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BEFORE THE ILLINOIS POLLUTION CONTROL BOARD 

 
IN THE MATTER OF:   ) 

      ) R 2022-018 
PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO  ) 
GROUNDWATER QUALITY   ) 
(35 ILL. ADM. CODE 620)   )   

 

ILLINOIS ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY’S RESPONSES TO 

ADDITIONAL QUESTIONS AND COMMENTS 

 
NOW COMES the Illinois Environmental Protection Agency (Illinois EPA or Agency), by 

and through one if its attorneys, and submits Responses to the Illinois Pollution Control Board’s 

(Board) questions and the following Comments:  

RESPONSES 

Board Question 1.  

 

In PC 62, the International Molybdenum Association cites an undated letter written  by the United 
States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), Region 8 regarding a site-specific Colorado 
molybdenum water quality standard for protection of the water supply use classification. PC 62 at 
4. The letter supports the choice of the 2020 ATSDR intermediate oral minimal risk level (MRL) 

for the reference dose to use in the proposed molybdenum water quality standard at issue in that 
case. 
 

a.  Please comment on whether the Board should consider the USEPA Region 8’s  

finding concerning 2020 ATSDR molybdenum MRL in this rulemaking to revise 
the proposed molybdenum groundwater quality standards (GWQS). Id. at 5.  
 

b.  If so, propose revised molybdenum Class I and Class II GWQS based on the 2020  

ATSDR MRL of 0.06 mg/kg-day. 
 

Illinois EPA Response to 1a. 

 

The Agency reached out to the State Risk Assessor’s Group, a group of risk assessors from 
regulatory agencies across the country, including U.S. EPA, to determine potable water quality 
standards from other states. Nine states responded to the Agency’s request for information and are 
listed on the following table: 

 

State 

RfD/MRL 

Used 
(mg/kg-day) RfD Source RSC Used 

Arizona No Criteria 
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California 0.005 IRIS ---a 

Colorado 0.02 ATSDR with additional UF=3 0.8 

Iowa 0.005 IRIS 0.2 

Michigan 0.005 IRIS 0.4 

Pennsylvania 0.005 IRIS 0.2 

Washington 0.005 IRIS ---a 

West Virginia 0.005 IRIS ---a 

Wisconsin 0.009 State-Derived 1b 

a. The State uses U.S. EPA Regional Screening Level (RSL) tapwater equations to 
calculate potable water standards. The tapwater equations do not consider relative 
source contribution (RSC) in the calculations.   

b. Wisconsin regulations require the use of an RSC of 1 when calculating standards.   

 
The email responses are included in Attachment 1. Included with Colorado’s email response is an 
attachment dated July 3, 2024, discussing its calculation of a revised molybdenum water supply 
standard. Colorado selected a final standard of 0.53 mg/L based on adult exposure. Colorado also 

applied an additional subchronic to chronic uncertainty factor of three to the ATSDR MRL. 
Wisconsin’s email response also includes the information used to develop its state -specific RfD. 
The majority of states that replied stated they use the IRIS chronic RfD for calculating potable 
water use standards or health advisories (Part 620 Class I potable resource groundwater quality 

standards).  
 

Illinois EPA selected U.S. EPA’s IRIS toxicity value for calculating a health -based potable 
resource concentration for multiple reasons: 

 

• IRIS is the Tier 1 toxicity source listed in U.S. EPA’s hierarchy and its chronic toxicity 
value is used by several states. 

• The IRIS toxicity value is based on chronic exposure, which is the exposure type used 

in calculating health-based standards for noncancer health effects for residential 
populations.  The ATSDR toxicity value is based on intermediate (subchronic) 
exposure.    

• U.S. EPA uses the IRIS toxicity value for developing chronic health-based screening 

levels for residential populations (child and adult), including its Lifetime Health 
Advisory for drinking water.  U.S. EPA uses the ATSDR toxicity value for developing 
subchronic health-based screening levels for construction worker populations.   

•  ATSDR’s subchronic toxicity value is not derived from benchmark dose (BMD) or 
pharmacokinetic (PK) models using time-weighted averages.  For the ATSDR 
intermediate molybdenum MRL, investigators estimated doses using body weight and 
food consumption data. As a result, it is not appropriate to use the subchronic value for 

evaluating chronic exposure without applying an additional uncertainty factor of 10 for 
subchronic to chronic extrapolation.  

•  IRIS molybdenum toxicity value has a critical effect of increased uric acid, based on 
the chronic human study selected for calculating its RfD.  Increased molybdenum 

ingestion results in decreased copper absorption.  As a result, more copper is excreted 
from the body as higher amounts of molybdenum are ingested.  Copper assists in the 
excretion of uric acid.  When low dietary copper levels are present, uric acid builds up.  
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The Koval’skiy, et al., study selected by IRIS is a human health study conducted in a 
region selected specifically for its high molybdenum content in plants and its low 
copper content due to this inverse relationship.  For ATSDR’s toxicity value, an 

assumption was made that the average copper intake of the U.S. population exceeds 
dietary requirements. Therefore, animal studies involving inadequate levels of copper 
were not considered relevant in the derivation of its toxicity value. Although ATSDR 
included a modifying factor of 3 to address a concern that reproductive or 

developmental effects may occur in populations with marginal copper intakes, the use 
of the IRIS toxicity value is specifically protective for those with marginal copper 
intakes for increased uric acid levels. 
 

The Agency does not agree with Region 8’s assessment that chronic inhalation toxicity data 
supports a decision to accept the intermediate oral MRL as a chronic MRL without assigning an 
uncertainty factor for extrapolation. The NTP 1997 chronic inhalation study referenced by Region 
8 evaluated molybdenum trioxide (CASRN 1313-27-5), not molybdenum (CASRN 7439-98-7). 

In addition, subsection 620.Appendix A(c)(2)(D) requires correction factors be applied to 
extrapolate an inappropriate route of exposure (inhalation) to oral exposure. Following Region 8’s 
assessment, Colorado chose to apply an uncertainty factor of three to extrapolate the ATSDR 
chronic value from the subchronic value.  

 
The Agency also does not agree with the use of an RSC of 0.8 for protection of groundwater for 
potable use. The assessment is based on a subchronic MRL and an adult body weight of 80 kg. 
The Agency proposes the use of child exposure factors to calculate health-based Class I 

groundwater quality standards. In addition, page 120 of ATSDR’s molybdenum toxicological 
profile states, “Exposure to molybdenum to the general population is almost entirely through 
food.” The toxicological profile is included as Attachment 1 of the Agency’s Post-Hearing 
Comments submitted to the Board March 3, 2023 (PC 54). If exposure is almost entirely from 

food, an RSC value representing 80% of molybdenum human exposure via drinking water is  not 
appropriate. An RSC value of 20% (0.2) is the more appropriate value for molybdenum’s 
contribution to human exposure via water ingestion.        
 

Illinois EPA Response to 1b. 

 

The Agency requires the use of chronic oral reference doses for calculating potable resource 
groundwater quality standards. Depending on how the human point of departure (POD) is derived 

(benchmark dose, pharmacokinetic, estimation, etc.), an uncertainty factor to extrapolate  from a 
subchronic RfD/MRL to a chronic RfD/MRL is needed. The appropriate uncertainty factor to 
extrapolate the chronic RfD/MRL from the intermediate MRL calculated with dose estimations is 
ten, per U.S. EPA’s, “A Review of the Reference Dose and Reference Concentration Process,” 

incorporated by reference at Section 620.125. When extrapolating a chronic dose from the ATSDR 
intermediate dose, the total uncertainty factor to be applied is 1,000: 

 

• 10 for extrapolation from animals to humans 

• 10 for variability within humans 

• 10 for extrapolation from a subchronic value to a chronic value 
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With ATSDR’s modifying factor of three, the extrapolated chronic MRL is 0.006 mg/kg-day.  
Although the Agency still proposes the use of the IRIS chronic RfD, if the Board opts for a health-
based Class I groundwater quality standard calculated with ATSDR’s extrapolated chronic MRL, 

the applicable Human Threshold Toxicant Advisory Concentration (HTTAC) calculation is:  

𝐻𝑇𝑇𝐴𝐶 (
𝑚𝑔

𝐿
) =

𝑅𝑆𝐶 • 𝐴𝐷𝐸

𝑊
 

Where: 

RSC  = Relative Source Contribution as a unitless value. The 
proposed RSC for the calculation is 0.2.  

ADE   = Acceptable Daily Exposure of substance in mg/day. 

ADE is calculated as the chronic RfD/MRL multiplied 
by the body weight of a child (0-6 years of age), equal 
to 15 kg.  

W  = Per capita daily water consumption for a child (0-6 years 
of age), equal to 0.78 L/day. 

 

𝐻𝑇𝑇𝐴𝐶 (
𝑚𝑔

𝐿
) =

0.2 • (0.006 • 15)

0.78
 

 
The calculated health-based concentration using the extrapolated chronic ATSDR MRL is 0.023 

mg/L.  
 

Board Question 2.  

 

In PC 63, the Illinois Environmental Regulatory Group questions whether Illinois  “laboratories 
will have the capacity to process a sudden and unprecedented influx of Illinois groundwater PFAS 
tests.” PC 63 at 3. 
 

a.  Please comment on whether IEPA expects a sudden increase in number of PFAS  
tests performed by Illinois laboratories upon the adoption of the proposed rules as 
well as USEPA’s PFAS drinking water MCLs. 
 

b.  If so, is IEPA aware of whether Illinois laboratories have adequate capacity to meet 
the increased demand to conduct the required PFAS analyses?  

 
c.  If not, would it be possible for IEPA to contact Illinois laboratories regarding 

capacity issues for analyzing PFAS samples resulting from the potential adoption 
of proposed groundwater quality standards as well as the recent USEPA drinking 
water MCLs and report back to the Board? 
 

d.  Please clarify whether Part 620 requires PFAS analyses to be performed by only 
Illinois laboratories. 

 
Illinois EPA Response to 2a. 

 

Yes, there will be an increase in the number of PFAS analyses being performed.  
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Illinois EPA Response to 2b. 

 

The number of laboratories in Illinois and other states obtaining NELAC accreditation for PFAS 
analysis has increased over the last several years. 
 
Illinois EPA Response to 2c. 

 
Due to the increased number of laboratories in Illinois and other states obtaining NELAC 
accreditation for PFAS analysis, it is not necessary to contact individual laboratories to inquire 
about their capacity to analyze samples for PFAS. 
 

Illinois EPA Response to 2d. 

 

No, Part 620 does not require PFAS analyses to be performed only by Illinois laboratories. The 
requirement is to use a laboratory with NELAC accreditation for the selected PFAS method(s) and 

analytes. The TNI National Environmental Laboratory Accreditation Management System 
database https://lams.nelac-institute.org/ can be searched by matrix (Drinking Water, Non-Potable 
Water, Solid and Chemical Materials) and method (537.1, 533, 1633, 8327) to obtain a listing of 
accredited laboratories. 

 
A TNI LAMS search on 7/31/24 yielded the following number of laboratories by matrix and 
method: 

• Drinking Water by EPA Method 537.1 – 56 laboratories with accreditation 

o Four Illinois laboratories with Illinois ELAP primary accreditation 
o 12 laboratories in other states with Illinois ELAP secondary accreditation  

• Drinking Water by EPA Method 533 – 55 laboratories with accreditation 
o Four Illinois laboratories with Illinois ELAP primary accreditation 

o 11 laboratories in other states with Illinois ELAP secondary accreditation  

• Non-Potable Water by EPA Method 1633 – 34 laboratories with accreditation 
o One Illinois laboratory with Illinois ELAP primary accreditation 
o One laboratory in other state with Illinois ELAP secondary accreditation 

• Solid and Chemical Materials by EPA Method 1633 – 33 laboratories with 
accreditation 

o One Illinois laboratory with Illinois ELAP primary accreditation 

o One laboratory in other state with Illinois ELAP secondary accreditation 

• Non-Potable Water by EPA Method 8327 – 3 laboratories with accreditation 

• Solid and Chemical Materials by EPA Method 8327 – 3 laboratories with accreditation 
 

The Agency allows the use of Method 1633 for groundwater analyses from monitoring wells even 
though it is listed as a non-potable water method. The Method 1633 LLOQs are sufficiently low 
enough to meet the proposed groundwater quality standards.  

 

Note: NELAC-accredited laboratories may analyze Part 620 samples for PFAS. NELAC-
accredited laboratories analyzing drinking water for the Public Water Supply program are required 
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to obtain IL ELAP accreditation (primary for Illinois laboratories and secondary for laboratories 
in other states). 
Board Question 3.  

 
The City of Springfield (CWLP) and Dynegy again raise the issue of shifting the  basis of the 
proposed Class I and Class II standards for selenium from health -based USEPA MCL to a 
beneficial use criterion for irrigation of crops. PC 65 at 8-9; PC 66 at 4. The participants ask the 

Board to look to more recent scientific data rather than the 1972 Water Quality Criteria relied 
upon in this rulemaking proposal. Please comment on Dynegy’s concerns (below) regarding the 
reliance on the 1972 Water Quality Criteria as the basis of the proposed selenium and fluoride 
standards. 

 
a.  The 1972 selenium criterion is based “on studies done in areas (Oregon,  Wyoming, 

New Zealand and Denmark) with different agricultural conditions than Illinois.” PC 
66 at 4 citing Ex. 24 at 9. These studies “relate to livestock foraging  on range plants, 

which do not typically serve as forage for livestock in Illinois.” Id. at 5 citing Ex. 24 at 
6, 8-9. Thus, "range plants typically require higher levels of irrigation than the types 
of forage crops that exist in Illinois.” Id. citing Ex. 30 at 3-4. 
 

b.  The 1972 selenium criterion is based on three acre-feet water use per acre, per year. 
PC 66 at 5 citing Ex. 24 at 7. The average irrigation in Illinois is estimated at 0.5 acre-
foot of water use per acre, per year. Id. Dynegy argues that there is no  evidence in the 
record or the Board’s order “refuting the fact that irrigation rates in Illinois are much 

lower than the irrigation rate that serves as a basis for the 0.02mg/L recommendation.” 
Id.? 

 

Illinois EPA Response to 3a. 

 

Water Quality Criteria, 1972, states, “Selenium is toxic at low concentrations in nutrient solutions, 
and only small amounts added to the soils increase the selenium content of forages to a level toxic 
for livestock.” Studies found that selenium concentrations at levels of 0.025 mg/L in nutrient 

solution decrease alfalfa yields. Alfalfa is a cover crop increasingly used in Illinois to help prevent 
soil breakdown and erosion. Alfalfa is also used for feed for livestock. The proposed MCL value 
of 0.05 mg/L could damage alfalfa. Studies listed in Water Quality Criteria, 1972, show 
bioaccumulation in forage plants and vegetables. Selenium applications of 0.2 mg/hectare produce 

concentrations in plants that can be toxic to animals. The excerpt from Water Quality Criteria, 
1972, discussing the toxic effects on plants and animals is included in the Agency’s Initial Filing 
dated December 7, 2021, on page 4,834.  

 

The Illinois Groundwater Protection Act (IGPA), adopted in 1987, states,  
 

... it is the policy of the State of Illinois to restore, protect, and enhance the 
groundwaters of the State, as a natural and public resource. The State 

recognizes the essential and pervasive role of groundwater in the social and 
economic well-being of the people of Illinois, and its vital importance to the 
general health, safety, and welfare. It is further recognized as consistent 
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with this policy that the groundwater resources of the State be utilized for 
beneficial and legitimate purposes; that waste and degradation of the 
resources be prevented; and that the underground water resource be 

managed to allow for maximum benefit of the people of the State of Illinois. 
 

A beneficial use of groundwater is irrigation. Agriculture is a primary industry in the State and 
those who grow crops using irrigation should be able to utilize the resource without concerns of 

reduced yields and livestock toxicity. Class I groundwater quality standards have historically 
included irrigation and livestock recommendations from Water Quality Standards, 1972.  
 
For example, the Agency recommends maintaining the current Class I groundwater quality 

standard of 2.0 mg/L for boron, based on irrigation. The health-based concentration, calculated 
with a toxicity value derived in 2004, is less stringent than the irrigation value and would not be 
protective for the beneficial and legitimate purpose of irrigation. As a result, the Agency did not 
propose to update the Class I groundwater quality standard to the health -based value during the 

Board’s R08-18 rulemaking. The proposal for selenium is not different.   
 
Response to 3(b): 

 

The Agency cannot determine the basis of Dynegy’s statement that average Illinois irrigation is 
0.5 acre-foot of water use per acre, per year. The Agency’s Pre-Filed Answers to Follow-Up 
Questions, submitted to the Board May 6, 2022, provides several attachments discussing 
increasing irrigation rates across the state due climate change and contract changes by seed corn 

dealers that require assured crop yields after the 2012 drought.  
 

This increase is illustrated by U.S. Geologic Survey (USGS) at: 
https://waterdata.usgs.gov/il/nwis/water_use/ . The following table is from data collected for the 

irrigation of crops.  
 

Year 

Irrigation Crop Self-Supplied 
Groundwater Withdrawals for 
Crops 

(Mgal/day) 

Irrigation Crop Sprinkler 
Irrigation for Crops 

(acre-foot) 
2010 196.30 435,140 

2015 (most recent data) 203.52 600,650 

 
million gallons per day (Mgal/d)--a rate of flow of water equal to 133,680.56 cubic feet per day, 

or 1.5472 cubic feet per second, or 3.0689 acre-feet per day. A flow of one million gallons per day 
for one year equals 1,120 acre-feet (365 million gallons). 
 
acre-foot (acre-ft)—the volume of water required to cover 1 acre of land (43,560 square feet) to 

a depth of 1 foot. Equal to 325,851 gallons or 1,233 cubic meters.  
 
Water Quality Criteria, 1972, states it kept the value for use up to 20 years on fine-textured soils 
of pH 6.0-8.5 equal to the value for waters used continuously on all soil as a factor of safety due 

to selenium’s relative mobility in soils, bioaccumulation, and lack of information on  soil reactions.    
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Board Question 4.  

 

Dynegy notes that the proposed fluoride standards are intended afford protection for  livestock 

from potential aesthetic dental impact and not any other harmful effects which are expected until 
concentrations are multiple times higher. PC 66 at 5. 
 

a.  Please comment on whether there are any harmful effects of fluoride on livestock  other 

than “tooth mottling” that the Board should consider to support the proposed  
standards. 
 

b. If not, comment on whether the Board should withdraw the proposed fluoride standards 

and maintain the current Class I and Class II standards, as suggested by  Dynegy. 
 

Illinois EPA Response to 4(a): 

 

Both the livestock recommendation of 2.0 mg/L and the MCL of 4 mg/L for fluoride are based on 
dental fluorosis as the health effect, which both sources recognize is a cosmetic effect. In addition, 
U.S. EPA lists a fluoride value of 2.0 mg/L for its Secondary Drinking Water Regulations 
(SDWR). This information is located in the Agency’s initial filing dated December 07, 2021, as 

Attachment 11, on page 4,828 of the initial filing.  
 

Response to 4(b): 

 

The Agency does not agree with withdrawing the proposed fluoride standards. Both the proposed 
livestock value and the MCL rely on the same cosmetic effect. U.S. EPA’s Secondary Drinking 
Water Regulations (SDWRs) fluoride value of 2.0 mg/L is equal to the proposed livestock value. 
SDWRs are non-enforceable Federal guidelines regarding cosmetic effects (such as tooth or skin 

discoloration) or aesthetic effects (such as taste, odor, or color) of drinking water.  
 

Board Question 5.  

 

Dynegy claims that evidence in the record “clearly demonstrates that selenium deficiency is a 
problem for Illinois livestock and that supplements are recommended for livestock to protect 
against selenium deficiency.” PC 66 at 5 citing Exh. 24, Dynegy’s Post-Hearing Comment at Exh. 
D and E (Mar. 3, 2023) (P.C. #57). Please review the cited information and comment on whether 

the proposed selenium standard is necessary or detrimental for the protection of livestock.  
 
Illinois EPA Response 5. 

 

Water Quality Standards, 1972, recommends an upper limit value of 0.05 mg/L for livestock 
watering. The proposed selenium standard of 0.02 mg/L for irrigation is slightly below the 
recommended upper limit. As mineral supplements, including selenium, are regular practice for 
livestock farmers, the proposed selenium standard is not detrimental for the protection of livestock. 
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Board Question 6.  

 

Following the Board’s first notice order, many participants have again raised the issue  of the 

economic reasonableness of the proposed rule amendments, specifically  concerning the PFAS 
GWQS. Some participants have pointed to other states that have performed an economic 
reasonableness evaluation of their own PFAS standards. See, PC 61 at 2, pointing to a Minnesota 
rulemaking. Does IEPA have any additional information on economic reasonableness of the 

proposed PFAS GWQS that could be considered by the Board? 
 
Illinois EPA Response 6. 

 

While the Agency appreciates the issue regarding economic reasonableness specifically regarding 
the PFAS GWQS, the economic impact of the PFAS GWQS is dependent upon how the numbers 
are utilized under specific programs. The Agency reiterates the Board’s finding that, 

 

For facilities that may be impacted by the groundwater standards, compliance and any 
potential remediation will be addressed under specific programs like Part 811 and 814 
landfills, the Site Remediation Program and the Underground Storage Tank program. 
Following the adoption of the proposed amendments to Part 620, the Agency will identify 

and develop amendments needed in other rules addressing specific programs. Additionally, 
where appropriate, regulatory relief mechanisms such as the adjusted standard process are 
available. PCB R22-18, First Notice at 68 (March 7, 2024). 

 

The Agency agrees with the Board’s conclusion and reiterates that the economic impact resulting 
from each program’s specific utilization of the PFAS GWQS will be addressed in the appropriate 
rulemakings as they occur over time.  
 

COMMENTS 

 
The Agency found a few inconsistencies with the Board’s First Notice addendum regarding the 
2,4-dinitrotoluene and 2,6-dintrotoluene Class I and Class II GQS in Sections 620.410(b) and 

620.420(b), respectively.  
  
2,4-Dinitrotoluene 
Initial Filing proposed Class I GQS: 0.001 mg/L as the LLOQ/LCMRL (page 5017 of the initial 

filing), Class II GQS: 0.005 mg/L (page 5029 of the initial filing).  
First Notice Addendum Class I GQS: 0.00025 mg/L as the health-based carcinogen value (page 
35 of the First Notice addendum), Class II GQS:  0.00125 mg/L (page 46 of the addendum) 
  

2,6-Dinitrotoluene 
Initial Filing proposed Class I GQS: 0.001 mg/L as the LLOQ/LCMRL (page 5017 of the initial 
filing), Class II GQS: 0.005 mg/L (page 5029 of the initial filing).  
First Notice Addendum Class I GQS: 0.0001 mg/L as the LLOQ/LCMRL (page 35 of the First 

Notice addendum), Class II GQS: 0.0005 mg/L (page 46 of the addendum).  
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In addition, the Agency identified one other constituent with different First Notice addendum 

GQS than proposed: 1,3-Dinitrobenzene. Please see the table below. 

 

Section 620.410(b) 

CASRN Constituent 

Initial 

Filing 

Class I 

GQS 

(mg/L) 

Basis of Initial 

Filing Class I 

GQS 

First 

Notice 

addendum 

Class I 

GQS 

(mg/L) 

 

Basis of First 

Notice addendum 

Class I GQS 

99-65-0 

1,3-

Dinitrobenzene 0.001 LLOQ/LCMRL 0.0007 

Health-Based 

Value Using 

Methods presently 

in Part 620 

121-14-2 

2,4-

Dinitrotoluene 0.001 LLOQ/LCMRL 0.00025 

Health-Based 

Value Using 

Methods proposed 

in Part 620 

606-20-2 

2,6-

Dinitrotoluene 0.001 LLOQ/LCMRL 0.0001 

Cannot Determine 

the Basis of the 

GQS 

 

Section 620.420(b) 

CASRN Constituent 

Initial 

Filing 

Class II 

GQS 

(mg/L) 

Basis of Initial 

Filing Class II 

GQS 

First Notice 

addendum  

Class II GQS 

(mg/L) 

 

Basis of 

First 

Notice 

addendum 

Class II 

GQS 

99-65-0 1,3-Dinitrobenzene 0.001 

No Treatability 

Factor Applied 0.0007 

No 

Treatability 

Factor 

Applied 
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121-14-2 2,4-Dinitrotoluene 0.005 

Treatability 

Factor 5 

0.00125 Treatability 

Factor 5 

606-20-2 2,6-Dinitrotoluene 0.005 

Treatability 

Factor 5 

0.0005 Treatability 

Factor 5 

 

PFOA is also changed from IEPA’s proposed LCMRL of 2 ng/L (0.000002 mg/L) to USEPA’s 

MCL of 4 ng/L (0.000004 mg/L) for both Class I and Class II GQS. The Board discussed this 

change in its First Notice Summary of Actions. 

 
WHEREFORE, the Illinois EPA asks the Board to accept these Responses and Comments.  
 

Respectfully submitted, 
 
Dated: August 9, 2024    ILLINOIS ENVIRONMENTAL 
       PROTECTION AGENCY, 

Sara Terranova 
Division of Legal Counsel    BY:  /s/ Sara Terranova  
Illinois Environmental Protection Agency    
1021 North Grand Avenue East 

P.O. Box 19276 
Springfield, IL 62794-9276     

(217) 782-5544   
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I, the undersigned, on affirmation state the following: 

 
That I have served the attached NOTICE OF FILING and ILLINOIS 

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY’S RESPONSES AND COMMENTS 
by e-mail upon the attached service list.  

 
That my e-mail address is: Sara.Terranova@illinois.gov. 
 
That the e-mail transmission took place before 4:30 p.m. on the date of August 9, 2024. 

 
  /s/ Sara Terranova 
 
August 9, 2024 
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