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N
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H
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R
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A
dm
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C

ode
Parts

301,
302,

303
and

304

N
O

T
IC

E
O

F
F

IL
IN

G

T
o:

John
T

herriault,
C

lerk
M

arie
T

ipsord,
H

earing
O

fficer
Jam

es
R

.
T

hom
pson

C
enter

Illinois
P

ollution
C

ontrol
B

oard
100

W
est

R
andolph

S
treet,

S
uite

11-500
C

hicago,
Illinois

60601

S
E

E
A

T
T

A
C

H
E

D
S

E
R

V
IC

E
L

IS
T

P
L

E
A

S
E

T
A

K
E

N
O

T
IC

E
that

I
have

filed
today

w
ith

the
Illinois

P
ollution

C
ontrol

B
oard

IL
L

IN
O

IS
E

P
A

’S
P

R
E

-F
IL

E
D

Q
U

E
S

T
IO

N
S

F
O

R
S

C
U

D
D

E
R

M
A

C
K

E
Y

,
D

R
.

D
A

V
ID

Z
E

N
Z

,
S

C
O

T
T

B
.

B
E

L
L

,
A

D
R

IE
N

N
E

D
.

N
E

M
U

R
A

A
N

D

JE
N

N
IF

E
R

W
A

S
IK

a
copy

o
f

w
hich

is
herew

ith
served

upon
you.

IL
L

IN
p
IS

N
V

R
O

N
M

E
A

L
P

R
o
c
M

O
N

A
G

E
Y

D
ated:

F
ebruary

22,
2011

1021
N

orth
G

rand
A

venue
E

ast
P

.O
.

B
ox

19276
S

pringfield,
Illinois

62794-9276
(217)

782-5544

B
E

F
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R
E

T
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E
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L
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P
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N
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R
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0
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L
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P
E
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2
0
1
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O
FT,

“
U
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Co

N
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R

08-09
f
ltr

o
I
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(R
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aking
—

W
ater)

S
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C
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T
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F
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IN

G
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S
U

M
B

IT
T

E
D

O
N
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E

C
Y

C
L

E
D

P
A

P
E
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B
E

F
O

R
E

T
H

E
IL

L
IN

O
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P
O

L
L

U
T

IO
N

C
O

N
T

R
O

L
B

O
A

R
D

C
L

E
R

K
9
S

E

F
E

B
2
3

2
0
1
1

IN
T

H
E

M
A

T
T

E
R

O
F:

STA
TE

O
F

IW
N

P
(
I
tj

C
ontra

W
A

T
E

R
Q

U
A

L
IT

Y
S

T
A

N
D

A
R

D
S

A
N

D
)

“ucud
E

F
F

L
U

E
N

T
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IM
IT

A
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N

S
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O
R

T
H

E
C

H
IC

A
G

O
A

R
E

A
W

A
T

E
R

W
A

Y
S

Y
S
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E

M
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A
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D
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H
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L
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W
E

R
D

E
S

P
L

A
IN

E
S

R
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E
R

:
)
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P
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O
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E
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A
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E
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35
III.

)
A

dm
.

C
ode

P
arts

301,
302,

303
and

304

IL
L

IN
O

IS
E

P
A

’S
P

R
E

-F
IL

E
D

Q
U

E
S

T
IO

N
S

F
O

R
M

W
R

D
G

C
’S

W
IT

N
E

S
S

S
C

U
D

D
E

R
M

A
C

K
E

Y

T
he

Illinois
E

nvironm
ental

P
rotection

A
gency

(“Illinois
E

PA
”

of
“A

gency”),
by

and

through
its

attorneys,
herby

subm
its

pre-filed
q

u
estio

n
s

to
M

W
R

D
G

C
w

itness
S

cu
d

d
er

M
ackey.

T
he

A
gency

reserv
es

th
e

right
to

ask
additional

follow
-up

q
u
estio

n
s

if

n
ecessary

.

1.
Y

ou
stated

that
the

L
im

noT
ech

“H
abitat

S
tudy”

underw
ent

rigorous
peer-review

.

a)
C

ould
you

d
escrib

e
exactly

w
hat

you
m

ean
by

th
at?

b)
W

ho
w

as
involved

w
ith

th
e

review
?

c)
W

ho
th

o
se

individuals
are

asso
ciated

w
ith?

2.
H

ave
you

ev
er

sam
p

led
fish

on
th

e
C

A
W

S
?

3.
O

n
p

ag
e

6
of

your
pre-filed

testim
ony,

you
quote

yourself
from

previous
pre-filed

testim
ony

(N
ovem

ber
9,2010),

su
g

g
estin

g
th

at
su

stain
ab

le
fish

com
m

unities
cannot

be

estab
lish

ed
in

th
e

C
A

W
S

,
d
u
e

to
n
earsh

o
re

habitat
lim

itations,
and

furtherm
ore

state

th
at

su
stain

ab
le

fish
com

m
unities

could
not

be
estab

lish
ed

“irrespective
of

how
m

uch

im
provem

ent
th

ere
is

in
th

e
w

ater
quality”.

P
lease

explain
w

hat
you

m
ean

by
a

su
stain

ab
le

fish
com

m
unity?

4.
S

ince
p

ro
p

o
sed

dissolved
oxygen

stan
d
ard

s
are

b
ased

on
the

p
resen

ce
or

R
08-09

(R
ulem

aking
—

W
ater)

S
u
b

-d
o

ck
et

C

1



T
h

ab
sen

ce
of

early
life

stag
es,

do
you

think
it

is
im

portant
to

know
iffish

are
reproducing

in

particular
areas

of
the

C
A

W
S

?
•

•
•
:
.
:

•
.

5
:C

o
u

ld
you

explain
w

hat
you

m
ean

by
the

statem
en

t:
“A

ll
of

the
C

A
W

S
seg

m
en

ts

are
fundam

entally
lim

ited
by

th
e

irreversible
functional

lim
itations

of
the

C
A

W
S

”?

6.
D

o
you

believe
that

habitat
is

equally
lim

iting
in

all
seg

m
en

ts
of

the
C

A
W

S
?

7.
F

or
all

fish
collected

from
2001

to
2007,

86.1
%

w
ere

classified
as

tolerant
and

11
.7

%
w

ere
classified

as
m

oderately
tolerant.

D
o

you
think

that
the

poor

correlation
of

the
“com

bined
fish

m
etric”

to
0.0

w
as

d
u
e

to
the

fact
that

fish

com
m

unities
in

the
C

A
W

S
are

currently
dom

inated
by

tolerant
fish

es?

8)
In

p
arag

rap
h

1
on

p
ag

e
179

of
the

report
attach

ed
to

your
P

re-filed
testim

ony
it

is
stated

:
“A

s
can

be
seen

from
this

study,
su

p
p

lem
en

tal
aeration

stations
are

not
an

efficient
w

ay
to

com
bat

storm
loadings.”

W
hat

is
m

ean
t

by
“storm

loadings”?

9)
o
n

p
ag

e
179,

continuing
into

p
ag

e
180

of
th

e
report

it
is

stated:
“F

urther,
w

hile

in
theory,

th
e

com
binations

of
fiow

augm
entation

and
new

supplem
ental

aeration

statio
n
s

listed
in

T
able

6.1
can

ach
iev

e
100%

com
pliance

w
ith

the
IE

PA
proposed

D
O

stan
d

ard
s,

this
w

ill
be

hard
to

ach
iev

e
IN

P
R

A
C

T
IC

E
b
ecau

se
of

tw
o

issu
es

found
in

developing
th

e
integrated

strateg
y

.
..T

he
first

problem
is

how
to

establish
an

operation

p
ro

ced
u

re
for

turning
on

the
aeratio

n
stations

.
.
.

S
uch

o
p
eratio

n
s

are
easy

to
identify

after
th

e
fact

as
w

as:d
o

n
e

in
this

study....”
T

hen
in

p
arag

rap
h

1
on

p
ag

e
180

it
is

stated:

“T
he

seco
n
d

problem
is

illustrated
by

th
e

need
for

a
new

aeration
station

on
the

N
orth

B
ranch

C
hicago

R
iver

for
W

Y
2003

[m
odel

dry
year]

on
top

of
th

o
se

n
eed

ed
for

W
Y

2001
[m

odel
w

et
year].

T
hat

is,
th

e
five

new
u

p
stream

aeration
stations

(identified
for

2



W
Y

2001)
and

revised
o

p
eratio

n
s

at
the

D
evon

A
venue

in-stream
aeration

station
could

not
bring

th
e

area
n

ear
R

iver
M

ile
332.99

into
com

pliance
w

ith
the

IE
PA

proposed
D

O

stan
d
ard

s
100%

of
the

tim
e

and
a

new
aeration

station
w

as
n
eed

ed
for

this
location

in

W
Y

2003.”
In

th
ese

statem
en

ts,
is

it
being

assu
m

ed
that

com
pliance

w
ith

the
proposed

D
O

stan
d

ard
w

o
ild

p
reced

e
the

construction
and

an
operational

testing
period

of
new

su
p

p
lem

en
tal

aeration
sy

stem
s?

10)
A

t
various

locations
in

th
e

testim
ony,

aeration
rates

have
b

een
fixed

at
80

g
ram

s/sec.,
in

so
m

e
cases

100
g
ram

s
p

er
sec.

a)
W

hy
are

higher
aeration

rates
not

co
n
sid

ered
?

•
b)

C
ould

th
e

u
se

of
higher

aeratio
n

rates
red

u
ce

the
num

ber
of

stations
required;

and
if

not,
w

hy
not?

R
,

sp
ec

ully
subm

itte

D
ated:

F
ebruary

22,
2011

Illinois
E

nvironm
ental

P
rotection

A
gency

1021
N

orth
grand

A
venue

E
ast

P
o
st

O
ffice

B
ox

19276
S

pringfield,
Illinois

6
2

7
9

4
-9

2
7

6
21

7-782-5544

N
.
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R
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P
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R
D
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R

O
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)

W
A

T
E

R
Q

U
A

L
IT

Y
S

T
A

N
D

A
R

D
S

A
N

D
)

E
F

F
L

U
E

N
T

L
IM

IT
A

T
IO

N
S

F
O

R
T

H
E

)
R

08-09
C

H
IC

A
G

O
A

R
E

A
W

A
T

E
R

W
A

Y
S

Y
S

T
E

M
)

(R
ulem

aking
—

W
ater)

T
H

E
L

O
W

E
R

D
E

S
P

L
A

IN
E

S
R

IV
E

R
:

.
)

S
ub-docket

C
P

R
O

P
O

S
E

D
A

M
E

N
D

M
E

N
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S
T

O
35

III.
)

A
dm

.
C

ode
P

arts
301,

302,
303

and
304

)

IL
L

IN
O

IS
E

P
A

’S
P

R
E

-F
IL

E
D

Q
U

E
S

T
IO

N
S

F
O

R
M

W
R

D
G

C
’S

W
IT

N
E

S
S

D
R

.
D

A
V

ID
Z

E
N

Z

T
he

Illinois
E

nvironm
ental

P
rotection

A
gency

(“Illinois
E

PA
”

of
“A

gency”),
by

and

through
its

attorneys,
herby

su
b

m
its

pre-filed
q

u
estio

n
s

to
M

W
R

D
G

C
’s

w
itness

D
r.

D
avid

Z
enz.

T
he

A
gency

reserv
es

th
e

right
to

ask
additional

follow
-up

q
u

estio
n

s
if

n
ecessary

.

1.
In

p
arag

rap
h

1
on

p
ag

e
1

of
your

P
re-filed

testim
ony

you
state:

“I
w

as
em

ployed

by
th

e
M

etropolitan
W

ater
R

eclam
ation

D
istrict

of
G

reater
C

hicago
(D

istrict)
in

th
e

E
nvironm

ental
M

onitoring
and

R
esearch

D
ivision.

Iw
orked

on
a

variety
of

projects
at

th
e

D
istrict

and
helped

develop
th

e
d

esig
n

criteria
for

the
existing

D
istrict

supplem
ental

aeration
statio

n
s

on
th

e
C

hicago
A

rea
W

aterw
ay

S
ystem

(C
A

W
S).”

T
hen

in
paragraph

I
on

p
ag

e
2

of
your

P
re-filed

testim
o

n
y

you
state:

“T
he

D
istrict

ask
ed

A
E

C
O

M
to

perform
th

ese
cost

estim
ates

in
resp

o
n

se
to

th
e

D
issolved

O
xygen

(D
O

)
w

ater
quality

stan
d

ard
s

currently
p

ro
p

o
sed

for
th

e
C

A
W

S
by

th
e

Illinois
E

nvironm
ental

P
rotection

A
gency

(IE
PA

).”

a)
W

hat
existing

D
istrict

su
p

p
lem

en
tal

aeration
stations

did
you

help
d
ev

elo
p

?

1



I)
P

lease
d

escrib
e

your
involvem

ent
in

the
S

id
e-stream

E
levated

P
ool

A
eration

(S
E

P
A

)
system

on
the

C
alum

et
R

iver
system

;
and

w
hat

is
S

E
P

A
and

w
hat

d
o

es
.

•1

•;;.,it
do.

ii)
P

lease
d
escrib

e
your

involvem
ent

w
ith

in-stream
aeration

stations
on

the

C
hicago

R
iver

system
;

and
w

hat
are

in-stream
aeration

stations
and

w
hat

do

they
do?

b)
W

hy
did

the
D

istrict
install

the
existing

supplem
ental

aeration
sy

stem
s?

c)
H

ow
w

ould
you

rate
th

e
su

ccessfu
ln

ess
of

the
S

E
P

A
system

’s
perform

ance
in

m
aintaining

existing
w

ater
quality

stan
d

ard
s

on
the

C
alum

et
R

iver
S

y
stem

?

d)
Is

th
e

existing
S

E
P

A
sy

stem
cap

ab
le

of
m

aintaining
D

O
levels

ab
o
v
e

existing

D
O

w
ater

quality
stan

d
ard

s
100%

of
th

e
tim

e;
and

if
not,

do
you

know
w

hat
%

of.

th
e

tim
e

th
e

existing
S

E
P

A
sy

stem
is

u
n

ab
le

to
m

aintain
D

O
levels

ab
o

v
e

existing

D
O

w
ater

quality
stan

d
ard

s?

e)
H

ow
w

ould
you

rate
th

e
su

ccessfu
ln

ess
of

th
e

in-stream
aeration

station

system
’s

perform
ance

in
m

aintaining
existing

w
ater

quality
stan

d
ard

s
in

the

C
hicago

R
iver

S
y
stem

?

f)
Is

th
e

existing
in-stream

aeration
sy

stem
cap

ab
le

of
m

aintaining
D

O
levels

ab
o
v
e

existing
D

O
w

ater
quality

stan
d
ard

s
100%

of
th

e
tim

e;
and

if
not,

do
you

know
w

hat
%

of
the

tim
e

th
e

existing
in-stream

aeration
sy

stem
is

unable
to

m
aintain

D
O

levels
ab

o
v

e
existing

D
O

w
ater

quality
stan

d
ard

s?

g)
Y

ou’ve
alread

y
given

us
so

m
e

inform
ation

on
w

hat
you

believe
it

m
ight

cost
to

install
and

o
p
erate

a
su

p
p
lem

en
tal

aeration
sy

stem
sufficient

to
m

eet
th

e

p
ro

p
o
sed

D
.O

.
stan

d
ard

s,
for

w
hich

w
e

have
specific

q
u
estio

n
s

later.
P

lease
give

2



us
an

estim
ate

on
w

hat
itw

ould
co

st
to

install
and

o
p
erate

supplem
ental

aeration

sy
stem

s
cap

ab
le

of
m

aintaining
D

.O
.

levels
in

th
e

C
hicago

R
iver

and
th

e
C

alum
et

R
iver

sy
stem

s
at

the
existing

D
.O

.
stan

d
ard

s
100%

of
the

tim
e?

R
ough

estim
ates

of
co

sts
are

sufficient.

2.
H

ave
you

d
eterm

in
ed

the
cost

of
com

plying
w

ith
the

current
W

Q
S

?

3.
H

as
th

e
co

st
of

com
plying

w
ith

th
e

cu
rren

t
W

Q
S

been
factored

into
your

final
cost

an
aly

sis?
S

houldn’t
th

e
cost

of
com

plying
w

ith
th

e
current

stan
d
ard

s
be

su
b

tracted
from

the
total

cost
of

com
plying

w
ith

the
p

ro
p

o
sed

stan
d
ard

s?

4.
In

p
arag

rap
h

1
on

p
ag

e
4

of
your

P
re-filed

testim
ony

you
state:

“B
ased

upon
the

results
provided

by
M

arquette
U

niversity,
th

e
operation

of
supplem

ental
aeration

statio
n

s
is

ex
p
ected

to
be

relatively
infrequent.

“W
hat

d
o
es

“relatively
infrequent”

m
ean

?

5.
F

urther
on

in
p
arag

rap
h

1
on

p
ag

e
4

of
your

P
re-filed

testim
ony

you
state:

“A
chieving

co
m

p
lian

ce
w

ith
the

stan
d

ard
s

w
ill

require
a

com
plex

w
aterw

ay
D

O

m
onitoring

netw
ork

and
facilities

operation
plan

.
.
.

co
sts

for
a

m
onitoring

netw
ork

and

operational
plan

h
av

e
not

b
een

included
in

this
cost

estim
ate.”

a)
W

hat
do

you
m

ean
by

“com
plex

D
O

m
onitoring

netw
ork”?

b)
W

hy
w

ouldn’t
th

e
existing

su
p
p
lem

en
tal

aeration
system

m
onitoring

netw
ork

and
operation

plans
and

practices
serv

e
as

m
odels

for
plans

and
co

sts
for

m
onitoring

an
d

operating
future

su
p
p
lem

en
tal

aeration
sy

stem
s?

6)
F

urther
on

in
p
arag

rap
h

I
on

p
ag

e
4

of
your

P
re-filed

testim
ony

you
state:

“P
roviding

and
m

aintaining
th

e
m

onitoring
netw

ork
and

operation
plan

given
the

infrequent
u

se
of

th
e

aeration
stations

includes
significant

ch
allen

g
es

th
at

are
currently

not
defined”.



a)
W

hat
do

you
m

ean
w

hen
you

say
“infrequent

use”?

b)
W

hat
“significant

challenges”
do

you
fo

resee?

c)
A

re
you

stating
that

the
uncertainties

of
m

onitoring
and

operational
co

sts
are

the
sole

reaso
n

you
are

at
b
est

only
able

at
this

tim
e

to
provide

a
L

evel
5

cost

estim
ate

w
ith

a
range

of
-30%

to
+

50%
?:

d)
H

ow
m

any
y

ears
now

have
you

b
een

looking
at

supplem
ental

aeratio
n
?

7.
In

th
e

last
p
arag

rap
h

of
p

ag
e

2
of

your
P

re-filed
testim

ony
you

state:
“It

should

be
noted

th
at

th
ese

D
U

FL
O

W
m

odel
runs

do
not

acco
u
n

t
for

ch
an

g
es

in
C

A
W

S
D

O

behavior
th

at
m

ay
result

from
ch

an
g

es
in

L
ake

M
ichigan

D
iversion

that
m

ay
occur

in
the

future.”a)
P

lease
explain

w
hat

ch
an

g
es

in
L

ake
M

ichigan
D

iversion
m

ay
occur

in
the

future?

b)
W

hy
w

ould
you

not
take

know
n

ch
an

g
es

in
L

ake
M

ichigan
D

iversion
into

consideration
in

your
p
resen

t
an

aly
sis?

8.
o

n
p

ag
es

3
and

4
of

your
P

re-filed
testim

ony
you

state:
“A

ny
additional

hours
of

operation
of

th
e

existing
D

evon
and

W
eb

ster
A

venue
aeration

stations
or

th
e

existing

S
id

estream
E

levated
P

ool
A

eration
(S

E
P

A
)

stations
required

beyond
their

operation

during
W

ater
Y

ears
2001

and
2003

w
ere

provided
by

M
arquette

U
niversity

for
u

se
in

estim
ating

th
e

additional
cost

of
operating

th
ese

existing
stations.”

T
hen,

on
p
ag

e
5

you

state:
“M

arquette
U

niversity
determ

ined
th

at
additional

operation
of

the
existing

D
evon

and
W

eb
ster

A
venue

aeration
statio

n
s

w
as

not
n

eed
ed

to
com

ply
w

ith
th

e
IE

PA

stan
d

ard
s.”

a)
W

hy
w

as
th

e
analysis

restricted
to

w
ater

y
ears

2001
and

2
0

0
3
?

4



b)
T

he
first

statem
en

t
is

a
little

unclear
or

contrary
to

the
seco

n
d

statem
en

t
in

reg
ard

s
to

additional
hours

of
operation

of
th

e
existing

D
evon

and
W

eb
ster

stations.
P

lease
clarify

w
h

eth
er

the
D

evon
and

W
eb

ster
stations

w
ill

n
eed

to

o
p
erate

for
additional

hours.

9)
In

bullet
N

o.
1

and
2

on
page

3
of

your
P

re-filed
testim

ony
you

state:

“supplem
ental

aeratio
n

technology
co

n
sid

ered
w

as
ceram

ic
disc

diffusers
installed

in

the
w

aterw
ay

w
ith

an
o
n
-sh

o
re

blow
er

facility..,
aerated

flow
augm

entation
technology

considered
w

as
force-m

ain
aeration

of
pum

ped
flow

using
a

U
-tube

aerato
r

and
high

purity
oxygen.”

a)
W

hat
o
th

er
aeration

technologies
did

you
co

n
sid

er?

b)
W

hat
are

th
e

co
sts

of
such

other
aeratio

n
tech

n
o
lo

g
ies?

c)
W

here
do

ceram
ic

disc
diffuser

and
U

-tube/high
purity

oxygen
tech

n
o

lo
g
ies

rank
w

ith
o
th

er
aeration

tech
n

o
lo

g
ies

w
ith

resp
ect

to
cost?

10)
D

o
th

ese
aeration

req
u

irem
en

ts
and

co
st

figures
take

into
acco

u
n

t
th

e

com
pletion

of
th

e
T

A
R

P
reserv

o
irs?

a.
W

hen
w

ill
T

A
R

P
be

finalized?
F

or
th

e
T

horton
R

eservoir?
F

or
th

e

M
cC

ook
R

eservoir?

b.
W

hen
T

A
R

P
is

finalized,
w

ill
th

ese
su

p
p
lem

en
tal

aeration
statio

n
s

be

n
ecessary

?

c.
H

ow
long

w
ould

ittak
e

to
co

n
stru

ct
th

e
supplem

ental
aeratio

n
?

11)
O

n
p
ag

e
9

of
your

pre-filed
testim

ony,
you

state,”
T

he
tim

e
period

during

5



w
hich

th
e

w
et-w

eath
er

provision
w

ould
apply,

during
and

after
each

even,
m

easu
red

in

hours,
w

ould
d
ep

en
d

on
specific

rainfall
am

ounts.”
In

T
able

6,
the

m
axim

um
duration

is

listed
in

days.
C

an
you

explain
the

d
iscrep

an
cy

?

12)
In

T
able

2
,

Flow
A

ugm
entation

is
show

n.
C

an
you

show
us

w
here

in
T

able
4

Is
th

e
co

st
of

th
e

flow
au

g
m

en
tatio

n
?

13)
Is

flow
au

g
m

en
tatio

n
used

in
th

e
co

st
estim

ate
for

the
D

istrict’s
proposal?

D
ated:

F
ebruary

22,
2011

Illinois
E

nvironm
ental

P
rotection

A
gency

1021
N

orth
grand

A
venue

E
ast

P
o

st
O

ffice
B

ox
19276

S
pringfield,

Illinois
62794-9276

217-782-5544

S
tefanie

N
.

D
iers

6



B
E

F
O

R
E

T
H

E
IL

L
IN

O
IS

P
O

L
L

U
T

IO
N

C
O

N
T

R
O

L
B

O
A

R
E

c
lv

E
D

C
LER

K
’S

O
FF)C

E

FEB
232011

R
08-09

(S
ub-docket

C
)

)
(R

ulem
aking

—
W

ater)
))

Illinois
E

P
A

’s
P

re-F
iled

Q
u

estio
n

s
fo

r
M

etro
p
o
litan

W
ater

R
eclam

atio
n

D
istrict

of
G

reater
C

h
icag

o
W

itn
ess

S
co

tt
B

.
B

ell

T
he

Illinois
E

nvironm
ental

P
rotection

A
gency

(“Illinois
EPA

”),..by
and

through
its

attorneys,
h
ereb

y
subm

its
its

P
re-F

iled
Q

u
estio

n
s

for
th

e
M

etropolitan
W

ater

R
eclam

ation
D

istrict
of

G
reater

C
hicago

(“M
W

R
D

G
C

”)
w

itness,
S

cott
B

.
B

ell,
w

ho

subm
itted

P
re-filed

T
estim

ony
for

the
M

arch
9

and
10,

2011
hearings

in
th

e
above-

captioned
m

atter.
Illinois

E
P

A
reserv

es
th

e
right

to
ask

additional
follow

-up
q
u

estio
n

s

as
n
ecessary

.

Q
u

estio
n

s
fo

r
S

co
tt

B
.

B
ell

1.
P

ag
e

3
of

your
testim

ony
states

th
at

“...physical
habitat,

not
w

ater
quality,

is
th

e
m

ost
lim

iting
facto

r
for

fish
in

C
A

W
S

today.”
P

ag
e

11
of

your
pre-filed

testim
ony

states
that

“...physical
habitat

is
relatively

m
ore

im
portant

(i.e.,
m

ore
lim

iting)
to

fish
in

th
e

C
A

W
S

th
an

D
O

.”

a.
W

hat
do

you
m

ean
by

“m
ore

lim
iting”?

b.
W

hat
do

you
m

ean
by

“m
ost

lim
iting”?

c.
W

hat
do

you
m

ean
by

“relatively
m

ore
im

portant”?

d.
D

o
all

of
th

ese
term

s
m

ean
th

e
sam

e
thing?

IN
T

H
E

M
A

T
T

E
R

O
F

:

W
A

T
E

R
Q

U
A

L
IT

Y
S

T
A

N
D

A
R

D
S

A
N

D
E

F
F

L
U

E
N

T
L

IM
IT

A
T

IO
N

S
F

O
R

T
H

E
C

H
IC

A
G

O
,

A
R

E
A

W
A

T
E

R
W

A
Y

S
Y

S
T

E
M

A
N

D
T

H
E

L
O

W
E

R
D

E
S

PL
A

IN
E

S
R

IV
E

R
:

P
R

O
P

O
S

E
D

A
M

E
N

D
M

E
N

T
S

T
O

35
Ill.

A
dm

.
C

ode
P

arts
301,

302,
303

and
304)



e
..

D
o

you
ag

ree
th

at
it

is
n
ecessary

to
perform

controlled
experim

ents
:
‘

th
at

m
anipulate

the
relative

am
o

u
n

t
of

each
potentially

lim
iting

factor
w

hile

holding
co

n
stan

t
all

other
factors

to
estab

lish
the

m
ost

lim
iting

factor
to

a

population
of

o
rg

an
ism

s?

2.
D

o
you

eq
u
ate

the
statistical

co
n

cep
t

of
relative

im
portance

in
regression

w
ith

practical
im

portance?

a.
Is

every
result

that
is

statistically
“significant”

of
practical

im
p
o
rtan

ce?

b.
Is

it
possible

for
a

relationship
betw

een
or

am
ong

variables
to

lack

statistical
significance

and
yet

still
be

of
practical

im
portance?

c.
If exam

ination
of

th
e

correlation
betw

een
tw

o
variables

fails
to

find

a
statistically

significant
am

o
u

n
t

of
correlation,

d
o

es
that

m
ean

that
no

practically

im
portant

relationship
exists

b
etw

een
th

e
tw

o?

3.
O

n
p

ag
e

2
of

your
pre-filed

testim
ony,

you
state

in
th

e
first

p
arag

rap
h

that

“T
hese

d
ata

w
ere

ev
alu

ated
using

analytical
m

eth
o

d
s

appropriate
for

this
type

of

ecological
evaluation.”

a.
P

lease
explain

w
hy

you
feel

th
ese

m
ethods

are
appropriate.

b.
H

ave
you

ev
er

d
ev

elo
p

ed
a

“system
-specific

habitat
index”

before?

c.
H

ave
you

ev
er

d
ev

elo
p
ed

a
“com

bined
fish

m
etric”

b
efo

re?

d.
W

as
the

index
p
u
b
lish

ed
?

e.
H

ave
you

sam
p
led

and
studied

fish
populations

in
th

e
C

A
W

S
?

f.
W

ho
is

the
“expert

review
panel”

you
refer

to
on

p
ag

e
1

of

A
ttachm

ent
2

to
your

pre-filed
testim

o
n
y
?

2



4.
H

ow
do

you
co

m
p

are
a

sy
stem

-sp
ecific

index
to

the
C

lean
W

ater
A

ct

aq
u
atic

life
goal?

5.
Is

ityour
opinion

that
the

“severe”
physical

habitat
lim

itations
you

refer
to

on
p
ag

e
2

of
your

pre-filed
testim

ony
historically

have
alw

ays
outw

eighed
th

e
influence

of
w

ater
quality

in
th

e
C

A
W

S
?

6.
P

ag
e

2
of

your
pre-filed

testim
ony

states
that,

in
a

m
ultiple

linear

reg
ressio

n
an

aly
sis,

six
habitat

variables
acco

u
n
ted

for
48%

of
the

variability
in

fish

data.

a.
D

o
you

ag
ree

that
48%

is
statistically

biased
high?

b.
P

lease
define

the
“adjusted

r-squared”
m

entioned
on

p
ag

e
111

of

th
e

C
A

W
S

H
abitat

E
valuation

R
eport

(P
ublic

C
om

m
ent

#284).
W

hy
doesn’t

your

testim
ony

m
ention

this
co

n
cep

t?

c.
Is

itvaH
d

to
g

en
eralize

from
th

ese
am

o
u

n
ts

of
explained

variance
in

th
e

fish
-v

ersu
s-h

ab
itat

reg
ressio

n
resu

lts?

d.
D

o
you

believe
that

the
am

o
u
n
ts

of
explained

variance
from

the

fish
-v

ersu
s-h

ab
itat

reg
ressio

n
analysis

indicate
that

im
provem

ents
to

w
ater

quality
in

th
e

C
A

W
S

w
ill

not
likely

im
prove

fish
conditions?

e.
Isn’t

it
correct

th
at

w
hen

th
e

six
selected

habitat
variables

w
ere

reg
ressed

ag
ain

st
th

e
“com

bined
fish

m
etric”

for
th

e
year

2008
fish

sam
p

les,
the

am
o

u
n

t
of

ex
p

lain
ed

variability
dropped

to
29%

?
W

hy
d
o
es

th
e

testim
ony

rely
on

th
e

44%
result

of
th

e
original

reg
ressio

n
and

not
from

this
29%

result
th

at
w

as

intended
to

verify
th

e
original

reg
ressio

n
m

odel?

3



7.
P

ag
e

9
of

the
pre-filed

testim
ony

states,
“W

hen
the

key
D

O
variable...w

as

added
to

th
e

reg
ressio

n
equation

w
ith

th
e

six
key

physical
habitat

variables,
the

r

sq
u

ared
of

th
e

resulting
regression

equation
w

as
only

in
creased

by
4%

.”

a.
Isn’tthe

influence
of

adding
this

single
dissolved-oxygen

variable

g
reater

than
th

e
influence

of
at

least
tw

o
of

the
six

habitat
variables

that
w

ere

selected
?

b.
D

o
you

ag
ree

that
T

able
6-4

on
p

ag
e

114
of

the
C

A
W

S
H

abitat

E
valuation

R
eport

show
s

that
adding

th
e

“P
ercent

M
acrophyte

C
over”

variable
to

th
e

reg
ressio

n
m

odel
only

in
creases

th
e

ad
ju

sted
r-squared

value
by

2%
?

c.
D

oesn’t
adding

the
h

ab
itat

variable
“P

ercent
of

V
ertical

W
alls”

to

th
e

reg
ressio

n
m

odel
only

in
crease

th
e

ad
ju

sted
r-squared

value
by

1%
?

d.
D

oesn’t
including

dissolved
oxygen

cau
se

a
g
reater

in
crease

in
the

am
o
u
n
t

of
explained

variance
than

including
either

of
at

least
tw

o
of

th
e

habitat

v
ariab

les
th

at
w

ere
included

in
th

e
final

m
odel?

8.
P

ag
e

9
of

your
pre-filed

testim
o

n
y

and
p

ag
e

125
in

the
C

A
W

S
H

abitat

E
valuation

R
eport

indicate
that

a
single

m
easu

re
of

dissolved
oxygen

explained
27%

of

the
v
arian

ce
in

fish
d
ata.

T
he

C
A

W
S

H
abitat

E
valuation

R
eport

d
o

es
not

ap
p
ear

to

provide
the

individual
bivariate

correlation
or

reg
ressio

n
results

for
the

relation
betw

een

each
of

the
six

h
ab

itat
variables

ch
o

sen
to

be
m

ost
im

portant
to

fish
in

th
e

C
A

W
S

and

“com
bined

fish
m

etric”.
O

f
th

ese
six

h
ab

itat
variables,

did
any

of
them

explain

individually
as

m
uch

as
27%

of
the

variability
in

the
“com

bined
fish

m
etric”?

4



9.
T

he
reg

ressio
n

an
aly

sis
relied

on
81

fish
sam

p
les

from
23

sites;
how

ever,

49
of

the
81

fish
sam

p
les

w
ere

from
only

sev
en

sites.
(S

ee
T

able
3-1

on
p.

52
of

H
abitat

E
valuation

R
eport).

a.
Isn’t

it
correct

that
27

of
th

e
o

b
serv

atio
n

s
cam

e
from

only
a

single

w
aterbody,

th
e

C
hicago

S
anitary

and
S

hip
C

an
al?

b.
D

o
you

believe
that

one
should

be
cautious

about
generalizing

to
all

of
th

e
C

A
W

S
from

a
reg

ressio
n

for
w

hich
1/3

of
th

e
observations

are
from

a

single
w

aterbody
(the

C
hicago

S
anitary

and
S

hip
C

anal)
and

for
w

hich
m

ore
than

half
of

the
o

b
serv

atio
n

s
are

from
only

sev
en

sites?

c.
Isn’t

it
reaso

n
ab

le
to

be
skeptical

w
hen

generalizing
from

th
e

results

of
th

ese
fish

sam
p
les

th
at

future
im

provem
ents

in
w

ater
quality

w
ill

not
provide

ap
p

reciab
le

benefit
to

th
e

fish
in

C
A

W
S

?

d.
H

aven’t
im

provem
ents

in
w

ater
quality

in
the

C
A

W
S

clearly

im
proved

its
biological

condition
over

th
e

p
ast

40
y
ears?

e.
H

ow
likely

is
itthat

ifthe
study

w
ere

rep
eated

in
the

C
A

W
S

,
th

e

sam
e

habitat
and

fish
v

ariab
les

w
ould

be
picked

and
th

e
sam

e
am

ounts
of

explained
v

arian
ce

w
ould

be
found

betw
een

th
em

?

10.
In

th
e

first
bullet

on
p
ag

e
3

of
your

testim
o

n
y

you
state,

“O
f

the
half

of
fish

d
ata

variability
not

explained
by

th
e

key
habitat

variables,
m

ost
is

explained
by

natural

variation
in

the
fish

d
ata

from
one

sam
pling

ev
en

t
to

an
o
th

er
at

each
location.”

a.
W

hat
do

you
m

ean
by

“m
ost”?

5



b.
G

iven
your

testim
ony

that
th

e
C

A
W

S
is

not
a

natural
sy

stem
,

isn’t
it

a
contradiction

to
claim

that
so

m
uch

of
the

variability
in

fish
d
ata

is
due

to
natural

variation?

c.
E

ven
though

the
fish

d
ata

varied
considerably

at
each

site
through

the
7

y
ears,

this
variability

w
as

not
acco

u
n

ted
for

by
the

six
physical

habitat

variables
in

th
e

fish-versus-habitat
reg

ressio
n

analysis
or

by
th

e
single

dissolved-

oxygen
variable

in
th

e
fish-versus-dissolved

oxygen
correlation?

d.
D

o
you

believe
this

“natural
variability”

is
explained

sim
ply

by
fish

m
oving

to
different

locations
in

this
sy

stem
?

e.
C

ould
this

be
variability

also
be

due
to

sam
pling

efficiency
and

precision?

f.
D

id
you

exam
ine

w
hether

this
“natural

variability”
could

be

correlated
to

channel
d

ep
th

?

g.
Iffish

in
the

C
A

W
S

are
m

ore
related

to
habitat

than
w

ater
quality,

w
hy

are
th

ere
such

large
y

ear-to
-y

ear
d

ifferen
ces

in
fish

data
for

sev
eral

sites?

11.
In

th
e
2

bullet
on

p
ag

e
3

you
conclude

that
“V

arious
m

easu
res

of

dissolved
oxygen

w
ere

tested
,

including
com

pliance
w

ith
existing

and
p
ro

p
o
sed

w
ater

quality
stan

d
ard

s,
av

erag
e

and
m

inim
um

D
O

,
and

p
ercen

t
of

tim
e

below
various

D
O

concentration
thresholds.”

a.
H

ow
w

as
com

pliance
w

ith
p

ro
p

o
sed

and
current

stan
d
ard

s

d
eterm

in
ed

?

6



b.
D

id
you

review
th

e
th

ree
different

S
eco

n
d
ary

C
ontact

and

Indigenous
A

quatic
L

ife
and

G
eneral

U
se

stan
d

ard
s

that
are

applicable
to

various

seg
m

en
ts

of
th

e
C

A
W

S
to

d
ay

?

c.
W

as
anything

less
than

100%
com

pliance
co

n
sid

ered
n

o
n

com
pliance?

d.
W

hat
w

as
th

e
period

of
d
ata

u
sed

(e.g.
o
n
e

w
eek

prior
to

fish

collection)?

e.
H

ow
w

as
com

pliance
m

easu
red

for
th

e
p
ro

p
o
sed

stan
d
ard

s?
W

as

the
p

ro
p

o
sed

7-day
m

ean
of

daily
m

inim
um

ev
alu

ated
?

f.
W

as
com

pliance
w

ith
th

e
M

arch
through

July
m

inim
um

of
5.0

m
g/L

in
the

C
A

W
S

U
se

A
w

aters
m

easu
rei?

g.
W

as
m

agnitude
of

non-com
pliance

(how
far

below
stan

d
ard

)
and

duration
of

noncom
pliance

included
in

the
an

aly
sis?

h.
W

as
a

m
ultiple

reg
ressio

n
done

w
ith

th
ese

dissolved
oxygen

variables
and

fish
m

etrics,
as

w
as

d
o

n
e

for
habitat

v
ariab

les?

12.
O

n
p
ag

e
3
(2n

d
bullet)

of
your

pre-filed
testim

ony,
you

state:
“T

he
stro

n
g
est

relationship
identified

b
etw

een
any

of
th

ese
m

etrics
and

th
e

com
bined

fish
m

etric
had

an
r-sq

u
ared

value
of

0.27,
w

hich
is

ab
o
u
t

half
as

good
as

th
e

key
variables

identified
in

this
study.”

a.
Is

it
ap

p
ro

p
riate

to
a

co
m

p
are

m
ultiple

linear
regression

w
ith

a

single
linear

reg
ressio

n
?

b.
W

ere
linear

reg
ressio

n
s

d
o

n
e

for
each

habitat
variable

so
that

the
r

sq
u

ared
v
alu

es
could

be
co

m
p

ared
w

ith
results

for
dissolved

oxygen?
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13.
D

o
you

ag
ree

th
at

a
fundam

ental
asp

ect
of

m
ultiple

linear
regression

is

that
the

reg
ressio

n
coefficients

do
not

directly
indicate

th
e

relative
d

eg
ree

to
w

hich
each

in
d

ep
en

d
en

t
variable

contributes
to

explaining
the

d
ep

en
d

en
t

variable?
D

o
you

ag
ree

that
th

e
reg

ressio
n

coefficient
for

each
habitat

variable
included

as
an

in
d

ep
en

d
en

t

variable
in

th
e

m
odel

d
o
es

not
acco

u
n
t

for
correlation

am
ong

th
em

?

14.
A

ppendix
D

of
th

e
C

A
W

S
H

abitat
E

valuation
R

eport
d

escrib
es

a
p

ro
cess

th
at

elim
inated

habitat
v

ariab
les

from
further

consideration
in

the
search

for
the

few

habitat
variables

th
at

are
th

e
m

ost
im

portant
to

fish
in

th
e

C
A

W
S

.

a.
Isn’t

ittrue
th

at
before

perform
ing

th
e

an
aly

ses
that

exam
ined

how

habitat
w

as
related

to
fish

in
the

C
A

W
S

,
this

part
of

th
e

p
ro

cess
elim

inated
from

further
consideration

225
of

th
e

original
set

of
241

habitat
variables?

b.
Isn’t

it
correct

th
at

principal
co

m
p
o
n
en

ts
analysis

(PC
A

),
w

hich
w

as
a

prim
ary

ap
p

ro
ach

u
sed

to
selectively

elim
inate

habitat
variables,

is
not

b
ased

on

how
th

e
habitat

v
ariab

les
related

to
fish?

c.
isn’t

it
likely

that
so

m
e

habitat
variables

that
are

im
portant

to
C

A
W

S

fish
w

ere
left

out?

d.
B

y
elim

inating
225

of
the

241
habitat

variables
to

perform
analysis

on
only

16
v

ariab
les

for
how

th
ese

habitat
v
ariab

les
related

to
fish,

isn’t
ita

m
isinterpretation

to
claim

that
the

final
six

habitat
variables

are
the

m
ost

im
portant

habitat
v

ariab
les

to
fish

in
the

C
A

W
S

?

e.
W

ould
a

different
group

of
research

ers
applying

the
sam

e
step

s
of

the
elim

ination
p
ro

cess
you

u
sed

be
likely

to
end

up
th

e
sam

e
final

set
of

16

habitat
variables

for
an

aly
sis?
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f.
W

hy
w

asn’t
the

selection
of

the
sm

all
su

b
set

of
habitat

variables,

from
an

original
set

of
241

candidate
variables,

prim
arily

based
from

the
start

on

how
they

related
to

fish?

15.
O

n
page

D
-6,

F
igure

D
-1,

in
A

ppendix
D

of
the

C
A

W
S

H
abitat

E
valuation

R
eport,

38
variables

are
rep

resen
ted

in
th

e
S

cree
plots.

P
rincipal-com

ponents
analysis

(P
C

A
)

b
ased

on
a

correlation
m

atrix
results

in
one

P
C

A
axis

per
each

variable
used

in

th
e

analysis.
H

ow
ever,

T
able

D
-2

rep
resen

ts
37,

not
38,

variables.
W

hat
is

the
reason

for
this

d
iscrep

an
cy

b
etw

een
F

igure
D

-1
and

T
able

D
-2?

W
hich

m
atrix

(correlation

m
atrix

or
the

co
v

arian
ce

m
atrix)

w
as

u
sed

in
th

e
P

C
A

?

16.
O

n
p

ag
e

D
-6

in
A

ppendix
D

of
th

e
C

A
W

S
H

abitat
E

valuation
R

eport,
the

description
of

th
e

tw
o

verbcal
ax

es
in

each
plot

of
F

igure
D

-1
r
e

illegible.
W

hat
d

o
es

each
vertical

axis
rep

resen
t

in
each

plot?

17.
P

ag
e

D
-5

in
A

ppendix
D

of
the

C
A

W
S

H
abitat

E
valuation

R
eport

states
that

“...inclusion
of

a
fifth

axis
did

not
significantly

im
prove

th
e

v
arian

ce
explained.”

H
ow

m
uch

of
th

e
v

arian
ce

in
th

e
nine

“G
eom

orphoiogy
and

H
ydrology

V
ariabies”

did
the

fifth

principal
co

m
p

o
n

en
t

explain?

a.
F

or
each

of
th

e
five

P
C

A
s

that
w

ere
run,

how
m

uch
variance

and

w
hat

proportion
of

total
v

arian
ce

did
each

of
th

e
principal

co
m

p
o
n

en
ts

explain?

b.
F

or
each

of
th

e
five

P
C

A
s,

w
hat

type
of

variable
loadings

w
ere

u
sed

and
w

hat
are

th
e

loadings
of

each
variable

on
each

P
C

A
axis?

c.
P

ag
e

D
-7

of
A

ppendix
D

of
the

C
A

W
S

H
abitat

E
valuation

R
eport

indicates
that

sev
eral

h
ab

itat
variables

w
ere

elim
inated

d
u
e

to
“rel.

low
load...”
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W
hat

d
o
es

“rel.
low

load”
m

ean
?

W
hat

loading
level

w
as

used
to

distinguish
a

“low
load”

from
a

higher
o

n
e?

d.
C

ouldn’t
so

m
e

of
the

habitat
v
ariab

les
that

w
ere

elim
inated

be

strongly
related

to
fish

in
the

C
A

W
S

d
esp

ite
their

low
P

C
A

loadings?

18.
P

ag
e

105
of

th
e

C
A

W
S

H
abitat

E
valuation

R
eport

states
that

the
16

habitat
variables

picked
from

th
e

original
set

of
241

habitat
variables

explain
“...m

ost
of

th
e

variance
in

th
e

habitat
d

ata
set.”

a.
H

ow
m

uch
variance

w
as

th
ere

in
the

original
set

of
241

habitat

variables?

b.
P

ag
e

D
-7

in
A

ppendix
D

of
th

e
C

A
W

S
H

abitat
E

valuation
R

eport

show
s

th
at

five
different

su
b
sets

—
each

having
a

different
num

ber
of

variables--

w
ere

created
from

th
e

39
rem

aining
habitat

v
ariab

les
that

w
ere

used
in

the
PC

A
.

W
hat

proportion
of

th
e

total
variance

in
th

e
39

habitat
variables

is
rep

resen
ted

by

each
of

th
ese

five
su

b
sets

of
v

ariab
les?

c.
F

or
each

of
the

five
su

b
sets

of
habitat

variables
that

w
ere

created

from
the

39
rem

aining
variables

and
for

w
hich

a
sep

arate
PC

A
w

as
run,

w
hat

proportion
of

th
e

available
variance

w
as

acco
u
n
ted

for
by

the
variables

that

en
d

ed
up

being
picked

for
the

final
set

of
16

habitat
variables?

19.
In

bullet
2

on
p
ag

e
3

of
your

pre-filed
testim

ony
you

state
that

“T
he

other

four
D

O
m

easu
res

had
r-sq

u
ared

values
ranging

from
0.02

to
0.08.

T
his

indicates
that

physical
habitat,

not
w

ater
quality,

is
the

lim
iting

factor
for

fish
in

the
C

A
W

S
today.”

10



a.
W

as
a

m
ultiple

reg
ressio

n
done

w
ith

dissolved
oxygen

and
other

w
ater

quality
p

aram
eters

such
as

tem
p
eratu

re,
turbidity,

pH
,

nutrients,
chloride,

sulfate
and

m
etals?

b.
Isn’t

it
correct

that
sev

eral
w

ater-quality
variables

w
ere

elim
inated

from
the

start
w

ithout
any

co
n

sid
eratio

n
for

how
m

uch
they

related
to

the
fish

d
ata?

c.
Isn’t

itco
rrect

th
at

of
all

of
the

available
w

ater-quality
variables,

only

variables
related

to
dissolved

oxygen
and

tem
p

eratu
re

w
ere

actually
exam

ined

for
a

relationship
to

fish?

d.
W

hat
tem

p
eratu

re
variables

w
ere

co
n
sid

ered
?

W
as

the
sam

e

analysis
d
o
n
e

for
th

e
period

av
erag

e
tem

p
eratu

re
proposal

as
w

ith
the

m
axim

um

tem
p

eratu
re

p
ro

p
o

sal?

e.
W

hy
didn’t

you
co

m
p

are
dissolved

oxygen
and

tem
p

eratu
re

v
ariab

les
to

th
e

habitat
v
ariab

les?

f.
W

hy
w

ere
o
th

er
w

ater
quality

variables
excluded

from
consideration

in
th

e
C

A
W

S
study?

g.
D

o
you

ag
ree

th
e

C
A

W
S

correlation
and

reg
ressio

n
an

aly
ses

d
isreg

ard
ed

any
variability

in
fish

d
ata

that
could

be
attributed

to
other

w
ater

quality
v
ariab

les?

h.
S

in
ce

an
objective

of
the

study
w

as
to

exam
ine

how
fish

relate
to

both
habitat

and
w

ater
quality

in
th

e
C

A
W

S
,

w
ouldn’t

it
have

b
een

m
ore

co
n

sisten
t

to
pick

a
su

b
set

of
w

ater-quality
variables

via
a

p
ro

cess
sim

ilar
to

how

th
e

physical-habitat
v
ariab

les
w

ere
picked?

11



W
ouldn’t

it
have

been
reaso

n
ab

le
to

begin
by

exam
ining

all

available
w

ater-quality
v

ariab
les

for
how

they
related

to
fish

variables
and

proceed
w

ith
selection

from
that

point
forw

ard?

j.
G

iven
th

at
th

e
selective-elim

ination
p
ro

cess
for

th
e

available
habitat

variables
differed

substantially
from

the
proO

ess
u
sed

to
pick

w
ater

quality

variables,
isn’t

it
reaso

n
ab

le
to

interpret
that

any
su

b
seq

u
en

t
com

parisons
of

the

relative
ability

of
th

e
h

ab
itat

or
w

ater-quality
to

explain
the

fish
data

are
invalid

“ap
p

les-v
s-o

ran
g

es”-ty
p

e
co

m
p
ariso

n
s?

k.
C

ould
w

ater-quality
variables

left
out

of
the

regression
analysis

explain
so

m
e

or
all

of
th

e
fish

data
variability

not
explained

by
habitat

variables?

In
T

able
4-2

on
p

ag
e

65
of

the
H

abitat
E

valuation
R

eport
itstates

that
“T

he
C

A
W

S
is

dom
inated

by
su

sp
en

d
ed

sedim
ents.”

D
o

you
ag

ree
w

ith
this

statem
en

t?
Ifso,

w
hy

w
as

this
variable

not
picked

for
inclusion

in
the

w
ater

quality
or

physical
h

ab
itat

variables
that

w
ere

related
to

th
e

fish
d
ata?

W
here

are

th
e

su
sp

en
d

ed
-sed

im
en

t
d

ata
that

support
this

conclusion?

20.
A

ccording
to

T
ab

le
6-4

on
page

114
in

th
e

H
abitat

E
valuation

R
eport,

the

highest
r-squared

value
of

0.25
for

a
single

habitat
variable

w
as

for
m

axim
um

depth.

O
ther

listed
single

habitat
v

ariab
les

(organic
sludge

and
m

acro
p
h

y
tes)

had
r-squared

v
alu

es
of

0.15.a.
A

re
all

of
th

ese
individual

v
alu

es
are

less
than

the
0.27

r-squared

value
for

dissolved
o
x
y
g
en

?

b.
W

ere
th

e
individual

r-squared
v

alu
es

of
each

of
the

o
th

er
nine

habitat
variables

included
in

this
table

all
less

th
an

0.15?
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c.
W

hat
w

ere
th

ese
r-squared

v
alu

es?

21.
P

ag
e

7
of

your
pre-filed

testim
ony

states
that

“T
he

C
A

W
S

H
abitat

S
tudy

found
th

at
channel

depth,
lack

of
off-channel

areas
and

bank
refuge

for
fish,

vertical-

w
alled

or
riprapped

banks,
and

m
an

m
ad

e
stru

ctu
res

in
the

ch
an

n
els

w
ere

all
strongly,

negatively
correlated

w
ith

fish
condition.”

a.
W

here
in

the
C

A
W

S
H

abitat
E

valuation
R

eport
d
o

es
it

show
that

each
of

th
ese

four
habitat

variables
is

“strongly,
negatively

correlated
w

ith
fish

condition”?

b.
W

here
in

the
R

eport
are

the
bivariate

correlations
and

scatterplots

th
at

define
th

e
relation

b
etw

een
each

of
th

ese
habitat

v
ariab

les
and

any
of

the

fish
v
ariab

les?

22.
O

n
p

ag
e

4
of

your
pre-filed

testim
ony,

you
state

in
th

e
last

paragraph:

“W
hile

ab
o

u
t

75%
of

the
C

A
W

S
are

m
an

m
ad

e,
th

e
other

25%
of

th
e

w
aterw

ays
have

b
een

extensively
m

odified
from

their
original

form
to

also
su

p
p

o
rt

th
ese

uses.”
W

hat
do

you
b

ase
this

statem
en

t
on?

23.
Y

ou
testify

on
p
ag

e
4

that
“M

any
m

iles
of

the
ch

an
n
el

b
an

k
s

w
ere

dug
into

b
ed

ro
ck

w
h

ere
th

e
ch

an
n

els
w

ere
dug

in
soil

th
e

banks
w

ere
arm

ored
w

ith
stone

and

o
th

er
m

aterials
to

prevent
erosion.”

a.
Is

erosion
co

n
sid

ered
a

negative
habitat

attribute
in

m
ost

stream
s?

b.
C

ould
preventing

erosion
w

ith
th

ese
arm

ored
b
an

k
s

result
in

less

total
su

sp
en

d
ed

solids
and

sedim
entation

in
C

A
W

S
co

m
p

ared
to

other
w

aters?

13



24.
Y

ou
testify

on
p
ag

e
5

that
61%

of
the

C
A

W
S

w
as

vertical
w

alled
or

covered
w

ith
rip

rap.
W

hat
p
ercen

tag
e

w
as

vertical
w

alled?
W

hat
p

ercen
tag

e
w

as

riprap?25.
Y

ou
conclude

on
p
ag

e
5

that
“In

rivers
and

stream
s,

sinuosity
less

than

1.2
is

considered
low

,
w

hile
sinuàsity

g
reater

than
1.5

is
co

n
sid

ered
high.”

Is
this

true

for
any

size
river

or
stream

?
D

oes
d

istan
ce

betw
een

th
e

tw
o

points
u
sed

to
determ

ine

sinuosity
in

crease
w

ith
increasing

river
size?

26.
Y

ou
state

on
p
ag

e
5-6

of
your

pre-filed
testim

ony
th

at
“M

any
of

th
e

ch
an

n
els

w
ere

m
ad

e
to

be
roughly

rectan
g
u
lar

or
trapezoidal

in
cross-section

w
ith

very

little
of

th
e

shallow
,

n
earsh

o
re

areas,
called

littoral
zo

n
es...”

A
re

th
ere

areas
in

C
A

W
S

w
h
ere

the
bank

w
alls

are
crum

bling,
leaving

boulders
and

large
cobble

as
littoral

su
b

strate?

27.
O

n
p
ag

e
6

you
testify

that
“a

large
portion

(approxim
ately

78%
)

of
the

C
A

W
S

is
m

aintained
for

navigation
by

th
e

U
.S

.
A

rm
y

C
orps

of
E

ngineers,
although

it

h
as

not
been

n
ecessary

to
actually

d
red

g
e

th
ese

ch
an

n
els

in
m

any
years.”

D
oes

this

indicate
that

sedim
entation

is
not

a
m

ajor
problem

in
C

A
W

S
?

28.
Y

ou
also

testify
on

p
ag

e
6

that
“A

s
part

of
th

e
C

A
W

S
H

abitat
S

tudy,

su
b
strate

data
from

28
statio

n
s

throughout
th

e
C

A
W

S
w

ere
evaluated.”

a.
W

as
this

d
ata

collected
by

M
W

R
D

G
C

from
2002

through
2
0

0
8
?

b.
If

so,
are

you
aw

are
that

this
su

b
strate

d
ata

w
ere

collected
w

ith
a

petite
ponar

d
red

g
e

at
only

four
locations

at
each

station,
cen

ter
and

one
bank

on

th
e

upstream
and

d
o
w

n
stream

en
d
s

of
the

sam
pling

reach
?

c.
C

an
you

explain
w

hy
only

one
bank

w
as

sam
p

led
?

14



d.
H

ow
w

as
itd

eterm
in

ed
w

hich
bank

to
sam

p
le?

e.
D

oes
M

W
R

D
G

C
collect

fish
along

both
banks

w
hen

possible?

29.
P

ag
e

65
in

th
e

C
A

W
S

H
abitat

E
valuation

R
eport

states,
“W

here
large

su
b
strate

(gravel,
cobbles,

boulders)
are

p
resen

t
in

the
C

A
W

S
,

they
ap

p
ear

to
be

im
portant

to
fish.”

D
o

you
know

w
hat

m
inim

um
am

ount
of

available
habitat

sp
ace

n
eed

s

to
be

co
v

ered
by

th
ese

im
portant

su
b
strates

in
order

for
fish

populations
to

be

m
ain

tain
ed

?

30.
O

n
p

ag
e

6
you

indicate
that

“A
nalysis

co
n
d
u

cted
as

part
of

th
e

C
A

W
S

H
abitat

S
tudy

show
ed

th
at

th
ere

are
statistically

significant
relationships

betw
een

the

co
n

cen
tratio

n
s

of
m

any
of

th
ese

ch
em

icals
and

th
e

health
of

benthic
invertebrates...”

a.
H

ow
w

as
health

m
easu

red
?

b.
W

hich
ch

em
icals

are
you

referring
to

?

c.
W

hat
p

ercen
tag

e
of

sam
p
les

had
a

significant
relationship?

31.
O

n
p

ag
e

7
of

your
testim

ony
you

state
that

“T
he

design
of

th
e

w
aterw

ays

w
as

intended
to

support
their

prim
ary

u
ses

and
not

to
m

im
ic

natural
w

aterw
ays.”

D
id

Illinois
E

P
A

p
ro

p
o

se
a

d
esig

n
ated

aq
u

atic
life

u
se

for
any

seg
m

en
t

of
th

e
C

A
W

S
that

rep
resen

ts
th

e
condition

of
a

natural
w

aterw
ay?

32.
Y

ou
state

on
p
ag

e
7

of
your

pre-filed
testim

ony
th

at
“A

portion
of

this
fine

sed
im

en
t

load
settles

to
co

at
th

e
bed

of
th

e
w

aterw
ays,

w
hile

th
e

rest
rem

ains
in

su
sp

en
sio

n
,

resulting
in

relatively
high

turbidity.”
W

hat
d

o
es

relatively
high

m
ean

?

33.
O

n
p

ag
e

7
of

your
pre-filed

testim
ony

you
state

th
at

“T
he

C
A

W
S

H
abitat

S
tudy

.
.

found
that

sed
im

en
t

contam
ination

w
as

statistically
correlated

to
poor

in
v
erteb

rate
condition.”

15



a.
A

re
you

referring
to

C
hironom

idae
(m

idge)
head

cap
su

le

deform
ities?

W
hat

ty
p
es

of
deform

ities?

b.
D

o
h

ead
cap

su
le

deform
ities

relate
directly

to
survival

and

‘reproduction?

c.
A

re
so

m
e

sp
ecies

of
C

hironom
idae

m
ore

tolerant
and

so
have

few
er

deform
ities?

d.
H

ow
m

eaningful
are

th
ese

results
ifthe

tw
o

reg
ressio

n
m

ethods

indicate
com

pletely
different

significant
p
aram

eters
for

H
ester-D

endy
sam

p
les

(i.e.
nickel

and
lead

for
P

earso
n

correlation
and

am
m

onia,
iron

and
D

D
x

for

S
p

earm
an

correlation)?

34.
Y

ou
testify

in
th

e
last

sen
ten

ce
of

p
ag

e
7

that
“N

avigation
also

h
as

a

significant
negative

im
pact

on
fish

in
the

C
A

W
S

.
C

A
W

S
reach

es
w

ith
high

com
m

erciaT

navigation
w

ere
found

to
have

statistically
significant

poorer
fisheries

condition
than

th
o

se
reach

es
w

ithout
high

com
m

ercial
navigation.”

a.
Is

th
ere

a
relationship

b
etw

een
poor

habitat
and

navigation?

b.
Y

our
conclusion

on
the

negative
im

pact
of

navigation
to

fish
b

ased

on
an

experim
ent?

c.
If

not,
is

it
b

ased
on

correlation?

d.
D

o
you

believe
that

the
C

lean
W

ater
A

ct
aquatic

life
u
se

goal
is

not

attainable
in

w
aters

w
ith

com
m

ercial
navigation?

35.
O

n
p
ag

e
8

of
your

pre-filed
testim

ony
you

state
w

ith
regard

to
navigation

th
at

“there
are

also
direct

negative
im

pacts
on

fish
including

propeller
im

pacts
.
.
.
“

H
ow

16



m
any

fish
sam

p
les

show
ev

id
en

ce
of

propeller
im

pacts?
D

oes
M

W
R

D
G

C
routinely

note

the
num

ber
of

fish
collected

w
ith

ev
id

en
ce

of
propeller

im
pacts?

36.
In

addition
to

propeller
im

pacts,
p
ag

e
8

lists
the

follow
ing

additional
factors

related
to

navigation
that

are
“direct

negative
im

pacts
on

fish”:
in

creased
velocities,

sh
ear

stresses,
w

ak
e

im
pacts

and
noise

of
p
assin

g
v

essels.

a.
Is

ityour
testim

ony
that

each
of

th
ese

are
direct

negative
im

pacts

on
fish

in
C

A
W

S
?

b.
W

here
in

the
C

A
W

S
H

abitat
E

valuation
R

eport
d

o
es

it
show

that

th
ese

facto
rs

are
causing

direct
n

eg
ativ

e
im

pacts
on

fish
in

C
A

W
S

?

37.
in

th
e

last
p
arag

rap
h

on
p
ag

e
8

you
state

that
“A

key
objective

of
the

C
A

W
S

H
abitat

S
tudy

.
.
.

w
as

to
ev

alu
ate

th
e

im
portance

of
physical

habitat
to

fish
in

the

C
A

W
S

,
relative

to
dissolved

oxygen
(D

O
).”

W
hy

w
ere

other
w

ater
quality

p
aram

eters

b
esid

es
dissolved

oxygen
not

ev
alu

ated
?

38.
Y

ou
testify

on
p

ag
e

9
that

“M
ultiple

linear
regression

w
as

u
sed

to
com

pare

habitat
variables

w
ith

th
e

sam
e

com
bined

fish
m

etric

a.
W

hy
w

ere
habitat

d
ata

not
analyzed

by
the

sam
e

m
ethod

as
D

O

(i.e.
sim

ple
linear

reg
ressio

n
)?

b.
W

hat
w

as
th

e
first

h
ab

itat
variable

selected
in

th
e

m
ultiple

reg
ressio

n
and

w
hat

w
as

the
r-sq

u
ared

v
alu

e?

c.
H

ow
m

uch
did

each
of

th
e

su
b
seq

u
en

t
habitat

v
ariab

les
in

crease

the
r-sq

u
ared

v
alu

e?

39.
O

n
p
ag

e
9

of
your

pre-filed
testim

o
n

y
you

state:”T
his

an
aly

sis
show

ed
that

a
set

of
six

key
habitat

v
ariab

les
(m

axim
um

ch
an

n
el

depth,
num

ber
of

off-channel
bays,

17



p
ercen

t
of

vertical
w

alled
banks,

p
ercen

t
of

riprap
banks,

m
an

m
ad

e
structures,

and

m
acrophyte

cover)
w

ere
the

m
ost

strongly
correlated

w
ith

the
com

bined
fish

m
etric.”

a.
Is

ittrue
that

m
easu

rem
en

ts
of

th
ese

six
habitat

variables
w

ere
only

d
o
n
e

in
2
0
0
8
?

b.
W

ere
th

ese
sam

e
v
alu

es
applied

to
th

e
d

ata
from

2001-
2007?

c.
Isn’t

it
correct

th
at

at
least

th
ree

of
th

e
six

final
habitat

variables
in

th
e

fish
-v

ersu
s-h

ab
itat

reg
ressio

n
w

ere
held

co
n

stan
t

through
tim

e
at

each
fish-

sam
pling

location
b
ecau

se
a

single
m

easu
rem

en
t

tak
en

in
2008

w
as

applied
to

all
previous

y
ears

of
fish

sam
p
les?

d.
D

o
you

ag
ree

th
at

m
axim

um
depth

and
p

ercen
t

m
acrophyte

cover

are
tw

o
of

th
e

habitat
v

ariab
les

that
can

readily
ch

an
g
e

from
y

ear
to

year?

e.
D

oesn’t
A

ppendix
D

,
T

able
D

-1
of

the
habitat

im
provem

ent
report

indicate
that

the
“m

axim
um

depth
in

reach”
variable

w
as

obtained
from

the

D
U

F
L

O
W

m
odel

output
and

th
u

s
w

as
kept

co
n
stan

t
from

y
ear

to
y

ear?

f.
Isn’t

it
correct

th
at

w
hen

exam
ined

for
their

applicability,
the

six

habitat
variables

explained
only

29%
or

less
of

the
C

A
W

S
fish

inform
ation

b
ased

on
using

y
ear

2008
fish

d
ata?

g.
Isn’t

it
correct

that,
if

reg
ressio

n
results

are
going

to
be

used
for

valid
prediction,

then
prediction

error
in

th
e

reg
ressio

n
relation

m
ust

be

acco
u
n
ted

for?

h.
W

hat
is

th
e

prediction
error

in
the

C
A

W
S

fish-versus-habitat

reg
ressio

n
th

at
u

sed
the

2
0

0
1

-2
0

0
7

fish
d
ata?

18



W
hat

is
th

e
prediction

error
in

th
e

C
A

W
S

regression
that

u
sed

the

2008
fish

d
ata?

40.
O

n
p

ag
e

9
of

your
testim

ony
you

identify
th

e
“key”

dissolved
oxygen

variable
to

be
“percent

of
tim

e
from

Ju
n
e

through
S

ep
tem

b
er

that
D

O
w

as
<

5
m

g/L
”.

a.
W

hy
w

as
this

tim
e

period
ch

o
sen

?

b.
W

ere
o

th
er

periods
co

n
sid

ered
?

41.
O

n
p
ag

e
10

you
state

that
“T

he
C

A
R

T
[C

lassification
and

R
eg

ressio
n

T
ree]

an
aly

sis
w

as
co

n
d

u
cted

using
40

physical
habitat

variables
and

six
D

O
variables.”

a.
W

hat
w

ere
the

six
D

O
v
ariab

les?

b.
W

hy
w

as
tem

p
eratu

re
not

included
in

th
e

analysis?

c.
W

hy
w

ere
other

w
ater

quality
v

ariab
les

not
included

in
the

an
aly

sis?

d.
W

ould
you

ag
ree

that
out

of
40

habitat
variables

and
only

6
D

O

variables,
th

at
D

O
(%

D
O

Ju
n
-S

ep
t

<
5

m
g/I)

w
ould

be
the

third
m

ost
im

portant

variable
in

64°/a
of

the
sam

p
les?

e.
P

lease
explain

how
the

C
A

R
T

an
aly

sis
supports

the
conclusion

that

im
proved

dissolved
oxygen

levels
w

ill
not

lead
to

im
proved

aquatic
life

p
o

p
u

latio
n

s?

f.
W

hy
do

you
think

that
m

axim
um

ch
an

n
el

depth
h

as
the

stro
n
g

est

correlation
to

th
e

com
bined

fish
m

etric
of

th
e

habitat
variables?

42.
T

he
first

row
in

T
able

6-4
on

p
ag

e
114

of
th

e
C

A
W

S
H

abitat
E

valuation

R
eport

indicates
th

at
th

e
habitat

variable
called

“M
axim

um
depth”

is
the

one
habitat

19



variable—
relative

to
the

tw
elve

variables
exam

ined—
that

explains
the

m
ost

of
the

variability
in

the
“com

bined
fish

m
etric”.

a.
D

oes
this

m
ean

that
as

m
axim

um
depth

in
creases,

th
e

“com
bined

fish
m

etric”
d
ecreases?

b.
Isn’t

it
possible

that
this

relationship
sim

ply
reflects

that
it

is
harder

to
cap

tu
re

fish
by

electro-fishing
in

d
eep

er
w

ater
than

in
shallow

er
w

ater?

c.
Isn’t

this
relationship

betw
een

m
axim

um
w

ater
depth

and
the

“com
bined

fish
m

etric”
co

n
sisten

t
w

ith
th

e
fact

that—
all

else.being
equal—

electro-fishing
in

d
eep

er
v
ersu

s
shallow

er
w

ater
w

ill
yield

a
less

reliable
fish

sam
p
le

that,
in

turn,
can

lead
to

a
serio

u
s

underestim
ation

of
the

true
fish

conditions?

43.
W

hat
is

th
e

significance
of

th
e

follow
ing

conclusion
from

p
ag

e
11

of
your

pre-filed
testim

ony:
“W

hen
co

m
p

ared
to

fish
d

ata
from

th
e

C
A

W
S

,
the

index
developed

using
th

ese
11

habitat
v
ariab

les
had

an
r-sq

u
ared

of
0.48.”

W
hy

is
this

significant
ifthe

r-sq
u

ared
is

the
sam

e
for

6
and

ii
v

ariab
les?

44.
Y

ou
state

on
P

ag
e

11
that

“For
exam

ple,
th

e
Q

ualitative
H

abitat

E
valuation

Index
(Q

H
E

I)
d
ev

elo
p
ed

in
O

hio
and

w
idely

u
sed

elsew
h
ere,

had
an

r

sq
u
ared

of
0.45

w
ith

its
original

d
ev

elo
p

m
en

t
d

ataset.
(R

ankin,
1989).”

a.
Is

this
r-sq

u
ared

value
for

all
d

ata
statew

ide
and

all
collection

m
eth

o
d

s?

b.
D

id
b
o
at

sites
have

an
r-sq

u
ared

of
0.59?

c.
W

hat
ab

o
u

t
boat

sites
w

ithin
an

eco
reg

io
n
?
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45.
W

ho
collected

the
habitat

d
ata

th
at

w
as

used
to

calculate
Q

H
E

I
sco

res

d
iscu

ssed
on

p
ag

es
11-12

of
your

pre-filed
testim

ony?

a.
W

as
this

data
collected

using
O

hio
E

P
A

and
M

ichigan
D

E
Q

p
ro

ced
u
res?

b.
W

hy
did

you
conclude

not
to

u
se

w
ell-designed

existing
habitat

protocols
—

su
ch

as
the

U
.S

.
E

P
A

E
M

A
P,

U
S

G
S

N
A

W
Q

A
and

O
hio

E
P

A
Q

H
E

I

ap
p

ro
ach

es—
fo

r
the

C
A

W
S

?

c.
D

o
you

believe
that

th
ese

published
physical-habitat

ap
p
ro

ach
es

can
n

o
t

distinguish
betw

een
the

b
est

and
w

orst
habitat

conditions
that

occur
in

C
A

W
S

?d.
Is

ityour
testim

ony
that

n
o

n
e

of
th

ese
existing

protocols
h
as

the

ability
to

distinguish
habitat

differences
am

ong
locations

in
th

e
C

A
W

S
?

e.
D

id
you

apply
the

available
habitat

ap
p
ro

ach
es

to
C

A
W

S
and

find

them
to

be
u

n
ab

le
to

distinguish
habitat

differences?

f.
Ifo

n
e

or
a

few
of

the
v
ariab

les
used

in
th

ese
existing

ap
p
ro

ach
es

show
ed

little
variability

in
the

C
A

W
S

,
are

th
ere

several
variables

still
available

that
collectively

w
ould

be
able

to
distinguish

differences
in

physical
habitat

throughout
th

e
C

A
W

S
?

g.
E

xplain
w

hy
th

e
follow

ing
v

ariab
les

w
ere

elim
inated

from

reg
ressio

n
s

w
ith

fish
data:

flash
in

ess,
p

ercen
t

large
su

b
strate

in
d
eep

w
ater

and

p
ercen

t
plant

d
eb

ris
on

channel
bottom

.
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46.
P

ag
e

8
of

your
pre-filed

testim
ony

states,
“A

‘com
bined

fish
m

etric’
w

as

d
ev

elo
p

ed
as

part
of

the
C

A
W

S
H

abitat
S

tudy
w

hich
serv

ed
as

a
C

A
W

S
-specific

index

of
biological

integrity
for

fish.”

a.
Isn’t

it
correct

that
p
ag

e
1

of
A

ppendix
A

of
th

e
C

A
W

S
H

abitat

E
valuation

R
eport

sfates,
“Itw

as
not

th
e

objective
of

th
e

S
tudy

to
develop

a

C
A

W
S

-specific
index

of
biotic

integrity...”?

b.
W

as
the

goal
of

th
e

study
to

pick
a

su
b

set
of

fish
variables

for
use

in
com

paring
to

habitat
d

ata?

c.
H

ow
m

any
fish

m
etrics

w
ere

included
in

“the
com

bined
fish

m
etric”?

d.
H

ow
w

ere
they

sco
red

to
determ

ine
th

e
com

bined
fish

m
etric?

e.
W

hy
did

you
red

u
ce

all
of

the
fish

inform
ation

available
for

each
fish

sam
p
le

into
a

single
v

alu
e?

Isn’t
it

possible
to

ex
am

in
e

relations
betw

een
fish

and
their

environm
ent

w
ithout

reducing
fish

d
ata

into
a

single
num

ber
to

rep
resen

t
each

fish
sam

p
le

from
a

site?

f.
W

hy
didn’t

you
u

se
o
n
e

of
th

e
existing,

available
fish

IBI
(Index

of

B
iological

Integrity),
such

as
W

isconsin
or

O
hio,

that
have

b
een

d
ev

elo
p

ed
for

large
rivers?

47.
P

ag
e

107
of

th
e

C
A

W
S

H
abitat

E
valuation

R
eport

m
entions

tw
o

fish

variables
th

at
“had

relatively
w

eak
correlation

w
ith

habitat.”

a.
D

oesn’t
this

result
indicate

that
th

e
correlation

betw
een

individual

fish
v
ariab

les
and

individual
habitat

variables
w

as
ex

am
in

ed
?

b.
W

hy
w

eren’t
th

ese
correlations

provided
in

th
e

H
abitat

E
valuation

R
eport?
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48.
S

ince
the

m
ultiple

fish
variables

available
for

each
fish

sam
p
le

w
ere

red
u
ced

into
a

single
num

ber,
w

ouldn’t
it

have
b
een

m
ore

co
n

sisten
t

to
red

u
ce

the

m
ultiple

habitat
v
ariab

les
into

a
single

habitat
n

u
m

b
er

(i.e.
a

“com
bined

habitat
m

etric”)?

a.
W

ouldn’t
it

have
been

m
ore

co
n
sisten

t
to

depict
the

w
ater-quality

d
ata

available
for

each
fish

sam
ple

as
a

single
“com

bined
w

ater-quality
m

etric”?

b.
W

ouldn’t
it

have
been

m
ore

co
n
sisten

t
to

u
se

PC
A

on
th

e
fish

variables
or

on
th

e
w

ater-quality
variables

as
itw

as
used

to
reduce

th
e

habitat

variables?

c.
Isn’t

it
possible

that
im

portant
variability

in
the

original
set

of
46

fish

variables
w

as
not

acco
u
n
ted

for
in

the
single

fish
variable

that
w

as
created

and

u
sed

?

49.
It

is
not

clear
from

the
C

A
W

S
H

abitat
E

valuation
R

eport
how

th
e

single

value
of

the
“com

bined
fish

m
etric”

w
as

derived
for

each
of

the
81

fish
sam

p
les

used
in

th
e

regression
an

aly
sis.

P
ag

e
106

of
the

C
A

W
S

H
abitat

E
valuation

R
eport

indicates

that,
prior

to
reg

ressio
n

w
ith

habitat
variables,

th
e

alread
y

reduced
su

b
set

of
12

fish

variables
w

ere
divided

into
five

categ
o

ries.
E

ach
fish

variable
w

as
“standardized”

and

then
the

variables
in

each
of

th
e

five
categ

o
ries

w
ere

“sum
m

ed”.

a.
F

or
each

fish
sam

ple,
how

w
ere

th
e

raw
values

for
each

of
12

fish

variables
stan

d
ard

ized
?

W
hat

are
th

ese
stan

d
ard

ized
values

and
w

hat
do

they

rep
resen

t
ab

o
u

t
th

e
fish

variable?

b.
A

fter
th

e
raw

values
w

ere
ch

an
g
ed

into
a

“standardized”
value,

is
it

correct
th

at
su

b
sets

of
th

e
“standardized”

v
alu

es
w

ere
sum

m
ed

and
each

su
b

set

rep
resen

ted
o
n
e

of
th

e
five

created
categ

o
ries

of
fish

variables?
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c.
Is

it
correct

that
only

four
of

th
ese

five
“sum

s”
w

ere
additionally

com
bined

to
yield

a
single

overall
“sum

”,
w

hich
is

called
the

“com
bined

fish

m
etric”

for
each

fish
sam

p
le?

d.
W

hat
is

the
basis

for
using

a
single,

sim
plified

“sum
”

to
rep

resen
t

all

of
the

fish
inform

ation
originally

available
in

each
fish

sam
p
le?

e.
C

an
you

provide
ex

am
p
les

of
how

the
inform

ation
contained

in
12

fish
v

ariab
les

w
as

reduced
into

a
single

num
ber

for
each

of
the

fish
sam

p
les?

50.
W

hat
d
o
es

th
e

single
“com

bined
fish

m
etric”

of
all

fish
variables

indicate

about
each

fish
sam

p
le?

a.
W

hat
is

the
m

eaning
of

this
single

num
ber

that
w

as
assig

n
ed

to

each
fish

sam
p
le

and
then

used
in

reg
ressio

n
an

aly
ses

to
rep

resen
t

all
of

the
fish

inform
ation

available
for

each
fish

sam
p
le?

b.
Iftw

o
C

A
W

S
sites

receive
a

different
value

for
the

“com
bined

fish

m
etric,”

w
hat

d
o
es

that
difference

m
ean

?

c.
H

ow
large

of
a

difference
in

th
e

“com
bined

fish
m

etric”
constitutes

a

significant
d

ifferen
ce?

d.
Ifth

e
objective

w
as

to
boil

dow
n

all
of

the
fish

variables
into

a
single

m
easu

re
p

er
each

fish
sam

ple,
then

w
hy

didn’t
you

sim
ply

u
se

th
e

W
isconsin

large
river

lB
l

or
th

e
O

hio
boatable

lB
l

w
hich

are
applicable

to
large

rivers?

e.
D

id
selection

of
the

fish
v
ariab

les
u

sed
for

the
fish-versus-habitat

reg
ressio

n
s

in
this

C
A

W
S

study
provide

ev
id

en
ce

of
how

each
picked

fish

variable
w

as
related

to
a

gradient
of

hum
an

d
istu

rb
an

ce?
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f.
W

ere
any

p
ro

ced
u

res
u

sed
to

stan
d
ard

ize
the

raw
values

for
fish

sam
p

les
w

ith
few

er
than

50
individuals?

F
ew

er
than

200?

g.
D

id
th

e
C

A
W

S
H

abitat
E

valuation
R

eport
provide

categorizations

for
each

C
A

W
S

fish
sp

ecies?
If

not,
can

th
ese

be
provided

to
d

em
o
n
strate

w
hich

fish
sp

ecies
contributed

to
the

derivation
of

w
hich

fish
variables?

h.
F

or
deriving

each
of

the
fish

v
ariab

les
th

at
rep

resen
t

a
p
ercen

tag
e,

the
ap

p
ro

p
riate

value
for

th
e

denom
inator

of
that

fraction
m

ust
be

used.
H

ow

w
as

th
e

d
en

o
m

in
ato

r
determ

ined
for

th
ese

v
ariab

les
in

the
C

A
W

S
H

abitat

E
valuation

R
eport?

51.
A

ttachm
ent

B
to

A
ppendix

A
of

the
C

A
W

S
H

abitat
E

valuation
R

eport

provides
to

leran
ce

ratings
for

C
A

W
S

fish
sp

ecies.
S

ev
eral

of
the

fish
variables

u
sed

in

this
C

A
W

S
habitat

stu
d

y
d

ep
en

d
on

th
ese

to
leran

ce
ratings.

a.
Is

it
correct

that
nearly

half
of

th
e

fish-species
to

leran
ce

assig
n
m

en
ts

u
sed

for
this

study
are

b
ased

on
th

e
referen

ce
titled

“U
S

G
S

2008”?

b.
D

o
you

ag
ree

that
this

U
S

G
S

2008
resource

d
o
es

not

provide
g

en
eral

to
leran

ce
ratings

as
are

required
for

valid
derivation

and

standardization
of

th
e

fish
m

etrics
that

constitute
th

e
W

isconsin,
O

hio
and

Illinois

fish
IB

Is?

c.
D

o
you

ag
ree

that
the

to
leran

ce
classifications

derived
by

U
S

G
S

2008
are

d
eterm

in
ed

largely
by

to
leran

ce
to

only
four

param
eters:

su
sp

en
d

ed
sed

im
en

t,
specific

co
n
d
u
ctan

ce,
chloride

and
total

p
h
o
sp

h
o
ru

s?

d.
D

o
you

ag
ree

that
the

follow
ing

fish
sp

ecies
rated

as
“T

olerant”
for

the
C

A
W

S
study

are
consistently

rated
as

being
of

interm
ediate

to
leran

ce
for

25



W
isconsin,

O
hio,

and
Illinois

IB
Is:

largem
outh

b
ass,

black
crappie,

w
hite

crappie,

w
hite

b
ass,

channel
catfish,

em
erald

shiner
and

blackstripe
top

m
innow

?

e.
D

oesn’t
using

to
leran

ce
ratings

o
th

er
than

th
o
se

from
th

e
IB

Is
that

th
e

borrow
ed

fish
m

etrics
are

obtained
from

raise
co

n
cern

s
ab

o
u

t
the

validity
of

the
fish

variables
u

sed
to

derive
th

e
final

“com
bined

fish
m

etric”
for

each
sam

ple?

52.
Is

itcorrect
that

m
ost

of
the

46
fish

v
ariab

les
that

w
ere

available
from

C
A

W
S

fish
sam

p
les

w
ere

d
iscard

ed
from

further
consideration

b
ecau

se
they

w
ere

statistically
correlated

w
ith

o
th

er
fish

v
ariab

les?
(S

ee
p.

26
of

A
ppendix

A
of

H
abitat

E
valuation

R
eport).

Ifso,
w

hy
do

you
believe

this
w

as
a

valid
ap

p
ro

ach
?

a.
W

hy
w

as
the

variable
th

at
rep

resen
ts

the
total

num
ber

of
native

fish

sp
ecies

in
th

e
sam

p
le

elim
inated?

b.
Isn’t

it
u

n
u

su
al

for
a

fish
IBI

to
lack

a
m

etric
that

ad
d
resses

total

sp
ecies

rich
n

ess?

c.
W

hy
are

tw
o

of
the

final
tw

elve
fish

variables
so

sim
ilar:

“
%

lithophilic
sp

aw
n
ers

by
count”

and
“IL

ratio
of

non
tolerant

co
arse-m

in
eral-

su
b

strate
sp

aw
n

ers”?
(S

ee
p.

34
of

A
ppendix

A
of

H
abitat

E
valuation

R
eport).

53.
Is

it
correct

th
at

th
e

statistical
sam

p
le

of
81

fish
sam

p
les

that
w

as
u

sed
to

relate
the

“com
bined

fish
m

etric”
to

th
e

six
habitat

variables
w

as
not

the
sam

e
statistical

sam
p
le

of
fish

sam
p
les

u
sed

to
correlate

th
e

“com
bined

fish
m

etric”
w

ith
dissolved

oxygen?
(S

ee
p.

B
-6

of
A

ttachm
ent

B
to

A
ppendix

C
of

H
abitat

E
valuation

R
eport).

a.
Ifth

ese
tw

o
statistical

sam
p
les

of
paired

o
b
serv

atio
n

s
w

ere
not

the

sam
e,

then
isn’t

th
ere

so
m

e
statistical

confoundm
ent

in
a

direct
com

parison
of

am
o

u
n

ts
of

v
arian

ce
explained

by
each

an
aly

sis?

26



b.
W

hat
an

aly
sis

w
as

perform
ed

to
d
eterm

in
e

that
the

am
ounts

of

explained
v

arian
ce

derived
from

th
ese

tw
o

different
sam

p
les

could
be

directly

co
m

p
ared

?

c.
If

not
all

of
th

e
81

fish
sam

p
les

that
w

ere
u
sed

to
derive

the
fish

v
ersu

s-h
ab

itatreg
ressio

n
m

odel
had

corresponding
dissolved-oxygen

o
b

serv
atio

n
s,

how
m

any
fish

sam
p
les

w
ere

used
to

derive
th

e
regression

m
odel

of
the

six
habitat

variable
plus

th
e

one
dissolved

oxygen
variable?

d.
Ifth

e
r-sq

u
ared

value
in

creased
by

4%
w

hen
dissolved

oxygen
w

as

ad
d
ed

,
from

w
hat

specific
r-sq

u
ared

value
did

it
rise?

W
as

this
value

the
sam

e

44%
that

w
as

estim
ated

from
the

fish-versus-habitat
reg

ressio
n

using
all

81

fish
sam

p
les?

54.
P

ag
e

21
in

A
ppendix

C
of

the
C

A
W

S
H

abitat
E

valuation
R

eport
states

that

sev
eral

fish
variables

w
ere

co
rrelated

w
ith

dissolved
oxygen,

but
only

three
correlations

had
r-squared

v
alu

es
over

0.20.
T

he
C

A
W

S
H

abitat
E

valuation
R

eport
interprets

th
ese

resu
lts

as
“...indicating

th
at

d
isso

lv
ed

oxygen
co

n
cen

tratio
n
s

alone
cannot

serv
e

as

strong
predictor

of
fish

health.”
G

iven
that

none
of

the
physical

habitat
variables

individually
have

a
correlation

of
0.20

or
g
reater

w
ith

th
e

“com
bined

fish
m

etric,”
is

it

your
testim

ony
that

that
n
o
n
e

of
th

e
physical

habitat
variables

alo
n
e

can
serve

as
a

strong
predictor

of
fish

in
th

e
C

A
W

S
?

55.
Y

ou
co

n
clu

d
e

on
p
ag

es
8-9

that
“Itw

as
found

th
at

the
C

A
W

S
com

bined

fish
m

etric
w

as,
in

m
any

cases,
positively

correlated
w

ith
D

O
.

.
.
“

W
hat

dissolved
oxygen

m
etrics

w
ere

used
in

this
an

aly
sis?
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56.
P

ag
e

57
of

th
e

C
A

W
S

H
abitat

E
valuation

R
eport

states,
“Fish

m
etrics

from

observations
w

h
ere

stan
d
ard

s
w

ere
being

attained
w

ere
generally

better
than

fish

m
etrics

w
here

stan
d

ard
s

w
ere

not
in

attainm
ent,

but
m

ost
differences

w
ere

not

statistically
significant.”

B
ecau

se
C

A
W

S
fish

d
ata

show
ed

that
a

“better”
condition

existed
at

sites
th

at
m

ore
consistently

tta
in

e
d

w
ater-quality

stan
d
ard

s
than

at
sites

that

did
not;

isn’t
it

logical
to

interpret
that

fish
are

at
least

partly
lim

ited
by

w
ater-quality

conditions
in

C
A

W
S

?

57.
Y

ou
state

on
p

ag
e

2
of

your
pre-filed

testim
ony

that
“T

he
C

A
W

S
H

abitat

S
tudy

w
as

a
thorough

and
data-intensive

exam
ination

of
the

relationships
betw

een
fish,

physical
habitat,

and
w

ater
quality

in
the

C
A

W
S

.”

a.
W

h
ere

in
the

C
A

W
S

H
abitat

E
valuation

R
eport

is
an

exam
ination

of

the
relationships

betw
een

habitat
and

w
ater-quality

variables
in

th
e

C
A

W
S

?

b.
D

id
you

exam
ine

the
d
ata

to
discover

w
h

eth
er

th
ere

w
as

a

correlation
b
etw

een
habitat

and
w

ater
chem

istry?

c.
Isn’t

it
correct

that
correlation

b
etw

een
habitat

and
w

ater
quality

can

confound
interpretation

of
the

correlation
b
etw

een
fish

and
habitat

or
likew

ise

confound
in

terp
retatio

n
s

of
the

correlation
b
etw

een
fish

and
w

ater
quality?

58.
W

hich
seg

m
en

t
of

the
C

A
W

S
d
em

o
n
strated

th
e

g
reatest

potential
for

habitat
im

provem
ent?

59.
W

h
ere

is
th

e
D

igital
V

ideo
survey

of
th

e
entire

sy
stem

d
escrib

ed
on

p
ag

es

4-5
of

your
pre-filed

testim
o

n
y

?
W

hat
about

th
e

sid
estream

so
n
ar

m
apping?

28



60.
T

able
2-3

on
p

ag
e

25
of

the
C

A
W

S
H

abitat
E

valuation
R

eport
is

cited
as

from
F

loterm
ersch

et
at.

(2006).
Illinois

E
P

A
could

not
find

this
table

in
F

loterm
ersch

et

al.
(2006).

C
ould

you
verify

the
so

u
rce

of
this

tab
le?

61.
P

ag
e

D
-1

of
A

ppendix
D

in
the

C
A

W
S

H
abitat

E
valuation

R
eport

states,

“M
atrices

of
S

p
earm

an
correlation

coefficients
for

each
of

th
e

five
habitat

variable

categ
o
ries

are
included

in
A

ppendix
E

...”
Illinois

E
P

A
could

not
find

any
m

atrices
of

correlation
coefficients

in
A

ppendix
E

.
A

re
they

available?

R
espectfully

subm
itted,

IL
L

IN
O

IS
E

N
V

IR
O

N
M

E
N

T
A

L
P

R
O

T
E

C
T

IO
N

A
G

E
N

C
Y

D
eborah

J.
illiam

s
A

ssistan
t

C
ounsel

D
ated:

F
ebruary

22,
2011

1021
N

orth
G

rand
A

venue
E

ast
P

.O
.

B
ox

19276
S

pringfield,
Illinois

62794-9276
(217)

782-5544

29



B
E

F
O

R
E

T
H

E
IL

L
IN

O
IS

P
O

L
L

U
T

IO
N

C
O

N
T

R
O

L
B

O
A

V
E

D
C

LER
K

’S
O

FFIC
E

FEB
23

2011
STA

TE
O

F
IW

N
O

1
I

D
ollutior)

C
ontrol8oard

)
R

08-09
(S

ub-docket
C

)
)

(R
ulem

aking
—

W
ater)

))))

IN
T

H
E

M
A

T
T

E
R

O
F:

W
A

T
E

R
Q

U
A

L
IT

Y
S

T
A

N
D

A
R

D
S

A
N

D
E

F
F

L
U

E
N

T
L

IM
IT

A
T

IO
N

S
F

O
R

T
H

E
C

H
IC

A
G

O
A

R
E

A
W

A
T

E
R

W
A

Y
S

Y
S

T
E

M
A

N
D

T
H

E
L

O
W

E
R

D
E

S
P

L
A

IN
E

S
R

IV
E

R
:

P
R

O
P

O
S

E
D

A
M

E
N

D
M

E
N

T
S

T
O

35
III.

A
dm

.
C

ode
P

arts
301,

302,
303

and
3

0
4

)

Illinois
E

P
A

’s
P

re-F
iled

Q
u
estio

n
s

fo
r

A
d

rien
n

e
D

.
N

em
u

ra

T
he

Illinois
E

nvironm
ental

P
rotection

A
gency

(“Illinois
E

PA
”),

by
and

through
its

attorneys,
h

ereb
y

subm
its

its
P

re-F
iled

Q
u
estio

n
s

for
th

e
M

etropolitan
W

ater

R
eclam

ation
D

istrict
of

G
reater

C
hicago

(“M
W

R
D

G
C

”)
w

itness
A

drienne
D

.
N

em
ura

w
ho

subm
itted

P
re-filed

T
estim

ony
for

th
e

M
arch

9
and

10,
2011

hearings
in

the
above-

captioned
m

atter.
Illinois

E
P

A
reserv

es
th

e
right

to
ask

additional
follow

-up
questions

as
n
ecessary

.

1.
W

hat
w

as
your

role
in

“review
ing

th
e

habitat
study”?

(P
ag

e
2

of
pre-filed

testim
ony).

2.
W

hat
w

as
your

role
in

“review
ing

co
st

estim
ates

for
ad

d
ressin

g
dissolved

oxygen
issu

es
in

th
e

C
A

W
S

”?
(P

ag
e

2
of

pre-filed
testim

ony).

3.
O

ne
p

ag
es

2-3
of

your
pre-filed

testim
ony,

you
state,

“B
ecause

it
is

not

possible
to

elim
inate

or
fully

treat
th

ese
w

et
w

eath
er

so
u
rces

in
th

e
fo

rseeab
le

future,

th
e

im
pact

of
th

ese
ev

en
ts

on
dissolved

oxygen
levels

in
th

e
C

A
W

S
n

eed
s

to
be

co
n

sid
ered

w
hen

establishing
th

e
h

ig
h

est
attain

ab
le

d
esig

n
ated

u
ses

for
th

ese

w
aterw

ays.”



a.
H

ow
long

do
you

co
n
sid

er
the

“forseeable
future”?

b.
W

hen
w

ill
T

A
R

P
be

finalized
for

the
T

horton
R

eservoir?
F

or
the

M
cC

ook
R

eservoir?

c.
W

hen
T

A
R

P
is

finalized,
w

ill
this

provide
“full

treatm
ent”

of
the

C
S

O
s?d.

S
hould

M
W

R
D

G
C

’s
L

ong
T

erm
C

ontrol
P

lan
be

im
plem

ented
prior

to
designation

of
the

W
et

W
eath

er
L

im
ited

U
se?

e.
W

ill
the

W
et

W
eath

er
L

im
ited

U
se

still
be

n
ecessary

after

M
W

R
D

G
C

’s
L

ong
T

erm
C

ontrol
P

lan
is

fully
im

plem
ented?

4.
O

n
p

ag
e

2
of

your
pre-filed

testim
ony

you
state

that
“It

is
m

y
professional

opinion
that

a
w

et
w

eath
er

provision
n

eed
s

to
be

included
in

th
e

w
ater

quality
stan

d
ard

s

for
protection

of
aquatic

life
u
ses

in
th

e
C

A
W

S.”
H

ow
w

ill
a

w
et

w
eath

er
provision

help

to
protect

th
e

aq
u

atic
life

u
ses

in
th

e
C

A
W

S
?

5.
O

n
p

ag
e

3,
you

state,
“
.
.
.

dissolved
oxygen

criteria
for

the
C

A
W

S
cannot

be
m

et
exclusively

by
ad

v
an

ced
w

astew
ater

treatm
en

t
at

its
th

ree
m

ajor
(C

alum
et,

N
orth

S
ide,

and
S

tickney)
regional

w
ater

reclam
ation

plants
(W

R
P

5)
or

by
the

capture

and
treatm

en
t

of
C

S
O

s
(M

W
R

D
2009).”

Is
it your

testim
ony

th
at

if
all

C
S

O
5

are

cap
tu

red
by

T
A

R
P

,
th

e
p
ro

p
o
sed

dissolved
oxygen

w
ater

quality
stan

d
ard

s
cannot

be

m
et

during
w

et
w

eath
er?

W
hat

ab
o
u
t

th
e

existing
stan

d
ard

s?
E

xplain.

6.
Y

ou
testify

th
at

“T
he

existing
biotic

com
m

unity
ap

p
ears

to
tolerate

periodic

low
dissolved

oxygen
levels

in
th

e
C

A
W

S
that

are
cau

sed
by

w
et

w
eath

er
events.”

W
hat

do
you

b
ase

this
conclusion

o
n
?

2



7.
O

n
p
ag

e
4

of
your

testim
ony,

you
state,

“E
stablishing

a
W

W
L

U
,

w
hich

reco
g

n
izes

th
at

th
ere

w
ill

be
periods

w
hen

the
dissolved

oxygen
criteria

can
n

o
t

be
m

et,

w
ill

not
result

in
d

eg
rad

ed
w

ater
quality.”

a.
W

hat
do

you
m

ean
by

d
eg

rad
ed

w
ater

quality?

b.
D

o
dissolved

oxygen
v

alu
es

of
0

m
gfL

constitute
d

eg
rad

ed
w

ater

quality?

8.
Is

it
your

testim
ony

that
w

et
w

eath
er

conditions
w

ill
still

result
in

ad
v
erse

dissolved
oxygen

conditions
even

if
C

S
O

s
w

ere
elim

inated?

9.
O

n
p

ag
e

5,
you

state,
“T

he
W

W
L

U
designation

w
ould

apply
to

w
aterw

ay

seg
m

en
ts

receiving
or

otherw
ise

affected
by

C
S

O
5

or
o
th

er
w

et
w

eath
er

flow
s

and

w
ould

rem
ain

in
effect

during,
and

up
to

a
predefined

m
axim

um
am

ount
of

tim
e

after
a

w
et

w
eath

er
event.”

a.
W

hat
“other

w
et

w
eath

er
flow

s”
are

you
referring

to?

b.
W

hen
T

A
R

P
is

fully
im

plem
ented,

w
ill

th
e

pum
p

stations
discharge

on
a

regular
b

asis
or

w
ill

th
ey

be
reduced

to
4

or
less

per
y
ear?

c.
A

re
th

ere
any

w
aterw

ay
seg

m
en

ts
that

are
not

“receiving
or

otherw
ise

affected
by

C
S

O
5”?

d.
S

hould
th

e
C

A
W

S
be

divided
into

sm
aller

seg
m

en
ts

to
m

inim
ize

the

im
pact

of
th

e
w

et
w

eath
er

lim
ited

u
se

p
ro

p
o
sal?

10.
E

xplain
w

hat
is

m
ean

t
on

p
ag

e
4

of
your

pre-filed
testim

ony
w

hen
you

state
th

at
“T

he
p

ro
p

o
sed

W
W

L
U

can
be

re-evaluated
periodically

as
new

d
ata

b
eco

m
es

available
or

as
additional

C
S

O
and

o
th

er
w

et
w

eath
er

so
u
rce

controls
are

established

for
this

sy
stem

(L
anyon

2008).”

3



a.
W

hat
m

echanism
w

ill
be

u
sed

for
this

re-evaluation?

b.
W

hat
is

th
e

L
anyon

2008
citation

in
this

sen
ten

ce
referring

to?

11.
E

xplain
how

“T
he

ap
p
ro

p
riaten

ess
of

the
‘trigger’

and
th

e
m

axim
um

duration
for

applying
a

W
W

L
U

designation
could

be
re-exam

ined
periodically.”

(P
age

6

of
pre-filed

testim
ony).

a.
W

ould
the

re-exam
ination

be
required?

b.
W

ho
w

ould
conduct

th
e

re-exam
ination?

c.
S

hould
th

e
W

W
L

U
designation

have
a

su
n

set
d
ate?

12.
Y

ou
state

on
p
ag

e
6

that
“the

designation
could

be
re-ev

alu
ated

after

m
ajor

ch
an

g
es

to
th

e
operation

of
the

C
A

W
S

(e.g.,
construction

of
additional

su
p
p
lem

en
tal

aeration
or

flow
au

g
m

en
tatio

n
facilities

or
full

im
plem

entation
of

the

T
unnel

and
R

eservoir
P

lan
[sic]).”

a.
W

ould
th

e
re-evaluation

be
required?

b.
W

ho
w

ould
conduct

th
e

re-evaluation?

c.
U

nder
w

hat
circu

m
stan

ces
do

you
believe

the
D

istrict
w

ill
construct

additional
su

p
p

lem
en

tal
aeration

or
flow

augm
entation

facilities
ifthe

W
W

L
U

is

ad
o
p
ted

?

d.
S

hould
a

re-evaluation
w

ait
for

the
full

im
plem

entation
of

T
A

R
P

?

e.
W

on’t
th

e
cap

tu
re

of
C

S
O

s
significantly

in
crease

in
th

e
C

alum
et

sy
stem

w
hen

the
T

horton
R

eservoir
is

com
pleted

in
2014?

f.
W

on’t
the

cap
tu

re
of

C
S

O
s

significantly
in

crease
in

th
e

rest
of

the

sy
stem

w
hen

th
e

first
p

h
ase

of
th

e
M

cC
ook

R
eservoir

is
com

pleted
in

2015?

4



13.
W

ill
th

e
W

et
W

eath
er

L
im

ited
U

se
still

w
ork

if the
B

oard
ad

o
p

ts
the

A
gency’s

A
quatic

L
ife

U
se

d
esig

n
atio

n
s

rath
er

than
th

e
C

ateg
o

ries
p
ro

p
o

sed
by

M
W

R
D

G
C

?
W

hy
or

w
hy

not?

a.
E

xplain
w

hy
the

W
W

L
U

is
not

n
eed

ed
for

the
“C

ategory
3”

w
aters

in

M
W

R
D

G
C

’s
proposal.

b.
D

oes
the

narrative
criteria

applicable
to

th
ese

w
aters

allow
the

dissolved
oxygen

levels
to

fall
to

zero
?

14.
E

xplain
how

M
W

R
D

G
C

’s
proposal

to
low

er
the

dissolved
oxygen

req
u

irem
en

ts
in

th
e

C
ategory

2
w

aters
(ex

cep
t

the
C

al-S
ag

C
hannel)

is
protective

of
the

existing
aq

u
atic

com
m

unity?

a.
H

ow
d
o
es

it
protect

th
e

highest
attainable

aquatic
com

m
unity?

b.
H

ow
is

this
protective

of
early

life
stag

es
of

aquatic
life

w
hen

they

are
p

resen
t?

15.
E

xplain
w

hy
the

W
W

L
U

is
a

“use
designation”

rath
er

than
a

“site
specific

criteria”?16.
A

re
th

e
W

et
W

eath
er

L
im

ited
U

se
triggers

m
ore

com
plicated

than

n
ecessary

for
th

e
relatively

sm
all

n
u
m

b
er

of
d

ay
s

per
year

itw
ill

be
n

eed
ed

?

17.
D

id
you

consider
sim

ply
proposing

so
m

e
num

ber
or

p
ercen

tag
e

of

excursion
h

o
u

rs
as

part
of

the
dissolved

oxygen
criteria

for
th

ese
w

aters?

18.
W

hy
are

th
ere

no
C

ontinuous
D

issolved
O

xygen
M

onitors
(“C

D
O

M
s”)

listed
for

th
e

S
o

u
th

F
ork

of
the

S
outh

B
ranch

C
hicago

R
iver?

19.
W

hy
are

th
ere

no
C

D
O

M
s

listed
for

th
e

C
hicago

R
iver

m
ain

stem
?

5



20.
Is

the
C

D
O

M
netw

ork
you

d
escrib

e
in

your
testim

ony
a

m
andatory

co
m

p
o

n
en

t
of

the
W

et
W

eath
er

L
im

ited
U

se
proposal?

A
re

th
ere

a
m

andatory
num

ber

of
m

onitoring
locations?

21.
W

hat
p

ro
ced

u
res

w
ill

be
required

for
M

W
R

D
G

C
to

m
ove

a
C

D
O

M
?

W
ill

A
gency

or
B

oard
approval

be
req

u
ired

?
If

not,
w

hat
factors

w
ill

M
W

R
D

G
C

u
se

to

d
ecid

e
to

m
ake

a
ch

an
g

e
and

to
select

the
new

location?

22.
Is

the
rain

g
ag

e
netw

ork
you

d
escrib

e
in

your
testim

ony
a

m
andatory

co
m

p
o

n
en

t
of

the
W

et
W

eath
er

L
im

ited
U

se
proposal?

A
re

th
ere

a
m

andatory
num

ber

of
m

onitoring
locations?

H
ow

w
ere

th
e

locations
selected

?
W

as
location

of
C

S
O

s
a

factor?23.
W

hy
is

the
rainfall

g
ag

e
at

th
e

M
ain

O
ffice

location
on

E
rie

street
used

for

five
of

th
e

eight
stream

seg
m

en
ts?

W
h
ere

physically
is

th
at

g
ag

e
located

at
the

M
ain

O
ffice?24.

W
hy

d
o
es

the
W

W
L

U
d
ep

en
d

on
M

W
R

D
G

C
’s

rain
g
ag

es
rath

er
N

ational

W
eath

er
S

ervice
d
ata?

25.
W

hat
p
ro

ced
u
res

w
ill

be
required

for
M

W
R

D
G

C
to

m
ove

a
rain

g
ag

e?
W

ill

A
gency

or
B

oard
approval

be
req

u
ired

?
If

not,
w

hat
factors

w
ill

M
W

R
D

G
C

u
se

to

d
ecid

e
to

m
ake

a
ch

an
g

e
and

to
select

th
e

new
location?

26.
Is

snow
or

snow
-m

elt
a

factor
in

the
W

et
W

eath
er

L
im

ited
U

se

d
esig

n
atio

n
?

27.
W

hat
p
ercen

tag
e

of
tim

e
are

th
e

C
D

O
M

’s
not

o
p

eratio
n

al?
W

hat

p
ercen

tag
e

of
the

data
d
o
es

not
m

eet
M

W
R

D
G

C
’s

quality
assu

ran
ce/q

u
ality

control

6



guidelines?
H

ow
w

ill
th

e
A

gency
determ

ine
th

at
M

W
R

D
G

C
is

not
choosing

to
exclude

d
ata

that
d

em
o

n
strates

a
D

.C
.

violation?

28.
W

hat
is

the
term

inus
of

the
C

hicago
S

anitary
and

S
hip

C
anal

seg
m

en
t

as

it
is

u
sed

in
the

W
W

L
U

proposal?
W

hat
u
se

d
esig

n
atio

n
s

and
w

ater
quality

stan
d

ard
s

should
th

e
B

oard
ad

o
p

t
for

the
L

ow
er

D
es

P
lain

es
R

iver?

29.
O

n
p
ag

e
1

of
A

ttachm
ent

1
to

your
pre-filed

testim
ony,

you
state

that
“D

O

d
ata

collected
from

2001
to

2008
from

eight
m

onitoring
locations”

w
ere

u
sed

in
your

analysis.
W

hy
did

you
lim

it
your

analysis
to

eight
statio

n
s?

H
ow

did
you

select
the

eight
statio

n
s?

30.
W

hat
is

m
ean

t
in

your
testim

ony
by

the
term

“practical
m

axim
um

flow
”?

(S
ee,

e.g.
p
ag

e
4

of
A

ttachm
ent

1).

31.
O

n
p

ag
e

5
of

A
ttachm

ent
1,

you
indicate

that
for

rainfall
ev

en
ts

of
betw

een

0.25
and

0.49
inches,

pum
p

station
C

S
O

d
isch

arg
es

occurred
21

p
ercen

t
of

the
tim

e

and
gravity

C
S

O
d
isch

arg
es

occurred
16

p
ercen

t
of

the
tim

e.
If

C
S

O
d

isch
arg

es
did

not

o
ccu

r
during

a
large

m
ajority

of
th

e
rainfall

ev
en

ts
of

less
than

1
/2

inch,
w

hy
is

0.25

inches
an

ap
p

ro
p

riate
trigger

for
a

W
et

W
eath

er
L

im
ited

U
se

d
esig

n
atio

n
?

32.
In

T
able

4
on

p
ag

e
10,

the
follow

ing
N

ote
is

included
at

the
bottom

of
the

T
able:

“N
ote:

Ifa
C

D
O

M
m

onitor
w

as
not

operational
for

a
period

of
tim

e,
th

o
se

hours

w
ould

not
be

included
in

the
w

et
w

eath
er

lim
ited

u
se

analysis.”

a.
E

xplain
w

hat
“not

included
in

the
analysis”

m
ean

s
in

this
context.

b.
E

xplain
w

hat
default

co
n

clu
sio

n
s

are
m

ad
e

w
hen

th
ere

C
D

O
M

data

h
as

b
een

throw
n

out.

33.
W

hat
tim

e
of

day
are

rain
g
ag

e
m

easu
rem

en
ts

tak
en

?

7



a.
W

hat
h
ap

p
en

s
ifth

e
trigger

ev
en

t
o
ccu

rs
on

tw
o

different
calendar

d
ay

s?

b.
A

re
th

e
W

W
L

U
d

ay
s

24-hour
rolling

periods
or

calen
d
ar

d
ay

s?

c.
If

a
0.25

inch
rainfall

begins
at

11
p.m

.
and

en
d
s

at
1

a.m
.,

w
hat

day
is

u
sed

for
the

preceding
day

and
w

hen
d

o
es

the
W

W
L

U
period

en
d
?

34.
Y

ou
testify

on
p
ag

e
7

th
at

“T
he

D
istrict

w
ould

subm
it

annual

docum
entation

of
w

ater
quality

d
ata,

including
rainfall

and
C

D
O

M
data,

no
later

than

M
arch

31
of

th
e

follow
ing

year.”

a.
W

hat
o

th
er

d
ata

w
ould

this
report

include?

b.
If

it
rains

on
M

arch
11,

2011,
is

ittrue
that

Illinois
E

P
A

w
ill

not
be

able
to

d
eterm

in
e

w
h
eth

er
th

ed
isso

lv
ed

oxygen
stan

d
ard

s
w

ere
m

et
on

M
arch

1
2

t
h

until
M

arch
31,

2
0

1
2

?

c.
S

houldn’t
M

W
R

D
G

C
provide

notice
m

onthly
to

the
A

gency
ifthe

dissolved
oxygen

stan
d

ard
s

are
violated?

d.
D

oes
it

interfere
w

ith
the

com
pliance

and
en

fo
rcem

en
t

p
ro

cess
to

only
provide

th
e

A
gency

w
ith

an
n

u
al

rep
o

rts?

e.
If

dissolved
oxygen

falls
below

th
e

w
ater

quality
stan

d
ard

during
dry

w
eath

er,
is

th
at

not
reported

until
an

an
n

u
al

report
to

be
subm

itted
in

th
e

follow
ing

calen
d
ar

y
ear

also
?

35.
O

n
p

ag
es

11-12
of

your
pre-filed

testim
ony,

you
d
iscu

ss
various

“bins”
and

sub-divided
bins

into
w

hich
each

day
of

th
e

y
ear

w
ould

be
placed

for
com

pliance
and

“accounting”
p
u
rp

o
ses.

8



a.
W

hat
bin

is
a

day
placed

in
w

hen
th

ere
is

no
u
seab

le
C

D
O

M
data

on
the

day
preceding

th
e

w
et

w
eath

er
ev

en
t?

b.
W

hat
ifonly

half
of

the
hours

that
day

have
u
seab

le
d
ata?

c.
W

hat
ifth

ere
is

only
1hour

of
u
seab

le
d
ata

in
a

day?

d.
W

hat
h
ap

p
en

s
to

the
hO

urs
w

ith
no

C
D

O
M

d
ata?

36.
W

hat
is

the
p

u
rp

o
se

of
calculating

p
ercen

t
com

pliance
of

each
of

the
bins?

W
hat

w
ould

that
inform

ation
be

u
sed

for?

37.
o

n
p

ag
e

13
of

your
pre-filed

testim
ony

you
state

“U
nder

the
D

istrict’s

proposal,
this

location
[M

ain
S

treet
on

N
orth

S
h
o
re

C
hannel]

w
ill

receive
additional

treatm
en

t
w

hich
could

im
prove

dissolved
oxygen

conditions
during

dry
and

w
et

w
eather.”

W
hat

treatm
en

t
is

planned
for

N
orth

S
h

o
re

C
hannel

and
w

hy?
W

ill

installation
of

this
treatm

en
t

be
a

regulatory
req

u
irem

en
t?

R
espectfully

subm
itted,

IL
L

IN
O

IS
E

N
V

IR
O

N
M

E
N

T
A

L
P

R
O

T
E

C
T

IO
N

A
G

E
N

C
Y

B
y:

D
eborah

J.
W

iIJia/ns
A

ssistan
t

C
oun’’eI

D
ated:

F
ebruary

22,
2011

1021
N

orth
G

rand
A

venue
E

ast
P

.O
.

B
ox

19276
S

pringfield,
Illinois

6
2

7
9

4
-9

2
7

6
(217)

782-5544

9



B
E

F
O

R
E

T
H

E
IL

L
IN

O
IS

P
O

L
L

U
T

IO
N

C
O

N
T

R
O

L
B

O
A

R
K

S
O

FFIC
E

IN
T

H
E

M
A

T
T

E
R

O
F

:
)

FEB
2320,,

W
A

T
E

R
Q

U
A

L
IT

Y
S

T
A

N
D

A
R

D
S

A
N

D
)

O
IfU

tjon
C

o
n
frjS

E
F

F
L

U
E

N
T

L
IM

IT
A

T
IO

N
S

F
O

R
T

H
E

)
R

08-09
C

H
IC

A
G

O
A

R
E

A
W

A
T

E
R

W
A

Y
S

Y
S

T
E

M
)

(R
ulem

aking
-

W
ater)

A
N

D
T

H
E

L
O

W
E

R
D

E
S

PL
A

IN
E

S
R

IV
E

R
:

)
S

ub-docket
C

P
R

O
P

O
S

E
D

A
M

E
N

D
M

E
N

T
S

T
O

35
III.

)
A

dm
.

C
ode

P
arts

301,
302,

303
and

304
)

IL
L

IN
O

IS
E

P
A

’S
P

R
E

-F
IL

E
D

Q
U

E
S

T
IO

N
S

F
O

R
M

W
R

D
G

C
’S

W
IT

N
E

S
S

JE
N

N
IF

E
R

W
A

S
IK

T
he

Illinois
E

nvironm
ental

P
rotection

A
gency

(“Illinois
E

PA
”

of
“A

gency”),
by

and

through
its

atto
rn

ey
s,

herby
subm

its
pre-filed

q
u
estio

n
s

to
M

W
R

D
G

C
w

itness
Jennifer

W
asik.

T
he

A
gency

reserv
es

th
e

right
to

ask
additional

follow
-up

q
u

estio
n

s
if

n
ecessary

.

1.
O

n
P

ag
e

2,
you

state,
“T

he
D

istrict
is

proposing
m

inim
um

dissolved
oxygen

(D
O

)

criteria
.
.
.

that
are

identical
to

th
o
se

proposed
by

IE
PA

.
T

he
proposed

criteria
are

4

m
g/L

for
C

A
W

S
C

ateg
o
ry

1
and

3.5
m

g/L
for

C
A

W
S

C
ategory

2.”
D

oes
IE

PA
’s

proposal

include
a

m
inim

um
5.0

m
g/L

M
arch

through
July

and
3.5

m
g/L

A
ugust

through
F

ebruary

for
C

A
W

S
“A”

w
aters?

2.
O

n
P

ag
e

2,
you

state,
“Finally,

the
D

istrict
p
ro

p
o

ses
a

w
et

w
eath

er
provision

from

th
e

D
O

w
ater

quality
stan

d
ard

due
to

the
significant

and
unavoidable

negative
im

pact
of

precipitation
on

the
C

A
W

S
.”

D
o

you
m

ean
significant

precipitation
ev

en
ts

that
cau

se

com
bined

sew
er

overflow
s?

3.
O

n
P

ag
e

2
you

state
th

at
“T

he
L

im
noT

ech
H

abitat
E

valuation
R

eport
.
.
.

indicates

1



that
physical

habitat
explains

m
ost

of
the

variation
in

the
C

A
W

S
fish

com
m

unity
.
.
.

and

that
factoring

in
D

O
m

ak
es

very
little

difference.”

Is
ittrue

that
the

sim
ple

reg
ressio

n
of

D
O

(<5
m

g/L
Ju

n
e

—
S

ep
tem

b
er)

w
ith

th
e

com
bined

fish
m

etric
had

an
r-squared

of
0.27?

b.
D

id
th

e
m

ultiple
reg

ressio
n

w
Ith

six
habitat

variables
and

the
com

bined

fish
m

etric
(T

able
6-4

in
the

ab
o
v
e

m
entioned

report)
result

in
th

e
single

b
est

correlation
for

m
axim

um
depth

w
ith

an
r-squared

=
0.25?

c.
D

id
adding

five
additional

habitat
variables

to
this

reg
ressio

n
in

crease
the

r-sq
u

ared
by

only
0.23

(i.e.
0.25

+
0.23

=
0.48)?

Is
ityour

opinion
that

it

is
ap

p
ro

p
riate

to
co

m
p

are
a

sim
ple

linear
reg

ressio
n

w
ith

a
m

ultiple
linear

reg
ressio

n
?

4.
O

n
P

ag
e

2
and

sev
eral

other
p

laces
in

your
testim

ony
you

m
ention

to
leran

ce

levels
of

fish
to

various
stresso

rs
as

part
of

th
e

b
asis

for
justifying

reco
m

m
en

d
atio

n
s

for
aquatic

life
u

ses
and

corresponding
w

ater-quality
stan

d
ard

s
in

C
A

W
S

.

a.
D

o
you

think
that

it
is

sufficient
to

define
aquatic-life

u
ses

and
to

set

co
rresp

o
n
d
in

g
w

ater-quality
stan

d
ard

s
b
ased

prim
arily

on
conditions

that

are
ju

st
barely

tolerated
by

aq
u
atic

life?

b.
D

o
you

think
that

in
setting

an
aquatic-life

goal
for

a
w

aterbody,
it

is

reaso
n

ab
le

to
set

such
a

goal
at

a
level

of
conditions

just
slightly

b
etter

th
an

th
o

se
at

w
hich

a
larg

e-scale
fish

kill
is

likely
to

occur?

5.
O

n
P

ag
e

3
of

your
testim

ony
you

state,
“O

ur
proposed

D
O

m
inim

a
stan

d
ard

s
are

as
protective

as
th

o
se

set
forth

in
th

e
Illinois

G
en

eral
U

se
stan

d
ard

s...”
A

re
you

referring
to

th
e

period
A

ugust
through

F
ebruary?

2



6.
O

n
P

ag
e

3
your

testim
o

n
y

you
state,

“W
aterw

ay
in

o
th

er
states

w
ith

sim
ilar

physical
ch

aracteristics
to

th
e

C
A

W
S

are
subject

to
D

O
m

inim
um

stan
d
ard

s
betw

een
1-

2
m

g/L
.
.

.
“

D
o

so
m

e
of

th
ese

states
have

different
D

O
stan

d
ard

s
during

different
tim

es

of
the

year?
A

re
th

ese
stan

d
ard

s
considerably

higher
(i.e.

3
—

5
m

gIL
)?

W
hat

type
of

fish
com

m
unities

are
in

th
ese

w
aterw

ay
s?

7.
O

n
P

ag
e

4
of

your
testim

ony
you

state,
“T

his
index

w
as

u
sed

along
w

ith
fish

data

to
assess

th
e

relative
im

p
o

rtan
ce

of
physical

habitat
co

m
p
ared

to
w

ater
quality

factors
in

th
e

C
A

W
S.”

Itap
p
ears

only
D

O
w

as
assessed

,
w

hy
w

ere
o

th
er

w
ater

quality
variables

not
considered

in
th

e
an

aly
sis?

8.
O

n
P

ag
e

5
you

state,
“A

stab
le

and
tolerant

fish
com

m
unity

.
“

C
ould

you

explain
w

hat
is

m
ean

t
by

stab
le

and
tolerant?

A
re

you
referring

to
th

e
to

leran
ce

list
in

A
ttachm

ent
B

of
A

ppendix
A

?

9.
T

estim
ony

m
en

tio
n

s
sev

eral
tim

es
that

im
proving

dissolved
oxygen

conditions
in

th
e

C
A

W
S

w
ill

not
benefit

fish
in

C
A

W
S

.

a.
Isn’t

it
co

rrect
th

at
the

scatterplots
on

p
ag

es
B

-5
and

B
-6

in
A

ttachm
ent

B

to
A

ppendix
C

in
th

e
C

A
W

S
H

abitat
R

eport
indicate

that,
for

the
sev

eral

fish
v
ariab

les
m

entioned
as

follow
s,

th
e

b
etter

v
alu

es
occur

in
th

e
better

dissolved-oxygen
conditions?

b.
S

pecifically,
on

p
ag

e
B

-5,
for

the
plot

in
th

e
m

iddle
of

the
left

colum
n,

isn’t

it
correct

th
at

th
e

b
est

values
for

th
e

fish
variable

called
“C

atch
per

unit

effort”
o
ccu

r
on

th
e

left
side

of
the

plot,
w

hich
indicates

th
e

better

d
isso

lv
ed

-o
x

y
g

en
conditions?

)



c.
S

im
ilarly,

on
th

e
sam

e
p

ag
e

B
-5,

for
th

e
plot

at
the

low
er

right,
isn’t

it

correct
th

at
th

e
b

est
values

for
th

e
fish

variable
called

“N
on-tolerant

m
in

eral-su
b
strate

spaw
ners”

o
ccu

r
on

th
e

left
side

of
the

plot,
w

hich

indicates
th

e
better

dissolved-oxygen
conditions?

d.
O

n
th

e
next

page,
B

-6,
for

the
first

tw
o

plots
acro

ss
the

page,
isn’t

it

correct
th

at
th

e
b
est

values
for

th
e

fish
v

ariab
les

called
“N

um
ber

of
native

m
innow

sp
ecies”

and
“P

ercent
intolerant

sp
ecies

by
count”

occur
on

the

left
sid

e
of

th
e

plot,
w

hich
indicates

th
e

b
etter

dissolved-oxygen

conditions?

e.
A

lso
on

p
ag

e
B

-6,
for

the
plot

in
th

e
m

iddle
of

the
left

colum
n,

isn’t
it

correct
th

at
th

e
b

est
values

for
th

e
fish

variable
called

“N
um

ber
of

native

sunfish
sp

ecies”
occur

on
the

left
side

of
th

e
plot,

w
hich

indicates
th

e

better
dissolved-oxygen

conditions?

f.
A

lso
p

ag
e

B
-6,

for
the

plot
at

th
e

bottom
,

isn’t
it

correct
that

the
highest

v
alu

es
for

th
e

fish
variable

called
“com

bined
fish

m
etric”

occur
on

th
e

left

side
of

th
e

plot,
w

hich
indicates

th
e

b
etter

dissolved-oxygen
conditions?

1O
.O

n
P

ag
e

6
you

state,
“L

ake
C

alum
et

also
exhibits

several
shallow

areas,
and

instream
cover

.
.
.
“

D
o

es
L

ake
C

alum
et

and
th

e
C

alum
et

R
iver

and
other

w
aters

in

C
ategory

1
have

sufficient
habitat

for
reproduction?

11.O
n

P
ag

e
6

of
your

testim
ony

you
state

th
at

ab
u

n
d
an

ce
of

largem
outh

b
ass

h
as

“increased
m

ore
dram

atically
in

C
ategory

1.. .than
in

C
ategory

2...W
aters

over
the

past
3

d
ecad

es.”

4



a.
Isn’t

it
correct

that
the

C
A

W
S

habitat
study

rated
largem

outh
b
ass

as

“T
olerant”

for
p
u
rp

o
ses

of
creating

the
“com

bined
fish

m
etric”—

as

indicated
in

the
table

of
fish

to
leran

ces
that

is
A

ttachm
ent

B
of

A
ppendix

A

of
th

e
C

A
W

S
H

abitat
R

eport?

b.
Isn’t

itcorrect
that

an
in

crease
in

the
ab

u
n
d
an

ce
of

tolerant
fish

should

indicate
a

w
orsening

condition,
b
ased

on
how

the
fish

to
leran

ces
are

intended
to

w
ork

in
the

“com
bined

fish
m

etric”?

c.
A

re
you

saying
th

at
fish

conditions
have

w
o
rsen

ed
over

th
e

past
30

y
ears

m
ore

in
M

W
R

D
G

C
’s

p
ro

p
o

sed
C

ategory
I

W
aters

than
in

C
ategory

2

W
aters?

d.
W

hat
d
o
es

an
increasing

ab
u
n
d
an

ce
of

fishes
rated

as
“T

olerant”
by

the

C
A

W
S

study
indicate?

12.O
n

P
ag

e
7

you
state,

“A
m

ajority
of

sed
im

en
t

sam
p

les
tested

from
so

m
e

of
the

categ
o

ry
2

w
aters

w
ere

d
em

o
n
strated

to
be

toxic.”
H

ow
m

any
sam

p
les

w
ere

tak
en

?

W
hich

category
2

w
aters?

W
ere

th
ere

any
categ

o
ry

2
w

aters
th

at
did

not
exhibit

toxicity?

13.
O

n
P

ag
e

7
you

state,
“W

hile
th

e
habitat

index
sco

res
in

th
e

u
p

p
er

and
low

er

N
orth

B
ranch

C
hicago

R
iver

are
sim

ilar
(49

and
47,

respectively),
.
.

.“
T

his
seem

s
to

su
g

g
est

that
th

e
habitat

index
is

rath
er

w
eak,

especially
considering

the
p

rep
o

n
d

eran
ce

of
vertical

w
all

b
an

k
s.

D
id

IE
P

A
inc’ude

both
th

e
low

er
N

orth
B

ranch
C

hicago
R

iver
and

th
e

C
hicago

R
iver

in
A

quatic
L

ife
U

se
B

w
aters?

14.
O

n
P

ag
e

8
you

state,
“M

oreover,
sed

im
en

t
toxicity

d
ata

show
that

half
the

5



sed
im

en
t

sam
p
les

from
th

e
low

er
N

orth
B

ranch
C

hicago
R

iver
are

considered
to

be

toxic.”
H

ow
m

any
statio

n
s

w
ere

looked
at?

H
ow

m
any

sam
p
les

w
ere

tak
en

?

15.
O

n
P

ag
e

8
you

state,
‘T

his
frequency

of
toxic

sed
im

en
t

is
uncharacteristic

of

C
ategory

1
w

aters,
but

is
m

ore
often

asso
ciated

w
ith

w
aterw

ay
s

clasified
as

C
ategory

2.”
W

ere
any

sed
im

en
t

sam
p

les
from

th
e

C
hicago

S
anitary

and
S

hip
C

anal
and

S.
B

r.

C
hicago

R
iver

(both
C

ategory
2

w
aters)

identified
as

toxic?

16.O
n

P
ag

e
8

of
your

testim
ony

you
states,

“T
he

fisheries
m

an
ag

em
en

t
goal

in

C
ategory

2
W

aters
w

ould
also

be
to

m
aintain

current
fish

populations...”
A

re
the

aquatic-life
u
ses

th
at

M
W

R
D

G
C

is
proposing

for
C

A
W

S
b
ased

prim
arily

on
assuring

ad
eq

u
ate

conditions
for

ensuring
th

at
h

u
m

an
s

can
enjoy

fishing
in

th
e

C
A

W
S

?
If

not,

then
w

hy
do

you
refer

to
o
n
e

of
M

W
R

D
G

C
’s

p
ro

p
o

sed
aquatic-life

u
ses

a
“fisheries

m
an

ag
em

en
t

goal”?

17.
O

n
P

ag
e

9,
you

state,
“In

addition
to

significant
sed

im
en

t
contam

ination,
B

ubbly

C
reek

.
.

.“
W

as
sed

im
en

t
in

B
ubbly

C
reek

identified
as

toxic
in

2002,
but

not
in

2006?

18.
O

n
P

ag
e

11,
you

state
“P

ublished
scientific

stu
d

ies
su

g
g
est

th
at

juvenile

largem
outh

b
ass,

.
.
.
,

do
not

exhibit
behavioral

ch
an

g
es

until
D

O
falls

below
2

m
g/L

and
that

“all
sizes

of
largem

outh
b
ass

m
ay

briefly
to

lerate
hypoxic

exposure”..
.
“

H
ow

often
d
o
es

D
O

fall
below

2
m

g/L
in

C
ategory

1,
2

and
3

w
aters?

H
ow

often
are

hypoxic

conditions
found

in
C

ategory
1,

2
and

3
w

aters?

19.
W

ho
m

ad
e

th
e

d
ecisio

n
s

regard
p

lacem
en

t
of

w
ater

body
seg

m
en

ts
in

C
ateg

o
ries

1,
2

or
3?

2
0
.

D
idn’t

th
e

C
A

W
S

H
abitat

E
valuation

R
eport

show
B

ubbly
C

reek
had

higher

6



aq
u

atic
life

u
se

potential
than

so
m

e
of

th
e

C
ategory

2
w

aters?

21.
D

id
the

L
ow

er
N

orth
B

ranch
C

hicago
R

iver
have

higher
potential

than
som

e
of

th
e

C
ateg

o
ry

1
w

aters?
W

hat
ab

o
u

t
th

e
C

hicago
R

iver
M

ainstem
?

22.
D

idn’t
th

e
C

al-S
ag

C
hannel

have
th

e
highest

potential
for

habitat

im
provem

ent
of

all
th

e
C

A
W

S
reach

es?

D
ated:

F
ebruary

22,
2011

Illinois
E

nvironm
ental

P
rotection

A
gency

1021
N

orth
grand

A
venue

E
ast

P
o
st

O
ffice

B
ox

19276
S

pringfield,
Illinois

62794-9276
2
1
7
-7

8
2

-5
5

4
4

7



S
ervice

L
ist

for
R

08-09

E
lizabeth

S
chenkier

K
eith

H
arley

C
hicago

L
egal

C
linic,

Inc.
211

W
est

W
acker

D
rive,

S
uite

750
C

hicago,
IL

60606

S
usan

M
.

F
ranzetfi

N
ijm

an
F

ranzetti
L

L
P

10
S

outh
L

aS
alle

St.
Ste.

3600
C

hicago,
IL

60603

K
atherine

D
.

H
odge

M
onica

R
ios

M
atthew

C
.

R
ead

H
odge

D
w

yer
D

river
3150

R
oland

A
ve.

P.O
.

B
ox

5776
S

pringfield,
IL

62702

John
T

herriault,
A

ssistant
C

lerk
Illinois

P
ollution

C
ontrol

B
oard

Jam
es

R
.

T
hom

pson
C

enter
100

W
est

R
andolph,

Ste
11-500

C
hicago,

IL
60601

E
lizabeth

W
allace

A
ndrew

A
rm

strong
O

ffice
o
f

the
A

ttorney
G

eneral
E

nvironm
ental

B
ureau

N
orth

69
W

est
W

ashington
Street,

S
uite

1800
C

hicago,
IL

60602

Jeffrey
C

.
F

ort
A

riel
J.

T
esher

S
onnenschein

N
ath

&
R

osenthal
L

L
P

7800
S

ears
T

ow
er

233
S.

W
acker

D
rive

C
hicago,

IL
60606-6404

A
nn

A
lexander

Senior
A

ttorney,
M

idw
est

P
rogram

N
atural

R
esources

D
efense

C
ouncil

2
R

iverside
P

laza,
F

loor
22

C
hicago,

IL
60606

F
rednck

M
.

F
eldm

an
R

onald
M

.
H

ill
M

argaret
T

.
C

onw
ay

M
etropolitan

W
ater

R
eclam

ation
D

istrict
o
f

G
reater

C
hicago

111
E

ast
E

rie
S

treet
C

hicago,
IL

60611

M
itchell

C
ohen,

G
eneral

C
ounsel

O
ffice

ofL
egal

C
ounsel

Illinois
D

epartm
ent

o
fN

atural
R

esources
O

ne
N

atural
R

esources
W

ay
Springfield,

IL
62705-5

776

M
arie

T
ipsord,

H
earing

O
fficer

Illinois
P

ollution
C

ontrol
B

oard
Jam

es
R

.
T

hom
pson

C
enter

100
W

estR
andolph,

Ste
11-500

C
hicago,

IL
60601

Jessica
D

exter
E

nvironm
ental

L
aw

&
P

olicy
C

enter
35

E.
W

acker
D

r.,
S

uite
1600

C
hicago,

IL
60601

T
hom

as
W

.
D

im
ond

Susan
C

harles
Ice

M
iller

L
L

P
200

W
est

M
adison

S
treet

Suite
3500

C
hicago,

IL
60606-3417



S
ervice

L
ist

for
R

08-09
C

o
n
tin

u
ed

F
redric

P.
A

ndes
C

arolyn
S.

H
esse

D
avid

T
.

B
allard

B
arnes

&
T

hornburg
L

L
P

O
ne

N
orth

W
acker

D
rive

S
uite

4400
C

hicago,
IL

60606

K
risty

A
.N

.
B

ulleit
H

unton
&

W
illiam

s
L

L
C

1900
K

Street,
N

W
W

ashington,
D

C
20006

C
athy

H
udzik

C
ity

o
f

C
hicago,

M
ayor’s

O
ffice

of
Intergovernm

ental
A

ffairs
121

N
orth

L
aS

alle
S

treet
C

ity
H

all
R

oom
406

C
hicago,

Illinois
60602

L
isa

F
rede

C
hem

ical
Industry

C
ouncil

o
f

Illinois
1400

E.
T

ouhy
A

ve.
D

es
P

laines,
IL

60019

S
tacy

M
eyers-G

len
O

penlands
25

E.
W

ashington,
Ste.

1650
C

hicago,
IL

60602

Jack
D

arin
C

indy
S

krukrud
S

ierra
C

lub,
Illinois

C
hapter

70
E

ast
L

ake
S

treet,
Ste

1500
C

hicago,
IL

60601

L
ym

an
C

.
W

elch
A

lliance
for

the
G

reat
L

akes
17

N
orth

S
tate

Street,
Suite

1390
C

hicago,
Illinois

60602

A
lbert

E
ttinger,

S
enior

S
taff A

ttorney
E

nvironm
ental

L
aw

&
P

olicy
C

enter
53

W
.

Jackson
#1664

C
hicago,

Illinois
60604



S
T

A
T

E
O

F
IL

L
IN

O
IS

))
SS

C
O

U
N

T
Y

O
F

S
A

N
G

A
M

O
N

))

P
R

O
O

F
O

F
S

E
R

V
IC

E

I,the
und&

signed,
on

oath
state

that
I

have
served

the
attached

IL
L

IN
O

IS
E

PA
’S

P
R

E

F
IL

E
D

Q
U

E
S

T
IO

N
S

F
O

R
S

C
U

D
D

E
R

M
A

C
K

E
Y

,
D

R
.

D
A

V
ID

Z
E

N
Z

,
S

C
O

T
T

B
.

B
E

L
L

,

A
D

R
IE

N
N

E
D

.
N

E
M

U
R

A
A

N
D

JE
N

N
IF

E
R

W
A

S
IK

upon
the

person
to

w
hom

it
is

directed
by

placing
it

an
envelope

addressed
to:

John
T

herriault,
C

lerk
M

arie
T

ipsord,
H

earing
O

fficer
Illinois

P
ollution

C
ontrol

B
oard

Jam
es

R
.

T
hom

pson
C

enter
100

W
est

R
andolph

Street,
Suite

11-500
C

hicago,
Illinois

60601

and
m

ailing
itby

O
vernight

M
ail

from
S

pringfield,
Illinois

on
F

ebruary
22,

2011,
w

ith
sufficient

postage
affixed

and
by

m
ailing

it
by

F
irst

C
lass

M
ail

from
S

pringfield,
Illinois

on
F

ebruary
22,

2011,
w

ith
sufficient

postage
affixed

to
the

A
ttached

S
ervice

L
ist.

/
S

U
B

S
C

R
IB

E
D

A
N

D
S

W
O

R
N

T
O

B
E

F
O

R
E

M
E

-
T

h

T
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_
_

_
_

_
_
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N
O

t
a
r
y
P

O
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T
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S
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B
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E
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O
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R
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C
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