
ILLINOIS POLLUTION CONTROLBOARD
May 12, 1977

ENVIRONMENTALPROTECTION AGENCY, )
)

Complainant,
)
)

v. ) P~B76—134
)
)

GROVE PLATING COtWANT, an )
Illinois corpotation, )

)
Respondent.

MS. SUSAN H • SHUMWAY, ASSISTANT A7ZORNEY GENERAL, APPEARED ON BEHALF
OF COMPLAINANT;
MR. BERTRAM A. STONE, STONE, PROGRUND & KOREY, APPEARED ON BEHALF OF
RESPONDENT.

OPINION AND ORDER OF THE BOARD (by Mr. Goodman):

This matter is before the Board on a Complaint filed May 7, 1976
by the Illinois Environmental Protection Agency (Agency) against
Grove Plating Company (Grove), an Illinois corporation. The Agency,
in its three Count Complaint which was amended August 24, 1976,
alleges that Grove has violated Rules 701(a), 401(c), 408(a), 703(a),
and 953(a) of the Illinois Pollution Control Board’s Rules and Regu-
lations, Chapter 3: Water Pollution (Rules) and Section 12(a) and
12(b) of the Environmental Protection Act (Act). The Agency alleges
these violations occurred through the operation of an electroplating
facility owned by Grove located in Fox River Grove, Mcffenry County,
Illinois. The facility discharges industrial wastes containing
chromium, zinc, and cyanide to the public sewer system of the Village
of Fox River Grove (Village) and thence through the Village’s sewage
treatment plant to the Fox River. Hearing was held in this matter on
October 28, 1976. No citizens testified at the hearing, and no public
comment has been received by the Board.

The Grove facility is a small operation consisting of one elec-
troplating plant containing one electroplating line for the processing
of zinc and a chromate dip. The facility employs four people on a
full-time basis plus some part-time work. During this 8-hour shift
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ORDER

It is the Order of the Pollution Control Board that:

1. Grove Plating Company has violated Rules 701(a) and
703(a) of the Illinois Pollution Control Board’s Rules and
Regulations: Chapter 3, Water Pollution and Section 12(a)
of the Environmental Protection Act in that it discharged
cyanide into the public sewer system of the Village of Fox
River Grove in excess of the limits set by the Regulations,
which caused the sanitary treatment plant of Fox River Grove
in turn to discharge cyanide in excess of limits set by the
Regulations.

2. Grove Plating Company shall within 35 days of the date
of this Or~er pay a penalty of $250.00 for the violations
found in (1) above. Said penalty payment by certified check
or money order shall be made payable to the:

State of Il:Linois
Fiscal Services Division
Illinois Environmental Protection Agency
2200 Churchill Road
Springfield, Illinois 62706

3. Grove Plating Company is found to be in violation of
Rule 953(a) of the Regulations and 12(b) of the Environmental
Protection Act in that it does not poss~ess an operating permit
for its pre--treatment works located at ~he Fox River Grove
facility.

4. Grove Plating shall cease and desist from the violations
found in (1) above.

5. Grove Plating shall obtain the necessary operating permits
for its cyanide destructor from the Illinois Environmental
Protection Agency within 120 days of the date of this Order.

6. The Complaint with respect to violation of Rules 401(c)
and 408(a) is dismissed as inapplicable.

I, Christan L. Moffett, Clerk of the Illinois Pollution Control
Board, hereby certify the above Opinion and Order were adopted on the

/~1.. day of , 1977 by a vote of____________

Christan L.. Moff , Clerk
Illinois Polluti n Control Board
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