
Boron  Fluoride Nitrate-N  

Chloride  Iron Sulfate   
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Cyanide Manganese Total Dissolved Solids (TDS)  

Metals  
Antimony Cadmium Lead Silver 

Arsenic Chromium Mercury Thallium 

Barium Cobalt Nickel Zinc  

Beryllium Copper Selenium  

Organic Compounds 
Volatile Organic Compounds Polychlorinated Biphenyls (PCBs) 

Semi-Volatile Organic Compounds Specialized Organic Parameters: Endohall, Ethyl Dibromide (EDB) and  
1,2-Dibromo-3-Chloropropane (DBCP) Chlorinated Pesticides 

Chlorinated Herbicides 

 
Groundwater monitoring results are reported to the Illinois EPA annually in accordance with the approved 
Closure Work Plan. The most recent data and analysis were submitted in ‘2016 Closure Work Plan Annual 
Report’ (NRT, March 13, 2017e). 

1.5.2 40 CFR PART 257 MONITORING – ASH POND NO. 2 

Monitoring commenced in December 2015 to comply with the CCR Rule for Ash Pond No. 2 and consists of 
quarterly groundwater elevation measurements and water quality samples collected at background wells 07, 08, 
08D and downgradient monitoring wells 03R, 18S, 18D and 45S as shown on Figure 3. The groundwater is 
analyzed for Appendix III and Appendix IV parameters (see below). All existing groundwater monitoring wells 
are measured for groundwater elevation. 

40 CFR Part 257 Monitoring 
Field Parameters 
Dissolved Oxygen Oxidation/Reduction Potential Temperature pH 

Groundwater Elevation Specific Conductivity Turbidity  

Appendix III Parameters (Total, except TDS) 
Boron  Chloride Sulfate  

Calcium Fluoride Total Dissolved Solids (TDS)  

Appendix IV Parameters (Total) 
Antimony Cadmium Lead Selenium 

Arsenic Chromium Lithium Thallium 

Barium Cobalt Mercury Radium 226/228 

Beryllium Fluoride Molybdenum  

 
Following the completion of eight quarterly sampling events, the monitoring program will be modified so that 
the analytical parameters and sampling frequency are appropriate to the objectives and requirements of the 
CCR Rule. 
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2 GROUNDWATER IMPAIRMENTS AND CONTROL OPTIONS 

2.1 EXTENT OF GROUNDWATER IMPAIRMENTS ASSOCIATED WITH ASH POND NO. 2 

Well locations associated with the parameter concentrations that exceeded Class I Potable Resource 
Groundwater standards during the 2016 Illinois EPA Closure Work Plan annual monitoring included the 
following: 

Monitoring WellsExceeding Class I Groundwater Quality Standards 
Well 

Number Location Boron Chloride Nitrate TDS Selenium Manganese 

  2.0  200 10 1,200 0.05 0.15 

03R Downgradient       

06 Downgradient       

18S Downgradient X    X  

18D Downgradient      X 

45S Downgradient   NA   NA 

07 Background   X    

08 Background   X X   

08D Background  X X X   
NA – Not Analyzed 

 
Boron is a key indicator parameter of the presence of CCR constituents in groundwater downgradient of Ash 
Pond No. 2. Boron concentrations have significantly decreased in wells 03/03R and 06 since Ash Pond No. 2 was 
removed from service and unwatered in 1996. Concentrations in 18D have also decreased and remain below the 
Class 1 groundwater standard since March 2015.  

High precipitation/flood events and localized saturation of the ash coincide with increases in boron 
concentrations at well 18S. Boron concentrations appear to typically fall in the range of 1.5 mg/L to 3 mg/L 
during normal river elevations. Boron concentrations rise above 3 mg/L following events when the river 
elevation rises above 451 feet (green line). Further, it also appears that the concentration rise is related to the 
magnitude and duration of the precipitation/flood event above the 451-foot river elevation. The elevation of 
boron concentrations is also likely attributed to the increased precipitation percolating through Ash Pond No. 2 
that occurs with these events. Selenium concentrations appear to mimic the recent increases in boron 
concentrations and may also be related to ash saturation during high precipitation/flood events. 

Exceedances of groundwater standards for nitrate were distributed across the site and have historically 
occurred sporadically in all monitoring wells, indicating that the concentrations reflect background variability in 
groundwater from upgradient sources. 

Chloride sporadically exceeded groundwater quality standards only in upgradient wells 08 and 08D. Chloride 
was significantly lower in upgradient well 07, typically less than 40 mg/L, compared to 08 and 08D. Chloride is a 
major component of TDS which exhibited similar trends but fewer Class I exceedances. Elevated concentrations 
of chloride and TDS are attributed to road salting off-site to the south of wells 08 and 08D. 

Exceedances of groundwater standards for manganese were associated with downgradient well 18D, suggesting 
differences in groundwater chemistry occur at depth rather than from Ash Pond No. 2 leachate. Detailed 
discussions of the manganese geochemistry in wells at the Hennepin Power Station are provided in the EPRI 
manganese research report submitted to the IEPA on November 6, 2002 (EPRI, 2002). 

A groundwater flow and transport model (NRT, 2017c) was calibrated to match groundwater elevation data and 
approximate boron concentration trends since unwatering of Ash Pond No. 2 in 1996. The calibrated model was 
then used to evaluate a baseline (no action) scenario and a closure capping configuration consisting of a 6-inch 
surface layer and an 18-inch compact soil barrier with a hydraulic conductivity of 1 x 10-5 cm/s. The prediction 
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model was extended 20 years following the cap completion (assumes the cap is completed in 2018 and run until  
2038) to evaluate boron concentrations in groundwater under a baseline (no action) scenario and the closure 
configuration. The results of the modeling are as follows: 

 When no action is taken, boron concentrations exceeding the Class I Groundwater Quality Standard will not 
be contained within the property. Boron concentrations become asymptotic in 20 years (Year 2038) and no 
further reduction is expected with time. 

 Under the proposed closure scenario, the prediction model indicated boron concentrations in all calibrated 
monitoring wells are predicted to decrease. Boron concentrations are expected to meet the groundwater 
protection standards within 20 years upon cap completion (Year 2038). 

These model results suggest that the compact soil cover system will control recharge and subsequent leachate 
generation within the limits of Ash Pond No. 2 and sufficiently reduce concentrations of boron below Class I 
standards within a reasonable timeframe. Concentration reductions should begin approximately one year after 
completion of the cover system. 

2.2 IMPAIRMENTS TO GROUNDWATER USAGE 

A comprehensive water well survey was conducted by NRT and Kelron (2009a) for a 2,500-foot radius around 
the entire Hennepin Power Station property boundary, inclusive of the East Ash Pond System (Appendix G). 
Based on State of Illinois records obtained from the Illinois EPA, Illinois State Geological Survey (ISGS), and 
Illinois State Water Survey (ISWS) there are nine wells located outside of the Hennepin Power Station property 
boundary within 2,500 feet of the East Ash Pond System. These included six industrial-commercial wells, two 
farm/domestic wells, and one Non-Community Water Supply (non-CWS) on property identified as Exolon (now 
known as Washington Mills). The Exolon non-CWS well has a 1,000 foot well head protection area (WHPA). The 
Exolon non-CWS WHPA is located south of and does not intersect the Hennepin Power Station property 
boundary. Each of the nine identified offsite water walls are upgradient of the Hennepin Power Station property 
or not in the prevailing direction of groundwater flow. 

Within the plant property boundary, there are four wells owned by DMG, all of which are non-potable and non-
contact industrial wells. One well is used exclusively for irrigation of the coal pile. 

Kelron/Natural Resource Technology (2009b) performed an assessment of the potential for impact to water 
supply wells identified in the water well survey within 2,500 of the Hennepin Power Station property boundary. 
The assessment concluded there are no existing off-site water wells, potable or non-potable, that are likely to be 
impacted by groundwater from the HPS property. 

2.3 CLOSURE OF ASH POND NO. 2   

The Closure Plan and Post-Closure Care Plan for Ash Pond No. 2 are being submitted under separate cover (CEC, 
2017). Because the pond is inactive, the CCR Rule (40 CFR Part 257) deadline for completing closure of this pond 
is November 2020.  

The Closure Plan includes the following corrective action elements, with the capped area shown on Figure 4: 

 CCR will not be removed from Ash Pond No. 2. The geometry of the final cover will provide a series of 
mounded surfaces for storm water runoff control. The final cover will be graded to convey storm water 
runoff to drainage channels.  

 The overall footprint and configuration of Ash Pond No. 2 will remain unchanged.  

 The proposed soil cover system design will meet the requirements of the CCR Rule such that the permeability 
shall be less than or equal to the permeability of the existing subsoils present below the CCR material, or a 
permeability no greater than 1 x 10-5 cm/sec, whichever is less. The soil cover system will be constructed in 
direct contact with the graded CCR and will consist of, from bottom to top, a minimum 18-inch protective 
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cover soil layer and an erosion layer consisting of 6-inches of earthen material capable of sustaining native 
plant growth. 

 The design elements, including cover permeability, final cover slope and drainage channel slopes, will control 
the post-closure infiltration into the CCR material left in-place and preclude the probability of future 
impoundment of water. 

The proposed corrective action will decrease migration of CCR constituents to groundwater and reduced their 
current aerial extent. 
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3 APPLICATION FOR GROUNDWATER MANAGEMENT ZONE 

3.1 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT OF PROPOSED GROUNDWATER MANAGEMENT ZONE  

Establishment of this GMZ will have a positive environmental impact. The fate and transport modeling (NRT, 
2017c) predicted boron concentrations will eventually decrease to levels lower than the Class I standard at Ash 
Pond No. 2 downgradient monitoring wells screened in the uppermost aquifer, inside of the proposed GMZ 
boundary, within approximately 20 years following completion of closure activities. Under the baseline scenario 
of no cap on Ash Pond No. 2 which begins in 2018, the boron concentrations are predicted to become asymptotic 
in 20 years (Year 2038) and no further reduction is expected with time. Capping Ash Pond No. 2 will 
significantly reduce the extent of boron impacts compared to the baseline transport model scenario. 

3.2 PROPOSED GROUNDWATER MANAGEMENT ZONE 

The proposed GMZ incorporates the area currently exhibiting constituents in groundwater that are attributable 
to Ash Pond No. 2 and associated areas of the East Ash Pond System, as measured in the on-site groundwater 
monitoring well network, as well as the area within the Hennepin Power Station property boundary that has 
model-predicted boron concentrations above the Class I groundwater standard. The approximate boundary of 
the proposed GMZ is depicted on Figures 3 and 4. A legal description and map depicting the proposed 
groundwater management zone is provided in Appendix A. The GMZ will extend vertically through all water-
bearing strata to the top of the shale bedrock that underlies the unlithified glacial and alluvial deposits at the 
site. The GMZ does not extend beyond the Hennepin Power Station property boundaries. 

3.3 COMPLIANCE WITH APPLICABLE ON-SITE GROUNDWATER QUALITY STANDARDS 

In accordance with IAC 620 Section 620.240, the compliance boundary is a lateral distance of 25 feet outward 
from the outermost edge of Ash Pond No. 2 berms. Following completion of the corrective action, the 
groundwater standard at the compliance boundary will be in accordance with IAC 620 Section 450(a)(4) for 
groundwater quality restoration such that the standard for each released chemical constituent will be the higher 
of either the Class I groundwater standard or the concentration determined by groundwater monitoring at the 
compliance boundary. 

Compliance with on-site groundwater quality standards, as measured at the proposed monitoring well network, 
will be achieved when there are no statistically significant increasing trends that are attributed to Ash Pond No. 
2 for parameters detected at the compliance boundary after a minimum 30 years of post-closure groundwater 
monitoring has been completed.  

Evaluation of groundwater quality data under USEPA (2015) will be consistent with 40 CFR Part 257.93 and 
257.94. 

 

 

 

Electronic Filing: Received, Clerk's Office 09/09/2019



 

 
O B G  |  D E C E M BE R  2 0 ,  2 0 1 7  
 

 F I N A L  |  1 0  O F  1 2   

2414 GMZ Application 171220 FINAL.docx 

HENNEPIN EAST ASH POND NO. 2 | GROUNDWATER MANAGEMENT ZONE APPLICATION 
4 PROPOSED GROUNDWATER MONITORING PLAN 

4 PROPOSED GROUNDWATER MONITORING PLAN 

Groundwater monitoring will be performed in accordance with the groundwater monitoring plan, incorporated 
by reference, in the accompanying report: 

 Natural Resource Technology, Inc., 2017b. Groundwater Monitoring Plan. Ash Pond No. 2, Dynegy Midwest 
Generation, LLC, Hennepin Power Station, Hennepin, IL. 

The elements of the groundwater monitoring plan include: 

 Groundwater monitoring system with designation of background and compliance monitoring wells along 
with monitoring well depths and construction. 

 Groundwater monitoring parameters. 

 Groundwater monitoring frequency and sampling schedule, along with statistical basis for reduction of 
monitoring frequency. 

 Groundwater sample collection protocol with standard operating procedures. 

 Laboratory analysis by a state-certified laboratory and listing of methods and reporting limits. 

 Quality Assurance Program for field collection of samples and laboratory analysis of samples. 

 Groundwater monitoring system maintenance, including schedule of inspections and methods for inspection 
of monitoring wells. 

 Data reporting schedule and content of reports. 

 Demonstration of compliance. Statistical methods for evaluating groundwater quality data. 

 A notification schedule with actions to be taken in cases of non-compliance. 
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                               Upstream Groundwater Management Zone

A Parcel of Land located in part of Section 26, Township 33 North, Range 2
West of the Third Principal Meridian in Putnam County, Illinois described as
follows:

Commencing at a found mag nail at the East Quarter Corner of Section 26,
Township 33 North, Range 2 West of the Third Principal Meridian as per an
ALTA Survey by The Orin Group, L.L.C., revised January 24, 2012; thence on
assumed bearings North 00 degrees 19 minutes 33 seconds East along the East
Line of the Northeast Quarter of said Section 26, a distance of 1140.36 feet;
thence North 89 degrees 40 minutes 27 seconds West, a distance of  9.78 feet to
the Point of Beginning; thence South 00 degrees 39 minutes 35 seconds West, a
distance of 433.41 feet; thence South 62 degrees 31 minutes 21 seconds West, a
distance of 368.26 feet; thence South 69 degrees 10 minutes 04 seconds West, a
distance of 1414.54 feet; thence South 40 degrees 30 minutes 03 seconds West,
a distance of 486.91 feet; thence North 38 degrees 58 minutes 15 seconds West,
a distance of 2138.34 feet; thence North 75 degrees 08 minutes 14 seconds East,
a distance of 1554.89 feet; thence North 81 degrees 14 minutes 57 seconds East,
a distance of 1417.24 feet; thence South 78 degrees 45 minutes 41 seconds East,
a distance of 433.40 feet to the East Line of said Northeast Quarter; thence South
00 degrees 19 minutes 33 seconds West along the East Line of said Northeast
Quarter, a distance of 410.94 feet; thence North 89 degrees 40 minutes 27
seconds West, a distance of 140.00 feet; thence South 00 degrees 19 minutes 33
seconds West parallel with the East Line of said Northeast Quarter, a distance of
305.00 feet; thence South 89 degrees 40 minutes 27 seconds East, a distance of
130.22 feet to the Point of Beginning and containing 101.104 acres more or less.

Scale:  1" = 200'
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Upstream Groundwater Management Zone 

 
A Parcel of Land located in part of Section 26, Township 33 North, Range 2 West of the Third 
Principal Meridian in Putnam County, Illinois described as follows: 
 
Commencing at a found mag nail at the East Quarter Corner of Section 26, Township 33 North, 
Range 2 West of the Third Principal Meridian as per an ALTA Survey by The Orin Group, 
L.L.C., revised January 24, 2012; thence on assumed bearings North 00 degrees 19 minutes 33 
seconds East along the East Line of the Northeast Quarter of said Section 26, a distance of 
1140.36 feet; thence North 89 degrees 40 minutes 27 seconds West, a distance of 9.78 feet to the 
Point of Beginning; thence South 00 degrees 39 minutes 35 seconds West, a distance of 433.41 
feet; thence South 62 degrees 31 minutes 21 seconds West, a distance of 368.26 feet; thence 
South 69 degrees 10 minutes 04 seconds West, a distance of 1414.54 feet; thence South 40 
degrees 30 minutes 03 seconds West, a distance of 486.91 feet; thence North 38 degrees 58 
minutes 15 seconds West, a distance of 2138.34 feet; thence North 75 degrees 08 minutes 14 
seconds East, a distance of 1554.89 feet; thence North 81 degrees 14 minutes 57 seconds East, a 
distance of 1417.24 feet; thence South 78 degrees 45 minutes 41 seconds East, a distance of 
433.40 feet to the East Line of said Northeast Quarter; thence South 00 degrees 19 minutes 33 
seconds West along the East Line of said Northeast Quarter, a distance of 410.94 feet; thence 
North 89 degrees 40 minutes 27 seconds West, a distance of 140.00 feet; thence South 00 
degrees 19 minutes 33 seconds West parallel with the East Line of said Northeast Quarter, a 
distance of 305.00 feet; thence South 89 degrees 40 minutes 27 seconds East, a distance of 
130.22 feet to the Point of Beginning and containing 101.104 acres more or less. 
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Directive 9283.1-12 
EPA 540/R-96/023 

PB96-963508 
October 1996 

PRESUMPTIVE RESPONSE STRATEGY AND EX-SITU TREATMENT
 
TECHNOLOGIES FOR CONTAMINATED GROUND WATER
 

AT CERCLA SITES
 

FINAL GUIDANCE 

Office of Solid Waste and Emergency Response
 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
 

Washington, DC 20460
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NOTICE 

This document provides guidance to EPA staff. It also provides guidance to the public and to the 
regulated community on how EPA intends to exercise its discretion in implementing the National 
Contingency Plan. The guidance is designed to implement national policy on these issues. The 
document does not, however, substitute for EPA's statutes or regulations, nor is it a regulation 
itself. Thus, it cannot impose legally-binding requirements on EPA, States, or the regulated 
community, and may not apply to a particular situation based upon the circumstances. EPA may 
change this guidance in the future, as appropriate. 
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otherwise have been determined by EPA -- when 
such determinations are: 

Developed as part of an CSGWPP that is 
endorsed by EPA, and 

Based on CSGWPP provisions that can 
be applied at specific sites (EPA, 1996a). 

This provision of the directive, when final, is 
intended to supersede previous guidance contained 
in the Preamble to the NCP (Federal Register, 
1990a; at 8733). Refer to EPA, 1996a for 
additional information concerning the role of 
CSGWPPs in the selection of ground-water 
remedies. When information concerning 
beneficial uses is not available from a CSGWPP, 
ground-water classifications defined in EPA, 1986 
(i.e., EPA Classes I, II or III) or “more stringent” 
state ground-water classifications (or similar state 
designations) should generally be used to 
determine the potential future use, in accordance 
with the NCP Preamble (Federal Register, 1990a; 
at 8732-8733). Regardless of the ground-water 
use determination, remedies selected under 
CERCLA authority must protect human 
health and the environment and meet ARARs 
(or invoke an ARAR waiver). 

Many states have antidegradation or similar 
regulations or requirements that may be potential 
ARARs. Such requirements typically focus on 1) 
prohibiting certain discharges, 2) maintaining 
ground-water quality consistent with its beneficial 
uses, or 3) maintaining naturally occurring 
(background) ground-water quality. Regulations 
of the third type do not involve determination of 
future ground-water use, and often result in 
cleanup levels that are more stringent than the 
drinking water standard for a particular chemical. 
Such requirements are potential ARARs if they 
are directive in nature and intent and established 
through a promulgated statute or regulation that is 
legally enforceable (see Federal Register, 1990a; 
Preamble at 8746). For further information 
concerning issues related to state ground-water 
antidegradation requirements, refer to EPA, 
1990a. 

2.6.2 Remediation Timeframe. “Remediation 
timeframes will be developed based on the 
specific site conditions” (Federal Register, 1990a; 
Preamble at 8732). Even though restoration to 
beneficial uses generally is the ultimate objective, 
a relatively long time period to attain this 
objective may be appropriate for some sites. For 
example, an extended remediation timeframe 
generally is appropriate where contaminated 
ground waters are not expected to be used in the 
near term, and where alternative sources are 
available. In contrast, a more aggressive remedy 
with a correspondingly shorter remediation 
timeframe should generally be used for 
contaminated ground waters that are currently 
used as sources of drinking water or are expected 
to be utilized for this purpose in the near future 
(Federal Register, 1990a; at 8732). A state’s 
CSGWPP may include information helpful in 
determining whether an extended remediation 
timeframe is appropriate for a given site, such as 
the expected timeframe of use, or the relative 
priority or value of ground-water resources in 
different geographic areas. 

A reasonable timeframe for restoring ground 
waters to beneficial uses depends on the particular 
circumstances of the site and the restoration 
method employed. The most appropriate 
timeframe must be determined through an analysis 
of alternatives (Federal Register, 1990a; Preamble 
at 8732). The NCP also specifies that: 

“For ground-water response actions, the 
lead agency shall develop a limited 
number of remedial alternatives that 
attain site-specific remediation levels 
within different restoration time periods 
utilizing one or more different 
technologies.” (Federal Register, 1990a; 
§300.430(e)(4).) 

Thus, a comparison of restoration alternatives 
from most aggressive to passive (i.e., natural 
attenuation) will provide information concerning 
the approximate range of time periods needed to 
attain ground-water cleanup levels. An 
excessively long restoration timeframe, even with 

17 
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the most aggressive restoration methods, may 
indicate that ground-water restoration is 
technically impracticable from an engineering 
perspective (see Section 2.6.3). Where restoration 
is feasible using both aggressive and passive 
methods, the longer restoration timeframe 
required by a passive alternative may be 
reasonable in comparison with the timeframe 
needed for more aggressive restoration 
alternatives. The most appropriate remedial 
option should be determined based on the nine 
remedy selection factors defined in the NCP 
(Federal Register, 1990a; §300.430 (e)(9)(iii)). 
Although restoration timeframe is an important 
consideration in evaluating whether restoration of 
ground water is technically impracticable, no 
single time period can be specified which would 
be considered excessively long for all site 
conditions (EPA, 1993b). For example, a 
restoration timeframe of 100 years may be 
reasonable for some sites and excessively long for 
others. 

2.6.3 Technical Impracticability.  Where 
restoration of ground water to its beneficial uses is 
not practicable from an engineering perspective, 
one or more ARARs may be waived by EPA (or 
the lead agency) under the provisions defined in 
CERCLA §121(d)(4)(C)). The types of data used 
to make such a determination are discussed in 
Guidance for Evaluating the Technical 
Impracticability of Ground-Water Restoration 
(EPA, 1993b). Alternative remedial strategies, to 
be considered when restoration ARARs are 
waived, are also discussed in EPA, 1993b. A 
finding of technical impracticability may be made 
in the Record of Decision (ROD) prior to remedy 
implementation, or in a subsequent decision 
document after implementation and monitoring of 
remedy performance. 

2.6.4 Point of Compliance.  The area over which 
ARAR or risk-based cleanup levels are to be 
attained is defined in the NCP as follows: 

"For ground water, remediation levels 
should generally be attained throughout 
the contaminated plume, or at and beyond 

the edge of the waste management area 
when waste is left in place" (Federal 
Register, 1990a; Preamble at 8713). 

Thus, the edge of the waste management area can 
be considered as the point of compliance, because 
ARAR or risk-based cleanup levels are not 
expected to be attained in ground water within the 
waste management area. In general, the term 
“waste left in place” is used in the NCP to refer to 
landfill wastes that, at the completion of the 
remedy, will be contained or otherwise controlled 
within a waste management area. 

For the purposes of ARAR compliance, EPA 
generally does not consider DNAPLs as “waste 
left in place.” DNAPLs are typically not located 
in a waste management area, as envisioned in the 
NCP. This is because the full extent of DNAPL 
contamination is often not known, DNAPLs can 
continue to migrate in the subsurface, and 
measures for controlling their migration are either 
unavailable or have uncertain long-term reliability. 
Also, as discussed in Section 2.5.3, restoration of 
the aquifer to ARAR or risk-based cleanup levels 
generally will not be attainable in a reasonable 
timeframe unless the DNAPLs are removed. For 
these reasons, EPA generally prefers to utilize 
ARAR waivers rather than an alternate point 
of compliance over portions of sites where non­
recoverable DNAPLs are present in the 
subsurface (EPA, 1995c). 

The NCP Preamble also acknowledges that “an 
alternative point of compliance may also be 
protective of public health and the environment 
under site-specific circumstances” (Federal 
Register, 1990a; at 8753). For example, where 
the contamination plume is “caused by releases 
from several distinct sources that are in close 
geographical proximity...the most feasible and 
effective cleanup strategy may be to address the 
problem as a whole, rather than source by source, 
and to draw the point of compliance to encompass 
the sources of release” (Federal Register, 1990a; 
at 8753). The NCP Preamble goes on to say that 
"...where there would be little likelihood of 
exposure due to the remoteness of the site, 

18 
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A Citizen’s Guide to 
Monitored Natural Attenuation

What Is Monitored Natural 
Attenuation?
Natural attenuation relies on natural processes 
to decrease or “attenuate” concentrations of 
contaminants in soil and groundwater. Scientists 
monitor these conditions to make sure natural 
attenuation is working. Monitoring typically involves 
collecting soil and groundwater samples to analyze 
them for the presence of contaminants and other site 
characteristics. The entire process is called “monitored 
natural attenuation” or “MNA.” Natural attenuation 
occurs at most contaminated sites. However, the 
right conditions must exist underground to clean sites 
properly and quickly enough. Regular monitoring must 
be conducted to ensure that MNA continues to work.

How Does It Work?
When the environment is contaminated with harmful 
chemicals, nature may work in five ways to clean it up:

• Biodegradation occurs when very small
organisms, known as “microbes,” eat contaminants
and change them into small amounts of water
and gases during digestion. Microbes live in
soil and groundwater and some microbes use
contaminants for food and energy. (A Citizen’s
Guide to Bioremediation [EPA 542-F-12-003]
describes how microbes work.)

• Sorption causes contaminants to stick to
soil particles. Sorption does not destroy the
contaminants, but it keeps them from moving
deeper underground or from leaving the site with
groundwater flow.

• Dilution decreases the concentrations of
contaminants as they move through and mix with
clean groundwater.

• Evaporation causes some contaminants, like
gasoline and industrial solvents, to change from
liquids to gases within the soil. If these gases
escape to the air at the ground surface, air will
dilute them and sunlight may destroy them.

• Chemical reactions with natural substances
underground may convert contaminants into
less harmful forms. For example, in low-oxygen
environments underground, the highly toxic
“chromium 6” can be converted to a much less
toxic and mobile form called “chromium 3” when
it reacts with naturally occurring iron and water.

MNA works best where the source of contamination 
has been removed. For instance, any waste buried 
underground must be dug up and disposed of properly, 
or removed using other available cleanup methods. 
When the source is no longer present, natural processes 
may be able to remove the remaining, smaller amount 
of contaminants in the soil or groundwater. The site is 
monitored regularly to make sure that contaminants 
attenuate fast enough to meet site cleanup objectives 
and that contaminants are not spreading.

How Long Will It Take?
MNA may take several years to decades to clean up 
a site. The actual cleanup time will depend on several 
factors. For example, cleanup will take longer when:

• Contaminant concentrations are higher.

• The contaminated area is large.

• Site conditions (such as temperature, groundwater
flow, soil type) provide a less favorable environment
for biodegradation, sorption or dilution.

These factors vary from site to site.
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Example

MNA is being used to complete 
groundwater cleanup at a former 
landfill on the Kings Bay Naval 
Submarine Base, Georgia. From 
1993 to 2001, other cleanup 
methods were used to contain 
and treat the source of solvents 
in the groundwater. The goal was 
to reduce solvent concentrations 
to a level at which MNA would 
ensure safe concentrations at 
the property boundary, and 
unsafe levels of solvents would 
no longer flow beneath nearby 
housing. MNA was considered 
an efficient final treatment 
because of the right conditions 
for bioremediation to occur. 

Monitoring for natural attenua-
tion has been occurring monthly 
since 1998. Groundwater is 
being sampled for solvents 
and other conditions that 
indicate MNA is working. 
The long-term objective is to 
reduce contaminant concentra-
tions across the site to below 
Maximum Contaminant Levels 
(MCLs). Concentrations have 
decreased at most wells, but 
the groundwater in the former 
source area is still expected to 
take decades to reach MCLs.  

For More Information

For more information about 
this and other technologies in 
the Citizen’s Guide Series, 
visit:

www.cluin.org/remediation
www.cluin.org/products/

citguide
www.cluin.org/products/MNA

NOTE: This fact sheet is intended solely as general information to the public. It is not intended, nor can it be relied upon, to create any 
rights enforceable by any party in litigation with the United States, or to endorse the use of products or services provided by specific 
vendors. The Agency also reserves the right to change this fact sheet at any time without public notice.

Is It Safe?
MNA does not pose a threat to the community or to site workers. MNA 
does not involve excavating soil or pumping groundwater to the surface for 
above ground treatment, so the potential to contact contaminants is limited. 
Long-term, regular monitoring is conducted to make sure contamination does 
not leave the site and that it is being attenuated at a rate that’s consistent with 
cleanup goals for the site. This ensures that people and the environment are 
protected during the cleanup process.

How Might It Affect Me?
Generally, MNA does not cause much disruption to the surrounding community 
since no heavy machinery or other equipment is required during the MNA 
process. Residents and businesses near the site may initially see and hear 
drilling rigs when wells to monitor groundwater quality are installed. Once 
installed, workers will need to visit the site to collect samples of groundwater, 
soil or sediment to ensure MNA is working properly and is protective of human 
health and the environment. At those times, residents may hear the pumps 
and generators often used to collect groundwater samples from the wells.

Why Use Monitored Natural Attenuation? 
MNA is selected when any contaminant source has been removed and only low 
concentrations of contaminants remain in soil or groundwater. The anticipated 
cleanup time for MNA must be reasonable compared to that of other more 
active cleanup methods. MNA requires less equipment and labor than most 
methods, which decreases cleanup costs. However, the cost of many years of 
monitoring can be high. MNA has been selected or is being used at over 100 
Superfund sites across the country.

Monitoring natural attenuation at the site by collecting a groundwater sample.
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Implementation

This Directive is being issued in Final form and should be used immediately as guidance
for proposing, evaluating, and approving Monitored Natural Attenuation remedies.  This  Final
Directive will be available from the Superfund, RCRA, and OUST dockets and through the
RCRA, Superfund & EPCRA Hotline (800-424-9346 or 703-412-9810).  The directive will also
be available in electronic format from EPA’s home page on the Internet (the address is
http://www.epa.gov/swerust1/directiv/d9200417.htm).

Questions/Comments

If you need more information about the Directive please feel free to contact any of the
appropriate EPA staff listed on the attachment.

Addressees: Federal Facility Forum
Federal Facilities Leadership Council
Other Federal Facility Contacts
OSWER Natural Attenuation Workgroup
RCRA Corrective Action EPA Regional and State Program Managers
State LUST Fund Administrators
State LUST Program Managers
UST/LUST Regional Program Managers
UST/LUST Regional Branch Chiefs
State Superfund Program Managers
Superfund Regional Policy Managers

attachment
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NOTICE: This document provides guidance to EPA and state staff.  It also
provides guidance to the public and to the regulated community on how EPA
intends to exercise its discretion in implementing its regulations.  The guidance is
designed to implement national policy on these issues.  The document does not,
however, substitute for EPA's statutes or regulations, nor is it a regulation itself. 
Thus, it  does not impose legally-binding requirements on EPA, States, or the
regulated community, and may not apply to a particular situation based upon the
circumstances.  EPA may change this guidance in the future, as appropriate.
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      Although this Directive does not address remediation of contaminated sediments, many of the same principles1

would be applicable.  Fundamental issues such as having source control, developing lines of evidence, monitoring and
contingency plans are also appropriate for sediments. However, the Agency is developing the policy and technical
aspects for sediments, specifically.

      The outer limits of contaminant plumes are typically defined for each contaminant of concern based on chemical2

concentrations above which the overseeing regulatory authority has determined represent an actual or potential threat to
human health or the environment.

      Environmental resources to be protected include groundwater, drinking water supplies, surface waters, ecosystems3

and other media (air, soil and sediments) that could be impacted by site contamination.

      For the Superfund program, Section 300.430(e)(6) of the National Contingency Plan (NCP) directs that a “no4

action alternative” (or no further action) “shall be developed” for all feasibility studies (USEPA, 1990a, p. 8849).   The
“no action” alternative can include monitoring but generally not other remedial actions, where such actions are defined
in Section 300.5 of the NCP.  In general, the “no action” alternative is selected when there is no current or potential
threat to human health or the environment or when CERCLA exclusions preclude taking an action (USEPA, 1991a).  As
explained in this Directive, a remedial alternative that relies on monitored natural attenuation to attain site-specific
remediation objectives is not the same as the “no action” alternative.   

1

PURPOSE AND OVERVIEW

The purpose of this Directive is to clarify EPA’s policy regarding the use of monitored
natural attenuation (MNA) for the cleanup of contaminated soil and groundwater  in the1

Superfund, RCRA Corrective Action, and Underground Storage Tank programs.  These
programs are administered by EPA’s Office of Solid Waste and Emergency Response (OSWER)
which include the Office of Emergency and Remedial Response (OERR), Office of Solid Waste
(OSW), Office of Underground Storage Tanks (OUST), and the Federal Facilities Restoration
and Reuse Office (FFRRO). Statutory authority for these remediation programs is provided under
the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) and
the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA).

EPA remains fully committed to its goals of protecting human health and the
environment by remediating contaminated soils, restoring contaminated groundwaters to
their beneficial uses, preventing migration of contaminant plumes , and protecting2

groundwaters and other environmental resources .  EPA advocates using the most appropriate3

technology for a given site.  EPA does not consider MNA to be a “presumptive” or “default”
remedy—it is merely one option that should be evaluated with other applicable remedies.  EPA
does not view MNA to be a “no action ” or “walk-away” approach, but rather4
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      In this Directive, remediation objectives are the overall objectives that remedial actions are intended to accomplish5

and are not the same as chemical-specific cleanup levels.  Remediation objectives could include preventing exposure to
contaminants, preventing further migration of contaminants from source areas, preventing further migration of the
groundwater contaminant plume, reducing contamination in soil or groundwater to specified cleanup levels appropriate
for current or potential future uses, or other objectives.  The term “remediation” as used in this Directive is not limited to
“remedial actions” defined in CERCLA §101(24), and includes CERCLA “removal actions”, for example.

      “Source material is defined as material that includes or contains hazardous substances, pollutants or6

contaminants that act as a reservoir [either stationary or mobile] for migration of contamination to the ground water, to
surface water, to air, [or other environmental media,] or acts as a source for direct exposure.  Contaminated ground
water generally is not considered to be a source material although non-aqueous phase liquids (NAPLS [occurring either
as residual- or free-phase]) may be viewed as source materials.” (USEPA, 1991b).

2

considers it to be an alternative means of achieving remediation objectives  that may be5

appropriate for specific, well-documented site circumstances where its use meets the applicable
statutory and regulatory requirements.  As there is often a variety of methods available for
achieving remediation objectives at any given site, MNA may be evaluated and compared to other
viable remediation methods (including innovative technologies) during the study phases leading to
the selection of a remedy.  As with any other remedial alternative, MNA should be selected only
where it meets all relevant remedy selection criteria, and where it will meet site remediation
objectives within a timeframe that is reasonable compared to that offered by other methods.  In
the majority of cases where MNA is proposed as a remedy, its use may be appropriate as one
component of the total remedy, that is, either in conjunction with active remediation or as a
follow-up measure.  MNA should be used very cautiously as the sole remedy at contaminated
sites.  Furthermore, the availability of MNA as a potential remediation tool does not imply any
lessening of EPA’s longstanding commitment to pollution prevention.  Waste minimization,
pollution prevention programs, and minimal technical requirements to prevent and detect releases
remain fundamental parts of EPA waste management and remediation programs. 

Use of MNA does not signify a change in OSWER’s remediation objectives. These
objectives (discussed in greater detail under the heading “Implementation”)  include control of
source materials , prevention of plume migration, and restoration of contaminated groundwaters,6

where appropriate.  Thus, EPA expects that source control measures (see section on
“Remediation of Sources”) will be evaluated for all sites under consideration for any proposed
remedy.  As with other remediation methods, selection of MNA as a remediation method should
be supported by detailed site-specific information that demonstrates the efficacy of this
remediation approach.  In addition, the progress of MNA toward a site’s remediation objectives
should be carefully monitored and compared with expectations. Where MNA’s ability to meet
these expectations is uncertain and based predominantly on predictive analyses, decision makers
should incorporate contingency measures into the remedy.

The scientific understanding of natural attenuation processes continues to evolve.  EPA
recognizes that significant advances have been made in recent years, but there is still a great deal
to be learned regarding the mechanisms governing natural attenuation processes and their ability
to address different types of contamination problems.  Therefore, while EPA believes MNA may
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3

be used where circumstances are appropriate, it should be used with caution commensurate with
the uncertainties associated with the particular application.  Furthermore, largely due to the
uncertainty associated with the potential effectiveness of MNA to meet remediation objectives
that are protective of human health and the environment, EPA expects that source control and
long-term performance monitoring will be fundamental components of any MNA remedy.

This Directive is a policy document and as such is not intended to provide detailed
technical guidance on evaluating MNA remedies.  EPA recognizes that at present there are
relatively few EPA guidance documents concerning appropriate implementation of MNA
remedies.  Chapter IX of OUST’s alternative cleanup technologies manual (USEPA, 1995a)
addresses the use of natural attenuation at leaking UST sites. The Office of Research and
Development (ORD) has recently published a protocol for evaluating MNA at chlorinated solvent
sites (USEPA, 1998a).  Additional technical resource documents for evaluating MNA in
groundwater, soils, and sediments are being developed by ORD.  Supporting technical
information regarding the evaluation of MNA as a remediation alternative is available from a
variety of other sources, including those listed at the end of this Directive.  “References Cited”
lists those EPA documents that were specifically cited within this Directive. The list of
“Additional References” includes documents produced by EPA as well as non-EPA entities. 
Finally, “Other Sources of Information” lists sites on the World Wide Web (Internet) where
additional information can be obtained.  Non-EPA documents may provide regional and state site
managers, as well as the regulated community, with useful technical information.  However, these
non-EPA guidances are not officially endorsed by EPA, EPA does not necessarily agree with all
their conclusions, and all parties involved should clearly understand that such guidances do not in
any way replace current EPA or OSWER guidances or policies addressing the remedy selection
process in the Superfund, RCRA, or UST programs.

BACKGROUND

The term “monitored natural attenuation”, as used in this Directive, refers to the reliance
on natural attenuation processes (within the context of a carefully controlled and monitored site
cleanup approach) to achieve site-specific remediation objectives within a time frame that is
reasonable compared to that offered by other more active methods.  The “natural attenuation
processes” that are at work in such a remediation approach include a variety of physical, chemical,
or biological processes that, under favorable conditions, act without human intervention to reduce
the mass, toxicity, mobility, volume, or concentration of contaminants in soil or groundwater. 
These in-situ processes include biodegradation; dispersion; dilution; sorption; volatilization;
radioactive decay; and chemical or biological stabilization, transformation, or destruction of
contaminants.  When relying on natural attenuation processes for site remediation, EPA prefers
those processes that degrade or destroy contaminants.  Also, EPA generally expects that MNA
will only be appropriate for sites that have a low potential for contaminant migration.  Additional
discussion of criteria for “Sites Where Monitored Natural Attenuation May Be Appropriate” may
be found later in this Directive.  Other terms associated with natural attenuation in the literature
include “intrinsic remediation”, “intrinsic bioremediation”, “passive bioremediation”, “natural
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ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTATION & R E M E D IATI O N 

KPRG and Associates, inc. 

COAL ASH AND SLAG REMOVAL SUMMARY 

Ms. Elsie Briette 
Midwest Generation, LLC 
Joliet Station #29 
1800 Channahon Road 
Joliet, IL 60436 

December 6, 2005 

Re: Coal Ash and Slag Removal - Joliet Station #29 

VIA FEDERAL EXPRESS 

Dear Ms. Briette: 

KPRG Project No. 20705 

In June, 2005, KPRG and Associates, Inc. (KPRG) performed a grid sampling of an area 
formerly used for the placement of coal combustion ash/slag. The purpose of the sampling 
was to determine whether the material may be classified as coal combustion by-product 
(CCB) to facilitate the potential beneficial reuse of the material in construction of a wind 
break along the existing coal storage piles. Although most of the material was statistically 
determined to meet the established criteria for classification as CCB, one area in the vicinity 
of geoprobe boring GP-14A (see Figure 1 in Summary Report dated August 18, 2005) 
indicated outlier concentrations of lead and copper based on the neutral leach testing utilizing 
test method ASTM D3987-85. KPRG was subsequently contracted to perform additional 
sampling and analysis in the vicinity of geoprobe boring GP-14A to better delineate the area 
of outlier concentrations and remove the subject ash and slag material for proper off-site 
disposal. This letter report provides a summary of the additional sampling performed and 
documents the ash/slag removal activities. Each is discussed separately below. 

ADDITIONAL SAMPLING/DELINEATION 

KPRG performed eight additional geoprobe borings and one test pit to collect ash/slag 
samples from around former boring GP-14A (see Figure 1). The borings and test pit extended 
to a depth of approximately 8 to 9 feet below ground surface (bgs) at which depth the top of 
bedrock was encountered. One composite sample was collected from each boring or test pit 
from the entire vertical profile of ash/slag material overlying the bedrock. This effort yielded 
a total of nine composite soil samples. The samples were stored on ice and transported under a 
completed chain-of-custody to Sevem Trent Laboratories (STL) located in University Park, 
Illinois. The samples were analyzed for neutral leach lead and copper using test method 
ASTM D3987-85. The analytical results are summarized in Table 1 along with the established 
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KPRG Project No. 20705 

standards which the neutral leach concentration must meet and the statistical average l~om the 
surrounding ash/slag material from the previously noted June 2005 grid sampling event. 
Complete analytical reporting packages are provided in Attachment 1. It is noted that the 
sample GP14A-45N was only analyzed for neutral leach lead since samples GP14A-25N and 
GP-14A-40N both passed for the established neutral leach copper criteria. The additional 
neutral leach lead sample was collected due sample GP14A-40N failing for the neutral leach 
lead criteria. 

Based on a review of the data in Table 1 and the areal distribution of the test results illustrated 
on Figure 1, the excavation area around geoprobe location GP-14A was delineated for 
removal activities as noted on the figure. 

DOCUMENTATION OF EXCAVATION AND DISPOSAL ACTIVITIES 

This section provided a summary of the waste profiling, excavation, transport, disposal and 
backfilling activities. Photo documentation of the resulting removal activities is provided in 
Attachment 2. 

Waste Profiling 

KPRG collected a composite ash/slag sample from location GP-14A utilizing the 
geoprobe sampling method. The sample was analyzed for Toxic Compound Leaching 
Procedure (TCLP) metals, TCLP volatile organic compounds (VOCs), TCLP semi- 
VOCs, pH, paint filter, reactive cyanide, reactive sulfide, flash point, phenols and 
EOX (an indicator scan for chlorinated compounds). A review of the analytical data 
indicated that the soil pile material was non-hazardous and would be classified as a 
non-hazardous special waste for disposal purposes. Based on the analytical results, 
ash/slag material was profiled for acceptance into the Allied Waste Company 
Environtech Landfill facility in Morris, Illinois. The Waste Profile package was 
accepted and issued a Waste Profile Number of 369Y515283. A copy of the profile 
acceptance along with the analytical profile data is provided in Attachment 3. 

Excavation, Transport and Disposal 

KPRG contracted Alessio & Sons Company (Allesio) to provide the excavation, 
loading and transport services. The excavation and removal activities were performed 
during the week of November 21, 2005. The ash/slag material was loaded directly into 
the trucks and transported as Special Waste under landfill Profile # 369Y515283. Each 
haul truck was presented with a Special Waste Manifest Disposal Ticket upon loading 
(one ticket per truck per day). Each manifest included the trucking company, generator 
(Midwest Generat!on), waste description, profile number, and customer signature. 
Each driver signed and presented the manifest to the landfill representative. The 
landfill maintained an inventory of each manifested truck load and corresponding 
weight. Copies of the landfill manifests and a summary of loads/weights are included 
in Attachment 3. A total of 52 loads of ash/slag, weighing 1,062.88 tons, were 

KPRG and Associates, Inc. 
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Ms. Elsie Briette 
Midwest Generation, LLC 
Joliet Station #29 

Page 3 
December 6, 2005 

KPRG Project No. 20705 

excavated and hauled off-site for proper disposal. It is noted that several large concrete 
boulders were encountered during the excavation. These were left in place as part of 
backfilling (see photo 3 in Attachment 2). 

Backfilling 

Once the excavation was completed, a bulldozer was used to scrape and push surficial 
materials from the areas surrounding the excavation for use as backfill. The material 
was placed into the excavation and mechanically compacted with the track of the 
machine. Mr. Rick Wachtor of Midwest Generation was contacted to inspect the 
backfilled excavation prior to demobilizing from the site. Mr. Wachtor approved the 
backfilling and all equipment was demobilized on November 23, 2005. 

This letter and associated attachments complete the documentation for the ash/slag removal in 
the vicinity of geoprobe boring GP-14A. KPRG appreciates the continued opportunity for 
providing our technical services to Midwest Generation. If there are any questions, please 
contact me at 262-781-0475. 

Sincerely, 
KPRG and Associates, Inc. 

Richard R. Gnat, P.G. 
Principal 

cc: Maria L. Race, Midwest Generation EME, LLC 

KPRG and Associates, Inc. 
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Table 1. Summary of Additional Ash/Slag Neutral Leach Analyses in Vicinity of GP-14A. 

GW Standard 
Sample No. 

Class 1 

Collection Date 
Neutral Leach Lead 0.0075 
Neutral Leach Copper 0.65 

June 2005 Sampling GP14A-25N 
Mean Concentration 

11/4/2005 
0,0033 ND 
0.0133 ND 

GP14A-40N 

1/4/2005 
0.018 

ND 

GP14A-45N GP14A-25W GP14A-40W 

11/18/2005 11/4/2005 11/4/2005 
ND 0.0072 ND 
NA ND ND 

GW Standard June 2005 Sampling 
Sample No. Class 1 Mean Concentration 

Collection Date 
Neutral Leach Lead 0.0075 0.0033 
Neutral Le~ch Copper 0.65 0.0133 

GP14A-25S 

11/4/2005 
ND 
ND 

GP14A-40S 

11/4/2005 
ND 
ND 

GP14A-25E GP14A-40E 

11/4/2005 11/4/2005 
ND ND 
ND ND 

ND - Not Detected 
NA - Not Analyzed 
Bold - Denotes value above GW Class 1 criteda which neutral leach must meet for Coal Combustion By-Product classification. 

Italics - Denotes value above calculated mean for surrounding ash/slag mass from June, 2005 sampling. 
All Values in mg/I 
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ATTACHMENT 1 
Analytical Data Packages 
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STL Chicago 
2417 Bond Street 
University Park, IL 60466 

Tel: 708 534 5200 Fax: 708 534 5211 
www.stl-inc.com 

SEVERN TRENT LABO~TORI ES 
ANALYTI CAL REPORT 

JOB NUMBER: 242180 

Prepared For: 

KPRG & Associates, Inc. 
14;665 West Lisbon Road 

Suite 2B 
Brookfield, WI 53005 

Project: Midwest Generation 

Attention: Richard Gnat 

Date: 11/22/2005 

Name: Linda S. Mackley 

Title: Project Manager 

E-Mail: imackley@stl-inc.com 

Date 

STL Chicago 
2417 Bond Street 
University Park, IL 60466 

PHONE: (708) 534-5200 
FAX..: (708) 534-5211 

This Report Contains (I~) Pages 

Severn Trent Laboratories, Inc. 
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STL Chicago is part of Severn Trent Laboratories, Inc. 

Customer Project ID .... : NIDgEST GENERATION 

Project Description .... : Nid~est Generation 

242180-1 

242180-2 

GP14A-45N 

GP14A-50N 

soit 

soit 

11/18/2005 

11/18/2005 

12:00 

12:15 

11/18/2005 

11/18/2005 

15:05 

15:05 

Page 1 
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STL Chicago is part of Severn Trent Laboratories, Inc. 

Job Number: 242180 
LABORATORY TEST RESULTS 

Date:11/22/2005 

Customer Sample ID: GP14A-45N 
Date Sampled ...... : 11/18/2005 
T~me Sampled ...... : 12:00 
Sample Matrix ..... : Soil 

Laboratory Sample ID: 242180-I 
Date Received ....... : 11/18/2005 
Time Received ....... : 15:05 

TEST METHOD 

6010B 

PARAMETER/TEST DESCRIPTION 

Leachable, Metals Analysis (ICAP) 
Lead, Neutral Leach ND U 0.0050 0.0075 I mg/L 166359    11/22/05 1004 tds 

* In Description = Dry Wgt. Page 2 
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STL Chicago is part of Severn Trent Laboratories, Inc. 

Job Number: 242180 
LABORATORY CHRONICLE 

Date: 11/22/2005 

Lab ID: 242180-I Client ID: GP14A-45N Date Recvd: 11/18/2005 Sample Date: 11/18/2005 
METHOD DESCRIPTION RUN# BATCH# PREP BT #(S) DATE/TIME ANALYZED 

3010A Acid Dig. Leachates (ICAP) I 166313 166248 11/21/2005 1830 
6010B Leachable, Metals Analysis (ICAP) I 166359 166313-166248 11/22/2005 1004 
D3987 Neutral Leachate Extraction I 166248 

DILUTION 

Lab ID: 242180-2 
METHOD 

3010A 
6010B 
D3987 

Client ID: GP14A-50N 
DESCRIPTION 

Acid Dig. Leachates (ICAP) 
Leachable, Metals Analysis (ICAP) 
Neutral Leachate Extraction 

Date Recvd: 11/18/2005 Sample Date: 11/18/2005 
RUN# BATCH# PREP BT #(S) DATE/TIME ANALYZED 

I 166313 166248 11/21/2005 1830 
I 166359 166313-166248 11/22/2005 1025 
I 166248 

DILUTION 

Page 3 
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Job Number. : 2/.2180 
QUALITY CONTROL RESULTS 

Report Date.: 11/22/2005 

CUSTOHER:: KPRG i& Associates, Inc; ........ PROJECT: HIDWEST GENERATION 

QC TypeI           Description             I Reag. Code I Lab ID Dilution Factor I Date    Time 

Test Method ........ : 6010B 
Method Description.: Leachable, Metals Analysis (ICAP) 

Equipment Code .... : ICP5 
Batch ............. : 166359 

Analyst...: tds 

Parameter/Test Description Units QC Result     QC Result    True Value    Orig. Value QC Catc. * Limits    F 

Lead, Neutral Leach mg/L 0.00500 U 

Page 4 * %=% REC, R=RPD, A=ABS Diff., D=~ Diff. 
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QUALITY CONTROL RESULTS 
Job Number. : 242180                                                            Report Date. : 11/22/2005 

~STO"ER: I~PRG & Ass0ciates, ~i PROJECT: NID~/EST GENERATION 

I 
Test Method ........ : 6010B Equipment Code .... : ICP5 Analyst...: tds I 
Method Description.: Leachable, Metals Analysis (ICAP) Batch ............. : 166359 I 

Parameter/Test Description Units QC Result QC Result True Value Orig. Value QC Catc. * Limits    F 

Lead, Neutral Leach mg/L 0.10379 0.10000 0.00500 U 104 Y~ 80-120 

Page 5     * ~=% REC, R=RPD, A=ABS Diff., D=~ Diff. 
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QUAL ] TY CONTROL RESULTS 
Job Number.: 2~,2180                                                            Report Date.: 11/22/2005 

Test Method ........ : 6010B 
Method Description.: LeachabLe, MetaLs AnaLysis (ICAP) 

Equipment Code .... : ICP5 
Batch ............. : 166359 

AnaLyst...: tds 

Parameter/Test Description Units QC ResuLt     OC ResuLt True VaLue Orig. VaLue OC Catc. * Limits F 

Lead, Neutral Leach mg/L 0.00500 U 0.00500 U 0.00002    A 0.05000 

Page 6 * ~=~ REC, R=RPD, A=ABS Diff., D=~ Diff. 

MWG13-15 18838 

Electronic Filing: Received, Clerk's Office 09/09/2019



Job Number.: 242180 
QUALITY CONTROL RESULTS 

Report Date.: 11/22/2005 

I 
QC Type I Description 

Test Method ........ : 6010B 
Method Description.: Leachable, Metals Analysis (ICAP) 

I 
Reag. Code    I     Lab ID 

Equipment Code .... : ICP5 
Batch ............. : 166359 

I Dilution Factor I Date 

Analyst...: tds 

Time 

Parameter/Test Description       Units 

Lead, Neutral Leach                    mg/L 

QC Result 

4.T~762 

QC Result True Value    Orig. Value QC Catc. * Limits    F 

5.00000      0.00500 U 95        "~ 50-150 "-- 

Page 7 * 7~ REC, R=RPD, A=ABS Diff., D=~ Diff. 
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Job Number.: 242180 
QUALITY CONTROL RESULTS 

Report Date.: 11/22/2005 

Test Hethod ........ : 6010B Equipment Code .... : ICP5 Analyst...: tds I 
Hethod Description.: Leachable, Retats Analysis (ICAP) Batch ............. : 166359 I 

Parameter/Test Description Units QC Result QC Result True Value Orig. Value gC Catc. * Limits    F 

Lead, Neutral Leach                    mg/L           0.00500 U                                0.00500 U 

Page 8 * 7~ REC, R=RPD, A=ABS Diff., D=% Diff. 
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REPORT COMMENTS 
1) Art pages of this report are integral parts of the analytical data. Therefore, this report should 

be reproduced only in its entirety. 
2) Soil, sediment and sludge sample results are reported on a "dry weight" basis except when analyzed for 

Landfill disposal or incineration parameters. Art other solid matrix samples are reported on an "as 
received" basis unless noted differently. 

3) Reporting Limits are adjusted for sample size used, dilutions and moisture content if applicable. 
4) The test results for the noted analytical method(s) meet the requirements of NELAC. Lab Cert. [D# 100201 
5) According to 40CFR Part 136.3, pH, Chlorine Residual and Dissolved Oxygen analyses are to be performed 

immediately after aqueous sample collection. When these parameters are not indicated as field (e.g. 
pH Field) they were not analyzed immediately, but as soon as possible on Laboratory receipt. 

GLossary of flags, qualifiers and abbreviations (any nuEber of which may appear in the report) 
inorganic Qualifiers (Q-Column) 
U Anatyte was not detected at or above the stated limit. 
< Not detected at or above the reporting Limit. 
J Result is Less than the RL, but greater than or equal to the method detection limit. 
B Result is Less than the CRDL/RL, but greater than or equal to the ]DL/MDL. 
S Result was determined by the Method of Standard Additions. 
F AFCEE: Result is tess than the RL, but greater than or equal to the method detection limit. 
Inorganic Flags (Flag Column) 

[CV,CCV, ICB,CCB,ISA, ISB,CRI,CRA,MRL: Instrument related QC exceed the upper or tower 
control limits. 

* LCS, LCD, MD: Batch QC exceeds the upper or Lower control limits. 
+ MSA correlation coefficient is tess than 0.995. 
4 MS, MSD: The analyte present in the original sample is 4 times greater 

than the matrix spike concentration; therefore, control Limits are not applicable. 
E SD: Serial dilution exceeds the control limits. 
H MB, EBI, EB2, EB3: Batch QC is greater than reporting limit or had a 

negative instrument reading tower than the absolute value of the reporting limit. 
N MS, MSD: Spike recovery exceeds the upper or tower control Limits. 
W AS(GFAA) Post-digestion spike was outside 85-115% control Limits. 
Organic Qualifiers (Q - Column) 
U AnaLyte was not detected at or above the stated Limit. 
ND Compound not detected. 
J Result is an estimated value below the reporting limit or a tentatively 

identified compound (TIC). 
Q Result was qualitatively confirmed, but not quantified. 
C Pesticide identification was confirmed by GC/MS. 
Y The chromatographic response resembles a typical fuel pattern. 
Z The chromatographic response does not resemble a typical fuel pattern. 
E Result exceeded calibration range, secondary dilution required. 
F AFCEE:ResuLt is an estimated value below the reporting Limit or a tentatively identified compound (TIC) 
Organic Flags (Flags Column) 
B MB: Batch QC is greater than reporting limit. 
* LCS, LCD, ELC, ELD, CV, MS, MSD, Surrogate: Batch QC exceeds the upper or tower control Limits. 

EBI, EB2, EB3, MLE: Batch QC is greater than reporting Limit 
A Concentration exceeds the instrument calibration range 
a Concentration is below the method Reporting Limit (RL) 
B Compound was found in the blank and sample. 
D Surrogate or matrix spike recoveries were not 

obtained because the extract was diluted for 
analysis; also compounds analyzed at a dilution wilt be flagged with a D. 

H ALternate peak selection upon analytical review 
I Indicates the presence of an interfence, recovery is not calculated. 
M Manually integrated compound. 
P The lower of the two values is reported when the % difference between the results of two GC columns is 

Page 9 
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greater than 25~. 
Abbreviations 
AS 
Batch 
CAP 
CCV 
CF 
Cl 
C2 
C3 
CRA 
CRI 
CV 
Di t Fac 
D1 
D2 
D3 
DLFac 
DSH 
DSL 
DSM 
EB1 
EB2 
EB3 
ELC 
ELD 
I CAL 
ICB 
ICV 
IDL 
I SA 
ISB 
Job No. 

LCD 
LCS 
MB 
MD 
MDL 
MLE 
MRL 
MSA 
MS 
MSD 
ND 
PREPF 
PDS 
RA 
A1 
A2 
A3 
RD 
RE 
RC 
RL 
RPD 
RRF 
RT 

Post Digestion Spike (GFAA SampLes - See Note 1 below) 
Designation given to identify a specific extraction, digestion, preparation set, or analysis set 
CapiLLary CoLumn CCB Continuing CaLibration BLank 
Continuing CaLibration Verification 
Confirmation analysis of original 
Confirmation analysis of A1 or D1 
Confirmation analysis of A2 or D2 
Confirmation analysis of A3 or D3 
Low Level Standard Check - GF~u~; Mercury 
Low Level Standard Check - ICP 
CaLiLbration Verification Standard 
DiLution Factor - Secondary dilution analysis 
DiLution 1 
DiLution 2 
DiLution 3 
Detection Limit Factor 
DistiLLed Standard - High Level 
DistiLLed Standard - Low Level 
DistiLLed standard - Medium Level 
Extraction BLank I 
Extraction BLank 2 
DI BLank 
Method Extracted LCS 
Method Extracted LCD 
Initial calibration 
Initial CaLibration BLank 
Initial CaLibration Verification 
Instrument Detection Limit 
Interference Check Sample A - ICAP 
Interference Check Sample B - ICAP 
The first six digits of the sample ID which refers to a specific client, project and sample group 
Lab ID An 8 number unique taberatory identification 
Laboratory Control Standard DupLicate 
Laboratory Control Standard with reagent grade water or a matrix free from the anatyte of interest 
Method BLank or (PB) Preparation BLank 
Method DupLicate 
Method Detection Limit 
Medium Level Extraction BLank 
Methed Reporting Limit Standard 
Method of Standard Additions 
Matrix Spike 
Matrix Spike DupLicate 
Not Detected 
Preparation factor used by the Laboratory’s Information Management System (LIMS) 
Post Digestion Spike (ICAP) 
Re-anaLysis of original 
Re-anaLysis of D1 
Re-anaLysis of D2 
Re-anaLysis of D3 
Re-extraction of dilution 
Re-extraction of original 
Re-extraction Confirmation 
Reporting Limit 
ReLative Percent Difference of duplicate (unrounded) analyses 
ReLative Response Factor 
Retention Time 

Page 10 
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RTW 

SCB 
SD 
UCB 
SSV 
SLCS 
PHC 
LCDP 
NDPH 
NDFP 
LCFP 
G1 
G2 
G3 
G~ 

Retention Time Window Sampte IDA 9 digit number unique for each sampte, the first 
six digits are referred as the job nund~er 
Seeded Controt Btank 
Seriat Ditution (Catcutated when sampte concentration exceeds 50 times the NDL) 
Unseeded Controt Btank 
Second Source Verification Standard 
SoLid Laboratory Controt Standard(LCS) 
pN Catibration Check LCSP pN Laboratory Controt Sampte 
pH Laboratory Controt Sampte Dupticate 
pH Sampte Dupticate 
Ftashpoint Sampte Dupticate 
Ftashpoint LCS 
Getex Check Standard Range 0-1 
Getex Check Standard Range 1-10 
Getex Check Standard Range 10-100 
Getex Check Standard Range 100-1000 

Note 1: The Post Spike Designation on Batch QC for GFAA is designated with an "S" added to the current 
abbreviation used. EX. LCS S=LCS Post Spike (GFAA); HSS=HS Post Spike (GFAA) 
Note 2: The ND catcutates an absotute difference (A) when the sampte concentration is tess than 5 times the 
reporting timit. The controt timit is represented as +/- the RL. 

Page 11 
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Bill To: Shaded Areas For Internal Use Only ~ of --.L 

REUNQUISHED BY 

¯ WW = Was~ewater 
¯ W = Water 

S = Soil 

~ SL = Sludge 

MS = Miscellaneous 
OL = Oil 
A = AJr 

Additional Analyses / Remarks 

\ 

/ / 
COMPANY DATE TIME COMPANY DATE TIME 

Matrix Key 
SE = Sediment 
SO= Solid 
DS = Drum Solid 
DL = Drum Uquid 

L = Leachate 
Wl = Wipe 

O= 

Container Key. 
1. Plastic 
2. VOA Vial 
3. Stedle Plastic 
4. Amber Glass 
5. Widemout~ Glass 
6. Other 

Preservative Key 

1. HCl, Cool to 4= 
2. H2S04, Cool to 4= 
3. HN03, Cool to 4° 
4. NaOH, Cool to 4= 
5. NaOH/Zn, Cool to 4° 
6. Cool to 4° 
7. None 

DnteReceived 1\ /~,6 /o5’ 
Courier:. S~’I..~ Hand Delivered [] 

Bill of Lading 

STL Chicago is a part of Severn Trent Laboratories, Inc. STL-8208 (0600) 
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STL 
STL Chicago 
2417 Bond Street 
University Park, IL 60466 

Tel: 708 534 5200 Fax.. 708 534 5211 
www.stl-inc.com 

SEVE: .TRENT LABO 
LYTICAL REPORT 

JOB::~ER: 241~57 ..... .... ’ 

Su~te~2B 
...... Broekfield, WI 53005 

" Proj.ect : Midwest Generation. 

Attention: Richard Gnat 

Date: 11/11/2005 .... i 

Signature 

Name: Linda S. Mackley 

Title: Project Manager 

E-Mail: imackley@stl-inc.com 

Date 

STL Chicago 
2417 Bond Street 
University Park, IL 60466 

PHONE: (708) 534-5200 
FAX..: (708) 534-5211 

This Report Contains (I%) Pages 

Severn Trent Laboratories, Inc. 
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STL Chicago is part of Severn Trent Laboratories, Inc. 

Customer Project ID .... : JOLIET STATION 29 
Project Description .... : Nidwest Generation 

241757-I 

241757-2 

241757-3 

241757-4 

241757-5 

241757-6 

241757-7 

241757-8 

GP14A-25N 

GP14A-40N 

GP14A-25W 

GP14A-40W 

GP14A-25S 

GPI4A-40S 

GP14A-25E 

GP14A-40E 

Soi t 11/04/2005 

Soi t 11/04/2005 

Soi t 11/04/2005 

Soi t 11/04/2005 

Soi I 11/04/2005 

Soi I 11/04/2005 

Soi t 11/04/2005 

soi t 11/04/2005 

09:35 

10:00 

10:15 

10:35 

10:45 

11:10 

11:35 

11:55 

11/04/2005 

11/04/2005 

11/04/2005 

11/04/2005 

11/04/2005 

11/04/2005 

11/04/2005 

11/04/2005 

15:00 

15:00 

15:00 

15:00 

15:00 

15:00 

15:00 

15:00 
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STL Chicago is part of Severn Trent Laboratories, Inc. 

Job Number: 241757 
LABORATORY    TEST    RESULTS 

Date:11/11/2005 

CUSTOHER: KPRG & Associates, Inc. PROJECT: JOLIET STATION 29 ATTN: R:Jchard Gnat 

Customer Sample [D: GP14A-25N 
Date Sampled ...... : 11/04/2005 
Time Sampled ...... : 09:35 
Sample Matrix ..... : Soil 

Laboratory Sample ID: 241757-1 
Date Received ....... : 11/04/2005 
Time Received ....... : 15:00 

TEST METHOD 

6010B 

PARAHETER/TEST DESCRIPTION 

Leachable, Metals Analysis (ICAP) 
Copper, Neutral Leach 
Lead, Neutral Leach 

ND U 0.010 
ND U 0.0050 

0.050 
0.0075 

1 
1 

TECH 

mg/L 165354     11/11/05 1159 tds 
mg/L !165354    11/11/05 1159 tds 

* In Description = Dry Wgt. Page 2 
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STL Chicago is part of Severn Trent Laboratories, Inc. 

Job Number: 241757 
LABORATORY TEST RESULTS 

Date:11/11/2005 

Customer Sample ID: GP14A-40N 
Date Sampled ...... : 11/04/2005 
Time Sampled ...... : 10:00 
Sample Matrix ..... : Soil 

Laboratory Sample ID: 241757-2 
Date Received ....... : 11/04/2005 
Time Received ....... : 15:00 

TEST HETHOD 

6010B 

PARAMETER/TEST DESCRIPTION 

Leachable, Metals Analysis (ICAP) 
Copper, Neutral Leach 
Lead, Neutral Leach 

SARPLE RESULT :Q FLAGS 

ND 
0.018 

: MDL RL : i DILUTION UNITS: BATCH : DT DATEtTtME 
I I : 

0.010 0.050 I mg/L 165354    11/11/05 1217 tds 
0.0050 0.0075 I mg/L 165354    11/11/05 1217 tds 

* In Description = Dry Wgt. Page 3 
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STL Chicago is part of Severn Trent Laboratories, Inc. 

Job Number: 241757 
LABORATORY TEST    RESULTS 

Date:11/11/2005 

CUSTOMER: KPRG & AssOciates, Inc, ATTN: Richard Gnat 

Customer Sample ID: GP14A-25W 
Date Sampled ...... : 11/04/2005 
Time Sampled ...... : 10:15 
Sample Matrix ..... : So~l 

Laboratory Sample ID: 241757-3 
Date Received ....... : 11/04/2005 
Time Received ....... : 15:00 

TEST METHOD 

6010B 

PARAMETER/TEST DESCRIPTION 

Leachable, Metals Analys~s (ICAP) 
Copper, Neutral Leach 
Lead, Neutral Leach 

SAMPLE RESULT 

ND U 0.010 
0.0072 B 0.0050 

0.050 
0.0075 

1 
1 

mg/L 165354 
mg/L 165354 

11/11/05 1221 tds 
11/11/05 1221 tds 

* In Description = Dry Wgt. Page 4 
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STL Chicago is part of Severn Trent Laboratories, Inc. 

Job Number: 241757 
LABORATORY TEST RESULTS 

Date:11/11/2005 

Customer Sample ID: GP14A-40W 
Date Sampled ...... : 11/04/2005 
Time Sampled ...... : 10:35 
Sample Matrix ..... : Soil 

Laboratory Sample ID: 241757-4 
Date Received ....... : 11/04/2005 
Time Received ....... : 15:00 

6010B Leachable, Metals Analysis ([CAP) 
Copper, Neutral Leach 
Lead, Neutral Leach 

ND 
ND 

U 
U 

0.010 
0.0050 

0.050 1 
0.0075 1 

mg/L 165354 
mg/L 165354 

11/11/05 1226 tds 
11/11/05 1226 tds 

* In Description = Dry Wgt. Page 5 
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STL Chicago is part of Severn Trent Laboratories, Inc. 

Job Number: 241757 
LABORATORY TEST    RESULTS 

Date:11/11/2005 

CUSTOMER: KPRG & AssocfateS, Inc; 
i 

Customer Sample ID: GP14A-25S 
Date Sampled ...... : 11/04/2005 
Time Sampled ...... : 10:45 
Sample Matrix ..... : Soil 

Laboratory Sample ID: 241757-5 
Date Received ....... : 11/04/2005 
Time Received ....... : 15:00 

i:;TEST "ETHO~ PARANE~ER/TEST BESCRIPT!ON 

6010B Leachable, Metals Analysis (ICAP) 
Copper, Neutral Leach 
Lead, Neutral Leach 

ND U 
ND U 

0.010 0.050 
0.0050 0.0075 

DILUTION UNITS 

I mg/L 
1 mg/L 

BA’I’CH DT DATEi~tM~I ’TEcfl~ 

165354 11/11/05 1231 tds 
165354 11/11/05 1231 tds 

* In Description = Dry Wgt. Page 6 
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STL Chicago is part of Severn Trent Laboratories, Inc. 

Job Number: 241757 
LABORATORY TEST RESULTS 

Date:11/11/2005 

CUSTOMER:KPRG & Associates, Inc. 

Customer Sample ID: GP14A-40S 
Date Sampled ...... : 11/04/2005 
Time Sampled ...... : 11:10 
Sample Matrix ..... : Soil 

Laboratory Sample ID: 241757-6 
Date Received ....... : 11/04/2005 
Time Received ....... : 15:00 

TES~ METHOD I TER/TEST DESCRti’~It ili 

6010B Leachable, Metals Analysis (ICAP) 
Copper, Neutral Leach 
Lead, Neutral Leach 

ND U 0.010 0.050 I mg/L 165354 11/11/05 1253 tds 
ND U 0.0050 0.0075 I nlg/L 165354 11/11/05 1253 tds 

* In Description = Dry Wgt. Page 7 
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STL Chicago is part of Severn Trent Laboratories, Inc. 

Job Number: 241757 
LABORATORY TEST RESULTS 

Date:11/11/2005 

CUSTOMER: KPRG & Associates, Inc. 

Customer Sample ID: GP14A-25E 
Date Sampled ...... : 11/04/2005 
Time Sampled ...... : 11:35 
Sample Matrix ..... : Soil 

Laboratory Sample ID: 241757-7 
Date Received ....... : 11/04/2005 
Time Received ....... : 15:00 

6010B Leachable, Metals Analysis (ICAP) 
Copper, Neutral Leach 
Lead, Neutral Leach ~ND 

U 
U 

0.010 
0.0050 

0.050 I 
0.0075 I 

mg/L 165354    11/11/05 1258 tds 
mg/L 165354    11/11/05 1258 tds 

* In Description = Dry ggt. Page 8 
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STL Chicago is part of Severn Trent Laboratories, Inc. 

Job Number: 241757 
LABORATORY TEST RESULTS 

Date:11/11/2005 

Customer Sample ID: GP14A-40E 
Date Sampled ...... : 11/04/2005 
Time Sampled ...... : 11:55 
Sample Matrix ..... : Soil 

Laboratory Sample ID: 241757-8 
Date Received ....... : 11/04/2005 
Time Received ....... : 15:00 

TEST METHOD 

6010B 

PARAMETER/TEST DESCRIPTION 

Leachable, Metals Analysis (ICAP) 
Copper, Neutral Leach 
Lead, Neutral Leach 

ND U 0.010 0.050 I mg/L 165354 11/11/05 1302 tds 
ND U 0.0050 0.0075 I mg/L 165354 11/11/05 1302 tds 

* In Description = Dry Wgt. Page 9 
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STL Chicago is part of Severn Trent Laboratories, Inc. 

Job Number: 241757 
LABORATORY CHRONICLE 

Date: 1111112005 

Lab ID: 241757-1 
METHOD 

3010A 
6010B 
D3987 

Client ID: GP14A-25N 
DESCRIPTION 

Acid Dig. Leachates (ICAP) 
Leachable, Metals Analysis (ICAP) 
Neutral Leachate Extraction 

Date Recvd: 11/04/2005 Sample Date: 11/04/2005 
RUN# BATCH# PREP BT #(S)      DATE/TIME ANALYZED 
I 165175 165064 11/10/2005 1125 
I 165354 165175-165064 11/11/2005 1159 
I 165064 11/09/2005 1400 

DILUTION 

Lab ID: 241757-2 
METHOD 

3010A 
6010B 
D3987 

Client ID: GP14A-40N 
DESCRIPTION 
Acid Dig. leachates (ICAP) 
Leachable, Metals Analysis (ICAP) 
Neutral Leachate Extraction 

Date Recvd: 11/04/2005 Sample Date: 11/04/2005 
RUN# BATCH# PREP BT #(S)      DATE/TIME ANALYZED 

1 165175 165064 11/10/2005 1125 
I 165354 165175-165064 11/11/2005 1217 
I 165064 11/09/2005 1400 

DILUTION 

Lab ID: 241757-3 
METHOD 

3010A 
6010B 
D3987 

Client ID: GP14A-25W 
DESCRIPTION 

Acid Dig. Leachates (ICAP) 
Leachable, Metals Analysis (ICAP) 
Neutral Leachate Extraction 

Date Recvd: 11/04/2005 Sample Date: 11/04/2005 
RUN# BATCH# PREP BT #¢S)      DATE/TIME ANALYZED 

1 165175 165064 11/10/2005 1125 
I 165354 165175-165064 11/11/2005 1221 
I 165064 11/09/2005 1400 

DILUTION 

Lab ID: 241757-4 
METHOD 

3010A 
6010B 
D3987 

Client ID: GP14A-40W 
DESCRIPTION 
Acid Dig. Leachates (ICAP) 
Leachable, Metals Analysis (ICAP) 
Neutral Leachate Extraction 

Date Recvd: 11/04/2005 Sample Date: 11/04/2005 
RUN# BATCH# PREP BT #(S)      DATE/TIME ANALYZED 

1 165175 165064 11/10/2005 1125 
I 165554 165175-165064 11/11/2005 1226 
I 165064 11/09/2005 1400 

DILUTION 

Lab ID: 241757-5 
METHOD 

3010A 
6010B 
D3987 

Client ID: GP14A-25S 
DESCRIPTION 

Acid Dig. Leachates (ICAP) 
Leachable, Metals Analysis (ICAP) 
Neutral Leachate Extraction 

Date Recvd: 11/04/2005 Sample Date: 11/04/2005 
RUN# BATCH# PREP BT #(S)      DATE/TIME ANALYZED 
I 165175 165064 11/10/2005 1125 
I 165354 165175-165064 11/11/2005 1231 
I 165064 11/09/2005 1400 

DILUTION 

Lab ID: 241757-6 
METHOD 

3010A 
6010B 
D3987 

Client ID: GP14A-40S 
DESCRIPTION 
Acid Dig. Leachates (ICAP) 
Leachable, Metals Analysis (ICAP) 
Neutral Leachate Extraction 

Date Recvd: 11/04/2005 Sampte Date: 11/04/2005 
RUN# BATCH# PREP BT #(S)      DATE/TIME ANALYZED 
I 165175 165064 11/10/2005 1125 
I 165354 165175-165064 11/11/2005 1255 
I 165064 11/09/2005 1400 

DILUTION 

Lab ID: 241757-7 
METHOD 

3010A 
6010B 
D3987 

Client ID: GP14A-25E 
DESCRIPTION 

Acid Dig. Leachates (ICAP) 
Leachable, Metals Analysis (ICAP) 
Neutral Leachate Extraction 

Date Recvd: 11/04/2005 Sample Date: 11/04/2005 
RUN# BATCH# PREP BT #(S)       DATE/TIME ANALYZED 

1 165175 165064 11/10/2005 1125 
I 165354 165175-165064 11/11/2005 1258 
I 165064 11/09/2005 1400 

DILUTION 

Lab ID: 241757-8 
METHOD 

3010A 
6010B 
D3987 

Client ID: GP14A-40E 
DESCRIPTION 
Acid Dig. Leachates (ICAP) 
Leachable, Metals Analysis (ICAP) 
Neutral Leachate Extraction 

Date Recvd: 11/04/2005 Sample Date: 11/04/2005 
RUN# BATCH# PREP BT #(S)      DATE/TIME ANALYZED 

1 165175 165064 11/10/2005 1125 
1 165354 165175-165064 11/11/2005 1302 

1 165064 11/09/2005 1400 

DILUTION 

Page 10 
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Job Number. : 241757 
QUALITY CONTROL RESULTS 

Report Date.: 11111/2005 

Test Method ........ : 6010B 
Method Description.: Leachable, Metals Analysis (ICAP) 

Equipment Code .... : ICP5 
Batch ............. : 165354 

Ana(yst...: tds 

Parameter/Test Description Units 

Copper, Neutral Leach mg/L 
Lead, Neutral Leach mg/L 

QC Result 

0.O1O0O U 
0.00500 U 

QC Result    True Value    Orig. Value QC Calc. * Limits    F 

Page 11 * ~% REC, R=RPD, A=ABS Diff., D=% Diff. 
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Job Number. : 241757 
QUALITY CONTROL RESULTS 

Report Date.: 11/11/2005 

Test Method ........ : 6010B 
Method Description.: LeachabLe, MetaLs AnaLysis (ICAP) 

Equipment Code .... : ICP5 
Batch ............. : 165354 

AnaLyst...: tds 

Parameter/Test Description Units 

Copper, Neutral Leach mg/L 
Lead, Neutral Leach mg/L 

QC Result 

0.24968 
0.09864 

QC ResuLt True VaLue Orig. VaLue QC Catc. * L~mits    F 

0.25000 0.01000 U 100 % 80-120 
0.10000 0.00500 U 99 Y= 80-120 

Page 12 * ~;~ REC, R=RPD, A=ABS Diff., D=% Diff. 
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Job Number. : 241757 
QUAL ] TY CONTROL RESULTS 

Report Date.: 11/11/2005 

oc T~oeI Description I Reag. code l Lat,,O l Dilution Factor [ Date Time 

Test Method ........ : 6010B 
Method Description.: Leachable, Metals Analysis (ICAP) 

Equipment Code .... : ICP5 
Batch ............. : 165354 

Analyst...: tds 

Parameter/Test Description Units QC Result     QC Result True Value Orig. Value QC Catc. * Limits F 

Copper, Neutral Leach mg/L 0.02058 B 0.01000 U 0.01148 A 0.05000 
Lead, Neutral Leach mg/L 0.00500 U 0.00500 U 0.00125 A 0.05000 

Page 13 * %=% REC, R=RPD, A=ABS Diff., D=% Diff. 
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Job Number.: 241757 
QUALITY CONTROL RESULTS 

Report Date.: 11/11/2005 

Test Method ........ : 6010B Equipment Code .... : ICP5 AnaLyst...: tds 
Method Description.: LeachabLe, MetaLs AnaLysis (ICAP) Batch ............. : 165354 

Parameter/Test Description Units     QC ResuLt     QC ResuLt    True VaLue    Orig. VaLue QC CaLc. * Limits    F 

Copper, Neutral Leach 
Lead, Neutral Leach 

mg/L 0.24368 0.25000 0.01000 U 97 % 50-150 
mg/L 4.67271 5.00000 0.00500 U 93 ~ 50-150 

Page 14 * ~% REC, R=RPD, A=ABS Diff., D=% Diff. 
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Job Number.: 241757 
QUALITY CONTROL RESULTS 

Report Date.: 11/11/2005 

I Description J Reag. Code I Lab ~D I ~ilution~actor I Date Time 

Test Method ........ : 6010B 
Method Description.: Leachable, Metals Analysis (ICAP) 

Equipment Code .... : ICP5 
Batch ............. : 165354 

Analyst...: tds 

Parameter/Test Description Units QC Result     QC Result True Value Orig. Value QC Catc. * Limits F 

Copper, Neutral Leach mg/L 0.01000 U 0.01000 U 

Lead, Neutral Leach mg/L 0.00500 U 0.00500 U 

Page 15 * ~ REC, R=RPD, A=ABS Diff., D=~ Diff. 
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REPORT COMMENTS 
1) All pages of this report are integral ports of the analytical data. Therefore, this report should 

be reproduced only in its entirety. 
2) Soil, sediment and sludge sample results are reported on a "dry weight" basis except when analyzed for 

landfill disposal or incineration parameters. All other solid matrix samples are reported on an "as 
received" basis unless noted differently. 

3) Reporting limits are adjusted for sample size used, dilutions and moisture content if applicable. 
4) The test results for the noted analytical method(s) meet the requirements of NELAC. Lab Cert. ID# 100201 
5) According to 40CFR Part 136.], pH, Chlorine Residual and Dissolved Oxygen analyses are to be performed 

immediately after aqueous sample collection. When these parameters are not indicated as field (e.g. 
pH Field) they were not analyzed immediately, but as soon as possible on laboratory receipt. 

Glossary of flags, qualifiers and abbreviations (any number of which may appear in the report) 
Inorganic Qualifiers (Q-ColLm~) 
U Anatyte was not detected at or above the stated limit. 
< Not detected at or above the reporting limit. 
J Result is less than the RL, but greater than or equal to the method detection limit. 
B Result is less than the CRDL/RL, but greater than or equal to the IDL/MDL. 
S Result was determined by the Method of Standard Additions. 
F AFCEE: Result is less than the RL, but greater than or equal to the method detection limit. 
Inorganic Flags (Flag Column) 

ICV,CCV, ICB,CCB,ISA, ISB,CRI,CRA,MRL: Instrument related gC exceed the upper or tower 
control limits. 

* LCS, LCD, MD: Batch QC exceeds the upper or tower control limits. 
+ MSA correlation coefficient is less than 0.995. 
4 MS, MSD: The anatyte present in the original sample is 4 times greater 

than the matrix spike concentration; therefore, control limits are not applicable. 
E SD: Serial dilution exceeds the control limits. 
H MB, EB1, EB2, EB3: Batch QC is greater than reporting Limit or had a 

negative instrument reading lower than the absolute value of the reporting limit. 
N MS, MSD: Spike recovery exceeds the upper or lower control limits. 
W AS(GFAA) Post-digestion spike was outside 85-115~ control limits. 
Organic Qualifiers (Q - Column) 
U Analyte was not detected at or above the stated limit. 
ND Compound not detected. 
J Result is an estimated value below the reporting limit or a tentatively 

identified compound (TIC). 
Q Result was qualitatively confirmed, but not quantified. 
c Pesticide identification was confirmed by GC/MS. 
Y The chromatographic response resembles a typical fuel pattern. 
Z The chromatographic response does not resemble a typical fuel pattern. 
E Result exceeded calibration range, secondary dilution required. 
F AFCEE:Resutt is an estimated value below the reporting limit or a tentatively identified compound (TIC) 
Organic Flags (Flags Column) 
B MB: Batch QC is greater than reporting Limit. 
* LCS, LCD, ELC, ELD, CV, MS, MSD, Surrogate: Batch QC exceeds the upper or lower control limits. 

EBI, EB2, EB3, MLE: Batch QC is greater than reporting Limit 
A Concentration exceeds the instrument calibration range 
a Concentration is below the method Reporting Limit (RL) 
B Compound was found in the blank and sample. 
D Surrogate or matrix spike recoveries were not 

obtained because the extract was diluted for 
analysis; also compounds analyzed at a dilution will be flagged with a D. 

H ALternate peak selection upon analytical review 
! Indicates the presence of an interfence, recovery is not calculated. 
M Manually integrated compound. 
P The lower of the two values is reported when the % difference between the results of two GC cot~nns is 

Page 16 
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greater than 25%. 
Abbreviations 
AS 
Batch 
CAP 
CCV 
CF 
Cl 
C2 

CRA 

CV 
D~L Fac 
D1 
D2 
D3 
DLFac 
DSH 
DSL 
DSM 
EB1 
EB2 
EB5 
ELC 
ELD 
[CAL 
]CB 

]DL 

]SB 
Job No. 

LCD 
LCS 
MB 
MD 
MDL 
MLE 
MRL 
MSA 
MS 
MSD 
ND 
PREPF 
PDS 
RA 
A1 
A2 

RD 
RE 
RC 
RL 
RPD 
RRF 
RT 

Post Digestion Spike (GFAA Samples - See Note 1 below) 
Designation given to identify a specific extraction, digestion, preparation set, or analysis set 
Capillary Column CCB Continuing Calibration BLank 
Continuing Calibration Verification 
Confirmation analysis of original 
Confirmation analysis of A1 or D1 
Confirmation analysis of A2 or D2 
Confirmation analysis of A3 or D3 
Low Level Standard Check - GFAA; Mercury 
Low Level Standard Check - ICP 
Catitbration Verification Standard 
Dilution Factor - Secondary dilution analysis 
Dilution 1 
Dilution 2 
Dilution 3 
Detection Limit Factor 
Distilled Standard - High Level 
Distilled Standard - Low Level 
Distilled Standard - Meditan Level 
Extraction Blank 1 
Extraction Blank 2 
DI Blank 
Method Extracted LCS 
Method Extracted LCD 
Initial calibration 
initial Calibration Blank 
Initial Calibration Verification 
instrument Detection Limit 
interference Check Sample A - ICAP 
interference Check Sample B - ICAP , 
The first six digits of the sample ID which refers to a specific client, project and sample group 
Lab ID An 8 number unique laboratory identification 
Laboratory Control Standard Duplicate 
Laboratory Control Standard with reagent grade water or a matrix free from the anatyte of interest 
Method Blank or (PB) Preparation Blank 
Method Duplicate 
Method Detection Limit 
Medium Level Extraction BLank 
Method Reporting Limit Standard 
Method of Standard Additions 
Matrix Spike 
Matrix Spike Duplicate 
Not Detected 
Preparation factor used by the Laboratory’s Information Management System (LIMS) 
Post Digestion Spike (ICAP) 
Re-anaLysis of original 
Re-analysis of D1 
Re-anaLysis of D2 
Re-anaLysis of D3 
Re-extraction of dilution 
Re-extraction of original 
Re-extraction Confirmation 
Reporting Limit 
ReLative Percent Difference of duplicate (unfounded) analyses 
ReLative Response Factor 
Retention Time 

Page 17 
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RTb/ 

SCB 
SD 
UCB 
SSV 
SLCS 
PHC 
LCDP 
HDPH 
HDFP 
LCFP 
G1 
G2 
G5 
G~ 

Retention Time Window SampLe ]DA 9 digit number unique for each sample, the first 
six digits are referred as the job number 
Seeded Control BLank 
Serial DiLution (CaLcuLated when sample concentration exceeds 50 times the NDL) 
Unseeded Control BLank 
Second Source Verification Standard 
SoLid Laboratory Control Standard(LCS) 
pH CaLibration Check LCSP pH Laboratory Control SampLe 
pH Laboratory Control SampLe DupLicate 
pH SampLe DupLicate 
Ftashpoint SampLe DupLicate 
Ftashpoint LCS 
GeLex Check Standard Range 0-1 
Getex Check Standard Range 1-10 
Getex Check Standard Range 10-100 
Getex Check Standard Range 100-1000 

Note 1: The Post Spike Designation on Batch QC for GFAA is designated with an "Sm’ added to the current 
abbreviation used. EX. LCS S=LCS Post Spike (GFAA); HSS=HS Post Spike (GFAA) 
Note 2: The HD caLcuLates an absolute difference (A) when the sample concentration is tess than 5 times the 
reporting Limit. The control Limit is represented as +/- the RL. 
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STL 
2417 Bond Street 

I.~k, ersRy Park, IL 60466 

Phone: 708-534-5200 

Fax: 708-534-5211 

Bill To: 

I 
I 

cnent 
S~mple ID 

Add~onal Analyses / Remarks 

REUNQUISHED BY COMPANY DATE TIME 

DL,= Dn=n I.lqu~l 
1.. = Le~ctmte 
Wl= Wipe 

" 0= 

SP,,.-8208 (I~ 
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ATTACHMENT 2 
Photo Documentation 
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Midwest Generation - Joliet Station #29 Photodocumentation 

Ash Removal 

1) Looking west. Before excavating. 

2) Looking east. Excavator loading haul truck. 
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Midwest Generation - Joliet Station #29 Photodocumentation 

Ash Removal 

3) Looking northwest. Excavation with boulder left in place. 

4) Looking north. Excavation. 
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Midwest Generation - Joliet Station #29 Photodocumenlation 

Ash Removal 

5) Looking northwest. Excavation. 

6) Looking northwest. Beginning backfill activities. 
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Midwest Generation - Joliet Station #29 Photodocumentation 

Ash Removal 

7) Looking north. Backfilling activities. 

8) Looking north. Backfilling. 
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Midwest Generation - Joliet Station #29 Photodocumentation 

Ash Removal 

I 9) Looking south. Loading last load at south end of excavation. 

1 O) Looking south. Completed backfilling. 
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ATTACHMENT 3 
Waste Profiling and Disposal Documentation 
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STL’ 
2417 Bond Sheet 
Univ~slty Park, IL 60466 

Teh 708 534 5200 Fax; 708 534 5211 
~.$U-il~t~ 

Signature 

Name : Linda S. Mackley 

Title: Project Manager 

E-Mail : imackley@stl- inc. com 

Date 

STL Chicago 
2417 Bond Street 
University Park, IL 60466 

PHONE: (708) 534-5200 
FAX..: (708) 534-5211 

This Report Contains (~) Pages 
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STL 
611, Nmlh Canton 
4101 ~1~1 ~ ~ 
NO~ll Canl:n, OH 44720 

Te~: ~ 497 ~96 Fax~ 3~0 497 0772 

ANALYTICAL 

¯ 1~ ~h4 ca~o 

.~4.ve~:s~L’~ I~l~�, TT, (;0466 

~’:L’Oj ect: lv~:~gc.z 

~il, 2005 
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CASE NARRATIVE 
ASK070146 

The following report contains the analytical results for one solid sample submitted to 

STL North Canton by STL Chiczgo ~3m the 241692 Midwest Generation Site, project 
number 241692. The sample was received November 05, 2005, according to document~ 
sample acceptance pro~durcs. 

STL utilizes USEPA approved methocL~ in all analytical work. The sample presented in 
this report was analyzed for the parameter(s) listed on the analytical methods summary 
page in accordance with the method(s) indicated. A summary of QC "data for these 
analyses is included at the bazk of the report. 

STL North Careen attests to the validity of the laboratory data generated by STL facilities 
r~ported herein. All analyses perforraed by STL facilities were done using established 
laboratory SOPs that incorporate QA/QC procedures descn’bed in the applicabld methods. 
STL’s operatiorls groups have reviewed the data for compliance with the laboratory 
QA/QC plan, and data have-been found to bc compliant with laboratory protocols unless 
otherwise noted below. 

All solid sample results are reported on an "as received" basis unless otherwise indicated 
by a dry weight adjustment footnote at the bottom of the analytical report page. The list 
of parameters which arc never reported on a dry weight basis is included on the Sample ’ 
Summary. 

The test results in this report mcet ~!1 NELAP requirements for parameters for which 
accreditation is required or available. Any exceptions to NELAP requirements am noted 
in this report. Pursuant to NELAP, this report may not be reproduced, except in full, 
without the written approval of the laboratory. 

if you have any questions, please call the Project Manager, Lois D, Ezzo, at 330-497- 
9396. 

This report is sequentially paginated. ’l’hc final pagc ofthc report is labeled as "END OF 
REPORT." The total number of pages in this report is 20. 

SUPPLEMENTAL QC INFORMATION 

SAMPLE RECEIVING 

The temperature of the cooler upon sample receipt was 1 
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CASE NARRATIVE (continued) 

GENERAL CHEMISTRY 

The sample(s) that contain results between the MDL and the RL were flagged with "B". 
There is the possibility of false positive of mis-identification at these quantitation levels. 
The acceptance criteria for the ICB, CCB, and Method Blank are +/- the .qandard 
reporting limit (SRL). 
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QUAI,ITY CONTROL EIJ~MENTS OF SW-846 METHODS 

S’rL North Canton conducta a quality asma’ano~/quallry comrol (QA/QC) program d’csigocd to provide $cicntifir.~lly valid 
and legally defensible data. Toward this end, several types of quality control indicators are incmporated into the QA/QC 
program, which is described in detail in QA Policy, QA-003. These indicators ~rc introduced into the sample testing 
proems to provide a mechanism for the assessment ofthe anaJytical deta. 

E~vironmcataJ samples are taken through the testing process in groups called QUALITY CONTROL BATCHES (.QC 

batches). A .QC batch �ontains up to twenty environmental ,samples of a similar matrix (water, soil) that are pmcess~ 
using the same reagents and standards, STL North Canton requires that each environm~ta! sample be a.s~ciat~l with a 

QC batch. 

Several quality control s~mples are included in each QC batch and arc processed Identically to the twenty e~vironmental 
samples, These QC.. samples include a METHOD BLANK (MB), a LABORATORy CONTROL, SAMPLE (LCS) trod, where 
appropria~, a MATRIX SPIKE/MATRIX SPIKE DUPLICATF. (MS/MSD) pair or a MATRIX SPIK~SAMPI.E 
DUPI,TCATE (MS/DO) pair. Iftherc Ls inpatient sample to pert’otto aa MS/MSD or an MS/DU, then a LABORATORY 

CONTROL SAMPLE DUPLICATE (LCSD) is included in the QC batch. 

LABORATORY L’ONTROL SAMPLE 
The Laboratory Control Sample is a QC sample that is created by adding known coacentrations of a fall or partial set of 
target analyt~ to a n~trix ,similar to that of the environmental sampl~ in the QC batch, The LCS analytc recovery results 

are used m monitor the analytical proce~ and provide evidence that the lahomtory is pcrfo~ng the method within 
m,~cpmble guidelines. All control analytes indicated by a hold type in the LCS must meet acceptance criteria. Failure to 
meet the established recovery guidelines requires the rcprcl:~ation aztd re, analysis of all samples in the QC batch. The 
only exception is that if the LCS recoveries are biased high a~d the associated sample is ~ (~on-dete¢tod) for the 
parameter(s) of ~tere~., the baxch is acceptable. 

At times, a Laboratory Control Sample Duplicate (LCSD) is aim included in the QC batch. An LCSD is a QC .sample that is 
created and handled identically io the LCS, Analytc recovery data from the LCSD is assessed in the same way as that of 

the LCS. The LCSD recoveries, togcthcr with the LCS recoveries, arc used to dctumdne the reproducibility (ltrccisio~) of 
the analytica.1 system. Precision dam are exprcssod as ~:ladv¢ percent differences (RPDs). if the RPD fails for an 
LCS/LCSD and yet the r~ovcrics arc witl~ acceptance crheria~ the batch is ~11 acceptable, 

The Method Blank is a QC sample consisting of all the reagents uscd in anaJyzing the envitomnental samples contalncd in 
the QC batch. Method Blank results are used to determine iflntcrfcrence or conramioation in the analytlcaJ system co~d 
lead to the rcpor|ing of false positive data or elevated analyto concentrations. All targvt analytcs must be be|ow the 
reporting II mils (RI J or the a~ku~ciatcd sample(s)must be ND except under thr foil owing elreumsmnces’. 

(.~nnmon organic contaminants may bc presell at concentrations up to 5 ~m~ ~c ~ng l~its, Co.on m~ls 
~ta~nan~ ~y be p~ent ~ con~n~fio~ up to 2 ~rs ~e ~g lim~ or the mponcd bla~ c~n~ti~ 
m~t bc tw~n~y fold [~s than the ~n~ntr~ion r~d ~ ~z ass~ environmental ~pl~. (Scc comm~ 
labon~to~ c~teminan~s listed ~low.) 

Volatile (GC or G~/MS~ ,~.mlvolatile.(G~./M~ Metals 
Methylene chloride Phtbalatc Esters Copper 

Acctonc Iron 
2-Butanone Zinc 

L~d* 
for analys~ ~n on TJ~f Trace ICP, ICPM5 or GFA~4 only 
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QUALITY CONTROL ~’NTS OF SW-846 ME’[I:IOJ~’~ 
(Continued) 

¯ Organic blanks will bc aceepted If compounds dctcctcd in the hiank ~ present in the associated s~nples ~t Icvcls l0 

timea the bla~k level. |norganie blanks w~ be aceaptcd if clcmcnts detected in the blank an: present ]n the 

a~sociated sarng|~ at 20 t~es the bl~k level. 

Blanks will bc accepted if the compoonds/elemcnts detected are nor preset~t in any of the a,~xn,~isted environmental 
samples. 

Failure to meet these Method Blank criteria requires the reprepar~on and rca~alysis el’ell samples in the QC batch. 

MATRIX SPIKE/MATRIX SP]I:[~:E DUJPIJCATE 
A Matrix Spike and e Matrix Spike Duplicate arc a pair of environmental samples to which known concenL~ttons of a f~ll 
or partial set of target analytes are added. The MS/MSD results arc detenn~ed in the same manncr as the results o1" the 
environmental sample used to prvFarc the MS/MSD. The analy~e recoverie.q and the relative percent differenc~ (RPDs) 
of the recoveries arc calculated and used to evaluate the effect of the sample matr~t On the analytical restdts. Duc to the 
p0tcntlal variabilky of the n~trix of each ~mplc, the MS/MSD results may not have an immediate bearing on any samp|es 
except the one ~ikcd; therefore, the associated batch MS/MSD may not ~flcct the same compounds as the samples 
�ontained in the analytical report. When these MSiMSD results fad to meet acceptance criteria, the data is cvaluatctL ll" 
the I,CS is within acceptance criteria, ~he batch is �onsidcrcd acceptable. The acceptance criteria do not apply to samples 
that arc cb-luled l’or organics If the native sample amount is 4x the conccnffaflon el’the spike. 

For cerlain methods, a Matrix Spike/Sample Duplicate (MS/DU) may be included in the QC batch in place of the MS/MSD. 
For the parameters (i.e. pH, ignilsbility) where it is not possible to prepare a sp~cd sample, a Sample Duplicate may be 
included in ~he QC batch. However, a Sample Duplicate is less likely to provide usab]e precision statistics depending on 
the likclihoud o£ l]ndi~g concentrations below the standard reporting limit. When the Sample Duplicate t~s~lt, falls to 
meet acceptancc criteria, the data is cvalualed, 

SURROGATE COMPOUNDS 
[n addition to these batch-relsted QC indicators, each orgtmic environments! and QC sample ls spiked with ~rrogate 
compounds. Surrogates are organic chemicals that behave similarly to the amdytes of interest and that are rarely present 
in the envircnmcnt. Surrogatc recoveries arc used to monitor the individual performance of a sample in the analytical 

syslt,~rn, 

If surrogate recoveries are biased high in the LCS, LCSD, or the Method Blank, and the associmcd sample(s) are ND, the 
batch is acceptable. Othccsisc, if the LCS, LCSD, or Method Blank SUl’rOgale(S) fail ~o meet recove~ criteria, the endue 
sample batch is reprepped and reanalyT.ed, lfthe sun’ogatc rccovcrics arc out~dc criteria for environmental samples, the 
samples will be reprcpped and rcamlyzed unless there Is objective evidence ofmatrlx interference of if the sample dilution 
is greater than the threshold oudined in the associated method SOP. 

For th~ GC/MS BNA mctho&% the surrogate criterion is that two of the thrcc surrogates for each fiaction mtud mcct 
acceptance criteria. The third surrogate mu~ have a recovery often percent or ~reater. 

: 

s c c _~ ~_*~’9~.. ¯ For the Pesticide, PCB, ~nd PAH methods, the surrogate m’Jtcrion is that one of two 

STL North Canton Cerfff!cations and Approvals:" 
California (#OI144CA), Connecticut (#Ptt-O.~PO). Florida (#E87225). 
NI,~ois (#200004), [(arises (#E10336), Massachusetts (#Ivf-OH048), Maryland (#272), Minne,~ota (#39-999-$48), New 

Jersey (#O!-!001), New York (#10975), North Carolina (#397#2), Ohio (#609#), OMoVAP (#CL0024)o Rhode Island 
(#2.~7), South Carolina (#92007001, #92007002, #92007003), Tennessee (#0290:~), Uiah (#Q. UANg), ~’irgin.ia 
(#0001 I), W~vt Virginia (#210), Wt~cor~vln (#999518190),NAVY, ARM~, USDA 8oil Permit,/f¢lLSeal of Excellence 

P~rticipating Lab Statu~’ Award (#82) 

Y: ~Barb~STL twaderstQc846- Narrative_O60204.doc. Revised06/02/04 DJL 
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ASK0?0146 

GP14A-PROFILE 11/04/05 09:20 

Percent:: SO~ ds 

001 

REPORTING .,~!~ALYTICAL 

82.3 ~0~0      % MCA~ 160.3 MOD 
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ANALYtiCAL MBTItODS SL~MMARY 

ASK0"I0146 

Extractable Organic Ha]ides 
Totel Residue as Percent Solids 

SW846 9023 
MCAWW 160.3 MOD 

References= 

MCAWW "Methods for Chemical Analysis of Water and Wastes’, 
EPA-600/4-79-020, March 1983 a~d subsequent revisions. 

SW846 "Test Methods for Evaluating Solid Waste, Physical/che~.eal 
Methods", Third Edition, November 1986 and its updates. 
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~-5K0701~ 6 

~.Q ~ SAMPLE# CLIENT 

HPJFV 001 GPI4A-PROFILE 

DATE 

11/04/05 09:2[ 
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Client Sample XD: GPI4A-PROFILE 

General 

Lot-S~D_ le #... : ASK070146-001 Work ordeE #... : HPJFV 
Date Samp.ted-.. : 11/04/05 09:20 Date Reeeive~.. : 11/05/05 
% Moisture ..... : 18 

Matrix ......... : SO 

PAI~..T~E RE~T RL     UNITS 
P~r~-~nt Solids 82 . 3 10.0 % 

Dilution Pactor~ 1 
160.3 

PREPARATION- PREP 
ANALYSIS DATE BATCH # 
11/07-11/08/05 5311373 

Total Extractable 
Organic Halogens 

ND SW846 9023 11109/05 5314059 
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STL 

QUALITY CONTROL SECTION 
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Cl~ent Lot #.o.: A5K070146 

P~ ~U~__ 
Percent Solids 

General chemistry 

Matri~ ......... = SOLID 

REPORTING 
T,IMIT UNITS 

Work Order #: HPJL9 IAA 
i0.0 % 

~ilt~tlon ~’~ctor: 1 

PREPARATION- PREP 
METHOD                ANALYSIS DATE .BATCH # 
MB Lo~-Sample #: ASK0?0000-373 
MCAWW160.3 MOD 11/07-11/08/05 5311373 

Total Extractable 

41.4 B 

Work Order #’- HPR8JIAA, MB Lot-Sample #: ASK100000-059 

~00 mglk~ ST.TB& 6 9023 11109105 5314059 
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General Ch~ sCry 

C].ient Lot #... : ASK070146 

PERCENT 

PARAMETER ~ECOVERY 
Total Extractable 

Organic Halogens 
111 

Matri~ ......... : SOLID 

RECOVERY P~EPA~ATIO~-     ~REP 

Nork Order #: HPRSJIAC LCS Lot. Sample#~ A5K100000-059 

(75 - 125)    SW846 9023 
Dilution F~.or: 1 

11109/05 5314059 

ere F~rron~eO I~’ore ro~Oing to mmkl .xend.~rr ~’m~ In C~l~llate~l r~aJl~, 
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client Lot #... : ASK070146 

pARAM RESOLT,,__ 
Per+p+t Sol~d~ 

91.5 

11/01/05 13:30 
8.5 
DUPLICATE 

Work Orde~ #... -" HPEX4-SMP 
HPEX4-DUP 

D~te R~cei~ed..: 11/04/05 

Matrix ....... : SOLID 

. U~.T~S          RPD ..~ TL~ METHOD 
SD Lot-sample 

% 0.49 (0-~,0)     MCA~ 160.3 ~0D 
DilutiOn F~Ct.or: 1           , 

PREPARATION- PREP 
ANALYSI~ DATE ~ATCH # 
ASK040262-001 
11/07-11/08/05 551.1373 
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Client Lot #...: A5K070146 

Date S-~-D_Ie~...: ii103/05 11:05 
% Moisture ..... 

DUPLICATE 
PARAM RESULT     RE SU~.T 
Percent Solids 

97°7 97.6 

Work order |... : MPJEQ-SMP 
 JEQ-DUP 

Date Received.. : Ii/04/05 

Matrix ....... : SOLID 

~PD PREPARATION- PREP 
RPD LIMI[._MR~OD ANALYSI~.~_ BATCH 

SD Lot-Sample %: ASK070141-001 
0.094 (0-20)     MCAWW 160.3 MOD       11/07-11/08/05 531137~ 

~actar: 1 
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Client LOt #...: A5K070146 Work Or~ %...: HPJFV-SMP 
~PJFV-DUP 

Date Sampled...: 11/04/05 09:20 Date aeceived..: 11/05/05 
%Moisture ..... : 18 

DUPLICATE                        RPD 
~RAM MESULT P~S~TLT U~TS P,P~ .... L/~IT 
Total Extractable 
Organic Halogens 

N~ ND (0-20) mg/kg 66 
Dilate.On ~C~OT: 1 

Matrix ....... : so 

PREPARATION-- 
METMOD ANALYSIS DATE 
SD Lot-Sample #: ASK070146-001 

PREP 
BATCH # 

SW846 9023. 11/09/05 5314059 
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Rand Stme~ 

STL 

Client 
~mple SO 

,~ = Mlscella~ 

¯ ,,, Oil 

$’1. chicago Is m l~art ~,~ernTmnt L~l~,al~, ln~ 

Lab 
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Work Shadng Agreement 

Quote or Contra~t Referen~ ID 

medium TAr 

NA 

Soll 

Work Irmlmcllm~ 
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STL Cooler Receip~ Form/Narrative 
North Canton Facility 

S. Pack~g mate~ ~: Bubble W~p ~ Fore ~ None 

CHAIN OF CUSTODY 
The following discr=pan~es ~-uned:                                               "- "." ". .... 

SAMPLE CONDITION 
Sample(s),           ,. 

Sample(s) 
SAMPLE PRESERVATION’ 

Sample(s) .... 

were ree~’i’V~ m~r the ~eommende..d, ho, lding thne had e..~i~L 
wer~ paceived in e broken conlainer, 

........ .. ___’~e further preserved in sample receiving t~ meet 

CHert/ID lniti~lm 
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STL Cooler Receipt Form/Narrative 
North Canton Facility 

.... ~ilen¢ ID. 
Date 

Method Coolant 

MWG13-15 18893 

Electronic Filing: Received, Clerk's Office 09/09/2019



~ STL 

END OF REPORT 
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STL Chicago 

PCB Ca,~ Narrative 

KPRG & Associates, Ino. 
Midwgst G-t~ms’ation 
Joliet Sl~ion 29 
Job #: 241692-1 
PCBs 

STL Chicago used the following C~g Chromatogu’~phic syst~-~ns for the ~mlysis of PCBs: 

ID# INSTR __...UMENT COLUMN TYPE DETECTOR 
32 HP 6890 Rtx-Clp2 (primary) Electron Capture 
31 HP 6890 Rtx-5 (confirma~on) El~aron Capture 

# 

w 

This rail sample was extn~ed based on SW846 method 3541. The extracts wero analyzed 
for PCBs based on SW846 method 8082. All vxtr~’ts received a sulfudc acid cleanup and a 
GPC cleanup in order to reduce matrix interference. 

All required holding tim~s w~r~ met for the extraction and analysis. 

The method blank wag below the reporting limits for "AI Arodors. 

The sun’ogatc compoun~ used for this ~malysis w~ Decaehlorobiphcnyi (DCB) and 
Tvtrachloro-m-xylene (T~. All sta’rogate recoveries were within statistical controlllmlts 
except sample had DCB with 69% recovery 0imit 70%). No further action was taken. 

All blank spike rccovcrics wcrc within statistical control limits exc,~t Aroclor 1016, which 
had 108% recovery. A solution containing Aroclor 1016 and Aroclor 1260 was used for 
spiking. 

A matrix spike and a matrix sp~e duplicate were not performed onthis sample. 

All initial and continuing standard calibrations associated with this sample wer~ in control 
on both columns. The $SV recoveries we, re within limits of85%-115%. 

the primary column. 

Patti Gibson 
Org, mics Section Manager 

Target compounds were confirmed using a socond column. All rosults were roportod from 
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Severn Trent Laboratories - Chicago 
GC/MS BNA Case Narrative 

KPRG & Associates, Inc./Midwest G-~ncration 
Job Number: 241692 
BNA DATA: TCLP 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

All extractions and analyses were performed within recommended hold times. 

The MB (Method Blank) and the EB (TCLP blank) sample had all analytes undet’ected. 

The LCS (Labor~tory Control Sample) had all spike recoveries within the QC limits. 

A MS (MaU’ix Spike) was not performed. 

All samples had surrogate rvcoveries within in-house generated QC limits. 

All analyses were performed following USEPA SW846 method 8270C protocol. The EBi 
had the last internal standard area below the acceptance limits. No compounds’quantitate off ~.: .’ 
of the last intem’,d s "tand~d; therefore, no correctivcaction was r~uixed. All other san~ples 
had all internal standard areas and retention times within acceptal~ce limits as compared to 
the corresponding continuing calibration verification. 

The samples and the TCLP Blank were extracted using 100-mL of the TCLP leachate: The 
MB and the LCS were extracted using 1000-mL ofdeioni:,~l water. The results and 
reporting limits were adjusted for the extraction volumes. 

Gary Rynkar 
GC/MS Section Manager 

Date 
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STL C~icag0 is p~rt of Severn Trent Laboratories, 

~ob Humber: 2~692 

LABORATORY TEST RESULTS 
nate:11/11/2005 

Customer SampLe ID: GPI~A-PROFILE 
Date SampLed ...... : 11/04/2005 
Ttme SampLed ...... : 0~:20 
SampLe Hetrix ..... : SO{ L 

Laboratory SampLe .tD: 24~692-1 
Date Received ....... : lq/0~/2005 
Time Received ....... : 15:00 

B082 

HaLJcJe, TotaL Organi� as 

ND 

N~ 
ND 
ND 
ND 

10 

16 
16 
16 
16 
16 
16 
16 

Cyanide (CoLorinwLric) 
Cyanide, To~aL, SOL~d 

phenoLics. Total RecoverabLe 
PhenoLtcs, Total RecoverabLe. SoLid 

:d-I (SoiL) 
:#1, SoLid 

SuLfide 
SuLfide, SoLid 

Comp Lete 

>2O0 

0.28 

7.4 

Page 2 

0.28 

0.2 

1 

1 

q 

q 

! 
i 

degrees F 

* Text 

pH Un~ 

{1651T2 
165172 
165172- 
165172 
165172 
165172 
16S172 

165378 

165278 

164940 

2116 
2116 
2116 
2116 
2116 
2116 
211~ 
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STL Chi~-~J~.- ts part of Severn Tren~ Labore~oriess Inc. 

~usto~r ~a~pLe ID: GPI&A-PROFILE 
~ate SampLed ...... : 11/0A/2005 

T~me SampLed ..... : 09:20 

Sample HatbOx ..... : $otL 

Laboratory SampLe zn: 241~,92-1 
Oate Re~etved ....... : 11/04/200~. 
T~me Received ....... : 15:n0 

6010~ 

8270C 

82~0B 

LeachabLe, Hercury 
Rercurys TCLP Leach 

LeachabLe, He~sLs AnaLys~s 
Arseni�, TCLP Leach 
6ar4~, TCLP Leach 
Cad~om, TCLP Leach 
Chromium, TCl_P Leech 
Leads TCLP Leach 
SeLen~ums TCLP Leach 
SiLver, TCLP Leach 

VoLatiLe Organics 
¥~nyL chlorides TCLP Leach 
1,1-OtchLoroethene, TCLP Leach 

NO 
NO 

ND 
ND 

* In Oeacr~ption : Dry Mgt. 

U 

Page 3 

0.010 
0.010 
0.002 
0.010 
0.0050 
0.010 
0.0aS 

5.5 
5.0 
4.1 
5.2 
7.6 
6.9 
5.1 
2.9 
2.7 
2.5 

3.0 

0.10 
1.0 
0.050 
0.~ 
0.~0 
0.I0 
0 

100 
lO0 
loo 
10o 
100 
S0O 
lOO 
100 
~0o 

lOO 
lOO 

u~/L 
u~IL 
,.~/L 

165290 
165290 
16529o 
165290 
165290 
16529O 
165290 
16529O 
165290 
165290 
16529o 

16528O 
165280 

I1~t~o/o~ 

~l/~/os ~o~ 

~ 111110S ~ 
~l~los ~ 

’~l~lOS ~ 

11/10/05 1~ 
~l~OlOS 

~l/~o/os 

~/~o/os n~ 
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STL ~:h~¢ago is par~ ~f Sever. Trent Laboratories, 

Job Humber: 241692 

LABORATORY TEST RESULTS 

Date:11/11/2005 

Ct~;tomer SampLe 1D: GPI~-PROFILE 
Oate SampLed ...... : 11/0/,/2005 
T~ee _~mp. Led ...... : 09:20 
SampLe Ha~rix ..... : 

LaboratoPj Sample ZD: 2&1692-1 
Date Received ....... : 
Time Received ....... : 

U 

U 

100 1.0000 ug/L 
loo I .oooo ug/L 
100 1.0000 ug]’L 

lOO ~.~o~o ; ug/L 
100 ~. 0000 u~/L 
too ~.o~oo ,rot, 
100 

HD 

I~D 
lid 
lid 
lid 
ND 
ND 

1652OO 
165280 
I~5280 
16528O 
165280 
165280 
165~80 
16528O 
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CHRONZCLE 

Lab II): ~416~I 
METHOD 

5~OB 
3010A 

5541 

D9P 
7470A 

~SA 

P~ charges 

7470 
8270C 
1311 
1311 

90~5c 

r.Ltent tB: GPI4A-PROFILE 
OBSCRIPTION 

5C~OCP TCLP/SPLP Prep 
Actd Dtg. Le~chates 
¢yantde (CoLoni~etric) 
Extnacttan ~xhLet 
Extractlan for TCLP 
H8Llde~ Total O~gan~ ~s CL(EOX) 
Ignltabi Lity (CLeveLand ope~-Cup) 
LeachabLe, Mercury (CVAA) 

PCB AnaLysis 
Paint FiLter Test 
PhenoLics, Total ReCOVel’abLe 
Project Management Servi~es/Charges 
Reectiv~W, SuLfide 
SW~ D~g. Le~chates (Hg) 
See~ voL~t~ Le oega~ 
TCLP 
TCLP Zero Headspece 
VoLant Le Organ1 c~ 
pH (~ot L~ 

l)a~e eecvd: 11/0~/2005 SampLe Date: 1110~/2005 
RUN#    BATCH#    PREP BT #(S)            DATE/TIME ANALYZEI) 
1 
1 
I 
1 
1 
I 
I 
1 
1 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
1 
I 
1 
1 
1 
1 

1652T~ 16L~2 11/10/2005 190~ 
165178 16~8t,1 11110/2005 11~5 
I &5097 165~7 11/~[2005 I~10 
I~7~ 11/07/2~ ~ 

1651~ 1~1 11/~/2~ 1~ 
1653~ 
165278 165278 11/11/2~5 ~ 

165~5 ~6S~q~ 11111/~ 1048 

165172 I~7~ 1titles 2116 

16~340 165~0 1111112005 090? 
155320 11/10/2005 0900 
165290 16510S-l~;S&I 11/10/2005 1719 

165~80 1652T~6~84~ ~/10/2005 190~ 
16~8 1~8 tl/08/2005 1429 

DILUTION 

Page 5 
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STL Chicago ~$ part of Severn Tre~t I~h~ratortes~ 1n�. 

SU RRO(~ ATE RECOVE R 1E S REPORT 
Job Numbe~. : 2~1692                                                    RepOr~ Oa~e, : 11/11/2~5 

"~ST~,.".~.R~:~ .~ . ~ .~ ~.: .. ::~:.~.;:...,...,...:... :..::. _. ..... ̄ .... ~........ : ....... .: ~: ........................... : ::....~ ............................ 

~e~h~ ....... : PC5 ~aLysCs Tes~ fla~r~x.,-: 3541 ~[td Prep ~tch.. : 1~762 

l)mte DCB T~E 

LCS 11/0~/200S 119 

2&1692- I (~p1/~-PItOF ILE 11/0~/2005 69~ 

Test Test Description Limits 

DCB oecachlorobiphenyl (surf) ?0 - 125 

TCX Tetrachlor~-~-xyl, ene (surf) /~ - 135 

Page 6 
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L 
SURROGATE RE COY E R ~. E S REPORT 

Job I~umtaer.: 26~692 

. .......;~ ~:..........::.::::.:::.......: . ... :~:-:-:-:~:: _~:_::.:::.~:::.::.:..:.~::.:..~. ~:::::i.::..::... :.: ::~:: 

;:--:: :.’:.::,,:’ .,, :,:.:,, :.::’,:. :: ::, :, ,:~, ’:_~’,,,, ’::’ ::,:,::,’ !:. !: !: :: : ::,,::, ".,",:’:: :: :: :: :: ’:, ,,, .;,,: ::!:~:,,, ,:,, .... 
,, ::,,,,:,,:,..,,.,:, .,. ..... ~. ,:.," ¯ , : :: ¯ . ,: ,: ........ 

~ethod ........ : VoLet~Le Organt~s                         Tes~ ~trtx...: TCLP Leach            er~p ~a~h.,: 165Z73 
He, hod Code...: 82605                                  B~ch(s) ...... : 165~80 

Lab ID DT sample ZD Date    1EDCED BRFLBE DBRFLJ~ TOLI)B 

Leo 11/11/Z005 10~ 99 102 102 

LCE 11/10/~005 102 101 95 101 
Ha 11/10/2005 105 97 95 97 
241692--21EB1 11/I0/~005 106 96 99 99 

2~1692- I ~PI/,A-PROFILE 11/10/2005 1OZ. 9~ 9? 99 

2~1736--~ EBI 11/10/2005 105 97 99 100 

2~1759--21 EB1 1t/I0/200~ 106 97 96 
2~6--2~ EB~ ~I/I0/Z005 107 98 10o ~oI 

Test Teat Oea~ription L~mJta 

lZDCED 1,Z-Oi~hLoroethame-d& (surf) 6Z - 127 
BRFLBE A-Be~aofLuorobenzene (surf) 67 - 13Z 
DBRFI.R o~broeoftuoro~ethane (surf) 77 - 1~9 
TOLDB ToLuene-dB (surr) 81 - 126 

Page 7 
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STL Chlc~go is part of Severn Tr~n~ I_ab~ratorte~, Inc. 

SURROGATE RECOVERIES REPORT                                  ~ 
JOb HumOr. : 2~16~ Re~rt ~te. ; 11/11/~ 

~ 

Method ........ : SemtvoLati Le Organics                     Test Natr~x... : TCLP Lea~h            Prep Batch.,: 16510B 
Method ~ode...: 8270                                   B~ch(~) ...... : 1~290 

Lab ID DT S~Le ID Da~e    2~6~P 2FL~P 2FLUPH N~5 ~D5 TERD14 

EB1 11/10/2005 83 77 56 81 ~4 1DO 

LCS 11/10/2005 89 ~ 70 90 49 99 

261692- I GPI6A-PROFELE 11110/2005 Bq 73 60 8~ 35 92 

P~e 8 
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Job Humber.: ~.61692 
QUALITY CONTROL RESULTS 

Report Oate.: 1t/11/~30~ 

Page 9 ~t y.-~ RE�, I~Rrl), A=AOS Piff., 0:% P4ff. 
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QUA L ] TY CONTROL R E SlJ L.T S 
Job Nul,ber.: 241692 

ArooLor 1016, ]5&I SoLid 
ArgcLOe 1221, ]5~I ~Ltd 
ArocLor I~, 3541 SoLid 
A~cLor ~Z~ 3541 5oL~d 
A~cLo~ 12~, ]5~1 ~L~d 

A~Lor ~2~, 35~I ~Lid 

u 

U 

u 

u 

P~e tO 
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Job Number. : 241692 
QUALZTY CONTROL RESULTS 

Report l~te, : 11/1112005 

Test Heth~d ........ : 8270C 
Hethod Description.: semivoLatiLe Organi©s 

F.qu~pm~nt Code .... : GCL1 
Batch ............. : 165290 

Ar,,aLys’l:... : da 

Parameter/Test Description Units    (;¢ ResuLt    Oc ResuLt True VaLue Orig. vaLue Qc taLc. * Limlts 

Pyrld~ne, TCLP Leach Ug~L 
1,~-0ichLorobenzene, TCLP Leaoh Ug/L 
2-RethyLphenoL (o-cresoL), TCLP Loach uO/L 
Hexa©hLoroethane, TcLP Leach          ug/L 
4-MethyLphenoL (m/p-cresoL), TCLP Lea� ug/L 
N~trobenzene, TCLP Leach ug/L 
HexachLorobutadiene, TCLP Lea~h Ug~L 
2,4,~-Tr]chlorophenoL, TCLP Lea~h ug~L 
2,4,5-Tr~chLorophenoL, TCLP Leach Ug~L 
2,4-D~n~trotoLuene~ TCLP Leach ug/L 
HexachLorobenzene, TCLP Leach ug/L 
Penta~hLorophenoL, TCLP Loach UO~L 

5.500 U 
5.000 U 
4.100 U 
5.2OO U 
?.~O0 U 
~.~00 U 
5.100 U 
2.900 U 
2.700 U 
2.5O0 U 
~.~0 U 
]o000 U 

Page 11 
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Number, 
QUALXTY CONTROL      RESULTS 

Report Date. : 11111/2005 

pyridirte, TCLF Leach ug/L 
1,4-D{ chLoroben|eee~ TCLP Leach ug/L 
2-~lethyLphel~oL (o-cr~seL)~ TCLP Leach ug/L 
HexachLoreathane, TCLP Leach          ug/L 
/.-elethyLphenoL (m/p-cresoL), TCLP Leao ug/l. 
Nltrobenzene, TCLP Leach ug/L 
Hex~chtorob~iene, TCLP Leach ug/L 
2,t,,,6-TrtchLorophermLz ,rCLP Leach ug/L 
2,~,5-Tri¢hLormpl’mr~L~ TCLP Leach ug/L 
2,&-D’il~tr’otoLue.~ez ’rCLP Leach ~g/L 
HexachLoeeb~mzene, TCLP Leach ug/L 
Per~tochLoeophe~L, TCLP Leach ug/L 

55.858 100.000 0.550 U 56 

78.53 100.000 0.500 U 79 

88.02t. t00.000 0./,,I0 u 88 

74.549 100.000 0.520 lJ 75 

78.577 100,000 0.760 U 79 

B5.685 I00.000 0.490 U 86 
?6.L~t,, 100.000 0.510 U 76 

96.967 I00.000 0.290 LI 97 

100.5~ 100.000 0.270 U 101 

95.870 I00.000 0.2~0 U 96 
90.9% 100.000 0.440 U 91 

90.815 100.000 0.300 U 91 

16-100 
38-100 
:~?-100 
34-100 
35-10~ 
4!-105 

51-101 
5~-107 
56-115 
50-113 
50-112 

Page 12 * ~=~ RE(:, R=RPD, A=ABS Dt~., P=~ Diff. 
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Job Number. ; 2416~2 
QUALITY CONTROL RESULTS 

Report ~te.: 11/11/2005 

Test Rethod ........ ; 8~70c 
Hethod Description.: se~tvoLattLe organics 

Equipment Code .... : C~CL1 
Batch ............. : 165290 

~naLyst... : da 

ResuLt True VaLue orig. VaLue Q(: ~Lc. ¯ Limits 

Page 13 * ~=~ RE<::, R=RPO, A=ABS Ptff., I)=X Dtff. 
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Job Number. : 241692 

QUALITY CONTROL RESULTS 
Report Date.: q1/11/2005 

Test Hethod ........ : 8260B 
Hethod Description.: VoLatl Le Organtcs 

Equipment ¢~de .... : 6CL16 
B~tch ............. : 165260 

AnaLy$’~. , , : jdn 

Parameter/Test Desor]Ft~on      Units    QC ResuLt    GC ResuLt True VaLue ortg. value Qc CeLt. * L~mitS 

Vinyl chloride, TCLP Leach ug/.L 
1,1-Dichloroethene, TCI.P Leach ug/L 
2-Butanone (REK), TCLP Leach ug/L 
Chlorofom, T~ Leach ug/L 
~r~n tetrachLoHde, TC~ L~ch ug/L 
~zene, TCLP L~ch Ug/L 
1,2-0i chLordet~e, TC~ Leach ug/L 
Tr~ chLo~th~e, T~P Leach ug/L 
TetrachLo~he~, TCLP L~ch ug/L 
ChLo~nz~, TCLP L~Ch ug/L 

25.0oo u 
25.000 u 
25.00O u 
25,000 u 
25.0o0 u 
25.000 u 
25.000 u 
25,000 u 
25,ooo u 
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Job Number, : 24%92 
QUALZTY CONTROL      RESULTS 

Test Rethod ........ : 82~)B 
Nethod Description.; VoLatiLe organics 

Equipl~ent C~de .... : GCLq6 
Batch ............. : 165280 

A~aLyst... : jdn 

Parameter/Test l)escrtptton Units QC ResuLt gC ResuLt True VaLue Ortg. VaLue (I(; talc._ * Ltaits 

Vinyl QhL=ride, TcLP Leach ug/L 
1,17pJQhLoroethenet TCLP Leach ug/L 
2-Butanone (I~K), TCLP Leach ug/L 
chLorofora, TCLP Leach ug/L 
carbon tetrachLoridet TCLP Lea~h ug/L 
Benzene, TCLP Leach ug/L 
1,2-D~chLoroethane~ TCLP Lea=h ug/L 
TrlchLoroethene, TCLP Leach ug/L 
TetrachLoroethene, TCLP Lea~h ug/L 
Chtorobenzene, TCLP Lea~h ug/L 

25,00O U 
25,000 U 

25.000 U 
25.000 U 
25.000 U 
25.000 U 
~.000 U 
25.000 U 
25.000 u 
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Job Number.: 241692 

~IUALITY CONTROL R E SU L TS 

Test ~e~h~d ........ : 8260B 
~e~h~d Des©riptian.: VoLatiLe Organics 

Equtpeent Code .... : GCL16 
Batch ............. : 165280 

........ .’" ’::::..’... :. ¯ ............ ~    " :’; .... :’: ................ .: ............ ~" ’ .’:: ::’:: :’ ’:."i’~e~Z~O~;~ :: :,~:: ...... ."..":.’:.".:’. ". ..... .:..’J. .: ........ .... E.I~ ............. ~r~’"~ ~ .~k~..~ :. : ::. ::. ::..:~.: ......................... ...: .................... : ...... 
I .............................. t ................................ f .................... . .......... 

paeameter/Te~t Descr~pttc~ Untts    ~R ResuLt    G~C ResuLt True VaLue Orig. V~Lue IC talc. * Ltmite 

V~n~L chLoride, TCLP Leach ug/L 

~,~-DIchLoroe~hene, TCLP L~h ug~L 

~-eutanone (BE~, TCLP Leach Ug/L 

ChLoroform, TCLP Le~ch ug/L 

¢.~rbon tetr~hLor~d~ T~ Leach ug/L 

1,2-D~chLoree~e, TC~ Leach ug/L 

TP~chLor~thene~ TcLP Leach ug/L 

Tetra~hLoroeth~, TCL~ L~ch ug/L 

ChLo~benzene, TCLP Lea~h ~/L 

25.000 U 
25.000 U 
2~.000 U 
~.000 U 
~.000 U 

~-~.000 U 
25.000 g 
25.OOO U 
25.0~0 U 
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QUALZTY CONTROL RESULTS 
Rel~rt Oete.: 11/11/~05 

Te~t Hethod ........ : 8260B 
Nethod Description. : VaLet4 Lo Organi cs 

Equipmen~ God@ .... : E(:L16 
B~’cch ............. : 165280 

AnaLyst... : jdn 

I:;.:........::...;:;:.:::.:::..::.~:i: .:t :..:..:_. :. ....:....:...: .......,.:,., ....,.:::.:::............... ... .. :. :...:_.,...:....,.....1.:... .. :... :! ~.: ...::::¢..: ........::1.:...."... :. ..:::.:.-..::..::..::..:~:~: .:~. "..""..:.::--":-.:::"]::": ."." --::..:.:-.:"--: 
Parameter/Teat Oescr~pt4on      Unit.    QC ResuLt    Q¢ ResuLt True VaLue Orig. value GIC; ~LC. * Limits 

Vinyl chloride, TCLP Leach Ug/L 
1,1-b~chLoroethene, TCLP Leach Ug/L 
2-O~tanene (MEK), TCLP Leach ug/L 
ChLoroform, TCLP Leach ug/L 
Carbon tftrachLortde, TCU’ Leach ug/L 
Benzene, TCLP Leach ug/L 
q,~-D~chLor~ethone, TCLP I.~¢h ~J/L 
Tr4chLoroekhene, TCLP Le~¢h ug/L 
Te’craohLora~hene~ TCLP Leach ug/L 
chLorobenzene, TCLP Leach ug/L 

25.000 U 
gS.000 U 
25,000 U 
25.0OO U 
25,000 U 
25,000 U 
25.0OO U 

ZS.000 U 
~5.000 u 

PBge 17 * ?~=7, RZC, RaRPD, A=ABS Otff., D=% Diff. 
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QUALZTY CONTROL RESULTS 
Report Date. : 11/11/2005 

:" :’QC TypeI:: ’:: ’::’ :’:’":: "’:’;’":":":’":’’: :" :" ":" ;"’~-"’;De~cpi pt t OI~ .................................................... I Reag" C°de I 
Lab ID IDi Lut~°n FacteP ~te Ti=el 

Test Method ........ : 8260B 
Method ~scrtptton. : VoLati Le Organics 

EqUtl~enl Code .... ." GCL16 
Batch ............. .’ 165280 

AnaLyst,,. ; Jdn 

Parameter/Teat I)eacr~ption Untts 

¥inyL ohLoride, TCLP Lea~h ug/~ 

1,1-D~chLoroethene, TCLP I_~ch ug/L 

2-Butanone (REK), TCLP Leach ug/L 

ChLoroform~ TCLP Leach ug/L 

Carbon tetrs©hLortden TCLP Leach ug/L 

Ben=ene, TCLP Lea~h ug/L 

1,2-DichLoroethane, TCLP Leach ug/L 

Tri©hLoroeth~e, TCLP Leach ug/L 

Tetrachloroeth~en TCLP Leach ug/L 

ChLorobenzene, TCLP Leach ug/L 

ResuLt ~ ResuLt True VaLue Orig. VaLue QC talc. * L~mits 

&18.5~:~ 60~.(~2 500.000 ~.~ U 8~ ~ ~2-I~ 
3 R 20 

5~.~ 5~.7~ 5~.~ 25.~ U 115 ~ 51-1~ 

555,~ 5~.4~ 5~.~ 2~.~ U 111 ~ ~139 
1 R 20 

5~,612 511,1~ 500,~ 25,~ u 113 ~ ~122 
lo R ~ 

&76.~ 4~.7~ 5~,~ ~.~ U ~ ~ ~132 
1 

535,~ ~,7~ 5~.0~ ~,~ U I~ ~ 75-I~ 
5 R20 

551.5~ 51~.638 5~.~ ~.~ U 110 ~ 67-120 
7 

510.21~ 5~.~ ~.0~ ~.~ U 102 X ~-126 
1 

~,~ 503.0~ 5~.000 ~.~ U % X     ~I~ 
2 R~ 

515,~ 503.~ 5~.OOO ~.~ U 103 X 7~116 
2 R20 

Page 18 * E=~ REC~ R=RPD~ A=ABS D~ff., I}=-~ D~ff. 
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Job Nm~ber,: 2&1692 

QUALITY CONTROL RESULTS 
Report Date. 

I Test Hethod ........ : 82(~)a Equipment Code .... : 6¢L16 AnaLyst...: jdn 

He�hod DescPipt~on.: ¥oLat4 Le organics Batch ............. ; 165280 

V|~yL chLor~de~ TI~LP Leach 
1,1-1)tchLoroethene, TCLP Leach 
2-Butenone (BBO, TCLP Leach 
ChLoroform~ TCLP Leach 
C~rbo~ ~e~eachLortde, TCLP Leech 
Benzene, TCLP leach 
1,2-OichLoroethene, TCLP Leech 
Tr~chLoPoethene, TCLP Leach 
TeT~achLo~oethene, TCLP Leach 
ChLo~obenzene, T¢LP Leach 

Pecje 19 * ~-’~ REC, R~RP]), A:ABS O~ff., [~ Diff. 
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OUALITY CONTROL RESULTS 

Vinyl chloride, TCLP Leach ug/L 
1,1-Dish Loroethene, T CLP Leuch ug/L 
2-B~a~one (REK), TCLP ~h ug/L 
theodore, TCLP L~h ug/L 

Car~ tetraohLor~de, T~P L~ch ug/L 
B~z~e, TCLP Leach ug/L 
1,~D~chLo~thane, TCLP L~ ug/L 
TP~ chL~th~e, TCLP L~ch ug/L 
Tetra~hLor~th~e, TCLP L~ch ~/L 
ChLoPob~z~e~ TCLP L~ch ug/L 

251000 U 
25.00O U 
25.000 U 
25,000 U 
25.000 U 
25,000 U 
25.000 U 
25.000 U 
25,000 U 
25.000 u 

Page 20 * ~=~ RECr I~RPD, A=ABS Diff.r D=~ Dttt. 
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Jab Number,: 2~1692 
QUALITY CONTROL RESULTS 

Report 0ate.: 

Hethod Description.: L~achabLe, MetaLs AnaLysis (ZCAP) 
Equtpmsnt C~le .... : 1~1~ 
Batch ............. : 165335 

~naLy~t... : tds 

Para,mter/Test Description Units    QC ResuLt    QC ResuLt True VaLue Orig. VaLue QC caLc. /r Limits 

Arsenic, TCLP LeaCh ~OIL 
Barlum, TCLP Leach mglL 
Cadmium, TCLP Leach mg~L 

,Chromium, TCLP Leach laglL 
LSod, TCLP Leach Itg/L 
SeLon~um, TCLP Lear,.h mg/L 
SiLver, TCLP Leach =g/L 

0.01000 U 
0,01000 U 
0.00200 U 
0.01000 U 
0.00500 U 
0.01000 U 
0.00500 u 
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Job Nu=ber.: 241692 

QUA L ITY CONTROL RESULTS 
Report Date.; 11/11/2005 

Test Hethod ........ : 6010B 
Rethod I)escHp~on.; LeachabLe, ~etaLs AnaLys~s (ZCAP) 

Equipment Code .... : ZCP5 
Batch ............. : 165335 

AnaLyst...: tds 

Parameter/Test Description Units    �~C ResuLt    OC ResuLt True VaLue Orig. VaLue QC CeLt. *LImtts 

Arsenic, TCLP Leach ~Ig~L 

Bar~um, TCLP Leach I~j~L 

Cadmium, TCLP Leach iz~j/L 

¢hrom~ua, TCLP Leach mg/L 

Lead, TCLP Leach mg~L 
SeLenium~ T~P Leach ~L 
S~Lver, TCLP L~ch ~/L 

0,09616 g 0.10000 0.01000 U % ~ 80-120 
1,84~9 2.00000 0.01000 U 92 ~ 80-120 
0,04806 e 0,05000 0.00200 U 96 ~ 80-120 
0.q9283 O,2OOOO O.OqO00 U 96 ~ 80-120 
O.099ZZ 0.10OO0 0.00500 U 99 ~ 80-120 
0,0%23 e 0,I0000 0,0~000 U % ~ 80-120 

Page 22 * Y~ REC, R=RPP, A=ABS D~ff., W~ O~ff. 
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Job Number. : 241~92 
QUALITY CONTROL RESULTS 

Itepor~ Date.: 11111/~ 

T~t Hat hod ........ : 
Hethod Des©r~pT]~m.: LeachabLe, HeTeLs AnaLysis (ZCAP) 

Equipment Code .... -" ICP5 
Batch ............. ; 165~5 

AnalysT...: td8 

Paraee~er/Tes~ Pes~ription UniTs OC ResuLt QC ResuLT Tt~le VaL~e Orig. VaLue ~C CaLc, * Limtts 

Page 2] * Y,=~. REC, 
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Jeb Number. : 2&1692 
QUALITY CONTROL RESULTS 

RL,~Ort Da~e. : 11/11/2005 

Test r~ethod ........ : 60105 
method Description,: LeachabLe, i~etaLs Analysis (ICAP) 

Equipment Code .... : 1CP5 
Batch ............. : IG~335 

AnaLyst... : tds 

Parameter/Test’ Descriptlon Units    QC ResuLt    QC ResuLt True VaLue Orig. VaLue QC Cato. ~e Limits 

Parm~ter/Test Description Untts GC ResuLt ~C ResuLt True VaLue Orig. VaLue ~¢ CaL¢. 

Barium, TCLP Leach mg/L 101.42%0 I000.00000 1.50836 100 

~ ?,~ REC, R~RPD~ A=ABS D~ff.~ O=Y, 
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JOb Number.: 261692 
QUALITY CONTROL RESULTS 

Date.: 

TeSt #eth~d ........ : 60109 
Method Description,: Leachabte, MetaLs AnaLysis (ICAP) 

Equ]pmen~ Code 
Batch ............. 

Analyst...: tds 

Perameter/Tes’� Oes~riptlon Units    QC ResuL~    !~C ResuLt TPue VaLue 

Arsenicr TCLP Leach Bg/L 
BariUm, TCLP Leach ecJ/L 
Caclaium, TCLP Leach BQ]L 
Chromtua, TCLP Leach mg/L 
Lead, TCLP Leach n~j/L 
Selenium, TCLPLeach mg/L 
Silver, TCLP Leach mg/L 

0,01000 u 
0.32~11 B 
0.00200 U 
O.01DOO u 
0,00500 u 
0,010OO u 
0.OO500 u 

Orig. VaLue eC CaL~. 

D.010OO U 
I. 5083~ 7.1 
O. 00200 U 
0,01000 U 
0.00500 U 
0.01000 U 
0.00500 U 

Page 25     * ~[ REC, R:RPD, A~ABS Oiff., P~ Oiff. 
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I~U ALI TY      CONTROL      RESULTS 

Job Humber.: 2~1692 

g¢ Lab ID    Reage~ U~s ~C ResuL~    QC ResuL~ True VaLue Orig. VaLue ~c caLc. F * L~m~ts Date.. 

~ 165097-005 mg/L O.O01BO U 11/09/Z005 I]. 

LC$1650~7-006 Z05H.~TI:N2A m~j/.L 0,08~30 0.I~00 0.001~ U ~l ~ ~I~0 11/t~)/E00~ 

I~S Z~,169E-1 Z05HETCN2A mO/Kg 1,54 1,61 O.l~) B 95 % 75-125 11~_09/.g005 

I~s~ 26169E-1 1OSHSTCN2A mg/Kg 1.50 1.5/, 1.57 0.09 B 96 ~ 75-125 11/1~/2005 
1.0 R~O 

Lab ID    Reagent Untts ~C ReeuLt    ~C ReSuLt True VaLue Ortg. VaLue OC CaLc. F ~ L~mqt~     Date 

~/~/~oo~ o~ 
~ aO-lZO ~l~lZOOS 
~ 7S-12~ 11/11/L~)5 09~ 

.. :.... 
I:i:~. ~.~..i~ .~. ~P~:~::.~..: p~.:.::!:~..{.~): :: i::i!. i.i.. .::.:.::"..i.i:..~":.:i:7::.:ii.!:X:.::ii::ii: :.:.i:::::::::::i.::.:::: ..eq.~.~ .m=..,..t.::.:¢~=:i:~.:.~:. ~ :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: :~.:.:.::~.:i;-:.:;.4~t. :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: :;:’:i 

Lab IO    I&mgent units    gC Reeu[~ GC ResuLt True VaLue OHg. VaLue ~C CaLc. F ~ Limits Oate Ti 

LCSP 16&9~ ZO5JPHTB pH Un~e 
LCDP 1~;d~9~-00~ I05JPHTB pH Units 
HDPH 2~1692-1 I~1 Units 

7.04000 7’.01000 0.03000 A 0.20000 11/0812005 
7.02000 7.01ooo 0.olooo A o.zoooo ~1o81aoo5 

QC LI9~ IO    Resgent Unlts el; ResuL~    ~C Result True VaLue orig, value QC CaLc. F * Ltmi~s Date 

~e 1653~0-00~ mg/Kg 8.80 U ~/~q/~ 

Ns~ ~169Z-1 ZOEHSTSFIA mg/Kg 2~,50 B ~.3~ S 191,70 8.~ U 13    ~ Z 25-116 11/1112~ 
56 . e 50 

eC Lab ID    Reagent Unite OC ResuLt    ~C ResuLt True VaLue Orig. VaLue OC CaLc. f ~ Limits Date T~ 

~B 165~0=007 ug/L 0.20 U 11/10/2005 I] 
LCE 165~20-008 NO4LSTK010 ug/L 2.13 2.00 0.20 U 106 ~ 80-120 11/10/~005 1] 
EBI 165320-009 ~    ug/L E.O0 U 11/t0/E005 1] 

%=% REC, R~RPD~ A=ABS Diff., 
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Lab ID Reagent Units    QC ResuLt QC ResuL~ T~Ue VaLue Orig. VaLue OC CaLc. F ¯ Limits I)~te Tin 

2z~1692-1 fi~KSTKO01 ug/L 9.U 10.00 2.00 U 9~ X 50-150 11/10/2005 ~3~ 

Page 27 * Y.=% Rt~C, R=~0, A-AGS Pill., ~% Diff. 
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REPORT COHHENT$ 
ALL pages of th4s report are Integral, parts oF the anaLyticaL data. ThereforeS thts report shouLd 
be reproduced only in its entirety. 
SoiL, sedtment and sEudge sample results ere r~ported on s "dry weight" beefs except when analyzed for 
LandfiLL disposal or 4nctnerezion parameters. ALL other soLtd matrix samples are reported on ~n "~s 
re©rivede bests unLess r~ted differently. 
Reporting Limits are adjusted for sampLe size used, diLutions ~d moisture content if ~ppLi~ebLe. 
The test results for the noted anaLyticaL method(s) me~t the requirements of NELAC. L~b Cert. ZD# 100201 
According to 40¢FR Part 136.3s pHs ChLortne Residual and DissoLved Oxygen analyses are to be performed 
imzed~ateLy after aqueous sample coLLect|on, t/hen these p~rameters a~e no~ ~nd~ceted as ~eLd (e.g. 
pH FieLd) they were not anaLy2ed ~m~ed~s~eLy, but ss soon ss poss~bLe o~ Laboratory receipt. 

Page 28 

MWG13-15 18924 

Electronic Filing: Received, Clerk's Office 09/09/2019



greater than 
Abbrev4at~s 
AS 
Batch 
CAP 
�¢V 
CF 
Cl 
C2 

CRA 

CV 
D~ [ 

02 , 

DLFaC 
DSH 

EB3 

ELC 
¢L~ 
ICAL 

XSB 
Job 

LCD 

L¢$ 

~L£ 
RRL 

N$ 

PREPF 
PD$ 

Re 
RL 
RPD 
RRF 
RT 

Interference Check SampLe S - 
The ~irst six d~gits of the sample tD uhlch refers to ¯ specific client, project and sample group 
Lab IO An B number unique Lak~ratony identification 
Laboratory Control Standard DupLicate 
Laboratory Control Standard w~th reagent grade ~ater or a matrix free from ~he analyte of 
He�hod BLank or (PB) Praparat~o~ BLank 

Nethod Oetect4on 
Nedtum LeveL Extraction BLank 
Rethod Reporting L~mit Standard 
Rethod of Stmndard Additions 
Natr~x Sptke 
Ratrtx Sp~ke ~upt~cate 
Not oete~ted 
Preparatt~ facto~ used by �he Laboratory’s Infoeeation ~.nagement Syates (LIRS) 
Post D~gemt]on Spike (~CAP) 
Re-anaLysts o~ originaL 
Re-onaLys~s of D1 
Re-anaLysts ~f D2 
ee-mn.Lys~s of D~ 
RHXtraCt~on of dilution 
Re-extraction of origlnaL 
Re-extractio~ Confirmation 
Reporting Ltmit 
Relative Percent Difference of dupLicate.(unrounded) anaLyses 
ReLattve ReSl~$e Factor 
Retention 

P~ge ~ 
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SD 
U~B 
SSV 
SLCS 

LCDP 
HI)PH 
HI)FP 
LCFP 

e2 

Re*ent.~.n T~me ~/tndo~ Sempl.e ~.1) A 9 dlg]t number untque #or eech sempLe, "~he f~rs~ 
s4x d~g~s are referr~ ~s ~he ~ nu~r 
Se~ C~roL Bk~k 
SertaL 0iL~ion ~LcuLat~ ~hen ~a~Le ~ncen~rBtton ~x~ 50 ~s ~h~ 
Unse~ ~ntroL B~ank 
Second S~rce Vert~t~on St~dard 
SoLtd ~r~o~ ~n~L 
pH ~L~br~on C~ck L~P pH ~rator~ Con~ro~ ~mpLe 
~ ~ra~o~ Consul ~mpLe D~Ltcate 
~ Sa~L~ ~Lt~ 
F Lash~n~ S~Le 
F La.h~n~ LCS 
~eLex Check StandaPd R~e ~ 

~eLe~ Che=k S~da~ Ra~e 
N~te I: The Post Sp~ke Pesign~t~on on Batch (;C for GFAA ~s deslgnate~ ~tth an "s" add~ to ~he cuP~ent 
¯ bbrev~a~ u,~. ~. L~S ~LCS Po,~ Sptke (GF~); ~HS P~t Sp~ke (GF~) 
No~e 2: ~e HD =~LouL~t~ ~n ~L~e dt~fer~ce (A) vhen the ~Le ~ncent~on ~s Less ~h~n 5 ~ the 
~portiq Li~. Th~ ~ntroL Limit ts repres~ as +/- the ~. 

P~e 30 
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STL 
Sl"L Cl,~.a~ 

2417 Bond Street 
Llnlv~rsity Park, IL 6D466 

Phone: 708-53~-5200 
Fax: 708-534--~q I 

I~ejecz Ifam~ 

Client 
S .a~nple ID 

I 
! 

Samprmg 

"rimo 

Phone: 

Fax: 

F~: 

5. ~OH/Zn, Cod Zo 4o 
6. Cool to 4" 
7. Nine 

STL Chicago Is a part of Se~em Trent Labom~des, Inc. 

Lab 

Additional Analyses / Remarks 

m of M~Hng 

MWG13-15 18927 

Electronic Filing: Received, Clerk's Office 09/09/2019



OF ILLINOIS 

SPRINGFIELD, ILLINOIS 62794-9276 (217) 782-6761 

StateForm LPC628/81     11.532-0610 

PLEASE TYPE      (Fore1 (~eslgned for use on e,te (t 2.pitch) bjpewrlter.)          EPA Form 8700-92 (Rev. ~-~9) 

j UNIFORI~~OUS 1. Generator’s U~ EPAHD No. Mmffest 
Document No. 

WASTE MANIFEST I 
3.~p~;~s~N~+~l,a~.~plllng Address Location if Olfferent 

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY DIVISION OF LAND POLLUTION CONTROL 

RO. BOX 19J~76~ FOR HIPMENT OF HAZARDOUS ~ ~ 

t~ID SPECIN. WASTE ’ ", 

4. *24 HOUR EMERGENCY AND SPILL ASSISTANCE NUMBERS* 
5. Transporter I .Company Name 

.~. 
! 6. 

7. Transporter 2 Company Name 8, 

US EPA ID Number 

US EPA ID Number 

9. Designated Facility Name and Site Address 10. US EPA ID Number 

~ F~r~vir~n~h 

11. ~S DOT Description (Including Proper Shipping N~e, H~d Class, ~d ID Number) 

G 
8. 

E 

N’ 

Pdnted~ Name 

RT 17. Tr~spo~er 1 Ac~wl~gement ~ R~lpt ~ Mated~s 
A Pdnt~ N~ 

16. GENERATOR’S CERTIFICATION: I hereby declare thet the ~ontents of this consignment am fully and accurately dsscrlbed above by L 

proper shipping name and are classified, packed, marked, and labeled, and am In all respects In proper cond~on for transport by highway ¯ 
eccordlng to appllcabls International and rletlonal government regulations, 
If I am e large quantity generator, I certify that I have a program In place to reduce the volume and toxicity of waste genii to the degree I have determined to 
be economically practicable al~d that I have selected theprectlcable method of 1~eetment, storage, or disposal currently available to me which mlnlmizse the preSent 
and future threat to human health and the environment; OR, if I am a small quantity generator,/have made a good faith effort to minimize my waste generation and 
select ,the best waste management method that Is available to me and that I can afford.                                                         ’ 

F 
A 
C 
I 

19. Discrepancy Indication Space 

Signature 

Signature 

Mon/h Day. Year 

iii I1 ~--I ~ I,~ 1~ 
Date 

Date~ 

Monlh ,Day Year 

20. Facility Owner or Operator: Certification of receipt of,hazardous mateflals covered by this manitemt, :except as noted in item 19. ate 

Pd~ed/’~jpedName ’~ ..... t~‘ . I Signature ; ’-.,~:,.-~t M~or~h Day Year 
L_ -+.. +.++.: .+. + ,.+. ++ ++ I ..+. -v.+7 ...... i i+ ,+~. /+ +:.++ 

~7 ...... x+’ .... " I .... ~’, + + , + ! i + i ~, + 
"l~Is Allen+ Is authorl~od t+ require, purmm~ to llllnols Rovlmldl’ ~ito, IB89, ~hap~" 111 II~, lli~lon I00~, ’ ~nd 10~I irn ~Itlor bo submlled to tim Agency. Fallum to _p..~_~d_~_-".. 
llds InformatiOn may rom~It!ln ii clvll ponal~ agldnst ~e ovm~rSliv+opemior nol to ~xceed ~5,000 pot dlly of of thls Infotmi~llon may remill In il llno up to ~li+~ 
per day of viol~t]o~ and Impd~tme.~ up to 5 yearn, Tt~ form has been approved by the Fmms ~ ~. t 

COPY 5. GENERATOR MAIL TO IEPA 
(RCRA HAZARDOUS AND PCB WASTES. ONLY) 
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::L.;:’_’:’ZV,’)g LB 21.!1 TN 

01    ~11510 

JF00069 

I GRID 

WEIGltMASTER 

DATE IN 
21 November e.005 

DATE OUT 

> 

ALESSIO~I 

11817932     EXE ILL 

Inbound - 

e:e9 pm 

DF.~CRIFI1ON 

YARDS 
Oi’.IMEN TAL FEE 

;AFETY MEMOS: 
Hard hats MUST be worn. 
High Visibility vests MUST be worn. 
Passengers MUST remain in vehicle at all times. S~eNATURE 

TAX 

TENDERED 

CHANGE 

CHECK NO. 
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ASSOCIATES 

Ol ~11477 

JF00069 

DATE IN                                 TiME IN 
~I November ~005     1 : 13 pm 

ALESSIOPl 

i181~932 E ILL 

inbound - 

QTY. UNiT DESCRIPTION RATE EXTENSION TAX TOTAL 

SAFETY MEMOS: 
- Hard hats MUST be worn. 
¯ High Visibility vests MUST be worn. 
o Passengers MUST remain in vehicle at all times. 

CHECK NO. 

¯ 
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ENV IRONTECH L.AI’,Ib; ILL 
~.~3Ot:, ASHLEY i:’,’OAi:,, 

DESCRIPTION 

COl".! ~ :q~]:NATED SOIl_ 

E!’.I’..’ ~ ::: t~I’.II"IENT~L FEE 

SIGNATURE 

;AFETY MEMOS: 
Hard hats MUST be worn. 
High Visibility vests MUST be worn. 
Passengers MUST remain in vehicle at all times. 

01 31145~ 

]F00069 
DATE IN TIME IN 

21 November ~005 II:53 am 
DATE OUT TIME OUT 

VEHICLE ROLL OFF 

ALESS 1021 
FI~I;PJ~F.NCE ORIGIN -~ 

~ 118179312 
EXE ILL 

Inbound - 

EXTENSION TAX 
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ASSOCIATES 

~1~ 
I TI~ 

,. ~          GRID 

I 
JF00069 

TIME IN DATE IN 
21 November ~005     10:39 am 

~ Ob~ 

REFERENCE            ~GIN 

L181’7932           EXE ILL 

Inbound - 

UNn" DESCRIPTION 

TN 
T~MI 

AFETY MEMOS: 
Hard hats MUST be worn. 
High Visibility vests MUST be worn. 
Passengers MUST remain in vehicle at all times. 

TENDERED 

OHANGE 

GItL~K NO. 
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UNIT DESCRIPTION 

,.~ 1... ’~1 ’Fi’l :.~;_: {:.:I’j!’.|’I’AI"I [NA’FED ~OIL 

~...’-" .. ,’:~".. .... v):) .::" i.:,~rr,Pr-_ - YARDS 
¯ ":;0 L.~            EN’...’ [. I:;,:]rlt"IEI’tT~L 

~ ~S~ ~ TICKET GRID ~ 

JFOOO&9 

DATE IN                      ~ IN 

~i Novembmr ~005     9:~8 am 

DA~ ~ ~ME ~ 

~AFETY MEMOS: 
Hard hats MUST be worn. 
High Visibility vests MUST be worn. 
Passengers MUST remain in vehicle at all times. SIGNATURE 

>VEHIC~ 

ALESSIO~I 

Inbound - 

EXE ILL 
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rSltE ’tiCKET 

Ol    311388 

QTY. UNIT 

’= ’"’ ~ N 

1. , .’.>(’ 

DESCRIPTION 

CONTAMINATED 3OIL 

EN’J[I~.ONMENT~L FEE 

;AFETY MEMOS: 
’-lard hats MUST be worn. 
tigh Visibility vests MUST be worn. 

=’assengers MUST remain in vehicle at all times. 

JFOOOb9 
DATE IN 

21 Novemb=_r 20r~5 

DATE OUT 

ALESSI021 

11817932 

Inbound - 

TAX ILL 

"r~IN 
8:4"7 am 

OFF 

TAX TOTAl. 

SIGNATURE 
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’LEASE TYPE 

ENVIRON~I~i~NTA.~pR~TECTION AQENCY DMSION OF LAND POL~IONCONTROL ILLINOIS 
R0. BOX 1927~ ii~ii : SPRINGFIELD, ILLINOI~ 62794-9276 (217) 762-676~1 

,~’i,.~’,~    ’StateForm LPC62e/81 
IL&32-0610 

1, Generat0r’e US EPA’ID No.           Document No. 

WASTE MANIFEST 

4. *24 HOUR EMERGENCY AND 

5. Transporter 1 Company Name 

7. Transporter 2 Company Name 

~BERS* 

6. US EPA ID Number 

US EPA ID Number 

9. Designated Facility Name and Site Address 10. US EPA ID :Number 

1 ~. US DOT Oescrlpti’on £cluOln~ Proper Sh/pplng N~e, H~rd Class, ~d IO Num~O 

do 

15. SpsclaL..Hju!dl~ng Instructions and Add~onal Irfformation 

161 GENERATOR’S CER~’IRCATION: I hereb; dscl~m.that the contents of this consignment 
proper shipping name and are classified, packedi marked, and labeled, and areln all respects 
according to applicable International and national.government regulations. 

to 

health and the environment 
select the best waste management method tha~ 

~ Total 

Pdnted/’ryped Name 

17. Transporter I Acknowledgement of Receipt of Materials 

18. Transporter 2 Acknowledgement of Receipt of Materials 

Pdnted[rN~l N~ne 

F 

I 
I. 
I 
T 
¥ 

Signature 

19. Discrepancy Indication Space 

Date 

Date 

20. Facility Owner or Operator: Ce[tifi~tion of receipt of hazardous materials covered 

Pflnted/Typed Name ,~ ~/’~ ’~         ~         Signature 

Is authorized to Revls~ 111 1/2, ~e~t~on 
this Information may result                     the owner                      $25,000 per d~¥ 
per day of violation and imprisonment up to 5 years. Thls form has ~ approved by tl~ Forms ~ ~ 

COR~i3. GENERATOR MAILTOIEPA 
~ (RCRA HAZARDOUS AND PCB WASTES,~ON ~LY) 

Date 
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UNIT 

Ei’tV :F. :~’C:’tqMENTAL FEE 

SAFETY MEMOS: 
Hard hats MUST be worn. 

. High Visibility vests MUST be worn. 

. Passengers MUST remain in vehicle at all times. 

TN 

SIGNATURE 

311518 

JFO0069 

DAT~ IN 

21 November P.005 

DATE OUT 

ALESSI08 
REFER~ 

1181’7933 

Inb~und - 

3:05 

ILL 

TAX 

TENDERED 

I:HNIGE 

CHECK NO. 
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~ ~I I#87 

JF00069 
DATE IN 

T~I~= 21 November 2005 43 ~m 

DATE OUT 

I 
~ 

~IC~ ~ O~ 

11817933]     EXE ILL 

..~’,"~r’-~:.-! l’.-:.;"e We~.ght " 

QTY. DESCRIPTION RATE EXTENSION TAX TOTAL 

:.1 ON TAM [ NATED ~O I L 

:.N’-, I r;:0NMENTAL. FEE 

UNIT 

TENDERED 

CHANGE 

CHECK NO. 
SAFETY MEMOS: 
, Hard hats MUST be worn. 
, H!gh Visibility vests MUST be worn. 
..Pa~engers MUST remain in vehicle at all times. 
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¯ 

~ I~:IVAU. !:’YLES. H’xSIEWICE ,~: ASSOCIATES 

.’.,,., ,, "E’"_: o O(: LB 1’7.86 TN 

01 31 l#bO 

JFO0069 
DATE IN TiME IN 

~.i. November 2005 12:20 pm 

DATE OUT TiME OUT 

> 
VEHICLE ROLL OFF 

ALESSIO8 
RP.PP.RENCE ORIGIN -~, 

:L1817933 EXE ILL 

Inbound - 

QTY. DESCRIPTION EXTEN~ON TAX TOTAL 

C~3N !’-~H[I’,IA]"ED SOIL 
~. ~E[ ;.’::t!-,:I" YARDS 
:.M’.,, IF i:)MMEI’.ITAL FEE 

FETY MEMOS: 
-lard hats MUST be worn. . ~,                    ’" 
High Visibility vests MUST~be..~,orn. 
=assengers MUST remai!~ iii 9ehicle at all times. ~ 

.~1~- ..... ,.,~;~:~Li,~, ~ ..... ¯ ’    - 
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i:i., .... .~. h D,’. "T, E,,,F~ 
t ;’.300 ASHLEY 

ASSOCIATES 

¯ >’.,~:~ o ’:"£~.(>. 0() LB ! 9.49 TN 

01 811431 

JF00069 

DA~ TIME~ 

21 November 2005 10:55 am 

> 

ALESSI08 
R~ENCE ORIGIN .~ 

11817933           EXE ILL 

Inbound - 

DESCRIPTION 

,AFETY MEMOS: 
Hard hats MUST be worn. 
High Visibility vests MUST be worn. 
Passengers MUST remain in vehicle at all times. 

EXTENSION TAX TOTAL 
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ASHLEY 
3 it: L 

;AFETY MEMOS: 
Hard hats MUST be worn. 
High Visibility vests MUST be worn. 

DESCRIPTION 

16. S? Tn 

Ol 311400 

JF00069 

DATE IN                                 TIME IN 

21 November 2005     9:#3 am- 
DATE OUT TIME OUT 

� 
ROLL OFF 

ALE~ 108 
REFERENCE 

11817933 

Inbound - 

~N 

EXE ILL 

Passengers MUST remain in vehicle at all times. 
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EMV I RONTECH 
;. ~300 ASHLEY 
~40FR I 3    ~ L 

L,TTI\I, DAV I £;, 
~I.,4. PLA.Z~4 D~k[’,,’E 

;,.!F£4 MON~, ] L 
... ,:.~.~ t;- ~.,: ~ ; .if-36 "% ":! i. 

& ASSOCIATES 

!. 06 

’Z’-~. ~. ;~0. :)0 
"’"" ,. "-":’.(:. 00 LB 19.88 TN 

Ol ~11382 

JFO0069 

DAT~ IN 

21 November ~005 

DATE OUT 

> 

ALESS I O8 

Inbound - 

TI~E OUT 

ROLL OFF 

ILL 

am 

DF.~me, i ion                              RATE EXTENION TAX TOTAL 

C!]I,!"~AH ~ NAIED SO I L 
.~:E ,.,~ F,,..: <ARDS 
i:’l’-I~-’ :l ;4C!!’,It"IENTAI. FEE 

FETY MEMOS: 
tard hats MUST be worn. 
4igh Visibility vests MUST be worn. 
)assengers MUST remain in vehicle at all times. SIGNATURE 
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1. Generator’e US EPA ID No. 

WASTE MANIFEST 
tiling Address Location if Different .- ; 

HOUR EMERGENCY AND ]SISTANCE NUMBERS* 
5. Tm~Spoder 1 Company Name ..... 

. 1"~#’ " .... ~," ~ 
ID Number 

/.. 

~. Transpo~er 2 ~ompan~ N~me 8~. /" U~ ~PA ID Number 

11. US DOTD~cdptlon (lH~gPrope~ Shlpping N~, H~rd Class, 

EN’~RONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY DIViBi~)~N OF LAND POLLUTIONCONTROL 
.~ 

BOX 19276 ~, SPRINGRELD, ILUNOIS 627~1-9276 (217) 782-6761 i ~: 

State Form LPC 62 8/8i , ~IL532-0610-- " , 

¯ 2. Page I 

and Additional Information 

16. GENERATOR’S C.ERTIFICATION: I hereby dee.Jam that the contents of this consignment 
name and.are classified, packed, marked, and labeled, and am.in all respects In 

Intematlonal and national-govemment regulations. 

of treatment, 
health and the 

waste 

17. Transporter I Acknowledgement of Receipt of Materials 

Name Signature 

18. Transporter 2 Acknowledgement of Receipt of Materials 
¯ 

PJ:jIILed/Typed Name ~ ,~. J Signature    : 
,~ 4 ~"     , ~.~-’~" ’~ ~ 

~ 
- I 

19. Discrel~ancy In~dlcatlon Space 

Facility Owner or Operator: Certification 

Printed/typed Name Signature / " : 

Th~s Agency Is autttodzed to require, pumuF~t t,p Illinois Revised Sfatute, ’1 Ses~on 1( 
this information may result In a ~Ivll pengity against the owner or operator ex~ed:, ~25,000 per of visisUon. Fal~¢atIon of this 

COPY 5. GENERATOR MAIL TO IEp~ - 
(RCRA HAZARDOUS AND PCB WASTE~L~_ 7~ 

in iten 

Date 

MWG13-15 18942 

Electronic Filing: Received, Clerk's Office 09/09/2019



J’F00069 

~I November 2005     P:39 ~m 
DATE OUT TIME OUT 

MDI409 

11817935 I EXE ILL 
I 

Inbound - 

OTY.                               UNIT                                                                                                                                                    RATE                          I~-XT~u~-" ~ :O N                         TAX 

SAFETY MEMOS: 
Hard hats MUST be worn. 
High Visibility vests MUST be worn. 
Passengers MUST remain in vehicle at all times. 
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~srre ~cK~r I 
01      311465 

JF00069 

DATE ~ ~ME ~ 

21 November ~005 i~:~9 pm 

DA~ O~ ~ME O~ 

> 
~IC~ RO~ O~ 
MD I #09 
RE~CE ~ ONGIN 

tt8~9~°~-,-~ 
~      EXE ILL 

Inbound - 

RAT~ 

r,’E.L’:Or"!) YARDS 
LI’r...’ i: F;:i2NMENT~L ,-,_E 

IAFETY MEMOS: 
Hard hats MUST be worn. 
High Visibility vests MUST be worn. 
Passengers MUST remain in vehicle at all times. SIGNATURE. 
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fSITE TICKET I GRID 

]FOOOb9 

DATE IN TIME IN 

DATE OUT TIME OUT 

~VEHICLE ROLL OFF 
MD I 

REFERENCE 

11817935     I     EXE ILL 

;AFETY MEMOS: 
Hard hats MUST be worn. 
High Visibility vests MUST be worn. 
Passengers MUST remain in vehicle at all times. 

TENDERED 

CHANGE 

CHECK NO. 

SIGNATURE 
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Ol %1140# 

JFOOOb9 
DATE IN 

21 Novmmber 

DATE OUT 

MD I 
R~CE 

11817935 

ASSOCIATES 

t~’~, ,",,", LB 19.56 TN 

DESCRIPTION 

SIGNATURE 

.~...!’,~MI~I\IATED SOIL 
!~EiOf.;O YARD~ 
~iN’,.-’I;~:QNMENTAL FEE 

;AFETY MEMOS: 
Hard hats MUST be worn. 
High Visibility vests MUST be worn. 
Passengers MUST remain in vehicle at all times. 

r GRID                            ~" 

WEIGHMASTER 

TIME IN 

9:5~ am 
TIME our 

ROLL OFF 

EXE ILL 

Inbound - 

RATE EXTENSION 

/ . 

TAX TOTAL 
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Ol     311385 

JFO0069 

I GRID 

WEIGHMASTER 

DATE IN 

. November ~OO5 

DATE OUT 

~’EHICLE 

MD 1409 

11817935 E    ILL 

Inbound - 

TIME IN 

8:50 am 

TIME OUT 

ROLL OFF 

QTY. UNIT DESCRIPTION RATE TAX TOTAL 

C OI’.IT~I"! I NAI"ED .SOIL 

EI’P/!:B:ONMENTAL FEE 

EXTENSION 

, 

;AFETY MEMOS: 
Hard hats MUST be worn. 
High Visibility vests MUST be worn. 
~assengers MUST remain in vehicle at all times. 
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1. Generator’s US EPA ID No. 

WASTE MANIFEST 
3;~V~,~N~,~l~j~+~lling Address Location If Different 

ENVIRQNMENTAL PROTECTION ~GENCY DIVISION OF LAND POLLUTK~-N CONTROL~ 

RO. BOX 19276 =    SPRINGFIELD, ILLINOIS 62794-9276 {217) 782-676i ~. FOR SHIPMENT 0F=HAZARDOUS 
- " AND SPECIAL WASTE. 

.... ~ ~State Form LPC 62 8/81 IL532-06~0 .~.~ .... 
[12-pitch) typewriter.) EPA Form 8700-22 ) ~!~-~<!~: .- "Forr~iApproved. OMB No. 2050-0039 :: 

lnform~on in the shaded iareas Is not Do~Jment No. required by Federal law, but IS mqufrad by 
of       Illinois law. ,. 

4. *24 HOUR EMERQENCY AND SPILL ASSISTANCE NUMBERS* 

5. Transporter 1 Company Name 

7. Transporter 2 Company Name 

US EPA ID Number 

US EPA ID Number 

US EPA ID Number 9. Designated Facility Name and Site Address 

11. US DOT Description (Including Proper Shipping Name, Hazard Class, end ID Number) 12. Containers 

No. 
Total 

16. GENERATOR’S CERTIFICATION: I hereby declare that the contents of this consignment are fully and accurately described above by 
proper shipping name and are classified, packed, marked, and labeled, and are In all respects in proper condil~on for transport by highway ! 
according to applicable Intematlonal and national govemment regulations. ~,, 

~e I am a large quantity generator, I certify that I have a program In place to reduce the volume and toxicity of waste generated to the degree I have 
economically practicable and that I have.selected the practicable method of treatment, storage, or disposal currently available to me which m nlm z 

and future.threat to human health and the ~nvlronment; OR, if I atn a small quantity generator,/have made a good faith effort to minimize my waste ~ 
select the Des~ waste management method that Is available to me and that I can afford. 

, ~ ~ : Date 

Date 

Pdnted/]yped Name 

17. Transporter 1 Acknowledgement of Receipt of Materials 

Name 

18. Tnmsporter 2 Aoknowledgement of Recalpt of Meterlal$ 

Printed/Typed Name 

Signature " ... ’ ’ 

Signature ......... 

I Signature 

19. Discrepancy Indication Space 

~ Owner or Operator: .~C~rlffication of receipt of hazardous materials covered by this man’~if~ except as noted )n item 19. 

Pdnted/Typ@d Name ....... ,~" ,~.;;       ..                I Signature/      -.:--"2" /_~ ’ ’ 

This Agency is authorized t~ require, pursuant to IIII I~F ~ i �1 .:St~ut~ 1889, Chspter 111 1/2, Section. 1004 and 1.~1, that this Infommtio=l be submitted to 
thls information may reeulti3n a civil penaity against the )Wl~rr or’t~ tor not to exceed $25,000.p~.r day of vtold~)l~.Faisltte~tian of this Information may result in 
per day of violation and lmprl~onrnent up to 5 years. Trds form has baan approved W the Forms Managemant Center; 

COPY 5. GENERATOR MAIL TO IEPA . , .... 
(RCRA H~Z.ARDOUS AND PCB WASTES .ON~Y) ..................... ~__~: 

MWG13-15 18948 

Electronic Filing: Received, Clerk's Office 09/09/2019



K’F-’iKAU, !=’".iLE3 ’-v°" ~ J ~.. ¯ .’ J[;~h [CZ . A"3SOCIATES 
AT]N. DA"Jll.~ r"YLE3~ 
;.,..[ ~ FLAZA DR ~ ’./E SU 

C,.:m ~..,-~.~.z’: ~ #...~,:, ~ .ol 

QTY. UNIT 

CONTAMINATED ~OIL 
KEC rjf.::~ YARDS 

SAFETY MEMOS: 
¯ Hard hats MUST be worn. 
- High Visibility vests MUST be worn. 
. Passengers MUST remain in vehicle at all times. 

386 

]F00069 
DATE IN                                 "I1ME IN 

~.I November ~.005     8:50 am 
DATE OUT ~ O~ 

> 

ER68 
REFER~CE ORIG~ . ~ 

~I1817936 
EXE ILL 

Inbound - 

RATE EXTENmON TAX TOTAL 

SIGNATURE 

MWG13-15 18949 

Electronic Filing: Received, Clerk's Office 09/09/2019



~VIRONTECH LANDFILL 
1800 ASHLEY ROAD 
MORRIS IL 

000505 

WEIGHMASTER 

DATE IN TIME IN 

DATE OUT TIME OUT 

>VEHICLE ROLL OFF 

ER~8 

KRIKAU. PYLES, RYSIEWICZ ~. 
ATTN. DAVID PYLEB 
~14 PLAZA ~RIVE SUITE iO~ 
WESTMON~, IL 60559 
Contract: #369Y515~83 

ASSOCIATES 

Gross Weight 71,860.00 LB inbound - 
Stored Tare Weight ~8,000.00 LB 

Net Weight 43,860.00 LB ei.93 TN 
O~. U~ ~-~;~ ~ ~N ~TE EXTENSION T~ TOT~ 

21.93 
15. O0 
1.00 

SIGNATURE 

TN 
YD 
LD 

02 CONTAMINATED SOIL 
27 RECORD YARD~ 
~]" ENVIRONMENTAL FEE 

SAFETY MEMOS: 
. Hard hats MUST be worn. 
¯ High Visibility vests MUST be worn. 
¯ Passengers MUST remain in vehicle at all times. 

TENDERED 

CHANGE 

CHEOK NO. 

MWG13-15 18950 

Electronic Filing: Received, Clerk's Office 09/09/2019



.L L~O0 ASH!_ E"," 
’1ORP I S :[ L 

QTY. UNIT 

,..:’.., ,. ,::,,. .r’l’.! 
15 ,, (::"? 

;AFETY MEMOS: 

01 c~’~311439 

JFO0069 

DATE IN                                 TIME IN 

2! November ,.~005     II:21 am 

ERb8 

~ 181~936 E ILL 

Inbound - 

’-;";~~:)~.) LB ~’J’ 65 TN 

Hard hats MUST be worn.                 ~ 
High Visibility vests MUST be worn. 
Passengers MUST remain in vehicle at all times, mGNATURE 

EXTENSION TAX 

MWG13-15 18951 

Electronic Filing: Received, Clerk's Office 09/09/2019



!. 300 ~SHL!-Z’< 
iORFI I S [ L. 

0 ! 31 ’I 470 

JF00069 

21 November ,~005 12:47 l~m 
DATE OUT T1ME OUT 

’.’.i.: :’~’.-~ I.~÷. : ..:~’-:÷ ,.:.b.. :::,a’:::,,(.,O LB Inbound - 
..’ ,: .L, r ~d ra.,-~ i..;~? ~ ..gh !: ,...’.’.:.:.", o ’.":,’:.0. O0 

QTY. UNIT DESCRIPTION TAX TOTAL 

F,:L~:[It:;:~ YARD.~, 
I:-ZNL.’ .1: FCt’.IMENTAL FEE 

SIGNATURE 

SAFETY MEMOS: 
, Hard hats MUST be worn. 
¯ High Visibility vests MUST be worn. 
, Passengers MUST remain in vehicle at all times. 

~ NO. 

MWG13-15 18952 

Electronic Filing: Received, Clerk's Office 09/09/2019



01 1 

JFO~’~O~,9 

DATE IN TIME IN 

21 November 2005 2:09 ~m 
DA~ O~                     ~ ~ 

> 
V~lC~ ~ o~ 

REFERENCE 

11817936 
~N 

EXE ILL 

UNIT 

~AFETY MEMOS: 
Hard hats MUST be worn. 
High Visibili~ vests MUST be worn. 
Passengers MUST remain in vehicle at all times. 

............................................................... , :".:L~ ’..~. _ 

MWG13-15 18953 

Electronic Filing: Received, Clerk's Office 09/09/2019



¯ H[JF:R [ S [ L 

QTY. UNIT 

~ :.. , ,::    ;,’p 

;AFETY MEMOS: 
Hard hats MUST be worn. 
High Visibility vests MUST be worn. 
Passengers MUST remain in vehicle at all times. 

TN 

SIGNATURE                        .     .:.!: :’: L~..’ 

~!ON TAX TOTAL 

MWG13-15 18954 

Electronic Filing: Received, Clerk's Office 09/09/2019



~ ~S~TATE OF’iLLINOIS 
.~ ~ ’:- ,,I ;~j~ RO. BO~( 1~127~°i,~ SPRINGFIt~LD, I~NOIS ~794-9276 (21~ 782-8761 

~ ~ ’ ~e~ ~8/81    I~10 
LEASE ~PE ~ d~ ~r ~ on p~ (12-p~) ~.) ~A 

& UNIFOR~~~S ~ I 1. Generator’s US EPA ID No. 

T WASTE MAN=FEST I I 

/ 4. *24 HOUR EMERGENCY AND SPILL ASSISTANCE NUMBERS* "                  , 
/ 5’. Tranepoder 1 Company Name     . .~ ~           6.         US EPA ID Number        . 

i 
T. Tra~po~er 2 Comply N~e 8.I US EPA ID Number 

/ 9. D~ignated Facll~ Name and Site Addre~ i0. US EPA ID Number 

I I 
~ 1 i’ US DOTBeccrlption (Including Proper Shipping Name, H~a~ Cla~s, and ID Number) 

G 

R 

A 

O 

bo 

co 

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTIONA~IENCY DIVISION OF LAND POLLUTION CONTROL 

AND 

Total 

T 
R 
A 
N 
S 
P 
O 
R 
T 
E 
R 

15. Special Handling Instructions and Additional Information 

16. GENERATOR’S CERTIRCATION: I hereby declare that the contents of this conalgnment are fully an.d au~urately deecrlbed above by 
proper shipping name and are classified, pecked, marked, and labeled; and are In all respects in proper ¢ond~on for transport by highway 
according to applicable international and national government regulations. 
If I am e large quantity generator, I certify that I have a program In place to reduce the volume and 
be economically pmcticeble and that I have selected thepra~qable method of treatment, ston e: 
and future threat to human health and the environment OR, ff ~’am a small quantity generator, h L~ effort to 
se act the best waste management method that Is available to me and that I cen afford. 

8,1gnature ,"i.~ .. "..~ "~ 

- 

Pdr~ed/Typed Name 

, iK’ ..... 
17. Transporter’~’ Acknowledgement of Receipt of Materials 

Name 

18. Transporter 2 Acknowledgement of Receipt of Materials 
Printed/Typed Name 

19. Discrepancy Indication Space 

I Slgnqture 

20. Facility Owner or Operator: Certification of receipt of hazardous materials covered by this rr~lfest except as noted in item 19,.~: 

~hls Agency Is authorized to requlrelpursuant to IIIInols Revlsed: Statut~191~9, Chapter III 112, Sectlqn 1004 a~d i021, tI1~d~hls Informilion be s~bmltted 
thls Information may result In a c,h~ pen~Ity against the owner or op~I~! not to exceed $25,000 per d~y of violation. Falslfloation of thls 
per d~y of vlolation and Imprisonment ~p to 5 yeats. Thls form has been approved by the Forms Mansgement Center. 

~, COPY 5. GENERAT~OR MAIL TO IEPA 
, (RCRA HAZARDOUS AND PCB WASTES ONLY) ’:~ 

MWG13-15 18955 

Electronic Filing: Received, Clerk's Office 09/09/2019



L!’.i’,."IF:ONTE,Ct-! ,-~.1~ I:.~. 
1!300 ~SFL!-’;° I-::OAL’- 

QTY. UNIT 

;AFETY MEMOS: 
Hard hats MUST be worn. 
High Visibility vests MUST be worn. 
Passengers MUST remain in vehicle at all times. 

I 

.~F00069 

~I November ~005 
DATE OUT 

) 

ALESSIOI9 

REFERENCE        I ORIGIN 
1181"793~            EXE ILL 

¯ 

i 
"IIME IN 

3: i~ ~m 
TIME O~T 

" bound !. El 

F 

EXTENSION TAX TOTAL 

TENDERED 

CHANGE 

CHECK NO. 

MWG13-15 18956 

Electronic Filing: Received, Clerk's Office 09/09/2019



& ASSOCIATES 

t 

TN 

AFETY MEMOS: 
tard hats MUST be worn. 
tigh Visibility vests MUST be worn. 

i~assengers MUST remain in vehicle at all times. 

0! 311490 I 
]F00069 

E1 November HO05 I:47 ~m 

DATE OUT TIME OUT 

> 
VEHICLE ROLL OFF 
ALESSIDI9 

REFERENCE I ORIGIN 

11817934 

1            EXE    ILL 

RATE EXTENSION TAX TOTAL 

SIGNATURE 

MWG13-15 18957 

Electronic Filing: Received, Clerk's Office 09/09/2019



QTY. 

JF00069 

DATE IN TIME IN 
~I November ,:. -,,.,~ 1e:23 pm 

DATE OUT TIME OUT 

VEHICLE ROII OFF 

REFERENCE ORIGIN 

;AFETY MEMOS: 
Hard hats MUST be worn. 
High Visibility vests MUST be worn. 
Passengers MUST remain in vehicle at all times, sIgnATuRE 

EXTENSION TAX TOTAL 

MWG13-15 18958 

Electronic Filing: Received, Clerk's Office 09/09/2019



IAFETY MEMOS: 

Ol 311433 

]F00069 

DATE IN 

~I November P-005 

VEHICLE 

ALESSIOI’? 
REFERENCE 

l 18 t’7934 

Inbound - 

I 
ORIGIN 

EXE ILL 

10:59 am 

TI~E OUT 

"ROLL OFF 

RATE EXTI=N~-ION TAX TOTAL 

SIGNATURE 

Hard hats MUST be worn. 
High Visibility vests MUST be worn. 
Passengers MUST remain in vehicle at all times. 

TENDERED 

~’U~NGE 

~ECK NO. 

MWG13-15 18959 

Electronic Filing: Received, Clerk's Office 09/09/2019



O! 31140! 

WEIGHMA~J~ 
_rF’ocK~69 

DATE IN                       TIME IN 

,21 November 2005     9:46 am 

DA~ O~ ~E O~ 

~i~SSIOI9 

REtRaCE 

11817934 

Inbound - 

OR~IN 

EXE ILL 

DESCRIPTION 

;AFETY MEMOS: 
Hard hats MUST be worn. 
High Visibility vests MUST be worn. 
Passengers MUST remain in vehicle at all times. 

EXTENEION TAX 

SIGNATUR~ 

MWG13-15 18960 

Electronic Filing: Received, Clerk's Office 09/09/2019



¯ ;AFETY MEMOS: 
- Hard hats MUST be worn. 
¯ High Visibility vests MUST be worn. 
¯ Passengers MUST remain in vehicle at all times. 

01 11384 

J’FO0069 
DATE IN "r~ME IN 

~I November 2005 8:48 am 

ALESS I O 19 
R~CE ONGIN ’ 

1181S~934 EXE ILL 

I nbound - 

EXTENSION TAX 

SIGNATURE 

MWG13-15 18961 

Electronic Filing: Received, Clerk's Office 09/09/2019



~STATE OF ILLINOIS= 

- ~’ ~ ~0... B~)X 19276 SPRINGFIELD, IllINOIS 62794-9276 (217) 782-6781: 
’~- State Form LPC 62 8/81    IL562-0610 ~’~ 

LEASE TYPE      (For~ designed for use on elite {12-pitch) typewr~?.)          EPA Fomt 8700-22 

UNIFORII~~S 
11. Generator’s US EPA ID No. WASTE MANIFEST 

ooc~.~ 
I 

3~e~l~~rlling Address           Location if Different            ~ ~ 

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY DIVISION OF LAND POLLUTI(~N CONTROL 

4. *24 HOUR EMERQENCY AND SPILL ASSISTANCE NUMBERS* 

5. TranSporter 1 Company Name ~’ ~’ 6. US EPA ID Number 

Company Name                       8.         US EPA ID Number 

I 
9. Designated Facility Name and Site Address 10. US EPA ID Number 

11. US DOT Description (Including Proper Shipping Name, Hazard Class, and ID Number) 

2. Page 1 

of 

bo 

15. ~p~ia!~ling Instru~ons and Additional Information 

13. 
Total 

AND i ~, 

16. GENERATOR’S CERTIFICATION: I hereby declare that the contents of this consignment are fully and accurately described above by 
proper shipping name and are classified, packed, marked, and labeled, and are in all respects In proper condition for transport by highway 
according to applicable International and national government rogulations.                           , 
!f I am a large quantity generator, I certify that I have a program in place to reduce the volume and toxicity of waste generated 
De economically practicable and that I have selected the pracl~ceble method of treatment, storage, or disposal currently available tome 
and future.threat to human health and the envirOnment; OR, ff I am a small quantity generator, Ihave made s good faith effort to 
select the De= waste management method that Is available to me and that I can afford.     "’ 

I Signature 

Signature 

Printed/Typed Name 

Acknowledgement of Receipt of Mate, dais. 

18, Transporter 2 i 

Printed/Typed Name 

19. Discrepancy Indication Space 

I Signature 

’ Owner or Operator: Ce.r.t~cation of receipt of hazardous materials covered by this mar]ifast except as noted in item 19. 

Printed/Typed Name 
/ ~-"" 

m~ ~orma~on may resu~ ~n/- ~ pen~,~y egau~t me owner or ope~tor not to ex~ee~ ~a.,~,u~a per ~ay m vm~a~on. ~s~a~on m m~s m~n~on may’ 

COPY 5, GENERATOR MAIL TO IEPA 
(RCRA HA,~.ARDOUS AND PCB WASTES ONLY) 

MWG13-15 18962 

Electronic Filing: Received, Clerk's Office 09/09/2019



IflORR I .’.::~ I L 

QTY.               UNIT 

~ ~!’" "r’~l 

; :"., .. 0,.> ";I> 
1... ’., 0 !.. (:’. 

’’", e 

Iii:Fi’..’ :r. ~.; ,’J!’-IMEI’,I F~L FEE 

;AFETY MEMOS: 
Hard hats MUST be worn. 
High Visibility vests MUST be worn. 
Passengers MUST remain in vehicle at all times. 

Ol I    311509 

JF00069 
DATE IN 

21 November 2005 
D~ ~ 

~EHIC~ 

ALESSI069 

,11817931 I     EXE 

e:~ pm 

ILL 

!nbound - 

EXTENSION TOTAL 

MWG13-15 18963 

Electronic Filing: Received, Clerk's Office 09/09/2019



.~30r’, ASHLF"/ i:;’O~g, 

ASSOCIATES 

01     311475 

JF00069 

DATE IN                      "I1ME IN 
~.I November ~005     i:07 pm 

DATE O~T                     ~ ~ 

ALE~IO~9 
REFt~plENCE 

i 1817931 

TN 

~nbound - 

SIGNATURE 

ORIGIN 

EXE ILL 

AFETY MEMOS: 
!-lard hats MUST be worn. 
!tigh Visibility vests MUST be worn. 
r assengers MUST remain in vehicle at all times. 

~F:NSlON TAX TOTAL, 

MWG13-15 18964 

Electronic Filing: Received, Clerk's Office 09/09/2019



"SITE 

J TIC 

GRID 
~ 

Ol ~11449 
I 

]F00069 

DATE IN TiME IN 
~i November ~005 II:49 am 

DATE OUT TIME OUT 

: ROLL OFF 
~VEHICLE 

ALESBIO~9 

REFERENCE 

L 181’7931 

Inbound -. 

ORIGIN 

EXE ILL 

.::::":,.~:,~’Co":.":’~ LB 19.81 TN 

QTY. UNIT DESCRIPTION RATE EXTENSION TAX 

~:FH’tI’~i-! t’Lt~TED SOl’ 
,~’--.-..,.,, .,.’ ~ ARDS 
!2’,r.,.’ ~ ~ ~.’..]i’-tMENT’~L F’EE 

;AFETY MEMOS: 
Hard hats MUST be worn. 
High Visibility vests MUST be worn. 
°assengers MUST remain in vehicle at all times. S~GNA~URE 

MWG13-15 18965 

Electronic Filing: Received, Clerk's Office 09/09/2019



1J      3114E4 

JF00069 
DAT~ IN                      TIME IN 

~I November ~005     I0:36 am 

ALESS 1069 
RE~E 

I ~N 

1817931 
J     EXE ILL 

I r~bo,.,nd - 

TA~ 

kFETY MEMOS: 
Hard hats MUST be worn. 
High Visibility vests MUST be worn. 
Passengers MUST remain in vehicle at all times. S~GN~U~ 

MWG13-15 18966 

Electronic Filing: Received, Clerk's Office 09/09/2019



311396 
I ’ 

J’FO0069 
DATE IN ~ IN 

21 November ~005 9:~4 am 
DATE OUT ~ OUT 

ROLL OFF 

ALESSI069 
REFERENCE 

1181, .31 

Inbound - 

ORIGIN 

ILL 

OTY. UNIT DE~CI~it.iiON EXTENSION TAX TOTAL 

’;." 1:., 

,AFETY MEMOS: 
Hard hats MUST be worn. 
High Visibilily vests MUST be worn. 
Passengers MUST remain in vehicle at all times. SIGNATURE 

MWG13-15 18967 

Electronic Filing: Received, Clerk's Office 09/09/2019



UNIT 

~21, 
~ ,7.. 

L, 00 t. 

<’,-- C G!".l ," A M [ I’.IA T ED SOIL 
.F- ¢".rF 
L..;.,.~- "fAREI£ 

!, : :"7,tV [F;:tJNtdEIqTAL II:’EE 

;AFETY MEMOS: 
Hard hats MUST be worn. 
High Visibility vests MUST be worn. 
Passengers MUST remain in vehicle at all times. 

’VEHICLE 
~LE$SI069 

REFERENCE 

t 1817931 

inbound - 

EXTE~_8!ON TAX 

SIGNATURE 

MWG13-15 18968 

Electronic Filing: Received, Clerk's Office 09/09/2019



~STATE OF ILLINOIS ~ ~..~; ~ ! RO. BOX 19276 SPRINGFIELD, ILLINOIS 62794-9276 (217) 782~76i 

.... (12,~Rr.,h) typewriter.) EPA Form 8700-22 (Rev. PLEASE TYPE\ ~d~dgnedforu~eonellte~ : ~ ~’ ,S1a~Form LPC628/81    11.562~0610 

UaiFORl~~~lS I1. Generator’s us EPA ID No. Document No. 
WASTE MANIFEST I 

3o~r~s~.~l~iling Address Location If Different 

ENVIRONMENTAI~ PROTECTION AGENCY DIVISION OF LAND POLLUTION CONTROL 

4. *24 HOUR EMERGENCY AND SPILL ASSISTANCE NUMBERS* 

5.. Transporter 1 Company Name .~..~. 

7. Transporter 2 Company Name 
~’/5i6. 

USEPAIDNumber 

I 
8.         US EPA ID Number 

10. US EPA ID Number 9. Designated Facility Name and Site Address 

~nvkomt~oh 
’|a0~ Ashi~y Rd ~is il. ~0 

I 
11. US DOT Description (Including Proper Shipping Name, Hazard Class, and ID Number) 

a. 

b. 

d. 

15. Special Handling Instructions and Additional Information 

FOR SHIPMENT OF HAZARDOUS 
AND, SPECIAL WASTE’ 

PdntedKyped Name 

17. Transporter I Acknowledgement of Receipt-of Materials 
Prlnted/Typed Name 

Form Approved.( 

2. Page 1 

13. 
Total 

16. GENERATOR’S CERTIFICATION: I hereby declare that the contents of this consignment are fully and accurately described above by ’i 
proper shipping name and are classified, packed, marked, and labeled, and are In all respects In proper condition for transport by highway 
according to applicable International and national government regulations. 
ff I am a large quanffiy generator, 1 ced~fy that I have a program in piece to reduce the volume and toxicity of waste generated to the 
be economically practicable and that I have selected theprac~cable method of treatment, storage, or disposal currently available 
and future threat to human health and the environment OR, if I am a small quantity generator, [have made a good faith effort to 
se ect the best waste management method that is available to me and that I can afford. 

I Signature                  -~ ’ 7 

18. Transporter 2 Acknowledgement of Receipt of MateriaLs 

Printed/Typed Name 

I Signature ..... 

19. Discrepancy Indication Space 

I Slgnatu[e~ :~= 

20. Facility Owner or Operator: Certifl~oation of receipt of hazardous’materials covered by this manifest except as noted In item 

P.ntedn~ ~lame ~--7+’        ;     I slgnatur’e    ,’ ’-’~-~~’ ..,~,;<          , 
L~-- . 

ds’ ~]en~-.y Is aulh~rlzed to rl~lulre, pu~ to l]llrloIs ReUsed SI~.~, Cl~pt~r 111 I12, Se~on 1004 ~ 1021, ~ lhls Inf0rm~on be submi     r~ 
thIs Inform~on rnsy result Inia clvll penslty sgalnst the o~ner o~ operator not to exesed $25,000 per dsy of vlol~on, r-~islll~on of thls Informatlon may 
per d~y of vlol~on end Impffsonthent up to 5 yesm. This form hes besn approved by the Forms Msnagement Cent’. 

COPY 5. GENERATOR MAIL TO IEPA                   ~ 

(RORA HAZa!IRDOUS AND POB WASTES ONLY) 

M0r~h 

MWG13-15 18969 

Electronic Filing: Received, Clerk's Office 09/09/2019



hle "i: 

QTY. UNIT 

! :’S. Oq ’,,’T:, 

[ . ::(: 

ASSOCIATES 

I..I3 2~.~9 TN 

C f:] I’ l"i A M "[ rq AF E O ~01 I_ 

SAFETY MEMOS: 
Hard hats MUST be worn. 
High Visibility vests MUST be worn. 
Passengers MUST remain in vehicle at all times. 

01 I 1 

JFOO()b9 

DATE IN             ¯ ¯       ~ I~ 

~I November ,~005     8:56 am 

> 
~HIC~ ~ O~ 

MDI?31 
REFERENCE ORIGIN 

EXE ILL 

Inbound - 

T~ 

SIGNATUR~_~=~’~ 

TENDERED 

CHANGE 

CHECK NO. 

./ 

MWG13-15 18970 

Electronic Filing: Received, Clerk's Office 09/09/2019



[, 0 :    i,. 

;AFETY MEMOS: 

JFO0069 

~.HICL~ 

MDI931 
REF~R~ 

181793? 

DATE IN 

,=I November ,?005 am 
DATE OUT 

Inbound - 

10:~1 

ORIGIN 

EXE ILL 

RATE EXTENSION TAX TOTAL 

Hard hats MUST be worn. 
High Visibility vests MUST be worn. 

%~,~,.~~ ,~ / 
Passengers MUST remain in vehicle at all times. S~QNATURE 

TENDERED 

CHANGE 

CHECK NO. 

MWG13-15 18971 

Electronic Filing: Received, Clerk's Office 09/09/2019



16,~I 

01 311 #4a. 

JF00069 
DATE IN ’lIME IN 

21 November ~005 11:36 am 
DA~ O~ ~E ~ 

~lc~ ~ O~ 

MDI931 

11817937 ~ EXE ILC 

EXTENSION QTY. UNIT 

!..._,.. p, 1. i-H I~TE~ SOIL 
I. ECrff;:.,’.: Y’ARDS 

EI’,t’,’ i. F,:i:::MMENI’AL FEE 

SAFETY MEMOS: 
, Hard hats MUST be worn. 
, High Visibility vests MUST be worn. 
, Passengers MUST remain in vehicle at all times. SIGNATURE 

Inbound - 

TN 

TENDERED 

CHANGE 

~’HE~K NO. 

MWG13-15 18972 

Electronic Filing: Received, Clerk's Office 09/09/2019



¯ :.. t TM .. D~’,,’ ~ D 

b![ZUTMONZ. !L ,"_,("5 5’~ 
’ ’.:.n t~-ac t : 

TN 

,AFETY MEMOS: 
Hard hats MUST be worn. 
High Visibility vests MUST be worn. 
i}assengers MUST remain in vehicle at all times. 

Ol I 311474 

JFO0069 
DATE IN 

21 November 
DATE OUT 

Inbound -. 

RATE EXTENSION TAX TOTAL 

TENDERED 

Clt~N~E 

CHECK NO. 

MWG13-15 18973 

Electronic Filing: Received, Clerk's Office 09/09/2019



19.()~ TN 
DE~CmPT~ON 

EC.’N Y~M .~: N~’T’ED SO I L 
I.!,.~..L,,~ .,-. YARDS 
!::N’,’ I I:-~’91’.IMEI~,t’IAL FEE 

SAFETY MEMOS: 
, Hard hats MUST be worn. 
, High Visibility vests MUST be worn. 
’ Passengers MUST remain in vehicle at all times. 

Ol ~11507 

JFOOOb9 
DATE iN TIME IN 

;£1 November P.O05 ~:I~ pm 

MDI931 

11817937I           EXE ILL 

Inbound -- 

TAX 

S IGNATU~ ~ ~’~3 / 

TOTAL 

,.i 

TENDERED 

CHANGE 

CHECK NO. 

MWG13-15 18974 

Electronic Filing: Received, Clerk's Office 09/09/2019



AT’IN, DAV++D FYLLg 

-~ 1. :~ I-:’LA:~A OF;’ :[ :7t2: +:-’.U I IE i 06 

..-++. ",. ~ # ].L:.’:"~ ‘+ t+ 5E’;3:+] 

l".te t. l++.t÷ ~ +,~...# 

UNIT 

LB 
"’+’ +..,..., ~’~.O       ~ OO I_Et 
3;&.~LEK::,,?O LB 16.44 TN 

DESCRIPTION 

COt’.I !AMINATED ~Oll_ 
" "r~’.~+’’+. Y’ARDS 
+_+l,l., :l !<:!I’JMEI’,II+~/ FEE 

-3AFETY MEMOS: 
Hard hats MUST be worn. 

, High Visibility vests MUST be worn. 
Passengers MUST remain in vehicle at all times. 

01 1 311529 
I 

~I November 2005 I 3:37 tom 
OA’I~ OUT 

MDI931 

11817937~     EXE ILL 

Inbound - 

T~ 

TENDERED 

CHANGE 

CHECK NO. 

MWG13-15 18975 

Electronic Filing: Received, Clerk's Office 09/09/2019



0NIFOPJ~i~’t~P’~S" ~V,~mrl~ MANIFEST J 1., Generator’s.. US EP~IO No. 

3.~Qer~ereto[’s~Name andM,alllng Address Location if Different 

lt~O ~r~tahon Rd ,]~OJl~t & ~ 

4. *24 HOUR EMERGENCY AN~ SPILL ASSISTANCE NUMBERS* 
5. Transpo~er 1Co,pany Name 

~:/~ 

6. 

7. Transpo~er 2 Company Name 8. 

US EPA ID Number 

9. Designated Facility Name~and S~ Address 10. 

11. US DOT Description #ncludlng Proper Shipping N~e, H~rd ClaSs, ~d ID Number) 

FOR 8HIPME~OF HAZARDOUS 
AND SPECIAL WASTE 

Manff~t P_Page I 
No. 

, of 

E 

US EPA IO Number    ’ ,E. Transporter’ 
’) IDNumber 

US EPAIO Number " E Tra~sPOrter’~Phone(:]: )i ii’,’ ¯ ;i’ 

¯ ’lDNumberl!i,]: I I I ;1i, I I I~’ 

No. Type    Quantity Wt/Vol i’, .~== 

T 

0 

R 

Co 

do " 

I t I t 

I I I I 
,i EPA HW Number 

15, Special Handling Instructions and Additional Information 

16. GENERATOWS CERTIRCATION: I’ hereby declare that the contents of this consignment are fully and acouratal’ t dsecdbed above by           ’ 
proper shipping’name and are classified, pecked, marked, and labeled, and am In all respects In proper condition for transport by highway 

¯ according to applicable intematlonal and national g’ovemment regulations.                                             ’             . 
Ifi-am a large quantity generator,l certify that I~’i~ave a program In place to reduce the volume and toxicity of waste generated to the degree I have determined to 
be economically practicable and that I have selected thepracUeable method of treatmant, storage, or disposal currently avalisbis to me Whlchmlnlmlzes the present 
and future threat to human health and the environment OR, if I am a small quantity generator./have made a good faith effort to minimize my waste generation and 
select the best waste management method that Ib avsi!able to me and that I can afford. 

~,,                                          I Date ’ 
¯ Pdnted/ryped Name Signature ~ ’ 

o,," / :~ 

17, Transporter 1 Acknowledgement of Receipt of Materials 

18. Transporter 2 Acknowledgement of Becelpt of Materlal~, 

Pdnted/lyped Name 

1_9. Discrepancy Indication Space 

Signature 

n 

’~ !"~0. Facility Owner or Operat,o~. Certification of receipt of hazardous materials covered bythis manifest except as noted In item 19. ’ ’ 

Y    Pdnted/Typ~l Name ~/ : ~       ’~                  J Signature 
... /.~ ~ ....... t .,-" .,. I .._. . 

I ........ 
Th!8 Agency. is authorlze~ to req, qre, purs~pnt., to Illlno18 R.s~ised’~t~uto, lg89, Chapter !11 1/2, 8eotlon 
this lnformauon may re~JIt in a civil penmty against the ~e~r.,or operator not to exceed $2B.000 per 
per day of violation ~nd In/prisonment up to 5 yems. This fo~m has ~ ~pprowd by the Fo~s Management Center, 

Month Day Year 

Mont~i Day Year: 

Monlh Day, Year 

COPY 5, GENERATOR MAIL TO IEPA 
(RCRA HAZARDOUS AND PCB WASTES ONLY) ..... 

’Month Day Year 

provide 
may r’-,~ult In 

MWG13-15 18976 
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QTY. UNIT DESCm~ 

,_:~2, q-L/ ]N ~:,~_ C~Ni~-~,M ! N~ ]’~B SOIL 

,AFETY MEMOS: 
Hard hats MUST be worn. 
High Visibility vests MUST be worn. 
~assengers MUST remain in vehicle at all times. SIGNATURE 

Ol 311397 

JFO0069 

DA~ m 
21 November 2005 

ERI6 
REFER~CE 

I ONG~N 

~ I1817938 
[ 

EXE ILL 

Inbound - 

9:05 am 

EXTEL~-Lrt~- TAX TOTAL 

MWG13-15 18977 

Electronic Filing: Received, Clerk's Office 09/09/2019



!. ¯ 0(     L. 

01     311#~8 

JF00069 
DATB IN ~ IN 

~i November ~005 I0:47 am 
DATE OUT TIME OUT 

VEHICLB ROLL OFF 
ERIb 

REFERENCE I ORIGIN ,i 

11817938 
I     EXE ILL 

Inbound - 

DESCRIPTION RATE EXTEN~N TAX TOTAL 

nrl,~tl;;,lwrED GOIL 
~.:[{[:E.’~ :D fARD~ 
.:.H-,o, ~ i..bI’IMEN r~L FEE 

SAFETY MEMOS: 
, Hard hats MUST be worn. 
. High Visibility vests MUST be worn. 
, Passengers MUST remain in vehicle at all times. SIGNATURE 

MWG13-15 18978 
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~: ~SSOC I 

EI’IV:~r,:!]t’,IMZNI’~L FEE 

;AFETY MEMOS: 
Hard hats MUST be worn. 
High Visibility vests MUST be worn.- 
Passengers MUST remain in vehicle at all times. SIGNATURE 

01     311458 

JFO0069 
DATE IN 

~.1 November 2005 

ERI& 
ORIGIN 

EXE 

I 
TI~EIN 

12:13 om 
~ o~rr 

Inbound - 

TN 
RATE ~!_nN TAX TOTAL 

MWG13-15 18979 
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L hlV I R.ONTECH , ..... ,-.~ P-! .... ] LL 

M 0 t:: R .[ S [ L 

QTY. UNIT 

" .5. ( ,,:: :~.’ 

DESCRIPTION 

;AFETY MEMOS: 
!tard hats MUST be worn. 
;ligh Visibility.vests MUST be worn. 
Passengers MUST remain in vehicle at all times. 

TN 

SIGNATURE 

01     311485 

JFO0069 

DATE IN , TIME IN 

21 November 2005 1:33 pm 

ERI~ 
lt~-mm~NCE ORIGIN .~ 

11817938 EXE ILL 

Inbound - 

EXTENSION TAX 

MWG13-15 18980 
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QTY.               UNIT 

~"’ 
,; ~", 

i_L, 

!: A,q, SOC I ATES 

DESCRIFTION 

TN 

UOt..i rAM .r. N~TED ~OIL 
"’;:" f"l"l~" ~., YARD~ 
~H",=... r. ;,QI-.IMENT.~,I_ I:..-EE 

;AFETY MEMOS: 
Hard hats MUST be worn. 
High Visibility vests MUST be worn. 
Passengers MUST remain in vehicle at all times. 

01     11515 

JFOOOb9 
DAT~ IN 

P_.I Novmmber 
DATE OUT 

ERIb 
R~CE 

11817938 

Inbound - 

2005    2: 56 l~m 

EXE ILL 

MON T~ 

MWG13-15 18981 
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G 

E 

N 

E 

R 

A 

T 

O 

R 

N 
S 
P 

F 
A 
C 
I 
L 
I 
T 
Y 

STATE OF ILLINOIS     ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY ~DIVISION OF ~AND P0=LI.~JTION CONTROL           ~: - -~-    ~ ::i;; : 

!i ~. 

~ 

RO. B~X 19276 . SPRINGFI~, :~J.INOIS 62794-92781 (2!7) 782-6761 
. i ,FORSHIPMENT OF HAZARDOUSI 

~i ~’~ . ~at~Fo.~ LR3628/81    IL592-0610 
, (Form designed for use on eJite (12-tdt~) typewri~r.) : EPA Form 8700-2~ (Ray, 6-891 

~ US EPA ID NO. ~ 

WASTE MANIFEST 
Doo~ ~o, 

Location If Different .... 

4, *24 HOUR EMERGENCY AND SPILL ASSISTANCE NUMBERS* 
5. Transporter 1 Company Name                 =    6. ’     US EPA ID Number 

7. Transporte~" 2 Company Name !;~: ’US EPA ID Number 

9. Designated Facill~ Name and SRe Addr~s 10. US EPA ID Num~r: 

11. US DOT Description (including Proper Shipping Name, Hazard Class, and ID Number) 

15. Special Handling 

16. GENERATOR’S CERTIFICATION: I hereby declare that the conter~ts.of this consignment are fully 

17. 

described abeve by 
proper shipping name and are classified, packed, marked, and labeled, and are In all respecta in proper condition for transport by highway 
according to applicable intemational and national go~emment regulations. 
If I am a Ima~gce quantity generator, I certify that I have a program In place tO reduce the volume and to]dairy of waste genera~d to the d .e~ree I ha_ v~e determ!ned to 
be econom cally practicable and that I have selected thep~le method of treatment, storage, or disposal currently avallable~to me winch minimizes the present 
and future threat to human health and the environment; OR, if I am a small qusntRy_ generator, I have made a good ~.effort to,mlnlmlze my waste generation and 
select the best waste management method that Is available to me and that I can afford. , 

Prin~ted/Typed Name Signa~ure 

~/~-- y~,~.~. .... ¯ ~... 
Transporter I Acknowledgemen~ of Recoll~ of M~eri~l~ -"~ / ~ . 

l~intod~ Name 

Acknowledgement of Receipt of Mateflals 

Printed/Typed Name 

19. Discrepancy Indication Space 

Printed/Typed Name 

SlgnaIure 

This Agency is authorized to require, 
this Information may result in a cMI 
per day of violation and Imprisonment up 

.,of receipt of hazardous materials covered b) 

81gnature     ~.~. 

Revised Chapter 111 1/2, Section 1004 and 
or op~ not to ex~eeq $26,000 per day 

COPY 5. GENERATOR MAIL TO IEPA 
(RCRA HAZARDOUS AND .PCB WASTES 

19; 

MWG13-15 18982 
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TN 

Ol 31 I&84 

JF000~9 

DATE IN TIME IN 

~.~ November 2005 l :57 pm 

DA~ O~ ~ O~ 

I181~940     EXE ILL 

Inboun~ - 

RATE Ex’rEN~ON TAX TOTAL 

CONTAMII’IATED ~OIL 
FEICOKIL’, YARDS. 
:-Ei..r,’ [ PQNMENTAL FEE 

AFETY MEMOS: 
Hard hats MUST be worn. 
High Visibility vests MUST be worn. 
)assengers MUST remain in vehicle at all times. 

MWG13-15 18983 
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QTY. UNIT 

;.. 00 

JFO0069 

DA~ m 

22 November 2005 pm 

> 

ALESS I O 19 

11817940 EXE 

Inbound - 

ILL 

TN 
DESCRIPTION RATE EXTENION TAX TOTAL 

AFETY MEMOS: 
Hard hats MUST be worn. 
High Visibility vests MUST be worn. 
Passengers MUST remain in vehicle at all times. 

MWG13-15 18984 
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E 

A 

T 

O ’C. 

STATE OF ILLINOIS 

’LEASE TYPE 

~ UNIFORI~R~S =1’, Generators us EP,~=D No. 
WASTE MANIFEST , 

4. *24 HOUR EMERGENGY AND ~P~ ASSISTANCE NUMBERS* 

5. TransPo.er I Comply N~ ’ ’ ’       ~;~ ..... 6. 

7. Transpo~er 20ompany Name     ~ 8. 

~. Deslgnat~d FaciI~ Name :~nd Sffe Addr~e 

.1~’, US DOT Description’ (Incl~i~g Proper Shl~ng Name, H~ard Class, and ID Num~r) 

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY DIVlBION OF LAND 

RO. BOX .19~.76 ~,. ~SPRINGRELD, ILUNOI~ 62794-g27~ (217)782-~6; 

’ ¯ StsteForm I.PC628/81 ,.532-0610:. 
EPA Form 8700-22 i 

Document No. 

US EPA ID Number 

US EPA IO Nu’~nber 

US EPA ID Number 

.F 
A 
C 

L 

16~GENERAT~R’ScER11RCAT~N~herebydec~arethat~he~centent~fthisc~nsIgnmentarefu~yanda~u~1y~~by ’. 1.. ¯ 
proper shlpplng name and are classified, pe~ked; marked,.and labeled, and are In all respects In proper condition for transport by IllgbWaY ’ 
according to applicable International and national g0vemment regulations.              ,’ ’      ’ i: ,’ ; :,: 
!f I am a large quantity generator, I aert~ that I have a program In pla~e to r _edUce the volume and to._xldty of’waste gane~’to the’deg(.(~t I he~ce d...et~lned’t~. 
10e economloaJly practlcable and that I have selected thepra{,’tloable method of treatment, storage, or disposal curre.r~L., av~lable to me Which mini.m, Iz~ the pr ,e~ent; " 
and future threat to human health and’the environrnent; OR, If I am a small quantl~/_ generator, Ih~we made a gcod-fal~heffort tomlnlmlze my waste generation ~and 
select the best waste management methOd that iS avallab!e tO me and that I (~n a~Ord. , :: ,’ 

Printedrryped Name " Slgnalure :. ¯ ’ ., .... . ’ ..~,~.. Mo ~nth _D~y - Year~ 

.............. 
~ 

I .Date 17. Transporter 1 Acknowledgement. of Receipt of Materials ,/ ~, /’ ? , ’ 

18. Transporter 2 Acknowledgement of Receipt of Materlals ¯ 
~ , I ,    Date 

Prlnted/Typed Name SIgni~iture . Month. Day Year 

’ ~, " ,I i II I I 
1@. Discrepancy Indication Space 

~, , ’’.r, : !’ ’ " ~’’" "    Date 20. F,,¢~ Owner or Oporator: C?._~l~tio~ .o.~ r~:pt of haz-,rdous mater:al~ cove~ by m:~ man~. ~pt ~,of~d:n.~.m.~S.’. i; I - ’ ’ 
’ Printed/Typed Name ...... , -1 /}    ¯     "    Signature         ’:-:-?-" //~        .’ " Month..,Day Year 

Thls to 111 I12, ~tlon attd I021, Falll~e to provide 
thls result the owner not to ex~ed ~_5,000 per    of vlolatlon. Falslfio~lon of this. a flne UP to SS0,000 

COPY 5. GENERATOR MAIL TO IEPA 
(RCRA HAZARDOUS AND PCB WAST..E~_ONLY) .: ~..,. ~,~,~_ ~,, .,.~./...._...~,.: ....... 

MWG13-15 18985 
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19.39 TN 

3116&3 

JF00069 

DATE IN                                 TIME IN 

22 November ~005     I :09 l~m 

ALE$SIO8 ~ 

& ASSQCIATES 

;AFETY MEMOS: 
Hard hats MUST be worn. 
High Visibility vests MUST be worn. 
~assengers MUST remain in vehicle at all times. SIGNATURE 

REFERENCE 

11817939 

Inbound - 

ORIQIN 

EXE ILL 

TAX 

MWG13-15 18986 
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’-.".’ .E:,O0~’.)O LB 20,7~ TN 

i::QI’.H ~M I NATED SO i L 

,:;-~.., [F:LiNMENTAL FEE 

AFETY MEMOS: 
lard hats MUST be worn. 
tigh Visibility vests MUST be worn. 

L~assengers MUST remain in vehicle at all times. SIGNATURE 

Ol    31162i 

JF00069 
DATE IN 

.~2 November ,°005 

> 

ALE.~3108 

11817939 EXE ILL ° 

¸ TIBEIN 

li:#a am 

our 

Inbound - 

RATE E~I’EN~ON TAX TOTAL 

TENDERED 

MWG13-15 18987 
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)LEASE TYPE~ 

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION ,~ENGY DWI~ION OF LAND POLLUTION CONTROL-- 

RO. BOX 1927.6 SPRINGFIE .~, 1.1~.1. NOIS 62794-9276 (217)762-6761 

WASTE MANIFEST ’ 
dllng Address 

) SPILL 
5. Trartsportor 1 Company Name 

7. Transporter2 Company Name 

EPA Form 8700-22 

US EPA]D No. 
Do~rnent No. 

Different 

~NUMBERS* 

6. -, US EPA ID Number 

8. US EPA ID ,Number 

10. US EPA ID Number 9. Designated Facility Name and Site Address 

FOR SHIPMENT OF HAZARDOUS: i, !!i;~’:,,~ 

11. US DOT Description (including Proper Shipping Name, Hazard Class~ and ID Number) 
Total 

d. 

Special Handling Instru .c~,~’0,ns and Additional Information 

Printed/Typed Name 

16. GENERATOR’S CERTIRCATION: I hereby declare that the contents of this consignment are fully and acourately, described =sbove bY , r" 
proper shipping name and are classified, packed, marked, and labeled, and are In all respect~ in proper cond~6n for transport bY’,hlghway 
according to applicable Intemattonal and national government regulations. 

i~ei am a large quant~y generator, I. ~:ertify that I have a program In place to reduce the .volume and to_~�lty of wset~ge~ ~..r~.. 
economically practicable and that I have selected thepm~cable method of treatment, storage, or olslx~sal curreL~.p~l~lable to ~ whlc~mmi~lz~, the.present 

and future threat to’human health and the environment; OR, ~f I am a small quantl~y ganerator, I havem~le a good faith effort to minlmlze my waste ganeratlon.’and- 
: select the best waste management method that Is avallable to me and that I ~n afford.                        .~    ~ ~ . 

Signature 

printed/Typed Name 

t9. Diecrepancy Indication Space: 

’ Owner or 

. Printed/Typed Name 

Th~ ~ge~W ~ 
this Irfformatlon result civil pemdty 

SlgnaIure 

of hazardous m=edals covered 
Signature 

111 
or opemto~ not to exceed per 

COPY 5. GENERATOR MAIL TO IEPA 
(RCRA HAZARDOUS AND PCB WASTES ONLY} 

MWG13-15 18988 
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JF00069 
DATE IN 

: DATE OUT 

ALESSI021 

I181~941 EXE ILL 

TIME IN 

3:3"7 ~)m 

Inbound - 

QTY. UNIT EXTENSION TAX TOTAL 

;._!..) 
I-.:ECO,RP YARDS 
,:.,.-t,, ;1: Ot’.tMENT’AL FEE 

~;AFETY MEMOS: 
Hard hats MUST be worn. 

Passengers MUST remain in vehicle at all times. S~QNA~..re 

TENDERED 

CHECK NO. 

MWG13-15 18989 
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i.’H:£1.;:.AU. F:’’,LES, !;.YSIEW!..C.2: -."~:~ ASSOCIATES 

Q 7 "T N . I.)AVI!? 

,- t -, I-:t._.r~ZA 7,!-: i.’,".~< ]:UI TE 
;,!!,’[:iMOb.ll ,. ] L ,L..’ 

01 1653 

JFO0069 

118179#1 

DA~ I "lllE~ a 
~ November ~005 I 1~,5~ pm 

! 
DA~ OUT 

I ~ O~ 
. 

>v~c~ 

II~°~°~ 
~LESSIB~I 

E×E ILL 

inbound -- 

UNIT 

F :’ i 

DESCRIPTION 

cUr-tr~q~,.~ NATED SO IL 
I.:EL;OI:~: YARD~ 
Eiq’j [ !; OI’-.IMENTAL FEE 

SAFETY MEMOS: 
. Hard hats MUST be worn. 
° High Visibilityvests MUST be worn. 

Passengers MUST remain in vehicle at all times. SIGNATUR~ 

m~lON 

I 

TENgERED 

CHANGE 

CHECK NO. 

MWG13-15 18990 
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9/6/2019 Rivergages.com - Station Information ForIllinois River at Peoria,IL

rivergages.mvr.usace.army.mil/WaterControl/stationinfo2.cfm?sid=PIAI2&fid=PIAI2&dt=S 1/1

Water Levels By:
Choose An Option

National Weather 
Service Products

Bookmark  

What's This?

Illinois River at Peoria,IL

Stream Name: Illinois River
Gage Zero: 428.40 Ft. NGVD29
Flood Stage:18 Ft.
Record High Stage:29.35 Ft.

Longitude: -89.56444000
Latitude: 40.70222000
Flat Pool : 11.60
River Mile: 164.2 miles above the mouth of the Illinois River
Record High Stage Date: 04/23/2013

Drainage Area : 14165.00 Mi2

Location of Gage :

Located in Peoria County, IL. at the foot of Grant Street, 2.2 miles upstream from Farm Creek and 4.5 miles upstream from Kickapoo Creek.

 The National Weather Service information is also linked in the Additional Links for this station.

This gage is operated by the US Army Corps of Engineers (Rock Island District).

Flat Pool Elevation = 440.0

Latest Data
09/06/2019 10:00 Central

Latest Stage 12.40 Ft.
24 Hr. Change +0.17 Ft.
Tomorrow's Forecast
(Issued 09/06/2019 09:59)

12.20 Ft.   

Last Year's Stage 12.60 Ft.
Today's Historic Normal Stage 12.05 Ft.
24 Hr. Precip Total 0.00 In.   

7 Days Stage

Plot
 

Tabulate

Daily Historic Data
(06:00 Central Reading)
Choose A Parameter

From JAN 1 2019
To DEC 31 2019

Stage

Plot 
(5-Year Limit)

Tabulate Tabulate
(Yearly

Formatted)

Additional Links:
View Record Stage High / Lows
DECODES XML
Bench Marks and Reference Points
Historic Flood Profiles (Peoria Pool)
Official National Weather Service information for this station

US Army Corps of Engineers - Rock Island District - Water Control Center - Contact Us

Electronic Filing: Received, Clerk's Office 09/09/2019

http://rivergages.mvr.usace.army.mil/WaterControl/new/layout.cfm
http://rivergages.mvr.usace.army.mil/WaterControl/search2.cfm
http://rivergages.mvr.usace.army.mil/WaterControl/relatedsites2.cfm
http://rivergages.mvr.usace.army.mil/WaterControl/datamining2.cfm
http://rivergages.mvr.usace.army.mil/WaterControl/glossary2.cfm
http://rivergages.mvr.usace.army.mil/WaterControl/reports2.cfm
mailto:CEMVRRiverGages@usace.army.mil
javascript:bookmark('http://rivergages.mvr.usace.army.mil/WaterControl/stationinfo2.cfm?dt=S&sid=PIAI2&fid=PIAI2','RiverGages.com - Illinois River at Peoria,IL ')
http://rivergages.mvr.usace.army.mil/rg_google_earth/rg_google_earth.cfm?sid=PIAI2
http://rivergages.mvr.usace.army.mil/WaterControl/Documents/google_readme.pdf
http://rivergages.mvr.usace.army.mil/RG_GMaps/index.cfm?sid=PIAI2
http://rivergages.mvr.usace.army.mil/WaterControl/shefgraph-forecast2.cfm?sid=PIAI2&fid=PIAI2&d=7&dt=S
http://rivergages.mvr.usace.army.mil/WaterControl/precipitation2.cfm?sid=PIAI2&dt=S
http://rivergages.mvr.usace.army.mil/WaterControl/stationrecords.cfm?sid=PIAI2&dt=S
http://rivergages.mvr.usace.army.mil/WaterControl/Districts/MVR/decoding_xml/PIAI2.xml
http://rivergages.mvr.usace.army.mil/WaterControl/Districts/MVR/station_information/piai2.xml
http://rivergages.mvr.usace.army.mil/WaterControl/Districts/MVR/profiles/peoria_pool.gif
http://water.weather.gov/ahps2/hydrograph.php?wfo=dmx&gage=piai2&view=1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1
http://rivergages.mvr.usace.army.mil/WaterControl/Districts/MVR/districtdefault.cfm
mailto:DLL-CEMVR%20River%20Gages
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