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The 1-acre Central Illinois Public Service (CIPS) site is- a former manufactured gas
plant in Taylorville, Christian County, Illinois. Land use in the area is
predominantly residential, with Manners Park, a multi-use recreational facility,
located adjacent to the site. Seaman Estate pond, located south of the site, is used
for fishing and swimming. Ground water beneath the site is no longer used as a
drinking water source, and residences have been connected to a municipal water supply.
The CIPS/Taylorville plant, constructed in 1892, was operated by CIPS from 1912 until
1932. The plant produced a low-quality gas from coal, which was used for lighting and
heating. Coal tar, produced as a by-product, was typically disposed of offsite, sold,
or given away to be used for various purposes. After higher quality natural gas became
available in the area, the plant was closed. Onsite contamination by coal tar was
discovered in 1985 during site construction. As a result of state investigations, an
immediate removal action (IRA) was performed by CIPS in 1987 to remove all buried
tanks, contaminated soil, and sediment at the site; to provide an alternative water
supply to affected residences; and to implement institutional controls. This ROD
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Abstract (Continued)

addresses a final remedy for the remaining principal threat posed by ground water
contamination at the site, and also documents the prior 1987 removal action. The primary
contaminants of concern affecting the soil, sediment, debris, and ground water at the
site are VOCs, including benzene, toluene, and xylenes; and other organics, including
PAHs and phenols.

The selected remedial action for this site includes documenting the previously
implemented source control measures which included removal and offsite disposal of the
structures associated with the original gas plant; excavation and offsite disposal of
approximately 9,000 cubic yards of visibly contaminated soil down to the ground water
table level and excavation and offsite disposal of 3,000 cubic yards of soil and sediment
from the drainageway section leading to Seaman Estate pond; backfilling excavated areas
with clean soil from offsite; plugging and abandoning private drinking water wells; and
connecting affected residents to a public water supply. The selected remedial actions to
be implemented now include extracting and neutralizing contaminated ground water prior to
onsite treatment in a liquid phase carbon adsorption column, with onsite discharge of the
treated water to the drainageway downgradient of Seaman Estate pond; transporting
contaminated carbon offsite to a facility for regeneration or incineration; removing
precipitated solids from the treatment process, and testing them for hazardous waste
characteristics, prior to appropriate disposal; conducting long-term ground water and
surface water monitoring; and implementing erosion controls, institutional controls,
including deed and land use restrictions, and site access restrictions, including
fencing. The estimated present worth cost for this remedial action is $9,346,034, which
includes an annual OSM cost of $401,400 for 30 years.

PERFORMANCE STANDARDS OR GOALS:

Chemical-specific ground water clean-up standards, which are based on state and federal
drinking water criteria, include benzene 0.005 mg/1; toluene 1 mg/1; ethylbenzene
0.7 mg/1; xylenes 10 mg/1; anthracene 2.1 mg/1; benzo(a)pyrene 0.00023 mg/1; and
2-methylphenol 0.35 mg/1. In addition to meeting the individual ground water objectives
indicated certain toxicity eolations as defined in the ROD must be satisfied to protect
against liver tumors and liver, kidney, and blood toxicity.
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DECLARATION FOR THE RECORD OF DECISION

SITE NAME AND LOCATION

Central Illinois Public Service (CIPS) Co.
Taylorville Manufactured Gas Plant (MGP) Site
Christian County. Illinois

STATEMENT OF BASIS AND PURPOSE

This decision document represents the selected remedial action for the
CIPS/Taylorville (MGP) Site in Christian County. Illinois. This action was
chosen in accordance with the Comprehensive Environmental Response,
Compensation and Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA), as amended by the Superfund
Amendments and Reauthorlzatlon Act of 1986 (SARA), and to the extent
practicable, with the National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution
Contingency Plan (NCP). This decision Is based on the Administrative Record
for this site.

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), Region V is
expected to concur with the selected remedy.

ASSESSMENT OF THE SITE

Actual or threatened releases of hazardous substances from the site, if not
addressed by implementing the response action selected in this Record of
Decision (ROD), may present an imminent and substantial endangerment to public
health, welfare, or the environment.

DESCRIPTION OF THE REMEDY

An immediate removal action, which constitutes an operable unit for this site,
has been completed voluntarily by the responsible party under a state
superfund notice. Major elements Included:

Excavation of source materials above the water table (9,000 c.y. of
soil; 3,000 c.y. of sediment); disposal of source materials off-site in
a permitted landfill; and backfilling of excavation areas with clean
materials.

Connection of potentially affected residents to the public water supply;
and plugging and abandonment of associated private drinking-water wells.

Monitoring of groundwater, surface water, pond sediment and fish
downstream of the site; completion of a remedial investigation and
feasibility study for the site.

This final remedial action provides for treatment of the remaining principal
threat at the site, that posed by groundwater contamination. The major
components of the selected remedy include:

Construction of an on-s1te groundwater pump and treat system; and
operation and maintenance of the system until Agency cleanup objective?
are met.
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Expansion of the monitoring program for untreated groundwater and
treatment system effluent, to supplement current monitoring efforts.

Complete fencing (with signs) of the site; and land use and deed
restrictions, to the extent possible, for the site and affected off-site
areas.

STATUTORY DETERMINATIONS

The selected remedy Is protective of human health and the environment,
complies with Federal and State requirements that are legally applicable or
relevant and appropriate to the remedial action, and is cost-effective. This
remedy utilizes permanent solutions and alternative treatment technologies to
the maximum extent practicable and satisfies the statutory preference for
remedies which employ treatment that reduces toxicity, mobility, or volume as
a principal element.

Because this remedy will result In hazardous substances remaining on-site
above health-based levels, a review will be conducted at least every five
years after commencement of the remedial action to ensure that the remedy
continues to provide adequate protection of human health and the environment.

.• J a T e — M a r y A . Gade
Di rector
Illinois Environmental Protection Agency
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RECORD OF DECISION SUMMARY
CIPS/TAYLORVILLE MANUFACTURED GAS PLANT SITE

I. Site Location and Description

The Central Illinois Public Service Company (CIPS) Manufactured Gas
Plant (MGP) site Is specifically located at 217 South Hebster Street In
Taylorvtlle, Christian County, Illinois. The site Itself Is bordered by
Manners Park to ths east, a CIPS pole storage yard and railroad line to
the west, private residences to the north and a small wooded residential
subdivision to the south. The general site location Is shown in Figure
1, followed by a more detailed vicinity map In Figure 2.

The site Itself Is situated on a level parcel slightly less than one
acre In size Immediately west of the south extension of Hebster street
as It enters Manners Park. Three sides of the site are currently
secured by a six-foot high chain-link fence, with access from the west
being limited by an active rail line. This site Is basically located on
a topographic high, with terrain generally sloping to the south as a
series of ravines empty into an Intermittent creek section leading to
the South Fork of the Sangamon River approximately one-half mile away.

The history of site manufacturing activities Is more fully explained In
the next section. However, It Is worthy to note here that an Immediate
removal action taken by the responsible party in 1987 has resulted in
demolition of all former gas plant structures above and below ground,
excavation and off-site disposal of contaminated source materials and
backfilling of affected areas with clean soils. The surface of the
former plant site has been covered with a foot thick course of gravel
and 1s currently used as a storage yard by the utility. The on-site
immediate removal work limits are shown In Figure 3.

The surrounding residential and recreational land uses can be seen in
Figure 4. It is evident from these figures that there is substantial
human activity Immediately adjacent to the secured site. Manners Park.
Is the main multi-use facility for Taylorvllle, a community of
approximately 11,000 people. Typical residential block arrangements
border the site to the north and further west. In contrast, the Seaman
Estate subdivision directly to the south consists of eight larger wooded
tracts, with single family residences on several. CIPS owns the three
tracts closest to the site, as shown 1n Figure 5. The Intermittent
dralnageway leading south away from the site to the Seaman Estate pond,
as well as Its extension from the pond to the South Fork of the Sangamon
River, Is on property controlled by CIPS. Use of natural resources on
CIPS' property has been voluntarily curtailed through deed
restrictions. The responsible party has provided alternative public
water supply to potentially affected residents surrounding the site.
This Includes those In the Seaman Estate subdlvlson, whose landowners
have also signed groundwater use restriction agreements with CIPS, and
have had their private wells plugged and abandoned on a voluntary
basis. IEPA will review these agreements and modify If necessary during
the course of signing of the Consent Decree, to ensure that the
residents are protected from any potential contaminants. Therefore, all
residences south and southwest of the site in the Immediate vicinity of



the potent]at groundwater contaminant plug's path have been supplied
with municipal potable city water, and the uppermost groundwater
resource Is not being used for human consumption.
The only other potentially affected natural resource being used at this
time Is the Seaman Estate pond. This private pond 1s used
recreatlonally for swimming and fishing. An annual surface water
sediment and fish monitoring program has been conducted by the
responsible party since 1989 to assess health risks and provide data to
support development of the final remedy for the site. Minimal effects
have been recorded In the pond water and fish presently. These levels
do not require remediation of the pond currently, for reasons stated
later In this document. The ponds' monitoring will continue throughout
the remediation process and site monitoring. The pond will have further
work performed tf deemed necessary later.

II. Site History and Enforcement Activities

The CIPS/Taylorv1lle Manufactured Gas Plant (MGP) was constructed In
1892 and was operated by the Taylorvllle Gas and Electric Company until
It was purchased In 1912 by CIPS. CIPS operated the MGP from 1912 until
1932. The plant produced a low quality gas from coal, which was used
for lighting and heating. The coal gasification process that was used
at the plant produced a byproduct known as coal tar. Coal tar Is a
mixture of volatile compounds such as benzene and toluene, heavier
compounds such as naphthalene and a class of compounds known as
polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbon (PAHs). Certain of these compounds
have been shown, or are suspected to cause cancer In people. The actual
disposal method for the coal tar generated by the Taylorvllle MGP Is not
known, but typically coal tar was disposed of off-site, sold or given
away for use as roofing material, weed killer, etc.
The plant was closed In 1932 when higher quality natural gas became
available In the area. When the plant was closed, most of the above
ground structures were torn down, and below ground tanks were apparently
filled with soil and miscellaneous materials and left In place.
Environmental contamination was discovered In October 1985 when a
plumbing contractor, making repairs to a septic tank on the property,
dug a trench and found coal tar In the subsurface soils. Hhen the coal
tar was discovered, work on the septic tank was halted and CIPS was
notified. Recognizing Its legal liabilities for the site and In order
to protect public health and the environment. CIPS notified the IEPA and
Immediately began an on-slte Investigation to determine the nature and
extent of coal tar contamination.
The IEPA Issued a Notice pursuant to Section 4(q) of the Illinois
Environmental Protection Act (the Act) on July 2, 1986. This Notice
explained the Agency's concerns regarding the potential contamination
and set forth those steps CIPS was required to take to address the
situation.
The first response required In the Notice was an Immediate Removal
Action (IRA) (or Operable Unit) to locate and remove all burled tanks
and pits at the site which contained coal tar or other wastes. Work
plans to guide the construction work and health and safety plans to
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protect on-site workers, as well as the community as a whole, were
required to be reviewed and approved by the IEPA Immediate Removal Unit
before the IRA could begin. The IRA was Initiated In January 1987 and
completed In March 1987. The excavation was left open for approximately
two years after the completion of the IRA because the Agency and CIPS
were discussing the necessary remedial actions to address soil and
groundwater contamination that remained. These and other completed
actions. Including provision of an alternative water supply and
Institutional controls, are discussed In greater detail In the
Description of Alternatives section of this decision summary.
The "Phase II Site Investigation and Remedial Alternative Development
Report. CIPS Gas Plant Site - Tavlorvllle. Illinois" was completed by
Hanson Engineers, Inc. for CIPS and submitted to the Agency In December,
1986. This report summarized all of the Investigative activities up to
that date and recommended very limited remedial action besides that
completed under the IRA.

CIPS submitted four addenda to the original Phase II report. After
several months of discussion and review of the Phase II report and its
addenda, the Agency and CIPS reached an Impasse. CIPS was not willing
to undertake additional remedial action to address contamination that
remains at the site. The IEPA, In an effort to secure private party
funding of a final remedial action, sponsored the site for scoring
under USEPA's Hazard Ranking System (HRS). The CIPS/Taylorvllle site
Initially carried a score of 48.91 when It was proposed to the National
Priorities List on June 27, 1988.

The history of CERCLA enforcement activities for the CIPS/Taylorvllle
site Is an outgrowth of the state superfund actions conducted prior to
NPL listing. The Region originally sent a CERCLA 104(e) Information
request to CIPS ahead of proposal to the NPL on January 13, 1988. CIPS
submitted responses to this request on January 27th, April 19th and June
22nd, 1988. After proposal to the NPL, the site was designated as a
"State-Lead" enforcement case through negotiations between IEPA and
USEPA Region V.
IEPA held discussions with CIPS, and the Region as necessary, during the
Spring of 1990 to explain the CERCLA process to the responsible party
and the technical ramifications of compliance with the NCP. It was
determined that any necessary study work could be completed under the
terms of the existing State 4q Notice and that a Consent Order would not
be required. Technical staff met In July 1990 and established the Scope
of Hork for supplemental field work, refinement of the risk assessment
and development of the feasibility study to meet current USEPA program
guidance. The RA/fS Update was finalized In Hay, 1991, and those
findings are discussed throughout this decision summary.
The state had basically suspended Consent Order negotiations with the
responsible party during the fall of 1988 after the site's proposal for
the NPL. The parties agreed that negotiations toward a Remedial
Design/Remedial Action (RD/RA) Consent Order would resume once the
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Proposed Plan/ROO had betn finalized by the Agency and reviewed and
accepted by USEPA and the public. No fbmtl Special Notice Letter was
Issued by the State during the public comment period because CIPS, as
the only potentially responsible party, has voluntarily cooperated to
date and has expressed a willingness to Implement the final remedy being
selected In this decision summary. A draft RD/RA Consent Order will be
given to the company In May. 1992 and It Is expected to be finalized and
entered by the court during this winter. This enforcement Agreement
will cover construction of the final remedy and Its long-term operation
maintenance and monitoring.

III. Community Relations Activities

CIPS and IEPA have been conducting community relations activities at
this site since late 1986. more than four years before the site was
added to the MPL. The early stages of Investigation and the 1987
removal action were carried out by CIPS as a private party action, with
IEPA oversight. At that time no formal Community Relations Plan (CRP)
had been developed for the site, and public participation activities
were planned and carried out on an ad hoc basis.

During 1986 and 1987. contacts with the public were primarily limited to
local officials, nearby residents, and the press. CIPS representatives
went door-to-door and met with nearby neighbors before the removal
action took place. IEPA representatives were not Involved with this
process. An early Informational public meeting planned by CIPS without
IEPA Input drew very low attendance, possibly due to an error In the
announced date for the meeting.

During the removal action in early 1987, CIPS offered to relocate the
nearest residents to a motel temporarily, because unseasonably warm
weather had resulted In some odors near the site, and the Increased
truck traffic was an annoyance.
During the same period IEPA staff met with downgradlent (Seaman Estate)
property owners at their request to discuss lEPA's stand on whether It
would be safe to construct and use homes and private wells, and whether
they could proceed with planned reconstruction work on the potentially
contaminated pond shared by their properties. Residents were Informed
that IEPA would not recommend Installing new drinking water wells 1n the
former Seaman Estate area. The residents had proposed to deepen the
pond by dredging and spreading the dredged sediments on the banks. IEPA
responded that such sediments had a high likelihood of containing
significant coal-tar related contamination; and dredging might 1)
deposit PAH-contamlnated sediments on the shoreline, where people (and
animals) would be more likely to contact them, 2) mobilize existing
contamination by stirring up sediments In the pond, and 3) possibly alow
any spring-fed sources of PAH contamination to flow more freely Into the
pond.
In March 1987. staff from IEPA and the Illinois Department of Public
Health met with a nearby resident to discuss her belief that she had
suffered health effects due to odors emanating from the excavation
during the removal action. Over the following months IEPA Community
Relations staff provided copies of site air-monitoring reports and
provided answers In response to calls from this Individual.
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In August 1987, CIPS proposed an experimental remedial method for the
contamination remaining In the groundwater at the site, but the trade
secret, proprietary nature of the proposal led to bench-scale tests and
lengthy closed-door discussions that took the site out of the public eye
for mort than a year. CIPS withdrew Its proposal for the novel remedy
roughly a year after It was Introduced. From the completion of the
removal action In early 1987 to April 1989, the excavated area remained
open, but access was restricted.

CIPS met with IEPA Community Relations (CR) staff in October 1988 (after
the site's proposal for the NPL) and stated the company's Intention to
develop and carry out a CRP compatible with Superfund guidance. In
February 1989, CIPS produced a draft Community Relations Plan, a fact
sheet, and a press release covering only the current project of
backfilling the area excavated In the early-1987 removal action. lEPA's
CR staff reviewed the draft CRP and met with company representatives in
March 1989, Informing them that the CRP would require major broadening
of scope and modifications of form before It would satisfy CR guidance.
At that time. IEPA supplied CIPS with a sample CRP meeting the guidance.

CIPS followed through on a number of Agency CR recommendations prior to
the April 1989 backfilling of the excavation, notably the distribution
of a fact sheet (the first to be prepared regarding the site) to all
residents near the site and along the route to be followed by the trucks
carrying fill material to the site, as well as meeting with local
officials, press, and nearby neighbors to discuss planned activities.
At this time, CIPS left the draft CRP In Its Incomplete form, stating
that It was an Interim version for the purpose of the backfilling
operation only.

In July 1989, lEPA's CR staff r.econtacted CIPS1 public relations section
to request a revised CRP for the site. In February 1990, lEPA's CR
coordinator sent a letter to CIPS underlining the need for an acceptable
CR Plan. In a meeting with the company, IEPA CR staff emphasized that
the long delays between the various phases of the project had left major
gaps In the community's understanding of the situation. At the very
least, CIPS needed to produce a comprehensive CRP to address the
community's need to be brought up-to-date on the technical findings of
the completed Remedial Investigation (RI) and the forthcoming update of
the Risk Assessment and Feasibility Study. lEPA's CR Coordinator
stressed that a fact sheet on the RI findings was long overdue, and that
citizens should not be asked to assimilate 1n too short a period of time
the results of both the RI and the FS. CIPS was urged to obtain the
services of an experienced CR consultant In order to carry out these
needed actions In an expeditious manner.
During the ensuing months, CIPS Indicated In contacts with IEPA that it
was considering the action of engaging an outside CR contractor. Late In
June 1990, controversy erupted in the community as three area children
were found to have been diagnosed with neuroblastoma, a rare childhood
cancer, within about a year's time. An ajl iifit citizens group formed and
successfully sought widespread media attention to this medical problem.
In public meetings and the frequent media interviews that followed.
CIPS's former manufactured gas plant was suggested by some citizens as a
possible cause of these cancers.
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In the absence of a CRP, available fact sheets describing the prior and
existing environmental situation, or even an established site
Information repository, IEPA, the Illinois Department of Public Health,
and CIPS Initially had difficulty conveying to concerned citizens and
the mHli In a clear and convincing manner that the project to date had
been handled In such a way that the public had not been exposed to site
contaminants. At this time, CIPS public relations staff Informed IEPA
CR staff that high-level corporate approval Mas being sought to hire an
outside CR consultant.

In addition to CIPS representatives, IEPA technical and CR staff and an
IDPH toxlcologlst attended a July 18, 1991 public meeting in
Taylorvllle, called by the local citizens group, and kept In close touch
with the group's leaders by phone and In face-to-face meetings over the
next several months. Both CIPS and the State Agencies also responded to
numerous contacts from local, regional, and national media regarding
speculation of a connection between the CIPS site and the neuroblastoma
cases.

CIPS established a site Information repository in the Taylorvllle Public
Library In late July 1990. On August 21, 1990 lEPA's technical staff
and CR coordinator met with CIPS staff and their newly hired outside
CR-consultant to discuss the urgent CR needs required to meet the
then-contemplated schedule for an RI meeting, an FS-hearlng, a public
comment period, and the subsequent record of decision for this site.

On August 28. 1990 the national and local media were Informed of the
CIPS site's final listing on the NPL, engendering numerous media calls
to IEPA, and adding further urgency to the need for a CRP and fact
sheets to Inform the community of the facts regarding the site, past and
present. Because the company had already begun (at lEPA's urging) a
formal CR effort, the IEPA made the decision to leave primary
responsibility for CR activities In the hands of CIPS, with full IEPA
oversight. In October, lEPA's CR coordinator provided Information to
assist U.S. EPA's TAG staff 1n publicizing the availability of Technical
Assistance Grants regarding the site.
In late December 1990, CIPS provided a draft CRP and draft RI fact sheet
to IEPA for review and comment. IEPA CR staff provided verbal comments
on both documents In a meeting two days later. lEPA's CR coordinator
circulated the draft CRP to IEPA staff for further written comments and
suggested revisions In late January; and several rounds of In-house
review resulted In formal written comments being sent to CIPS 1n
mid-March, 1991.

Late In January 1991, lEPA's CR coordinator contacted U.S. EPA's TAG
program coordinator to ask the status of the local citizen group's
effort to apply for a grant. Finding that the group's application had
not been received, the IEPA's CR coordinator and Project Manager called
the local group's leader to discuss what sort of consultants the group
could fund with a TAG, and conveyed U.S. EPA's suggestion that the group
submit even a partial application, so that TAG program staff could
advise and assist the group In completing a successful application. In
a March 12th call to U.S. EPA's TAG officer, lEPA's CR coordinator
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learned that the local group had sent a letter stating that they would
not be applying for a grant, citing as reasons difficulties In
completing the application and their view that IEPA staff were providing
their group with adequate Information on the site.

During the first quarter of 1991, IEPA CR staff had numerous phone
contacts and several meetings with CIPS public relations staff and Its
CR consultant In preparation for the Rl-meetlng In late March. The
revised RI fact sheet was mailed to the site contact list and made
available In the repository in March, and the RI meeting took place on
March 26, 1991, In TaylorvUle. CIPS set the agenda for the meeting and
made presentations outlining the methodology and results of the removal
action and the RI. IEPA and Illinois Department of Public Health staff
took an active part In the meeting, answering questions and clarifying
the State's oversight role.

During May and June, 1991 lEPA's CR staff reviewed the RA/FS Update
report for the site and commented on several drafts of the RA/FS fact
sheet from CIPS's CR consultant. The final version of the fact sheet
was released to the public In early June 1991. CIPS submitted a final,
revised CRP to the IEPA In May, and IEPA provided Its final review and
written comments In the first week of June 1991. The CRP was added to
the site repository In June, at the same time that the final version of
the RA/FS fact sheet was sent to the site contact list.
In July 1991, IEPA sent <to the entire site mailing list) individual
copies of the public notice of an Informational public meeting and the
formal FS public hearing for the site. In addition, IEPA published the
complete public notice as a display ad three weeks 1n succession in late
July and early August, In the Tavlorvllle Breeze - Courier, the local
dally newspaper. The public notice described the background of the
site, past remedial activities, and Its status as a Superfund site, with
IEPA providing oversight for CIPS activities. The notice announced that
the Proposed Plan and the complete Administrative Record for the site
would be available at the TaylorvUle Public Library, starting August 5.
1991, Including the recently completed Risk Assessment/Feasibility Study
Update for the site. The notice summarized the basic features of the
three alternatives evaluated by the FS, as discussed fully 1n Section
VII of this decision summary.
The public notice announced the place and time for both an Informational
meeting and a formal FS public hearing, both In Taylorvllle and both
events scheduled with afternoon and evening sessions. The notice
announced a 45-day public comment period, commencing August 5
andcontlnulng through September 19. 1991. An IEPA mailing address for
comments and contact person for more Information were also provided.
The IEPA responded to numerous media and citizen calls.
In July lEPA's technical and CR staff also responded to numerous
detailed technical questions from representatives of the local citizen
group, which was once again discussing a possible TAG application with
U.S. EPA staff.
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On August 5, 1991, IEPA staff placed the Proposed Plan and the
Administrative Record, with Its associated Index, In the Taylorvllle
Public Library. On August 8, IEPA mailed complete copies of the
Proposed Plan to the entire site mailing list, again emphasizing the
public comment period, Informational meeting, and FS public hearing for
the project.

IEPA held the Informational meeting (availability session) on the
afternoon and evening of August 12. 1991. About a dozen members of the
general public attended, along with several local officials and a number
of media reporters. IEPA held the formal FS Public Hearing on the
afternoon and evening of August 27, 1991. U.S. EPA technical and CR
staff were also present, and State Public Health Department personnel
were In attendance In case their Input was requested. Attendance was
about 30 In the afternoon and about 40 In the evening session. IEPA
prepared an official transcript of the hearing and placed it in the
Administrative Record at the library, on September 5, 1991.

In late November, 1991, two of the Taylorvllle area mothers of children
with neuroblastoma, who were among the founders and prime movers of the
local citizen group ("Taylorvllle Awareness Group"), filed suit against
CIPS and Its contractor for the removal action, alleging that they were
responsible for the children's cancers. These suits are still pending.

IV. Scope and Role of Operable Unit

As discussed In detail within Section VII of this decision summary, an
operable unit addressing excavation and off-site disposal of source
materials, provision of an alternate water supply and Implementation of
partial land use/deed restrictions has been voluntarily completed by the
responsible party under notice and direct supervision of the Agency.

The response action contemplated by this decision summary to address the
remaining principal threat posed by groundwater contamination Is
considered to be the final remedy for the CIPS/Taylorvllle MGP site.
Therefore, no additional operable units are envisioned at this time.

v. Site Characteristics
The Risk Assessment and Feasibility Study (RA/FS) Update. John Mathes
and Associates, Inc., May, 1991 was basically required for this NPl site
to bring decision-making documents Into compliance with the NCP. The
other equally Important purpose of this update, which became Addendum 5
to the Phase II study, was to account for supplemental data generated
since the 1987 removal action and accurately assess existing site
conditions. The reader Is therefore encouraged to consult the Phase I
and II documents by Hanson Engineers, Inc. on Initial environmental
conditions after site discovery.

This section Is devoted to establishing the nature and extent of
residual contamination associated with both the former plant site and
off-site areas where contamination has come to rest. The media-specific
Information provided here was concisely summarized 1n the RA/FS Update,
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and therefore 1s directly reprinted. This presentation assumes the
reader Is familiar with the former plant site's configuration and the
removal action as detailed In Section VII of this decision summary.

Nine additional data-collection activities have been performed and
reported to the IEPA regarding the site since the December 1986
submlttal of the Phase II report. The activities Include:

collection of sediment samples December 10, 1987, from the Seaman
Estate Pond (submitted January 4, 1988);

collection of 1988 groundwater data (submitted November 30, 1988);

ambient air monitoring around the perimeter of the site In 1987
1988, and 1989;

biological sampling on the South Fork of the Sangamon River near
CIPS site (October '89)

collection of 1989 sediment, surface water, and fish tissue samples
(1989 Seaman Estate Pond Study)

collection of 1989 groundwater monitoring data (submitted
January 26, 1990);

collection of 1990 sediment, surface water, and fish tissue samples
(1990 Seaman Estate Pond Study, Appendix C of the RA/FS Update);
collection of groundwater samples for cyanide analysis on
January 25, 1991;

collection of on-s1te soil samples from borehole locations B-10,
B-11, and B-14 on March 4, 1991; and
collection of 1991 sediment, surface water, and fish tissue samples
(1991 Final Annual Report, Seaman Estate Pond Study).

Post-removal sampling generated data on five off-site media that could
have been affected by historical site activities and the removal
action. These media Included sediment, surface water, fish tissue (each
In the downgradlent receptor-Seaman Estate Pond), groundwater, and air.
In addition, soil samples were collected and analyzed for VOCs at
on-slte locations where soils had not been excavated during removal
activities.
Sediment

On December 10, 1987, sediment sampling was performed at the northern
end of Seaman Estate Pond. Three sediment samples were collected along
each of four separate transects. At each location, sediment samples
were collected from three separate depth Intervals <0 to 0.5 foot, 0.5
to 2 feet, and 2 to 4 feet). Samples collected along the same transect
and at the same depth interval were composited to form a single sample.
The locations of the four transect lines and corresponding boreholes are
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shown In Figure 6. Evaluation of analytical results Indicates that PAHs
were present In the top six Inches of every transect composite, with
concentrations ranging from 680 to 2,600 ug/kg. The only other sample
fro* this series that contained PAHs was the 0.5- to 2-foot Interval for
Transect 3. which contained 460 ug/kg.

Sediment data for the 1989, 1990, and 1991 Seaman Estate Pond sampling
efforts are summarized In Table 1. These sediment samples were
collected with a standard ponar dredge and represent materials
approximately zero to six Inches below the top of the sediment layer
One of nine sediment samples (CS4-B) In the 1989 sampling effort
contained detectable concentrations of PAHs. The highest concentration
detected was 1.570 jig/kg fluoranthene. Eight of nine sediment samples
collected In the 1990 sampling effort contained detectable
concentrations of PAHs. However, detection limits reported were lower
than those for the previous sampling effort. The highest concentration
detected In 1990 was 1489 vg/kg d1benzo(a,h)anthracene.

Surface Hater

A comparison of the concentrations of detected PAH compounds found 1n
the surface water samples collected from Seaman Estate Pond for the
1989, 1990, and 1991 sampling efforts Is presented In Table 2. One PAH
(fluoranthene) was detected In the 1989 sampling effort. Fluoranthene,
acenaphthene, and naphthalene were detected In both surface water
samples collected In 1990. One PAH (fluoranthene) was detected In both
the sediment samples and surface water samples. No PAHs were detected
in the 1991 surface water samples.
Fish Tissue
A comparison of the concentrations of detected PAH compounds detected in
the fish tissue samples collected from Seaman Estate Pond during the
1989, 1990, and 1991 sampling efforts Is presented In Table 3. Whereas
one PAH was detected In the tissue of a largemouth bass In 1989, seven
PAHs were detected In the fish tissue samples of blueglll or channel
catfish In 1990. Acenaphthene was detected at concentrations of 440
ug/kg and 1,000 ug/kg In blueglll and channel catfish tissue samples,
respectively. Fluoranthene and naphthalene were also detected In the
catfish tissue samples at low concentrations. Fluoranthene was detected
In the blueglll tissue samples at low concentrations. No PAHs were
detected In 1991 fish samples, though some detection limits were above
those for earlier years. For comparative purposes, Table 4 presents
typical concentrations of PAHs detected In smoked and nonsmoked fish
tissue.
Off-Site Groundwater
A summary of post-removal groundwater monitoring data Is contained in
Table 5. Evaluation of these data Indicates that an organic compound
was detected In an off-site monitoring well.on two occasions. In 1988.
benzene was detected at a concentration of 0.7 ug/L In Hell GH-90. In
1989. acenaphthene was detected at a concentration of 2.4 ug/L In Well
GH-13d. Both of these compounds were detected at concentrations just
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above the method detection Unit. Acenaphthene was not detected in any
other on-slte or off-site groundwater samples collected during these
three sampling events. In 1990, no compounds were detected above the
method detection limit 1n any off-site groundwater samples.
AIT.

Ambient air monitoring along the site fencellne using a portable
photolonlzatlon detector continued after removal activities were
completed (until the excavations were backfilled). This monitoring was
performed to assess whether or not these activities had lasting air
quality Impacts on the surrounding public. Post-removal air monitoring
results are summarized In Table 6.
On-Slte Soils

A summary of post-removal on-slte soil analytical results Is contained
in Table 7. These samples were collected In March of 1991 to assess
whether or not residual VOCs were present In site soils (outside of the
original limits of excavation). An evaluation of these data Indicates
that the concentrations of VOCs In borehole samples B-10, B-ll. and B-14
are Insignificant.

On-S1te Groundwater

Groundwater under the CIPS site does have contaminants remaining. Those
compounds that have been found on-site are listed In Table 5.

VI. Summary of Site Risks

The Risk Assessment and Feasibility Study (RA/FS) Update. John Mathes
and Associates, Inc., Hay, 1991 characterizes existing and future health
and environmental risks posed by residual contamination associated with
current, post-removal site conditions. This baseline risk assessment
evaluates risks presented by Impacted sol I/sediment, surface water and
groundwater media both on and off of the manufactured gas plant site.
This risk assessment was performed by the responsible party under the
close technical supervision of IEPA and IOPH, with Input from USEPA,
using the current methodology and techniques described In the Interim
Final Risk Assessment Guidance for Superfund - Human Health Evaluation
Manual. Part A. USEPA, 1989 and the Risk Assessment Guidance for
Superfund - Environmental Evaluation Manual. USEPA, 1989. The reader 1s
referred to the RA Update Itself for discussion of the hazard
identification, exposure assessment and toxlclty evaluation leading up
to the current risk characterization for the CIPS/Taylorvllle site.

What follows Is the risk characterization and Impact evaluation directly
taken from the RA/FS Update. This analysis attempts to quantify chronic
human health exposures and carcinogenic risks while qualitatively
evaluating environmental Impacts. The exposure scenarios, human
health/environmental factors and risk calculations used were approved by
the Interagency reviewers through a series of Information exchanges and
scoping meetings/calls. Human health risks are characterized first by
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looking at potential on-slte (former MGP area) and off-site use
followed by the assessment of environmental concerns and a discussion of
sources of uncertainty.
Hunan Health

To evaluate the endangentent, if any, that Is created (currently or 1n
the future) by the site, risk estimates (hazard and carcinogenic) were
developed for the following human exposure scenarios:

dermal contact during bathing with site groundwater by future
hypothetical on-slte residents;

Ingestlon of site groundwater by future hypothetical on-site
residents;

Ingestlon of fish caught In Seaman Estate Pond by local residents;
Inhalation of volatile contaminants from Area A and on-s1te
subsurface soils by local residents;

dermal contact with site-Impacted sediments at Seaman Estate Pond.
Area A, and Area B by local residents;
Inadvertent Ingestlon of Seaman Estate Pond water by local
residents during swimming; and
dermal contact with Seaman Estate Pond water by local residents
during swimming.

In the risk characterization for the scenarios listed above, the risks
of exposure to chemicals resulting In carcinogenic (nonthreshold) and
noncarclnogenlc (threshold) effects were assessed separately. The
carcinogenic risk values for dermal exposure to site groundwater by
future hypothetical residents exceeded 10~2. According to the USEPA
guidance, carcinogenic risks above this level are nonlinear with respect
to dose (USEPA, 1989). The guidance recommends that an alternate risk
calculation bt used In these circumstances. Table 8 Is a list of the
original and adjusted risk values for this pathway. The cancer risk
level and total hazard Index estimates calculated from these values for
each pathway are presented In Table 9. A qualitative evaluation of the
risks associated with the Inhalation of volatile contaminants from Area
A and on-slte subsurface soils can be found In Appendix E of the RA/FA
Update.
Future Hypothetical On-Slte Residents

Incremental cancer risk levels (CRLs) for Ingestlon of site-Impacted
groundwater by future hypothetical on-s1te residents range from 1.23 x
10-2 for the Upptr Bound Exposure (UBE) for adults using the
one-to-one potency method to 9.01 x 10~4 for Average Exposure (AE) to
children using the relative potency method. All of the carcinogenic
risk estimates for this pathway exceed the USEPA's range of acceptable
risk, which Is defined as 10-6 to 10-* (USEPA, 1990).
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The total hazard Index for the groundwater tngestlon scenario 1s
calculated to be 17.2 for children and 17.3 for adults under AE
conditions, which Indicates that noncarcinogenic health effects may
result fro* chronic Ingestlon of slte-groundwater by future hypothetical
on-stte residents.

The carcinogenic risks associated with dermal exposures during bathing
represent the greatest potential risk to future hypothetical on-slte
residents. The carcinogenic risk estimates range front 9.53 x 10-' for
adults using the one-to-one potency approach under USE conditions to
5.01 x 10-2 for adults under AE conditions using the relative potency
approach. As with the groundwater Ingestlon scenario, all of the
carcinogenic risk estimates exceed USEPA's range of acceptable risk.
The total hazard Index for dermal contact with site groundwater 1s
calculated to be 39.4 for children and 25.8 for adults under AE
conditions, which Indicates that noncarclnogenlc health effects may
result from chronic dermal exposure to site groundwater by future
hypothetical on-slte residents.

Seaman Estate Residents

The carcinogenic risks to Seaman Estate residents who may Inadvertently
ingest surface water In Seaman Estate Pond during swimming ranged from
3.55 x 10~8 for adults under UBE conditions using the one-to-one
potency approach to 1.95 x 10'10 for adults under AE conditions using
the relative potency approach. All of the carcinogenic risk estimates
for this pathway are less than USEPA's point of departure risk level of
10-6. The hazard Indexes for this pathway are all well below unity
(one), which Indicated that noncarclnogenlc health effects are not
anticipated.

The carcinogenic risks to Seaman Estate residents through dermal contact
with surface water In Seaman Estate Pond during swimming ranged from
4.29 x 10~4 for adults under UBE conditions using the one-to-one
potency approach to 2.36 x 10-6 for adults under AE conditions using
the relative potency approach. All of the carcinogenic risk estimates
for this pathway except for the UBE and Reasonable Maximum Exposure
(RME) estimates for adults and RME conditions for children using the
one-to-one potency approach are within USEPA's acceptable risk range.
The hazard Indexes for this pathway are all below unity, which Indicates
that noncarclnogenlc health effects are not anticipated.
The carcinogenic risks to Seaman Estate residents who may Ingest
contaminated fish caught In Seaman Estate Pond range from 2.72 x 10-5
for adults under UBE conditions using the one-to-one potency approach to
2.16 x 10-* for adults under AE conditions using the relative potency
approach. All of the carcinogenic risk estimates for this pathway are
either within USEPA's acceptable risk range or less than USEPA's point
of departure risk level of 10-fi. The hazard Indexes for this pathway
are all below unity, which Indicates that noncarclnogenlc health effects
are not anticipated.
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Additional calculations were performed using the fish tissue results to
provide more Information pertaining to the potential carcinogenic risks
to Seaman Estate residents from the Ingestlon of contaminated fish
caught In the Seaman Estate Pond. The results of the Seaman Estate Pond
Study Indicate that the contaminant levels detected varied considerably
by species. The highest contaminant concentration (1.0 mg/kg
acenaphthent) was found In a channel catfish sample. The highest
carcinogenic PAH concentration detected In any fish tissue sample was
0.009 mg/kg of benzo(a)anthracene, also In a channel catfish sample. In
contrast, none of the PAHs analyzed for were detected at quantifiable
levels In largemouth bass tissue samples during the 1990 Investigation.

Therefore, to provide more Information regarding the relative risk
associated with the Ingestlon of Individual species, carcinogenic risk
estimates were calculated using the total concentration of the two
carcinogenic PAHs. [benzo(a)anthracene and chrysene] for each specie;.
These calculations are based on the assumption all of the fish from the
Seaman Estate Pond consumed by an Individual are the same species (for
example, catfish).

The calculations used for this review are presented In Appendix E of the
RA/FS Update. Both average and reasonable maximum exposure conditions
were considered. The one-to-one potency approach was used In the
calculations for conservatism. The results of this review are
summarized below.

Carcinogenic Risk
Average Exposure Reasonable Maximum

Soecles

Bluegni

Largemouth Bass

Channel Catfish

Conditions

7.56 x 10-7

4.20 x 10-8

9.24 x 10-7

Exoosure Conditions

1.37 x lO-5

7 60 x 10~7

1.67 x lO-5

As suspected, the highest estimated carcinogenic risk Is associated with
the Ingestlon of channel catfish caught In Seaman Estate Pond, followed
by bluegtll. then largemouth bass.
Another series of calculations was performed to calculate the
concentration of carcinogenic PAHs that corresponds to a carcinogenic
risk estimate of 1.0 x 10-5. the calculations used for this analysis
are presented In Appendix E of the RA/FS Update. The exposure
assumptions used for this analysis are presented In the RA/FS Update for
fish Ingestlon. The concentrations used 1n the calculations were the
sum of all the carcinogenic PAHs. The PAH concentration calculated
under average exposure conditions that corresponds to a carcinogenic
risk of 1.0 x 10-5 Is 0.119 mg/kg. The PAH concentration calculated
under reasonable maximum exposure conditions that corresponds to a
carcinogenic risk of 1.0 x 10~5 Is 6.60 x 10~3 mg/kg.
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Local Residents

The exposure pathways considered for this potential receptor group
Involved dermal contact with sediments at Seaman Estate Pond, Area A,
and Area 8. In addition, a qualitative evaluation of the potential
Impact associated with the Inhalation of VOCs from the subsurface soil
in the excavated portions of the site and Area A was also performed.
All of the carcinogenic risk estimates, for the pathways that Involve
dermal contact with sediments, are less than USEPA's target risk range
of 10-ft to 10-*. None of the carcinogenic risk estimates for this
pathway exceed USEPA's point of departure risk level of 10~6 under AE
conditions. Seven of the 30 carcinogenic risk values calculated for
this pathway are within the same order of magnitude as USEPA's point of
departure risk level. However. 1t should be noted that these slightly
higher risk estimates are calculated using the overly conservative
one-to-one potency approach. The hazard Indexes for the dermal contact
pathway are all below unity, which Indicates that noncarclnogenic health
effects are not anticipated. The results of the qualitative evaluation
of the potential risks associated with the Inhalation of VOCs from the
subsurface soils, described In Appendix E of the RA/FS Update, indicate
that adverse health effects are not anticipated.
Environmental

The National Wetlands Inventory map (produced Jointly by the Illinois
Department of Conservation and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service)
classifies the majority of Area B as a palustrlne forested wetland.
This wetlands classification Is characterized by deciduous trees that
experience brief periods of flooding during the growing season according
to the publication, A Field Guide to the Wetlands of Illinois (Hlllman
and Frye, 1979). This particular wetlands classification 1s not unique
in Illinois. A letter to the Rock Island U.S. Army Engineer District
from the U.S. Department of the Interior (USDOI, 1989) states that, of
the 5,000 acres of wetlands In the Sangamon River Basin, 4,900 acres
have been classified as palustrlne forested .

Only two federally listed endangered species have been historically
listed In Christian County: the Indiana bat and the bald eagle. There
is no critical habitat for either species In Christian County (USDOI,
1989). Of the four state endangered species listed for Christian
County, two are not native to wetlands and Include buffalo clover and
the upland sandpiper. The remaining species on the state list are
American ginseng, typically found In cool, moist woodlands, and
heart-leaved plantain. Both species are extremely rare and are
reportedly not found 1n the Area B wetlands.

The most plausible potential risk to environmental receptors are the
aquatic species In the South Fork and Seaman Estate Pond. PAH
contamination was detected In the fish tissue of largemouth bass,
blueglll. and channel catfish caught In Seaman Estate Pond. Even though
the potential risks associated with the Ingest'on of fish by local
residents was found to be within acceptable 1 'ts, the potential
adverse impacts of the contamination on aquat: species 1n the pond
cannot be dismissed.
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The only direct comparison that can be made between monitoring results
and environmental criteria Indicates that the concentrations of
contamination detected In the surface water are well below applicable
AHQC concentrations for the protection of aquatic life. For example
the highest concentration of acenaphthene detected In Seaman Estate Pond
was 0.000553 mg/L while the AHQC for fresh water chronic effects Is 0 52
mg/L. Likewise, the maximum level of naphthalene detected In the pond
was 0.000132 mg/L, while the AHQC for naphthalene Is 0.62 mg/L.
However, bottom-dwelling species, such as channel catfish, may be more
susceptible to contaminants that tend to bind to sediments, such as
PAHs. The analysis of the fish tissue samples tends to support this
view. The highest contaminant concentrations were found In the channel
catfish tissue samples.
A review of Information obtained from the U.S. Department of Interior
(USDOI, 1989) does not provide an Indication that sensitive
environmental habitats or endangered species are being threatened by
site-related contamination.
Sources of Uncertainty

The procedures used to assess potential human health risks are subject
to a number of uncertainties. There are four sources of uncertainty In
this RA:

selection of chemicals of Interest;

estimation of exposure-point concentrations;
exposure parameters used to characterize frequency, duration, and
mode of exposure; and

toxlcologtcal data.
Selection of a subset of all the chemicals detected for quantitative
analysis In the RA Is a potential source of uncertainty In the final
risk estimates. Although use of a subset of chemicals for detailed
evaluation may result In an under-estlmatlon of risk, It Is anticipated
that this underestimation Is small.
The models employed In this RA are conservative In approach, meaning
that they tend to overestimate the exposure-point concentrations.
Because these models are simplified representations of complex
phenomena. It 1s not possible to provide an absolute description of
model conservatism. As reasonably conservative assumptions are employed
in the modeling, the bias would be In the direction of overestimating
exposure-point concentrations, and consequently the associated risks.
There are Inherent uncertainties In determining the exposure parameters
that are combined with toxlcologlcal Information to assess risks.
Assumptions regarding current and future land use are believed to be
reasonably accurate. Mo significant alterations In land use are
anticipated In the foreseeable future. Exposure scenarios associated
with anticipated land use are based on a number of assumptions about
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exposure frequency, duration, and mode. Of particular note In this
assessment are assumptions about average body weight and surface area
and average Inhalation rate, as well as drinking water, surface water,
and fish Ingestlon rates and absorption rates. The parameters employed
may underestimate or overestimate exposure depending on the actual
characteristics of the exposed populations. To mitigate this source of
uncertainty . all parameter values employed are based on standard USEPA
assumptions, where available, and reliable reference materials.

Toxicologlcal data are a primary source of uncertainty 1n this and all
RAs. For example, this uncertainty Is reflected 1n the extrapolation
from animals to humans and from high to low doses. There are also
considerations made concerning uptake, metabolism, distribution, species
and strain differences In susceptibility, and variability In the
individual response to a toxic agent. In accounting for these
uncertainties. RfDs and CSFs are derived by the USEPA In a conservative
fashion. RfDs are based on NOAEL reduced by generally consistent
application of order-of-magnitude uncertainty factors. In general, the
RFD Is an estimate of a dally exposure of a human population. Including
sensitive subgroups, that Is likely to be without an appreciable risks
of deleterious effects. CSFs are 95 percent upper-bound statistical
estimates of carcinogenic potency. For these reasons, actual risks of
health effects are not likely to be higher than these estimates
indicate, but could be considerably lower.
Conclusions

Based on the Information collected during the site Investigations and
post-removal activities, the site. In Its current condition, does not
present a short-term hazard to human health.

Health risks for future hypothetical on-slte residents. Seaman Estate
residents, and local residents that may trespass at the site are
summarized In the following subsections.

Potential long-term risks can be postulated based on the current
condition of the site associated with the Ingestlon of groundwater.
Future Hypothetical On-Slte Residents

The most significant long-term risk can be postulated for this
hypothetical receptor group based on the evaluation of potential
exposures through tngestton and dermal contact with on-slte
groundwater. All the calculated carcinogenic risk values associated
with exposures to on-slte groundwater exceed USEPA1s target risk range
under all of the exposure conditions considered. Likewise, all the
hazard Indexes calculated for these exposure pathways exceed unity (a
value of one), which Indicates that noncardnogenlc effects are also
possible.
Seaman Estate Residents

The pathways evaluated for this receptor group Involved potential
recreational exposures to Seaman Estate Pond that Included: Inadvertent
ingestlon/dermal contact during swimming and Ingestlon of contaminated
fish.
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None of the calculated hazard Indexes exceed unity for this receptor
group, which Indicates that noncarcinogenlc effects are unlikely All
of tht calculated carcinogenic risk values for the Inadvertent Ingestlon
exposure pathway were less than USEPA's point of departure risk level
However, the carcinogenic risks through dermal contact with the surface
»urer d!iri?9 s"'""1n? J"gntly exceed USEPA's target risk range underRME conditions for children and UBE/RME conditions for adults! The
potential carctnogtnlc risk to children was calculated by assuming that
a child could swim In the pond 53 times per year for an average of two
hours per event. This risk value was calculated using the one-to-one
potency approach for carcinogenic PAHs, which Is widely recognized as
providing overly conservative estimates. The carcinogenic risk to
adults swlmlng In Seaman Estate Pond was calculated based on an
individual swimming 47 times per year for 32 years under RME conditions
and 52 years under UBE conditions. The carcinogenic risks calculated
for the Ingestlon of contaminated fish caught 1n Seaman Estate Pond were
less than USEPA's point of departure risk level under all exposure
conditions when the relative potency approach was used. The three
carcinogenic risk values that exceeded the USEPA's point of departure
risk level were still within USEPA's target risk range.
Local Residents Mho Hay Trespass on the Site

The potential exposure evaluated for local residents who may trespass on
the site Included dermal contact with the sediments at Seaman Estate
Pond, Area A, and Area B. None of the calculated hazard Indexes exceed
unity for this receptor group, which Indicates that noncarclnogenlc
effects are not likely.

All of the carcinogenic risk estimates, for the pathways that Involved
dermal contact with sediments, were less than USEPA's target risk
range. None of the carcinogenic risk estimates for this pathway
exceeded USEPA's point of departure risk level under AE conditions.
Seven of the 30 carcinogenic risk values calculated for this pathway
were within the same order of magnitude as USEPA's point of departure
risk level. However, It should be noted that these slightly higher risk
estimates were calculated using the overly conservative one-to-one
potency approach.

VII. Description of Alternatives

As discussed earlier In this decision summary, the PRP's have completed
several phased studies on the CIPS/Taylorvllle site under the direction
of IEPA to assess the nature and extent of contamination present. The
results of Initial Investigative efforts can be found In the: Phase I
Site Investigation Report. Gas Plant Site. Tavlorvllle. Illinois
(Hanson, March, 1986) and the Phase II Site Investigation and Remedial
Alternative D»v*lofMMnt Report. CIPS Gas Plant S1{«. Tavlorvllle.
Illinois (Hanson, December, 1986). These documents reflect site
conditions prior to the Implementation of the "source control" operable
unit discussed In detail later In this Section. Additional groundwater,
surface water, sediment and fish data have been collected since 1987 to
assess remaining risks posed by the site. These data have been
incorporated Into the technical document driving the remedy selection
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process; that being the RUk Assessment and Feasibility Study iimia»»
Addendum 5 to the Phase II Site Investigation and RMtdlal AU«r^"P«
Development Report. CIPS Gas Plant Site. Taylorvllle. intn^, (John
Mathes and Associates, Hay 1991). The RA/FS Update summarizes site
risks using current risk assessment guidance and then assembles, screens
and evaluates remedial technologies and subsequent alternatives In
accordance with Section 121 of CERCLA/SARA, the NCR (40 CFR 300.430) and
US ERA Guidance for Conducting Remedial Investigations and FMtiMiify
Studies under CERCLA. (October, 1988).

From the beginning of response activities on this project 1n 1985, the
responsible party has maintained that their general remedial action
objective for this site has been to Minimize threats to, and provide
adequate protection of, public health, welfare, and the environment.

Remedial action objectives were refined In the RA/FS to address the
principal remaining threat at the site posed by groundwater
contaiilnation. The analysis concluded that, "site-related constituents
contained 1n the groundwater should be treated to applicable ARAR's [or
to-be-considered (TBC) levels where ARAR's are not available] to protect
future hypothetical residential users of this groundwater. Residual
subsurface site-related constituents should be prevented from migrating
off-site. Access to the site and performance of Intrusive work on site
should be restricted."
To accomplish these objectives, the responsible party was directed by
the Agency to revisit the nine remedial alternatives evaluated In the
Phase II report. The three alternatives listed below emerged from this
focussed re-analysis:

Alternative 3 — Soil/Sediment removal and Institutional controls
Alternative 5 — Soil/sediment removal, Institutional controls and

groundwater treatment

Alternative 10 — No action (renamed from original alternative 1 —
baseline)

Descriptions of the components of each of these remedial alternatives
follows:
Alternative 3 — Soil/sediment removal and Institutional controls

This alternative has been Implemented by the responsible party as an
immediate response action, or operable unit, to limit potential exposure
of the public to site contaminants and minimize the spread of
groundwater contamination, as a source control measure. This work was
completed by the RP's during 1987 under the technical guidance and
direction of lEPA's state hazardous waste remediation unit, In response
to a notice pursuant to the Illinois Environmental Protection Act.

Environmental problems were encountered on the site during the fall of
1985. The Investigations referenced above were completed over the next
year. Samples of contaminated soil/sludges were determined to be
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characteristically non-hazardous under the Resource Conservation and
Recovery Act (RCRA) criteria In effect at the tint. Finally the
responsible party coupleted repurchasing of the site, as well as
affected parcels Immediately to the south. In November of 1986.
Starting In Bid-January of 1987 "structures associated with the original
gas plant were removed and properly disposed of off-site. These
structures Included the gas holder, the two separators, the septic tank
the sidewalk and the brick building <as shown In Figure 7>".
This was followed by excavation of approximately 9,000 cubic yards of
visibly contaminated soil down to the seasonal groundwater table level.
The average depth of excavation was ten feet and as deep as twelve feet
below the original ground surface In the grossly contaminated area
occupied by the gas holder and separators. The excavation zone Is shown
In Figure 7 along with approximate locations of post-removal grab
samples. The sample results from the bottom of the excavation area are
given In Table 10; followed by soil sample results from site areas
outside of the limits of excavation In Table 7 which were collected in
the Spring of 1991.

The main surface dratnageway leading away from the site to the south was
also Identified as a source "hotspot" during early Investigative work.
Approximately 3,000 cubic yards of contaminated soil and sediment were
removed from a 50 foot wide by 600 foot long drainageway section leading
to the Seaman Estate Pond, known as "Area A". The Area A excavation
zone Is shown In Figure 8 along with approximate locations of
post-removal grab samples. The sample results from the bottom of the
excavated dralnageway are given In Table 11.

All contaminated soils excavated from the gas plant site and the Area A
dralnageway were loaded In licensed trucks and transported In bulk as
"special wastes" to Peorla Disposal Company Landfill, an Illinois
permitted facility for disposal of Illinois Special Haste.
Following removal activities In Area A, the excavated dralnageway
section was backfilled with clean off-site soils, graded for proper
drainage and revegetated for erosion control. On the gas plant site,
chain link fencing was Installed along portions of the perimeter to
limit access. The main excavation area, however, remained open from
March of 1987 onward while the responsible party and the state were
negotiating the details of a second operable unit to address remaining
environmental concerns. The decision was subsequently made to backfill
this area with clean off-site soils to surrounding grade, and this work
was accomplished during Apr11/May of 1989. The entire surface of the
former gas plant site was then covered with a layer of gravel and
currently serves as a utility pole and equipment storage yard.
In conjunction with the removal action, several Institutional controls
were Implemented by the responsible party to "further protect the public
health and the environment until a long-term remedy can be selected and
executed."
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A watermaln loop was constructed and connections wde during
September/October of 1987 to supply municipal potable water from
Taylorvllle to potentially affected residents within approximately
one-half mile of the site In the general southerly direction of
groundvater flow.

In addition to the repurchasing of the gas plant site and three parcels
of land Immediately south to facilitate the Area A removal, two parcels
from the Seaman Estate pond downstream to the Sanganon River (which have
come to be known as "Area B" throughout the Investigations) were bought
by the responsible party to restrict development or other land uses.
All of these controlled parcels were fenced with woven wire and posted
with "No Trespassing" signs. The responsible party has voluntarily
placed deed restrictions on the use of groundwater for consumption on
the site and all of these downgradlent parcels. They have also obtained
agreements with the five existing property owners In the Seaman Estate
development prohibiting the use of groundwater for consumption and have
properly plugged and abandoned resident's private wells If they so
desired when connections were made to the public water supply. The
scope of these Institutional controls Is graphically depicted In
Figure 5.

Finally, to assess the protectlveness of Alternative 3 and provide
additional data for the design of a final remedy, the responsible party
has implemented an annual monitoring program since 1989 focussing on a
subset of existing groundwater wells and surface water, sediment and
fish tissues from the Seaman Estate pond.

The capital costs for construction of the remedial elements described
under Alternative 3, as well as the engineering design and oversight
costs and institutional control transaction and legal costs have been
reported to total $3,404,071. The annual operation, maintenance and
monitoring costs for Alternative 3 are reported to be $67,200. The
total present worth costs for this alternative over the chosen common
life of the project. In this case 30 years at a discount rate of ten
percent. Is $4,037,560.

With all this said and done, guidance requires an analysis of the major
applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements (ARAR's), risk-based
levels, and other "to-be-considered" (TBC) factors being met/utilized
for the specific components of this remedial alternative.
The Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) and Its amendments
normally provide a complex set of action-specific requirements for
consideration within Superfund projects. Determinations must be made to
classify various contaminated media as "listed" or "characteristically"
hazardous waste to evaluate various transport, storage, treatment and/or
disposal requirements and their applicability or relevance.

For this particular case, the range of RCRA requirements 1s narrowed
because of completion of the source removal activities as part of the
operable unit. Significantly contaminated sludges, soils and sediment
have been excavated and properly tested, shipped and disposed of in a
permitted off-site landfill In accordance with the regulations and
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remedial philosophies in place at the time of the removal in 1987. The
excavated area within the former coal gas plant site was backfilled with
a minimum of ten feet of clean off-site fill and surfaced with gravel.
Post-operable unit soil sampling In on-slte areas where excavation did
not take place Indicated that volatile contamination Is not present
above detection limits in the unsaturated zone above the groundwater
table. Residual contamination below the groundwater table Is the
subject of the groundwater remedy proposed In Alternative 5; RCRA
action-specific ARAR's for groundwater are appropriately left for
discussion within the description of that alternative.

Since residual contamination remains In the saturated zone are above the
state's drinking water standards, the facility has not been clean closed
according to RCRA regulations 35 IAC: Subtitle G, Section 724.
Post-closure care and monitoring of this unit will therefore be required.

Analyses have not been performed to determine 1f solid waste residual
materials would qualify as RCRA characteristically hazardous waste under
the toxlclty characteristics leaching procedure (TCLP) currently in
use. Testing of highly contaminated coal tar sludges during 1987 using
the extraction procedure (EP) toxlclty test required at that time
indicated the material was not hazardous by characteristic. Regardless,
the responsible party has acknowledged the same position the Agency
holds on this matter In their RA/FS update. That 1s, that RCRA closure,
post-closure care and monitoring requirements are certainly relevant to
the constituents remaining 1n site soils (and groundwater) In the
saturated zone.
In focusing on the appropriateness of these requirements, consensus has
been reached by both the Agency and the responsible party that
substantive post-closure care and monitoring requirements would be fully
considered/attained if Alternative 3 (or for that matter Alternative 5)
were to become the final remedy for the site.

However, closure "cover" requirements have been determined to be
technically Inappropriate for this site given the current environmental
conditions and the disposition of remaining contamination. "Capping" in
the context of a RCRA cover meeting minimum technology requirements, is
normally utilized to contain source material in cells, limiting Its
impact on groundwater and also serving to prevent direct contact with
wastes on the surface. At this site the source material has already
been removed and replaced by clean fill, thereby eliminating the
necessity for a low permeable cover. In fact, given the groundwater
remedial action proposed 1n Alternative 5, a low permeable cover over
the site would inhibit the progress of a pump and treat system by
minimizing rainfall/run on percolation through residual subsurface
material directly below the former "unit". For these reasons closure
cover requirements are deemed relevant but Inappropriate for this site.

It is at this point in the discussion that 1t becomes apparent In the
Agency's opinion that further remedial work Is necessary beyond what was
accomplished under the "source control" operable unit, to address the
remaining principal threat from this site posed by existing groundwater
contamination. It Is therefore Important to discuss Alternative 3 in
relation to various environmental requirements associated with the
groundwater Impacted by the site.
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This bolls down to an evaluation of the chemical-specific ARAR's for the
site, as well as consideration of aquifer protection and restoration
goals associated with the Illinois Groundwater Protection Act and the
USEPA Groundwater Protection Strategy and guidance on Remedial Actions
for Contaminated Groundwater at Superfund Sites (USEPA, 1988).

The ARAR's associated with the groundwater medium are outlined within
the description of Alternative 5. Compliance with ARAR's as discussed
In the summary of the comparative analysis of alternatives section Is a
threshold criterion which must be met (or waivers Invoked) for an
alternative to be considered for selection as a final remedy. In this
case, a suite of chemicals have consistently been detected In the
groundwater above chemical-specific ARAR and to-be-considered (TBC)
concentrations. In the Agency's opinion, this warrants attention in the
form of a groundwater remedial component to address this potential human
health/environmental threat. This becomes the central focus of
Alternative 5 discussed next In this section.

Finally, It should be noted for the record that no location-specific
ARAR's or TBC's were identified for the site or for the actions taken In
Alternative 3 (or those proposed next under Alternative 5).
Alternative 5 — Soil/Sediment Removal. Institutional Controls and
Groundwater Treatment

This alternative supplements operable unit source control work already
taken to form a final remedy for this site by addressing the remaining
principal threat posed by groundwater contamination. Alternative 5
includes all actions Implemented under Alternative 3 plus the
collection, on-site treatment and local discharge of groundwater
contaminated by the site above clean-up objectives. Additional
institutional controls Include complete fencing of the
col lection/storage/treatment facility and the former gas plant site in
general; and acknowledgement on the former gas plant site deed of the
site listing on the NPL and details of the on-going environmental
remediation work.

Preliminary design work on the groundwater extraction and treatment
system has been completed by the responsible party; detailed Information
can be found 1n the Hork Plan to Provide a Groundwater Pump and Treat
System CIPS-Gas Plant Site Taylorvllle. Illinois (Hanson. June, 1989)
and Groundwater Pump and Treat System Basis of Design Report Volumes I
and II (Hanson, November, 1989). As stated In the later reference, "The
primary objectives of the groundwater pump and treat system are to
prevent contaminants at the site from migrating off-site; to remove
contaminants from the site groundwater such that It 1s suitable for
discharge to public surface waters; and to eventually cleanse the
aquifer such that the site no longer presents a threat to public health."

The basic components of this "groundwater operable unit" have been
conceptually designed using available data as presented below. It must
be noted that system specifics may change, as detailed engineering work
and supplemental hydrogeologlcal and plume definition work are
completed, to efficiently achieve the stated system objectives.
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The aquifer Impacted by the site Is considered Class I, PotahU
Groundwater. as defined by the Illinois Sroundwater Protection Act. To
prevent contaminant plume migration to potential users during the
groundwtter long-term remedial action (LIRA), the groundwater table will
be locally depressed by withdrawing between 200 gallons per minute (GPM)
and 500 GPM of contaminated water from a twelve Inch diameter extraction
well located near the former tar holder 1n the center of the site. This
extraction well would be screened the full depth of the aquifer, from
approximately 15 feet below the surface (5 foot above the water table)
to bedrock at 90 feet. It Is anticipated that a similarly constructed
backup well would be located approximately 50 feet west of the primary
well to allow for alternating extraction cycles. The exact
configuration of the pumping system will be refined, based on plume data
collected during the design, to hydraullcally capture contaminated
groundwater from the site.

Preliminary treatablltty studies were performed In 1989 to Identify
technologies to effectively treat the primary contaminants of concern:
volatile* (benzene, toluene, ethyl benzene and xylene (BTEX) were
focussed on) semi-volatlies (polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons (PNA's)
were focussed on) and various Inorganics (such as Iron). System
Influent concentrations were based on actual worst-case contaminants
levels found 1n groundwater monitoring wells at the time of the study.
It was determined that adequate removal of the contaminants of concern
could be achieved with activated carbon In a single (approximately 10
foot diameter) liquid phase carbon adsorption column. It Is anticipated
that Influent groundwater will require pH adjustment downward prior to
carbon treatment to remove solids and prevent scaling of process
equipment and "fouling" of the carbon bed In the treatment column. The
carbon adsorption column will be backwashed periodically to remove those
solids that accumulate on top of the carbon bed. Solids resulting from
this process will be periodically removed, tested and disposed of
properly In a permitted landfill. Analytical work will be completed on
these solids to determine their characteristics for manifesting and
disposal purposes. The type of landfill will be determined by the
analytical data required prior to disposal of the pollution control
equipment. Failure to pass Method 1311 of SH-846 third edition for TCIP
organlcs and metals will require all materials being disposed of to be
taken to a hazardous waste landfill. All others will go to a special
waste landfill. The preliminary treatablllty studies Indicate the
Initial carbon supply schedule will be every two months. Actual carbon
usage will be confirmed through the effluent monitoring program
discussed below. The treatment system will be shut down for changeout
of used to regenerated carbon via a tank truck pumping system.
Contaminated carbon will be properly transported to a licensed treatment
facility where the material will be recycled and adsorbed contaminants
will be permanently and Irreversibly destroyed through thermal treatment.
This pump and treat system will be designed for continuous (24 hr./day;
seven days a week) operation. Automatic telephone dialing alarm systems
will monitor significant operational parameters which will be recorded.
It Is anticipated that an attendant will visit the facility dally to
make operational adjustments, maintain equipment and perform routine
monitoring/testing and reporting as required.
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Preliminary designs anticipate that treated groundwater will be
discharged by gravity In a controlled Banner to the stream section below
the Seaman Estate Pond dam via a burled eight-Inch PVC line which will
be approximately 1,200 feet long. Erosion control measures will be
implemented to ensure this surface water discharge does not
significantly erode the stream section as It makes Its way to the South
Fork of the Sangamon River. Schematic diagrams of the preliminary
extraction well locations, extraction well design and pump and treat
process are attached as Figures 9, 10, and 11, respectively.
Groundwater modeling and the system's design Indicate that the remedial
action process should not have any Impact on the level of water In the
downgradlent Seaman Estate pond. However, CIPS and the Agency have
assured the pond's owners and users that, If an unexpected reduction In
the pond's level were to occur due to the remedial activity, necessary
steps would be taken to restore the pond's level.
The components of the groundwater pump and treat system have been
effectively used to remove contaminants reported In site groundwater at
other hazardous waste and Industrial sites. Equipment to be utilized is
common to those applications; and the extraction wells, treatment system
and discharge Hne can be constructed concurrently If so desired using
standard construction methods. No long lead times will be required for
procurement or fabrication of the treatment system components.
Therefore, It Is estimated that following approval of the remedial
design package, this alternative could be bid within two months and be
constructed and "on-line" within a subsequent 10 to 12 month period.
Operation and monitoring of the system 1s discussed later In this
section as the groundwater clean-up objectives are described.
The capital costs for.construction of'the components of Alternative 5,
which essentially adds a groundwater remedial program to source control
work already accomplished under Alternative 3. Is estimated as
$5,562,071. This figure also Includes engineering design and
construction oversight costs and Institutional control transaction and
legal costs. The estimated annual operation, maintenance and monitoring
costs for the groundwater pump and treat system Is $401.400. The total
present worth cost for comparison purposes, using the chosen 30 year
project life at a discount rate of ten percent. Is $9,346,034. As
discussed next In this section, actual operation, maintenance and
long-term remedial action (LTRA) and post-LTRA monitoring will be
revisited regularly and adjusted based on the actual field performance
of the groundwater remedy.
The following discussion of major ARAR's, risk-based levels and TBC
factors associated with Alternative 5 will serve to tie together the
components of the groundwater remedy as proposed and the regulatory
requirements surrounding Us Implementation and performance.
The aquifer which has been Impacted by contaminants from the former gas
plant site Is a potential drinking water resource. Steps were taken
during the Implementation of the operable unit by the responsible party
to protect public health and minimize further degradation of this
aquifer. The Agency has maintained the position throughout this project
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that, with the given site conditions, It 1s both feasible and beneficial
to restore this groundwater resource to acceptable health based
contaminant levels.

The new changes to the IEPA groundwater regulations have been Included
In the ROD since these regulations are an ARAR for this site. These
requirements are listed In Table 12. Surface water discharge levels
have also been revisited In light of current National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System (HPDES) program requirements and are set as
given 1n Table 13. It Is appropriate to note here that remediation
goals will be regularly revisited as part of the Superfund five-year
review process to ensure they remain protective to human health and the
environment.

In addition to chemical-specific requirements, the Resource Conservation
and Recovery Act (RCRA) program has substantive requirements for design,
operation, maintenance and monitoring of remedial components Involving
RCRA "hazardous wastes". In September of 1990, new regulations were
adopted to determine If a waste Is "characteristically" RCRA hazardous
using the toxlclty characteristics leaching procedure or TCLP. Testing
on representative site groundwater has not been completed to date to
determine If It should be classified as "TCLP hazardous". This analysis
would be performed during the remedial design phase. It 1s the Agency's
position that substantive RCRA action-specific requirements will be
Incorporated Into the design, operation, maintenance and monitoring of
the remedial action If the groundwater is found to be characteristically
hazardous. This Includes compliance with all handling, transportation
and regeneration or disposal requirements associated with the used
carbon and sol Ids from the treatment process.

Whether or not contaminated groundwater 1s determined to be
characteristically hazardous. RCRA design, post-closure care and
groundwater monitoring requirements are certainly relevant. Appropriate
40 CFR 264 and/or 35 IAC Subtitle G requirements will be incorporated
into the remedial design operation and maintenance (O&H) documents to
assess the effectiveness of contaminant plume capture, compliance with
the treatment/discharge objectives and progress being achieved toward
aquifer restoration.

For sites such as this where remedial actions are being undertaken in
cooperation with the Agency, the Illinois Groundwater Protection Act
requires the establishment of a groundwater management zone (GHZ). It
1s anticipated that the GHZ would formally be defined as supplemental
plume analyses are completed during the remedial design phase. It would
Initially encompass the area impacted by groundwater contamination above
remediation goals. The groundwater remedial goal is to actively restore
quality within that zone for groundwaters downgradlent of the "point of
compliance". The point of compliance is defined 1n 35 IAC Subtitle G
724.195 as the vertical physical boundary of the waste management
unit/area. In this case, given the small size of the former gas plant
site and close proximity of the system of waste disposal tar holders,
tanks and piping network, the downgradlent point of compliance can
effectively be established as the southern perimeter of this waste
management area. Although not specifically developed within the RA/FS
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Update, a nested network of existing (as appropriate) and new stainless
steel groundwater monitoring wells will be designed and constructed as
necessary during the remedial design phase to assess the quality of
background water, groundwater passing the unit's "point of compliance"
and groundwater within and at the perimeter of the management zone. The
design, construction and sampling and analysis program for this
long-term monitoring effort will be consistent with CERCLA. RCRA and
IGPA requirements. The remediation levels are required to be obtained
throughout the affected area since the source material has been removed,
as required by 40 CFR 300. Defining the boundaries of the plume w i l l be
established from the remediation design.

Additionally, the Agency will require a representative groundwater
solute and transport computer model, based on current site conditions,
to be developed during the remedial design. This has not been completed
to date. However, once in place It will allow for analyses of the
effectiveness of the pump and treat system over time, based on
comparisons of modeling to actual performance. Given the part per
billion clean-up objectives for PAH's, which are as a class difficult to
remove from saturated soils within the aquifer of concern (rendering
them less mobile than volatile contaminants); the groundwater
restoration time could span several decades. The computer modeling of
this dynamic situation and evaluation within the five-year mandatory
review Increments will provide opportunities to modify the system to
restore groundwater quality In a "reasonable tlmeframe" as USEPA
Groundwater Protection Strategy guidance suggests. Once groundwater
cleanup objectives have been reached within the management zone, and
statistically confirmed over a defined period, the pump and treat system
will be allowed to be shut down. It Is the Agency's position that an
appropriate post-LIRA groundwater monitoring program will continue for a
period yet to be determined, to Insure that restoration Is complete
before a proposal to del 1st the site from the NPL Is supported. That
"post-closure" monitoring program could be shortened 1n conjunction with
a site-wide boring plan to confirm that no residuals remain on-site
above water quality contaminant levels.

Alternative 10 — No Action

The no action alternative Is required by feasibility study guidance as a
baseline against which to compare "action" alternatives. Within the
RA/FS Update, Alternative 10 assumes site conditions to be those prior
to operable unit work In 1987 to allow for comparative analysis of
Alternative 3. That Is, conditions were deemed to be similar to those
when environmental problems were discovered In 1985. Near surface
soils/sediments were highly contaminated with volatlles and PAH
compounds posing potential direct contact and Inhalation threats and,
most significantly, a continuous source for groundwater contamination
which. If unremedled, posed a threat through Ingestlon/inhalation.

However, the responsible party chose to Include the current, ongoing
groundwater and Seaman Estate Pond annual monitoring program within the
"no action" alternative outlined In the FS.
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Therefore, with the groundwater monitoring wells being used (four
on-slte and six off-site) already in-place, there are no estimated
capital construction costs for this alternative. However, there are
lump sum engineering and legal fees specified, presumably for plan
implementation and and/liability assessment purposes, which total
$230,630. The estimated annual monitoring cost 1s $67.200. The total
present worth cost, using the 30 year project life at a discount rate of
ten. percent, becomes $864,119.

VIII. Summary of the Comparative Analysis of Alternatives

The Illinois Environmental Protection Agency's state superfund program
has fully utilized Its technical oversight authorities under a voluntary
agreement with the responsible party to develop and Implement the
operable unit. Alternative 3. Furthermore, IEPA. as the designated
"lead" Agency for the CIPS/Taylorvllle site after listing on the NPL,
has overseen the refinement of the Risk Assessment and Feasibility Study
Update to comply with CERCLA/SARA, the NCP and associated guidance. The
Agency has therefore been directly Involved In the formulation and
streamlining of remedial alternatives for this site and has formally
solicited Input from the community on completed studies through the
mandated public comment process.

The NCP currently requires that alternatives be evaluated and compared
in relation to the established "nine criteria". These criteria are
commonly categorized In three groups which are briefly referenced below:

The two threshold criteria must be satisfied for an alternative to be
eligible for selection. These are:

Overall protection of human health and the environment
Compliance with applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements
(ARAR's) (unless a specific ARAR Is waived)

The five primary balancing criteria are used to weigh major tradeoffs
among alternatives. These are:

Long term effectiveness and permanence
Reduction of toxicity, mobility or volume through treatment

— Short-term effectiveness
— Implementabllity
— Cost
The two modifying criteria are solicited through the public comment/ROD
process. These are:

Government (support agency) acceptance
Community acceptance

Detailed Information on the nine criteria and the alternative evaluation
process can be found In Section 300.430 of the NCP (March 8, 1990) and
the USEPA Guidance for Conducting Remedial Investigations and
Feasibility Studies under CERCLA. (October, 1988).
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What follows Is a summary of the comparison of Alternative 3,
Alternative 5 and the No Action Alternative (10), developed for the
CIPS/Taylorvllle site, In terms of the nine criteria.

By design, the development of remedial alternatives and this ensuing
evaluation has been greatly simplified by the completion of operable
unit work, addressing the source component for this site. The
responsible party, under the direction of the Agency, has systematically
studied and addressed potential human health and environmental problems
for the CIPS/Taylorv1lle site as they have been Identified. The
responsible party had early on expressed the opinion that Alternative 3,
as Implemented, was protective of human health and the environment. The
Agency has, since site discovery and Initial Investigation, maintained
that a groundwater remedial component would be necessary to ensure
continued protection of human health, as well as to restore and preserve
the local groundwater resource. The summary of the Superfund evaluation
process utilizing the nine criteria clearly confirms the necessity of an
additional groundwater response action to address remaining risks
associated with this site.
Threshold Criteria

Upon examination of the limited alternatives under consideration It
becomes apparent that Alternative 5 — Soil/sediment removal,
institutional controls and groundwater treatment Is the only one which
offers short and long-term protection of human health and the
environment through an active containment and treatment program to
permanently eliminate unacceptable risks posed by contaminated
groundwater. The groundwater remedial component proposed In Alternative
5 would be operated using the present cleanup objectives listed in Table
12. Similarly, all action-specific requirements associated with the
design, operation, maintenance and monitoring of the proposed
groundwater remedy would be met under the direction of the Agency.

In contrast, Alternative 3 — Soil/sediment removal and Institutional
controls, and likewise Alternative 10 — No action, do not propose to
aggressively treat risks associated with groundwater contamination from
the site. Protection from potential human exposure rests solely on the
voluntary compliance with land use and deed restrictions set up as
institutional controls. The present levels of contaminants 1n
groundwater are above regulatory and risk based chemical-specific ARAR's
and TBC's established by the Agency for this site. Through risk
analysis It has been shown that any future users of site groundwater,
and possibly those downgradlent of the site, would not be adequately
protected In the absence of a groundwater remedy. Instead of an active
groundwater component, Alternative 3 (and Alternative 10) would rely on
the natural processes of contaminant dilution, attenuation and
biodegradatlon over time to achieve some unknown degree of aquifer
restoration. For these reasons the Agency believes Alternative 3 and
Alternative 10 do not meet either of the required threshold criteria for
serious consideration as a final remedy for the CIPS/Taylorvllle site.
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Primary Balancing Criteria

The primary balancing criteria are normally utilized to draw out the
strengths and weaknesses of remedial alternatives that meet the
threshold criteria to allow the decision-maker to Identify the
alternative that provides the best balance of tradeoffs among them. For
this focussed effort only three alternatives have been carried through
the evaluation process and It has been shown that only Alternative 5
complies with the threshold criteria. However, In order to emphasize
the appropriateness of Alternative 5, It will be compared here to
Alternative 3 on a criterion by criterion basis.
Long-Term Effectiveness and Permanence

Actions were taken under the operable unit, Alternative 3, to eliminate
the potential for direct contact, Inhalation and Ingestlon risks
associated with grossly contaminated source material. However,
Alternative 3 stopped short of effectively seeking to eliminate or
minimize risks associated with current or future use of contaminated
groundwater. The groundwater component added to Alternative 5 would be
designed to first, arrest the contaminant plume, and then remove
contaminants over time through a treatment process until remediation
goals are met and confirmed. The proposed pump and treat system
therefore affords reliable protection of human health and the
environment with proper operation, maintenance and monitoring. It -
offers a sense of permanence. In effect, by operating until aquifer
restoration or "clean closure" Is achieved and the site requires no
further special attention.
Reduction of Toxlclty, Mobility or Volume Through Treatment

Through Implementation of Alternative 3, the statement can be made that
the volume of the site's overall contaminant mass was significantly
reduced, which 1n turn reduces potential contaminant mobility, through
the removal action and subsequent placement of source material In a
secure landfill. This accomplishment can be viewed as an Integral
component In mitigating environmental concerns at this site, though
these reductions were not treatment oriented (which was not a high
program priority at the time) and residual source/groundwater
contamination was not addressed.
The groundwater pump and treat system proposed In Alternative 5 then
becomes the missing element In the remedial program for this site to
actively reduce both contaminant mobility and volume through the plume
capture, extraction and treatment/removal processes. Contaminant volume
and toxlclty are permanently and Irreversibly eliminated In the
Incineration process used to regenerate the used granular activated
carbon materials.
Short-Term Effectiveness
Source removal activities were completed by the responsible party in
accordance with approved workplans and under the direct supervision of
the Agency. It Is anticipated that any future construction, operation.
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maintenance and monitoring work such as that proposed In Alternative 5
would be performed through an enforcement agreement. This Includes
compliance with health and safety and contingency measures designed to
ensure pubic and worker protection during and after remedial
construction.

The actual Installation of the groundwater extraction system Is
relatively nonlntruslve activity, which should take less than a month to
complete. Because of concerns expressed by one of the nearby neighbors
to the north of the site, who was particularly sensitive to the odors
emanating from the site during the excavation, CIPS has expressed a
willingness to relocate the neighbors In the four homes Immediately
north of the site during the Installation of the pumping wells. If they
so wish. Installation of the pumping system, treatment facility and
discharge lines will take several months, but will not disturb site
residuals until process startup. A1r and water quality monitoring and
contingency measures will be Included In the operation and maintenance
plan to Insure there continue to be no adverse Impacts on human health
and the environment during the extended long-term remedial action period
until remediation goals are attained and confirmed and the system is
shutdown and decomlssloned.

Implementabi1Ity

The equipment proposed for the groundwater pump and treat system 1n.
Alternative 5 Is common to the environmental Industry. Site-specific
application will require only proper design, procurement, fabrication
and then construction of the customized facility. Construction
techniques employed will involve standard civil/geotechnical and
mechanical methods with attention to normal operating procedures for
hazardous waste sites. The exchange, transport and regeneration of
carbon materials will be performed respectively by a permitted waste
hauler and treatment facility.

Cost

The construction costs of Alternative 3 have already been borne by the
responsible party. The operation and maintenance costs for the current
program are being similarly funded. The cost estimate for design and
implementation of the groundwater remedy proposed In Alternative 5 has
been updated to reflect 1991 prices for the fairly detailed preliminary
design completed In 1989. These present worth capital costs should
therefore be accurate. In contrast to the usual uncertain!ties
associated with excavation work. The present worth cost for long-term
system operation, maintenance and upgraded monitoring 1s an estimate
because of the unknowns associated with actual site conditions and
aquifer response.

Modifying Criteria

Government (Support Agency) Acceptance

USEPA Region V, as the designated support agency for this site, has been
technically Involved 1n this project since Its proposal to the NPL. In
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that role they Initially received copies of all project documentation
prior to their Involvement and were given the opportunity to comment on
that material. Slnct that time the region has been Involved In the
development of the RA/FS Update, the Proposed Plan and the Agency
sponsored public comment period. Region V has Indicated It supports
Alternative 5 as a final remedy for the CIPS/Taylorvllle site for the
same reasons as the Agency. Regional staff have expressed technical
concerns about: 1) the ability of the groundwater containment system to
capture shallow contamination; and 2) the ability of the groundwater
treatment system to remediate cyanide as detected In some groundwater
monitoring work. Commitments have been made to address both of these
concerns during the remedial design phase.
Community Acceptance
As detailed elsewhere In this decision summary, the public has been
given extensive opportunities to Interact with the responsible party,
their engineering consultants and the Agency during the development of
this project. A public meeting to discuss the removal action and the
findings of the RI was held In Taylorvllle about six months before the
FS hearing. The formal hearing on the RA/FS and Proposed Plan was
preceded by an availability session Involving Agency staff. In general,
the community. Including the responsible party, was supportive of the
preferred alternative (5). Several public comments that were received
will allow the IEPA and CIPS to "fine-tune" the remedy, within the basic
framework of Alternative 5. Community Input received during the public
comment period Is contained In the Responslveness Summary, which Is
attached to this decision summary as Appendix B.

IX. The Selected Remedy

Based on Information gathered from studies. Implementation of the
operable unit, and the focussed comparative analysis of alternatives
described In the previous section, IEPA, In consultation with USEPA
Region V, has selected Alternative 5 — Soil/Sediment removal.
Institutional controls and groundwater treatment — as the appropriate
final remedy for the CIPS/Taylorvllle Manufactured Gas Plant site. The
components of this remedial action are briefly reiterated below.

The selected final remedy for this site 1s the same preferred
alternative presented in the Proposed Plan developed and Issued by the
Agency. Preliminary engineering work has been completed for the
groundwater component as outlined below, but It must be stressed that
these system details may be altered as a result of the remedial design
and field conditions encountered during construction and facility
startup. It is anticipated, however, that the Agency will continue to
provide direct oversight of the design, construction and long-term
groundwater remedial action phases and any modifications therein.
As noted throughout this decision summary, the source remedial component
of the selected remedy has already been Implemented by the responsible
party under the direction of IEPA. It basically consisted of: removal
of grossly contaminated soils down to the water table on the former gas
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plant site, as well as removal of highly contaminated sediments In a
dralnageway serving the site; disposal of those contaminated materials
In a permitted off-site landfill; and backfilling and regradlng of
excavation areas with clean off-site soils, followed by application of a
surfaet gravel course or revegetatlon, as appropriate. This source
control action to eliminate a portion of potential human health risks
and minimize groundwater problems was accompanied by provision of public
water to downgradlent residents, Implementation of a groundwater and
surface water/pond monitoring program and land use/deed restrictions as
practicable, on potentially affected properties. The above measures
effectively serve to mitigate potential human health threats from the
site In the absence of a permanent remedy to address residual
contamination.

Toward this goal, the selected remedy Includes a groundwater component
which complements and builds upon operable unit work to address the
remaining principal threat posed by groundwater contamination through an
active treatment program.

This groundwater component has been the focus of supplemental study
since Implementation of the operable unit. Preliminary engineering and
treatabinty work Indicate that the existing contaminant plume can be
contained and extracted over time by one pumping well (and Its backup)
screened over the entire depth of the aquifer to bedrock, operating at a
rate of approximately 200 gallons per minute. The main extraction well
would be located at the downgradlent edge of the small area of former
tar holders and tanks comprising the "waste management unit", which Is
also the designated point of compliance for this long-term remedial
action.

Conceptual designs project that contaminants of concern are best treated
by pH adjustment to remove solids, followed by carbon adsorption. There
will be no expected cross-media Impacts associated with this closed
treatment process. Treated groundwater will be piped by gravity flow
and discharged In a controlled manner to the dralnageway downgradlent of
the Seaman Estate Pond. Analyses will be completed during the remedial
design to Insure that there are no negative Impacts on pond recharge
capacity. Precipitated solids from the treatment process will be
periodically removed, tested, treated If necessary and appropriately
landfllled. Spent carbon will be changed out as necessary through
routine operation, maintenance and monitoring of the system, and
properly transported to a licensed off-site facility for regeneration
through Incineration.

The quantity of residuals to be removed through the groundwater
treatment process has not been estimated. As further plume
characterization and groundwater contaminant flow modeling are completed
during the remedial design, and refined based on actual system
performance, these data will be collected and continually re-evaluated.
In a similar manner, the aquifer restoration tlmeframe, which has not
been accurately estimated to date, will be modeled during the RD/RA and
tracked against actual pump and treat system effectiveness. Adjustments
to the groundwater remedial components can thereby be made and evaluated
accordingly. The present worth costs for the design, construction and
operation and maintenance of the entire selected remedy, Including the
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completed operable unit, are broken out In Table 14 for the estimated 30
year project llfespan.

Through risk analyses 1t has been shown that the dominant potential
human health risk associated with this site would COM from residential
use of contaminated groundwater for drinking or bathing purposes.
Calculated lifetime Intake levels exceeded the established USEPA range
of 10~4 to 10-* excess cumulative carcinogenic risk. Calculated
hazard Indices also Indicated the potential for noncardnogenlc health
effects exists for these exposures. Lesser carcinogenic risks were
calculated for dermal contact with Seaman Estate Pond water and
Ingestlon of pond fish. However, dredging of the sediments In the pond
might mobilize existing contamination by stirring up sediments In the
pond and possibly allow any spring-fed sources of PAH contamination to
flow freely Into the pond. Therefore, the excavation and removal of the
sediments would likely create greater risks than the sediments currently
pose. Continued monitoring of the sediments and water quality In the
pond will Identify the need for any future actions.
As this project has evolved. IEPA has Internally set groundwater
treatment and surface water discharge objectives for this site through
Its COT/CPRC process. These objectives, based on a combination of
ARAR's/TBC's or risk calculations to the 10~6 risk target level, were
last revisited In July, 1992 and are referenced In Table 12. They
consist of a combination of ARAR's and TBC's for contaminants of concern
In a drinking water class aquifer, based on the regulatory status of
each chemical-specific criterion at that time.
The NCP calls for ust of HCL's and non-zero HCLG's for setting aquifer
restoration objectives, except where attainment of HCL's would result in
a cumulative carcinogenic risk outside of the established 10-* to
10~6 excess risk range. This evaluation has been complicated by the
recent promulgation of Illinois groundwater quality standards and
criteria as part of the Illinois Groundwater Protection Act, (Part 620
of Subtitle F of Title 35 of the Illinois Administrative Code). The
present list of chemical-specific ARAR's and TBC's are those that
apprear In Table 12.
In a similar fashion, surface water quality objectives have been
Internally derived and re-evaluated based on recent regulatory changes.
ARAR's and TBC's for discharge of contaminants of concern to the
receiving Intermittent stream have been set by the Agency 1n accordance
with applicable objectives established from the general use water
quality standards found In Subpart B of 35 IAC Subtitle C. or
appropriate federal ambient water quality criteria where standards are
not available. The Bureau of Hater within the Agency has reviewed the
site surface water objectives In light of the adoption of new Illinois
water quality standards and In relation to applicable NPOES
regulations. A listing of the final chemical-specific ARAR's and TBC's
for surface water appears In Table 13.
In conclusion, based on the technical Information currently available,
the Agency believes the selected remedy — Soil/Sediment removal.
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Institutional controls and groundwater treatment — offers an
environmentally sound solution to the problems posed by the
CIPS/Taylorv1lle Manufactured Gas Plant site.

X. Statutory Determinations

Protection of Hunan Health and the Environment

The source control component of the selected remedy has already been
implemented by the responsible party. It has essentially eliminated
dermal contact and Inhalation risks associated with contaminated
materials on the former gas plant site. The operable unit has also
served to limit potential Ingestlon and Inhalation risks associated with
the groundwater medium by removing and properly disposing of highly
contaminated wastes off-site; thereby drastically decreasing the
contaminant mass available for continual leakage to the aquifer. In
addition, short-term measures have been taken to Insure protection of
human health until a final remedy can be Implemented for this site.
These Include hook-up of potentially affected residences to the public
water supply and voluntary imposition of land use restrictions by the
responsible party for the former plant site and downgradlent properties
under their control.

The groundwater component of the selected remedy will be designed and
implemented following flnallzatlon of the ROD and a comprehensive
enforcement agreement between the State and the responsible party. It
will reduce carcinogenic risks to within the 10-* to 10~6 range and
non-carcinogenic risks to less than the established hazard index of one
for contaminants of concern. This will be achieved through a long-term
groundwater extraction, treatment and surface water discharge program.
This will be accompanied by appropriate monitoring and contingency plans
as overseen by the Agency to ensure protection of human health and the
environment and restoration of the affected aquifer In a timely manner.
There are no unacceptable short-term risks or cross-media Impacts
foreseen from construction or long-term operation of this groundwater
remedy.

Compliance with Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements

The selected remedy will meet all Identified applicable or relevant and
appropriate federal and state/local requirements. A summary of ARARs
(and TBCs) are listed below:
Chemical-Specific (As Identified elsewhere for each
Mater contaminant of concern for 1n-s1tu groundwater restoration and for
surface water discharge following extraction and treatment)
— SDHA National Primary Drinking Hater Standards (40 CFR 141),

MCLS-ApplIcable
— CHA Ambient Hater Quality Criteria, AHQC-ApplIcable (40 CFR 1Z2)

and NPDES Requirements - Applicable (40 CFR 125)

- 35 -



Illinois Environmental Protection Act (35 IAC Para. 1001 et seq )
- General

Illinois Groundwater Quality Standards (35 IAC Subtitle F)- Surface
Hater Quality Standards (35 IAC Subtitles B & C) - Applicable or
relevant and appropriate on contaminant basis

— CAA National Ambient Air Quality Standards (40 CFR 50) - Applicable
and National Emissions Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (40
CFR 61) - Applicable

Soil

Not established due to completion of source component In 1987.

Action-Specific

RCRA definition and Identification of hazardous wastes (40 CFR 261)
and (IAC, Subtitle G)

— RCRA requirements for generators of hazardous wastes IAC; Subtitle
G, Section 722

RCRA requirements for transporters of hazardous wastes IAC;
Subtitle G. Section 723

RCRA requirements for owners and operators of hazardous waste
treatment, storage and disposal facilities IAC; Subtitle G. Section
724 (for design, operation, maintenance and monitoring of
groundwater remedy)

OSHA regulations for workers Involved In hazardous waste operations
(29 CFR 1910) and general construction regulations (29 CFR 1926)

— Illinois requirements for NPDES discharges IAC, Subtitle B,
Chapter I

Illinois requirements for air pollution prevention — organic and
fugltlve/partlculate emissions IAC Subtitle B

Location-Specific
— None Identified
To Be Considered Criteria

SDHA proposed maximum contaminant levels (pHCL's) and final and
proposed goals (HCLG's and pHCLG's) (40 CFR 141)
Risk-derived levels for drinking water or discharge exposures for
contaminants with no ARARs or TBCs
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Cost Effectiveness

Within the normal remedy selection process, where a range of
alternatives have been developed, the relative relationships between
cost and effectiveness are normally explored between the selected remedy
and the other alternatives. However, this site has already seen the
implementation of the source control operable unit, and the actual costs
and perceived benefits have been outlined In this decision summary. The
groundwater component of the selected remedy has been streamlined
through the preliminary design process, as performed by the responsible
party and directed by this Agency. This groundwater remedy was the only
one designated to accomplish the remedial objectives that have been set
for this site. It Is therefore Implied that the monies to be spent on
implementation of the groundwater remedy are considered reasonable to
achieve the required restoration benefits.

Utilization of Permanent Solutions and Alternative Treatment
Technologies or Resource Recovery Technologies to the Maximum Extent
Practicable

The Agency believes that the selected remedy — Soil/sediment removal.
institutional controls and groundwater treatment -- meets the statutory
preference to utilize permanent solutions and treatment technologies to
the maximum extent practicable at the CIPS/Taylorvllle site. The source
removal component of the remedy was Implemented before this site was
placed on the NPL. This removal action was carried out under state
superfund authorities 1n 1987, with no emphasis placed on use of
innovative treatment technologies or resource recovery technologies.
However, the groundwater remedial component employs a treatment
technology which addresses residual contamination In a permanent,
cost-effective manner. Although not considered Innovative, the
groundwater remedy, as enhanced with Institutional controls, becomes the
logical solution to remaining environmental concerns, and Is the only
alternative focussed on that has been determined to meet threshold
criteria and compare favorably when judged against each of the balancing
criteria. Finally, the selected remedy appears to have been endorsed by
the community and local government, USEPA Region V and the responsible
party Itself.
In summary, the selected remedy, by design, has been developed and
refined to satisfy the statutory preferences for utilization of
permanent solutions and alternative treatment technologies to the
maximum extent practicable. It 1s simply the right solution; to
permanently restore the affected aquifer to a useable resource within a
reasonable tlmeframe.

for Treatment as a Principal Element

The selected remedy Includes a groundwater component that addresses the
remaining principal threat posed by existing site conditions through
treatment. The statutory preference for a treatment oriented solution
is satisfied by the extraction of contaminated groundwater, Its
treatment through carbon adsorption and ultimate contaminant destruction
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via the carbon regeneration/Incineration process. This long-term
groundwater remedial action will continue until water quality objectives
are met and confined, completing restoration of the aquifer.

XI. Documentation of Significant Changes

The Risk Assessment/Feasibility Study Update for public comment was made
available to the community by the responsible party In late June of
1991. The Proposed Plan for the CIPS/Taylorvllle Manufactured Gas Plant
site was Issued for public comment by the Agency on August 5, 1991.
That Proposed Plan Identified Alternative 5 — Soil/sediment removal,
Institutional controls and groundwater treatment — as the preferred
alternative. The public comment period ended on September 19, 1991.

The Agency has reviewed all written and oral hearing comments submitted
during the public comment period as discussed elsewhere In this decision
summary and the attached responslveness summary (Appendix B). Upon
review of these comments, it was determined that no significant changes
to the remedy as It was Identified In the Proposed Plan were necessary.
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"ABLE 2 Comparison of Concentzations (ng/L) of Detected Priority PAHs Found in
Water Samples Collected from the Seaman Estate Pond August 1989.
August 1990. ana August 1991

Parameter

Acenaphthene
Fluorantnene
Naphthalene

1989

< 0.6444
0.915

< 0.254

CS1-B
1990 1991

0.553 <10
0.039 <0.1
0.097 < 10

1989

< 0.644
0.315

< 0.254

CS4-B
1990

0.547
0.023
0.132

1991

~<10
<0.1
< 10

Source: ESE. 1991.
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Table 3 Comparison of Concentrations Oig/kg-wet) of Detected Priority PAHs and
Pesticides Found in Fish Tissue Samples Collected from the Seaman Estate
Pond August 1989, August 1990, and August 1991"

Parameter

Acenaphthene
Anthracene
Benzo(a)anthracene
Chrysene
Fluoranthene
Fluorcne
Naphthalene
Phenanthrene
Dieldrin
A-Chlordane

Largemouth
Ra«s

1989

<60
<1

<20
<3
<8

6
<30
<2

—
-

1990

OJ
OJ
OJ
OJ
OJ
OJ
OJ
2J

239
8J

1991

OJ
OJ
OJ
01
OJ
OJ
OJ
2J
OJ
88

Blueeiil
1989

<60
<1

<20
<3
<8
<6

<30
<2

—
—

1990

440

OJ
7
2

40
30
OJ
OJ
OJ
OJ

1991

OJ
OJ
OJ
OJ
OJ
OJ
OJ
OJ

10J
60J

Channel
Catfish

1989

<60
<1

<20
<3
<8
<6

<30
<2

—
-

1990

1000
3
9
2

90
OJ
40
10
OJ
OJ

1991

OJ
OJ
OJ
OJ
OJ
OJ
OJ
OJ
OJ

36J

* In 1989 J values were not calculated, therefore, values are presented as values below the
quandtarion limit calculated from the low standard. In all study years after 1989,
J values are reported for all concentrations below the reporting limit.

Source: ESE, 1991.
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TABLE 4

I 'AII CONCENTRATIONS I N SMOKED A N D N G N M I O K K O HSII

Cll 'S GAS PLANT S I T E
T A V I . O K V I L L E , I L L I N O I S

________EODIEHlfSUOC ll!9/*aJ

fl»h

Smoked eel*
Smoked lumpfish*
Smoked trout*
Smoked herring"
Smoked herring* (dried)
Smoked salmon'
Smoked sturgeon"
Smoked Mhileflsh'
Smoked utiitlng'
Smoked redfish'
Smoked cod1
Electric smoked nackerel11
Gas-smoked mackerel'
Nonsmoked haddock'
Nonsmoked herring' (salted)
Nonsmoked salmon

Muorenc

9.0
5.0
67.0

-

2.6
8.2
•

Anthracene

4.0
1
26.0

-

1.5

1.9
2.1
-

Phenanlhrcne Fluoranthenc

17.0 4.0
10.0 2.0
52. 0 12.0

1.0
1.8
3.2
2.4
4.6

4.1 4.0
•
9.0 5.2
11.0 2.6

1.6
0.8
1.8

I'yi cue

6.0
1.0
S.O
2 2
1.8
20
4.4
4.0
0.5
3.0
0.6
36
4.0
08
1.0
1.4

Brni»(j> Bcnio(c)
anlluiii nit: pyn-iic

t"
i t

1

1 1 \ I
05 0.4

0.3
-
1.2 0.5
0.6 0.2

Hcn<o(d)

1 U
0
1

1 U

0 U
4 3
66
0.1
4.0
0.2
0.3

(g.li.i)
puiylcnc pei yl one

1 i/

Q.I ^ t:

04 2 .i
t 0.2
t 0 3

thorsteinsson, 1969; Dungal, 1961.
' Howard, et •!. 1966a.

Malanoskl, et al. 1968.
' Mt&uda and Kuralsune. 1VH
PAH Polynuclear aioniatic hydrocarbon:..
t Trace.
C9A9 Mlcrogrami per kilogram.

05/91/122259/SHOKANDM.IAB/6



Table

GROUNDWATER A N A L Y T I C A L KESDLTS - I 'OST-IRA M O N I T O R I N G

CIPS GAS PLANT SITE
TAYLORVILLE, ILLINOIS

Simple
Nutter

GU-1

CU-2

GU-1

GU-4

cu 5

GU-6d

GU-6»

GU 7

GU-BD

.M» «- H

(eer

1988
1989
1990

1988
1989
1990

1988
1989
1990

1988
1989
1990

1988
1989
1990

1988
1989
1990

1988
1989
1990

1988
1989
1990

1980
1989
1990

loUl
lentcne

ND(O.S)
NT
NT

ND(O.i)
NT
Nf

290
NT
NT

60,000
Nl
NT

NO(O.S)
ND(O.S)
NO(O.J)

ND(O.S)
NT
Nl

ND(O.S)
NT
Nl

4.5
2.7
2.9

ND(0.5)
NT
NT

Toluene

ND(O.S)
NT
Nl

NO(O.S)
NT
NT

1,700
HI
NT

20.000
NT
Nf

ND(O.S)
NO(O.S)
ND(O.S)

ND(0.5)
NT
Nt

110(0.5)
Nf
Nt

7.4
2
1

ND(0.5)
NT
Nt

Ethylbenicne

NO(O.S)
NT
Nt

ND(O.S)
NT
Nf

7JO
NT
NT

1.200
HI
Nt

ND(O.S)
ND(O.J)
ND(O.l)

ND(O.S)
Nt
NT

N0(0.5)
NT
NT

17
2.2
2.2

ND(0.5>
NT
NT

loUl
Xytenes

NO(I.O)
NT
Nf

NO(I.O)
Nf
Nf

8.900
NT
NT

7,400
NT
Nf

NO(I.O)
Nt

ND(t.O)

ND(I.O)
Nf
Nt

HOC 1.0)
NT
NT

46
NT
6.2

NO(I.O)
NT
NT

Concent rat

Niphlhtlcnc

ND(2.0)
NT
NT

N0(2.0)
NT
NT

1,700
HI
Nf

8.600
Nt
NT

N0(2.0)
N0(2.0)
ND(2.0)

N0(2.0)
Nf
Nl

N0(2.0)
NT
Nt

910
160
72

N0(2.0)
Nf
Nl

.i°p lpaH.1— -. .....
ActnepMhyltne

N0(2.0)
Nf
Nf

NU(2.0)
Nf
Nl

NO (200)
Nl
Nl

ND(2UO)
Nl
Nf

N0(2.0)
NOI2.0)
ND12.0)

ND(2.0)
Nt
Nl

N0(2.0)
Nf
Nt

NO (200)
79

N0(50)

N0(2.0)
NT
Nl

Fluorcne

N0(0.2)
NT
Nl

N0(0.<!)
NT
Nf

MD(20)
Nl
Nt

IVO
Nl
Nt

N0(0.2)
ND(0.2>
ND(0.2)

N0(0.2)
NT
Nt

ND(0.2)
NT
Nt

80
13

N0(50)

N0(0.2)
Nf
Nt

—— i — -..__.- .

Phciidiilhrenv

ND(0.6)
Nf
Nl

NUC0.6)
NT
Nl

45
Nl
Nl

IOU
Nl
Nt

ND(0.6)
i N0(0 6)
ND(0.6)

NDC0.6)
NT
NT

N0(0.6)
NT
Nt

59
29
21

N0(0.6)
Nf
Nl

Anllu jt cue

wnio. n
Nf
Nl

Mna n
NT
Nl

/.a
Nl
Nl

IB
Nl
Nl

NO(O.f)
ND(0.7)
ND(0.7)

NIMO./)
Nf
Nl

NU(ll./)
Nf
Nl

v.u
4.5
4.2

N0(u.r>
NT
Nl

05/9I/I22259/TAB12-15.TAB/6 1



Table C^ Continued
»X

GROUNDWATER ANALYTICAL RESULTS - POST-IRA MONITORING

CIPS GAS PLANT SITE
TAYLORVILLE, ILLINOIS

Concentration (na/l)
Sample.
Nu»i>er

GU-Bt

GU-9d

GU-9i

c u l t

CU 12

GU- lid

CU-11*

C 101.

C-t02d

G-102f

laar

1988
1989
1990

1904
1989
1990

1988
1989
1990

1988
1989
1990

1988
1989
1990

1988
1989
1990

1988
1989
1990

1988
1989
1990

1988
1989
1990

1989
1990

Total
lentene

ND(O.S)
NT
NT

0.7
NO(O.J)
110(0. S)

MD(O.S)
ND(O.S)
HO(O.S)

ND(O.S)
ND(O.S)
HO(O.S)

ND(O.S)
ND(O.S)
NO(O.S)

NO(O.S)
ND(O.S)
ND(O.S)

MO(O.S)
HD(O.S)
NO(O.S)

HD(O.S)
ND(O.S)
ND(O.S)

NO(O.S)
ND(O.S)
NO(O.J)

NO(O.S)
ND(O.S)

Toluene

NO(O.S)
NT
HI

NO(O.S)
HO(O.S)
NO(O.S)

MO(O.S)
ND(O.J)
ND(O.S)

ND(0.5>
HD(O.S)
ND(O.S)

HO(O.S)
MO(O.S)
110(0. 1)

ND(O.S)
ND(O.S)
1*0(0. S)

MD(O.S)
HO(O.S)
00(0. S)

HO(O.S)
ND(O.S)
NO(O.S)

ND(O.S)
ND(O.S)
ND(O.S)

ND(O.S)
ND(O.S)

f thylbcnien*

NO(O.S)
NT
NT

WK0.5)
MD(O.S)
NO(O.S)

NO(O.i)
NT

MD(O.i)

ND(O.S)
ND(O.I)
110(0. S)

ND(O.S)
1(0(0. 5)
ND(O.S)

ND(O.S)
HO(O.S)
NO(O.S)

ND(O.S)
NOIO.S)
NO(O.S)

NO(O.S)
ND(O.S)
NO(O.S)

ND(O.S)
ND(O.S)
NO(O.S)

ND(O.S)
ND(O.S)

Total
Xyltnei

MO(I.O)
NT
HI

K0( 1.0)
Ml

ND(t.O)

NO(t.O)
NT

HD(I.O)

MD(I.O)
NT

NO(I.O)

ND(I.O)
NT

NO(I.O)

NO(I.O)
Nt

ND(I.O)

NO(I.O)
NT

NO(I.O)

N0(1.0>
NT

ND(I.O)

N0(1 0)
HI

MD(I.O)

Nt
NO(t.O)

Naphthalene

N0(2.0)
NT
Ml

N0(2.0)
ND(S.O)
MD(2.0)

ND(2.0)
NO(Z.O)
NDI2.0)

N0(2.0)
NO(Z.O)
NO(Z.O)

NO(Z.O)
N0(2.0)
ND(Z.O)

N0(2.0)
N0(2.0)

Nl

N0(2.a)
ND(Z.O)
ND(Z.O)

ND(2.0)
NO(Z.O)
ND(Z.O)

N0(2.0)
ND(Z.O)
N0(2.0)

M0(2.0)
ND(2.0>

Acenaptithylene

ND(2.0)
Nl
Nt

N0(2.0)
NOI2.0)
ND(Z.O)

NDI2.0)
NDI2.0)
ND(2.0)

N0(2.0)
NO(Z.O)
ND(Z.O)

ND(2.0)
ND(Z.O)
NOIZ.O)

ND(2.0)
NO(Z.O)

NT

ND(2.0)
NO(Z.O)
ND(Z.O)

ND(2.0)
ND(2.0)
ND(Z.O)

N0(2.0)
ND(Z.O)
NO(Z.O)

MD(2 0)
N0(2.0)

Fluor ene

ND(0.2)
NT
Nl

N0(0.2)
ND(O.Z)
HO(O.Z)

N0(0.2)
NOI0.2)
NO(O.Z)

ND(0.2)
ND(0.2)
N0(0.2)

ND(0.2)
NO(O.Z)
NO(O.Z)

N0(0.2)
NO(O.Z)

NT

N0(0.2>
NO(O.Z)
ND(O.Z)

ND(0.2)
HO(O.Z)
NO(O.Z)

N0(0.2)
ND(0.2)
N0(0.2)

N0(0.2)
ND(P.2)

Phenanlhrene

N0(0.6)
NT
Nl

ND(0.6)
ND(0.6)
N0(0.6)

ND(0.6)
ND(0.6)
ND(O.l)

N0(0.6)
N0(0.6)
ND(0.6)

N0(0.6)
NO(O.i)
N0(0.6)

N0(0.6)
N0(0.6)

NT

ND(0 6)
N0(0.6)
;iD(0.6>

N0(0.6)
MD(0.6)
ND(O.o)

ND(0.6)
ND(0.6)
ND(O.A)

ND(O.A)
MD(0.6)

1

Anthracene

ND(0./)
Nl
Nt

ND(0./>
N0(0.7)
NDCO.M

N0(0./)
N0(0 7)WHO.M
ND(0./)
N0(0 7)
No(o.r)
N0(0.7)
ND(0.7)
ND(0.7)

wo(0 ?>
NO(0./>

NT

Ml)(0 7)
ND(O.M
N0(0.n

M()(0./)
ND(0 7)
HO(O.T)

Nl)(0. 7)
ND(0.7)
N0(0.7)

NIKO /)
MD(0.7)

Oi/91/122259/lABL2-15.IAB/6 2



Table ^ , Continued

GROUNDWATER ANALYTICAL RESULTS - POST-IRA MONITORING

CIPS GAS PLANT SlTt
TAVLORVILLE, ILLINOIS

Concentration (119/1)
S afl»le
Nuier

G-10Jd

G 101a

»«ar

1988
1989
1990

was
1989
1990

lout
Icnltrw

NO(O.S)
NT
NT

HO(O.i)
NT
NT

Toluene

ND(O.S)
NT
NT

ND(O.S)
NT
NT

f thylbenienc

ND(O.i)
NT
NT

ND(O.i)
NT
NT

Total
Xytenei

NO(I.O)
nr
NT

NO(I.O)
NT
NT

Ncphthiltn*

NO(Z.O)
NT
Nf

N0(2.0)
NT
NT

Acenaptuhyltiie

HO(Z.O)
NT
NT

N0(2 0)
NT
NT

Muorene

WHO. 2)
NT
Nt

ND(0.2>
NT
Nl

Phcnanlhrcne

N0(0.6)
NT
HI

WHO. 6)
NT
NT

Anlhrdcene

ND(0.7)
NT
Nl

NU(0./I
NT
Nl

IRA InnedUt* r«nova( action.

NO Not detected above method detection limit indicated in parentheses.

HI Not tested.

xg/L Micrograms per l iter.

OS/91/1222S9/IAB12 15.TAI/6 1
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Table ^ , Continued

GROUNDWATER ANALYTICAL RESULTS - 1'OST-IRA MONITORING

CIPS GAS PLANT SITU
TAYLORVILLE, ILLINOIS

Concentration (ug/l )
Simple
NifltMr

CU-t

CU-2

CU 1

CU 4

CU 5

GU-6d

GU 6»

CW 7

GU-BO

Tctr

1988
1989
1990

1988
1989
1990

1988
1989
1990

1988
1989
1990

1988
1989
1990

1988
1989
1990

1988
1989
1990

1988
1989
1990

19B8
1989
1990

Huonnlhene

ND<0.2)
NT
Hf

ND(0.2)
NT
NT

J.I
Nf
Ml

K
Nl
Nl

ND(0.2)
HD(0.2)
H0(0.2)

ND(0.2)
NT
HI

HD(0.2>
NT
Nt

J.5
35
2.2

ND(0.2)
NT
Nl

Pyrtn*

NO(O.l)
NT
Nt

MHO.))
NT
HI

3.1
NT
NT

16
Nl
NT

NO(O.J)
110(0.3)
ND<0.3)

ND(O.J)
NT
Nt

ND(O.l)
NT
NT

1.7
5.4
2.7

NO(O.l)
NT
NT

Btnio(i)
anthracene

N0(0.08)
NT
Nl

NO(O.OB)
NT
NT

ND<0.8)
NT
Nl

S.I
NT
NT

WHO. 08)
ND(O.OB)
NO(O.OB)

NO(O.OB)
NT
NT

NO(O.Ofl)
NT
Nt

N0(0.8)
1(0(0.5)

0.18

NIH0.08)
NT
Nt

Chrysene

ND(0.2)
NT
NT

N0(0.2)
NT
NT

N0(2.0)
NT
Nl

«.J
Nl
Nl

WHO. 2)
N0(0.2)
NDC0.2)

N0(0.2)
NT
Nl

ND(0.2)
NT
Nl

N0(2.0)
0.22

N0(0.5)

M0(0.2)
NT
Nt

Itnio(b)
lluorinthtne

NO(O.Q2)
NT
Nl

NO(O.O^)
NT
Nt

NCH0.2)
NT
Nl

1.6
Nt
Nl

MHO. 02)
N0(0.02)
N0(0.02)

N0(0.02)
NT
Nl

ND(0.02)
NT
Nt

N0(0.2)
NDI0.02)
ND(0.02)

ND(0.02)
Nt
HI

Benjo(k)
fluorinthene

ND(0.02)
NT
Nl

W)(0. 02)
NT
NT

NU(0.2)
NT
Nl

\.i
Nl
Nt

WHO. 02)
N0(0.02)
N0(0.02)

ND(0.02)
Nt
Nl

HD(0.02)
NT
NT

N0(0.2)
N0(0.02)
NDI0.02)

N0(0.02)
NT
Nf

Bemo(ii)
pyrenc

N0(0 Oi)
NT
Nl

NO(O.Ui)
NT
Nt

M0(0 b)
Nl
Nl

<..•>
Nl
Nl

ND(0.05)
N0(0.05)
ND(O.OS)

ND(O.Ob)
Nl
Nl

MO(O.Ui)
NT
Nl

ND(0.5)
ND(0.05)
ND(O.OS)

ND(O.O'j)
Nl
Nl

AccnajjJilhcne

NI)(2.U)
Nl
Nl

NIH2.U)
Nl
Nl

HD(2U(I)
Nl
Nl

NU(2l)0)
Nl
Nl

MD(2.0)
ND(2.0)
ND(2.0)

Ml) (2 0)
Nl
Nl

NLH2.U)
Nl
Nl

NU(203)
ND(120)
ND(IOO)

NIK2.0)
Nt
Nl

OS/91/122259/IAB12 1S.IAN/6 ^



Table

GROUNDWATER A N A L Y T I C A L RESULTS - I'OST-I KA M O N I T O R I N G

CIl'S GAS 1'LANT S ITU
TAYLORVILLE, ILLINOIS

Sunlit
Nuifccr

CU Be

CU 9d

CU-9i

CW 11

GW-12

GU-1M

CU-11*

C 101»

G-102d

G-102»

Teir

1968
1969
1990

1988
1989
1990

1988
1989
1990

1988
1969
1990

1989
1989
1990

1988
1989
1990

1988
1989
1990

19B8
1989
1990

1988
1989
1990

1989
1990

f luonnthtn*

ND(0.2)
NT
Ht

WHO. 2)
ND(0.2)
WHO. 2)

MD(0.2)
ND(0.2)
ND(0.2)

ND(0.2)
1(0(0.2)
ND(0.2)

ND(0.2)
HO(O.Z)
M0(0.2)

ND(0.2)
ND(0.2)

NT

WHO 2}
WHO. 2)
ND(0.2)

1(0(0.2)
ND(0.2)
NDI0.2)

ND(0.2)
NDC0.2)
ND(0.2)

N0(0.2)
NO(O.Z)

Pyrtnc

NO(O.J)
NT
Ht

NO(O.J)
ND(O.l)
HD(O.I)

WHO.J)
M0(0.)t
ND(O.J)

N0(0.3)
WHO.J)
H0(0.3)

ND(O.l)
NO(O.J)
NO(O.l)

ND(O.l)
ND(O.J)

NT

ND(O.I)
NO(O.J)
NO(O.J)

ND(O.J)
ND(O.J)
NO(O.J)

NO(O.J)
NO(O.J)
ND(O.J)

ND(0.3)
NO(O.I)

I«nio(»)
•nlhrtccne

110(0.08)
NT
Nl

ND(O.OB)
ND(0.08)
ND(O.OB)

ND(O.OB)
ND(O.OB)
ND(O.Ofl)

NO(O.OB)
NO(O.OB)
NO(fl.OB)

M0(0.08)
NO(O.OB)
NO(O.OB)

MO(O.Ofl)
ND(O.OB)

NT

NO(O.OO)
ND(O.OB)
NB(O.OB)

ND(O.OB)
ND(O.OB)
ND(O.OB)

NO(O.OB)
ND(O.OB)
ND(O.OB)

NO(O.OB)
ND(O.OB)

^oncent ra<

Chrysene

WHO 2)
NT
Nf

N0(0.2)
MD(0.2)
110(0.2)

M0(0.2)
110(0.2)
110(0.2)

N0(0.2)
110(0.2)
N0(0.2)

ND(0.2)
N0(0.2)
ND(0.2)

N0(0.2>
ND(0.2)

NT

NO(O.Z)
1(0(0.2)
WHO. 2)

MD(0.2)
110(0.2)
N0(0.2)

N0(0.2)
N0(0.2)
N0(0.2)

N0(0.2)
K0(0.2)

ti2Q.(«aai
lenio(b)

tluorinthtne

MD(0.02)
NT
Nl

ND(0.02)
ND(0.02)
K0(0.02)

N0(0.02)
M0(0.02)
WHO. 02)

N0(0.02)
N0(0.02)
N0(0.02)

ND(0.02)
ND(0.02)
N0(0.02)

ND(0.02)
N0(0.02)

NT

WHO. 02)
1(0(0.02)
N0(0.02)

ND(0.02)
(10(0.02)
ND(0.02)

NO(O.OJ)
N0(0.02>
N0(0.02)

ND(0 02)
ND(O.OZ)

Bcruu(k)
lluortnlhene

N0(0.02)
NT
Nl

N0(0.02)
ND(0.02)
M0(0.02)

ND(0.02)
1(0(0.02)
WHO. 02)

N0(0.02)
N0(0.02)
ND(0.02)

ND(0.02)
ND(0.02)
WHO. 02)

W)(0.02)
N0(0.02)

NT

WHO. 02)
WHO. 02)
N0(0.02)

WHO. 02)
ND(0.02)
ND(0.02)

N0(0.02)
1(0(0.02)
N0(0.02)

NCHO 02)
MD(0.02)

Bcnio(u)
pyrene

NO(O.OS)
NT
Nl

MU(O.Oi)
ND(O.OS)
NO(O.OS)

ND(O.OS)
ND(O.OS)
WHO. 05)

wn(O.ob)
NO(O.OS)
NO(O.OS)

ND(O.OS)
i NO(O.OS)

NO(O.OS)

ND(O.OS)
NO(O.OS)

NT

WHO Ob)
ND(O.OS)
ND(O.OS)

ND(O.OS)
ND(O.OS)
ND(O.OS)

Mli(0 05)
NO(O.OS)WHO. 05)
WHO. 05)
ND10.05)

Al cnul^illu-riL*

W)(2.l l)
Nl
Nl

NU(2.U)
ND(2.0)
N0(2.0)

N[>(2.0)
NDI2.0)
N0(2.0)

N0(2.0)
HD(2.0)
ND(2 0)

N0(2 0)
NDI2 0)
MD(2 0)

WH2 0)
2.4

NT

N012.U)
ND(2.0)
MD(2.0)

NU(2.0)
WH10)
ND(10)

WH2.U)
ND(2.0)
ND(2.0)

NIH2.U)
M0(2 0)

OS/91/1222S9/IAB12 15.IAB/6 5



Table , C o n t i n u e d

GROUNDWATEK A N A L Y T I C A L RESULTS - I ' O U T - I K A M O N I T O R 1 t lG

Cll'S GAS PLANT SITE
TAYI.ORVILLE, ILLINOIS

Concentration lua/l 1
Sairpl*
Nuehtr

G-IOJd

6-10J»

U.r

1988
1989
1990
1988
1989
1990

Huorinthcne

ND(0.2)
NT
NT

N0(0.2)
NT
Nl

Pyrtn*

ND(0.3)
NT
Nl

NO(O.J)
NT
Nl

•cnio(t)
•nthrtcent

NO(O.Oo)
NT
Nl

N0(0.08)
NT
NT

Chrystne

N0(0.2)
NT
NT

ND(0.2)
NT
Nl

linio(b)
tluortnthene

N0(0.02)
NT
Nl

ND(0.02)
NT
Nl

BenioU)
lluortnlhcne

N0(0.02>
NT
Nl

N1X0.02)
NT
Nl

i

Bcnio(a)
pyrene

ND(O.OS)
NT
Nl

Mj(O.Oi)
NT
Nl

«tu.U|4,lh«,e

ND(2.U)
Nl
Nl

NIK2 U)
Nl
Nl

IRA Innedlate ranovil action.

NO Not detected ibove method detection Unit indicated in parentheses.

NT Not tested.

jij/L Hicrograms per l iter.

05/91/122259/1ABL2 15.IAB/6 6



TABLE 5

POST-IMMEDIATE RESPONSE ACTION AMBIENT
AIR FHOTOIONIZATIC.N 3ETECTOR (?ID) RESULTS

CIPS C-AS PLANT SITE
TAYLORVILLE, ILLINOIS

:ate

122Z

:a/2o
:9/ti
:°/i8
:?/2i
• : /oz
• 7 / 1 4
•: /23
• 3 / 2 9
•1/05
•V13
; 1/25
•2/03
'2/11
•2 /21
'2/29

M«I«UB
Jesuit
<ne»)

D.I
0.2
3 .0
:.o
:.i
3.4
3.3
0.2
3.0
2.2
3.3
3.3
3.2
3.2
3.3

Date

•CJ8

31/22
32/12
:3/<x
:3/l8
33/31
:4/Z2
35/12
06/02
36/24
07/14
08/05
03/25
09/16
•3/07
M/04
'1/23
12/19

Mixmun
Result
(son)

0.2
0.2
0.4
0.3
0.2
0.2
0.4
0.2
0.2
0.2
0.1
0.2
0.2
0.6
0.2
0.3
0.2

IUUBUI .
Result

Date ;pp»)

^89

01/20 0.2
03/03 0.2
03/23 0.3

jnoatra 3.2

Note: Six carts cer million MAS estaBlisnea as tne level of concern using tne portaOle PtO at tie fencelinc.

per mi II ion.

C5/91/122259/POSTIRAT.TAB/6



"BLE ~

?OST-IMMEDIATE RESFCNSE ACTION
-.TILE ORGANIC OOMPOUNDS DETECTED I"

CIrS GAS PLANT SITE
TAYLORVILLE, ILLINOIS

:-!ARCH 4, 1391

SOIL

Concentration (.is/its)
: eotn Hetnvi ene

jorenoie samer ,=eet) C.I I or ice

i - > a ; - ,s
•: "3
- " 3

S - ' ' =. : i
- .3

'3 ('-eic cuoiicate) - .3
5 3 jB

5-u ; "3
•: 3 J8
'5 3 J3

•4UBoer or Tentatively
icetone 2-3utanone Xylene :centiTiea Ccnoounos'

3
-?
•:o
•:o
;3

;*
= 3

53
:6
:20

.3 sOCJl M0(6)
B 5 JB M0(6)
8 - .3 sO(6)

3 2 . 5 w
3 sO(1V N0(6)
S NOC12} N0<6)
8 -40(1 11 M0(6)

B S0(13) NOC7)
B >>0(12) NOC6)
3 3 J N0<6>

'0

\
',
~-

z
D

Source: -anson, '737a.

B Indicates tne ccrroouno »as oetectra 'n tne Diarut and tne sancle.

indicates an estiraateo value cnat :s less man tne metnod aetection limit.

sD 'Jot cetectea at a concentration aoove cne metnoo detection l i m i t snoun in parentneses.

-g/kq "'crcgrans oer Kilogram.

"entativeiv laentified CCOBQUIOS are tnose conootnds iaent'*'ea ov mais soectrai iisrarv searen tnat
-ad concentrations greater tran !0 oercent or tne nearest internal stanoara. "nis s exclusive OT
Target :cmooiK». surrogates, or internal standards.

:S/91/12225°/POSTIRAT.T*g/6



IAUII li

AIJ.JIJiiTLI) e:AI,cm.ATL.I) JNCKI-MLNTAL L l l l .T IMi ; rAlli.'LK

L ' lPS (JAi; PLANT S1TL
T A Y L O K V I L L E , I L L I N O I S

Rtccptur Uruup

fu ture Hyiioihet if .il On S| to Hrsiilrnis • Ailul i

Ilil nul Dill my U.ilhllnj

lol jl

future llyi-olhtl 11 ,jl On S i t e Residents - Chi ld

Lieiiudl Uiii my bjlhinj

lotdl

HI Avci age exposure.

UBE Upper bound exposuie.

Level

At
RMt
UBE

At
RMt
UBE

At
RHl

AL
RHt

Oi i yiiul AI|

R e l a t i v e (JHL id iim R e l a t i v e

i.Ofl x 10 J 2 <.H x Id ' i ill , KI '
2.21 x 10 1 08 2 10 x 10 '
J.60 x 10 1/6 5 29 x 10 '

V )/ « 111 | J 'jU . Hi ' b in « in •'
2.25 x 10 1 09 2 . 1 5 , 10 '
1.66 x 10 1 . 77 J.K » |0 '

7 .7S x 10 J J . /s i x ID J / tl , In •'
1.90 x 10 ' 9 . 5 1 x 10 ' 1 82 x 10 '

/.Hi x 10 i.UI x III ' /. t(\ f in ••'
1.9) x 10 ' 9 35 x 10 ' 1 64 x 10 '

It 1 ; f 1 ... 1
<>,> , I., i

C..I.-H.

.' J'j > In
J 2t x 11)
9. SI x 10

.' .'.-. < In
7 SI x 111
9.65 x 10

5 .V. x In
6 55 x It)

i .'II . in
6 iv i III

y

I
1
1

I
1
1

1
1

I
1

Original Use ol ei|iialion to c j l i u l . i t e r i s k level thul Ji (. l inear w i t h respect to dubi..
Adjusted Use o) one-hi t tqiutton to c a l c u l a t e cancer i ls.k l e v e l s that are w i t h i n the i .m.je ul v.ih,, . u,Hut ul <.• n.ml ln> ,11 HI l

POOROUAir-'Y
Or-., .-... , .

b^.ivj.i. >. <. ,
I I IS/L' l l ' iAUJI/6 I



CALCULATED INCKEMI-NTAl. 1,1 FLT1 Ml- CANCEH K I S K A M I ) I IAZAUI)

cii's GAii i ' i . A i i ' i 1 srn:
TAYI .OKVIM.I : , I L L I N O I S

fjncer Ribk 1 ovel

Rci<.|>lui liiuup

Future Hypothetical (In S i te Residents

Ingcslion ol On Si lo 1,1 oundMJlci

Ucimal txpoiiue lu Un S i t e di oundwalei
During Bathing

lolal

'• ' n

Sc^n EM-.e R.->,dem.

Inadvertent livjcsllmi ul Suunun tilute PonJ
Surface Wjlcr Whi le Swimming

Dermal txpoiuie to tlicnncdU in Seaman Ebta le
Pond Surface water While Summing

digestion of Lonunniiui ucl F ibh FIOIII Seaman
Esta te Pontl

lolal

I,,,....!,
level

At
RHt
UUE

At
RHt
UBE

At
RMt
UBE

At
RHt
UBE

At
RMt
UBE

At

RMt
HUE

AL
RMt
UBE

Del at i vi!
PiiU-nuy

V.04 x
3.76 x
6.10 x

5.01 i
2.10 x
J.29 x

5 .10 x
2 .13 x
1.34 x

1.95 x
5.64 x
9.17 x

2 36 x
6.82 x
1.11 x

2 16 x
5.59 x
9.06 x

2 JU x
6.87 x
1.12 x

10 '
10 '
10 J

IU '
10 '
10 '

10 '
10 '
10 '

10 '"
10 '
10 '

10 "
10 '
10 '

10 "
10 '
10 '

IU "
10 '
10 '

• Adi
One to

, 82 x
7 56 x
1

..
J
9

2
7
9

/
2
3

9
2.
4 .

6
1
2.

V.
1
4

23 x

25 «
.24 x
.53 x

26 x
.31 x
.65 x

.56 x

.18 x

.55 x

14 x
64 x
29 x

n x
68 x
72 K

IV x
80 x
56 x

ill
• III .e

IU '
10 '
10 '

III '
111 '
10 '

III '
10 '
10 '

10 '"
10 "
10 "

in "
10 '
10 '

IU '
10 4

10 ''

1l) '•
10 '
ID '

Ailull

li.h-x

17 i
2 <./ »
2 . 4 7 .

J Ml .
3 87 x
3 87 x

4 51 .
6 . 3 4 x
6 . 3 4 x

/ UU x
6.21 x
6.21 x

r 25 x
7 14 x
7 . 1 4 x

ft.fi.
8. 78 x
8 78 x

1 t,/ «
1 59 x
1 59 «

r.inrer R i s k
Relat ive

V III x lu '
III'
10'

In1

10'
10'

HI'
10'
10'

111 '
10 "
10 '

III '
10 '
10 '

III •
10 '
10 '

III '
10 '
10 '

2.23 x 10 '

/ 61 „

1.82 x

t I'll »
1.84 x

5 .5U x
1.01 x

4.BU x
8.81 i

2 JU ,
2 65 x

4 111 >
8.84 x

ID '
10 '

lu '
10 '

lu '"
10 "

111 "
10 '

lu "
10 '

lu "
10 s

1

1 cvM riuiii i iii iii
0».c- 10-Oi.c II. u.i. (I

Poiuiuy h.l, «

1 1)1 X III ' 1 .U K III'

4 50 x 10 ' 2 61 x in1

( .'(- . Ill ' S ;.. . l,,1

6.55 x 10 ' 5 91 x III'

J.t'U • III ' ', <,!: . Ill'

6.59 x 10 ' fl 52 x 10'

2. 15 x III " .' lln , In '
3.90 x 10 " 1 97 x 10 '

1 uo x lu | ;» . in '
3 . 4 1 x 10 ' I 64 x 10 '

7. IU x III ' / vf . In '
7 93 i 10 ' 7 3V i 10 '

1 VI x III J .'|| , III '

3 49 x 10 ' 2 38 x 10

Ob/9l/12225V/PIIIS/CIPSSIIM/6



TJ!J I (.' f , (,'ont i iiucil

OAl.CUIiATLl) INCKEMLNTAI. 1,1 KLTlMli c;AIK:i;i< KIliK AMU I IA2AKI)

cil-s (JAii I ' l .Ai r r MTI;
T A Y I . O K V I L 1 . E , I L L I N O I S

topujui i
RcCL-ptoi L*I un|, Level

1 mat Resident:.

Dermal Lupo^uie lo Si/Jimem Ulule At
1 respabs iny at Stanun Esta te POM<| RMt

HUE

Ueinial l«pu^mc |u bi-illiiiL-iil :, At
While IresLiuSbinu at Area A RMt

UBE

DL-IIIU! tupuiiiii.- lu inlliin-iili Uhile AE
trespassing at Area 8 RHt

UBE

lout At
RHt
UBE

Cancer R
Re la l i v
I'ulciu-y

1.12 K

1.75 «
2 85 .

(.ml «
2.14 «
1.47 *

f .04 x
2.86 ii
4.64 «

I.4J K
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T A U I E 11)

ON-S1TE BOREHOLE SOIL ANALYSIS RESULTS - POST-J 'JU/ KL'MLU J AT1ON SAMl 'L l fKi

CU'S GAS PLANT SJ'l'L
TAYLORVILLE, I[,UNOIS

March 19HV

Conri-fitrat inn (n<i/ti|)
Parameter

Volitil* Organic Compound:

•enztne
Chlorotxmtne
0lchlorob*nieiie (total)
Ethylbcnien*
Taluen*
lylcnc ( to ta l )

R 1

S

120.000
NO(S.OOO)
HO(i.OOO)

7,600
190,000
107,000

«-2

ND(50)
ND(SO)
ND(50)
ND(50)
N0(50)
N0(50)

R 1

1*0(40)
ND(SO)
NO(SO)
ND(SO)
N0(50)
110(50)

R ^

/Vl)
N0(200)
110(200)

690
5.500

12,500

k S

NliOU)
N0(50)
N0(50)
MD(50)
ND(50)
N0(50)

H 6

1,/IHI
N0(50)
ND(5n>
1,100
MOO
1,540

M /

I'jll
MU(50)
H0(50)

290
220

1.2)0

K U

NDI50)
ND(50)
NU(SO)
ND(5U)
ND(SO)

pQ|cyc| l t Aromatic Hydrocarbons

Acenaphthylene
Actncptilhtn*
Anthracene
lenio(a)anthracene
|enio(b)fluoranthtne
lcnio(k)Muoranthen*
lenie(g,h,l)pcrylene
|enio(a)pyrene

Oibento(a,h)antlii accne

f 1 uorcnc

Naphthaleo*

Pyrene

N0(400,000)
ND(400,000)

11,000
21.000
7,800
5.000
5,100

17,000
HD(40,000)
NDUO.OOO)

14,000
89,000
5,600

400,000
110,000
56.000

NO(IOO)
ND(200)

110(4)
NPdO)
ND(5>
ND(S)

ND(10)
K0(10)
ND(40)
N0(10)
ND(20)
N0(10)

NO(IOO)
N0(8)

kO(20)

MD(IOO)
NO (200)

15
71
It
20
20
57

MOdOO)
N0(40)

120
180
15

150
140
160

ND(40,000)
M0«0,000)

4,500
5,800
1.900
1,200

ND(t.600)
5,100
4,100

ND(4,000)
9,200

21,000
1*0(4000)
100,000
16,000
15.000

ND(IUO)
ND(200)

1*0(4)
MO(tO)
N0(5)
N0(5)

N0(20)
ND(10)
NO(IO)
1*0(40)
NO(tO)
ND(20)
NDdO)

NO(IOO)
NU(8)

UO(JO)

N0(40,000)
N0(40,000)

2,800
2.000
7.800

180
MD( 1.600)

1.600
1,400

NU(4.000>
1.100
5.800

N0(4,000)
19,000
11.000
5.200

I*U(4.0U())
M0(4,000)

1.700
820
)6

220
ISO
760
110

NU(4i)0)
1,500
1.400

460
1,600
2.900
2.100

N|i(4llil)
N0(400)

too
65
11
2_>
29
72

1*0(40)
200
an

Mi (40)
N0(400)

520
280

Source: Hanson, 1987.
NO Not detected at • cuncenti •! lun nbuve the niclhcxJ
|ig/l>g Hlciogrims p. r kilogram.

I null



Tacle 11

:FF-£ITZ SOREHOLE ,o ra : rooxi SOIL ANALYSIS RESULTS
POST-1937 P.EMEDIATICN SAMPLING

CI?S C-AS PLANT SITE
7AYLCRVILLZ, ILLINOIS

Marcn 1987

:3ra.neter *•!
Concenrraticr (ag/lto)

A-2 A-3

Iitorooenzene
; .cmorcoenzene (ratal)
; tivicenzene
": •- uene
< *iene (Total)

-0(50)
-0(50)
-0(50)
-0(50)
-0(50)

10(50)
*0(50>

sO(50)
1D(50)
10(50)

40(50)
W50)
NO(SO)
V0(50)

330

»cenaontnv(ene
Acenaontnene
Anthracene
Senzo(a)antnracene
3enzo(o)f luorantheoe
3enzo(K)fluorantnene
5enzo(g.h, i Jcserviene
3enzo( ajpyrene
Chrysene
3 i benzol a . h ) anthracene
Huorantnene
cluorene
; noeno( 1 , 2.3 • c , c)pyrene
laontnatene
3>ienantnrene
:yrene

VO(40C)
10(433)
10(140)
10(16)
10(4)
10(4)
10(16)
10(10)
10(40)
10(40)
10(40)
10(40)
10(40)
10(400)
10(120)
10(60)

10(400)
10(400)
10(140)
10(160)

240
110
440
490
130

10(400)
130

10(40)
10(400)

120
76
300

10(400)
10(400)
10(140)
10(160)

240
110
480
490
130

10(400)
130

10(40)
10(400)

120
76
300

Source: *anson, 1787.

>>0 tot detected it a concentration aoove the method detection Unit indicated in parentheses.

,9/kg "icrogrm oer n loqran.

:;/91/12Z259/Cios.Tab/6



Il l inois Environmental Protection Aeciv. P O Box I9276. Springfie ld . IL 6-794-9:"6

Table 12. Cleanup
for

Parameter

Acenaphthene

Anthracene

Benzo(a)anthracene

Benzo(a)pyrene

Benzo(b)fl uoranthene

Benzo( k ) fl uoranthene

Chrysene

D1benzo(a,h)anthracene

Fl uoranthene

Fl uorene

Indeno(l,2,3-c,d)pyrene

Naphthalene

Pyrene

Benzene w *

Toluene

Ethyl benzene

Xylenes

trans-1 ,2-d1ch1oroethylene

Objectives for Class I Groundwater
CIPS - Taylorvllle

July 14, 1992

Class I
Groundwater
Objective
(•9/1 )

0.42. ft
Mixture 1

t

2.1

0.00013

0.00023

0.00018

0.00017

0.0015

0.0003

0.28. ft
Mixture 1

0.28. ft
Mixture 1

0.00043

0.025

0.21. ft
Mixture 1

"'• ' Class 1 Standard
(•9/D

0.005

1.0

0.7

10 -•

*

AOL
(•9/D

0.01

0.0066

0.00013

0.00023

0.00018

0.00017

0.0015

0.0003

0.0021

0.0021

O.OOC43

0.0006

0.0027

— rot ——
(•a/1)
.002

.002

.002

.002

.005



Class I
Groundwater
Objective • ADL

Parameter_____________man _______________(ma/i>
Other Non-Carcinogenic PNAs 0.21

Acenaphthylene 0.01
Benzo(g,h,1)perylene 0.00076
Phenanthrene 0.0064

2-Methylphenol (1) 0.35 0.01

4-Methylphenol (1) 0.35 0.01

Dlchloromethane 0.0002, & 0.0002
Mixture 2

Bromoform 0.0002 0.0002

D1-n-butyl phthalate 0.7 0.0033

B1s(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate 0.0027, & 0.0027
Mixture 2

ADL: Acceptable Detection Limit; lowest Practical Quantltatlon Limit <PQL>
from SH846.

Objectives Basis: 35 IAC 620 Subpart F: Title 35 : Environmental Protection
Subpart F: Public Hater Supplies
Subpart F: Health Advisories

(1) Sum of concentrations of 2-methylphenol plus 4-methylphenol Is not to
exceed 0.35 mg/1.

Mixture 1: In addition to meeting the Individual Class I groundwater
objectives Indicated In Table 12 above, the following equation must be
satisfied to protect against liver, kidney, and blood toxlclty.

[acenaphthenel + [fluoranthenel + [fluorenel + [pvrene 1 i 1.0
0.42 mg/1 0.28 mg/1 0.28 mg/1 0.21 mg/1

Mixture 2: In addition to meeting the Individual Class I groundwater
objectives Indicated 1n Table 12 above, the following equation must be
satisfied to protect against liver tumors.

Cdlchloromethane] + [b1s(2-ethvlhexv1)phthalate] i 1.0
0.0002 mg/1 0.0027 mg/1

The Nondegradatlon Provisions of 35 IAC 620 Subpart C may also be applicable
at this site.

TF:jab/1978r/l



TABLE ::

.unions Environmental Protection Acency ? o. Box .~2?t>. ipnngfieKj. IL 6~1T94-T76

Ihouid CIPS choose to discnarge treated grounawater to the Soutn Font of the
3angan»n River as previously discussed. an NPDES permit w i l l be required. The
-oil owing NPDES discnarge l imi t s * i l l app ly .

Parameter Limit*

3enzo(a)pyrene 0.5
3enzo(a)antnracene 1
NapntJialene 790
PhenantArene 1 0
Acenaotnene 60.8
Anttiracene 2.3
F1 uorantnene 398
Total Phenols 100
Toluene 2,400
Benzene 2.200
Ethyl benzene 3,200
t-I ,2 Oichloroethene 14,000
Oichlorometnane 19,300
Xylenes ?.Q90
2-Metnyl pnenol 1 ,900
•t-Hethyl phenol 1,900
D1-n-butyl pnthaldte 73
MOEC" ilOCS effluent

'Daily Maximum Concentration
**No Observable Effect Concentration based on chronic toxicity test.

The above Units assume no dilution is available in the receiving stream and
that technology-based l imi t s are less restrictive than water quality-based
'. imi ts.

H M : j as/1 956k, 108-109
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"ABLE 14

ALTERNATIVE 5 - SOIL/SEDIMENT REMOVAL
INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS, AWD

C-ROUIIDWATER TREATMENT COST ESTIMATE SUMMARY

CIPS GAS PLANT SITE
TAYLORVILLE, ILLINOIS

Construction Annual srt*m*r

2.
3.

^ .

i .
* .
•o.
' *

Cast CoBBonent

:oil Removal, Oisoosai ana Backfill
•ater Main Construction ana Connection
teaman Estates Oam ana Settlements
.:ng Term Nonitormq
'ntncf.cn wells ana Oiscnarge doing
;":cess Buildings
• •. te wor«
£3uianent
Jrocess Pioing
Instrumentation
;sservation ana Startuc

Costs C4M Costs .ortn

SI. 406
1164
S249

S393
S192
M9
S265
S39
S32

SI 33

.016
,956
,779

567. ::o
,400
.900
.000
.300
,800
.500
,',00

Coerating Personnel
'3. Coerating Materials
*. maintenance
'5. .:u ities
'6. Holies Oisoosai
*7. :uarteriy ana Annual Reoorting
'8. 2aflDiing and Analytical
°9. Additional Sanoiing ana Analytical -

Construction suotocal

"OBI Illation, Bonos. insurance (5X>
••eaitn ana safety (<""%)
3id contingency (15X)
Scooe contingency (202)
Construction management (SX)

lonstruction total

Engineering fees (1051)

-egai fees (5X>

services during construction (8X)

'otai caoital ana imolementation cost

*rmuai C4M cast

'resent »ortn

*atai cresent norm

'sc rear S28.260

S2,975,Oil

SH8.730
S208.250
M46.250
J595.000
$144,750

S4,522,011

J452.2QO

SZ26.1CO

S361,760

SS,562,071

S11.450
S200.C30
$12.600
S34.830
S2.440

160,000
112,340

ViOl,400

S3,783,963

19,346,034

xote: '"« oresent uortn calculation was perrormea accoraing to tne metnod snoxn in Aopenaix £ at a discount
-ate or '3 percent over 30 years.

:5/9V122239/SECT6.TAB/6
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Illinois, quadrangle, photorevtsed 1982.

SCALE IS VARIABLE

John Mothes & Associates, Inc.
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SHUT-OFF VALVE
WITH SAMPLE PORT

TYPE 316 SCHEDULE 10
STAINLESS STEEL RISEP
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02 In OPENINGSFILTER D50= 03 In

30' BOREHOLE DIAMETER

TYPE 316 SCHEDULE 40
STAINLESS STEEL BOTTOM CAP

BOTTOM OF SCREEN

19- WELL DIAMETERBEDROCK

TYPICAL EXTRACTION WELL DESIGN
GAS PLANT SITE

TAYLORVILLE, ILLINOIS
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ALTERNATIVE 5

GROUNOWATER
EXTRACTION

weu. AND PUMP

ACIO
STORAGE

GRANULAR
ACTIVATED

CARBON
BACKWASH

3H
ADJUSTMENT

J_
GRANULAR
ACTIVATED

CARBON
TREATMENT

GRANULAR
ACTIVATED

CARBON
STORAGE

FLOW
METER

AUTO
SAMPLER

DISCHARGE

John Mothcs A Associates, Inc.

GRANULAR ACTIVATED CARBON
GROUNOWATER TREATMENT SYSTEM

FLOW DIAGRAM

CIPS GAS PLANT
TAYLOftVILLE. ILLINOIS
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
REGION 5

77 WEST JACKSON BOULEVARD
CHICAGO. IL 60604-3590

3 0 SEP 1992

REPLY TO THE ATTENTION OF:

R-19J

Ms. Mary A. Gade
Director
Illinois Environmental Protection Agency
2200 Churchill Road
Springfield, IL. 62706

Dear Ms. Gade:

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) is
providing you with this letter to document U.S. EPA's concurrence
with the final remedy selected for the Central Illinois Public
Service Company (CIPS) Site in Taylorville, Illinois. The
proposed remedy, as outlined in the August 1991 Proposed Plan,
includes the following:

A. Construction of an on-site ground water pump and treat
system.

B. Operation and maintenance of the system until Illinois
Environmental Protection Agency (IEPA)'s cleanup objectives
are met.

C. Expansion of the monitoring program for untreated ground
water and treatment system effluent to supplement current
monitoring efforts.

D. Complete fencing (with signs) of-the site.

E. Land use and deed restrictions, to the extent possible, for
the site and affected off-site areas.

In addition, an immediate removal action has already been
completed by the responsible party under a state superfund
notice. This action included the following:

1. Excavation of contaminated source materials above the water
table (9,000 cubic yards of soil; 3,000 cubic yards of
sediment; disposal of source materials off-site in a
permitted landfill; and backfilling of excavation areas with
clean materials.

Printed on Recf&ad Paper



2. Connection of potentially affected residents to the public
water supply; and plugging and abandonment of associated
private drinking water wells.

3. Monitoring of ground water, surface water, pond sediment,
and fish downstream of the site.

The U.S. EPA concurs with the selection of the final remedy for
the CIPS Site as described above and in the lEPA's Record of
Decision Summary for the CIPS Site, a copy of which is enclosed
and made part of this letter. Because this remedy will result in
hazardous substances remaining on -site above health-based levels,
U.S. EPA expects IEPA to conduct five-year reviews after
commencement of the remedial action to ensure that the remedy
continues to provide adequate protection of human health and the
environment. Thank you for your support and cooperation in
addressing the contamination problem at the CIPS Site.

Sincerely yours,

/ Valdas V. Adamkus
r*~ Regional Administrator
L

Enclosure


