
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
L

E
N

T
L

1
M

IT
I

IO
N

S
F

O
R

IH
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

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

Street.
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

P
O

S
T

H
E

A
R

IN
G

C
O

M
M

E
IS

T
S

O
F

T
IlE

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
,

a
copy

o
fw

hich
is

herew
ith

served

upon
you.

IL
L

IN
O

IS
E

N
V

IR
O

N
M

E
N

T
A

L
P

R
:T

IO
N

A
G

E
N

C
’

B
y
:

.
.
.
-

-
.
.
.
.
.
.
-
-
.
-

-

D
ated:

January
3,

2011
D

eborah
3

V
illiarns

1021
N

orth
G

rand
A

venue
E

ast
A

ssistant
C

ounsel
P.O

.
B

ox
19276

S
pringfield,

Illinois
62794-9276

(217)
782-5544

B
E

F
O

R
F

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
lL

E
R

K
’S

O
FFIC

E

JAN
05

2011
)

STA
TE

O
F

tw
p

g
PO

llut4o
C

ontrol
B

oard

R
08-09

(S
ub-docket

B
)

(R
ulem

aking
W

ater)

)3)))

T
H

IS
F

IL
IN

G
IS

S
U

B
M

IT
T

E
D

O
N

R
E

C
Y

C
L

E
D

P
A

P
E

R



B
E

F
O

R
E

T
H

E
IL

L
IN

O
IS

P
O

L
L

U
1IO

N
C

O
N

T
R

O
L

B
O

A
b
<

O
FFIC

E

JAN
052011

IN
T

H
E

M
A

T
T

E
R

O
F:

)
STA

TE
O

FIL
JJN

O
IS

W
A

T
E

R
Q

U
A

L
IT

Y
ST

A
N

D
A

R
D

S
A

N
D

)
P

I
ltI

C
ontro’

B
oarcj

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
(S

ub..D
ocket

B
)

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

:
)

/
:

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

))

P
O

S
T

.H
E

A
R

IN
G

C
O

M
M

E
N

T
S

O
F

T
H

E
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

T
he

Illinois
E

nvironm
ental

P
rotection

A
gency

(“Illinois
E

PA
”

or
“A

gency”),
by

and

through
its

attorneys,
hereby

subm
its

its
P

o
stH

earin
g

C
om

m
ents

pursuant
to

the
Illinois

P
ollution

C
ontrol

B
oard’s

(“B
oard”)

A
ugust

5,
2010

O
pinion

and
O

rder
in

the
above-

captioned
rulem

aking
proceeding.

I.
P

ro
ced

u
ral

B
ack

g
ro

u
n
d

O
n

O
ctober

26,
2007,

the
A

gency
filed

a
rulem

aking
proposal

to
update

the

designated
u

ses
and

accom
panying

w
ater

quality
stan

d
ard

s
for

the
w

aters
currently

designated
for

S
econdary

C
ontact

and
Indigenous

A
quatic

Life
U

se
w

hich
includes

m
ost

w
aters

in
the

C
hicago

A
rea

W
aterw

ay
S

ystem
(‘C

A
W

S”)
and

L
ow

er
D

es
P

laines

R
iver.

In
addition

to
proposed

ch
an

g
es

to
the

B
oard

regulations,
the

rulem
aking

subm
ittal

included
a

lengthy
S

tatem
en

t
of

R
easo

n
s

and
A

ttachm
ents

A
through

W
W

.

O
n

N
ovem

ber
1,

2007,
the

B
oard

accepted
the

A
gency’s

proposal
for

hearing
and

granted
the

A
gency’s

m
otion

to
hold

hearings
in

C
hicago

and
Joliet

on
the

proposal.

O
n

D
ecem

ber
21,

2007,
the

A
gency

subm
itted

the
pre-filed

testim
ony

of
four

w
itn

esses
in

support
of

its
proposal.

T
en

days
of

hearings
w

ere
held

to
question

the



A
gency

w
itn

esses
on

the
proposal.

T
his

w
as

follow
ed

by
num

erous
days

of
additional

hearings
on

various
asp

ects
of

the
A

gency’s
proposal

including
its

technology-based

effluent
disinfection

requirem
ent.

O
n

M
arch

18,
2010,

the
B

oard
issued

an
order

dividing
R

08-09
into

four
sep

arate
subdockets.

P
ursuant

to
the

B
oard’s

M
arch

18,
2010

O
pinion

and
O

rder,
subdocket

B
“w

ill

ad
d
ress

issu
es

relating
to

disinfection
and

w
hether

or
not

disinfection
m

ay
or

m
ay

not

be
n
ecessary

to
m

eet
the

designations
proposed.”

R
08-09

(M
arch

18,
2010)

Slip
O

p.
at

18.
T

he
B

oard
determ

ined
that

“the
issue

of
recreational

u
se

designations
in

subdocket

A
is

ripe
for

decision.”
Id.

at
19.

In
addition,

the
B

oard
ordered

the
“H

earing
O

fficer
to

schedule
a

hearing
in

Ju
n

e
[2010]

on
the

epidem
iological

study
technical

reports
being

prepared
by

the
D

istrict.”
Id.

at
1,

20.

O
n

A
pril

1,
2010,

the
H

earing
O

fficer
issued

an
O

rder
setting

hearings
for

Ju
n

e

29
and

Ju
n

e
30,

2010
on

the
“epidem

iological
study

technical
reports”

filed
by

the

M
etropolitan

W
ater

R
eclam

ation
D

istrict
of

G
reater

C
hicago

(“M
W

R
D

G
C

”
or

“the

D
istrict”)

and
setting

filing
d
ates

for
pre-filed

testim
ony

and
pre-filed

questions
related

to

th
o

se
reports.

O
n

Ju
n

e
14,

2010,
M

W
R

D
G

C
filed

a
m

otion
w

ith
the

B
oard

for
leave

to

file
the

final
report

of
T

he
C

hicago
H

ealth,
E

nvironm
ental

E
xposure,

and
R

ecreation

S
tudy

(“C
H

E
E

R
S

R
eport”)

w
ith

conclusions
by

A
ugust

31,
2010

and
to

schedule
a

date

for
a

hearing
on

that
report

w
ith

additional
testim

ony
and

pre-filed
questions.

M
W

R
D

G
C

’s
m

otion
w

as
granted

by
the

B
oard

on
A

ugust
5,

2010
and

the
B

oard

also
ordered

the
H

earing
O

fficer
to

set
a

final
com

m
ent

d
ate

no
later

than
D

ecem
ber

31,

2010.
S

ee,
R

08-09(B
)(A

ugust
5,

2010),
Slip.

O
p.

at
3.

T
he

final
C

H
E

E
R

S
report

w
as



filed
on

A
ugust

31,
2010

and
additional

hearings
w

ere
held

on
O

ctober
19

and
20,

2010.
M

W
R

D
G

C
filed

a
supplem

ent
to

the
final

C
H

E
E

R
S

report
on

D
ecem

ber
6,

2010.

A
total

of
43

days
of

hearing
w

ere
scheduled

and
41

days
of

hearing
w

ere

conducted
prior

to
the

com
pletion

of
hearings

in
subdocket

B
on

O
ctober

20,
2010.

II.
S

u
m

m
ary

of
Ilhnois

E
P

A
’s

P
o

st-H
earin

g
C

o
m

m
en

ts
on

S
u

b
d

o
ck

et
B

T
he

purpose
of

th
ese

com
m

ents
is

to
sum

m
arize

the
relevant

portions
of

the

R
ecord

for
the

B
oard’s

consideration
in

developing
a

First
N

otice
proposal

on
the

issue

of
w

hether
or

not
to

require
disinfection

of
certain

effluents
to

the
C

A
W

S
and

L
ow

er
D

es

P
laines

R
iver.

Illinois
E

P
A

w
ill

identify
w

hy
the

extensive
review

in
this

m
atter

has
only

served
to

confirm
and

solidify
the

A
gency’s

initial
conclusions

and
that

a
technology-

based
effluent

bacteria
standard

is
econom

ically
reaso

n
ab

le
and

technically
feasible.

T
h

ese
com

m
ents

w
ill

first
provide

a
background

of
the

legal
fram

ew
ork

for
the

B
oard’s

decision.
T

he
A

gency
w

ill
also

review
and

explain
the

specific
regulatory

provisions

from
its

initial
proposal

that
should

be
adopted

in
subdocket

B
.

T
he

A
gency

w
ill

attem
pt

to
sum

m
arize

the
testim

ony,
exhibits

and
public

com
m

ents
that

the
B

oard
should

rely
on

in
developing

an
opinion

and
order.

Finally,
the

A
gency

w
ill

provide
inform

ation

requested
by

the
B

oard
concerning

an
update

on
U

.S.
E

PA
’s

progress
in

w
orking

tow
ards

setting
new

national
bacteria

criteria
for

prim
ary

contact
recreational

activities.

Ill.
F

ram
ew

o
rk

fo
r

th
e

B
o

ard
’s

D
eterm

in
atio

n
in

S
u
b
d
o

ck
et

B

From
its

initial
filings

in
this

proceeding,
the

A
gency

h
as

consistently
taken

the

position
that

the
current

available
scientific

inform
ation

is
insufficient

to
determ

ine
w

hich

indictor
organism

should
be

used
in

setting
w

ater
quality

stan
d

ard
s

and,
as

a
logical



result,
w

hat
the

appropriate
allow

able
levels

of
bacteria

contam
ination

should
be

to

protect
the

proposed
designated

u
ses.

In
the

ab
sen

ce
of

a
proposed

w
ater

quality

standard
to

protect
recreational

u
ses,

the
A

gency
proposed

a
technology-based

effluent

lim
it

in
35

III.
A

dm
,

C
ode

P
art

304.
T

he
explanation

of
the

proposed
standard

w
as

the

follow
ing:

“T
his

language
estab

lish
es

an
effluent

bacteria
standard

for
certain

dischargers
im

pacted
by

this
proposal

of
400

fecal
coliform

s
per

100
m

illiliters.
T

his
standard

m
irrors

the
existing

standard
for

dischargers
to

G
eneral

U
se

w
aters

that
have

not
been

granted
a

disinfection
exem

ption
found

in
35

III.A
dm

.
C

ode
304.121(a).

T
he

num
erical

lim
itation

in
this

proposal
and

the
existing

requirem
ent

is
a

technology-based
value

designed
to

assu
re

that
disinfection

technologies
are

functioning
properly.”

S
tatem

ent
of

R
easo

n
s

at
92-93.

T
he

A
gency

is
confident

that
disinfection

of
the

effluent
from

three
of

the
four

M
W

R
D

G
C

plants
in

the
C

A
W

S
and

effluents
from

the
Joliet

w
astew

ater
treatm

ent

plants
on

the
L

ow
er

D
es

P
laines

R
iver

w
ill

aid
in

protecting
recreational

u
sers

from

harm
ful

p
ath

o
g

en
s

of
hum

an
origin.

H
ow

ever,
the

essen
ce

of
the

B
oard’s

decision
in

this
m

atter
is

notw
hether

itw
ill

do
so

sufficiently.
Illinois

E
PA

did
not

propose
a

disinfection
requirem

ent
to

protect
the

proposed
recreational

u
se

designations
for

the

C
A

W
S

and
L

ow
er

D
es

P
laines

R
iver.

O
nly

am
bient

w
ater

quality
stan

d
ard

s
can

be

adopted
to

protect
designated

u
ses.

Ifthe
B

oard
accep

ts
the

conclusion
that

inadequate
scien

ce
exists

to
establish

am
bient

w
ater

quality
stan

d
ard

s
at

this
tim

e,
the

only
rem

aining
question

for
the

B
oard

to
an

sw
er

in
subdocket

B
is

w
hether

the
A

gency’s

proposal
of

a
technology-based

disinfection
requirem

ent
is

technically
feasible

and

econom
ically

reasonable.

4



Illinois
E

PA
has

been
consistent

and
clear

about
the

w
eak

n
ess

of
its

proposal
to

the
B

oard
—

the
fact

that
needed

scientific
inform

ation
is

lacking
to

develop
protective

num
eric

w
ater

quality
stan

d
ard

s
for

th
ese

w
aters.

W
hile

it
m

ay
be

possible
to

propose
a

narrative
w

ater
quality

standard,
all

the
experts

ag
ree

that
currently

w
e

do
not

have

sufficient
inform

ation
on

w
hich

to
b

ase
a

num
eric

w
ater

quality
standard.

T
herefore,

itis

not
accurate

at
this

stag
e

in
the

proceeding
to

su
g

g
est

the
B

oard
is

faced
w

ith
the

decision
of

w
hat

requirem
ents

are
n

ecessary
to

m
eet

the
recreational

use
designations

the
B

oard
h

as
proposed

for
th

ese
w

aters.
T

he
decision

on
w

hether
to

require

disinfection
in

som
e

of
the

affected
w

aters
cannot

and
should

not
be

equated
w

ith
a

decision
on

w
hat

level
of

am
bient

bacterial
contam

ination
is

safe.

U
nder

S
ection

13(a)
of

the
A

ct,
the

B
oard

has
authority

to

“adopt
regulations

to
prom

ote
the

purposes
and

provisions
of

this
T

itle.
W

ithout
lim

iting
the

generality
of

this
authority,

such
regulations

m
ay

am
ong

other
things

prescribe:
.
.
.

(2)
E

ffluent
stan

d
ard

s
specifying

the
m

axim
um

am
ounts

or
concentrations,

and
the

physical,
chem

ical,
therm

al,
biological

and
radioactive

nature
of

contam
inants

that
m

ay
be

discharged
into

the
w

aters
of

the
S

tate,
as

defined
herein,

including,
but

not
lim

ited
to,

w
aters

to
any

sew
ag

e
w

orks,
or

into
any

w
ell,

or
from

any
source

w
ithin

the
S

tate...”

415
IL

C
S

5/13(a).
In

adopting
effluent

stan
d

ard
s

under
this

authority,
the

B
oard

m
ust

also
consider

the
technical

feasibility
and

econom
ic

reaso
n
ab

len
ess

of
such

lim
itations.

T
here

h
as

been
a

tech
n
o
lo

g
y
b
ased

disinfection
requirem

ent
in

the
B

oard’s
rules

since

1972
for

dischargers
to

G
eneral

U
se

w
aters.

A
pplying

a
sim

ilar
requirem

ent
to

tw
o

of

the
three

proposed
recreational

u
se

designations
for

the
C

A
W

S
and

L
ow

er
D

es
P

laines

R
iver

is
the

focus
of

the
B

oard’s
inquiry

in
subdocket

B.

5



IV
.

S
u
m

m
ary

of
Illinois

E
P

A
’s

P
ro

p
o
sed

reg
u
lato

ry
lan

g
u
ag

e

T
he

specific
language

from
the

Illinois
E

PA
’s

initial
rulem

aking
proposal

that
is

ripe
for

consideration
in

this
subdocket

B
is

found
in

proposed
S

ection
304.224

and
is

included
below

for
reference.

A
ll

other
language

in
the

Illinois
E

PA
’s

original
proposal

is

m
ore

appropriate
for

one
of

the
other

subdockets.
T

he
B

oard
has

not
received

proposed
regulatory

language
from

any
other

parties
to

this
proceeding.

W
hile

relatively

sim
ple,

this
proposal

has
several

elem
ents

that
the

A
gency

w
ill

review
and

sum
m

arize

below
.

304.224
E

ffluent
B

acteria
S

tan
d

ard
s

for
D

ischarges
to

the
C

hicago
A

rea
W

aterw
ay

S
ystem

and
L

ow
er

D
es

P
laines

R
iver

E
ffluents

discharged
to

the
Incidental

C
ontact

R
ecreation

w
aters

listed
in

35
Iii.

M
m

.
C

ode
303.220

and
the

N
on-C

ontact
R

ecreation
w

aters
listed

in
35

Iii.
.A

dm
.

C
ode

303.225
shall

not
exceed

400
fecal

colifonns
per

100
m

l
d
u
n
g

the
recreational

season
lasting

from
M

arch
1

through
N

ovem
ber

30.
A

ll
effluents

in
existence

on
or

before
the

effective
date

o
f this

Section
shall

m
eetthese

standards
by

M
arch

1,2011.
A

ll
new

discharges
shallm

eetthese
standards

upon
the

initiation
o
fdischarge.

T
he

proposed
S

ection
3

0
4

.2
2

4
contains

four
key

elem
ents:

a
num

eric
effluent

lim
itation,

applicability
to

tw
o

of
the

three
recreational

u
se

categories,
a

seaso
n

al

exem
ption

and
an

effective
d

ate
for

existing
and

new
discharges.

T
he

parallel
language

to
the

A
gency’s

proposal
that

is
applicable

in
other

w
aters

of
the

S
tate

in
S

ection

304.121(a)
states

as
follow

s:
“E

ffluents
discharged

to
all

general
use

w
aters

shall
not

exceed
400

fecal
coliform

s
per

100
m

l
unless

the
Illinois

E
nvironm

ental
P

rotection

A
gency

determ
ines

that
an

alternative
effluent

standard
is

applicable
pursuant

to

subsection
(b).”

S
ubsection

(b)
estab

lish
es

the
relevant

criteria
for

dischargers
to

obtain

a
seaso

n
al

or
year-round

disinfection
exem

ption.

6



T
he

proposal
establishes

a
technology-based

num
eric

effluent
lim

itation
of

400

fecal
coliform

s
per

100
m

l.
T

his
requirem

ent
is

identical
to

the
lim

itation
in

304.121
(a)

that
applies

in
G

eneral
u

se
w

aters.
T

he
technology

this
requirem

ent
is

based
on

is

effluent
disinfection.

A
s

explained
by

M
W

R
D

G
C

S
uperintendent,

D
ick

L
anyon,

at
the

S
ep

tem
b

er
8,

2008
hearings

in
this

m
atter,

w
astew

ater
treatm

ent
plants

that
u

se

chlorination
as

a
disinfection

technology
typically

have
fecal

coliform
effluent

levels

m
uch

low
er

than
400

cfu/1
O

O
m

l
and

closer
to

zero.
S

ee,
H

earing
T

ranscript,
S

ep
tem

b
er

8,
2008

(am
.)

at
65.

M
r.

L
anyon

attem
pted

to
explain

this
in

resp
o

n
se

to
questioning:

M
S.

W
IL

L
IA

M
S:

T
he

question
l’m

getting
at,

so
there’s

no
point

of
going

around
this,

is
it’s

correct,
isn’t

it,
that

your
perm

it
lim

it
is

higher
than

the
n

ear
zero

you
testified

is
the

num
ber

com
ing

out
of

the
plant,

correct?

M
R

.
L

A
N

Y
O

N
:

Y
es.

M
S.

W
ILL1A

M
S:

C
an

you
explain

w
hy

the
actual

bacteria
level

in
your

discharge
is

low
er

than
the

lim
it

in
the

perm
it?

M
R

.
L

A
N

Y
O

N
:

W
ell,

controlling
fecal

coliform
in

the
effluent

is
very

difficult.
F

ecal
coliform

h
as

w
ide

variations.
W

hen
you’re

going
to

kill,
you

kill
them

all,
fecal

coliform
.

S
eptem

ber
8,

2008
a.m

.
at

70.
A

lthough
the

proposed
technology-based

effluent

disinfection
requirem

ent
lim

its
the

fecal
coliform

level
in

a
source’s

effluent
to

400

cfu/100
m

l,
im

plem
entation

of
disinfection

by
M

W
R

D
G

C
w

ill
likely

result
in

even
low

er

effluent
bacteria

levels
than

th
o

se
required

by
the

proposal.

U
nlike

m
ost

effluent
lim

itations,
w

hich
apply

to
all

sources
or

to
certain

industrial

source
categories,

the
requirem

ent
in

304.121
(a)

applies
to

all
sources

discharging
to

G
eneral

U
se

W
aters.

Sim
ilarly,

the
language

proposed
for

addition
in

304.224
is

drafted
to

apply
to

dischargers
to

Incidental
C

ontact
and

N
on-C

ontact
R

ecreational
U

se

7



w
aters.

T
his

w
ording

results
in

a
year-round

disinfection
exem

ption
for

dischargers
to

N
on-R

ecreational
U

se
w

aters,
w

hich
includes

the
sm

allest
of

the
four

M
W

R
D

G
C

facilities
on

the
C

A
W

S
w

hich
is

located
in

L
em

ont,
Illinois.

In
addition

to
this

exem
ption

for
the

N
on-R

ecreational
U

se
w

aters,
the

proposed

language
includes

a
built-in

seaso
n
al

disinfection
exem

ption.
W

hile
dischargers

to

G
eneral

U
se

w
aters

m
ust

apply
to

the
Illinois

E
PA

for
disinfection

exem
ptions

based
on

the
factors

contained
in

304.121(b),
Illinois

E
PA

feels
the

U
se

A
ttainability

A
nalysis

(“U
A

A
”)

p
ro

cess
and

the
recreational

surveys
conducted

as
part

of
that

process
have

included
an

analysis
of

the
factors

that
w

ould
be

ad
d

ressed
in

such
an

exem
ption

application
and

has
proposed

to
include

a
codified

seaso
n

al
disinfection

exem
ption

for

the
m

onths
of

D
ecem

ber,
Jan

u
ary

and
F

ebruary.
D

ue
to

the
evidence

of
recreational

activity
by

sculling
team

s
in

M
arch

and
N

ovem
ber,

the
A

gency
established

a
longer

recreational
seaso

n
than

the
M

ay
through

O
ctober

seaso
n

that
is

m
ore

typically
used

w
hen

a
seaso

n
al

exem
ption

is
granted.

Finally,
the

proposal
includes

an
effective

date
for

installation
of

disinfection

technology
for

existing
so

u
rces

of
M

arch
1,

2011.
T

his
d
ate

w
as

originally
intended

to

coincide
w

ith
the

recreation
seaso

n
beginning

three
years

after
the

A
gency’s

proposal

w
as

filed.
F

or
new

facilities,
disinfection

w
ould

be
required

after
the

effective
date

of
the

regulation.
B

ased
on

the
tim

e
delay

of
over

three
years

since
the

A
gency

filed
its

original
proposal

w
ith

the
B

oard,
the

A
gency

recom
m

ends
that

the
B

oard
consider

am
ending

this
effective

date
to

reflect
a

d
ate

three
years

from
the

effective
date

of
the

B
oard’s

opinion
in

subdocket
B

.
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V
.

E
v
id

en
ce

in
th

e
R

eco
rd

Illinois
E

PA
has

com
piled

a
com

prehensive
list

of
the

docum
ents

it
believes

are

relevant
to

the
B

oard’s
consideration

of
requiring

an
effluent

bacteria
lim

itation.
(S

ee

E
xhibit

A
).

T
he

follow
ing

is
a

sum
m

ary
of

the
key

docum
ents

that
the

B
oard

should

consider
before

ruling
on

the
A

gency’s
technology-based

effluent
disinfection

proposal.

T
he

B
oard

w
ill

find
that

the
A

gency’s
list

excludes
m

any
docum

ents
that

have

been
subm

itted
under

the
au

sp
ices

of
being

relevant
to

this
subdocket

B
.

H
ow

ever,
in

disputing
the

relevance
of

som
e

of
the

testim
ony

and
E

xhibits
of

som
e

of
the

parties,

the
A

gency
is

not
trying

to
su

g
g

est
that

all
evidence

in
conflict

w
ith

the
A

gency’s

proposal
should

not
be

considered.
F

or
exam

ple,
although

the
A

gency
d
isag

rees
w

ith

the
conclusions

in
som

e
of

the
testim

ony
or

exhibits,
the

A
gency’s

list
includes

evidence

p
resen

ted
by

M
W

R
D

G
C

and
other

stakeholders
that

attem
pts

to
dem

onstrate
that

the

technology-based
effluent

lim
it

proposed
by

the
A

gency
is

too
expensive

or
not

achievable.

A
t

one
tim

e,
itcould

have
also

been
relevantto

this
docket

for
stakeholders

to

p
resen

t
evidence

that
a

scientifically
defensible

w
ater

quality
standard

can
be

determ
ined

for
th

ese
w

aters
and

to
propose

one
to

the
B

oard
for

its
consideration.

H
ow

ever,
no

such
evidence

h
as

been
presented.

W
hat

M
W

R
D

G
C

attem
pted

to
do

w
ith

C
H

E
E

R
S

w
as

som
ething

very
different.

M
W

R
D

G
C

h
as

attem
pted

to
use

a
valid

and

laudable
study

one
that

itw
as

hoped
w

ould
ultim

ately
further

the
scientific

know
ledge

on
w

hat
bacteriological

w
ater

quality
stan

d
ard

s
for

secondary
contact

recreational

activities
should

be
-
-

not
to

support
an

actual
w

ater
quality

standard
to

protect

recreational
u
ses,

but
to

o
p

p
o

se
a

technology-based
effluent

requirem
ent.
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T
o

date,
the

only
use

M
W

R
D

G
C

has
m

ade
of

this
study

has
been

to
justify

their

pre-ordained
conclusion

that
disinfection

of
their

effluents
is

unnecessary,
and

to
u
se

epidem
iological

evidence
to

argue
against

a
technology-based

effluent
proposal.

It

d
o

es
not

denigrate
the

C
H

E
E

R
S

report
for

the
A

gency
to

conclude
that

itdoes
not

shed

light
on

and
is

therefore
not

relevant
to

the
only

proposal
that

is
currently

pending
before

the
B

oard
in

subdocket
B

—
a

technology-based
effluent

disinfection
proposal.

N
o

m
atter

w
hat

conclusions
the

B
oard

draw
s

from
the

outcom
e

of
C

H
E

E
R

S
on

the
relative

risk
of

recreating
in

th
ese

w
aters,

to
be

relevant
itw

ould
have

to
conclude

that
the

appropriate
w

ater
quality

stan
d

ard
for

the
C

A
W

S
is

a
specific

num
eric

value
for

a
given

indicator
organism

or
organism

s.
Itdoes

not
do

that.
T

he
num

ber
could

have
been

very
high,

but
itcould

not
be

infinite,
and

a
conclusion

that
no

relationship
could

be

found
d

o
es

not
assist

the
B

oard
in

determ
ining

w
hat

w
ater

quality
standard

is
n
ecessary

to
protect

recreational
u

sers.
In

order
for

M
W

R
D

G
C

to
argue

that
the

results
of

C
H

E
E

R
S

indicate
that

disinfection
is

not
necessary,

they
m

ust
first

identify
w

hat
the

w
ater

quality
standard

should
be

in
order

for
the

B
oard

or
the

perm
itting

authority
to

determ
ine

that
the

established
w

ater
quality

standard
can

be
m

et
w

ithout
im

posing
a

disinfection
requirem

ent
on

the
discharger.

F
or

th
ese

reaso
n
s,

the
A

gency
has

not
included

in
its

list
of

relevant
docum

ents,

testim
ony

and
E

xhibits
related

to
the

C
H

E
E

R
S

report.
T

he
A

gency
also

did
not

include

m
any

of
the

E
xhibits

related
to

the
D

ry
and

W
et

W
eather

R
isk

A
ssessm

en
ts

conducted

m
y

M
W

R
D

G
C

.
S

om
e

D
ry

and
W

et
W

eather
R

isk
A

ssessm
en

t
E

xhibits
have

been
listed

if they
include

data
on

the
levels

of
indicator

organism
s

found
in

the
C

A
W

S
at

various

locations
and

under
various

conditions.
Illinois

E
PA

urges
the

B
oard

to
set

aside
the

10



additional
inform

ation
that

has
been

gathered
for

a
future

rulem
aking

on
bacteriological

w
ater

quality
stan

d
ard

s
for

the
C

A
W

S
and

L
ow

er
D

es
P

laines
R

iver
and

possibly
the

entire
S

tate.

A
.

S
tatem

en
t

of
R

easo
n

s
an

d
A

ttach
m

en
ts

T
he

A
gency’s

S
tatem

ent
of

R
easo

n
s

in
this

proceeding
is

115
pages

and

provides
a

detailed
explanation

of
the

A
gency’s

proposal
and

includes
the

docum
ents

relied
on

in
developing

the
proposal.

T
he

U
A

A
reports

are
included

as
A

ttachm
ents

A

and
B

to
the

S
tatem

ent
of

R
easo

n
s.

In
addition

to
th

ese
reports,

the
other

A
ttachm

ents

to
the

S
tatem

en
t

of
R

easo
n

s
that

are
relevant

to
the

B
oard’s

consideration
of

the

tech
n

o
lo

g
y

b
ased

effluent
disinfection

requirem
ent

include
A

ttachm
ents

H
,

N
N

and
T

T
.

A
ttachm

ent
H

contains
a

m
ap

of
the

R
ecreational

U
se

D
esignations

in
the

A
gency’s

proposal.
A

ttachm
ent

N
N

is
T

echnical
M

em
orandum

IW
Q

:
D

isinfection

E
valuation

prepared
by

C
onsoer

T
ow

nsend
E

nvirondyne
E

ngineers,
Inc.,

for
M

W
R

D
G

C

(A
ugust

26,
2005).

T
he

T
echnical

M
em

orandum
includes

an
evaluation

of
disinfection

technologies
and

cost
estim

ates
for

the
evaluated

alternatives.
A

ttachm
ent

T
T

is
the

list

of
potentially

affected
facilities.

B
.

A
g
en

cy
T

estim
o
n
y

Illinois
E

PA
subm

itted
pre-filed

testim
ony

from
four

w
itnesses,

but
it

w
as

the

w
ritten

testim
ony

of
R

ob
S

ulski
that

contains
the

discussion
of

the
effluent

disinfection

requirem
ent.

In
addition,

S
cott

T
w

ait
subm

itted
testim

ony
discussing

the
status

of
the

current
federal

bacteria
criteria

developm
ent

and
the

A
gency’s

decision
not

to
propose

am
bient

criteria
for

protection
of

recreational
u
ses

at
this

tim
e.

B
oth

S
cott

T
w

ait
and

R
ob

S
ulski

ad
d
ressed

issu
es

related
to

this
requirem

ent
in

resp
o
n
se

to
cross-exam

ination
by

11



the
parties

at
the

January
28

and
29,

M
arch

10
and

M
arch

12
and

A
pril

23,
2008

hearings
on

the
A

gency’s
proposal.

S
ee

T
ranscripts

from
Jan

u
ary

2
8

and
29;

M
arch

10

(am
.);

M
arch

12
and

A
pril

23,
2008.

T
he

follow
ing

pre-filed
testim

ony
w

as
subm

itted
by

S
cott

T
w

ait
regarding

the

A
gency’s

decision
to

defer
proposal

of
am

bient
w

ater
quality

criteria:

In
the

case
of

bacteria,
the

A
gency

concluded
there

w
ere

no
reliable

criteria
available

on
w

hich
to

b
ase

w
ater

quality
stan

d
ard

s
to

protect
the

types
of

recreational
u
ses

d
esig

n
ated

in
the

C
A

W
S

and
L

ow
er

D
es

P
laines

R
iver.

O
lder

federal
criteria

docum
ents

are
view

ed
w

ith
skepticism

am
ong

the
scientific

com
m

unity.
U

.S.
E

P
A

h
as

undertaken
a

m
ulti-year

initiative
centered

on
an

epidem
iological

survey
to

develop
new

criteria.
T

hey
have

publicly
stated

their
desire

to
have

new
criteria

available
for

states
to

u
se

w
ithin

five
years.

T
he

federal
effort

is
focused

exclusively
on

prim
ary

contact
recreation

areas
such

as
public

b
each

es.
M

W
R

D
G

C
h

as
com

m
issioned

the
U

niversity
of

Illinois
S

chool
of

P
ublic

H
ealth

to
perform

an
epidem

iologic
study

in
the

C
hicago

area
to

look
at

a
spectrum

of
recreational

activity
generally

characterized
as

secondary
contact.

T
he

A
gency

ag
rees

w
ith

M
W

R
D

G
C

that
such

an
approach

is
m

ore
closely

representative
of

actual
exposure

conditions
likely

asso
ciated

w
ith

recreational
activity

w
ithin

the
various

seg
m

en
ts

of
the

C
A

W
S.

W
hile

the
A

gency
is

proposing
that

the
B

oard
adopt

specific
recreational

u
se

designations
applicable

w
ithin

the
C

A
W

S
and

L
ow

er
D

es
P

laines
R

iver;
w

e
are

recom
m

ending
deferral

of
adopting

any
num

eric
bacterial

w
ater

quality
standard

until
sound

inform
ation

is
available

to
support

such
a

standard.
A

s
a

precautionary
m

easu
re

to
protect

our
recreating

public,
how

ever,
w

e
are

proposing
to

require
w

astew
ater

treatm
ent

facilities
discharging

into
any

seg
m

en
ts

listed
as

Incidental
C

ontract
R

ecreation
and

N
on-C

ontact
R

ecreation
to

em
ploy

disinfection
practices

after
a

reasonable
com

pliance
period.

P
re-filed

T
estim

ony
of

S
cott

T
w

ait
at

15-16.

W
ith

regard
to

the
technical

feasibility
of

the
effluent

disinfection
requirem

ent,

R
ob

S
ulski

testified
that:

T
echnology-based

effluent
disinfection

has
been

a
long-standing

requirem
ent

for
and

h
as

been
successfully

used
by

dom
estic

w
astew

ater
treatm

ent
facilities

throughout
the

S
tate,

dating
back

to
the

original
1970s

B
oard

regulations.
T

he
m

ost
com

m
on

and
w

idely
used

technologies
are

chlorination,
ozonation,

and
ultra

violet
(U

V
)

radiation.
T

he
feasibility

of
effluent

disinfection
is

12



the
subject

of
several

studies
perform

ed
by

M
W

R
D

G
C

.
M

W
R

D
G

C
has

indicated
that

ifthey
w

ere
to

undertake
disinfection

at
their

facilities
they

w
ould

likely
use

U
V

treatm
ent,

but
w

ould
be

free
to

select
betw

een
any

available
technologies

that
w

ould
m

eet
the

400
fecal

coliform
s

per
100

m
l

requirem
ent

of
35

Illinois
A

dm
inistrative

C
ode

S
ection

304.224.

P
re-filed

testim
ony

of
R

ob
S

ulski
at

19.

C
.

P
ublic

testim
o

n
y

an
d

co
m

m
en

ts

T
he

B
oard

has
received

num
erous

public
com

m
ents

in
this

proceeding
from

m
em

bers
of

the
public

in
support

of
the

A
gency’s

proposal.
T

he
m

ost
com

m
only

m
entioned

elem
ent

of
the

entire
proposal

in
R

08-09
that

is
raised

in
such

com
m

ents
is

the
im

portance
of

the
im

position
of

an
effluent

disinfection
requirem

ent.

T
he

B
oard

held
a

public
hearing

on
June

16,
2008

for
the

specific
purpose

of

taking
oral

testim
ony

from
m

em
bers

of
the

pub’ic
w

ho
u

se
the

C
A

W
S

and
L

ow
er

D
es

P
laines

R
iver

for
recreational

and
other

purposes.
S

w
orn

testim
ony

w
as

taken
from

44

w
itnesses.

F
orty-three

of
the

w
itn

esses
appeared

to
ex

p
ress

support
for

an
effluent

disinfection
requirem

ent.
O

ne
w

itness,
M

r.
W

ally
V

an
B

uren,
testified

on
behalf

of
the

Illinois
A

ssociation
of

W
astew

ater
A

gencies
in

support
of

delaying
the

rulem
aking

proceeding
altogether.

P
rior

to
the

B
oard’s

M
arch

18,
2010

opinion
and

order,
a

total
of

285
w

ritten

public
com

m
ents

had
been

received
in

this
proceeding.

T
h
ese

included
approxim

ately

250
w

ritten
public

com
m

ents
from

m
em

bers
of

the
general

public
that

advocated
for

the

B
oard

to
require

effluent
disinfection

for
the

M
W

R
D

G
C

discharges
to

the
C

A
W

S.

Follow
ing

the
B

oard’s
M

arch
18,

2010
O

pinion
and

O
rder

creating
a

sep
arate

subdocket

B
,

the
B

oard
has

docketed
approxim

ately
205

public
com

m
ents

in
subdocket

B.
O

f

th
ese,

197
are

from
m

em
bers

of
the

general
public

and
tw

o
are

from
elected

officials
in

13



support
of

the
A

gency’s
effluent

disinfection
proposal.

A
com

prehensive
list

of
the

public
com

m
ents

subm
itted

in
support

of
the

A
gency’s

technology-based
effluent

disinfection
proposal

by
m

em
bers

of
the

general
public

is
included

in
E

xhibitA
,

#
97.

In
addition

to
support

from
individual

m
em

bers
of

the
public,

w
ritten

com
m

ents
in

support
of

technology-based
effluent

disinfection
have

been
subm

itted
by

governm
ent

agencies,
elected

officials,
not-for-profit

ag
en

cies
and

trade
associations.

A
list

of
th

ese

public
com

m
ents

is
located

at
E

xhibit
A

,
#

98.

D
.

W
itn

ess
testim

o
n

y
an

d
E

x
h

ib
its

T
he

A
gency

h
as

identified
the

follow
ing

non-Illinois
E

PA
T

echnical
W

itnesses

w
ho

presented
inform

ation
relevant

to
subdocket

B
in

either
their

pre-filed
or

oral

testim
ony.

T
h
ese

w
itn

esses
include

M
W

R
D

G
C

w
itn

esses
R

ichard
L

anyon,
E

rnest
R

.

B
latchley

Ill,
G

eeta
R

ijal,
D

avid
R

.
Z

enz,
C

harles
H

aas,
T

hom
as

E.
K

unetz
and

John

M
astracchio.

A
lso

relevant
to

subdocket
B

w
as

the
econom

ic
benefit

testim
ony

presented
by

D
r.

K
evin

J.
B

oyle
as

a
w

itness
for

the
A

ttorney
G

eneral’s
O

ffice.

T
estim

ony
from

industrial
discharger

S
tepan

regarding
the

question
of

w
hether

effluent

disinfection
w

ould
be

required
at

their
facility

and
the

cost
of

such
technology

w
as

presented
by

D
r.

C
arl

E.
A

dam
s

Jr.
and

R
obin

G
aribay.

E
xhibit

A
to

th
ese

com
m

ents
includes

a
list

of
over

84
E

xhibits
that

are
relevant

in
som

e
w

ay
to

the
B

oard’s
decision

in
subdocket

B.
O

f
th

ese,
E

xhibit
412

(also

A
ttachm

ent
N

N
to

the
S

tatem
en

t
of

R
easons>

consists
of

M
W

R
D

G
C

’s
analysis

of
the

cost
of

installing
disinfection

technology
at

the
N

orthside,
C

alum
et

and
S

tickney

w
astew

ater
treatm

ent
plants.

E
xhibits

12
and

148
include

U
.S.

E
PA

’s
analysis

and

14



critique
of

M
W

R
D

G
C

’s
cost

inform
ation.

E
xhibit

A
#12

through
96

contains
the

A
g
en

cy
s

list
of

relevant
E

xhibits
for

subdocket
B

.

V
I.

T
ech

n
ical

F
easib

ility
an

d
E

co
n

o
m

ic
R

easo
n

ab
len

ess.

P
ursuant

to
S

ection
27(a)

of
the

E
nvironm

ental
P

rotection
A

ct,
the

B
oard

is

required
to

consider
the

technical
feasibility

and
econom

ic
reaso

n
ab

len
ess

of
this

rulem
aking.

In
reaching

a
decision

in
subdocket

B
,

the
Illinois

E
PA

believes
the

B
oard

can
find

useful
guidance

in
a

review
of

how
it

recently
dealt

w
ith

a
very

sim
ilar

issue.
In

R
04-26,

In
the

M
atter

of:
Interim

P
hosphorus

E
ffluent

S
tandard,

P
roposed

35
III.A

dm
.

C
ode

3O
4.123(cik),

the
Illinois

A
ssociation

of
W

astew
ater

A
gencies

opposed
adoption

of
the

Illinois
E

PA
’s

proposal,
in

part
on

the
grounds

that
the

B
oard

should
w

ait
for

the

results
of

ongoing
nutrient

studies
to

determ
ine

w
hat

levels
of

phosphorus
should

be

allow
ed

in
Illinois

stream
s.

In
resp

o
n
se

to
IA

W
A

and
the

objection
of

the
Joint

C
om

m
ittee

on
A

dm
inistrative

R
ules,

the
B

oard
explained

that

“w
hile

the
findings

of
the

nutrient
control

w
ork

group
referenced

by
JC

A
R

w
ill

help
the

A
gency

in
developing

scientifically
justifiable

nutrient
w

ater
quality

stan
d
ard

s,
effluent

stan
d
ard

s
are

som
ew

hat
different.

A
n

effluent
standard

is
m

ainly
intended

to
lim

it
significant

loading
of

a
pollutant

to
a

receiving
stream

giving
consideration

to
availability

of
appropriate

treatm
ent

technology
and

asso
ciated

costs.
W

hile
there

is
currently

a
w

ater
quality

standard
for

phosphorus
that

applies
to

som
e

w
aters

of
the

S
tate,

the
im

pact
of

the
new

effluent
standard

for
phosphorus

is
designed

to
lim

itthe
phosphorus

loading
on

the
S

tate
w

aters.”

R
04-26,

Slip
O

p.
at

3-4
(S

ee
also,

First
N

otice
O

pinion
and

O
rder

at
17

and
S

econd

N
otice

O
pinion

and
O

rder
at

6).
Sim

ilarly
in

this
proceeding,

the
A

gency
is

asking
the

B
oard

to
lim

it
a

pollutant
to

the
w

aters
of

the
S

tate
by

adopting
a

requirem
ent

that

affected
facilities

utilize
technologies

that
are

technically
feasible

and
econom

ically

reasonable.
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T
he

follow
ing

testim
ony

w
as

entered
regarding

the
legal

basis
for

the
A

gency

proposing
this

technology-based
effluent

disinfection
requirem

ent
at

the
M

arch
1,

2008

hearing
in

R
08-09:

M
R

.
A

N
D

E
S:

O
kay.

A
nd

the
legal

basis
for

requiring
the

disinfection
is

the
sam

e
for

both
types

of
w

aters.

M
S.

W
IL

L
IA

M
S:

W
hy

don’t
-
-

Iw
ould

like
to

answ
er

this,
b
ecau

se
Ithink

it
m

ay
get

us
back

to
a

question
that

Itold
you

Iw
ould

answ
er

later,
and

w
e’ll

avoid
m

e
having

to
put

it
in

w
riting.

L
ast

tim
e

you
had

asked
about

the
legal

basis
for

this
effluent

disinfection
requirem

ent,
and

Ijust
w

ant
to

be
clear

today
that

our
-
-

as
w

e
understand

it,
our

authority
for

that
piece

of
the

proposal
is

the
B

oard’s
rulem

aking
authority

under
S

ection
13(a)(2)

of
the

E
nvironm

ental
P

rotection
A

ct.
Ican

quote
briefly

that
itallow

ed
the

B
oard

to
“adopt

regulations
w

hich
prescribe

effluent
standards,

specifying
the

m
axim

um
am

ounts
or

concentrations
and

the
physical,

chem
ical,

therm
al,

biological
as

appropriate
here;

and
radioactive

nature
of

the
contam

inants
that

m
ay

be
discharged

into
the

w
aters

of
the

state
as

defined
herein.”

S
o

that
authority

is
very

broad
and

also
very

specific
to

this
proposal,

this
piece

of
our

proposal.

N
ow

,
I’m

not
sure

if that
an

sw
ers

the
question

that
you

just
asked,

but
it

an
sw

ered
the

one
that

Iw
as

su
p
p
o
sed

to
answ

er
last

tim
e.

M
R

.
A

N
D

E
S:

W
ell,

let
m

e
follow

up
on

that.
S

o
is

the
A

gency
saying

that
itcan

prescribe
an

effluent
standard

w
ithout

any
dem

onstration
of

need?

M
S.

W
IL

L
IA

M
S:

W
hat

do
you

m
ean

by
n
eed

?

M
R

.
A

N
D

E
S:

T
o

protect
w

ater
quality.

W
hat’s

the
target?

W
hat’s

the
goal?

M
S.

W
IL

L
IA

M
S:

T
echnical

feasibility
and

econom
ic

reaso
n
ab

len
ess

w
ould

apply
as

w
ell.

M
R

.
A

N
D

E
S:

A
nd

th
o

se
are

the
only

lim
itations?

T
here’s

no
need

to
refer

to
protection

of
a

num
eric

w
ater

quality
standard

or
any

other
target?

M
S.

W
IL

L
IA

M
S:

C
orrect.

N
o,

absolutely
not.
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M
arch

1,
2008

(a.m
.)

H
earing

T
ranscript

at
50-51.

T
here

can
be

no
dispute

that
the

B
oard

has
ad

eq
u
ate

authority
under

state
law

to
adopt

the
A

gency’s
effluent

disinfection

proposal.

A
.

T
ech

n
ical

F
easib

ility

T
he

A
gency

has
testified

that
it

believes
its

proposal
is

technically
feasible.

S
ee,

e.g.,
January

28,
2008

H
earing

T
ranscript

at
67,

M
arch

12,
2008

H
earing

T
ranscript

at

159.
Illinois

E
PA

believes
strongly

that
effluent

disinfection
is

technically
feasible

and

that
the

long
history

of
u

se
of

disinfection
technologies

supports
such

a
conclusion.

T
he

m
ost

com
m

on
and

w
idely

accepted
disinfection

technologies
are

chlorination,

ozonation,
and

ultra
violet

(U
V

)
radiation.

P
rior

to
the

developm
ent

and
im

plem
entation

of
de-chlorination,

there
w

as
a

legitim
ate

argum
ent

to
be

m
ade

that
in

the
ab

sen
ce

of

recreational
users,

the
toxicity

of
chlorine

to
aquatic

life
m

ade
chlorination

a
poor

technology
in

certain
circum

stances.
T

his
lead

to
the

discontinuation
of

chlorination
at

M
W

R
D

G
C

’s
C

alum
et,

N
orth

S
ide

and
S

tickney
w

astew
ater

treatm
ent

facilities
in

the

m
id-I

980’s.

H
ow

ever,
w

ith
the

advent
of

de-chlorination
and

the
u

se
of

ozonation
and

U
V

as

alternative
disinfection

technologies,
such

an
argum

ent
could

no
longer

be
m

ade;
and

during
the

recreation
seaso

n
,

disinfection
technology

is
now

ubiquitous
at

publically

ow
ned

treatm
ent

w
orks

throughout
the

U
nited

S
tates,

including
the

rest
of

N
orthern

Illinois.
M

W
R

D
G

C
h

as
indicated

if
they

w
ere

to
undertake

disinfection
at

som
e

of
their

facilities
on

the
C

A
W

S
they

w
ould

likely
u

se
U

V
treatm

ent,
but

w
ould

be
free

to
select

betw
een

any
available

technologies
that

w
ould

m
eet

the
400

fecal
coliform

s
per

100
m

l

requirem
ent

of
304.224.

S
ee,

S
tatem

ent
of

R
easo

n
s

at
98.
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Itshould
be

noted
that

M
W

R
D

G
C

has
chosen

to
reject

the
m

ost
com

m
on

and

inexpensive
m

ethod
of

disinfection
in

its
analysis.

T
his

decision
received

so
m

e
support

from
U

.S.
E

PA
w

hen
their

contractor
concluded

that:
“SA

IC
w

ould
ag

ree
w

ith,
and

support,
the

D
isinfection

R
eport’s

decision
to

exclude
disinfection

p
ro

cesses
utilizing

g
as

chlorine
or

g
as

dechlorination
from

the
candidate

list.
B

ecause
of

security

concerns,
such

p
ro

cesses
m

ay
no

longer
be

considered
appropriate

or
practical

for

large
w

astew
ater

treatm
ent

facilities.”
E

xhibit
148

at
1.

H
ow

ever,
on

page
4

of
the

sam
e

docum
ent,

the
consultant

said,
“It

is
SA

IC
’s

opinion
that

at
least

som
e

form
of

chlorine
based

disinfection
should

have
been

taken
to

the
costing

stage.”
T

he
A

gency

h
as

no
reason

to
dispute

th
ese

conclusions;
but

it
is

not
clear

from
the

R
ecord

that

M
W

R
D

G
C

n
eed

ed
to

choose
the

sam
e

technology
for

all
three

plants.
T

he
existence

of

chlorine
contact

tanks
from

the
period

w
hen

disinfection
w

as
occurring

at
the

C
alum

et

plant
could

m
ake

the
choice

of
that

technology
the

m
ost

feasible
and

inexpensive
for

that
particular

facility.

T
he

fact
that

M
W

R
D

G
C

previously
disinfected

the
effluents

of
the

three
treatm

ent

plants
at

issue
in

this
proceeding,

as
w

ell
as

the
fact

that
M

W
R

D
G

C
is

currently
using

chlorination
and

de-chlorination
at

its
facilities

discharging
to

G
eneral

U
se

w
aters,

should
be

sufficient
evidence

for
the

B
oard

to
conclude

that
the

A
gency’s

proposal
is

technically
feasible.

M
W

R
D

G
C

w
as

able
to

dem
onstrate

that
a

scientist
can

be
found

to
dispute

even

the
m

ost
universally

accepted
concepts

of
technological

feasibility.
D

r.
E

rnest
B

latchley

presented
testim

ony
that

the
400

fecal
coliform

s
per

100
m

l
effluent

disinfection

requirem
ent

could
have

a
negative

im
pact

on
w

ater
quality,

b
ased

on
laboratory

18



experim
ents

on
bacterial

repair,
recovery

and
regrow

th.
S

ee,
E

xhibit
93

and
S

eptem
ber

23,
2008

(am
.)

H
earing

T
ranscript

(see,
e.g.

p
ag

es
49-50,

55-56).
H

ow
ever,

in
the

sam
e

hearing,
D

r.
B

latchley
also

testified
that

the
A

gency’s
effluent

disinfection

proposal
w

as
not

sufficiently
stringent

to
assu

re
that

harm
ful

pathogens
w

ould
be

destroyed
by

the
disinfection

process.
S

ep
tem

b
er

23,
2008

(am
.)

H
earing

T
ranscript

at

p
ag

es
33-34

and
46.

U
nlike

C
H

E
E

R
S

and
the

results
of

the
D

ry
and

W
et

W
eather

R
isk

A
ssessm

en
t

study,
this

testim
ony

(and
sim

ilar
testim

ony
by

D
r.

C
harles

H
aas)

is

relevant
to

the
B

oard’s
decision

in
this

m
atter,

but
should

be
given

little
w

eight
due

to

the
fact

M
W

R
D

G
C

has
failed

to
dem

onstrate
that

effluent
disinfection

is
not

a
safe

and

effective
technology

for
reducing

levels
of

pathogens
and

indicator
bacteria

in

w
astew

ater
treatm

ent
plant

effluent.

M
W

R
D

G
C

also
attem

pted
to

dispute
the

technical
feasibility

of
the

A
gency’s

proposal
by

presenting
testim

ony
on

the
g

reen
h

o
u
se

g
as

em
issions

from
increased

electricity
consum

ption
that

could
result

from
u

se
of

U
V

for
effluent

disinfection
if

M
W

R
D

G
C

’s
assum

ptions
are

accep
ted

and
correct.

W
hile

the
B

oard
is

expected
to

consider
potential

negative
environm

ental
im

pacts
from

the
A

gency’s
proposal,

itw
ould

be
a

slippery
slope

for
the

B
oard

to
entertain

the
argum

ent
that

a
potential

increase
in

electricity
u
sag

e
could

be
relied

on
to

stand
in

the
w

ay
of

im
provem

ents
in

w
ater

quality.

T
he

B
oard

and
the

A
gency

m
ust

ad
d
ress

g
reen

h
o

u
se

g
as

em
issions

its
adm

inistration

of
the

C
lean

A
ir

A
ct,

not
the

C
lean

W
ater

A
ct.

T
he

m
echanism

to
ad

d
ress

greenhouse

g
as

em
issions

from
electricity

consum
ption

m
ust

be
im

provem
ents

in
renew

able
energy

and
energy

efficient
technologies,

not
the

elim
ination

of
environm

ental
controls

that
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require
electricity

to
operate.

T
h

ese
issu

es
cannot

be
used

as
a

red
herring

to
stand

in

the
w

ay
of

m
aking

im
provem

ents
to

w
ater

quality
and

public
health.

B
.

E
co

n
o
m

ic
R

easo
n
ab

len
ess

T
he

proposed
effluent

disinfection
requirem

ent
in

S
ection

304.224
w

ould
require

M
W

R
D

G
C

to
disinfect

their
effluent

at
three

facilities:
N

orth
S

ide,
S

tickney,
and

C
alum

et.
In

the
A

ugust
26,

2005
report

“T
echnical

M
em

orandum
IW

Q
:

D
isinfection

E
valuation,”

M
W

R
D

G
C

provided
a

total
present

w
orth

cost
estim

ate
ranging

from
$963

m
illion

and
$2,702

m
illion

for
capital

costs
plus

operation
and

m
aintenance

costs
to

disinfect
the

effluents
at

the
N

orth
S

ide,
S

tickney
and

C
alum

et
treatm

ent
plants.

S
ee,

S
tatem

en
t

of
R

easo
n
s

at
100

and
A

ttachm
ent

N
N

.
T

he
A

gency
h
as

testified
that

it

believes
its

proposal
is

econom
ically

reasonable.
S

ee,
January

28,
2008

H
earing

T
ranscript

at
54

and
M

arch
12,

2008
H

earing
T

ranscript
at

159.
A

dditional
inform

ation

on
the

L
evel

3
and

L
evel

4
cost

estim
ates

that
w

ere
conducted

for
th

ese
facilities

w
as

provided
by

M
W

R
D

G
C

w
itness

D
avid

R
.

Z
enz.

S
ee,

E
xhibit

146
and

H
earing

T
ranscript

from
O

ctober
27,

2008
at

p
ag

es
138,

1
4

1
1

4
2

.

U
.S.

E
PA

contracted
w

ith
S

cience
A

pplications
International

C
orporation

(SA
IC

)

to
review

T
echnical

M
em

orandum
1W

Q
.

SA
IC

’s
prelim

inary
report

is
E

xhibit
12

and
its

final
report

is
E

xhibit
148.

G
enerally,

SA
IC

found
M

W
R

D
G

C
’s

cost
estim

ates
to

be

reaso
n

ab
le.

H
ow

ever,
SA

IC
felt

itadded
u

n
n

ecessary
costs

for
M

W
R

D
G

C
to

include

filtration
in

any
of

the
cost

estim
ates

or
pilot

plant
studies

b
ecau

se
filtration

is
not

expected
to

be
n

ecessary
.

E
xhibit

148
at

4.
SA

IC
concluded

that
low

-lift
pum

p
stations

w
ere

u
n
n
ecessary

for
the

N
orth

S
ide

and
C

alum
et

facilities
and

added
u

n
n

ecessary

co
sts

to
M

W
R

D
G

C
’s

estim
ates.

SA
IC

also
noted

that
pow

er
u
se

w
as

higher
than
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n
ecessary

and
lam

p
replacem

ent
frequency

w
as

m
ore

frequent
than

n
ecessary

at
the

S
tickney

facility.
M

W
R

D
G

C
has

agreed
w

ith
that

part
of

the
SA

IC
analysis.

In
resp

o
n
se

to
M

W
R

D
G

C
’s

decision
to

rule
out

the
use

of
chlorination,

the

contractual
review

ers
concluded

“that
at

least
so

m
e

form
of

chlorine
b
ased

disinfection

should
have

been
taken

to
the

costing
stage.

A
s

the
m

ost
com

m
on

disinfection

technology
in

the
industry,

the
resulting

cost
estim

ates
w

ould
have

established
a

baseline
for

com
parison

of
alternative

technologies.”
E

xhibit
148

at
1.

SA
IC

proceeded

to
include

the
estim

ated
cost

of
chlorination/de-chlorination.

T
hey

noted
that

the
cost

of

chlorination/dechlorination
at

the
C

alum
et

facility
w

as
significantly

less
than

U
V

b
ecau

se
the

chlorine
contact

cham
bers

are
still

intact
at

that
facility

and
itw

as
assu

m
ed

that
they

w
ere

also
still

operational.

A
fter

adjusting
the

cost
figures

from
M

W
R

D
G

C
’s

report
w

ith
the

ch
an

g
es

itfelt

w
ere

n
eed

ed
(as

explained
above),

SA
IC

attem
pted

to
provide

analysis
and

context
for

th
ese

cost
estim

ates.

T
he

cost
of

U
V

disinfection
w

ill
be

several
hundred

m
illion

dollars.
W

hile
clearly

a
significant

am
ount

of
m

oney,
it

rep
resen

ts
a

cost
of

8
to

12
cen

ts
per

1,000
gallons

treated.
SA

IC
w

ould
note

that
any

treatm
ent

p
ro

cess
applied

to
alm

ost
2

billion
gallons

of
w

astew
ater

a
day

w
ill

be
expensive

in
absolute

dollars.
T

o
get

a
better

perspective
on

the
cost,

SA
IC

attem
pted

to
determ

ine
the

co
st

im
pact

on
u

sers
of

the
system

.
A

s
show

n
earlier

in
this

report,
providing

U
V

disinfection
should

increase
the

m
onthly

cost
for

a
typical

household
by

$2
to

$3.
T

his
m

onthly
cost

estim
ate

per
household

is
conservative

in
that

com
m

ercial
u
sers

w
ere

not
included

in
the

approxim
ate

calculation
for

cost
division.

T
hus

itap
p

ears
that

both
the

proposed
U

V
disinfection

and
the

chlorination
and

dechlorination
m

ethod
p
ro

cesses
w

ould
be

affordable
to

the
system

u
sers.

Id.
at

1
6

1
7

.

A
s

M
W

R
D

G
C

w
itn

esses
have

explained,
the

fee
structure

for
its

custom
ers

is

different
than

for
other

utilities
in

Illinois
and

around
the

country.
S

ee
M

astracchio,
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O
ctober

28,
2008

(a.m
.)

H
earing

T
ranscript

at
p

ag
es

8,
43-44

and
50-51.

T
he

cost
per

household
calculated

by
SA

IC
is

useful
as

a
guide,

but
it

is
not

reflective
of

the
actual

cost
consum

ers
w

ould
pay,

since
M

W
R

D
G

C
custom

ers
are

charged
b

ased
on

the

assessed
property

value
of

their
hom

e.
B

y
its

nature,
M

W
R

D
G

C
’s

fee
structure

helps
to

insulate
consum

ers
from

m
any

of
the

concerns
faced

by
other

com
m

unities

im
plem

enting
new

technologies
or

infrastructure
im

provem
ents

that
are

forced
to

p
ass

on
increasing

co
sts

at
the

sam
e

rate
to

both
low

incom
e

and
affluent

u
sers.

A
ccording

to
M

W
R

D
G

C
s

calculations,
for

a
house

w
ith

a
m

arket
value

of

$100,000
(E

A
V

$42,732.80),
the

2010
tax

for
M

W
R

D
G

C
services

w
ould

be
$114.35.

O
w

ners
of

low
er

priced
hom

es
w

ould
pay

less
and

higher
priced

hom
es

w
ould

pay

m
ore.

B
y

using
SA

IC
’s

disinfection
cost

estim
ates

and
M

W
R

D
G

C
’s

explanation
of

fees

paid
by

hom
eow

ners,
im

plem
entation

of
disinfection

at
all

three
facilities

w
ould

result
in

increased
costs

in
tax

es
for

a
$100,000

hom
e

of
betw

een
$9

per
year

for

chlorination/dechlorination
and

$12
per

year
for

U
V

w
ithout

filtration.
T

he
basis

for

Illinois
E

PA
’s

estim
ated

calculation
is

included
as

E
xhibit

B
to

th
ese

com
m

ents.
W

hen

view
ed

in
this

context,
it

seem
s

clear
that

even
the

very
high

total
co

sts
of

effluent

disinfection
at

all
three

M
W

R
D

G
C

facilities
is

econom
ically

reaso
n
ab

le
for

the

M
W

R
D

G
C

rate
payers.

O
ne

industrial
discharger

(S
tepan)

cam
e

forw
ard

during
the

hearings
to

testify

that
they

believed
they

w
ould

be
required

to
disinfect

their
effluent

under
the

A
gency’s

proposal
due

the
p
resen

ce
of

a
dom

estic
w

aste
stream

consisting
of

the
overflow

s
from

15
on-site

septic
system

s.
T

he
estim

ated
cost

to
S

tepan
of

installing
chlorination

and

de-chiorination
to

its
entire

effluent
h

as
been

estim
ated

at
$1

,771
,000

in
capital

costs



(equipm
ent,

engineering
and

installation)
and

$650,000
per

year
in

operating
costs

(labor,
electrical,

chem
icals

and
m

aintenance).
S

ee,
E

xhibit
318

at
11.

In
developing

its
proposal,

the
A

gency
believed

that
for

the
industrial

dischargers
to

the
C

A
W

S
and

L
ow

er
D

es
P

laines
R

iver,
the

sm
all

volum
e

of
any

dom
estic

w
aste

stream
w

ould
be

heavily
diluted

by
p

ro
cess

w
astew

ater
and

therefore
no

effluent
disinfection

w
ould

be

required.
S

tepan
has

not
provided

the
effluent

data
that

w
ould

rebut
the

A
gency’s

assum
ptions,

but
h

as
testified

that
the

fecal
coliform

levels
in

their
effluent

exceed
400

cfu/100
m

l.
H

earing
T

ranscript,
A

ugust
13,

2009
(am

.)
at

26.
T

he
A

gency
w

ould

en
co

u
rag

e
S

tepan
to

en
g

ag
e

in
futher

discussions
w

ith
Illinois

E
PA

staff
regarding

the

nature
of

its
effluent

bacteria
levels

and
also

to
consider

other
alternatives

to

disinfecting
its

entire
w

aste
stream

to
ad

d
ress

this
relatively

m
inor

source
of

fecal

coliform
pollution.

In
addition

to
this

econom
ic

cost
inform

ation
presented

to
the

B
oard,

at
least

one

w
itn

esses
p

resen
ted

testim
ony

on
the

potential
econom

ic
benefits

of
the

A
gency’s

proposal.
D

r.
K

evin
B

oyle
testified

that
“B

ased
on

this
analysis

Iconclude
that

the
total,

p
resen

t
value

of
th

ese
econom

ic
benefits

is,
conservatively,

$1.05
billion,

or
$47

per

household
per

year.
T

h
ese

benefits
reflect

the
am

ount
that

C
ook

C
ounty

households

are
w

illing
to

pay
to

achieve
the

proposed
w

ater
quality

im
provem

ents
and

associated

recreational
u

se
designations.”

S
ee,

P
re4iled

testim
ony

of
D

r.
K

evin
J.

B
oyle,

E
xhibit

286
at

1,
lines

1
0
-

14.
D

r.
B

oyle’s
analysis

and
evidence

presented
in

support
thereof

m
ake

the
argum

ent
that

the
costs

of
disinfection

presented
by

the
D

istrict
w

ould
be

outw
eighed

by
the

econom
ic

benefits
obtained

from
adoption

of
the

recreational
use
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designations
proposed

by
the

B
oard

and
the

A
gency’s

technology-based
effluent

disinfection
proposal.

It
is

clear
from

the
data

and
evidence

in
the

R
ecord

of
this

proceeding
that

the

A
gency’s

technology-based
effluent

disinfection
proposal

is
technically

feasible
and

econom
ically

reasonable.
W

hen
considering

the
im

position
of

new
technology-based

requirem
ents

to
m

inim
ize

pollution
to

the
air,

w
ater

or
land,

the
B

oard
m

ust
conduct

a

detailed
analysis

of
w

hether
th

ese
new

technologies
are

technically
feasible

(i.e.,
do

they
w

ork)
or

econom
ically

reaso
n

ab
le

(are
they

too
expensive

for
the

resulting

environm
ental

benefit
achieved).

B
ut

in
this

case,
the

B
oard

is
considering

a

technology
that

h
as

been
a

requirem
ent

for
dischargers

throughout
the

S
tate

of
Illinois

for
d
ecad

es.
T

he
M

W
R

D
G

C
facilities

on
the

C
A

W
S

have
used

this
technology

in
the

p
ast

and
the

M
W

R
D

G
C

facilities
on

G
eneral

U
se

w
aters

disinfect
today.

T
he

D
istrict

h
as

m
ade

no
claim

that
its

facilities
are

any
different

than
the

other
facilities

that

disinfect
today,

except
to

state
that

they
are

large
and

therefore
the

disinfection
costs

are
high.

A
s

a
general

m
atter,

large
facilities

achieve
econom

ies
of

scale
w

ith

disinfection
technology

and
although

the
cost

to
M

W
R

D
G

C
m

ay
be

high,
it

is

econom
ically

reaso
n

ab
le

w
hen

the
num

ber
of

rate
payers

served
and

volum
e

of
w

aste

to
be

treated
is

taken
into

account.
T

he
R

ecord
h

as
established

that
70

percent
of

the

annual
average

volum
e

of
the

flow
of

the
C

A
W

S
is

m
ade

up
of

undisinfected
effluent

from
the

M
W

R
D

G
C

facilities.
D

uring
periods

of
dry

w
eather

this
figure

is
m

uch
higher

and
probably

quite
close

to
100

percent.
It

is
logical

to
conclude

that
the

p
resen

ce
of

hum
an

pathogens
in

the
C

A
W

S
and

L
ow

er
D

es
P

laines
R

iver
is

prim
arily

the
result

of

th
ese

undisinfected
effluents

and
that

im
position

of
this

technically
feasible

and
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econom
ically

reasonable
effluent

disinfection
requirem

ent
w

ill
d
ecrease

the
risk

to

recreato
rs

from
the

p
resen

ce
of

th
ese

pathogens
of

hum
an

origin.

V
U

.
A

d
d
itio

n
al

Inform
ation

R
eq

u
ested

by
th

e
B

oard

A
t

the
hearing

on
O

ctober
19,

2010,
A

lisa
Liu

from
the

B
oard’s

technical
staff

ask
ed

the
A

gency
if they

or
the

D
istrict

could
provide

an
update

on
U

.S.
E

PA
’s

progress

tow
ards

developing
any

sort
of

w
ater

quality
standard

for
bacteria

w
hether

it
be

for

prim
ary

or
secondary

contact.
S

ee,
O

ctober
19,

2010
H

earing
T

ranscript
at

242.

Illinois
E

PA
contacted

U
.S.

E
PA

per
this

request
and

the
inform

ation
provided

to

the
A

gency
can

be
found

in
E

xhibit
C

,
w

hich
is

attached
to

th
ese

com
m

ents.
U

.S.
E

PA

ex
p
ects

to
release

the
proposed

criteria
for

public
com

m
ent

early
in

2012,
at

w
hich

tim
e

there
w

ill
be

a
60

day
public

com
m

ent
period

before
the

new
criteria

is
finalized

by

O
ctober

2012.

V
III.

C
o

n
clu

sio
n

A
fter

41
days

of
testim

ony,
none

of
the

nationally
recognized

experts
in

epidem
iology,

m
icrobiology

and
public

health
w

ere
able

to
tell

the
B

oard
w

hat
indicator

organism
w

ould
be

the
m

ost
reliable

surrogate
to

determ
ine

w
hen

a
given

body
of

w
ater

w
ould

be
safe

for
recreational

activity.
N

ot
only

could
none

of
the

w
itn

esses
tell

the

B
oard

w
hat

level
of

p
ath

o
g

en
s

or
bacteria

w
ould

be
protective,

they
couldn’t

even
tell

the
B

oard
w

hich
organism

to
m

easu
re

for
to

establish
a

safe
level

for
recreational

activities.
In

the
ab

sen
ce

of
sufficient

science
on

w
hich

to
b
ase

an
am

bient
w

ater

quality
standard,

the
A

gency
h

as
proposed

a
technology-based

effluent
disinfection

requirem
ent

for
the

Incidental
C

ontact
and

N
on-C

ontact
R

ecreational
U

se
w

aters,
T

he
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R
ecord

d
em

o
n
strates

that
this

proposal
is

technically
feasible

and
econom

ically

reasonable
and

should
be

adopted
by

the
B

oard.

W
herefore,

for
the

reaso
n
s

and
based

on
the

evidence
outlined

in
th

ese
P

o
st

H
earing

C
om

m
ents,

the
Illinois

E
PA

ask
s

the
B

oard
to

proceed
to

First
N

otice
on

R
08-

09(B
)

w
ith

the
effluent

lim
itation

contained
in

the
A

gency’s
proposed

35
Ill.

A
dm

.
C

ode

S
ection

3O
4224.

R
espectfully

subm
itted,

B
y
:
_

_
_
_
_
_

_
_
_

_
_
_

D
eborah

J
illiam

s
A

ssistant
C

ounsel
D

ivision
of

L
egal

C
ounsel

D
ate:

January
3,

2011

Illinois
E

nvironm
ental

P
rotection

A
gency

1021
N

orth
G

rand
A

venue
E

ast
R

O
.

B
ox

19276
S

pringfield,
Illinois

62794-9276
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E
X

H
IB

IT
A

i)ocum
ents

R
elevant

to
R

08-09
S

ubdocket
B

(E
ffluent

D
isinfection)

I.
S

tatem
ent

o
fR

easons
(Initial

F
iling).

2.
L

ow
er

D
es

P]aines
R

iver
U

A
A

R
eport

(A
ttachm

ent
A

to
S

tatem
ent

o
f

R
easons).

3.
C

A
W

S
U

A
A

R
eport

(A
ttachm

ent
B

to
S

tatem
ent

o
f

R
easons).

4.
M

ap
o
f

R
ecreational

U
se

D
esignations

(A
ttachm

ent
H

to
S

tatem
ent

o
f

R
easons)(E

xhibit
27).

5.
.a

p
o
f

L
ow

er
D

es
P

iaines
R

iver
and

C
hicago

A
rea

W
aterw

ay
S

ystem
(A

ttachm
ent

I
to

S
tatem

ent
o
f

R
easons)

(E
xhibit

25).
6.

A
m

hien.t
W

ater
Q

uality
C

riteria
for

B
acteria

—
1986.

U
.S.

El..A
O

ffice
o
f

W
ater

(E
PA

44O
/5-

84-002)
(January

1 986)(E
xhibitQ

to
S

tatem
ent

o
f

R
easons)(E

xhibit
86).

7.
M

aster
P

lan
N

orth
Side

W
ater

R
eclam

ation
P

lant
and

S
urrounding

C
hicago

W
aterw

ays,
T

echnical
N

em
orandum

1W
Q

:
D

isinfection
E

valuation.
C

onsoer
T

ow
nsend

E
nvirondyne

E
ngineers,

Inc.,
prepared

for
M

W
R

D
G

C
(A

ugust
26,

2005
)(A

ttachrnent
N

N
to

S
tatem

ent
o
f

R
easons)(E

xhibit
412).

8.
L

ist
o
fP

otentially
A

ffected
F

acilities
(A

ttachm
ent

T
T

to
S

tatem
ent

o
fR

easons).

9.
H

earing
T

ranscripts
o
f

A
gency

T
estim

ony
from

2008.
See

T
ranscripts

from
January

28
and

29;
M

arch
10

(a.m
.);

la
rc

h
12

and
A

pril
23.

10.
June

16,2008
T

ranscript
o
f

P
ublic

T
estim

ony
at

M
W

R
D

G
C

B
oard

R
oom

.
ii.

T
ranscripts

o
f

N
on-Illinois

E
PA

T
echnical

W
itnesses

R
ichard

L
anyon

(S
eptem

ber
8,

2008
a.m

.),
E

rnest
R

.
B

iatchley
III

(S
eptem

ber
23,

2008),
G

eeta
.R

ijal
(S

eptem
ber

24.
2008),

D
avid

R
.

Z
enz

(O
ctober

27,
2008),

C
harles

H...aas
(O

ctober
27,

2008),
T

hom
as

E.
K

unetz
(O

ctober
27,

2008),
John

M
astracchio

(M
arch

3,
2009)

D
r.

K
evin

J.
B

oyle
(M

ay
20,

2009),
D

r.
C

arl
E.

A
dam

s
Jr.

and
R

obin
G

aribay
(A..ugust

13,
2009

a.m
.).

12.
P

re-flied
T

estim
ony

o
fR

ob
Suiski

(E
xhibit

1).
i3.

P
re-flied

T
estim

ony
o
f

S
cott

T
w

ait
(E

xhibit
2).

14.
U

.S.
E

PA
letter

from
L

inda
H

oist
to

T
oby

F
revert

o
fthe

Illinois
E

PA
,

dated
la

y
3,

2007
(E

xhibit
4).

15.
R

eview
of

“T
echnical

M
em

orandum
1W

Q
-D

isinfection
E

valuation
P

repared
on

B
ehalfof

the
M

W
R

D
G

C
”

P
repared

for
U

nited
States

E
nvironm

ental
P

rotection
A

gency
by

S
cience

A
pplications

International
C

orporation,
A

pril
26,

2006
(E

xhibit
12).

16.
“M

eeting
iM

inu.tes
from

the
L

ow
er

D
es

P
laines

R
iver

W
orkgroup

and
the

C
A

W
S

S
takeholders

G
roup”

(E
xhibit

36).
17.

M
W

R
D

G
C

.
R

esearch
and

D
evelopm

ent
D

epartm
ent

R
eport

N
o.

03-20
“C

om
parison

o
fFecal

C
oliform

concentrations
and

T
rends

in
T

w
o

U
rban

R
ivers:

T
he

C
hicago

S
anitary

and
Ship

C
anal

and
T

he
D

es
P

laines
R

iver”
O

ctober
2003

(E
xhibit

38).
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18.
M

W
R

D
G

C
,

R
esearch

and
D

evelopm
ent

D
epartm

ent
R

eport
N

o.
04-10

“E
stim

ation
ofthe

E
seherichia

C
oli

to
Fecal

C
oliform

R
ation

in
W

astew
ater

E
ffluents

and
A

m
bient

W
ater

of
the

M
W

R
D

G
C

”
July’

2004
(E

xhibit
39).

19.
A

lliance
for

the
G

reat
L

akes
“P

rotecting
P

ublic
H

ealth,
C

aring
for

C
hicago’s

W
aters’s

(E
xhibit

55).
20.

S
ettlem

ent
A

greem
ent

betw
een

N
atural

R
esources

D
efense

C
ouncil

and
U

.S
.

E
P

A
and

the
N

ational
A

ssociation
o
f

C
lean

W
ater

A
gencies

(E
xhibit

58).
21.

E
m

ail
from

F
redric

A
ndes

to
M

arie
T

ipsord
and

S
usan

H
edm

an
listing

links
to

M
W

R
D

G
C

’s
2007

and
2008

budget
books

(E
xhibit

67).
22.

R
eport

prepared
for

M
W

R
D

G
C

by
G

eosyntec
entitled

“D
ry

and
W

et
W

eather
R

isk
A

ssessm
ent

o
fH

um
an

H
ealth

Im
pacts

o
f D

isinfection
vs.

N
o

D
isinfection

o
f the

C
hicago

A
rea

W
aterw

ays
S

ystem
”

A
pril

2008
(E

xhibit
71).

23.
“D

ry
W

eather
R

isk
A

ssessm
ent

of
H

um
an

H
ealth

im
pacts

o
f

D
isinfection

vs.
N

o
D

isinfection
o
f

the
C

hicago
A

rea
W

aterw
ays

S
ystem

”
R

eview
conducted

for
U

.S
.

E
PA

R
egion

5,
O

ffice
o
f

W
ater

(E
xhibit

72).
24.

C
orrespondence

betw
een

U
.S.

E
PA

and
M

W
R

D
G

C
on

G
eosyntec

study
(E

xhibit
73).

25.
C

om
pact

D
isc

o
fA

ttachm
ents

to
U

.S.
E

P
A

C
orrespondence

(E
xhibit

73a).
26.

R
eport

prepared
for

M
W

R
D

G
C

by
G

eosyntec
entitled

“Interim
P

hase
I

D
ry

W
eather

R
isk

A
ssessm

ent
H

um
an

H
ealth

Im
pacts

o
f

D
isinfection

vs.N
o

D
isinfection

of
the

C
hicago

A
rea

W
aterw

ays
S

ystem
”

N
ovem

ber
2006

(E
xhibit

76).
27.

C
om

pact
D

isc
entitled

“A
ppendices”

“D
ry

and
W

et
W

eather
R

isk
A

ssessm
ent

o
f

H
um

an
H

ealth
Im

pacts
o
f

D
isinfection

vs.
N

o
D

isinfection
of

the
C

hicago
A

rea
W

aterw
ays

System
”

A
pril

2008
(E

xhibit
77).

28.
T

able
entitled

“S
um

m
ary

o
f R

ecreational
S

eason
(C

hlorinate/D
echlorinated)

E
ffluen.t

Fecal
C

oliform
M

ay
1

through
O

ctober
31”

(E
xhibit

84).
29.

C
om

pact
D

isc
entitled

“R
aw

D
ata”

(E
xhibit

85).
30.

S
eptem

ber
12,

2008
letter

from
C

hriso
P

etropoulou
o
f

G
eosyntec

to
T

hom
as

G
ranato

o
f

M
W

R
D

G
C

(E
xhibit

88).
31.

S
eptem

ber
22,

2008
letter

from
C

hriso
P

etropouiou
o
f

G
eosyntec

to
T

hom
as

G
ranato

o
f

M
W

R
D

G
C

(E
xhibit

89).
32.

P
re-filed

T
estim

ony
o
f

E
rnest

R
.

B
latchiey

Ill
(E

xhibit
93).

33.
C

olor
C

hart
entitled

“F
acility

D
-

-St.
P

etersburg
2°

w
ithout

N
itrification;

F
iltration”

(]E
xhibit

95).
34.

A
rticle

entitled
“W

edeco
W

ins
O

rder
In

M
unich”

(E
xhibit

96).
35.

A
rticle

entitled
“R

insend
(S

B
R

)
W

astew
ater

T
reatm

ent
P

lant
O

verview
”

(E
xhibit

97).
36,

A
rticle

entitled
“E

ffects
o
f

D
isinfectants

on
W

astew
ater

E
ffluent

T
oxicity”

by
E

rnest
R

.
B

]atchiey
H

I
et

a].
P

ergarnon
1997

(E
xhibit

98).
37.

A
rticle

entitled
“E

ffect
o
f

W
astew

ater
D

isinfection
on

H
um

an
H

ealth”
by

E
rnest

R
.

B
latchley

III
(E

xhibit
99).

38.
M

W
R

D
G

C
P

re-i1ed
T

estim
ony

o
f

G
eeta

R
ijal

w
ith

A
ttachm

ents
(E

xhibit
113).
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39.
C

harts
ent:itled

“F
igure

18:
G

eom
etric

m
eans

o
fF

ecal
C

oliform
B

acteria
at

N
orth

A
rea

S
tations

E
ach

D
ay

A
fter

H
eavy

and
L

ight
R

ainfalls
for

T
hree-D

ay
P

eriods
C

om
pared

w
ith

D
ry

W
eather

D
ensities”

(E
xhibit

114).
40.

T
w

o
charts

on
one

page
cntitled

“F
igure

1:
E

stim
ated

FC
densities

dow
ns

stream
o:fthe

N
orth

Side
and

C
alum

et
W

R
P

s
during

dry
w

eather
and

w
et

w
eather

w
ith

or
w

ithout
disinfection

conditions”
(E

xhibit
11

5).
41.

C
om

pact
.D

isc
titled

“B
iatchley

R
eport”

(E
xhibit

126).
42.

C
om

pact
D

isc
entitled

“M
W

R
D

P
recipitation

D
ata”

(E
xhibiti39).

43.
T

w
o

tables,
first

entitled
“M

ean
E

scherichia
C

oli
C

oncentrations
(M

PN
/IO

O
M

L
)

in
the

W
ater

from
the

N
orth

S
hore

C
hannel

S
egm

ent
A

bove
and

B
elow

the
N

orth
S

ide
W

R
P

”
(E

xhibit
141).

44.
T

hree
tables.

first
entitled

“C
oliform

B
acteria

L
evels

(M
PN

Y
100m

L
)

in
the

Storm
S

ew
er

S
am

ples
C

ollected
D

uring
R

ain
S

torm
]E’venton

09/04108”
(E

xhibit
142).

45.
P

re-flied
testim

ony’
o
f

C
harles

H
aas

(E
xhibit

144).
46.

O
E

M
online

“D
istribution

and
determ

inants
o
f

trihalom
ethane

concentrations
in

indoor
sw

im
m

ing
pools”

H
.

C
hu

and
M

J
N

iuw
enhuijsen

(E
xhibit

145).
47.

P
re-filed

testim
ony

ofD
avid

R
Z

enz
(E

xhibit
146).

48.
L

etter
to

T
oby

F
revert

o
f

Illinois
E

P
A

dated
June

22,
2006

from
R

ichard
L

anyon
(E

xhibit
147).

49.
R

eview
o
f

“T
echnical

M
em

orandum
IW

Q
-

D
isinfection

E
valuation

P
repared

on
B

ehalfof
the

M
W

R
D

G
C

”
Final

R
eport,

O
ctober

2006,
P

repared
by

S
cience

A
pplications

International
C

orporation
(E

xhibit
148).

50.
L

V
D

isinfection
C

ost
Study:

C
ost

S
tudy

R
eport

for
M

W
R

D
G

C
V

olum
e

1
of

2
N

orth
Side

W
ater

R
eclam

ation
P

lant,
January

31,
2008,

P
repared

by
C

T
E

A
E

C
O

M
(E

xhibit
149).

51.
L

V
D

isinfection
C

ost
Study:

C
ost

Study
R

eport
for

M
W

R
D

G
C

V
olum

e
1

o
f

2
Stickney

W
ater

R
eclam

ation
P

lant,
S

eptem
ber

9,
2008.

Prepared
by

C
T

E
A

E
C

O
M

(E
xhibit

150).
52.

O
ne

page
docum

ent
entitled

“P
refiled

Q
uestions

ofthe
P

eople
o

fthe
State

of Illinois
to

D
avid

R
.

Z
enz”

question
num

ber
2

(E
xhibit

151).

53.
‘fable

entitled
“U

V
D

isinfection
6-

C
apital

C
ost

E
stim

ates”
(E

xhibit
152).

54.
P

re-filed
T

estim
ony

o
f T

hom
as

E
.

K
unetz

(E
xhibit

153).
55.

C
om

pact
.D

isc
entitled

M
W

R
D

G
C

N
orth

S
ide

M
aster

P
lan

S
eptem

ber
9,

2008
(E

xhibit
154).

56.
M

W
R

D
G

C
-

S
tickney

W
R

P
infrastructure

&
P

rocess
N

eeds
F

easibility
S

tudy
“E

xecutive
S

um
m

ary”
(E

xhibit
155).

57.
S

elected
pages

from
2007

M
W

R
D

G
C

2007
B

udget
(E

xhibit
156).

58.
S

elected
pages

from
2008

M
W

R
D

G
C

B
udget

(E
xh:ibit

157).
59.

“S
elected

Plan
T

echnical
M

em
orandum

12
M

aster
Plan

M
W

R
D

G
C

N
orth

Side
W

ater
R

eclam
ation

P
lant

and
S

urrounding
C

hicago
A

rea
W

aterw
ays”

June
2007

subm
itted

by
C

T
E

A
E

C
O

M
(E

xhibit
158).

60.
P

re-filed
testim

ony
o
f

John
M

astracchio
(E

xhibit
159).

61.
M

W
R

D
G

C
2007

B
udget

book
in

its
entirety

(E
xhibit

160).

29



62.
M

W
R

.D
G

C
2008

B
udget

B
ook

in
its

entirety
(E

xhibit
161).

63.
“W

ater
and

W
astew

ater
P

ricing
A

n
inform

ation
overview

”
U

.S.
E

PA
O

ffice
of

W
astew

ater
M

anagem
ent,

E
PA

832-F
-03-027

(E
xhibit

162).
64.

R
esponse

to
Q

uestion
#1

from
E

nvironm
ental

L
aw

and
P

olicy
C

enter
and

the
S

ierra
C

lub
(U

V
D

isinfection
costs

broken
dow

n
by

treatm
ent

plant)
(E

xhibit
163).

65.
C

om
pact

D
isc

entitled
“M

ississippi
R

iver.W
hole

B
ody

C
ontact

R
ecreation

U
se

A
ttainability

A
nalysis, July

2005”
(.Exh:ihit

167).
66.

P
age

o
f

C
harts

entitled
“A

ttachm
ent

5”
(E

xhibit
225).

67.
P

ublic
H

ealth
R

isks
A

ssociated
w

ith
W

astew
ater

B
lending,

R
achael

K
atonak

and
Joan

B
.

R
ose,

F
inal

R
eport,

1
ovem

ber
17,

2003
(E

xhibit
235).

68.
W

astew
ater

B
lending,

H
ouse

o
f

R
epresentatives

C
om

m
itlee

on
T

ransportation
and

Infrastructure,
S

ubcom
m

ittee
on

W
ater

R
esources

and
E

nvironm
ent,

W
ashington,

D
.C

.
W

ednesday
A

pril
13,

2005
(E

xhibit
236).

69.
A

nalysis
o
f

U
.S.

E
P

A
’s

N
on

C
om

pliance
w

ith
the

B
eaches

E
nvironm

ental
A

ssessm
ent

and
C

oastal
H

ealth
A

ct,
lviaiylynn

V
.

Y
ates

and
R

achel
T

.
N

oble
(E

xhibit
256).

70.
C

hicago
R

iver
A

genda
C

ity
o
f

C
hicago

R
ichard

1.4.
D

aley,
M

ayor
(E

xhibit
276).

71.
P

re-filed
testim

ony
o
fD

r.
K

evin
J.

B
oyle

(E
xhibit

286).
72.

E
stim

ating
the

value
o
f

Im
proved

W
ater

Q
uality

in
an

U
rban

R
iver,

K
evin

C
roke,

R
obert

F
abian,

and
G

ary
B

rcnnim
.an.

J.
E

nvironm
ental

S
ystem.s,S

ystem
,

V
ol.

16(i),
1986-87

(E
xhibit

287).
73.

W
aterw

ays
for

O
ur..F

tu
re,

F
riends

o
fthe

C
hicago

R
iver,

O
penlands

P
roject,

T
he

C
ivic

F
ederation,

M
ay

2000
(E

xhibit
288).

74.
“C

om
prehensive

A
nnual

F
inancial

R
eport

o
fthe

M
etropolitan

W
ater

R
eclam

ation
D

istrict
of

G
reater

C
hicago”

F
or

the
year

ended
D

ecem
ber

31,
2007

(E
xhibit

289).
75.

“V
aluing

w
ater

quality
im

provem
ent

in
the

U
nited

S
tates

using
m

eta-analysis:
Is

the
glass

half-full
or

half-em
pty

for
national

policy
analysis?”

by
G

eorge
B

an
H

outven,
John

P
ow

ers,
S

ubhrendu
K

.
P

attanayak,
S

cience
D

irect
available

on
line

20
F

ebruary
2007

(E
xhibit

290).
76.

“W
ater

Q
uality

Index
A

pplication
in

the
K

ansas
R

iver
B

asin”
U

.S
.

E
P

A
,K

ansas
C

ity,
M

issouri,
F

ebm
ary

1974
(E

xhibit
291).

77.
G

uidelines
for

Preparing
E

conom
ic

A
nalyses,

U
.S.

E
P

A
(2000)

(E
xhibit

292).
78.

“C
ircular

A
-4”

S
eptem

ber
17,

2003
(0M

B
G

uidelines)
(E

xhibit
293).

79.
“T

he
V

alue
o
f

C
lean

W
ater:

the
P

ublic’s
W

illingness
to

P
ay

for
B

oatáble,
F

ishable,
and

S
w

im
m

able
Q

uality
W

ater”
R

ichard
T

.
C

arson
and

R
obert

C
am

eron
M

itchell,
W

ater
R

esources
R

esearch,
V

ol.
29

July
1993

(E
xhibit294).

80.
P

roposed
R

ules
o
fD

epartm
ent

o
f

C
om

m
erce,

N
ational

R
esource

D
am

age
A

ssessm
ents

U
nder

the
O

il
P

ollution
A

ct
o
f

1.990.
15

C
F

R
C

hapter
IX

,
January

15,
1993

W
estlaw

version
(E

xhibit
295).

81.
O

ffice
o
fM

anagem
ent

and
B

udget
S

tandards
and

G
uidelines

fo.r
S

tatistical
S

urveys
S

eptem
ber

2006
(E

xhibit
296).



82.
C

hart
entitled

E
stim

ated
B

enefit
of

V
arious

C
hanges

in
C

A
W

S
W

ater
Q

uality
(in

/househoid
yr.

in
2000$)(E

xhihit
297).

83.
“E

stim
ating

the
Instream

V
alue

of
L

ake
W

ater
Q

uality
in

S
outheast

M
ichigan”

by
E

dith
N

evins
l3rashares

a
dissertation

presented
in

1985
(E

xhibit
298).

84.
“D

onation
P

aym
ent

M
echanism

s
an.d

C
ontingent

V
aluation:

an
E

m
pirical

Study
of

H
ypothetical

B
ias”

by
P

atricia
C

ham
p

and
R

ichard
B

ishop,
E

nvironm
ental

and
R

esource
E

conom
ics,

2001
(E

xhibit
299).

85.
E

vidence
ofthe

E
ffects

of
W

ater
Q

uality
on

R
esidential

Land
P

rices
by

C
hristopher

G
.

L
.eggett

and
N

ancy
E.

B
osckstael,

Journal
o
fE

nvironm
ental

E
conom

ics
and

M
anagem

ent
(2000)

(E
xhibit

300).
86.

W
ork

Papers
P

repared
in

C
onnection

w
ith

the
P

refiled
T

estim
ony

of K
evin

J.
B

oyle,
Ph.D

(E
xhibit

306).
87.

Prefiled
testim

ony
of

C
arl

E
.

A
dam

s
Jr.

and
R

obin
G

aribay
(E

xhibit
318).

88.
T

able
entitled

“F
ecal

C
oliform

cfu/IO
O

m
L

”
(E

xhibit
336).

89.
T

able
entitled

“E
C

oli
cfu/lO

O
rnL

”
(E

xhibit
337).

90.
O

penlands
A

nsw
er

by
Jerry

A
dclrnann,

O
penlands

to
M

W
R

D
Prefiled

Q
uestion

#1
:in

R
08-

09
(E

xhibit
354).

91.
N

PD
E

S
Perm

itN
o.

1L
002806

1
for

M
W

R
D

G
C

C
alum

et
W

ater
R

eclam
ation

Plant
issued

January
22,

2002
(E

xhibit
409).

92.
N

PD
E

S
Perm

it ISo.
1L

0028061.
for

M
W

R
D

G
C

C
alum

etW
ater

R
eclam

ation
Plant

D
raft

R
eissued

for
public

iN
otice

beginning
ovem

ber
9,

2009
(E

xhibit
410).

93.
A

rticle
from

C
hicago

T
ribune

archives
entitled

“C
leaner,

but
not

clean”
M

ay
15,

2006
by

M
ichael

H
aw

thorne
(E

xhibit
413).

94.
T

he
D

isinfection
D

ebate.
U

nderstanding
the

science
and

facts
about

effluent
disinfection

and
the

C
hicago

A
rea

W
aterw

ay’
System

,
M

W
R

D
G

C
(E

xhibit
414).

95.
Slide

show
entitled

“D
iscussion

ofT
opic

1:B
asing

C
riteria

to
be

P
rotective

of
C

hildren”
D

enise
K

ehner,
D

irector
S

tandards
and

H
ealth

P
rotection

U
.S.

E
PA

(E
xhibit

417).
96.

Slide
show

entitled
“C

ulT
ent

T
hinking

O
n

D
ev

elo
p
m

en
t

o
fN

ew
C

riteria”
by

E
lizabeth

D
oyle

O
ST

,
O

W
,

U
.S.

E
PA

,
O

ctober
6,

2009
(E

xhibit
418).

97.
G

eneral public
com

m
ents

in
support

o
fthe

A
gency’s

effluent
disinfection

proposal:
PC

#s
2-

3,
7,

9,
11-22,24-36,

39-42,
44-46,

47
(Illinois

P
addling

C
ouncil),

48-50,
52,

54-57,
59-60,

62-65,
69-70,

73-74,
76-80,

83-150,
152-164,

166-173,
178

-181,
185,

188-239,
241-245,

246
(A

lliance
for

the
G

reat
L

akes),
248,

250
(S

haron
B

oyd-P
eshkin),251,

252-283,
287-288,

301,
306-477,

479-480,
482-483,

485-490,
492-494.

501-504,
506-5

10.

98.
S

pecific
puhli.c

com
m

ents
in

support
o
fA

gency’s
effluent

disinfection
proposal

from
A

gencies,
G

roups
or

E
lected

O
fficials:

P
C

#8
Illinois

P
addling

C
ouncil,

P
C

#23
S

tatem
ent

o
f

S
upport

ai.xl
O

bjections
o
f

the
C

hicago
A

rea
Sea

K
ayaking

A
ssociation

(C
A

S
K

A
),

Illinois
P

addling
C

ouncil,
L

incoln
Park

B
oat



C
lub,

Prairie
C

oast
Paddlers,

C
hicago

R
iver

C
anoe

and
K

ayak,
S

outhw
est

B
rigade,

the
D

es
Plaines

R
ive:r

A
ssociation,

K
ayak

C
hicago,

C
hicago

W
hitew

ater
A

ssociation,
G

eneva
K

ayak
C

enter,
W

isconsin
C

anoe
R

acing
A

ssociation,
and

the
Prairie

C
oast

C
anoeists

subm
itted

by
T

hom
as

J.
B

am
ontc,

C
A

.SK
A

President,
PC

#37
C

ongressm
an

Jesse
L.

Jackson,
Jr.,

PC
#38

State
R

epresentative
E

lizabeth
C

oulson,
PC

#43
A

lderm
an

Scott
W

aguespack,
PC

#53
N

ational
M

arine
M

anufacturers
A

ssociation,
PC

#58
State

R
epresentative

E
lizabeth

H
ernandez,

PC
#61

State
R

epresentative
K

evin
Joyce,

PC
#68

C
ounty

C
om

m
issioner

M
ike

Q
uigley,

PC
#75

C
ongressm

an
v1

ark
K

irk,
PC

#81
Friends

ofthe
F

orest
P

reserves,
P

C
#l51

C
om

m
ents

of R
obert

K
elliher.

President,
C

alum
et

E
cological

Park
A

ssociation,
P

C
#

184
P

re-filed
T

estim
ony

o
f A

lan
M

am
m

oser,PC
#297

C
om

m
ents

ofE
lizabeth

T
isdahi,

M
ayor,

C
ity

o
f E

vanston,
PC

#299
C

om
m

ents
o
fE

sther
G

olar,
State

R
epresentative,

6th
D

istrict,
PC

#289
C

om
m

ents
o
fH

onorable
John

Fritchey
of

the
11th

D
istrict.

99.
T

echnical
filings

by
the

parties
entered

as
P

ublic
C

om
m

ents
that

are
relevant

to
subdocket

B:

T
echnical

D
ocum

ents
Filed

on
B

ehalfo
fM

W
R

D
G

C
(cover

docum
ents

and
docum

ent#1)
(PC

#165a);
M

W
R

D
G

C
:

U
V

D
isinfection

C
ost

Study,
SW

R
P,

V
olum

e
2,

(PC
#165h);

M
W

R
D

G
C

:uv
D

isinfection
C

ost
Study

N
S

W
R

P
,

V
olum

e
1

and
2,

(PC
#1.65c);

M
W

R
D

G
C

:
H

ydraulic
T

echnical
M

em
orandum

-
A

ppendix
A

and
B

for
N

S
W

R
Plan

U
V

D
isinfection

C
ost

Study,
(PC

#165d);
M

W
R

.D
G

C
:

H
ydraulic

T
echnical

M
em

orandum
-

A
ppendix

C
for

N
S

W
R

Plan
U

V
D

isinfection
C

ost
Study,

(PC
#1

65e)

M
W

R
D

G
C

’s
R

esponses
to

E
PA

’s
technical

R
eview

C
om

m
ents

R
egarding

the
R

eport
E

ntitled:
“D

ry
and

W
et

W
eather

R
isk

A
ssessm

ent
o

f
H

um
an

H
ealth

Im
pacts

o
f

D
isinfection

vs.
N

o
D

isinfection
o
fthe

C
hicago

A
rea

W
aterw

ays
System

s,”
dated

A
pril,

2008
(PC

#
186)

C
om

m
ents

of
C

arl
E.

A
dam

s,
Jr.,

PhD
.,

P
E

,
o
fE

nviron
International

C
orp.

in
A

nsw
er

to
B

oard’s
Q

uestion
on

C
hlorine

(PC
#

247)

C
om

m
ents

o
fT

inka
G

.
H

yde,
D

irector,
W

ater
D

ivision,
U

.S.
EPA

..R
egion

5
on

G
eosyntec

study
(PC

#
304)
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SAIC Estimate for Chlorination/Dechlorination

Cost of Project $193,000,000 Annual Payment $35,000,000
Including Project Excluding Project

Projected Debt Outstandaing $1,848,593,753 $1,655,593,753
Levy $492,958,531 $457,958,531
Percent of Debt: 26.667 27.661
Equalized Assess Valuation: $170,097,381,685 $170,097,381,685
Tax Rate ( $ levied/$ 100 EAV) $01898 $0.2692

Taxes with including project Taxes excluding Project
$100,000 home (EAV $42,732.80) $123.84 $115.05 Difference -$8.79

SAIC Adjusted MWRD estimate for UV without Filtration
Cost of Project $380,000,000 Annual Payment $46,000,000

Including Project Excluding Project
Projected Debt Outstandaing $2,035,593,753 $1,655,593,753
Levy $503,958,531 $457,958,531
Percent of Debt: 24.757 27.661
Equalized Assess Valuation: $170,097,381,685 $170,097,381,685
Tax Rate ( $ levied/$ 100 EAV) $0.2963 $0.2692

Taxes with including project Taxes excluding Project
$100,000 home (EAV $42,732.80) $126.61 $115.05 Difference -$11.56



E
X

E
IIB

IT
C

o
S

r
U

.S
.

E
n
v
iro

n
m

en
tal

P
ro

te
c
tio

n
A

g
e
n
c
y

—
O

ffice
o

f
W

a
te

r

O
ffice

o
f

S
cience

&
T

echnology
.
.
.

applying
science

&
technology

to
protect

w
ater

quality

E
P

A
R

esearch
to

S
u

p
p

o
rt

D
evelopm

ent
of

N
ew

o
r

R
evised

R
ecreatio

n
al

W
a
te

r
Q

u
ality

C
riteria

B
ack

g
ro

u
n
d

E
PA

is
conducting

critical
science

aid
research

in
order

to
publish

new
or

revised
recreational

w
ater

quality
criteria

by
O

ctober
2012

in
accordance

w
ith

a
C

onsent
D

ecree
and

S
ettlem

ent
A

greem
ent

betw
een

E
P

A
,

N
R

D
C

,
N

A
C

W
A

and
L

A
C

ounty.
T

hese
criteria

w
ill

replace
the

current
criteria

recom
m

endations
issued

in
1986

and
w

ill
be

used
by

states,
tribes

and
territories

in
their

adoption
o
f new

w
ater

quality
standards

(W
Q

S
)

to
protect

people
from

illness
associated

w
ith

fecal
contam

ination
in

w
ater.

T
he

critical
science

and
research

projects
are

scheduled
to

be
com

pleted
by

D
ecem

ber
2010.

O
R

D
and

O
W

are
currently

conducting
research

and
criteria

support
activities

to
inform

criteria
developm

ent.
D

ata
collection

for
tw

o
epide:inioiogic

studies
w

as
com

pleted
in

2009:
(1.)

an
epidem

iologic
study

in
m

arine
w

aters
im

pacted
by

urban
runoffin

a
tem

perate
region,

and
(2)

an
epidem

iologic
study

in
a

tropical
region.

M
any

additional
projects

are
underw

ay,
including

research
to

support
m

ethods
im

provem
ents

and
to

validate
m

odels.
T

he
follow

ing
is

a
list

ofkey
accom

plishm
ents

and
ongoing

research
for

2010.
O

nly
the

m
ajor

research
activities

are
listed

below
.

2008
&

2009
K

ey
A

ccom
plishm

ents

•
R

esearch
to

advance
the

developm
ent

and
evaluation

of
m

olecular
assays.

•
T

esting
of

V
irtual

B
each

m
odel

builder
for

the
developm

ent
olm

odeis
forbeach

notification,
advisories

and
closures.

•
T

echnical
and

financial
support

to
a

m
arine

epidem
iology

study
at

a
beach

im
pacted

by
untreated

sew
age

in
A

valon.
C

alifornia.
•

C
onduct

of
a

single
laboratory

validation
study

for
E

nterococcus
qP

C
R

and
B

acteroidales
qPC

R
.



•
E

xpert
input

obtained
during

the
E

xperts
S

cientific
W

orkshop
on

Inland
W

aters
on

research
and

analyses
that

can
he

initiated
and

com
pleted

by
D

ecem
ber

2010
to

support
the

applicability
of

E
P

A
s

new
recreational

criteria
to

inland
flow

ing
w

aters.

O
ngoing

&
P

rojected
M

ajo
r

R
esearch

A
ctivities

•
W

ater
quality

data
and

survey
response

data
analyses

is
being

perform
ed

fo:r
epidem

iologic
studies

for
m

arine
tropical

w
aters

at
B

oquerón
B

each
in

P
uerto

R
ico

and
for

urban
runoflim

pacted
m

arine
w

aters
at

S
uriside

B
each

in
South

C
arolina.

•
D

ata
collection

and
conduct

of
Q

uantitative
M

icrobial
R

isk
A

ssessm
ent

(Q
M

R
A

)
to

estim
ate

illness
for

beaches
im

pacted
by

agricultural
anim

al
sources

o
f

fecal
contam

ination.
o

Q
M

R
A

data
collect ion

w
illproceed

for
m

ult:iple
locations

representing
sources

from
various

agricultural
anim

al
types.

•
A

rchived
m

icrobiological
sam

ples
from

previous
epidem

iologic
studies

w
ill

be
reanalyzed

for
m

olecular
targets

using
updated

procedures
and

for
new

indicators
and

m
ethods

(these
studies

can
reaffirm

previous
findings,

and
possibly

identify
new

indicators
to

be
used

in
criteria

developm
ent).

•
M

icrobial
source

tracking
m

arkers
w

ill
be

evaluated
during

the
re-analysis

of
archived

sam
ples.

•
M

odeling
research

w
ill

continue
to

assistbeach
m

anagem
ent

decision-m
aking.

•
M

ulti
laboratory

validation
o
fm

ethod(s)
w

ill
proceed.

•
P

rojects
identified

at
the

E
xperts

S
cientific

W
orkshop

on
Inland

W
aters

are
now

underw
ay

to
gain

a
better

understanding
o
fthe

health
risks

from
recreating

in
inland

w
aters

as
com

pared
to

m
arine

coastal
or

G
reat

L
akes

w
aters.

O
th

er
A

ctivities

•
H

eld
R

esearch
F

orum
w

as
to

allow
continuing

dialogue
betw

een
E

PA
and

the
national

and
international,research

com
m

unity
conducting

research
that

m
ay

inform
criteria

developm
ent

(A
pril

2009
—

concurrentw
ith

B
each

C
onference).

•
H

eld
w

ebinar
event

o
f

select
presentations

from
the

O
ctober

2009
stakehoider

m
eeting

w
as

held
(M

arch
201.0).

•
N

ext
stakeholders

m
eeting

on
the

progress
EPA

.has
m

ade
in

com
pleting

studies
and

the
recreation

criteria
developm

ent
process

is
planned

for
S

eptem
ber

2010.
•

E
PA

expects
to

release
the

proposed
criteria

for
public

com
m

ent
early

in
2012,

at
w

hich
tim

e
there

w
ill

he
a

60
day

public
com

m
ent

period.

F
or

M
ore

in
fo

rm
atio

n

L
isa

C
hrist

at
202-566-8354

or
ch

rist.lisaep
a.g

o
v



S
T

A
T

E
O

F
IL

L
IN

O
iS

)
C

LER
K

’S
O

F
F

’
SS

C
O

U
N

T
Y

O
F

SA
N

G
A

M
O

N
)

JAN
052011

)
STA

TE
°lL

JJN
O

gS
P

o
U

u
n

o
n
tro

8
o

a
j

P
R

O
O

F
O

F
S

E
R

V
IC

E

1,the
undersigned.

on
oath

state
that

I
have

served
the

attached
P

O
S

T
H

E
A

R
IN

G

C
O

M
M

E
N

T
S

O
F

T
H

E
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
upon

the

person
to

w
hom

it
is

directed
by

placing
it

an
envelope

addressed
to:

John
T

herriauit,
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
L

100
W

est
R

andolph
Street,

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

and
m

ailing
it

F
irst

C
lass

M
ail

from
S

pringfield,
illinois

on
January

3.
2011,

w
ith

sufficient

postage
affixed.

S
U

B
S

C
R

IB
E

D
A

N
D

SW
O

R
N

T
O

B
E

F
O

R
E

M
E

T
his

.3
day
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1
1
I
S

t
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M

Y
cO

M
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N
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IN

G
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U

B
M
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T

E
D

O
N

R
E

C
Y

C
E

L
D

P
A

P
E

R



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

606(>6

S
usan

M
.

F
ranzetti

N
ijm

an
F

ranzetti
L

L
P

10
South

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
11ii

n
o

is
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

606()1

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

S
treet,

S
uite

1800
C

hicago,
IL

60602

Jeffrey
C

.
F

ort
A

rid
J.

T
esher

S
onnenschein

N
ath

&
R

osenthal
L

L
P

7800
Sears

T
ow

er
233

5.
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
redrick

N
.

F
eldm

an
R

onald
M

.
H

ill
M

argaret
T

.
C

onw
ay

M
etropolitan

W
ater

R
eelam

ation
D

istrict
o
f

G
reater

C
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