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Division of Water Pollution Control

1021 North Grand Avenue East
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NATIONAL POLLUTANT DISCHARGE ELIMINATION SYSTEM

General NPDES Permit
for

Concentrated Animal Feeding Operations

Expiration Date: September 30, 2014 Issue Date: October 20, 2009
Effective Date: October 20, 2009

Coverage under this permit
The permit covers all areas

of the State of Illinois discharging
to General Use or Secondary Contact Waters.

Eligibility
This permit may cover existing and proposed

Concentrated Animal Feeding Operations which currently have
an existing NPDES Permit or are required to have an NPDES Permit.

Receiving Waters: General Use or Secondary Contact Waters of the State of Illinois

Discharge Number(s) and Name(s): 001 Livestock Waste Discharge

In compliance with the provisions of the Illinois Environmental Protection Act, 35 Ill. Adm. Code Subtitle C and/or Subtitle B, Regulations
of the Illinois Pollution Control Board, and the Federal Clean Water Act as amended, the permittee is hereby authorized to discharge to
the above-named receiving waters as a result of precipitation events and in accordance with the conditions and attachments herein.

A facility owner or operator must submit the proper application forms to the Illinois Environmental Protection Agency to receive an
authorization to discharge under this general permit. Authorization, if granted will be by letter and include a copy of this permit.

Alan Keller, P. E.
Manager, Permit Section
Division of Water Pollution Control
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Special Conditions

SPECIAL CONDITIONI: Permit Authorizations and Permit Reguirements

Livestock Management Facilities and Livestock Waste Handling Facilities that are Concentrated Animal Feeding Operations (CAFOs)
that discharge or propose to discharge shall seek coverage under this general permit, an alternate general permit or individual NPDES
permit. A Livestock Management Facility and Livestock Waste Handling Facility proposes to discharge if it is designed, constructed,
operated or maintained such that a discharge will occur. Animal Feeding Operations that become CAFOs due to operational changes
or increases in the number of animals and propose to discharge must apply within 90 days of the change that made the facility a
CAFO. Newly constructed CAFOs that propose to discharge must apply 180 days prior to commencing operations.

Livestock Management Facilities and Livestock Waste Handling Facilities which are required to obtain a NPDES permit are considered
CAFOs for purposes of this permit.

The Agency may require any person authorized by this permit to apply for and obtain either an individual NPDES permit or an
alternative NPDES general permit. Any interested person may petition the Agency to take action under this paragraph. The Agency
may require any owner or operator authorized under this permit to apply for an individual NPDES permit only if the owner or operator
has been notified in writing that a permit application is required. This notice shall include a brief statement of the reasons for this
decision, an application form, a statement setting a deadline for the owner or operator to file the application, and a statement that on
the effective date of the individual NPDES permit or the alternative general permit as it applies to the individual permittee, coverage
under this general permit shall automatically terminate. The Agency may grant additional time to submit the application upon request
of the applicant. If an owner or operator fails to submit in a timely manner an individual NPDES permit application required by the
Agency under this paragraph, then the applicability of this permit to the individual NPDES permittee is automatically terminated at the
end of the day specified for application submittal.

Any owner or operator authorized by this permit may request to be excluded from the coverage under this permit by applying for an
individual permit. The owner or operator shall submit an individual application with reasons supporting the request, in accordance with
the requirements of 40 CFR 122.28, to the Agency. The request shall be granted by issuing of any individual permit or an alternative
general permit if the reasons cited by the owner or operator are adequate to support the request.

When an individual NPDES permit is issued to an owner or operator otherwise subject to this permit, or the owner or operator is
approved for coverage under an alternative NPDES general permit, the applicability of this permit to the individual NPDES permittee is
automatically terminated on the issue date of the individual permit or the date of approval for coverage under the alternative general
permit, whichever the case may be. When an individual NPDES permit is denied to an owner or operator otherwise subject to this
permit, or the owner or operator is denied for coverage under an alternative NPDES general permit, the applicability of this permit to
the individual NPDES permittee is automatically terminated on the date of such denial, unless otherwise specified by the Agency.

Limitations on Coverage

The following discharges are not covered by this permit:

Discharges that the Agency determines are not appropriately covered by this general permit due to discharge to impaired waters, land
application of livestock waste not in accordance with Special Condition 4 or do not meet the conditions of this permit. This includes
discharges which the Agency or the applicant determines cannot meet the provisions of Special Condition 3 (I).

Discharges to any receiving water specified under 35 III. Adm. Code 302.105 (d) (6).

Initial Authorizations under the General Permit

Owners and operators who do not have a permit but are r&juired to have a permit under 35 III. Adm. Code Part 502, Subpart A or 40
CFR 122.23, shall complete and submit Forms I and 2B; a topographic map indicating the locations of the livestock waste
management facilities, livestock waste handling facilities and livestock waste land application areas; the Nutrient Management Plan
required by Special Condition 4; the Stormwater Management Plan required by Special Condition 6 and the Spill Control and
Prevention Plan required by Special Condition 5. An electronic copy of Forms I and 28, the topographic map, Nutrient Management
Plan required by Special Condition 4, the Stormwater Management Plan required by Special Condition 6, and the Spill Control and
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Prevention Plan required by Special Condition 5 shall be submitted to the Agency. Upon review of Forms 1 and 2B and other
supporting documents, the Agency may 1) deny coverage under this permit, 2) require additional information, 3) require submittal of
an application for an individual NPDES permit or alternative general permit, or 4) provide public notice of proposed coverage under
this permit. Authorization, if granted, will be by letter and include a copy of the permit. All approved plans shall be incorporated as a
condition of the final permit.

Please submit your electronic submission of the copy of the permit application and supporting documents to
epa.ilacafonok.illinois.qov.

Existing Permitted Discharges and Renewal under this General Permit or Renewal of the General Permit

Owners or operators who possess permits for livestock management facilities or livestock waste handling facilities must submit a
completed Notice of Intent (NOI) in accordance with the requirements of this permit to be authorized under this general permit.

Contents of Notice of Intent The Notice of Intent shall be submitted to IEPA and include at a minimum the following information:

a. Name, mailing address, and location of the facility for which the notification is submitted;

b. The operators name, address, telephone number, ownership status and status as Federal, State, private, public or other entity;

c. An electronic copy of the Notice of Intent, the topographic map, Nutrient Management Plan required by Special Condition 4,
the Stormwater Management Plan required by Special Condition 6, and the Spill Control and Prevention Plan required by
Special Condition 5.

Please submit your electronic submission of the copy of the NOI and supporting documents to epa.ilacafonoiillinois.gov.

Notification

The permittee is required to notify the Director of the intent to be covered by any reissued general permit for Concentrated Animal
Feeding Operations. See Special Condition 15.

SPECIAL CONDITION 2: If any statement or representation in the application is found to be incorrect, this permit may be revoked and
the permittee thereupon loses all rights thereunder.

SPECIAL CONDITION 3: Discharge Limitations

a. During the period beginning with the date of the authorization letter and lasting through the expiration date, the permittee is
prohibited from discharging livestock wastes (including feedlot runoff) to waters of the State except overflow from livestock
waste handling facilities that is caused by 25-year, 24-hour precipitation events, except as prohibited in 3(j) below, The
overflow is only allowed under this permit when Special Conditions 3(c), 3(h), 7(b), 7(c), 7(e), 7(i through k) and 7(l) are met
for the overflowing structure. (40 CFR 122.23 (b) (7), 40 CFR 122.23 (b) (8), 412.2 (d), 412.2 (h), 412.31(a)(1)(ii),
41 2.43(a)(1))

b. During the period beginning with the date of the authorization letter and lasting through the expiration date, the permittee is
authorized to discharge storm water associated with a CAFO subject to 40 CFR 412 from areas outside the livestock
management facility or livestock waste-handling facility provided that the storm water discharges do not cause a water quality
violation and are in compliance with a plan developed pursuant to Special Condition 6 of this permit.

c. Livestock waste handling facilities, that are exposed to precipitation or collect feedlot runoff or other runoff, shall be designed,
constructed, operated and maintained to contain the precipitationand runoff from a 25-year, 24-hour precipitation event, except
when the livestock waste handling facility must comply with 3(j) below.(40 CFR 122.23(b) (7), 40 CFR 122.23 (b) (8), 412.2
(d), 412.2 (h))

d. Livestock waste application areas, such as pasture or other agricultural land, shall be utilized in such a manner that livestock
waste shall be assimilated into the land and crops thereby excluding discharge of livestock wastes to waters of the State.
Agricultural stormwater discharges are allowed from the livestock waste land application areas provided they do not cause a
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water quality violation pursuant to the Illinois Environmental Protection Act, Subtitle C: Water Pollution or Subtitle E: Agriculture
Related Pollution.

e. Any discharge pursuant to 3(a) above from a livestock waste handling facility shall not cause a water quality violation pursuant
to the Illinois Environmental Protection Act, 35 III. Adm. Code Subtitle C: Water Pollution and/or Subtitle E: Agriculture Related
Pollution.

f. The permittee shall not dispose of chemical wastes or other non-livestock waste into the livestock management facilities,
livestock waste handling facilities, egg washing facilities, egg processing facilities, areas where products, by-products or raw
materals are set aside for disposal, or raw material storage areas . (40 CFR 122.23 (b) (7), 122.23 (b) (8), 122.42 (e) (v),
412.2 (d), 412.2 (h))

g. Livestock within a livestock management facility shall not come into contact with waters of the State.

h. Discharge to waters of the State of pollutants from dead livestock or dead animal disposal facilities are not authorized by this
permit and are prohibited. Dead livestock and water contaminated by dead livestock shall not be disposed in the liquid livestock
waste handling facilities, egg wash wastewater facilities, egg processing wastewater facilities, or areas used to hold products,
by-products or raw materials that are set aside for disposal, or contaminated stormwater facilities, other than facilities used
solely for disposal of dead livestock. (40 CFR 122.42 (e) (1) (ii), 40 CFR 412.37 (a) (4); 412.31 (a) (1) (ii), 412.32 (a), 412.33
(a), 412.35 (a), 412.43 (a) (1), 412.44 (a), 412.45 (a), 412.46 (a) (2), 412.47 (a))

Temporary manure stacks shall be constructed or established and maintained in a manner to prevent runoff and leachate from
entering surface or groundwater and prevent discharges in accordance with Special Condition 3 (a), (c), (e) and (j). Any
livestock waste stored for six months shall be contained in a permanent structure. For purposes of this condition, a temporary
storage area is less than six months. Temporary manure stacks shall not be allowed in 10-year floodplains, unless adequate
protection is provided to protect against such flood.

Temporary manure stacks shall be located greater than 100 feet from water wells. Temporary manure stacks shall not be
located within 200 feet of potable water supply wells except in accordance with the following condition. Temporary manure
stacks may be located greater than 75 feet from a private water supply well, when the owner of the well and residence
supplied by the well are the same as the permittee, the owner lives in the residence, the residence is a single family dwelling,
and the well only supplies the residence. The permittee shall notify the Agency prior to location of a temporary manure stack
within 200 feet of the permittee’s private water supply well meeting the previously stated condition.

Temporary manure stacks shall not be located within 400 feet of community water supply wells that derive water from an
unconfined shallow fractured or highly permeable bedrock formation or from an unconsolidated and unconfined sand and
gravel formation. (40 CFR 122.23 (b) (7), 40 CFR 122.23 (b) (8), 412.2 (d), 412.2 (Ii))

j. Livestock wastes shall not be discharged from: livestock management facilities and livestock waste handling facilities, for
swine, poultry or veal livestock management facilities that commence construction after April 14, 2003 and have the capacity
for either: 2,500 swine each weighing 55 lbs. or more, 10,000 swine each weighing less than 55 lbs., 30,000 laying hens or
broilers if the facility uses a liquid manure handling system, 82,000 laying hens if the facility uses other than a liquid manure
handling system, 125,000 chickens other than laying hens if the facility uses other than a liquid manure handling system,
55,000 turkeys, or 1,000 veal calves. Livestock waste handling facilities shall be designed, constructed, operated and
maintained to contain all precipitation events and prevent all discharges. Special Condtions 3(h), 7(b), 7(d), 7(e), and 7(1
through I) shall be met for the livestock waste handling facility. (40 CFR 412.46 (a) , 412.46 (a) (1), 412.46 (a) (1) (i-vi), 412.46
(a) (1) (viii), 412.2 (d), 412.2 (h), 412.40)

k. Raw materials, by-products and products of the livestock management facility shall not be discharged to waters of the State,
except when the discharge is a livestock waste overflow allowed in item 3 (a) above, or is a stormwater discharge resulting
from runoff outside the livestock management facility and livestock waste handling facility, and occurs in accordance with the
conditions of this permit. Any such discharge shall not cause a water quality violation. (40 CFR 122.23 (b) (5). 122.42 (e) (1)
(iii), 40 CFR 122.42 (e) (1) (v))

If a total maximum daily load (TMDL) allocation or watershed management plan is approved for any water body into which you
discharge, you must review your Nutrient Management Plan, Stormwater Management Plan when required by special condition
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6, stormwater discharges and proposed CAFO discharges to determine whether the TMDL or watershed management plan
includes requirements for control of field application of livestock waste, stormwater management, stormwater discharges and
CAFO discharges. If you are not meeting the TMDL allocations, you must modify your Nutrient Management Plan, Stormwater
Management Plan, stormwater discharges or CAFO discharges to implement the TMDL or watershed management plan within
eighteen months of notification by the Agency. Where a TMDL or watershed management plan is approved, you must:

Determine whether the approved TMDL is for a pollutant likely to be found in discharges from your CAFO.

ii. Determine whether the TMDL includes a pollutant waste load allocation (‘NLA) or other performance requirements
specifically for the discharges from your CAFO.

iii. Determine whether the TMDL addresses a flow regime likely to occur during periods of CAFO discharge.

iv. After the determinations above have been made and if it is found that your CAFO must implement specific WLA
provisions of the TMDL, assess whether the WLAs are being met through existing CAFO discharge, stormwater
management or nutrient management plan control measures or if additional control measures are necessary.

v. Document all control measures currently being implemented or planned to be implemented to comply with the TMDL
waste load allocation(s). Also include a schedule of implementation for all planned controls. Document the
calculations or other evidence that shows the WLA will be met.

vi. Describe and implement a monitoring program to determine whether the Nutrient Management Plan, CAFO
discharge and storm water controls are adequate to meet the WLA.

vii. If the evaluations show that additional or modified controls are necessary, describe the type of controls/revisions and
schedule for implementation.

SPECIAL CONDITION 4: Nutrient Management Plan

a. The quantity of livestock wastes applied on soils shall not exceed a practical limit as determined by soil type (particularly soil
permeability), the condition of the soil (e.g., frozen, saturated, ice or snow covered, or unfrozen), the slope of the land, cover
mulch, proximity to surface waters, rate of soil erosion, potential to contaminate groundwater and other relevant considerations,
so as to prevent discharge of livestock waste to waters of the State.

b. The pem,ittee shall practice odor control methods during livestock waste removal and field application so as not to affect a
neighboring residence or populated area by causing air pollution as described in 35 Ill. Adm. Code 501.102(d). Odor control
methods include but are not limited to: soil injection or incorporation of livestock waste, consideration of wind direction and
velocity, humidity, day of week; and distance to neighboring residences and populated areas.

c. Livestock wastes shall be applied to land within the following guidelines:

Livestock wastes shall not be discharged to waters of the State.

ii. Livestock waste application shall not be permitted upon land that has been saturated by rainfall within the 24 hour
period preceding the time of application.

iii. Livestock waste application shall not be permitted on land with ponded water.

iv. Livestock waste application shall not be permitted on land during precipitation when the land is saturated or when
precipitation will produce runoff of livestock waste.

v. Livestock wastes shall not be applied to land where the Bray P1 or Mechlich soil test for elemental phosphorus is
greater than 300 pounds per acre for the top 7 inches of the soil profile. Livestock wastes may only be applied to land
at rates not to exceed the agronomic phosphorus demand for the crops grown in multiple years at the land application
site. If livestock wastes are land applied at rates in excess of the agronomic phosphorus demand for the next crop
grown, as a multi-year phosphorus application of livestock waste, additional phosphorus shall not be subsequently
land applied to that land until either, the applied phosphorus amount has been removed from that land via harvest or
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crop removal, or phosphorus is needed to meet the agronomic phosphorus demand for the next crop grown. Site
specific practices to minimize runoff of phosphorus applied to land in a multi—year phosphorus application must be
included as part of the Nutrient Management Plan required in Special Condition 4. Assessment procedures used to
determine the site specific practices shall be specified in the Nutrient Management Plan. (40 CFR 122.42 (e) (1),
122.42 (e) (1) (viii), 122.42 (e) (4)(viii),122.42 (e) (5), 122.42(e) (5) (I) (A), 122.42 (e) (5) (1) (D) (1), 122.42(e) (5) (ii)
(A), 122.42 (e) (5) (ii) (C), 122.42 (e) (5) (ii) (0) (1), (ii), 412.4 (b) (3), 412. 4 (c) (1), 412.4 (c) (2), 412.4 (c) (2) (I),
412.4 (c) (2) (ii))

vi. Livestock waste shall not be applied within 100 feet of downgradient open subsurface drainage intakes, agricultural
drainage wells, sinkholes, waterways or other conduits to surface waters, unless a 35 foot vegetative buffer exists
between the land application area and the waterways, open subsurface drainage intakes, agricultural drainage wells,
sinkholes or other conduits to surface water. Livestock waste shall not be applied within 200 feet of surface waters.
NOTE: The NRCS standards 590 and 633 or the waste management plan provisions of 8 Ill. Adm. Code 255, Subpart
H: Waste Management Plan may have more restrictive prbvisions. (40 CFR 412.4 (c) (5), 412.4(c) (5) (i), 412.31 (b)
(1) , 412.32 (b), 412.33 (b), 412.35 (b), 412.43 (b) (1), 412.44 (b), 412.45 (b), 412.46 (b) , 412. 47 (a))

vii. Livestock waste shall not be applied to frozen, snow covered or ice covered land if the application of the livestock
waste will produce runoff to waters of the State.

viii. Livestock waste shall not be applied within 200 feet of potable water supply wells.

ix. Livestock waste shall not be applied in a 10-year floodplain unless injected or incorporated into the soil.

d. Under all circumstances, the permittee must provide adequate erosion and runoff control to prevent the discharge of livestock
waste to waters of the State.

e. in addition to the provisions specified above, the permittee shall comply with the Nutrient Management Plan to prevent the
discharge of livestock waste to waters of the state, ensure agricultural utilization of the nutrients and minimize transport of
nitrogen and phosphorus to waters of the state. The permittee shall implement a Nutrient Management Plan to minimize the
entry of stormwater, uncontaminated with livestock waste, into the livestock management facility and livestock waste handling
facility. The Nutrient Management Plan is incorporated as a condition of this permit. The Nutrient Management Plan shall be
kept on file at the facility for the term of this permit and for five years after expiration of this permit. The Nutrient Management
Plan shall include, but is not limited to: (40 CFR 122.42 (e) (2) (I), 122.42 (e) (1) (iii), 122.42 (e) (1) (viii), 412.4 (c) (2))

site specific conservation practices that address item 4 (d) above, (40 CFR 122.42 (e) (1) (vi), 122.42 (e) (1) (viii))

ii. practices that provide adequate storage to avoid application of livestock waste to frozen, ice covered or snow covered
land or in the case of application of livestock waste to frozen, ice covered or snow covered land the timing of livestock
waste application, application rate of livestock waste, form of livestock waste (i.e., liquid or dry), method of application,
and site specific conservation practices to be implemented, (40 CFR 122.42 (e) (1) (vi), 122.42 (e) (1) (viii))

iii. practices to inspect, monitor, manage and repair subsurface drainage systems at livestock waste application sites.
Inspection of subsurface drainage systems shall include visual inspection prior to and after land application at a land
application site to determine failures of subsurface drainage systems that may cause discharges, (40 CFR 122.42 (e)
(1) (vi), 122.42 (e) (1) (viii))

iv. either 1) the waste management plan of 8 III. Adm. Code, Subpart H: Waste Management Plan of the Livestock
Management Facilities Act or 2) a plan that meets the Illinois NRCS standards: 590 Nutrient Management and 633
Waste Utilization shall be specified in the NOl or application for coverage under this permit, (40 CFR 122.42 (e)(2)
(i), 122.42 (e) (1) (viii))

v. the design and construction plans, and operational and maintenance practice plans that provide for adequate storage
capacity for livestock waste for periods when livestock waste cannot be land applied due to weather, cropping, land
application site conditions or other conditions so as to maintain compliance with this permit, (40 CFR 122.42 (e) (1)
(1), 122.42 (e) (1) (viii))

vi. test methods and sampling protocols for analysis of soil and livestock waste. (40 CFR 122.42(e) (1) (vii))
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vii. practices for mortality management (40 CFR 122.42 (e) (1) (ii))

viii. practices for proper handling, storage and disposal of chemical wastes and other non-livestock wastes (40 CFR
122.42 (e) (1) (v))

ix. practices to prevent direct contact of livestock in the livestock management facility with waters of the State (40 CFR
122.42 (e) (1) (iv))

x. practices to minimize entry of stormwater uncontaminated with livestock waste into the livestock management facility
and livestock waste handling facilities. (40 CFR 122.42 (e) (1) (iii)

xi. records to be kept under this permit to document implementation and management of the Nutrient Management Plan
including records specified by this permit. (40 CFR 122.42 (e) (1) (ix)

f. The permittee shall provide off-site recipients of livestock waste a copy of the laboratory analysis sheet of the most recent
nutrient analysis, representative of the livestock waste, that is conducted in accordance with Special Condition 7 (h) below and
the Nutrient Management Plan identified pursuant to Special Condition 4 above. The permittee shall keep records of the name,
address, off-site location on a topographic map, and acreage of each site used by the off-site recipients of livestock waste. ((40
CFR 122.42 (e) (3))

SPECIAL CONDITION 5: Spill Control and Prevention Plan and Releases

a. The permittee shall implement a Spill Control and Prevention Plan, which includes, but is not limited to: containment methods,
cleanup procedures, and disposal of any livestock wastes spilled outside of, livestock management facilities, livestock waste
handling facilities, egg washing facilities, egg processing facilities, areas where products, by-products or raw materals are set
aside for disposal, and raw material storage areas. (40 CFR 122.23 (b) (7), 40 CFR 122.23 (b) (8), 412.2 (d), 412.2 (h))

b. When a release of livestock wastes to the environment occurs, the permittee shall provide notification as follows:

By email at epa.cafononcompillinois,gov and telephone immediately upon discovery of the release, 800/782-7860 or
if calling from outside Illinois 217/782-7860 - Illinois Emergency Management Agency (24 hours per day), for release
to waters of the State including to sinkholes, drain inlets, broken subsurface drains and other conduits to groundwater
or surface waters, except when immediate notification would impede the permittee’s response to correct the cause of
the release or contain the release, in which case notification to the Illinois Emergency Management Agency must be
made as soon as possible, but no later than 24 hours after discovery of the release.

ii. By email at epa.cafononcompillinois.qov and telephone or fax within 24 hours after discovery of the release, the
Illinois Emergency Management Agency following a release of livestock wastes to the environment that does not
result in a release to waters of the State.

iii. The reports required by items 5(b)(i) and (ii) above shall include the following information:

A. Cause of the release;

B. Name and telephone number of the person reporting the release;

C. Specific location of the release including, but not limited to, the county the release is located in, the distance and
direction of the release from the nearest town, village or municipality;

D. An estimate of the quantity in gallons that was released, and an estimate of the flow rate if the release is ongoing;

E. Description of the area which received the release (i.e., field, ditch, stream or other description);

F. Time and duration of release;

G. The names and telephone numbers of persons who may be contacted for further information;
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H. Apparent impacts to health or the environment resulting from the release including, but not limited to, threats to
surface water supplies, water supply wells, recreational areas and water quality.

I. Actions taken to respond to, contain and mitigate the release;

J. Corrective action taken to prevent recurrence of a release; and

K. Name of facility and address.

iv. In writing, within five (5) days of occurrence, confirming and updating the information required by 5(b)(iii).
The completed report shall be mailed to:

Illinois Environmental Protection Agency
Bureau of Water
Compliance Assurance Section
1021 North Grand Avenue East
P.O. Box 19276
Springfield, Illinois 62794-9276

v. Reporting specified by items 5(b)(ii), (iii) and (iv) above is not required in the case of a release of less than 25 gallons
that is not released to the waters of the State or from a controlled and recovered release during field application. For
purposes of reporting required by this Special Condition, waters of the State, do not include small temporary
accumulations of surface water from precipitation or irrigation systems.

SPECIAL CONDITION 6: Storm Water Management Plan

Livestock Management Facilities with a capacity equal to or more than a Large Concentrated Animal Feeding Operation with the
following numbers of animals: 700 mature dairy cows whether milked or dry; 1000 cattle other than mature dairy cows or veal calves:
10000 sheep; 500 horses; 2500 swine each weighing 55 lbs. or more; 10,000 swine each weighing less than 55 lbs.; 30,000 laying
hens or broilers if the facility uses a liquid manure handling system; 82,000 laying hens if the facility uses other than a liquid manure
handling system; 125000 chickens other than laying hens if the facility uses other than a liquid manure handling system; 55,000
turkeys or 1,000 veal calves, shall implement a Stormwater Management Plan for minimizing the discharge of pollutants in storm water
runoff from immediate access roads used or traveled by carriers of raw material, waste material, by-products, or products used or
created by the facility; sites used for the handling of material other than livestock waste; refuse sites; sites used for the storage or
maintenance of material handling equipment; and shipping and receiving areas. In addition to the spill control and prevention,
containment, and clean-up procedures required under Special Condition 5, the plan will include good housekeeping and preventive
maintenance activities and monthly visual inspections. The plans shall be kept on-site for the duration of the permit. The plan is
incorporated as a condition of this permit.( 40 CFR 412.10, 412.30, 412.40)

SPECIAL CONDITION 7: Monitoring, Recordkeeping and Reporting Requirements

The permittee is required to submit annual reports in accordance with item (a) below and to keep records on-site for the remaining
items of this special condition.

a. The permittee shall submit annual reports by March lS of each year providing the following information for the previous
calendar year; (40 CFR 122.42(e) (4))

Maximum number and type of animals, whether in open confinement or housed under roof by the following types: beef
cattle, broilers, layers, swine weighing 55 pounds or more, swine weighing less than 55 pounds, mature dairy cows,
dairy heifers, veal calves, sheep and lambs, horses, turkeys, other, (40 CFR 122.42(e) (4) (I))

ii. Quantity of livestock waste generated by the facility in the previous calendar year (tons/gallons), (40 CFR 122.42(e)
(4) (ii))

iii. Quantity of livestock waste (tons/gallons) transferred to another person by the facility, location on a topographic map
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and acreage for each site that receives the transferred livestock waste in the previous calendar year. (40 CFR 122.(e)
(4) (iii))

iv. Total number of acres for land application of livestock waste covered by the Nutrient Management Plan required in
Special Condition 4 (e), (40 CFR 122.42(e) (4) (iv))

v. Total number of acres under control of the livestock management facility that were used for land application of
livestock waste in the previous calendar year, (40 CFR 122.42(e) (4) (v))

vi. Summary of all livestock waste discharges from the livestock management facility, livestock waste handling facilities,
egg wash facility, egg processing facility, raw material storage areas, and areas where products, by-products or raw
materials are set-aside for disposal, that have occurred in the previous calendar year, including date, time and
approximate volume, (40 CFR 122.42(e) (4) (vi))

vii. A statement indicating whether the current version of the livestock management facility’s Nutrient Management Plan
was developed or approved by a certified nutrient management planner and by whom the certification was issued. (40
CFR 122.42(e) (4) (vii))

viii. For each field that received livestock waste in the previous calendar year (40 CFR 122.42 (e) (4) (viii)):

A. the actual crop(s) planted and actual yields for each field. Crop yields for crops harvested in the current calendar
year shall be included in next year’s annual report.

B. the actual nitrogen and phosphorus content of the livestock waste determined in accordance with this permit,

C. the results of application rate calculations in gallons per acre or dry tons per acre of livestock waste,

D. calculations of application rate of plant available nitrogen ri pounds per acre and elemental phosphorus in
pounds per acre conducted in accordance with the Nutrient Management Plan approved under this permit using
manure analysis conducted in the previous calendar year,

E. the results of all soil tests conducted during the calendar year for phosphorus and nitrogen for each field used for
livestock waste application,

F. the amounts of supplemental fertilizer nitrogen and phosphorus in pounds per acre of elemental nitrogen and
elemental phosphorus applied to each field used for livestock waste application in each of the previous two
calendar years,

G. the amount of livestock waste land applied in dry tons or gallons to each field in each of the previous two calendar
years,

H. topographic map showing the location of the field where livestock waste was land applied,

I. crop yields from fields with crops harvested in the previous calendar year that had livestock waste nitrogen
applied for that crop.

J. permittee shall submit a revised Nutrient Management Plan that requires modification pursuant to Special
Condition 16 or otherwise. If no modifications were made in the previous year you must identify such in the report.
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The facility shall submit an electronic copy of the annual report to the Illinois Environmental Protection Agency. The report shall be
completed and signed by the authorized facility employee(s) responsible for operation of the facility under this permit. The annual
report is considered a public document that shall be available to the public at any reasonable time upon request

The first report shall contain information gathered after the effective date of coverage under this permit and shall be submitted no later
than March 15th of the following year after the coverage date. Each subsequent annual report shall contain the previous year’s
information and shall be submitted no later than the following March 1 51h date.

The perrnittee shall retain the annual report on file at least 3 years. This period may be extended by request of the Illinois
Environmental Protection Agency at any time.

The reports shall be submitted to the following email and office addresses: epa.ilacafoannualrpt(illinois.gov

Illinois Environmental Protection Agency
Bureau of Water
Compliance Assurance Section
1021 North Grand Avenue East
P.O. Box 19276
Springfield, Illinois 62794-9276

and;

Illinois EPA, Bureau of Water, Field Operations Section Regional Office, for the region where the facility is located.

b. If the permittee elects to maintain a National Weather Service standard rain gauge or equivalent at the facility, the permnittee
shall monitor and record all precipitation events.

c. Livestock waste handling facilities that are required to contain the precipitation and/or runoff from the 25-year, 24-hour
precipitation event, shall be equipped with an easily visible freeboard marker (i.e., staff gauge or equivalent) that shows the
freeboard level necessary to contain the precipitation and/or runoff from the 25-year, 24-hour precipitation event. The permittee
shall monitor and record the liquid level in the livestock waste handling facilities on a weekly basis. Whenever the available
storage is less than that required to contain the precipitation and/or runoff from the 25-year, 24-hour precipitation event, the
permittee shall:

monitor and record the liquid level in the livestock waste handling facilities on a daily basis and,

ii. immediately dewater the facility so capacity to contain precipitation and runoff from the 25-year, 24-hour precipitation
event is restored provided, however, that dewatering is required only if the livestock waste can be field applied in
compliance with the conditions of the permit. If the facility cannot be dewatered because livestock waste cannot be
field applied in compliance with the conditions of the permit pursuant to Special Conditions 3 and 4, the permittee
shall immediately notify the appropriate Illinois EPA Regional Field Office.

d. Livestock waste handling facilities specified by Special Condition 3 U) that are required to contain the precipitation and/or runoff
from all precipitation events, shall be equipped with an easily visible freeboard marker (i.e., staff gauge or equivalent) that
shows the freeboard level necessary to contain the precipitation and/or runoff from the the design precipitation event used to
determine the design capacity of the livestock waste handling facilities. The design precipitation event shall be a 100-year,
24-hour precipitation event or greater. The permittee shall monitor and record the liquid level in the livestock waste handling
facilities on a weekly basis. Whenever the available storage is less than that required to contain the precipitation and/or runoff
from the design precipitation event (1 00-year, 24-hour precipitation event minimum), the permittee shall: (40 CFR 412.46 (a),
41 2.37 (a) (2))

monitor and record the liquid level in the livestock waste handling facilities on a daily basis and, (40 CFR 412.46 (a))

ii. immediately dewater the facility so capacity to contain precipitation and runoff from the design precipitation event
(100-year, 24-hour precipitation event minimum) is restored provided, however, that dewatering is required only if the
livestock waste can be field applied in compliance with the conditions of the permit. If the facility cannot be dewatered
because livestock waste cannot be field applied in compliance with the conditions of the permit pursuant to Special
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Conditions 3 and 4, the permittee shall immediately notify the appropriate Illinois EPA Regional Field Office. (40 CFR
412.46 (a))

e. The perrnittee shall inspect all livestock management facilities and livestock waste handling facilities weekly to verify structural
integrity and proper operation and identify any maintenance needed to prevent noncompliance with this permit. The pemiittee
shall inspect on a daily basis, subsurface drainage systems of the livestock waste land application area within 24 hours prior to
and within 24 hours after land application of livestock waste The permittee shall correct any deficiencies of the livestock
management facilities and livestock waste handling facilities as soon as possible to maintain compliance with this permit. The
permittee will prepare and retain records of each inspection and corrective action, and if a deficiency is not corrected within 30
days, the reasons for the delay of the corrective action. (40 CFR 412.37 (a) (1) (iii), 412.37 (a) (3)and (b) (3), 412.31 (a) (1)
(ii), 412.32 (a), 412.33 (a), 412.35 (a), 412.43 (a) (1), 412.44 (a) ,412.45 (a), 412.46 (a) (2), 412. 47 (a))

f. When a livestock waste handling facility (e.g., holding pond, lagoon, or storage pit) is dewatered, the quantity removed shall be
measured and recorded.

g. For each day during which livestock wastes are applied to land, the permittee will record the following information:

The amount applied to each field in either gallons, wet tons or dry tons per acre.

ii. Soil water conditions at the time of application (e.g., dry, saturated, flooded, frozen, snow covered).

iii. An estimate of the amount of precipitation 24 hours prior to, and for 24 hours after the application.

v. The type of application method used (e.g., surface, surface with incorporation, injection).

v. The location of the field where livestock waste was applied.

vi. The results of leak inspection of livestock waste application equipment. (48 CFR 412.37(c) (10), 412.47(c))

vii. The name and address of off-site recipients of livestock waste, the amount of waste transferred to each off-site
recipient in gallons or dry tons, and location on a topographic map and acreage of each off-site recipient site that
receives livestock waste. ((40 CFR 122.42 (e) (3))

h. The permittee shall conduct annual analyses of representative samples of the livestock waste to be land applied. The livestock
waste samples shall be analyzed for the following parameters: Total Kjeldahl Nitrogen (mg/kg, dry weight basis or mg/I , wet
weight basis), ammonia nitrogen (mg/kg, dry weight basis basis or mg/I wet weight basis), total phosphorus (mg/kg, dry weight
basis basis or mg/I, wet weight basis), and percent total solids. The laboratory analysis sheets reporting the analysis of the
livestock waste samples shall be kept on file at the facility for the term of this permit and. for 5 years after expiration of the
permit. (40 CFR 412.4 ( c ) (3), 412.37 (c) (5))

The permittee shall keep a record of the dead livestock management practices that include the number or weight of dead
livestock and disposal methods.(40 CFR 122.42 (e) (2) (I) (A), 122.42 (e) (1) (ii)), 40 CFR 412.37 (b) (4))

j. The permittee shall conduct weekly inspections of stormwater diversions, roof guttering, downspouts, channels, and other
facilities that separate livestock waste from uncontaminated stormwater. The permittee shall correct any deficiencies of the
subject facilities as soon as possible to maintain compliance with this permit and the plan developed in accordance with item
4(e) (x) above. The permittee will prepare and retain records of each inspection and corrective action, and if a deficiency is not
corrected within 30 days, the reasons for the delay of the corrective action. (40 CFR 412.37 (a) (1) (I), 412.37 (a) (3)and (b)
(3), 412.31 (a) (1) (ii), 412.32 (a), 412.33 (a), 412.35 (a), 412.43 (a) (1), 412.44 (a) , 412.45 (a), 412.46 (a) (2), 412. 47 (a))

k. The permittee shall conduct daily inspections and maintain or repair water supply lines in the livestock management facilities,
livestock waste handling facilities, raw materials storage area, egg wash facilities, egg processing facilities, areas where
products, by-products or raw materials are set aside for disposal, and dead livestock management facilities. The permittee shall
correct any deficiencies of the subject facilities as soon as possible to maintain compliance with this permit. The permittee will
prepare and retain records of each inspection and corrective action, and if a deficiency is not corrected within 30 days, the
reasons for the delay of the corrective action. (40 CFR 412. 37 (a) (1) (ii), 412.37 (a) (3)and (b) (3), 412.31 (a) (1) (ii), 412.32
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(a), 412.33 (a), 412.35 (a), 412.43 (a) (1), 412.44 (a), 412.45 (a), 412.46 (a) (2), 412. 47 (a))

I. Records documenting the current design of livestock waste handling facilities including volume for solids accumulation, design
treatment volume, total design volume and approximate number of days of storage capacity shall be maintained. (40 CFR
412.37 (b) (5))

m. Records documenting the test methods and sampling protocols for livestock waste and soil analyses shall be maintained. (40
CFR 412.37 (c) (4))

n. Records of the calculations for the amount of nitrogen and phosphorus to be applied to each field due to the application of
livestock waste and all other sources shall be maintained. (40 CFR 412.37 ( c) (7))

a. Records of the total amount of nitrogen and phosphorus applied to each field in pounds per acre each year from livestock
waste and all sources including calculations documenting the amounts shall be maintained. (40 CFR 412.37 ( c ) (8))

p. For each measurement taken pursuant to the requirements of this permit (Special Conditions 5, 6, and 7), the permittee shall
also record the following information:

The place, date, and time of measurements;

ii. The person who performed measurements; and

iii. The measurement methods used.

SPECIAL CONDITION 8: Record Retention

All records and information resulting from the monitoring activities required by this permit shall be retained for the duration of this
permit and for five years after the date of the monitoring activities. (40 CFR 122.42 (e) (2) (i))

SPECIAL CONDITION 9: Notification of Facility Modification

The permittee shall submit information to the Agency regarding the modification of livestock waste-handling facilities or their operation
for determination if the modification can be covered by this permit.

SPECIAL CONDITION 10: Construction Site Activities

Prior to initiating construction activities, permittees shall be responsible for obtaining an NPDES Storm Water Permit if the construction
activities disturb one or more acres, total land area. An NPDES Storm Water Permit for construction site activities may be obtained by
submitting a properly completed Notice of Intent (NOI) form by certified mail to the Agency’s Division of Water Pollution Control, Permit
Section.

SPECIAL CONDITION 11: Assignment or Transfer

This permit may not be assigned or transferred. Any subsequent operator shall obtain a new permit from the Illinois Environmental
Protection Agency.

SPECIAL CONDITION 12: Coverage

This permit covers those facilities under 40 CFR 412 Subparts A, C and D and includes all requirements therein. Facilities covered
under 40 CFR 412 Subpart B are not to be covered by this permit. (40 CFR 412 Subpart C and D)

SPECIAL CONDITION 13: Rights and Responsibilities

The issuance of this permit: (a) shall not be considered as in any manner affecting the title of the premises upon which the livestock
management facility or livestock waste-handling facility is located; (b) does not release the permittee from any liability for damage to
person or property caused or resulting from the installation, maintenance or operation of the proposed facilities; (c) does not take into
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consideration the structural stability of any units or parts of the facilities; and (d) does not release the permittee from compliance with
other applicable laws of the State of Illinois, or with applicable local laws, regulations or ordinances,

SPECIAL CONDITION 14: Reopener

This permit may be modified to include different discharge limitations or other requirements which are consistent with applicable laws,
regulations, or judicial orders. The Agency will public notice the permit modification. (40 CFR 123.36)

SPECIAL CONDITION 15: Duty To Maintain Permit Coverage

The permittee shall submit an application for renewal of the permit 180 days before expiration of this permit to continue coverage
under this permit or to receive another NPDES permit. However, the permittee is not required to apply for renewal of the permit if:

a. The facility has ceased operation or is no longer required to maintain an NPDES permit for the CAFO, and

b. The permittee has demonstrated to the satisfaction of the Illinois EPA that the facility will not discharge and does not propose
to discharge livestock waste. The permittee must provide adequate documentation that changed conditions will prevent the
facility’s discharge and the facility does not propose to discharge. (40 CFR 122.23(g))

SPECIAL CONDITION 16: Modification to the Nutrient Management Plan

The permittee shall submit to the Illinois EPA Field Operations Section for Agency approval the following changes to the Nutrient
Management Plan not previously approved under this permit. An electronic copy of the proposed changes to the Nutrient
Management Plan must be submitted by email to epa.ilacafomodillinois.gov to Illinois EPA Field Operations Section (40 CFR
122.42 (e) (6) (iii) (A)):

a. New land application fields, unless application to the new field is in accordance with a previously approved site specific Nutrient
Management Plan applicable to the new field;

b. lncreases to land application rates of plant available nitrogen or elemental phosphorus for a particular crop in a particular field
in a particular year;

c. New crops or uses of a land application field, or;

d. Changes to site specific components of the Nutrient Management Plan that increase the risk of nitrogen and phosphorus
transport to surface water.

Modifications to the Nutrient Management Plan which do not meet the conditions of this permit will require the permittee to apply for
and obtain an individual NPDES permit.

Modifications of items a through d to the Nutrient Management Plan for Field Application of Livestock Wastes which meet the
conditions of this permit will be public noticed for public comment for 30 days. Approval or disapproval of the modification will be by
letter from the Agency.

SPECIAL CONDITION 17: Definitions

25-year, 24-hour precipitation event means the maximum 24-hour precipitation event with a probable recurrence interval of once in
25 years, as defined by the National Weather Service in Technical Paper Number 40, Rainfall Frequency Atlas of the United States,
May 1961, and subsequent amendments, or equivalent regional or state rainfall probability information developed therefrom.

100-year, 24-hour precipitation event means the maximum 24-hour precipitation event with a probable recurrence interval of once in
100 years, as defined by the National Weather Service in Technical Paper Number 40, Rainfall Frequency Atlas of the United States,
May 1961, and subsequent amendments, or equivalent regional or state rainfall probability information developed therefrom.
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Animal feeding operation (“AFO”) means a lot or facility (other than an aquatic animal production facility) where the following
conditions are met:
a. Animals (other than aquatic animals) have been, are, or will be stabled or confined and fed or maintained for a total of 45 days

or more in any 12-month period, and
b. Crops, vegetation, forage growth, or post-harvest residues are not sustained in the normal growing season over any portion of

the lot or facility.

Agricultural stormwater discharge means, a precipitation-related discharge of manure, litter or process wastewater from land areas
under the control of a CAFO where the manure, litter or process wastewater has been applied in accordance with site specific nutrient
management practices that ensure appropriate agricultural utilization of the nutrients in the manure, litter or process wastewater, as
specified by the conditions of this NPDES permit.

Concentrated Animal Feeding Operation (CAFO) means an AFO that is defined as a Large CAFO or as a Medium CAFO, or that is
designated as a CAFO in accordance with the definition of Small CAFO. Two or more AFOs under common ownership are considered
to be a single AFO for the purposes of determining the number of animals at an operation, if they adjoin each other or if they use a
common area or system for the disposal of wastes.

Controlled and recovered release means any release that:

does not result in a discharge to waters of the State; and

has been controlled by diking or berming, or has been otherwise restricted in flow or extent; and

has been recovered so that the unrecovered portion of the released livestock waste is less than or equal to the agronomic application
rate of the crop or vegetation grown at the site of the release.

For purposes of the definition of controlled and recovered release, waters of the State do not include small temporary accumulations
of surface water from precipitation or irrigation systems.

Groundwater means underground water which occurs within the saturated zone and geologic materials where the fluid pressure in
the pore space is equal or greater than atmospheric pressure.

Field application means the application of livestock waste onto or incorporation into the soil.

Large Concentrated Animal Feeding Operation (Large CAFO). An AFO is defined as a Large CAFO if it stables or confines as
many as or more than the numbers of animals specified in any of the following categories:
a. 700 mature dairy cows, whether milked or dry;
b. 1,000 veal calves;
c. 1,000 cattle other than mature dairy cows or veal calves. Cattle includes but is not limited to heifers, steers, bulls and

cow/calf pairs;
d. 2,500 swine each weighing 55 pounds or more;
e. 10,000 swine each weighing less than 55 pounds;
f. 500 horses;
g. 10,000 sheep or lambs;
h. 55,000 turkeys;
I. 30,000 laying hens or broilers, if the AFO uses a liquid manure handling system;
j. 125,000 chickens (other than laying hens), if the AFO uses other than a liquid manure handling system; or
k. 82,000 laying hens, if the AFO uses other than a liquid manure handling system;

Livestock Management Facility means any animal feeding operation, livestock shelter or on-farm milking and accompanying milk-
handling area. Livestock management facility includes the dead livestock handling area, egg wash area, egg processing area or raw
material storage area. (40 CFR 122.23 (b) (8))

Livestock Waste means livestock excreta and associated feed losses, bedding, wash waters, sprinkling waters from livestock cooling,
precipitation polluted by falling on or flowing onto an animal feeding operation and other materials polluted by livestock. Livestock
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waste includes water that comes into contact with any raw materials, products, or byproducts including feed, milk, eggs or bedding in
the livestock management facility, livestock waste handling facility, egg wash area, egg processing area or raw material storage area.
Livestock waste includes any products, byproducts or raw materials of the livestock management facility set-aside for disposal. For
purposes of this permit this term includes manure and process wastewater. (40 CFR 122.23(b) (7), 40 CFR 122.23(b) (8), 40 CFR
412.2 (d), (h))

Livestock Waste-Handling Facility means individually or collectively those constructions or devices, except sewers, used for
collecting, pumping, treating or disposing of livestock waste or for the recovery of by-products from such livestock waste. Livestock
waste-handling facility includes constructions or devices that contain and collect water that has come into contact with any raw
materials, products, or byproducts including feed, milk, eggs or bedding in the livestock management facility, livestock waste handling
facility, egg wash area, egg processing area or raw material storage area. Livestock waste-handling facility includes constructions or
devices that contain any products, byproducts or raw materials of the livestock management facility set-aside for disposal. Such a
facility includes acceptable land application disposal areas, such as pasture or other agricultural land. (40 CFR 122.23 (b) (7), 40 CFR
122.23 (b) (8), 40 CFR 412.2 (d), (h))

Manure is defined to include manure, bedding, compost and raw materials or other materials commingled with manure or set aside for
disposal.

Medium Concentrated Animal Feeding Operation (Medium CAFO). The term Medium CAFO includes any AFO with the type and
number of animals that fall within any of the ranges listed in paragraph (a) (i-xi) of this definition and which has been defined or
designated as a CAFO. An AFO is defined as a Medium CAFO if:
a. The type and number of animals that it stables or confines falls within any of the following ranges:

200 to 699 mature dairy cows, whether milked or dry;
ii. 300 to 999 veal calves;
iii. 300 to 999 cattle other than mature dairy cows or veal calves. Cattle includes but is not limited to heifers, steers, bulls

and cow/calf pairs;
iv. 750 to 2,499 swine each weighing 55 pounds or more;
V. 3,000 to 9,999 swine each weighing less than 55 pounds;
vi. 150 to 499 horses;
vii. 3,000 to 9,999 sheep or lambs;
viii. 16,500 to 54,999 turkeys;
ix. 9,000 to 29,999 laying hens or broilers, if the AFO uses a liquid manure handling system;
x. 37,500 to 124,999 chickens (other than laying hens), if the AFO uses other than a liquid manure handling system; or
xi. 25,000 to 81,999 laying hens, if the AFO uses other than a liquid manure handling system;

b. Either one of the following conditions are met:
Pollutants are discharged into waters of the United States through a man-made ditch, flushing system, or other similar
man-made device; or

ii. Pollutants are discharged directly into waters of the United States which originate outside of and pass over, across, or
through the facility or otherwise come into direct contact with the animals confined in the operation.

Modification means such physical change in or alteration in the method of operation of any livestock management facility or livestock
waste-handling facility which increases the amount of livestock waste over the level authorized by the NPDES permit.

Multi-year phosphorus application means phosphorus applied to land in excess of the crop needs for the next crop grown. In multi
year phosphorus applications, no additional livestock waste is applied to the same land in subsequent years until either, the applied
phosphorus amount has been removed from that land via harvest and crop removal, or phosphorus is needed to meet the agronomic
phosphorus demand for the next crop grown.

Nutrient Management Plan means schedules of activities, prohibitions of practices, maintenance procedures, and other management
practices to prevent or reduce the pollution of waters of the State. Nutrient Management Plans also include treatment requirements,
operating procedures, and practices to control site runoff, spillage or leaks, livestock waste or waste disposal, or drainage from raw
material storage.
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Overflow means the discharge of livestock waste resulting from the filling of a livestock waste storage structure beyond the point at
which no more livestock waste can be contained by the livestock waste storage structure. (40 CFR 412.2 (g))

Owner! operator means any person who owns, leases, operates, controls, or supervises a livestock management facility.

Process wastewater means water directly or indirectly used in the operation of the AFO for any or all of the following: spillage or
overflow from animal or poultry watering systems; washing, cleaning, or flushing pens, barns, manure pits, or other AFO facilities;
direct contact swimming, washing, or spray cooling of animals; or dust control. Process wastewater also includes any water which
comes into contact with any raw materials, products, or byproducts including manure, litter, feed, milk, eggs or bedding.

Release means any spilling, leaking, pumping, pouring, emitting, emptying, discharging, injecting, escaping, leaching, or dumping of
livestock waste into the environment. For purposes of this permit, a release does not include the normal application of fertilizer such
as the application of livestock waste to crop land at agronomic rates established by guidelines of the Agency, regulations of the Illinois
Pollution Control Board or in a waste management plan developed pursuant to the Livestock Management Facilities Act [510 ILCS 77]
and regulations promulgated thereunder for the crop grown. A release is not application to a grassed area under 8 Ill. Adm. Code
900.803(r), or use of a runoff field application system under 35 Ill. Adm. Code 501.404(d). Air emissions are not releases under this
permit. For purposes of this permit release includes overflows or discharges from any Concentrated Animal Feeding Operation to
waters of the State.

Saturated means hydraulically incapable of absorbing livestock waste without ponding or runniiig off.

Small Concentrated Animal Feeding Operation (Small CAFO). An AFO that is designated as a CAFO and is not a Medium CAFO.

Storm water associated with a CAFO subject to 40 CFR 412 means under 40 CFR 122.26(b)(14)(i), storm water discharges
associated with livestock management facilities with a capacity equal to or more than the following numbers of animals: 700 mature
dairy cows whether milked or dry; 1000 cattle other. than mature dairy cows or veal calves; 10,000 sheep; 500 horses; 2,500 swine
each weighing 55 lbs. or more; 10,000 swine each weighing less than 55 lbs.; 30,000 laying hens or broilers if the facility uses a liquid
manure handling system; 82,000 laying hens if the facility uses other than a liquid manure handling system; 125,000 chickens other
than laying hens if the facility uses other than a liquid manure handling system; 55,000 turkeys or 1,000 veal calves. In addition to
livestock waste, possible sources of pollutants in storm water discharges from areas outside livestock management facilities and
livestock waste-handling facilities include: immediate access roads used or traveled by carriers of raw material, waste material, by
products, or products used or created by the facility; material handling sites; refuse sites; sites used for the storage or maintenance of
material handling equipment; and shipping and receiving areas. (40 CFR 412.10, 412.30,412.40)

Vegetative buffer means a permanent strip of dense perennial vegetation established parallel to the contours of the land and
perpendicular to the dominant slope of the field for the purposes of slowing water runoff, enhancing water infiltration, and minimizing
the risk of any potential nutrients or pollutants from leaving the field and reaching waters of the State.

Waters of the State means all accumulations of water, surface and underground, natural, and artificial, public and private, or parts
thereof, which are wholly or partially within, flow through, or border upon this State.
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Definitions

Act means the Illinois Environmental Protection Act, 415 ILCS 5 as Amended,

Agency means the Illinois Environmental Protection Agency.

Board means the Illinois Pollution Control Board.

Clean Water Act (formerly referred to as the Federal Water Pollution Control Act) means
Pub. L 92-500, as amended. 33 U.S.C. 1251 at seq.

NPDES (National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System> means the national program
for issuing, modifying, revoking and reissuing, terminating, monitoring and enforcing
permits, and imposing and enforcing pretreatment requirements, under Sections 307,
402, 318 and 405 of the Clean Water Act.

USEPA means the United States Environmental Protection Agency.

Daily DIscharge means the discharge of a pollutant measured during a calendar day or
any 24-hour period that reasonably represents the calendar day for purposes of
sampling. For pollutants With limitations expressed in units of mass, the ‘daily discharge
is calculated as the total mass of the pollutant discharged over the day. For pollutants
with limitations expressed in other units of measurements, the claily discllarge is
calculated as the average measurement of the pollutsnt over the day.

Maximum Daily Discharge limitation (daily maximum) means the highest allowable
daily discharge.

Average Monthly Discharge Limitation (30 day average) means the highest allowable
average of daily discharges over a calendar month, calculated as the sum of all deity
discharges measured during a calendar month divided by the number of daily discharges
measured during that month.

Average Weekly Discharge Limitation (7 day average> means the highest allowable
average of daily discharges over a calendar week, calculated as the sum of all daily
discharges measured during a calendar week divided by the number of daily discharges
measured during that week.

Best Management Practices (BMP5) means schedules of activities, prohibitions of
practices, maintenance procedures, and other management practices to prevent or
reduce the pollution of waters of the State. BMPs also include treatment requirements,
operating procedures, and practices to control plant site runoff, spillage or leaks, sludge
or waste disposal, or drainage from raw material storage.

Aliquod means a sample of specified volume used to make up a total composite sample.

Grab Sample means an individual sample of at least 100 milliliters collected at a
randomly-selected time over a period not exceeding 15 minutes.

24 Hour Composite Sample means a combination of at least 8 sample aliquots of at
least 100 milliliters, collected at periodic intervals during the operating hours of a facility
over a 24-hour period.

8 Hour Composite Sample means a combination of at least 3 sample aliquots of at
least 100 millitters, collected at periodic intervals during the operating hours of a facility
over an 8-hour period.

Flow Proportional Composite Sample means a combination of sample aliquots of at
least 100 milliliters collected at periodic intervals such that either the time interval
between each aliquot or the volume of each aliquol is proportional to either the stream
flow at the time of sampling or the total stream flow since the collection of the previous
aliquot.

(1) Duty to comply. The permutes must comply with all conditions of this permit.
Any permit noncompliance constitutes a violation of the Act and Is grounds for
enforcement action, permit termination, revocation and reissuance, modification, or
for denial of a permit renewal application. The permittee shall comply with effluent
standards or prohibitions established under Section 307(a) of the Clean Water Act
for toxic pollutants within the time provided in the regulations that establish these
standards or prohibitions, even if the permit has not yet been modified to
incorporate the requirement.

(2) Duty to reapply. If the permitlee wishes to continue an activity regulated by this
permit after the expiration date of this permit, the permittee must apply for and
obtain a new permit. If the pemlittee submits a proper application as required by
the Agency no later than 180 days prior to the expiration date, this permit shall

continue in full force and effect until the final Agency decision on the application
has been made.

(3) Need to halt or reduce activity not a defense. It shalt not be a defense for a
permittee in an enforcement action that it would have been necessary to halt or
reduce the permitted activity in order to maintain compliance with the conditions of
this permit.

(4) Duty to mitigate. The permittee shall take all reasonable steps to minimize or
prevent any discharge in violation of this permit which has a reasonable likelihood
of adversely affecting human health or the environment.

(5) Proper operation and maintenance. The permittee shall at all times properly
operate and maintain all facilities and systems of treatment and control (and
related appurienances) which are installed or used by the permittee to achieve
compliance with conditions of this permit. Proper operation and maintenance
includes effective performance, adequate funding, adequate operator staffing and
training, and adequate laboratory and process controls, including appropriate
quality assurance procedures. This provision requires the operation of back-up, or
auxiliary facilities, or similar systems only when necessary to achieve compliance
with the conditions of the permit.

(6) Permit actions. This permit may be modified, revoked and reissued, or
terminated for cause by the Agency pursuant to 40 CFR 122.62. The filing of a
request by the permittee for a permit modification, revocation and reissuance, or
termination, or a notification of planned changes or anticipated noncompliance,
does not stay any permit condition.

(7) Property rights. This permit does not convey any property rights of any sort, or
any exclusive privilege.

(8) Duty to provide information. The permittee shall furnish to the Agency within a
reasonable time, any information which the Agency may request to determine
whether cause exists for modifying, revoking and reissuing, or terminating this
permit, or to determine compliance with the permit. The permnittee shall also
furnish to the Agency, upon request, copies of records required to be kept by this
permit.

(9) Inspection and entry. The permittee shall allow an authorized representative of
the Agency, upon the presentation of credentials and other documents as may be
required by law, to:

(a) Enter upon the permittee’s premises where a regulated facility or activity Is
located or conducted, or where records must be kept under the conditions of
this permit;

(b) Have access to and copy, at reasonable times, any records that must be kept
under the conditions of this permit;

(c) Inspect at reasonable times any facilities, equipment (including monitoring
and control equipment), practices, or operations regulated or required under
this permit; and

(d) Sample or monitor at reasonable times, for the purpose of assuring permit
compliance, or as otherwise authorized by the Act, any substances or
parameters at any location.

(10) MonitorIng and records.

(a) Samples and measurements taken for the purpose of monitoring shall be
representative of the monitored activity,

(b) The permittee shall retain records of all monitoring information, including all
calibration and maintenance records, and all original strip chart recordings for
continuous monitoring instrumentation, copies of all reports required by this
permit, and records of all data used to complete the application for this
permit, for a period of at least 3 years from the date of this permit,
measurement, report or application. This period may be extended by request
of the Agency at any time.

(c) Records of monitoring information shall include:

(1) The date, exact place, and time of sampling or measurements;

(2) The individual(s) who performed the sampling or measurements;

(3) The date(s) analyses were performed;

(4) The individual(s) who performed the analyses;
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(6) The analytical techniques or methods used; and

(6) The results of such analyses.

(d) Monitoring must be conducted according to test procedures approved under
40 CFR Part 136, unless other test procedures have been specitiect in this
permit. ‘Miere no test procedure under 40 CFR Part 136 has been
approved, the pem,ittee must submit to the Agency a test method for
approval. The perniiltee shall calibrate and perform maintenance procedures
on all monitoring and analytical instrumentation at intervtils to ensure
accuracy of measurements.

(11) Signatory requirement All applications, reports or information submitted to the
Agency shall be signed and certified.

(a) Application. All permit applications shall be signed as follows:

(1) For a corporation: by a principal executive officer of at least the level of
vice president or a person or position having overall responsibility for
environmental matters for the corporation;

(2) For a partnership or sole proprietorship: by a general partner or the
proprietor, respectively; or

(3) For a municipality, State, Federal, or other public agency: by either a
principal executive officer or ranking elected official.

(b) Reports. All reports required by permits, or other information requested by
the Agency shall be signed by a person described in paragraph (a) or by a
duly authorized representative of that person. A person is a duly authorized
representative only if:

(1) The authorization is made in writing bye person described in paragraph
(a); and

(2) The authorization specifies either an individual or a position responsible
for the overall operation of the facility, from which the discharge
originates, such as a plant manager, superintendent or person of
equivalent responsibility; and

(3) The written authorization is submitted to the Agency.

(c) Changes of Authorization, If an authorization under (b) is no longer
accurate because a different individual or position has responsibility for the
overall operation of the facility, a new authorization satisfying the
requirements of (b) must be submitted to the Agency prior to or together with
any reports, information, or applications to be signed by an authorized
representative.

(12) Reporting requirements.

(a) Planned changes. The permittee shall give notice to the Agency as soon as
possible of any planned physical alterations or additions to the permitted
facility.

(b) Anticipated noncompliance. The pem,ittee shall give advance notice to the
Agency of any planned changes in the permitted facility or activity which may
result in noncompliance with permit requirements.

(c( Compliance schedules. Reports of compliance or noncompliance with, or
any progress reports on, interim and final requirements contained in any
compliance schedule of this permit shall be submitted no later than 14 days
following each schedule date.

(it) Monitoring reports. Monitoring results shalt be reported at the intervals
specified elsewhere in this permit.

(1) Monitoring results must be reported on a Discharge Monitoring Report
(DMR).

(2) If the pernlittee monitors any pollutant more frequently than required by
the permit, using test procedures approved under 40 CFR 136 or as
specified in the permit, the results of this monitoring shall be included in
the calculation and reporting of the data submitted in the DMR.

(3) Calculations for all limitations which require averaging of measurements
shalt utilize an arithmetic mean unless otherwise specified by the Agency
in the permit.

(a) Twenty-four hour reporting. The permittee shall report any noncompliance
which may endanger health or the environment. Any informatiod shall be
provided orally within 24 hours from the time the pemiittee becomes aware of
the circumstances. A written submission shall also be provided within 5 days
of the time the permtttee becomes aware of the circumstances. The written
submission shall contain a description of the noncompliance and its cause;
the period of noncompliance, including exact dates and time; and if the
noncompliance has not been corrected, the anticipated time it is expected to
continue; and steps taken or planned to reduce, eliminate, and prevent
reoccurrence of the noncompliance. The following shall be included as
information which must be reported within 24 hours:

(1) Any unanticipated bypass which exceeds any effluent limitation in the
permit;

(2) Violation of a maximum daily discharge limitation for any of the pollutants
listed by the Agency in the permit to be reported within 24 hours.

The Agency may waive the written report on a case-by-case basis if the oral
report has been received within 24 hours.

(f) Other noncompliance. The pemlittee shall report all instances of
noncompliance not reported under paragraphs (12)(c), (d), or (e), at the time
monitoring reports are submitted. The reports shalt contain the information
listed in paragraph (12)(e).

(g) Other information. Where the permitlee becomes aware that it failed to
submit any relevant facts in a permit application, or submitted incorrect
information in a permit application, or in any report to the Agency, it shall
promptly submit such facts or information.

(13) Transfer of permits. A permit may be automatically transferred to a new
permittee if:

(a) The current perrnhttee notifies the Agency at least 30 days in advance of the
proposed transfer date:

(b) The notice includes a written agreement between the existing and new
permittees containing a specific date fOr transfer of permit responsibility,
coverage and liability between the current and new perrnittees; and

(c) Tne Agency does not notify the existing permittee and the proposed new
permittee of its intent to modify or revoke and reissue the permit. If this
notice is not received, the transfer is effective on the date specified in the
agreement.

(14) All manufacturing, commercial, mining, and silvicultural dischargers must notify
the Agency as soon as they know or have reason to believe:

(a) That any activity has occurred or will occur which would result in the
discharge of any toxic pollutant identified under Section 307 of the Clean
Water Act which is not limited in the permit, if that discharge will exceed the
highest of the following notification levels:

(1) One hundred micrograms per liter (ISO rig/I);

(2) Two hundred micrograms per liter (200 ugh) for acrolein and acrylonitrile;
five hundred micrograms per liter (500 ugh) for 2,4—dinitrophenol and for
2-methyl-4,6 dinitrophenol; and one milligram per liter (1 mg/I) for
antimony.

(3) Five (5) times the maximum concentration value reported for that
pollutant in the NPDES permit application: or

(4) The level established by the Agency in this permit.

(b) That they have begun or expect to begin to use or manufacture as an
intermediate or final product or byproduct any toxic pollutant which was not
reported in the NPDES permit application.

(15) All Publicly Owned Treatment Works (POT’Ns) must provide adequate notice to
the Agency of the following:

(a) Any new introduction of pollutants into that POTW from an indirect discharge
which would be subject to Sections 301 or 306 of the Clean Water Act if it
were directly discharging those pollutants; and

(b) Any subslanlial change in the volume or character of pollutants being
introduced into that P01W by a source introducing pollutants into the POTW
at the time of issuance of the permit.
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(C) For purposes of this paragraph, adequate notice shall include information on
(i) the quality and quantity of effluent introduced into the P07W, and (ii) any
anticipated Impact of the change on the quantity or quality of effluent to be
discharged from the POTW.

(16) If the permit is issued to a publicly owned or publicly regulated treatment works,
the permittee shall require any industrial user of such treatment works to comply
with federal requirements concerning:

(a) User charges pursuant to Section 204(b) of tIle Clean Water Act, and
applicable regulations appearing in 40 CFR 35;

(b) Toxic pollutant effluent standards and pretreatment standards pursuant to
Section 307 of the Clean Water Act; and

(c) Inspection, monitoring and entry pursuant to Section 308 of the Clean Water
Act.

(17) If an applicable standard or limitation is promulgated under Section 301(b)(2)(C)
and (D). 304(b)(2), or 307(a)(2) and that effluent standard or limitation is more
stringent than any effluent limitation in the permit, or controls a pollutant not
limited in the permit, the permit shalt be promptly modified or revoked, and
reissued to conform to that effluent standard or limitation.

(18) Any authorization to construct issued to the permittee pursuant to 35 III. Adm.
Code 309.164 is hereby incorporated by reference as a condition of this permit.

(19) The permittee shalt not make any false statement, representation or certification in
any application, record, report, plan or other document submitted to the Agency or
the USEPA, or required to be maintained under this permit.

(20) The Clean Water Act provides that any person who violates a permit condition
implementing Sections 301, 302, 306, 307, 308, 318, or 405 of the Clean Water
Act is subject to a civil penalty not to exceed $10,000 per day of such violation.
Any person who willfully or negligently violates permit Conditions implementing
Sections 301, 302, 306, 307, or 308 of the Clean Water Act is subject to a fine of
not less than $2,500 nor mare than $25,000 per day of violation, or by
imprisonment for not more than one year, or both.

(21) The Clean Water Act provides that any person who falsifies, tampers with, or
knowingly renders inaccurate any monitoring device or method required to be
maintained under permit shall, upon conviction, be punished by a fine of not more
than $10,000 per violation, or by imprisonment for not more tlthn 6 months per
violation, or by both.

(22) The Clean Water Act provides that any person who knowingly makes any false
statement, representation, or certification in any record or Other document
submitted or required to be maintained under this permit shell, including
monitoring reports or reports of compliance or non-compliance shall, upon
conviction, be punished by a fine of not more than $10,000 per violation, or by
imprisonment for not more than 6 months per violation, or by both.

(23) Collected screening, slurries, sludges, arid other solids shall be disposed of in
such a manner as to prevent entry of those wastes (or runoff from the wastes) into
waters of the State. The proper authorization for such disposal shall be obtained
from the Agency and is incorporated as part hereof by reference.

(24) In case of conflict between these standard conditions and any other condition(s)
included in this permit, the other condition(s) shall govern.

(25) The permittee shall comply with, in addition to the requirements of the permit, all
applicable provisions of 35 Ill. Adm. Code, Subtitle C, Subtitle D, Subtitle E, and
all applicable orders of the Board.

(26) The provisions of this permit are severable, and if any provision of this pern,it,or
the application of any provision of this permit is held invalid, the remaining
provisions of this permit shall continue In full force and effect.

(Rev. 6.1.07)
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Introduction

A. Purpose of Manual

The purpose of this Concentrated Animal Feeding Operation (CAFO) Field Procedures
Manual is to provide a field inspector with a general overview of the National Pollutant
discharge Elimination System (NPDES) CAFO regulations and inspection guidance. This
document has been prepared by the Field Operations Section, Division of Water Pollution
Control for internal use as a training tool and as a reference document for experienced staff.
It should be noted that a significant amount of information contained within this field
procedures manual was obtained from Chapter 16 of U.S. EPA’s National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System Compliance Inspection Manual. While it is intended to serve
as general procedural guidance, it cannot cover all circumstances which arise in the field.
Each employee is responsible for exercising good judgment in carrying out field work in a
safe, professional manner. This document shall serve as a supplement to the “Field
Procedures Manual” that is currently used by Field Operations Section, Division of Water
Pollution Control Staff.

An additional objective of this document is to serve as a management tool to help achieve
consistency in dealing with regulated facilities and the public. As representatives of a state
government Agency, Field Operations Section, Division of Water Pollution Control field
staff must ensure that activities are carried out fairly, equitably, in accordance with the law,
and without prejudice or discrimination. These principles are to be followed at all times
when conducting field activities. It is equally important that compliance and enforcement
activities are consistent from region to region, across the State.

This document is not intended to serve as a technical reference or as a training manual for
regulatory programs. Extensive technical reference materials are available in each regional
office and through the Agency library to provide information that is beyond the scope of this
manual.

This manual does not create rights, substantive or procedural, enforceable by any party in

litigation with the Agency and any prosecuting authority. Similarly, it does not diminish any
substantive or procedural rights provided by statute or constitutional doctrine. The Agency is

not legally bound by this manual and reserves the right to act at variance with it and to

change it at any time without public notice.

B. Legal Authority for CAFO Inspections

Section 301(a) of the Clean Water Act (CWA) established regulatory requirements for the

discharge of pollutants from point sources to waters of the United States. Under the CWA
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Section 502(14) and its implementing regulations at 40 CFR Part 122, CAFO’s can be point
sources and, if a livestock waste discharge occurs, are subject to the NPDES Permitting
requirements.

The Illinois Environmental Protection Act (415 ILCS 5/1 et seq.) is the source of the
Agency’s authority for field inspections. The relevant sections include the following:

Section 4 (b), which provides, in part, that the Agency shall have the duty to collect and
disseminate such information, acquire such technical data, and conduct such experiments as
may be required to carry out the purposes of this Act, including ascertainment of the quantity
and nature of discharges from any containment source and data on those sources.

Section 4 (c), which provides, in part, that the Agency shall have the authority to conduct a
program of continuing surveillance and of regular or periodic inspection of actual or potential
contaminant sources.

Section 4 (d), which provides, in part, that in accordance with constitutional limitations,, the
Agency shall have the authority to enter at all reasonable times upon any private or public
property for the purpose of inspecting or investigation to ascertain possible violations of the
Act or of regulations thereunder, or of permits or terms or conditions thereof.

In addition, Standard Condition 9 of all NPDES Permits states:

Inspection and entry. The permittee shall allow an authorized representative of the Agency,
upon presentation of credentials and other documents as may be required by law, to:

a. Enter the permittee’s premises where the regulated facility or activity is located or
conducted, or where records must be kept under the conditions of this permit;

b. Have access to and copy, at reasonable times, any records that must be kept under the
conditions of this permit;

c. Inspect at reasonable times any facilities, equipment (including monitoring and control
equipment), practices, or operations regulated or required under this permit; and

d. Sample or monitor at reasonable times, for the purpose of assuring permit compliance, or
as otherwise authorized by the Act, any substances or parameters at any location.
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Finally, 35 Illinois Administrative Code 501.406 contains the following language regarding
livestock facility inspections:

a. The Agency shall have the authority to enter at all reasonable times upon private or
public property for the purpose of inspecting and investigating to ascertain possible
violations of the Act or regulations thereunder, in accordance with constitutional
limitations...

b. The activities of inspecting and investigating include:

1. Having access to and the right to copy any records required to be kept under the
terms of the permit; and

2. Having access to sampling and monitoring any discharge of pollutants to ground and
surface waters.

C. Responsibilities of the CAFO Inspector

Generally, field activities are conducted for the purpose of collecting and evaluating
information to be utilized by Agency programs, making technical evaluations of facility
performance intended to maintain regulatory compliance, and providing information to
facilities and the public regarding water pollution.

An important reason for collecting the information is to gather evidence for compliance or
enforcement activities. Any information obtained during the course of a field visit has the
potential to become part of a future enforcement case. Therefore, all inspection work must
be accurate and follow legal requirements for admissibility of evidence. Field staff is
expected to be familiar with applicable water pollution control laws, regulations, permits, and
policies. Proper evidence collection procedures must be learned and followed.

Because an enforcement action depends in large measure on the evidence gathered during
field work, observations made during the field activities must be properly recorded to serve
in preparing the inspection report, determining the appropriate enforcement response, and

giving testimony in an enforcement case.

Another goal of field activities is to provide information to the regulated entities and the

public. Field staff should be adequately prepared to advise facility representatives on the

applicable regulations, permits, and Agency programs.
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In summary, the primary role of a CAFO inspector is to gather information to evaluate
compliance with the NPDES CAFO permit conditions, compliance with any other applicable
regulations, and to assess whether an NPDES CAFO Permit is warranted. A copy of the
NPDES CAFO General Permit is located in Appendix C. The CAFO inspector also plays an
important role in enforcement case support, and permit development. To fulfill these roles,
the CAFO inspector must know and abide by applicable regulations, permits, policies, and
procedures; legal requirements concerning inspections; procedures for effective inspection
and evidence collection; accepted health and safety practices; and quality assurance
standards.
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CAFO Definitions

This section defines what the term “animal feeding operation” (AFO) is and explains which
AFOs are Concentrated Animal Feeding Operations (CAFO5).

Animal Feeding Operation (AFO) - A lot or facility where the following conditions are met:

1. Animals have been, are or will be stabled or confined and fed or maintained for a total of 45
days or more in any 12-month period, and

2. Crops, vegetation, or forage growth or post-harvest residues that are grown in place are not
sustained in the normal growing season over any portion of the lot or facility.

Concentrated Animal Feeding Operation (CAFO) - An operation must be defined as an AFO
before it can be defined as a CAFO. Whether an AFO is a CAFO depends primarily whether
there is a discharge of livestock waste to a river, lake or stream.

An AFO may also be defined as a CAFO if it has a certain number of animals and it meets other
regulatory requirements. The regulations set thresholds for size categories (Large, Medium, and
Small) based upon the number of animals confined at the livestock facility.

What is a Large CAFO?

An AFO is defined as a Large CAFO if it stables or confines as many or more than the numbers
of animals specified in any of the following categories:

• 700 mature dairy cows, whether milked or dry;
• 1,000 veal calves;

1,000 cattle other than mature dairy cows or veal calves. “Cattle” includes but is not limited to
heifers, steers, bulls and cow/calf pairs;

• 2,500 swine, each weighing 55 pounds or more;
• 10,000 swine, each weighing less than 55 pounds;
• 500 horses;
• 10,000 sheep or lambs;
• 55,000 turkeys;

• 30,000 laying hens or broilers, if the AFO uses a liquid manure handling system;
• 125,000 chickens (other than laying hens), if the AFO uses other than a liquid manure handling

system;
• 82,000 laying hens, if the AFO uses other than a liquid manure handling system;
• 30,000 ducks (if the AFO uses other than a liquid manure handling system); or

5,000 ducks (if the AFO uses a liquid manure handling system)
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What is a Medium CAFO?

The term Medium CAFO includes any AFO with the type and number of animals that fall within
any of the ranges listed below and which has been defined or designated as a CAFO. An AFO is
defined as a Medium CAFO if:

1. The type and number of animals that it stables or confines falls within any of the following
ranges:

• 200 to 699 mature dairy cows, whether milked or dry;
• 300 to 999 veal calves;
• 300 to 999 cattle other than mature dairy cows or veal calves. “Cattle” includes but is not

limited to heifers, steers, bulls and cow/calf pairs;
• 750 to 2,499 swine each weighing 55 pounds or more;
• 3,000 to 9,999 swine each weighing less than 55 pounds;
• 150 to 499 horses;
• 3,000 to 9,999 sheep or lambs;

16,500 to 54,999 turkeys;
• 9,000 to 29,999 laying hens or broilers, if the AFO uses a liquid manure handling system;
• 37,500 to 124,999 chickens (other than laying hens), if the AFO uses other than a liquid

manure handling system;
a 25,000 to 81,999 laying hens, if the AFO uses other than a liquid manure handling system;
• 10,000 to 29,999 ducks (if the AFO uses other than a liquid manure handling system); or
• 1,500 to 4,999 ducks (if the AFO uses a liquid manure handling system);

2. AND either one of the following conditions is met:

• Pollutants are discharged into waters of the State through a man-made ditch, flushing
system, or other similar man-made device; OR

o Pollutants are discharged directly into waters of the State which originate outside of and
pass over, across, or through the facility or otherwise come into direct contact with the
animals confined in the operation.

What is a Small CAFO?

Small CAFOs are AFOs that confine fewer than the number of animals that defines a Medium
CAFO, meet specific discharge criteria, and have been designated as CAFOs.
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35 Illinois Administrative Code 502.106 (a) provides, in part, that the Agency may require any
animal feeding operation to obtain a permit. In making such designation, the Agency shall
consider the following factors:

1. The size of the animal feeding operation and the amount of wastes reaching navigable
waters;

2. The location of the animal feeding operation relative to navigable waters;

3. The means of conveyance of animal wastes and process wastewaters into navigable waters;

4. The slope, vegetation, rainfall, and other factors relative to the likelihood or frequency of
discharge of animal wastes and process wastewaters into navigable waters; and

5. Other such factors being on the significance of the pollution problems sought to be regulated.

In addition, 35 Illinois Administrative Code 502.106 (b) provides, in part, the Agency may not
require a (NPDES) permit for any animal feeding operation with less than 300 animal units (see
page 9 for animal unit definitions) unless it meets either of the following conditions:

1. Pollutants are discharged into navigable waters through a man-made ditch, flushing system,
or other similar man-made device; or

2. Pollutants are discharged directly into navigable waters which originate outside of and pass
over, across, through, or otherwise come into direct contact with the animals confined in the
operation.

In no case may a permit be required from a designated animal feeding operation until there has
been an onsite inspection of the operation and a determination that the operation should and
could be regulated under the permit program. Also, no application may be required from an
owner or operator of a designated animal feeding operation unless the inspector observes
evidence of a discharge and the owner or operator is notified in writing of the requirement to
apply for the permit.

AFOs With More Than One Animal Type

An AFO is defined as a CAFO if any one animal type in confinement meets the threshold for
either a Large or Medium CAFO. Under the revised NPDES CAFO regulations, multiple types
of animals are not counted together to. determine the type and size of a CAFO.
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What is an animal unit?

“Animal unit” means a unit of measurement for any animal feeding operation calculated as
follows:

• Brood cows and slaughter and feeder cattle multiplied by 1.0.
• Milking dairy cows multiplied by 1.4.
• Young dairy stock multiplied by 0.6.
• Swine weighing over 55 pounds multiplied by 0.4.
• Swine weighing under 55 pounds multiplied by 0.03.
• Sheep, lambs, or goats multiplied by 0.1.
• Horses multiplied by 2.0.
• Turkeys multiplied by 0.02.
• Laying hens or broilers multiplied by 0.005.
• Laying hens or broilers multiplied by 0.01 (if the facility has continuous overflow watering).
• Laying hens or broilers multiplied by 0.03 (if the facility has a liquid manure handling

system).
• Ducks multiplied by 0.02.

For species of animals in an animal feeding operation not specifically listed in this definition, the
animal unit factor shall be determined by dividing the average mature animal weight by 1,000.
The average mature animal weight shall be determined with guidance from the University of
Illinois Cooperative Extension Service.
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CAFO Facility Summary

This section provides a brief synopsis of several livestock operations that might take place at a
CAFO and some of the elements to note when conducting a CAFO inspection. When inspecting
a facility, the following areas are of concern: animal housing, feeding, and maintenance areas;
livestock waste collection and transport; livestock waste storage and treatment; and livestock
waste land application.

1. Animal Housing, Feeding, and Maintenance Areas

Housing areas can be indoor facilities with concrete, metal grate, gravel, clay, or packed
earth flooring. Outdoor areas can include earthen feedlot area void of significant vegetative
cover, concrete feedlot areas, or pasture land. It should be noted that pasture areas are not
subject to regulation as part of a CAFO, except with respect to their use as manure
application sites.

Stormwater controls, such as grading, dikes, curbs, and berms, are important components of
pollution control and prevention in livestock housing areas. Bedding material, if provided,
can consist of peat moss, sawdust, shredded newspaper, straw, sand, or other materials.

Soil compaction in dry cow lots, loafing areas, or exercise yards prevents water infiltration
and causes ponding and runoff.

Swine housing areas are often enclosed confinement buildings, dirt lots, or outdoor concrete
pads. Poultry housing areas are usually enclosed confinement buildings.

Feeding areas inside buildings are often troughs; outside areas typically have a concrete,
gravel, or packed-earth surface with troughs or a feed bunker. Although a water trough
increases animal traffic in the immediate area, it is advantageous because it allows the
operator to restrict access to any streams previously used for livestock watering. Poultry
houses use feeding bins or trays; water is provided continuously or through on-demand
systems such as nipple or cup drinkers.

Animals may spend time in non-pasture areas that are for neither housing or feeding
purposes. These areas may be for such activities as milking, shearing, birthing, breeding, or
sales display. If these areas are not pastured areas, they are part of the CAFO.

2. Livestock Waste Collection

Dry manure is usually collected by being pushed or scraped to a manure stacking area. The
stacking area allows the facility to store the manure until weather permits proper land
application. Slurry manure is generally collected by scraper or pumped after the addition of
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small amounts of water. Liquid manure is generally collected by flushing with large
amounts of water. For indoor facilities, manure may be removed by an automated spraying
system, a scraping system, a flushing system beneath the metal grates, or manual removal.

In poultry houses with dry manure systems, the manure that builds up adjacent to the feed
and water devices forms a cake (crust). The collection and removal of that cake is called
cake removal or crust-out. Poultry houses usually crust out the manure following each flock.
A machine called a cruster is often used for this process in poultry houses. Poultry
operations with liquid manure systems collect the manure in long pits underneath the birds’
cages.

Large earthmoving equipment is used to collect manure at large cattle feedlots. Beef cattle
pens are usually cleaned after each set of cattle is marketed.

Most enclosed swine operations house the hogs on a slotted floor that allows the manure and
waste feed to drop through for removal. Manure pits capture the manure as it falls from the
animals’ containment area. Swine manure removal methods include under-floor flush, open-
gutter flush, pit recharge, and hosing. Some older swine facilities may utilize open front
confinement units. Liquid manure from these units typically flows by gravity to constructed
gutter. Solid manure is also scraped into this gutter. From the gutter, manure is transferred,
either through mechanical pumping or gravity flow, into the facility’s livestock waste
storage and treatment system.

Dairy facilities remove manure through slotted floors, use gutter cleaners or alley scrapers,
or flush the alleys with water. Many dairies that remove manure by flushing also recycle this
water for multiple flushes. Milking areas usually produce manure and process wastewater,
which are generally channeled into the manure and process wastewater handling and storage
system.

3. Livestock Waste Transport

The transport of manure is related to the solids content. Dry manure cannot be pumped;
liquid manure cannot be scraped. Dry manure is usually transported directly to the land
application site in a box-type manure spreader. Manure spreaders are commonly loaded by
tractor bucket loaders or elevated conveyor units. Slurried and liquid manure can be pumped
or flushed through pipes and concrete channels to storage or treatment processes. The pipes
can be above or below the ground.

Slurry and liquid manure are often loaded into tank trucks or tractor-drawn tanks. Tankers
are often loaded by stationary pumps, pumps located on a floating barge, and moveable
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pumps operated by a tractor PTO drive. Liquid manure is ofien transported by pumping
through permanent and temporary piping to irrigation devices.

4. Livestock Waste Storage and Treatment

In most cases, manure is stored for some period between manure production and manure
disposal. This storage can be long-term, 120 days (35 Illinois Administrative Code
501 .404(c)(4)(B)) or more, or short-term. Manure storage is necessary where disposal or
application immediately afier collection and removal is impossible or impractical. One such
situation is avoiding the application of manure during poor meteorological conditions. For
example, if manure is applied during the winter months, it is more likely that the melting
snow and spring rains will wash away most of the nutrients before the ground thaws enough
to absorb them. Manure is stored in three forms: solid, semisolid, and liquid.

Long-term storage usually consists of liquid or semi-solid manure, and the storage vessels
typically consist of lagoons or tanks made from glass-lined steel, poured concrete, or
earthen waste storage pits. Manure is typically stored for a period of time and then land
applied. Liquid or semisolid waste may be treated in a lagoon. Manure in lagoons is
biodegraded by bacteria using aerobic or anaerobic processes. To provide an oxygen supply,
aerobic lagoons must have aeration equipment or larger surface areas than anaerobic
lagoons.

During an inspection, the inspector may encounter manure that is stored in piles in fields or
pastures, piles on feedlots and in livestock pens, or a watertight manure pit with a concrete-
or clay-lined bottom. Short-term-storage manure (temporary manure stacks) is usually in
solid form. Temporary manure stacks shall be constructed or established and maintained in
a manner to prevent runoff and leachate from entering surface or ground water. Solid-
manure storage areas sometimes have a grass filter strip to absorb any nutrients from
leachate. No temporary manure stack shall be constructed within 100 feet of any water well
(35 Illinois Administrative Code 501 .404(b)(2)). In some cases, solid manure might be
composted. Operations that store manure in piles exposed to rainfall in fields or pastures are
considered to have a liquid manure handling system. However, any livestock waste stored in
excess of six months shall be contained in a permanent manure storage structure (35 Illinois
Administrative Code 501.404(a)).

Liquid and semi-solid dairy wastes are typically stored using the slurry method or the
lagoon method. Slurry storage is usually in a pit, slurry storage tank, or earth basin.
Livestock waste in lagoons is usually diluted with water from flush systems or milking
parlor washdown. Typically, the slurry storage or lagoon storage facilities are preceded by a
concrete or earthen settling basin. The purpose of the basin is to settle out manure solids
prior to entering the slurry storage or lagoon storage facilities. Dairy facilities utilizing sand
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as bedding material typically have a sand-trap settling basin preceding the manure solids
settling basin. The purpose of the sand-trap settling basin is to settle out sand prior to it
entering the solids basin. The recovered sand can be reused or land applied. Permanent
manure stacking areas are also common at dairy facilities. Any leachate from the manure
stacking area must be properly contained.

5. Livestock Waste Land Application Activities

Land application is the most common form of manure use at CAFOs. Solid manure is
usually spread using a mechanical manure spreader. Liquid manure can be applied by an
irrigation system or surface applied by truck or tanker. It is sprayed on the surface (and, in
some cases, later incorporated into the soil) or injected into the soil. Swine operations
commonly use manure spreaders for solids or traveling irrigators, permanent irrigation
systems, tankers equipped with injection equipment, or drag-line type injection.

The CAFO is to conduct land application of manure and process wastewater in accordance
with their site-specific Nutrient Management Plan and NPDES CAFO permit minimum
practices.
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CAFO Pre-Inspection Activities

An inspection of an AFO or CAFO may be conducted for the following reasons:

1. Compliance Evaluation Inspection (CET) at a permitted facility to evaluate the facility’s
compliance with the requirements of their NPDES Permit.

2. Inspection of a non-permitted AFO to determine whether the facility meets the definition of a
CAFO, whether the facility has caused, threatened, or allowed water pollution, and whether
the facility should apply for an NPDES Permit.

3. Routine Reconnaissance Inspection (RI).

4. Follow-up to a citizen complaint.

5. Case support after a violation has been identified.

6. To determine whether a facility should be designated as a CAFO.

7. Follow-up inspection to determine if a facility has implemented required controls or BMPs.

8. Compliance inspection to ensure compliance with settlement agreements.

The CAFO inspector’s responsibility is to gather information that can be used to evaluate
compliance with permit conditions, applicable regulations, and other requirements. Inspectors
should be familiar with the conditions of the facility’s NPDES permit and all applicable
regulations. Prior to conducting an inspection, an inspector should complete the following
specific pre-inspection activities:

1. Become familiar with the facility location and its geographic features. This includes

reviewing existing or internet based topographic maps, aerial photographs, and plat books of

the livestock facility.

2. Conduct a file review for the livestock facility. This includes reviewing previous inspection

reports, submitted records for reporting required under the NPDES Permit, general

correspondence, and enforcement actions.

3. Review the conditions of the facility’s NPDES Permit.
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4. Prepare sampling equipment for CAFO inspection. This includes sampling bottles with
preservatives, sample coolers, ice/icepacks, laboratory sheets, etc.

5. Determine whether there are any potential bio-security issues at the facility. An inspector
should make sure that disposable sanitary footwear and sanitized outer garments are available
during each inspection. An inspector should contact Dr. Mark Ernst, State Veterinarian, with
Illinois Department of Agriculture at 217/782-6657 if there are any concerns related to
animal health outbreaks.

Selection of Facilities for Inspection

If possible, the inspection of CAFO facilities should be conducted during or immediately
following precipitation events. CAFO facility inspections at animal feeding operations are
typically Compliance Evaluation Inspections, where the facility is being inspected primarily to
determine compliance with the requirements of the Clean Water Act.

Some facilities are selected for inspection based on “probable cause,” which means that the
Agency has obtained specific evidence of a possible existing violation at a facility. Inspections
are conducted in response to citizen complaints about a specific facility, emergency situations
such as reports of ongoing spills, information about specific water quality problems or fish kills,
or as a follow-up to prior inspections indicating violations at the same facility or at other
facilities owned or operated by the same person. Priority should be given to facilities that meet
one or more of the following criteria:

• Large CAFOs
o Priority watersheds impaired by runoff from AFOs
o Subject of citizen or government complaints
o Watersheds with high AFO or CAFO density
o Near surface waters

• Potential for large amounts of animal waste to reach surface water
• Non submission of required recordkeeping by the CAFO

Some inspections may be conducted at facilities where Illinois EPA does not have any prior
information indicating that there are existing violations. These are routine inspections to evaluate
compliance.
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CAFO On-Site Activities

A. Prevention of Disease Transmission

35 Illinois Administrative Code 501.406 includes the following requirement related to
livestock facility inspections:

“...No representative of the Agency shall enter a livestock management facility or livestock
waste handling facility unless sanitized footwear and sanitized outer garments provided by
the Agency are used (unless waived by the farm owner or operator) and any other reasonable
disease prevention procedures or equipment, as provided by the owner or operator of the
facility, are utilized.”

This regulation is to be strictly complied with during all livestock management facility and
livestock waste handling facility inspections.

The following biosecurity procedures are intended to be used by Agency staff in order to
conform with Ill. Adm. Code 501.406 and to reduce, as much as practical, the risk of
introducing pathogens during an Agency inspection. Biosecurity procedures must be used
during all inspections of livestock management facilities or livestock waste handling
facilities. When dealing with emergency situations (e.g., waste releases, improper mortality
disposal, fishkills, etc.), the procedures below may be reduced in order to expedite the
Agency’s response to protect human health and the environment. Caution should be
exercised by Agency personnel when standard biosecurity procedures are reduced as a result
of an emergency response and when the herd health status is unknown. In all cases, staff
should record the procedures taken.

Prior to entering a livestock management facility or livestock waste handling facility (except
emergencies, as described above), inspectors should discuss with the owner or operator the
facility biosecurity requirements, including the following:

1. Sanitized footwear and sanitized outer garments.
2. Any other reasonable disease prevention procedures or equipment, as provided by the

owner or operator.

An owner or operator may choose to waive the use of sanitized footwear or sanitized outer
garments. However, even when waived, staff should wear sanitized footwear during
inspections of livestock management/livestock waste handling facilities. If an owner or
operator does not advise inspectors that the use of sanitary outer garments is required, it shall
be implied that the use of such outer garments is not a requirement at the livestock
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management facility or livestock waste handling facility. Any facility waivers to the
requirements of Section 501.406, should be noted in the inspection report or checklist. If an
Agency inspector believes an unreasonable request has been made under item #2 above, the
inspector will contact their supervisor for guidance.

When the owner or operator of a livestock management/livestock waste handling facility is
not contacted prior to an inspection (e.g., unannounced inspections, time was not available
prior to the inspection, no one or no known party could be contacted) and at the time of the
inspection staff are asked to provide what they believe is an unreasonable disease prevention
procedure or to use equipment they believe is unreasonable, staff will immediately contact a
supervisor.

In discussing biosecurity procedures in non-emergency situations with the facility owner or
operator prior to an inspection, Agency staff will need to address the following:

a. Personal protection: Arrange for proper use of outerwear as discussed above. If feasible,
a minimum 24 hour downtime should be used for same species visits. Similarly, there
should be at least 24 hours downtime following visits to fairs, shows, livestock sales,
livestock sale barns, and exhibitions with livestock or which have housed livestock
within the previous 24 hours. If an inspector has traveled internationally and had contact
with livestock, there should be at least 48 hours downtime between farm inspections. If
an inspector has traveled internationally to a country with Foot and Mouth disease, there
should be at least 5 days of downtime. If an inspector is recovering from flu-like
symptoms or other contagious diseases, livestock facility inspections should be
postponed until the inspector is symptom free for 24 hours. If an inspector arrives to
conduct a CAFO inspection, and it is revealed by the owner or operator that the facility is
undergoing or recovering from an active disease issue, a non-emergency inspection
should be postponed until the livestock have recovered. In all cases, used disposable
outerwear should be left at the facility for disposal or placed in a plastic bag for later
disposal.

b. Vehicle care and parking: Prior to an inspection of a livestock management
facility/livestock waste handling facility, inspection vehicles should be washed. If the
inspection vehicle is not washed prior to the inspection, the vehicle parking location
should be 300 feet from the livestock management facility/livestock waste handling
facility or at a parking location agreeable to the facility owner or operator. However, the
vehicle must be located at a location which will allow the inspector safe access/egress
from the site. Establish a clean and contaminated area in the vehicle for storage of gear.
Use anti-bacterial wipes or sprays, as necessary, on foot pedals and floormats if sanitized
footwear are not used during the inspection.
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c. Equipment cleaning: To the extent practical, clean all equipment removed from the
vehicle, such as pens, cameras, coolers and clipboards, with anti-bacterial wipes.

d. Planning: Plan inspections such that areas of the livestock management/livestock waste
handling facility that have a high susceptibility of pathogen introduction are inspected
prior to areas of lower susceptibility.

Planned site visits that allow Agency staff to discuss biosecurity in advance with the owner
or operator are not always possible and may not allow for proper and complete inspection.
Biosecurity then becomes the responsibility of the inspector. Agency staff should take a
conservative approach, making preparations for biosecurity needs prior to an unannounced
visit, allowing for contingencies and additional requirements that may arise when addressing
biosecurity procedures once at the facility.

When inspections are conducted with other Agency staff (i.e., BOA, BOL, DLC, etc.), the
inspector must discuss biosecurity procedures in advance with those who will also be making
the inspection. Additional outerwear and other cleaning supplies will need to be provided to
those Agency staff.

Staff that maintain their own personal livestock must discuss with their supervisor any
specific biosecurity issues that may arise.

Field staff are responsible for maintaining an adequate inventory of disposable sanitary
footwear, sanitary outer garments, and anti-bacterial wipes or sprays for use when requested.
Normal procedures for requisitioning supplies should be followed.

B. Facility Arrival

Upon arrival at the livestock facility, the inspector must be prepared to present the owner or
operator credentials as a form of identification to gain access. Facility representatives may
verify Agency employment by contacting the Agency’s personnel office at 217/524-4157.
During an inspection, the inspector should use the inspection checklist, a notebook for field
notes, a digital camera for photographs, and a facility aerial photograph to document the
locations of waste storage structures. Copies of aerial photographs may be obtained from
www.earth.google.com, www.terraserver.com, etc.

The typical sequence of events during an inspection, are as follows:

1. Entry Interview

2. Record/document review
3. Facility Tour
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4. Exit Interview
5. Sample Collection

Although most inspections are unannounced, livestock facility inspectors should be aware
that they may have to call the facility prior to the time of the inspection to ensure that a
facility representative is available to assist the inspector with the inspection process.

In some cases, a facility representative may be reluctant to give entry consent because of
misunderstood responsibilities, inconvenience to the facility’s schedule, antagonism toward
the Agency, or other that may be overcome by diplomacy and discussion. Field staff should
explain the purpose of the inspection and the authority for the inspection as described in the
Act and NPDES Permit (for permitted facilities). During the inspection, field inspectors
should avoid sensitive areas at the facility, such as entering a representative’s residence.
Whenever there is difficulty in gaining consent to enter or when excessive delays occur in
obtaining entry, inspectors should tactfully question the reasons and work with the facility
representative(s) to overcome the problems. Care must be taken to avoid threats of any kind,
inflammatory discussions, or deepening of misunderstandings. Under no circumstances
should the inspector discuss potential penalties, or say and/or do anything that could be
construed as coercive or threatening.

If consent cannot be obtained or the situation is beyond the authority of the inspector to
manage, leave the premises and contact supervisory staff for guidance. When access is
denied or unreasonably conditioned (e.g. no photographs, access is limited in scope or
duration), the inspector and/or supervisor should consult with a representative of Division of
Legal Counsel (DLC) to determine if an inspection warrant is required. When returning to a
site after an inspection warrant is obtained, the inspector should be accompanied by a
member of law enforcement for safety reasons. An inspection warrant and escort by law
enforcement should be sought in cases where the inspector returns to a facility when threats
or attempts at intimidation have occurred in the past.

If the facility representative asks the inspector to leave the premises after an inspection has
begun, the inspector should leave and contact supervisory staff and DLC for guidance. All
activities conducted and information obtained before the withdrawal of consent are valid.
The inspector should ensure that all Agency equipment and personal belongs are removed
from the facility.

If access to some areas of the facility is denied during the course of the inspection, the
inspector should note the circumstances surrounding the denial of access. The inspector
should then proceed with the rest of the inspection. After leaving the facility, contact
supervisory staff and DLC for guidance.
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Do not enter any animal confinement area without prior authorization from the owner or
operator. These areas include buildings, open lots, pastures occupied by livestock, or other
area used for housing of transferring livestock.

Inspections of unattended facilities should generally be limited to areas visible from public
roads and the facility driveway, unless the facility owner or operator has given field staff
authorization to inspect other areas of the site in their absence. However, some situations,
such as a fish kill or pollution occurrence may warrant a cautious observation of waste
handling facilities in the absence of the facility representative. When field staff are unable to
locate a facility representative, it is recommended that the inspector leave a business card or
an “Inspection Advisory Letter” at the site with a call request. A copy the “Inspection
Advisory Letter” is located in Appendix E.

1. Entry Interview

The purpose of the entry interview is for the inspector to:

a. Present the facility owner or operator with credentials authorizing the inspection.
b. Seek consent for an on-site inspection.
c. Discuss biosecurity concerns with the facility owner or operator.
d. Inform the owner or operator of the scope and the purpose of the inspection.
e. Provide information to the facility representative concerning the regulation of

CAFOs.
f. Obtain basic information about the facility, including (see inspection checklist):

• Name, address, and telephone number of the facility.
o Owner or operator of the facility.
• Copies of specific records required by the permit.
• History of the facility.
• Solid and liquid livestock waste containment structure description.
• The location of drains, irrigation ditches, and waterways nearby.
• Any additional livestock facilities owned by owner/operator. Two CAFOs

under common ownership are considered to be one operation for permitting
purposes if they adjoin each other; or use a common land application area or a
common system of waste disposal.

The owners or operators of an unpermitted livestock facility may be unfamiliar with the
Agency’s programs and procedures. Therefore, additional efforts may be needed,
especially during an initial visit to a facility, to explain the reason, objectives, and
proposed plan for an inspection during an entry interview.
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2. Record/Document Review

The inspector should ask to see the records required to be kept by the facility’s NPDES
permit, the specific management plans, and the records to verify that the facility is
complying with the terms and conditions of the permit.

Records that the inspector may ask the facility to produce, include the following:

• Livestock inventory records

• Local precipitation records
• Livestock waste containment structure freeboard marker readings.
• Livestock waste application records, such as the following:

a. Date(s) of application
b. Location(s) of applications
c. Crop rotations
d. Soil, manure, and wastewater nutrient testing results

• NPDES permit for the facility
o Lease(s) or rental agreements
• “Spreading agreements” if livestock waste is applied on land not owned or leased by

the facility

• Construction pians or as-built drawings of the facility
• Comprehensive nutrient management plan

It may be necessary to ask a facility owner or operator to send in copies of documents,
either mailed photocopies or electronic copies, to assist in preparation of the inspection
report. These may include a site map of the facility, drainage information, discharge
reports, etc.

3. Facility Observations

After reviewing the records and documents, the inspector should ask the facility
representative to accompany him or her to observe the facility. The purpose of the
facility tour is to assess existing conditions and confirm that the facility conforms to the
description in the NDPES Permit. During the facility tour, the inspector should conduct
an assessment to determine if the CAFO is discharging livestock wastes. The assessment
should include, but is not limited to:
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• Proximity of the CAFO to waters of the State, and if the CAFO is upsiope from
waters of the State.

• Climatic conditions, including whether precipitation exceeds evaporation; discharge
history.

• Type of waste storage system, and the capacity, quality of construction and presence
and extent of built-in safeguards of the storage system.

• Management of mortalities.
• Standard operating procedures and quality of maintenance protocols, e.g., for

equipment, infrastructure, etc.

• Drainage of animal production areas.
o Exposure of livestock waste and feed to precipitation or other water; and

• If the CAFO land applies, method for nutrient management planning and source of
technical standards.

Some examples of factors that need to be considered by the inspector in assessing
whether a CAFO is discharging livestock wastes include:

All Livestock Facilities:
o Facility location, such as whether in a floodplain, slope, and proximity to waters of

the State.

• Volume of manure, litter, or process wastewater generated.
o Waste storage system and if designed, constructed, operated and maintained such

that a discharge into a water of the State is not occurring.

• Management of storage, treatment and disposal of mortalities.

• Amount of acreage to land apply manure, litter, or process wastewater in accordance
with appropriate practices and/or arrangements for disposing of or other means of
utilizing nutrients, such as transfer off-site; and the number of acres readily available
for land application.

o Type and collective effect of conservation practices, e.g., setbacks and buffers,
employed near surface waters, ditches, and other conduits to surface waters to

control the runoff of pollutants from land application areas.

• Resources and protocols for proper operation and maintenance at all times of land
application equipment, e.g., inspecting hoses and overseeing automatic shut-off

valves.

o Management of feed and silage, including management/capture of silage leachate

and runoff from feed and silage storage areas.
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Dairy Facilities:

• Whether animals are housed under roofs at all times, and if not, management of
manure and wastewater generated in loafing areas and other outdoor areas with
animal access

o Management of the calving area

• Management of cooling water and footbath water

• Storage or disposal of production area waste, including from milking parlors

o Management of bedding material

• The capacity for manure and wastewater storage, including consideration of proper
siting and management of stockpiles and capacity of solid settling basins to hold
direct precipitation

• The capacity, siting, and operation and maintenance practices for a vegetated
treatment system, where applicable

• Management of manure composting areas

• Cattle access to surface water

Swine Facilities

• Management of pollutants from confinement houses, including consideration of type
of confinement houses, pollutants expelled and deposited outside of and around
confinement houses from the ventilation system, and design of any drainage features
that may relate to management of process wastewater at the CAFO (i.e., whether a
conveyance routes water through part of the CAFO and into a water of the State)

o How manure and wastewater is collected and stored, such as in a deep pit under the
confinement house or by a containment structure like a lagoon

0 Identification of sources of pollutants, such as storage facilities and confinement
house ventilation systems, and consideration of whether pollutants come into contact
with precipitation or other water to generate process wastewater

Poultry Facilities

• Management of pollutants from confinement houses, including consideration of type
of confinement houses, pollutants expelled and deposited outside of and around
confinement houses from the ventilation system, and design of any drainage features
that may relate to management of process wastewater at the CAFO (i.e., whether a
conveyance routes water through part of the CAFO and into a water of the State)
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• Identification of sources of pollutants, such as storage facilities, litter handling
activities (e.g., cake-outs, crust-outs, whole house clean-outs, etc.), poultry handling,
and confinement house ventilation systems, and consideration of whether pollutants
come into contact with precipitation or other water to generate process wastewater

o For layer facilities, management of egg production and egg wash water.

In order to document findings of the inspection, the inspector may photograph aspects of
the operation. If the facility is discharging during the course of the inspection or if there
is evidence that the facility has recently discharged, the inspector may also collect
samples. During the course of the facility tour, the inspector may determine that he or she
needs to see additional records or documents. The inspector will inform the facility
representative of these needs as soon as possible to facilitate your retrieving the needed
information.

4. Exit Interview

Following the facility tour, the inspector will conduct a debriefing or exit interview with
the facility representative. This phase of the inspection is to allow both parties to follow
up on the inspection or to clarify issues which arose during the inspection.

To the extent possible the inspector will relay to the facility representative the basic
findings of the inspection. The goal of the exit interview will always be to make sure that
the facility representative is made aware of any problems or deficiencies found during the
inspection, options for correcting the problems, and possible follow-up actions by the
Agency. The discussion may also include information about sources of technical
assistance available to the operator.

If the inspector needs additional information from the facility representative or some
other source to complete his or her evaluation, they may not be able to provide the
representative with a final list of their findings.

C. CAFO Inspector Safety Issues

Very few diseases in animals are of concern to humans. However, persons with low

immunity can contract a specific respiratory illness from poultry called histoplasmosia. In

addition, CAFOs might store pesticides in both concentrated and dilute form. Inspectors

should never enter an area where pesticides are being applied. Before entering an area where

pesticides have been applied, the inspector should be familiar with the pesticide signs, and

should know the type of pesticide applied, the time and date of application, and whether the

area is safe to enter.
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The other major hazards at CAFOs include toxic gases, drowning, electrocution, and hazards
associated with the equipment used for handling, transporting, and applying manure from
CAFOs. During an inspection, inspectors must be aware of these potential hazards and seek
to avoid the dangers they pose.

Confined spaces at CAFOs, as at other types of facilities, present a safety risk to inspectors.
Gases such as hydrogen sulfide, carbon dioxide, ammonia, and methane are present in every
manure pile, and if not properly ventilated, can reach concentrations dangerous to humans.
Covered or enclosed tank facilities present the greatest danger, especially when manure is
being agitated or pumped out of the structures. Silos and silage bunkers also represent a
confined-space hazard. CAFO inspectors should ensure that facilities are properly ventilated
before entering to conduct an inspection.

Drowning is a possibility where semisolid, slurry, and liquid manures are stored. Manure
usually forms a surface crust. The thickness of the crust depends on the moisture content and
consistency of the manure. However, under no conditions is the crust solid enough to support
a human being. Inspectors should never venture out onto any crusted surfaces during an
inspection.

Livestock facility owners or operators use tractors to power pumps when transferring waste
out of storage lagoons. The power sources (take-offs) present both electrical hazards and
physical hazards for inspectors wearing loose-fitting clothing.

Facilities being washed present an electrocution hazard to the inspector. Wash water might
conduct electricity from wiring, connections, or equipment to persons in contact with that
water. Inspectors are advised to stay out of facilities during washdown.

Equipment used for handling, transporting, and applying manure can be hazardous to the
operator and to others close by. The operator’s manual for the equipment should document
the potential hazards for that equipment. Common hazards include getting clothing or limbs
caught in moving equipment parts; injury from escaping hydraulic fluid; and slippage of
tractors, loaders, and spreaders. Inspectors should exercise appropriate caution (e.g., but not
wearing loose-fitting clothing) around any machinery encountered during an inspection.
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D. Release Reporting Requirements

The Livestock Management Facilities Act requires an owner or operator of a livestock waste
handling facility to report any release of 25 gallons or more of livestock waste within 24
hours after discovery of the release into the environment. This reporting requirement includes
releases from livestock waste handling facilities and releases from the transportation of
livestock waste.

Initial notification should be made by calling the Illinois Emergency Management Agency
(IEMA). The IEMA maintains a 24-hour emergency notification line. Information to be
reported includes the location, amount, apparent environmental impacts of the release, and
actions taken to contain or mitigate the release.

In Illinois: (800) 782-7860
Outside of Illinois: (217) 782-7860

A written report to the Illinois EPA confirming the information provided by telephone is
required within five (5) days after discovery of the release. A copy of the “Required Report
Information Form” is located in Appendix D.

Written reports should be sent to Illinois EPA, Bureau of Water, Compliance Assurance
Section, P.O. Box 19276, Springfield, IL 62794-9276. Faxes maybe sent to (217) 557-1407.

Releases of any quantity which enter surface waters, (including releases to sinkholes, drain
inlets, broken subsurface drains or other conduits to groundwater or surface water) must be
reported immediately, except when immediate notification would impede the owner’s or
operator’s efforts to correct the cause of the release or contain the livestock waste. In such
cases, the report must be made as soon as possible but no later than 24 hours after discovery.

In addition to the reporting requirement, the owner or operator is responsible for correcting
the cause of the release as soon as possible, in order to minimize environmental damage.

The reporting requirement applies to waste storage, handling facilities, piping, pumps, and
transportation equipment. Reporting is not required for releases of less than 25 gallons
provided no quantity is released to waters of the state or from a controlled and recovered
release during field application. A release does not include the normal application of
livestock waste to cropland at established agronomic rates.
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E. Emergency Response

The majority of spills and emergency situations requiring field investigation are handled by
personnel from the Agency’s Office of Emergency Response (OER). However, on occasion
field staff are called upon to respond to spills, accidents, fires, and other incidents which have
the potential to affect the environment. Of paramount concern during such situations is the
need to be aware of conditions which present safety hazards. If any questionable situation
arises when responding to an emergency, field staff activities such as sampling and close
observation should be left to properly trained and equipped local emergency personnel or
OER staff.
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Sample Collection

Sample collection is an essential part of a water pollution control investigation. The goal of
sampling should be to collect samples in a location and manner so as to be representative of the
stream or discharge being sampled, free from the influence of other sources of water or
wastewater, and handle the sample in such a way that it is properly preserved for delivery to the
laboratory. Since any sample may become important in a future legal proceeding, proper
sampling procedures must be followed. An important reference for field staff is “A Field Guide
for Environmental Sampling” prepared by the Agency’s Division of laboratories. A copy of the
sampling field guide is located in Appendix F.

CAFO inspection sampling primarily is focused on documenting evidence of an unauthorized
discharge to waters of the State. Inspectors might not know whether they will be able to collect
samples prior to arriving at the site but should be prepared to do so. In addition, if there is no
discharge at the time of the inspection, inspectors might wish to identify and document likely
pathways that a discharge would follow and the name and location of the receiving waters if
such a discharge event should occur in the future.

Preparation for sampling is oflen based on a sampling plan. The plan is usually developed by the
inspector, with input from laboratory personnel and legal counsel as appropriate. A sampling
plan includes the objectives of the sample, data needs, parameters to be sampled, methods,
volumes and holding times of samples, documentation and transport, and quality control
procedures. The remainder of this section covers the various elements typical of sampling plans.

Typical parameters sampled at CAFOs are those which readily show an effect on water quality
by the discharge. These might include pH, five-day biochemical oxygen demand (BOD5), fecal
or total coliform bacteria, total suspended solids (TSS), ammonia nitrogen, nitrates, nitrites, and
phosphorus. Many other parameters, however, may appropriately be sampled to document such
discharges. Sampling of any one or a combination of these parameters can aid the inspector in
documenting discharges.

Grab samples are traditionally collected for CAFO facility discharges. A grab sample is defined
as an individual sample collected over a period of time not exceeding 15 minutes. The sample
should be collected directly into the sample bottles provided by the laboratory whenever
possible. Care should be taken so as not to overflow bottles containing preservatives. Samples
should be collected so as to avoid the inclusion of stirred up sediments, solids, or debris. If such

material enters the bottle during collection, the sample should be discarded and another one

collected.
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At a minimum, to effectively show impact on a receiving stream samples should be collected
upstream of the discharge, downstream of the discharge, and at the confluence before the
discharge enters the stream. The upstream sample should be collected at a reasonable distance
from the discharge where the stream is not influenced by the discharge but representative of the
entire stream flow. Care should be taken to avoid oddities or backflow caused by the discharge.
Samples collected downstream of the discharge should be collected at a point where the stream
and the discharge have become completely mixed. Judgment in the field is necessary to
determine this point, although a distance of 600 feet may be used a general rule-of-thumb in
small to medium streams.

Each sample and its corresponding lab sheet must be properly identified. Upstream samples
should be assigned the letter “A”. The initial downstream sample should be given the letter “C”
designation. Additional downstream samples shall be labeled as “C-i”, C-2”, etc. Samples
collected from the discharge point shall be labeled with a letter “B”. Bottles should be labeled
prior to sample collection in order to eliminate the possibility of mixing up samples and to
facilitate marking on the bottles. The lab sheet should be filled out at the time of sample
collection including observations related to any unusual characteristics of the sample and any
deviations from normal procedure in collecting or handling the sample.

Chain of custody procedures must be followed during and after sample collection. A chain of
custody is assured when samples are documented to be in the possession of an authorized person
or the samples are stored in a secure location where the sample cannot be altered. An inspector
is responsible for all samples in his or her possession. Each person collecting or transporting the
sample must be identified on the sample’s lab sheet. To ensure maintenance of the chain of
custody, samples should not be left unattended, except in a locked vehicle, a locked cooler, or a
secure location at the regional office or laboratory.

Samples must be put on ice or ice packs immediately after collection to retard the chemical and
biological changes within the sample bottles. However, do not allow the sample to freeze.
Water should be intermittently drained off sample coolers to avoid submergence of sample
bottles.
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Post-Inspection Activities

Effective follow-up action is a necessary component of all field activities, including CAFO
inspections. The most important follow-up is effective communication of the inspection findings
to the owner and to the appropriate Agency staff.

If no deficiencies or violations are found afier completion of the inspection and subsequent
report, the process ends. If violations are found, one of the following actions may be initiated
depending on the seriousness of the problems:

1. Noncompliance Advisory Letter: When relatively minor problems are found, a
Noncompliance Advisory (NCA) letter may be sent to the facility owner or operator. This
letter will document the violations of water or air pollution control regulations and laws
observed during the inspection, and include recommendations for correcting the problems.

2. Violation Notice: More serious violations or failure to correct problems noted in a
Noncompliance Advisory may result in a Violation Notice (MN) letter to the facility from
Illinois EPA headquarters in Springfield. Examples of violations that may lead to this
response include livestock waste releases causing water quality violations, or documented
instances of air pollution. The Violation Notice contains a description of the alleged
violations and actions that the Agency believes may resolve the violations, and begins a
series of steps described in the Illinois Environmental Protection Act. These steps include an
opportunity to meet with the Illinois EPA and to propose a Compliance Commitment
Agreement to resolve the violations. If no agreement is reached, or the compliance
commitment is not met, the Illinois EPA may follow up with a notice that it intends to pursue
legal action. This notice provides an opportunity for a second meeting with the Agency; if the
violations still remain unresolved, the matter may be referred to the Illinois Attorney
General, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, or a county State’s Attorney’s office for
enforcement.

3. Request for Injunctive Relief: Section 43 of the Environmental Protection Act allows the
Illinois EPA to request an injunction from the local circuit court to halt an activity causing or
contributing to “substantial danger to the environment or to the public health of persons or to
the welfare of persons where such danger is to the livelihood of such persons.” A significant
release of livestock waste to waters of the State or a serious ongoing air pollution episode
meeting the above criteria are some of the violations that could trigger this response.
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Inspection Reports

Inspection reports prepared by FOS staff serve two obvious purposes: 1) to communicate the
findings of an inspection to other Agency staff members, and 2) to provide documentation to
supplement the memory of the inspector during later discussions and possible enforcement
proceedings. The inspector’s report may be used as a basis for refreshing the inspector’s memory
for any required testimony. To ensure that inspections adequately serve these functions, it is
essential that they be accurate, factual, and objective.

A written report should be prepared for each CAFO inspection. The written report should be
submitted within sixty (60) days of the inspection date. However, if samples are collected during
the inspection, the report should be submitted within thirty (30) days of receipt of laboratory
sample analyses. The written report may include the “CAFO Inspection Checklist” alone (with
photographs and sample results, if any were taken) or accompanied by a written narrative.
Appendix A includes a copy of the Agency’s inspection checklist. In addition, a general facility
site map should accompany all CAFO inspection reports.

For a livestock facility with an existing NPDES Permit, EPA Form 3560, with Single Event
Violation (SEV) codes, should be completed. The form should be attached as the cover sheet to
the inspection report. Appendix B includes a copy of the EPA Form 3560.

In most cases, a written response will be provided to the facility owner within sixty (60) days of
the inspection date. If samples were collected during the inspection, the response will be
provided to the facility owner within thirty (30) days of receipt of laboratory sample analyses. It
should be noted that in some cases a written response may not be appropriate, such as those for
which enforcement is underway or is proposed.

If violations or deficiencies are noted during the CAFO inspection, a narrative inspection report
should be contained within or accompany the inspection checklist. A copy of the report should
be maintained at the regional office as well as transmitted to Bureau of Water’s Records Unit
(RU) at headquarters and any other appropriate Agency staff. In addition, copies of all other
correspondence received by field staff must be forwarded to the RU.

A copy of the inspection report, including photographs, sample sheets, facility site maps, and
other relevant information, should be sent to the facility owner or operator within ninety (90)
days of the inspection date. If samples are collected during the inspection, a copy of the report
should be sent within sixty (60) days of receipt of laboratory sample analyses. In some cases,
however, it may not be appropriate to send copies of the inspection report to facilities, such as
those for which enforcement is proposed or is underway.

- 31 -



In some cases it may be necessary to convey opinions or legal action recommendations in
writing to DLC. A separate memorandum should be prepared containing only these opinions or
recommendations. Such memorandums should be clearly marked “confidential” and addressed
to the appropriate Agency attorney, with no other copies shown. These memorandums would be
considered attorney-client communication not subject to discovery during an enforcement
proceeding, and allows the Agency’s position to be developed without potentially jeopardizing a
legal proceeding.

Field Staff should be aware that any field notes or other documents used to prepare an inspection
report are subject to the Freedom of Information Act and discovery. Therefore, any written field
notes should be retained by the CAFO inspector, even after completing the formal, written
inspection report.

The following elements should be considered when writing a narrative CAFO inspection report:

A. Objective
Inspection reports must be objective, impartial, unbiased, and unemotional. The inspector
must be a conduit of the facts gathered during the inspection. These facts should be conveyed
such that they speak for themselves. Avoid distortion by being aware of the emotional tone of
words. An attempt to emphasize the significance of the evidence may be held against you
and materially diminish the value of the report.

B. Quality
The overall quality of the inspection report may depend on how a CAFO inspector
communicates his or her findings to the reader.

1. Exact
A CAFO inspection report writer should precisely and accurately say what is meant to
say in plain language. Precision depends on dictation, phrasing, and sentence structure.

2. Quotes
Use good judgment in determining whether to quote or to paraphrase a witness. Consider
such factors as the significance, importance, or length of the statement. If you quote, use
the person’s exact words: otherwise, omit quotation marks from the report.

3. Personal comments, personal opinions
Any personal comments and/or opinions should not be included in the CAFO inspection

report.
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4. Facts
The CAFO Inspection report must only contain factual information gathered during the
inspection report.

5. Accurate

The accuracy of your inspection report should be properly verified and reviewed before
the final report is submitted. A typographical error in date or time may cast doubts on
other facts in the report.

C. Concise
Simplicity in writing is not easily accomplished, especially if the subject matter is complex.
Try to remove all that is elaborate or non essential without omitting the facts, details, and
necessary explanations. Readers of an inspection report are interested in getting the facts and
getting them as quickly as possible.

D. Complete
A good report should provide a complete picture to the reader. The inspection report should
include all information that is relevant. Use good judgment in deciding which facts are
relevant and what material should be included. If in doubt, include them. Completeness
implies that all the known facts and details have been reported so that no further explanation
is needed. The report is complete if it answers the questions of who, what, when, where, why,
and how. -

The following standardized format has been developed by the Agency for use in preparing a
complete narrative report of a CAFO inspection:

On the cover page of each narrative inspection report, the following general information should
be provided to the reader:

Inspection Date: The date the inspection was conducted should be listed.

NPDES Permit Number: If the facility has an NPDES Permit, the permit number should be
listed.

Illinois EPA Representatives: The inspector’s name and any other Agency inspectors present
during the inspection should be listed.

Facility Owner/Operator: The name, mailing address, home telephone number, and telephone
number should be listed.

Facility Employees: The names of any facility employees should be listed.
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Interviewed: The identity of the inspection contact should be listed.

Weather Conditions: A general description of the weather at the time of the inspection should
be listed. This includes precipitation, temperature, wind direction, etc.

Report Prepared By: The Agency inspector preparing the report should be listed.

Report Date: The date the report was completed should be listed.

The narrative inspection report should be written in first person. The report should contain three
main sections. These include background information concerning the CAFO, observations made
during the inspection, and the inspector’s findings made during the inspection.

1. “Background” Section

The purpose of this section is to provide background information concerning the facility
inspection. This section should include the reason for the inspection (routine compliance,
follow-up inspection, complaint, emergency response, etc.), previous inspection and violation
history/summary, record review information, and general site information. Site information
should include the type of facility, approximate number of livestock at the facility,
information regarding the number/type of confinement buildings, types of confinement areas,
and number/type of waste storage structures.

It should be noted that specific information concerning the identity of a complainant should
not be included in this section.

2. “Observations” Section

This section of the narrative inspection report should effectively document observations
made by the inspector during the CAFO inspection. All pertinent, relative facts about the
inspection are to be included. The section should fully document the following areas of the
inspector’s on-site activities:

• Entry interview

• Record/document review

• Facility tour

• Exit interview

• Sample collection
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3. “Findings” or “Conclusions” Section

This section should contain a brief synopsis or summary of the facility inspection and the
inspector’s findings. The inspector’s determination concerning the need for an unpermitted
facility applying for a permit should be included in this section. Any violations or
deficiencies observed during the inspection should be listed in this section. In addition,
recommendations for compliance should also be listed.

A signature block should be located at the end of the narrative report for the CAFO inspector’s
signature. This block must be signed by the CAFO inspector at the time of report completion.

Attachments to narrative inspection reports include photographs, sample sheets, facility site
maps, and other relevant information. These attachments are necessary to properly document
apparent violations observed during the CAFO inspection. Photographs and sample results
should be accompanied by appropriate documentation of location, date, time, and the identity of
the photographer or sampler.
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• ILLINOIS ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
Livestock Facility Inspection Checklist

GENERAL INFORMATION

TYPE OF INSPECTION:
El CAFO El COMPLAJNT El RECONNAISSANCE El ERU FOLLOW UP C] OPERATOR REQUEST El OTHER

FACILITY NAME (LLC, Inc., Corp, Partnership, sole proprietorship, etc.) INSPECTION DATE ARRIVAL TIME

ADDRESS INSPECTOR(s) DEPARTURE TIME

CITY STATE ZIP CODE ACCOMPANIED BY (if applicable)

COUNTY SECTION TOWNSHIP RANGE POLITICAL TOWNSHIP TEMPERATURE PRECIPITATION TYPE

Facility Owner(s): NAME CONTACTED PHONE MOBILE
ElYE5 ElNO

El Same as Facility ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIP CODE

NAME CONTACTED PHONE — MOBILE
ElYEs ElNo

ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIP CODE

Facility NAME CONTACTED PHONE MOBILE
Operator(s): C] YES El NO

ADDRESS CiTY STATE ZIP CODEEl Same as above

NAME CONTACTED PHONE MOBILE
ElYEs ElNo

ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIP CODE

NPDES PERMIT INFORMATION (If no NPDES Permit, skip this section)

1. What type of NPDES permit has been issued? NPDES #
El Individual NPDES Permit El General NPDES Permit

2. What date was the NPDES permit issued?
3. What date does the NPDES permit expire?
4. Is a copy of the NPDES permit onsite? El YES lEl NO
5. Permitted number of animals (no. & specie)?

6. Does the NPDES Permit contain a compliance schedule? IC] YES IC] NO
7. Have there been any changes made to the production area since the permit was issued? El YES IC] NO

If “YES”, provide a detailed description of those changes.
None



Facility Name: Inspection Date: Page 2/8

LAND APPLICATION/NUTRIENT MANAGEMENT

1. How many TOTAL acres are available for land application? acres

2. How many acres are READILY available for land application at the time of inspection? acres

3. Estimated annual quantities of liquid waste gallons

4. Estimated annual quantities of solid waste tons

5. Does the facility have a contractor perform land application? LI YES LI NO
If “YES”, Name of Contractor:

6. What type of land application equipment is available to the facility?

LI Umbilical Injection LI Honeywagon Injection LI Honeywagon Surface LI Irrigation

LI Rotational Gun LI Manure Spreader LI Vegetative Filter LI Other

7. Does the facility calibrate the land application equipment? LI YES LI NO
If “YES”, What method is used?

8. Does the facility land apply within the 150 foot setback from any water well? LI YES LI NO
It “YES”, Explain

9. Does the facility land apply within the 200 foot setback from any surface water? LI YES LI NO
If “YES”, Explain

10.Does the facility land apply near any residences? LI YES LI NO
If “YES”, Explain

11.Is livestock waste transferred off-site to another party? LI YES LI NO
If “YES”, Are records of manure transfers kept? LI YES LI NO
If “YES”, Ask to see records

12. Does the facility have a current NMP or CNMP? LI YES LI NO
If “YES”, Does the facility maintain a copy of the nutrient management plan (NMP) LI YES LI NO
onsite?

13.Does the NMP reflect the current operational characteristics (number of animals, cropping, LI YES LI NO
etc.)?

14. Are the number of acres owned/leased consistent with those in the NMP? LI YES LI NO

15.Is manure and wastewater being applied in accordance with setback/buffer requirements LI YES LI NO
of the NMP?

16.Are all of the records identified in the NMP being maintained and kept current? LI YES LI NO

17.Are records being maintained at the required frequency? LI YES LI NO

18.Are records being maintained onsite for the period required by NMP and/or NPDES permit? LI YES LI NO

19.Is the NMP adequately addressing the storage, handling and application of manure and LI YES LI NO
wastewater to prevent discharges to waters of the U.S.?



Facility Name: Inspection Date: Page 3/8

LIVESTOCK FACILITY DESCRIPUON

Type of Animals Number of Animal Type of Confinement Number of
Animals Capacity Structures
(currently)

Does the facility have an Illinois Certified Livestock Manager (300 or greater animal units)? LI N/A D YES LI NO
If greater than 1000 animal units but less than 5000 animal units, does the facility have a LI N/A LI YES LI NO
waste management plan?
If greater than 5000 animal units, has the facility submitted a waste management plan to LI N/A LI YES LI NO
IDOA for review?
Does the facility have any other locations under common ownership, or where equipment and/or LI YES LI NO
manure is shared, or where the other site shares land application sites? If so, put names and
addresses below.
None

LIVESTOCK WASTE STORAGE

1. Does the facility have any existing livestock waste containment system? LI YES LI NO
If NO, then proceed to question 10.

2. General description of the waste containment system (include solid and liquid manure handling, mortality, and
feed storage areas).
None



Facility Name: Inspection Date: Page 4/8

Type of Storage Total Storage Capacity (Specify Units)

LI Anaerobic Lagoon

LI Covered Lagoon

LI Holding Pond

LI Above Ground Storage Tank (“Slurrystore”)

LI Below Ground Storage Tank

LI Settling Basin

LI Roofed Storage Shed

LI Concrete Pad

LI Impervious Soil Pad

LI Underfloor Pits

LI Anaerobic Digester

LI Manure Stacks

LI Vegetative Filter

LI Other

LI None
3. Do the storage structures have depth markers or staff gauges? LI YES LI NO

4. Are levels of manure in the storage structures recorded and records kept? LI YES LI NO

5. Do the storage structures have adequate freeboard? LI YES LI NO

6. Estimated final stage storage structure freeboard in. of total depth in.

7. Do facility personnel perform routine visual inspections of the storage structures? LI YES LI NO

8. Are the routine visual inspections documented? LI YES LI NO

9. Does the system have an outfall or discharge point? LI YES LI NO

If “YES”, please provide a description (overflow pipe, spill way, etc. Include a description the area receiving the
discharge).
None

10. Are there any portions of the production area where runoff is not controlled? LI YES LI NO

If “YES”, provide a detailed description of the area(s) of concern:
None

MORTALITIES MANAGEMENT

1. How are mortalities managed? (Composted, buried, burned, rendering service, other)
None

2. Are mortalities documented and are records kept? LI YES LI NO



Facility Name: Inspection Date: Page 5/8

FACILITY WATER SOURCES

1. What type of method is used to provide drinking water for the animals?

LI Overflow waters LI Tip Tanks LI Nipple waters LI Water Bowls LI Other

_____________

2. How is the water for animals obtained?

LI Community PWS [I On-Site Well LI On-Site Impoundment LI Other

____________

3. Is a mist cooling system used? LI YES LI NO
How is mist water contained?
None

DAIRY OPERATION (If No Dairy, skip this section)

1. How many times per day are cows milked?

________

2. Describe how the dairy’s non-contact cooling water is contained (Example: it is reused for drinking water for
the animals).
None

3. Describe how the milking parlor is cleaned (hose or flush) and where the process wastewater goes and how it
is contained.
None

4. Describe how the tank(s) are washed and where the process wastewater goes and how it is contained.
None

5. Describe where process wastewater from the plate cooler goes and how it is contained.
None

BEDDING (If No Bedding, skip this section)

1. Describe what type of bedding is used for the animals.
None

2. Describe how bedding is collected and how often.
None

3. What is done with the used bedding? LI Reused LI Land Applied



Facility Name: Inspection Date: Page 6/8

MANURECOLLECTJON

1. How is manure collected?

LI Under Floor Pit

LI Scraped: LI Automatic LI Manual

LI Flush

LI Solids Separator

LI Other:

______________

LI None

2. If manure collection system uses either clean or reused water to flush, describe where this water goes and
how it is contained.
None

FEED STORAGE CONTAINMENT

1. Describe how feed (silage, hay, etc) is contained.
LI Bulk Bins

LI Silage Pit

LI Ag Bags

LI Hay: LI Barn LI Outdoor

LI Other:

______________

2. Describe how feed (silage, hay, etc) runoff is contained.
LI Not Applicable — Feed totally enclosed

LI Other:

______________

LI None

RECEIVING SURFACE WATERS

1. Provide a description of the flow path from the facility to the nearest named surface water.

None

2. What is the name of the receiving stream?

None

3. Status of the named surface water: LI Intermittent LI Perennial

4. Are any unnatural bottom deposits observed in the receiving stream: LI YES LI NO

If wYESf, provide a description of the deposits: None



Facility Name: Inspection Date: Page 7/8

DISCHARGES

1. Have there been any documented discharges of livestock waste to surface water in the LI YES LI NO
past year? If “NO” proceed to question 2.
a. If”YES”, specify the date(s).

b. What was the reason for the discharge?

c. Was the discharge the result of a 25 year-24 hour rainfall event? ID YES LI NO
d. What was the precipitation amount? (ifapplicable)
e. Was IEMA notified of the discharge? LI YES LI NO
f. Has the facility taken corrective action to remedy the situation which caused the LI YES LI NO

discharge(s)?
If “YES”, describe actions taken:

None

. Is the facility currently discharging livestock waste from the production area? If “NO” LI YES LI NO
proceed to next section.
a. Was the discharge the result of a 25 year-24 hour rainfall event? LI YES LI NO
b. What was the precipitation amount? (ifapplicable)
c. What is the reason for the discharge?

d. Were water quality samples taken? LI YES ILI NO
e. If”YES”, how many?

f. What parameter(s) tested? LI pH LI Ammonia LI Nitrate LI Nitrite LI Phosphorus LI BOD5
LI Total Susp Solids LI Fecal LI Diss 02 LI Other

BIOSECURITY — Inspection Activities

1. Were biosecurity measures discussed with the facility prior to inspection? LI YES LI NO

2. Has there been 24-hours downtime between inspections for all IEPA personnel present? LI YES LI NO

3. Was the order of inspection conducted from high risk to low risk? LI N/A LI YES LI NO

4. Did all personnel stay outside livestock management and livestock waste handling facilities LI YES LI NO
as defined in 35 IAC 501.285 and 35 IAC 501.300? If “YES” skip to question 7.

BIOSECURITY — Personal Protection Equipment

5. Was sanitary footwear donned prior to entering the livestock LI N/A LI YES LI NO
management/waste_handling_facility(s)? Did not Enter

6. Were disposable coveralls donned prior to entering the livestock LI N/A LI YES LI NO
management/waste_handling_facility(s)? Did_not Enter

7. Was sanitary footwear used during the inspection? LI YES LI NO

8. Was disposable sanitary outerwear disposed at the facility? LI YES LI NO



Facility Name: Inspection Date: Page 8/8

BIOSECURITY — Vehicle

9. Was the vehicle parking location discussed with the facility prior to inspection? YES NO
10.Was the vehicle washed since the inspection prior to current? If “YES” skip question 11. YES 1j NO
11.Was the vehicle parked >300-feet from the livestock management/waste N/A YES NO

handling facility? Explain where vehicle was parked:

12Was IEPA vehicle used on site? YES NO
13.Was facility vehicle used on site? YES NO
BIOSECURITY — Inspection Equipment

14. Was all equipment wiped down with anti-bacterial wipes? YES NO
15.Was sample cooler kept inside vehicle during inspection? If “YES” skip question 16. YES NO
16.Was sample cooler wiped down with antibacterial wipes before placing back into N/A YES NO

vehicle?
OTHER COMMENTS/NOTES

None

Check all attachments: D Narrative D Photos Site Plan Sample Results
INSPECTOR’S SIGNATURE REPORT DATE

Attachments:______
Revised March 2012

Cc: BOW/DWPC/RU
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This 2010 Integrated Report continues the reporting format first adopted in the 2006 reporting
cycle. However, for the 2010 cycle the Integrated Report is being divided into two volumes:
Volume I covering surface water and Volume II covering groundwater. Prior to 2006,
assessment information was reported separately in the Illinois Water Quality [Section 305(b)]
Report and Illinois Section 3 03(d) List. The Integrated Report format is based on federal
guidance for meeting the requirements of Sections 305(b), 303(d) and 314 of the Clean Water
Act.

The basic purpose of this report (Volume I) is to provide information to the federal government
and the citizens of Illinois on the condition of surface water in the state. This information is
provided in detail in the appendices and is summarized in Section C-3.

Streams

For the 2010 cycle, Illinois EPA upgraded the basis for measuring stream miles in the state.
Formerly, Illinois used the medium resolution National Hydrography Dataset (NHD) (1:100,000
scale) for this purpose. However, for 2010, this was upgraded to the high resolution NHD
(1:24,000 scale). This resulted in a significant increase in the total stream miles considered in
this report (from 71,394 to 119,244 stream miles) due to the inclusion of many small first and
second order streams found in the high resolution NHD which are not included in the medium
resolution NHD. This also reduced the overall percent of Illinois waters considered assessed. In
addition, the length of each stream segment was recalculated using this more accurate basis
resulting in a change of length for most segments. Unfortunately, this affects the comparison of
the 2010 assessment results with results from previous years. The reader should be aware that
differences between the percent of assessed stream miles in 2010 compared to percentages from
previous years, maybe partially an artifact of this change in methods.

For 2010, 17,010 stream miles, or 14.3 percent of the total 119,244 stream miles in Illinois have
been assessed for attainment of at least one designated use. Overall, the percent of stream miles
assessed has remained relatively consistent over the last 5 cycles — about 13 to 14 percent.

The degree of support (attainment) of a designated use in a particular stream segment is
determined by an analysis of various types of information, including biological,
physicochemical, physical habitat, and toxicity data. When sufficient data are available, each
applicable designated use in each segment is assessed as Fully Supporting (good), Not
Supporting (fair), or Not Supporting (poor). Waters in which at least one applicable use is not
fully supported are called “impaired.” For Illinois streams, the major potential causes of
impairment, based on number of miles affected, are fecal coliforrn bacteria impairing swimming
(primary contact) use, mercury and polychiorinated biphenyls (PCBs) in fish tissue impairing
fish consumption use, and low dissolved oxygen, high nutrients, excessive siltation, physical
habitat alterations, and high suspended solids which impair aquatic life use (Table C-3 1). The
major potential sources of impairment are atmospheric deposition of toxics, agriculture,
hydromodification, municipal point sources, urban runoff/storm sewers, surface mining, and
impacts from hydrostructure flow regulationlmodification (Table C-32).
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The percent of stream miles rated Fully Supporting (good) for aquatic life use increased slightly
to 63.2 percent in 2010, compared to 61.0 percent in the 2008 reporting cycle. The percent of
stream miles assessed as good, fair and poor for each use for 2008 and 2010 are shown below.
Slight differences in assessment numbers may be attributable to random change or differences in
how and where aquatic life use assessments were performed between the 2008 and 2010. For
example, given that many aquatic life use assessments in streams are updated on a five-year
cycle, it is possible that statewide comparisons at any shorter time period (e.g., between each
consecutive reporting cycle) actually reflect the regional subset of waters most recently updated
rather than a statewide pattern. Also, it is possible that improvements in assessment information,
methods or stream mile calculations contribute to year-to-year differences.

Percent of Illinois Stream Miles Assessed as Good, Fair and Poor in 2010 and 2008

Percent Fully Percent Not Percent Not
Miles Percent Supporting Supporting Supporting Percent Not

Designated Use Assessed Assessed (Good) (2) (Fair) (2) (Poor) Assessed

Year: 2010 2010 2010 2008 2010 2008 2010 2008 2010 2008

AquaticLife 16,753 14.1 63.2 61.1 30.6 34.8 6.2 4.1 85.9 78.5

Fish Consumption 3,930 3.3 0.0 0.0 92.1 91.9 7.9 8.1 96.7 94.6

Indigenous Aquatic Life 93 100.0 36.4 38.2 57.5 55.1 6.1 6.7 0.0 0.0

Primary Contact 4,009 3.4 18.6 18.9 34.3 36.2 47.1 44.9 96.6 94.5
PublicandFoodProcessing

1,157 100.0 9.5 9.0 90.5 91.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
RPJ

.

Secondary Contact’ 733 0.6 100.0 100.0 -- -- 99.4 99.0

Aesthetic Quality° -- -- -- --- -- -- 100.0 100.0
Note: Numbers and percentages may not add up due to slight rounding errors.
1. Assessment guidelines are not yet fully developed; see section C-2 Assessment Methodology.
2. Percentages of Good, Fair and Poor indicate the percent of miles assessed.
2.By definition, Secondary Contact Use is ‘Fully Supporting” in all waters in which Primary Contact Use is ‘Fully
Supporting.

Inland Lakes

For this 2010 report, a total of 148,014 lake acres were assessed for at least one designated use.
This represents 46.5 percent of total lake and pond acreage (318,477) in the state. Overall, the
percent of lake acres assessed has remained relatively consistent over the last 5 cycles — about 46
to 49 percent.

As with streams, each lake is assessed as Fully Supporting (good), Not Supporting (fair), or Not
Supporting (poor), for each applicable designated use. Of the 142,571 lake acres assessed for
aquatic life use in 2010, 91.3 percent were rated as Fully Supporting as compared to 69.4 percent
Fully Supporting in 2008 and 53.6 percent Fully Supporting in the 2006 reporting cycle. This
increase in the percent of fully supported lake acres may be due in part to a change in the
assessment status of a relatively few large lakes from not assessed to fully supporting. The
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percent of lakes (acres and numbers) assessed as good, fair and poor for each use are shown
below.

Percent of Illinois Lakes Assessed as Good, Fair and Poor in 2010

Percent of
-

Assessed Percent of Percent of Percent of
Percent of Acres as Assessed Assessed Percent of Statewide
Statewide Fully Acres as Not Acres as Not Statewide Acres as

Acres Acres Supporting Supporting Supporting Acres Not Insufficient
Designated Use Assessed Assessed (Good) (Fair) (Poor) Assessed Information

Year: 2010 2010 2010 2008 2010 2008 2010 2008 2010 2008 2010 2008
Aesthetic Quality 142,553 45.0 9.8 6.8 82.6 66.9 7.6 26.3 52.4 52.5 2.6 2.7
Aquatic Life 142,571 45.0 91.3 69.4 8.7 30.6 0.0 0.00 52.4 52.5 2.6 2.7
Fish Consumption 92,280 29.0 7.4 7.9 92.0 92.1 0.6 0.0 71.0 72.7 0.0 0.0
Indigenous Aquatic

1,600 101 100.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0Life
Primary Contact 1,814 0.6 60.2 60.2 39.8 39.8 0.0 0.0 99.4 99.4 0.0 0.0
Public and Food
Processing Water 75,655 99.7 20.5 6.3 79.3 93.7 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.2 0.0 0.0
.1:121i1Y_

—

Secondary Contact 1,092 0.3 100.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 99.7 99.7 0.0 0.0
Percent of Percent of Percent of Percent of

Percent o Assessed Assessed Assessed Percent of Statewide
Number Statewide Lakes Fully Lakes Not Lakes Not Statewide Lakes as
of Lakes Lakes Supporting Supporting Supporting Lakes Not Insufficient

Designated Use Assessed Assessed’t (PooiL_ Assessed Information
Year: 2010 2010 2010 2008 2010 2008 2010 2008 2010 2008 2010 2008

Aesthetic Quality 352 0.4 13.4 13.3 74.7 72.5 11.9 14.2 99.6 99.5 0.1 0.1
Aquatic Life 353 0.4 90.4 89.0 9.3 10.7 0.3 0.3 99.6 99.5 0.1 0.1
Fish Consumption 124 0.1 1.6 2.1 96.8 96.8 1.6 1.1 99.9 99.9 0.0 0.0
Indigenous Aquatic

1 100.0 100.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0Life
Primary Contact 15 0.02 46.7 46.7 53.3 53.3 0.0 0.0 99.98 99.98 0.0 0.0
Public and Food
Processing Water 74 93.7 24.3 23.7 75.7 76.3 0.0 0.0 6.3 5.0 0.0 0.0

_211_ -- ..

Secondary Contact2 7 0.01 100.0 0.0 0.0 99.99 99.99 0.0 0.0
Note: Numbers and percentages may not add up due to slight rounding errors.
1. Statewide, in the time period covered by this summary, Illinois had 91,456 lakes and ponds designated for general uses, one
lake designated for Indigenous Aquatic Life Use, and 79 lakes designated for Public and Food Processing Water Supply Use.
2. By definition, Secondary Contact Use is ‘Fully Supporting’ in all waters in which Primary Contact Use is ‘Fully Supporting.”

The major potential causes of impairment based on number of lake acres affected are total
suspended solids, phosphorus (total) and aquatic algae, impairing aquatic life and aesthetic
quality uses, and, mercury and polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) in fish tissue impairingfift
consumption use (Table C-34). The major potential sources of impairment are crop production
(crop land or dry land), atmospheric deposition of toxics, littoral/shore area modifications
(nonriverine), other recreational pollution sources, runoff from forest/grasslandiparkland,
contaminated sediments, urban runoff/storm sewers, munièipal point source discharges, and on-
site treatment systems (septic systems and similar decencentralized systems)(Table C-35).
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Lake Michigan

Lake Michigan is monitored annually through a cooperative agreement between the city of
Chicago Department of Water and Illinois EPA Bureau of Water. The State of Illinois has
jurisdiction over approximately 1,526 square miles of open water and 63 shoreline miles of Lake
Michigan bordering Cook and Lake counties in the northeastern corner of the state. At least one
use was assessed in 151 square miles of Lake Michigan.

Assessments of aquatic life use were unchanged from the 2008 reporting cycle. About ten
percent of the total Lake Michigan waters in Illinois were assessed, and all were rated as Fully
Supporting for the following uses: aquatic life use, primary contact (swimming) use, secondary
contact use, and public and food processing water supply use. However, fish consumption use in
the Illinois portion of Lake Michigan is assessed as Not Supporting (Poor) due to contamination
from polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) and mercury. In addition, all Lake Michigan beaches in
Illinois were assessed as Not Supporting (poor) for primary contact use due to bacterial
contamination from Escherichia coli bacteria. The individual use-support summary for all Lake
Michigan-basin waters is shown below.

Statewide Individual Use-Support Summary for Lake Michigan-Basin Waters

Lake Michigan Bays and Harbors; Units: Square Miles

Total Assessed Size Fully Size Not Size Not
Supporting Supporting Supporting Size Not

Designated Use Total Size Size % (Good) (Fair) (Poor) Assessed

Aesthetic Quality1 2.5 0 0 0 0 0 2.5

Aquatic Life 2.5 2.46 98.3 2.40 0 0.06 0.05

Fish Consumption 2.5 2.46 98.3 0 0 2.46 0.05

Primary Contact 2.5 0 0 0 0 0 2.5

Secondary Contactm 2.5 0 0 0 0 0 2.5

Lake Michigan Open Water; Units: Square Miles

Total Assessed Size Fully Size Not Size Not
Supporting Supporting Supporting Size Not

Designated Use Total Size Size % (Good) (Fair) (Poor) Assessed

Aesthetic Quality° 1,526 0 0.0 0 0 0 1,526

Aquatic Life 1,526 151 9.9 151 0 0 1,375

Fish Consumption 1,526 151 9.9 0.0 0 151 1,375

Primary Contact 1,526 151 9.9 151 0 0 1,375

Public andFoodProcessing
151 100 151 0 0 0Water Supplies

Secondary Contact’ 1,526 151(2) 9.9
(2) 151(2) 0(2) 0(2) 1,375
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Lake Michigan Shoreline; Units: Miles

Total Assessed Size Fully Size Not Size Not
Supporting Supporting Supporting Size Not

Designated Use Total Size Size % (Good) (Fair) (Poor) Assessed

Aesthetic Quality’ 63 0 0.0 0 0 0 63

Aquatic Life 63 0 0.0 0 0 0 63

Fish Consumption 63 63 100 0 0 63 0

Primary Contact 63 63 100 0 0 63 0

Secondary ContactW 63 0 0.0 0 0 0 63
1. Assessment guidelines are not yet fully developed; see section C-2 Assessment Methodology.
2. By definition, Secondary Contact Use is Fully Supporting” in all waters in which Primary Contact Use is “Fully
Supporting”; otherwise, assessment guidelines are not yet developed for determining the level of use attainment.
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PART A: INTRODUCTION

A-i. Reporting Requirements

The 2010 Integrated Report is based on guidance from USEPA which is intended to satisfy the
requirements of sections 3 05(b), 3 03(d) and 314 of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act
Amendments of 1972 (PL 92-500) and subsequent amendments (hereafter, collectively called the
“Clean Water Act” or “CWA”) in a single combined report. For this reporting cycle the
Integrated Report is being divided into two volumes: Volume I covering surface water and
Volume II covering groundwater.

According to Section 3 05(b) of the Clean Water Act, each state, territory, tribe, and interstate
commission (hereafter collectively called “state”) must submit to USEPA “a report which shall
include—

(A) a description of the water quality of all navigable waters in such State during the preceding
year,...

(B) an analysis of the extent to which all navigable waters of such State provide for the
protection and propagation of a balanced population of shellfish, fish, and wildlife, and allow
recreational activities in and on the water;

(C) an analysis of the extent to which the elimination of the discharge of pollutants and a level of
water quality which provides for the protection and propagation of a balanced population of
shellfish, fish, and wildlife and allows recreational activities in and on the water, have been or
will be achieved by the requirements of this Act, together with recommendations as to additional
action necessary to achieve such objectives and for what waters such additional action is
necessary;

(D) an estimate of (i) the environmental impact, (ii) the economic and social costs necessary to
achieve the objective of this Act in such State, (iii) the economic and social benefits of such
achievement, and (iv) an estimate of the date of such achievement; and

(E) a description of the nature and extent of nonpoint sources of pollutants, and
recommendations as to the programs which must be undertaken to control each category of such
sources, including an estimate of the costs of implementing such programs.”

Illinois reports the resource quality of its waters in terms of the degree to which the beneficial
uses’ of those waters are attained and the reasons (causes and sources) beneficial uses may not be
attained. In addition, states are required to provide an assessment of the water quality of all
publicly owned lakes, including the status and trends of such water quality as specified in
Section 314(a)(l) of the Clean Water Act.

Beneficial uses, also called designated uses, are discussed in more detail in Section B-2 Water Pollution Control
Program, Illinois Surface Water Quality Standards.
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Section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act and corresponding regulations in Title 40 of the Code of
Federal Regulations, require states to

• Identify water quality-limited waters where effluent limitations and other pollution
control requirements are not sufficient to implement any water quality standard,

• Identify pollutants causing or expected to cause water quality standards violations in
those waters,

o Establish a priority ranking for the development of Total Maximum Daily Load2 (TMDL)
calculations including waters targeted for TMDL development within the next two years,
and,

o Establish TMDLs for all pollutants preventing or expected to prevent the attainment of
water quality standards.

This list of water quality limited waters is often called the 3 03(d) List.

The Integrated Report process has two major phases corresponding to the requirements noted
above. In the first phase use attainment assessments are conducted for all waters and all
designated uses for which data are available to make assessments. As part of that process all
potential causes (both “pollutant” and “nonpollutant” causes) and sources of impairment are
identified. These assessment results, which include all use attainment assessments and all
potential causes and sources of use impairment for all assessed waters, are shown in Appendix B.
The next phase involves categorizing waters based on whether any uses are impaired, whether
pollutant or nonpollutant causes are identified and whether or not a TMDL is required. A subset
of all assessed waters and causes of impairment is identified as the 303(d) List (Appendix A). It
includes only those waters which have uses that are impaired by pollutants and which require a
TMDL. Each entry on the 3 03(d) List is a unique combination of a water body segment (also
known as an assessment unit3) and pollutant cause of impairment that requires a separate loading
calculation. Also, as part of this second phase, each segment-pollutant combination on the
3 03(d) List is prioritized for TMDL development and a two-year schedule for TMDL
development is created. TMDLs are only conducted for causes of impairment which are
classified as pollutants such as metals or pesticides. Nonpollutant causes of impairment such as
habitat degradation are not a component of Illinois’ 3 03(d) List submission.

The distinction between pollutant and nonpollutant is critical in this process. Section 5 02(6) of
the Clean Water Act, defines a pollutant as “dredged spoil solid waste, incinerator residue,
sewage, garbage, sewage sludge, munitions, chemical wastes, biological materials, radioactive
materials, heat, wrecked or discarded equzinent, rock, sand, cellar dirt and industrial,
municipal, and agricultural waste discharged into water.” In general, pollutants are substances,
chemicals, materials or wastes and their components that are discharged into the water.
Pollution, as defmed by the Clean Water Act Section 502(19), is “the man -made or man-induced
alteration of the chemical, physical, biological, and radiological integrity ofa water body.”
This is a broad term that encompasses many types of changes to a water body, including

2 Total Maximum Daily Load calculations determine the amount of a pollutant a water body can assimilate without
exceeding the state’s water quality standards or impairing the water body’s designated uses.

A lake, a stream segment, or an open-water area, harbor or shoreline segment of Lake Michigan for which a use
attainment assessment is made.
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alterations that do not result from the introduction of a specific pollutant or the presence of
pollutants at a level that causes impairment. In other words, all waters impaired by human
intervention suffer from some form ofpollution. In some cases, the pollution is caused by the
presence of a pollutant, and a TMDL is required. For assessment purposes, Illinois EPA
classifies almost all causes of impairment as pollutants. The classification of each cause of
impairment is shown in the guidelines for identifying potential causes of impairment related to
each use (Tables C-5, C-8, C-lO and C-12). Some nonpollutant causes such as (excessive)
aquatic algae or (low) dissolved oxygen may in turn be caused by pollutants. Whenever
nonpollutant causes are identified we attempt to determine if pollutants are ultimately
responsible for the impairment, and what those pollutants are.

While pollutant causes of impairment are addressed by the Agency’s TIVIDL program,
nonpollutant causes are addressed by other agency programs such as 319 grants for nonpoint
source pollution control activities and other grant programs.

To the extent possible, this 2010 Illinois Integrated Report is based on USEPA’s Guidancefor
2006Assessinent, Listing and Reporting Requirements Pursuant to Sections 303(d), 305(’b) and
314 of the Clean Water Act issued July 29, 2005 and additional guidance contained in USEPA
memorandums from the Office of Wetlands, Oceans and Watersheds regarding Clean Water Act
Sections 303(d), 305(b), and 314 Integrated Reporting and Listing Decisions.

Illinois EPA submitted its 2008 Integrated Report to USEPA for approval on June 30, 2008. On
October 22, 2008 USEPA issued a decision partially disapproving Illinois’ Section 3 03(d) List
which was contained in the 2008 Integrated Report. Illinois EPA objected to the partial
disapproval and sent a letter to USEPA on February 11, 2009 explaining in detail the reasons for
those objections. USEPA responded to the arguments outlined in Illinois EPA’s letter, however,
several issues remain unresolved.

The three main unresolved issues are: 1) Illinois’ removal of total nitrogen from its 3 03(d) List as
a cause of aquatic life use impairment; 2) a change in one of the guidelines Illinois uses to
identify sedimentationlsiltation as a cause of aquatic life use impairment which resulted in the
removal of some listings of sedimentationlsiltation; and, 3) the reclassification of dissolved
oxygen as a nonpollutant cause of impairment and the subsequent removal of this cause from
Illinois’ 303 (d) List. Illinois EPA’s 2008 Integrated Report, USEPA’s decision document and
Illinois EPA’s detailed comments and legal analysis regarding USEPA’s partial disapproval of
the 2008 3 03(d) list and proposal to list additional waters are available on the Agency’s website
at http ://www.eia. state.il.us/water/tmdl/303 d-list.html.

A-2. Major Changes from the 2008 Report Methodology and Format

1. As stated above, the 2010 Integrated Report was divided into two volumes: Volume I
covering surface water and Volume II covering groundwater. This was done to
accommodate the increased size of the integrated report, which has been greatly expanded to
include more water quality information. This two volume format also improves the
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organizational structure of the report and makes it easier for the reader to find the specific
information that may be of concern.

2. Illinois EPA uses the U.S. Geological Survey’s National Hydrography Dataset (NHD) as the
basis for mapping streams in the state. For the 2010 cycle, we upgraded the base layer used
for this purpose from the medium resolution NHD (1:100,000 scale) to the high resolution
NHD (1:24,000 scale). This resulted in a significant increase in the total stream miles
considered in this report due to the inclusion of many small first and second order streams
found in the high resolution NHD which are not included in the medium resolution NHD.
This also reduced the overall percent of Illinois waters considered assessed. In addition, the
length of each stream segment was recalculated using this more accurate basis resulting in a
change of length for most stream segments.

In all other aspects Illinois EPA is using the same methodology in 2010 as in 2008 with no
significant changes.

A-i Primary Data Sources, Data Quality and Time Periods Covered

Data Used for This Assessment Cycle

In general, data that became readily available since the 2008 Integrated Report were considered,
and we updated relevant assessments as appropriate. Because water-resource data take time to
gather and process, each assessment cycle reflects up to a two-year data lag. Surface water
assessments in this 2010 report are based primarily on biological, water, sediment, physical
habitat, and fish-tissue information collected through 2008 from various monitoring programs
(Illinois EPA 2007). These programs include: the Ambient Water Quality Monitoring Network,
Intensive Basin Surveys, Facility-Related Stream Surveys, the Fish Contaminant Monitoring
Program, the Ambient Lake Monitoring Program, the Illinois Clean Lakes Monitoring Program,
the Volunteer Lake Monitoring Program, the Lake Michigan Monitoring Program, TMDL
monitoring and other outside sources. Use attainment was updated for all surface waters where
sufficient new information became available since the last report (i.e., 2008 report, based mostly
on data through September 2005). Other assessments in the 2008 report were updated using the
most recent data available and applying the most recent applicable standards and use attainment
methodologies. In addition, assessments were updated when errors were discovered in previous
assessments. Older assessments are based on the most recent data available, which, in some
cases, may be over 15 years old. Although the Intensive Basin Monitoring program generally
revisits each major basin in the state on a five year basis, limited state resources make it
impossible to monitor all water bodies in each basin every five years.

In 2010, stream assessments of aquatic life use, which rely primarily on data from Intensive
Basin Surveys, were updated for stream segments in these basins: Calumet River, Lake
Michigan tributaries, Kishwaukee River, Chicago/Little Calumet rivers, Middle and Lower
Wabash River tributaries, Embarras River, Skillet Fork, Little Vermillion River (Wabash basin),
Vermillion River (Wabash basin), Middle and Lower Illinois River, Macoupin Creek, Pecatonica
River, Sugar River, Upper and Lower Fox River, Little Wabash River, Shoal Creek, Kaskaskia
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River, La Moine River, Rock River, Des Plaines River, Big Muddy River, Upper and Lower
Sangamon River, South Fork Sangamon River, and Salt Creek. These basins were sampled in
2006, 2007 or 2008. In a few cases, where other data were available for waters outside these
basins, we used that data to update assessments as well. Water chemistry data from the Ambient
Water Quality Monitoring Network from 2004 through 2008 were also used in some of those
assessments. Some assessments of aquatic life use in streams were updated based on Facility-
Related Stream Survey data from 2006, 2007 and 2008.

All use attainment assessments on Lake Michigan were updated with Lake Michigan Monitoring
Program data from 2005 through 2007.

Assessments of indigenous aquatic life use in streams were not updated in this cycle because
proposed comprehensive changes to the Secondary Contact and Indigenous Aquatic Life
Standards (see Section B-2) have not yet been approved by the Illinois Pollution Control Board.
Indigenous aquatic life use was not updated this cycle for Lake Calumet because no new data
were available.

Assessments of primary contact use and secondary contact use in streams were updated with
Ambient Water Quality Monitoring Network data from 2004 through 2008. Because there were
no new fecal coliform samples collected in lakes since the last report, no new assessments of
primary contact use or secondary contact use were made for inland lakes.

Assessments offi/ consumption use were generally updated with Fish Contaminant Monitoring
Program data from 2007 and 2008. In some cases older data may also have been used.

Aquatic life use and aesthetic qualit’ use in lakes were updated with Ambient Lake Monitoring
Program and Illinois Clean Lakes Monitoring Program data from 2006 through 2008.

Public and food processing water supply use in streams was updated from a variety of data
sources covering a period of 2001 through 2008. The same is true for inland lakes except that
some updates may involve data as old as 1999.

Non-agency data sources such as the Lake County Health Department, the City of Chicago, the
Metropolitan Water Reclamation District of Greater Chicago, the U.S. Geological Survey,
TMDL contractors and others were also used for the assessment of various uses and water
bodies.

Solicitation of Information

For assessing Illinois surface waters, Illinois EPA routinely considers data from three outside
sources, including: 1. biological data (from streams) collected by the Illinois Department of
Natural Resources as part of the Cooperative Intensive Basin Survey program described in
Section C-i; 2. physicochemical water data provided by the city of Chicago for Lake Michigan
(data from the city of Chicago were not received for this cycle); and,
3. physicochemical water data provided by the Lake County Public Health Department (Inland
Lake data). We also retrieve data from the United States Geological Survey’s Long Term
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Resource Monitoring Program (http://www uinesc. usgs.gov) that focuses on the Upper
Mississippi River and from the Survey’s National Stream Water Quality Network monitoring
program (http://nwis.waterdata.usgs.gov) for use in assessments.

In August, 2009, flhinois EPA updated the “Guidancefor Submittal ofSurface Water Data For
Consideration in Preparing the 2010 Integrated Report on Illinois Water Quality, including the
List of Clean Water Act Section 3 03(d) Impaired Waters” and associated data-solicitation
information on the Illinois Environmental Protection Agency website
(www. ea.state. ii. us/water/water-guality/guidance.html). The guidance describes the required
format for data packages and associated quality assurance documentation and provides
instructions on how and when (by October 15, 2009) to submit data for consideration for
assessments in this report. Postcards requesting water quality monitoring data with reference to
the submittal guidance on the web site were sent to over 400 individuals and organizations
representing watershed groups, wastewater facilities, environmental consultants, universities,
environmental groups, governmental organizations, participants on various Illinois EPA
workgroups, and people who commented on previous 303(d) Lists.

Data sets and other information were received from nine external organizations by October 15,
2009: the Metropolitan Water Reclamation District of Greater Chicago (MWRDGC), the
Conservation Foundation, the Illinois Natural History Survey, the Rock River Water
Reclamation District, the United States Environmental Protection (USEPA) Agency Region 5,
the North Shore Sanitary District, the Alliance for the Great Lakes, the Lake County Health
Department, the Fox Metro Water Reclamation District, and the Fox River Study Group. None
of the above organizations submitted data in the requested format and in many cases additional
datalinformation was needed. Subsequent follow up with several of these organizations resulted
in revised data formats and/or additional information. Because of the length in time between the
original data submittals, the re-submittals and the deadline for completion of assessments some
of this data was not used.

Information and data that met Illinois EPA Quality Assurance/Quality Control requirements
were evaluated and considered for assessments in this report. Inforniation or data sets submitted
by the following organizations were not used in this report.

• Alliance for the Great Lakes: Data and anecdotal information for Lake Michigan beaches
collected by volunteers using field bacteria screening kits and litmus paper. This
information has limited value for assessing primary contact use for 303 (d)/TMDL
purposes, especially since all public beaches along the Illinois Lake Michigan shore are
monitored daily by local health departments using Standard Methods. This information
can be found on U. S. EPA webpage BEACON (Beach Advisory and Closing On-line
Notification).

• Illinois Natural History Survey: Information submitted consisted of a list of reports. No
data was submitted.

• Fox River Metro: Original data was not submitted in the requested format. Revised
format was submitted but there was insufficient time to review and use this data.

• Conservation Foundation/DuPage River-Salt Creek Workgroup/Midwest Biodiversity
Institute (The Conservation Foundation is a member of the DuPage River-Salt Creek
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Workgroup. The Dupage River-Salt Creek Workgroup is the owner of the data and the
Midwest Biodiversity Institute is the contractor.): This data was not submitted on time
and was not in the requested format. A review of biological and habitat data revealed
some inconsistencies and possible problems. Revised data/information was not received
in time to include all of the data in the assessment process.

On October 15, 2009, USEPA Region 5 submitted a document to Illinois EPA titled “Evaluation
of Illinois EPA’s removal of nitrogen as a cause of impairment for waters listed as impaired
under CWA 303(d).” The cover letter indicated that this technical memorandum was being
submitted “so that fllinois can consider this information in compiling its 2010 list.” Unlike other
information submitted to the Agency during the submission period, the technical memorandum
and attachment did not contain any new raw data from Illinois waters that had not been
previously submitted and evaluated for inclusion in this Integrated Report.

The submission by Region 5 provided comments on the Agency’s assessment methodology and
also provided information and data from other states and published studies that might prove
useful in development of statewide nitrogen water quality standards. The Agency declines to use
its Integrated Report methodology as a means to implement a new statewide water quality
standard for total nitrogen which has not been established by State or federal law. Only the
Pollution Control Board and U.S. EPA have authority to set statewide water quality standards in
Illinois.

As Illinois EPA made a determination not to make any additional changes to its assessment
methodology in the 2010 cycle until the 2008 303(d) list has been fmalized, the Agency did not
make the revisions suggested by USEPA or any other revisions to the methodology. Illinois
EPA’s detailed comments and legal analysis regarding USEPA’s partial disapproval of the 2008
3 03(d) list and proposal to list additional waters (dated February 11, 2009) are available on the
Agency’s website at http ://www. epa. state.il .us/water/tmdl/303d-list.html.

Quality Assurance Issues

Results of ammonia analysis performed by the illinois EPA Champaign laboratory from
01/01/1997 through 06/30/2006 were not used because the results failed to meet quality control
criteria or failed to meet data quality objectives.
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PART B: BACKGROUND INFORMATION

B-i. Total Surface Waters

illinois EPA uses the U.S. Geological Survey’s National Hydrography Dataset (NHD) as the
basis for mapping streams in the state. For the 2010 cycle, we upgraded the base layer used for
this purpose from the medium resolution NHD (1:100,000 scale) to the high resolution NHD
(1:24,000 scale). This resulted in a significant increase in the total stream miles considered in
this report (from 71,394 to 119,244 stream miles) due to the inclusion of many small first and
second order streams found in the high resolution NHD which are not included in the medium
resolution NHD.

Illinois has abundant water resources (Table B-i). The U. S. Geological Survey’s National
Hydrography Dataset (NHD 1:24,000 scale) shows approximately 119,244 miles of streams
within the state’s borders, including major rivers such as the Big Muddy, Cache, Des Plaines,
Embarras, Fox, Illinois, Kankakee, Kaskaskia, Little Wabash, Rock, Sangamon, and Vermilion
rivers. In addition, the NHD shows 911 miles of large rivers forming the state’s western
(Mississippi River), eastern (in part, Wabash River), and southern (Ohio River) borders.
Throughout this document, streams and rivers are collectively referred to as streams.

More than 91,400 inland lakes and ponds exist in Illinois, 3,256 of which have a surface area of
six acres or more (Illinois Department of Natural Resources, 1999). About three-fourths of
illinois’ inland lakes are man-made, including dammed stream and side-channel impoundments,
strip-mine lakes, borrow pits, and other excavated lakes. Natural lakes include glacial lakes in
the northeastern counties, sinkhole ponds in the southwest, and oxbow and backwater lakes
along major rivers.

Illinois is bordered by one of the Great Lakes, Lake Michigan. The state has jurisdiction over
approximately 1,526 square miles of open water and 63 miles of Lake Michigan shoreline,
bordering Cook and Lake counties in the northeastern corner of the state. Lake Michigan is the
third largest of the Great Lakes and is the largest body of fresh water located entirely within the
boundaries of the United States. With the exception of the polar ice caps, the Great Lakes form
the largest freshwater system on earth.
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Table B-I. Illinois Atlas.

Topic Value Scale Source

State Population in year 2000 12,419,293 US Census Bureau

State Surface Area (sq. mi.) 56,250

Major Watersheds 33 USGS

Total Stream Miles 119,244 1:100,000 NHD

Interior Stream Miles 11 8,333 1:24,000 NHD

Perennial Streams 25,019 1:24,000 NHD

Intermittent Streams 78,245 1:24,000 NHD

Ditches and Canals 3676 1:24,000 NHD

Other 11,393 1:24,000 NHD

Border Stream Miles 911 1:24,000 NI-ID

Mississippi River 582 1:24,000 NHD

Ohio River 131 1:24,000 NHD

WabashRiver 198 1:24,000 NHD

Inland Lakes and Ponds 91,456 (1) (1)

Total Acreage 318,477 (1) (1)

Total Inland Lakes (6 acres and more) 3,256 (1) (1)

Total Inland Lake Acreage (6 acres and more) 253,224 (1) (1)

Publicly-Owned Inland Lakes 1,279 (1) (1)

Publicly-Owned Lake Acreage 154,333 (1) (1)

Inland Lakes over 5,000 Acres 4 (1) (1)

Acreage of Inland Lakes over 5,000 Acres 61,545 (1) (1)

Lake Michigan (1) (1)

Illinois Shoreline Miles 63 (1) (1)

Illinois Square Miles 1,526 (1) (1)

Total Shallow Water Wetlands Acreage 720,000 (1) (1)
NHD = National Hydrography Dataset
1. 1999 Inventory of Illinois Surface Water Resources. Illinois Department of Natural Resources, Division of
Fisheries, April 2000
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B-2. Surface Water Pollution Control Program

Illinois Surface Water Quality Standards4

Water pollution control programs are designed to protect the beneficial uses of the water
resources of the state. Each state has the responsibility to set water quality standards that protect
these beneficial uses, also called “designated uses.” illinois waters are designated for various
uses including aquatic life, wildlife, agricultural use, primary contact (e.g., swimming, water
skiing), secondary contact (e.g., boating, fishing), industrial use, drinking water, food-processing
water supply and aesthetic quality. illinois’ water quality standards provide the basis for
assessing whether the beneficial uses of the state’s waters are being attained.

The Illinois Pollution Control Board is responsible for setting water quality standards to protect
designated uses. The illinois EPA is responsible for developing scientifically based water
quality standards and proposing them to the Illinois Pollution Control Board for adoption into
state rules and regulations. The federal Clean Water Act requires the states to review and update
water quality standards every three years. Illinois EPA, in conjunction with USEPA, identifies
and prioritizes those standards to be developed or revised during this three-year period.

The illinois Pollution Control Board has established four primary sets (or categories) of nanative
and numeric water quality standards for surface waters (Tables B-2 through B-4). Each set of
standards is intended to help protect various designated uses established for each category (Table
B-5).

• General Use Standards (35 ill. Adrn. Code Part 302, Subpart B) - These standards
apply to almost all waters of the state and are intended to protect aquatic life,
wildlife, agricultural, primary contact, secondary contact, and most industrial
uses. Primary contact use is defined as “any recreational or other water use in
which there is prolonged and intimate contact with the water [where the physical
configuration of the water body permits it] involving considerable risk of
ingesting water in quantities sufficient to pose a significant health hazard such as
swimming and water skiing” (35 Ill. Adm. Code 301.355). Secondary contact is
“any recreational or other water use in which contact with the water is either
incidental or accidental and in which the probability of ingesting appreciable
quantities ofwater is minimal such as fishing, commercial and recreational
boating, and any limited contact incident to shoreline activity” (35 Iii. Adm. Code
301. 380). These General Use standards are also designed to ensure the aesthetic
quality of the state’s aquatic environment and to protect human health from
disease or other harmful effects that could occur from ingesting aquatic organisms
taken from surface waters of the state. Tables B-2 and B-3 summarize General
Use standards.

• Public and Food Processing Water Supply Standards (35 ill. Adm. Code Part
302, Subpart C) - These standards protect surface waters of the state for human

Illinois’ Groundwater Quality Standards are discussed in Volume II.
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consumption or for processing of food products intended for human consumption.
These standards apply at any point at which water is withdrawn for treatment and
distribution as a potable water supply or for food processing. See Table B-2 for
these standards.

Secondaiy Contact and Indigenous Aquatic Life Standards (35 111. Adm. Code
302, Subpart D) - These standards are intended to protect limited uses of those
waters not suited for general use activities but are nonetheless suited for
secondary contact uses and capable of supporting indigenous aquatic life limited
only by the physical configuration of the body of water, characteristics, and origin
of the water and the presence of contaminants in amounts that do not exceed these
water quality standards. Secondary Contact and Indigenous Aquatic Life
standards apply only to waters in which the General Use standards and the Public
and Food Processing Water Supply standards do not apply: about 86 miles of
canals, channels and modified streams and Lake Calumet (Figure B-i), in
northeastern Illinois (35 Ill. Adm. Code 303.441). These include:

a) The Chicago Sanitary and Ship Canal;
b) The Calumet-Sag Channel;
c) The Little Calumet River from its junction with the Grand Calumet River

to the Calumet-Sag Channel;
d) The Grand Calumet River;
e) The Calumet River, except the 6.8 mile segment extending from the

O’Brien Locks and Dam to Lake Michigan;
f) Lake Calumet;
g) The South Branch of the Chicago River;
h) The North Branch of the Chicago River from its confluence with the North

Shore Channel to its confluence with the South Branch;
i) The Des Plaines River from its confluence with the Chicago Sanitary and

Ship Canal to the Interstate 55 bridge; and
j) The North Shore Channel, excluding the segment extending from the

North Side Sewage Treatment Works to Lake Michigan.

See Table B-2 for these standards.

o Lake Michigan Basin Water Quality Standards (35 111. Adm. Code 302, Subpart
E) - These standards protect the beneficial uses of the open waters, the harbors
and waters within breakwaters, and the waters within Illinois jurisdiction tributary
to Lake Michigan, except for the Chicago River, North Shore Channel, and
Calumet River. See Table B-4 for these standards.
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Figure B-i. Waters in which “Secondary Contact and Indigenous Aquatic
Life Water Quality Standards” apply.
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Table B-2. Illinois Surface Water Quality Standards’.

PUBLIC AND SECONDARY
FOOD CONTACT AND

PROCESSING INDIGENOUS
PARAMETER UNITS GENERAL USE WATER SUPPLY AOUATIC LIFE

6.5 minimum 6.0 minimumpH SU
9.0 maximum 9.0 maximum

For most vaters2:
March-July> 5.0 mi &

6.0 7-day mean2
Aug.-Feb > 3.5 mm,
4.0 7-day mean21,&

> 5.5 30-day mean2.
Dissolved Oxygen mg/L For waters with --- 4.0 minimum (3)

enhanced protection (2):

March-July> 5.0 mm &
6.25 7-day mean2

Aug-Feb 4.0 mm,
> 4.5 7-day mean2,&
> 6.0 30-dy mean.2

Arsenic (4)
50 1000

Barium 5000 1000 5000

Boron tg/L 1000

Cadmium (4)
10 150

Chloride mg/L 500 250

Chromium (Total) --- 50

Chromium (Trivalent) (igIL
--- 1000

Chromium (Hexavalent)
--- 300

(4)Copper (tg/L
--- 1000

Cyanide mg/L (4)
--- 0.1

Fluoride mg/L 1.4 --- 15.0

Iron (Total) --- --- 2000

Iron (Dissolved) tgIL 1000 300 500

Lead (Total) Ig/L --- 50 100

Lead (dissolved) (Lg/L

Manganese p.g/L 1000 150 1000
(4)Mercury 1tg/L

--- 0.5

Nickel (4)
--- 1000

Phenols .i.g/L 100 1.0 300

Selenium 1000 10 1000

Silver 5.0 --- 100

Sulfate mg/L 2000 250

Total Dissolved Solids mg/L --- 500 1500

Total Residual Chlorine ---

Zinc --- 1000

Fecal Coliform Bacteria

May-Oct. countJl00 ml 200(6), 400 2000(6)

Nov.-April countll00 ml --- 2000(6)
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PUBLIC AND SECONDARY
FOOD CONTACT AND

PROCESSING INDIGENOUS
PARAMETER UNITS GENERAL USE WATER SUPPLY AQUATIC LIFE

Total Ammonia Nitrogen mg/L (5(4)

Un-ionized Ammonia Nitrogen mg/L --- 0.1

Nitrate Nitrogen mg!L --- 10

Oil and Grease mg/L 0.1 15.0

Total Phosphorus mg/L 0.05 (8)

. . 37.8max.& shall not
2.8 maximum rise in

Temperature C (9) exceed 34 more thanwater temperature
5h of time

Aidrin ig/L 1

Dieldrin 1

Endrin --- 0.2

Total DDT tg/L --- 50

Total Chlordane (.tg/L --- 3

Methoxychior --- 100

Toxaphene jw L --- 5

Heptachlor .i L --- 0.1

Heptachlor epoxide j.tg/L --- 0.1

Lindane .w’L 4

Parathion 100

2,4-D 100

Silvex i.g/L --- 10------
Benzene (tg/L------
Ethylbenzene .tg/L

t)Toluene

Xylene(s) (total) jig/L

mg/L milligrams per liter
1. 35111. Adm. Code 302.
2. Applies to the dissolved oxygen concentration in the main body of all streams, in the water above the thermocline of thermally

stratified lakes and reservoirs, and in the entire water column of unstratified lakes and reservoirs. Additional dissolved oxygen
criteria are found in 35 Ill Adm. Code 302.206, including the list of waters with enhanced dissolved oxygen protection
(Appendix D) and methods for assessing attainment of dissolved oxygen minimum and mean values.

3. Excluding the Calumet-Sag Channel, which shall not be less than 3.0 mg/L at any time.
4. Acute and Chronic Standards (see Table B-3).
5. At any point where water is withdrawn or accessed for purposes of livestock watering, the average of sulfate concentrations

must not exceed 2,000 mg/L when measured at a representative frequency over a 30 day period, otherwise the sulfate standard
is based on hardness and chloride values as explained in the table below:

Hardness And! Chloride
Sulfate Standard

(mg/L) Or (mg/L)
and >25but<500 C=ji277±5O8(hardne_1.457(chloride)J*0.65

.i22!QQ. 2.L
< 100 or <5 The sulfate standard is 500 mg/I.
>500 and 2 5 and 500 The sulfate standard is 2000 mg!L

Where, C sulfate concentration

= micrograms per liter (---) Means no numeric standard specified.
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6. Geometric mean based on a minimum of 5 samples taken over not more than a 30-day period.
7. Not to be exceeded by more than 10% of samples in any 30-day period.
8. Standard applies in any reservoir or lake >20 surface acres and in sheams at the point of entry into these lakes or reservoirs.
9. In addition, the water temperature at representative locations in the main river shall not exceed maximum limits in the following

table during more than one percent of the hours in the 12-month period ending with any month. Moreover, at no time shall the
water temperature at such locations exceed the maximum limits in the following table by more than 1.70 C (30 F).

Month 0 C °F Month ° C °F
JAN. 16 60 JUL. 32 90
FEB. 16 60 AUG. 32 90
MAR. 16 60 SEPT. 32 90
APR. 32 90 OCT. 32 90
MAY 32 90 NOV. 32 90
JUNE 32 90 DEC. 16 60
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Table B-3. Illinois Acute and Chronic General Use Water Quality Standardst1.

Constituent Acute Standardm Chronic Standard3’(7)

Arsenic (trivalent,
360 X 1.0*=360 190 X 1.0*=190

disso1ved)(

Cad
exp[A±Bln(H)] X {1.138672- exp[A±Bln(H)] X {1.101672-

‘dissolved) ( V [(lnH) X (0.041838)J}*, where [(mB) X (0.041838)]}*, where A-3.490 and
“ ,‘‘ “ A=-2.918 and B1.128 B0.7852
Chromium (hexavalent,

16 11total) (llg/L)

Chromium (trivalent,
exp[A+Bln(H)] X 0.316*,

exp[A+Bln(H)] X 0.860*,
dissolved) (jig/L)

w ereA—3.688 and
where A=1.561 and B0.8190

C exp[A+Bln(H)] X 0.960*, exp[A+Bln(H)} X 0.960*.
opper

where A=-1.464 and where A=-1.465 and(dissolved) (.tg/L)
B=0.9422 B=0.8545

-3--.---- 22 5.2

L d
exp[A+Bln(H)] X {1.46203 exp[A+Bln(H)] X {1.46203-1a

1 d’ /L
[(inN) X (0.145712)j}*, [(lnH) X (0.145712)]}*,

isso ye tg
, where A=-1.301 and B1.273 where A=-2.863 and B1.273

Mercury(dissolved)
2.6 X 0.85*=22 1.3 X 0.85*=1.1

I&’!L - - -

. . exp[A±Bln(H)] X 0.998*, exp[A+Bln(H)] X 0.997*.
ickel (dissolved) -

where A=0.173 and where A=-2.286 andma/Li
B=0.8460 B=0.8460

Total Residual
19 11Chlorine (.tg/L)

exp[A+Bln(H)] X 0.978*, Exp[A+Bln(H)J X 0.986*,
Zinc (dissolved) (g/L) where A=0.9035 and where A=-0.8 165 and

B=0.8473 B=0.8473
Benzene (jig/L) 4200 860

-

!!LL_ 2000
-

92
- -

When water temperature 14.51 ‘C
1 0.0577 2.487

Total Ammonia Nitrogen ii ± 1 07.68 pH ±
1 ± 10pH—7.68 8

(Early Life Stage Present 0.41 1 + 58.4 When water temperature> 14.51 C
Period: March through 1 + 1O7204111 1 + lO7.204

005’ 2487October8)(mgJL) .

I

/
. (5*io0028’(25-T)

L 1+107681t l+lO_7tssJ —

.
WhereT=WaterTemerature,deeesCelsiu
When water temperature 7°C

J 0.0577 + 2.487 145*lO05O4
Total Ammonia Nitrogen 1 + 1 + 10pH-7688 J —

(Early Life Sta”e Absent 0.411 + 58.4
Period: November through 1 ±

107.204-pH 1 ± 10pW7204 When water temperature >7 C

February8)(mg/L) J 0.0577 + 2.487 (45*ioo.o225_T)

1. 1+1os88j —

Where I = Water Temperature, degrees Celsius
Total Ammonia Nitrogen Total ammonia nitrogen must in The subchronic standard = 2.5 times the chronic
(mg/L) no case exceed 15 mg/L standard.

21



Footnotes for Table B-3

Where: Exp(x) = base of natural logarithms raised to x power and
ln(H) = natural logarithm of hardness of the receiving water in mg/L
*

= conversion factor multiplier for dissolved metals
1. 35 Ill. Adm. Code 302.
2. Not to be exceeded except where a zone of initial dilution is granted.
3. Except for Total Ammonia Nitrogen, not to be exceeded by the average of at least four consecutive samples

collected over any period of at least four days except where a mixing zone is granted.
4. STORETNo. 718. Available cyanide is determined using USEPA Method OIA 1677.
5. Human health standard is 0012 jig/L. The human health standard must be met on an annual average basis, 35

Ill Adm. Code 302.208 c, f
6. Human health standard is 310 jug/L. The human health standard must be met on an annual average basis, 35 Ill

Adm. Code 302.208 c, f.
7. For Total Ammonia Nitrogen, the 30-day average concentration of total ammonia nitrogen (in mgIL) must not

exceed the chronic standard (CS) by an average of at least four samples collected at weekly intervals or at other
sampling intervals that statistically represent a 30-day sampling period. The 4-day average concentration of
total ammonia nitrogen (in mg/L) must not exceed the subchronic standard by averaging daily sample results
collected over a period of four consecutive days within the 30-day averaging period.

8. The Early Life Stage Present period occurs from March through October. In addition, during any other period
when early life stages are present, and where the water quality standard does not provide adequate protection for
these organisms, the water body must meet the Early Life Stage Present water quality standard. All other
periods are subject to the Early Life Stage Absent period.
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Table B-4. Lake Michigan Basin Water Quality Standards.

Water
Aquatic Life Use Quality

or Water
Human

HHS6 QualityHealth
Standard Standard ‘wildlifeStandard

Parameter Unit AS CS Other (4) for for other Standard
“Open uSeS7 (8)

Waters”

onl’6
Arsenic
(trivalent, ig’L 340 148 NA9 NA NA NA NA
dissolved)

Arsenic (total) ggit NA NA NA NA 50.0 NA NA

exp[A+Bln(H)JX{1. 138672— exp[A+Bln(H)]X{ 1.138672—
Cadmium , [(lnH)X*0.041838)]}, where [(lnH)X*0.041838)]}, where NA NA NA NA NA(dissolved) A = -3.6867 A = -2.715

B=1.128 8=0.7852
Chromium

ig/L 16 11 NA NA NA NA NA(hexavalent,_total)

exp[A+Bln(H)] X 0.3 16, exp[A+Bln(H)] X 0.860,Chromium
where where(trivalent, NA NA NA NA NAA = 3.7256 A = 0.6848dissolved)

B = 0.819 B = 0.819
exp[A+Bln(H)J X 0.960, exp[A+Bln(H)] X 0.960,

where whereCopper (dissolved) ig/L NA NA NA NA NAA= -1.700 A= -1.702
B = 0.9422 B = 0.8545

Cyanide
(weak acid ig.’L 22 5.2 NA NA NA NA NA
dissociable)

exp[A±Bln(H)J X {l.46203- exp{A±Bln(H)J X {1.46203-
[(lnH) 0. 145712)]}, where [(1nH)0. 145712)]}, where

NA NA NA NA NALead (dissolved)
A = -1.055 A = -4 003
8=1.273 8=1.273

Lead (total) 9g/L NA NA NA NA 50.0 NA NA
exp[A+BIn(H)] X 0.998, exp[A±BIn(I’l)j X 0.997,

where where
Nickel (dissolved) ig.L NA NA NA NA NAA = 2.255 A = 0.0584

B = 0.846 B = 0.846
Selenium

tg/L NA 5.0 NA NA NA NA NA(dissolved)

Selenium (total) gg/L NA NA NA NA 10.0 NA NA

Total Residual
tg/l 19 11 NA NA NA NA NAChlorine

exp[A+Bln(H)] X 0.978, exp[A+B ln(H)] X 0.986,
. where where

Zinc (dissolved) NA NA NA NA NAA = 0.884 A = 0.884
B = 0.8473 B = 0.8473

HHS:Benzene 3900 800 NA 310 NA NA
12.0

HHS:Chlorobenzene rng!L NA NA NA 3.2 NA NA0.470
2,4— HI-IS:rng/L NA NA NA 2,8 NA NADinitrophenol 0.0550

Endrin jig/L 0.086 0.036 NA NA NA NA NA

Hexachioroethane gg.L NA NA NA 6.7 HHS: 5.30 NA NA

HHS:Methylene
ing!L NA NA NA 2.6 NA NAChloride 0.0470

Parathion ig”L 0.065 0.013 NA NA NA NA NA

exp B([pH] + A), where exp B([pH] + A), where

Pentachlorophenol 1gL A= -4.869 A-5.134 NA NA NA NA NA
B=l.005 8=1.005

Ethylbenzene 150 14 NA NA NA NA NA

I-IHS:Toluene mg/L 2000 610 NA 51.0 NA NA
‘ 5.60
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Water
Aquatic Life Use (I)

Quality
or Water

Human (60

Health
HHS Quality

Standard
Standard Standard Wildlife

Parameter Unit AS (2) CS Other (4) for for other Standard
“Open usesm (5)

Waters”
only150

Xvlene(s) (total) ugh 1200 490 NA NA NA NA NA

Trichloroethylene pg:L NA NA NA 370 NA NA

Barium (total) mg/I. NA NA 5.0 NA 1.0 NA NA

Boron (total) mg/L NA NA NA NA NA 1.0 NA

Chloride mg/I. NA NA 500 NA 12.0 NA NA

Fluoride mg/I. NA NA NA NA NA 1.4 NA

Iron (dissolved) mg/L NA NA 1.0 NA 0.30 NA NA

Manganese (total) mg/I. NA NA 1.0 NA 0.15 NA NA

Phenols pg/i NA NA NA NA 1.0 100 NA

Sulfate mg/L NA NA NA NA 24.0 500 NA
Total Dissolved

mg/I. NA NA 1000 NA 180.0 NA NASolids

Nitrate-Nitrogen mg/I. NA NA NA NA 10.0 NA NA

Phosphorus pg/L NA NA NA NA 7.0 NA NA

Lindane pgit 0.95 NA NA 0.5 NA NA

Un-ionized
ammonia:

April-October mg/L 0.33 (10) 0.057 ((0) NA NA NA NA NA

November-March mg/L 0.14)10 0.025(10) NA NA NA NA NA

Total Ammonia-
mg/I. NA NA 15 NA 0.02 NA NAI\itrogen

Fecalcoilform 4/100
NA NA NA NA 20 200i4002( NAbacteria ml

pH minimum SU NA NA 6.5 NA 7.0 NA NA

pH maximum SU NA NA 9.0 NA 9.0 NA NA

DissolvedOxygen mg/L NA NA NA NA NA NA

Mercury (total) ng/L 1700 910 NA 3.1 NA NA 1.3

Chlordane ng/L NA NA NA 0.25 NA NA NA

DDT and
pg/L NA NA NA 150 NA NA 11.0metabolites

Bieldrin ng/L 240 56 NA 0.0065 NA NA NA

Hexachlorobenzene ng/I. NA NA NA 0.45 NA NA NA

PCBs (class) pg/L NA NA NA 26 NA NA 120

2,3,7,8-TCDD fg/L NA NA NA 8.6 NA NA 3.1

Toxaphene pg/L NA NA NA 68 NA NA NA

2,4-.
mg/L NA NA NA 8.7

HHS:
NA NADimethvlphenol 0.4)0

Oil (hexane
solublesor mg/L NA NA NA NA 0.10 NA NA
equivalent)

Temperature (Refer to 35 ill. Adm. Code 302.506, 302.507, 302.508, 302.509)

Where: -

mg/L = milligrams per liter (10 grams per liter)
micrograms per liter (10.6 grams per liter)

ng/L = nanogran2s per liter (10 grams per liter)
pg/L = picograms per liter (10.12 grams per liter)

NA = Criterion currently not available or not applicable
Exp (x) = base of natural logarithms raised to the x-power
ln(H) = natural logarithm of Hardness
fg/L — femtograms per liter (l0’ grams per liter)
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Footnotes for Table B-4

1 35 III. Adm. Code 302
2 Acute standard — not to be exceeded at any time (35 111. Adm. Code 302.504 a, e). These criteria apply in all waters of the Lake Michigan Basin.
3 Chmnic standard — not to be exceeded by the arithmetic average of at least four consecutive samples over a period of at least four days (35 III. Adm.
Code 302.504 a, e). These criteria apply in all waters of the Lake Michigan Basin.
4 Other water quality standards applicable to aquatic life use (35 Ill. Adm. Code 302.502, 302.503, 302.504 b). These criteria apply in all waters of
the Lake Michigan Basin unless an open waters water quality standard is specified. In these cases, the criterion in the aquatic life use column applies
to all waters of the Lake Michigan Basin other than the open waters.
5 Human health standard — not to be exceeded by the arithmetic average of at least four consecutive samples over a period of at least four days (35 III.
Adm. Code 302.504 a, d, e). For each parameter, the criterion applies in all waters of the Lake Michigan Basin unless an open waters human health
standard is specified. In these eases, the standard in the “Human Health Standards” column applies to all waters of the Lake Michigan Basin other than
the open waters.
6 Water quality standards or human health standards, specified as “I-il-IS,” apply only in the open waters of the Lake Michigan Basin (35 111. Adm.
Code 302.504 c, d; 302.502; 302.503; 302.505; 302.535).
7 Water quality standards applicable to uses other than aquatic life use. These do not include Public and Food Processing Water Supply Standards
applicable at some locations in the waters of the Lake Michigan Basin; for these standards see Table B-2.
8 Wildlife standard — not to be exceeded by the arithmetic average of at least four consecutive samples over a period of at least four days (35 Ill. Adm.
Code 302.504 e). These criteria apply in all waters of the Lake Michigan Basin.
9 “NA” means that a numeric criterion cuffently is not available, but may be derived in the future as per 35 III. Adin. Code 302.540.
10 Acute standard and chronic standard for un-ionized ammonia computed as per 35 Ill. Adm. Code 302.535 c.
11 Based on a minimum of five samples taken over not more than a 30-day period.
12 For Lake Michigan-basin waters other than open waters, fecal colifonn bacteria must not exceed a geometric mean of 200 per 100 ml, nor shall
more than 10% of the samples during any 30-day period exceed 400 per 100 ml, based on a minimum of five samples taken over not more than a 30-
day period.
13 Dissolved oxygen must not be less than 90% of saturation, except due to natural causes, in the open waters of the Lake Michigan Basin (as defined
at 35 III. Adin. Code 302.50 1). The other waters of the Lake Michigan Basin (i.e., tributaries, harbors and areas within breakwaters of Lake Michigan)
mnust not be less than 6.0 mg/L during at least 16 hours of any 24 hour period, nor less than 5.0 sng/L at any thue.

Table B-5. Illinois Designated Uses and Applicable Water Quality Standards.

Illinois EPA Designated Illinois Waters in which the Designated Use and Applicable Illinois Water
Uses Assessed in 2010 Standards Applyt Quality Standards

Streams, Inland Lakes General Use Standards
Aquatic Life

Lake Michigan-basin waters Lake Michigan Basin Standards

Streams, Inland Lakes General Use Standards
Aesthetic Quality

Lake Michigan-basin waters Lake Michigan Basin Standards

Secondary Contact and
Indigenous Aquatic Life Specific Chicago Area Waters (Figure B-i) Indigenous Aquatic Life

Standards

Primaiy Contact Streams, Inland Lakes General Use Standards
(Swimming) Lake Michigan-basin waters Lake Michigan Basin Standards

Streams, Inland Lakes General Use Standards

Lake Michigan-basin waters Lake Michigan Basin Standards
Secondaiy Contact Secondary Contact and

Specific Chicago Area Waters (Figure B-i) Indigenous Aquatic Life

Standards

Public and Food F Public and Food Processing
Streams, Inland Lakes, Lake Michigan-basin waters

Processing Water Supply Water Supply Standards

General Use Standards
Streams, Inland Lakes

(Human Health)

Lake Michigan Basin Standards
Lake Michigan-basin watersFish Consumption (Human Health)

Secondary Contact and
Specific Chicago Area Waters (Figure B-i) Indigenous Aquatic Life

Standards

1. As defined in 35 Ill. Adm. Code 302.201 and 303.
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Narrative Standards and Antidegradation Regulations

Water quality standards generally consist of three components: designated uses, a set of numeric
and nalTative criteria to protect those uses, and an antidegradation statement. In Illinois, the
antidegradation statement (35 Ill. Adm. Code 302.105) is separate and covers all designated uses.
This component of illinois’ water quality standards describes regulations which protect “existing
uses ofall waters ofthe State ofIllinois, maintain the quality ofwaters with quality that is better
than water quality standards, andprevent unnecessaiy deterioration ofwaters of the State.”

While the majority of Illinois’ water quality standards are in the form of numeric criteria as
shown in Tables B-2, B-3, and B-4, several aspects of the standards have narrative elements.
The standard for water temperature in both the General Use Standards (35 Ill. Adm. Code
302.211) and the Lake Michigan Basin Standards (35 Ill. Adm. Code 302.507) has a narrative
element which prohibits “abnormal temperature changes that may affect aquatic life” and any
disruptions in the “normal daily and seasonal temperaturefluctuations that existed before the
addition ofheat.” Narrative language in the General Use and Lake Michigan Basin standards
(35 Ill. Adm. Code 302.2 10, 302. 540) also protects waters from any toxic substances “harmful to
human health, or to animal, plant or aquatic life.” In addition, the Public and Food Processing
Water Supply Standards also contain narrative elements (35 Ill. Adm. Code 302.303, 302.305)
that prohibit concentrations of contaminants hazardous to human health in waters used for
human consumption. Furthermore, “Offensive Conditions” such as “sludge or bottom deposits,
floating debris, visible oil, odom, plant or algal growth, color or turbidity ofother than natural
origin” are prohibited in all waters of the state (35 HI. Adm. Code 302.203, 302.403, 302.515).

Derived Water Quality Criteria

The narrative standards in Title 35 of the Illinois Administrative Code, Section 302.2 10 and in
Subpart F for General Use Waters and at 302.540 and elsewhere in Subpart E allow the Illinois
EPA to derive numeric water quality criteria values for any substance that does not already have
a numeric standard in the Illinois Pollution Control Board regulations. These criteria serve to
protect aquatic life, human health or wildlife, although wildlife based criteria have not yet been
derived. Illinois EPA derived criteria can be found at following the web site:
http://www.epa.state.il.us/water/water-guality-standards/water-guality-criterja.html.

Proposed Revisions to the Secondary Contact and Indigenous Aquatic Life Standards

These standards currently apply to portions of the Chicago, Calumet and Lower Des Plaines
River drainages which were altered, in various stages during the mid 1 800s into the mid 1 900s,
to promote commercial navigation and to eliminate untreated sewage from flowing into Lake
Michigan. These waters were greatly impacted by hydromodification, alteration in flow, and
storm water and waste water discharges from the urban development of the Chicago
metropolitan area. At the time of standards development it was believed these waters could not
meet the interim goal of the Clean Water Act. The Secondary Contact and Indigenous Aquatic
Life Standards were intended to provide some level of protection for these highly modified
waters which were not suited for General Use activities.
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Since the implementation of the standards in the 1 970s water quality improved and questions
arose as to the potential of these waters and what level of protection they should receive. Two
separate Use Attainability Analyses (UAA) were conducted; one on the lower Des Plaines River
(AquaNova International, Ltd. and Hey & Associates, Inc., 2003), and one on the Chicago Area
Waterway System (Camp, Dresser and McKee, 2007). The main purpose of the UAAs was to
determine if the Secondary Contact and Indigenous Aquatic Life Use waters could meet the
aquatic life and recreational goals of the Clean Water Act or, if these goals could not be met,
what beneficial uses could be attained in those waters.

Illinois EPA used the two UAAs to form a single rulemaking proposal and on October 26, 2007
filed a rulemaking notice with the Illinois Pollution Control Board. The result is an exhaustive
and detailed rulemaking proposal which includes changes in definitions, use designations and the
subdivision of the segments of the UAA waters into the new Use Designation Categories. The
proposal also includes changes to Part 302, Subparts A and D which replace the existing
narrative and numerical water quality standards necessary to protect the Secondary Contact and
Indigenous Aquatic Life Uses with new standards designed to protect newly defined uses.
Finally, changes are proposed to Part 304 that address effluent limitations for bacteria
discharges. The complete proposal can be found on the Illinois Pollution Control Board website
at http://www.ipcb .state.il.us/docurnents/dsweb/Get/Document-59 147/.

Water Pollution Control Programs for Surface Water

The Illinois Environmental Protection Act of 1970 established a statewide program for
environmental protection and assigned authority to implement purposes of the Act to three
entities. The Illinois Pollution Control Board was assigned the responsibility of establishing the
basic regulations and standards necessary for the preservation of the environment. The Act also
created and established the Illinois EPA as the principal state agency for implementation of
environmental programs. This includes activities such as monitoring, watershed planning,
permitting, financial assistance administration, compliance assurance, and program management
conducted to prevent, control and abate water pollution in Illinois. The Illinois EPA is
responsible for the maintenance and updating of the state Water Quality Management Plan that
identifies the state’s goals and objectives pertaining to water quality activities.

The Act further established the Illinois Institute for Environmental Quality as the research and
education arm of the state’s environmental protection apparatus. These responsibilities were
subsequently assumed by the Illinois Department of Energy and Natural Resources that, in July
1995, became part of the Illinois Department of Natural Resources.

Water resource management activities involving interstate waters are also coordinated with
various interstate committees and commissions. The Illinois EPA participates in water-resource
management activities of the Association of State and Interstate Water Pollution Control
Administrators, International Joint Commission of the Great Lakes Water Quality Board, Ohio
River Valley Water Sanitation Commission, Upper Mississippi River Conservation Committee,
Upper Mississippi River Basin Association, Council of Great Lakes Governors, and other
interstate committees and commissions.
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Point Source Pollution Control

Discharges that enter surface waters through a pipe, ditch or other well-defined point of
discharge are broadly referred to as “point sources.” Common point source discharges include
wastewater treatment facilities serving municipalities, industries, residential developments, retail
and commercial complexes, schools, mobile home parks, military installations, state parks,
resorts/campgrounds, prisons, and individual residences. Other wastewater point source
discharges can come from municipal combined sewer overflows (CSOs), concentrated animal
feeding operations, mines, groundwater remediation projects, and water treatment plants.

The most significant contaminants of concern from domestic point sources (non-industrial) and
CSOs include nutrients, deoxygenating wastes and dissolved solids. Bacterial contamination can
also be a concern from CSOs. Contaminants from industrial dischargers vary by source.

The National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) was established by the Clean
Water Act in 1972 and has been administered by the Illinois EPA since 1973. The program
requires permits for the discharge of treated municipal effluent, treated industrial effluent, storm
water and other dischargers. The permits establish the conditions under which the discharge may
occur and establish monitoring and reporting requirements.

In all areas except pretreatment, the state of Illinois has been delegated NPDES permitting
authority pursuant to Sections 402 and 303(e) of the CWA, and has the responsibility for
issuance, reissuance, modification and enforcement of NPDES Permits. The procedures for the
issuance of permits are established by a memorandum of agreement with the USEPA, the
regulations under 40 Code of Federal Regulations 122, 123, 124 and 125, and the Illinois
Administrative Code, Title 35, Environmental Protection. The priorities for permit issuance are
established based on the economic needs of the state, guidance from USEPA, and the needs of
the Illinois EPA in implementing the construction grants/loans program.

The Clean Water Act Amendments of 1987 established the NPDES storm water program.
Municipalities located in urban areas as defined by the Census Bureau are required to obtain
NPDES permit coverage for discharges from their municipal separate storm sewer systems.
Construction sites that disturb one acre or more are required to have coverage under the NPDES
general permit for storm water discharges from construction site activities.

Nonpoint Source Pollution Control

Precipitation moving over and through the ground picks up pollutants from farms, cities, mined
lands, and other landscapes and carries these pollutants into rivers, lakes, wetlands, and
groundwater. This is type of pollution is called nonpoint source pollution (NPS), and major
sources in Illinois include agriculture, construction erosion, urban runoff, hydrologic
modifications, and resource extraction activities. Under Section 319(h) of the Clean Water Act,
the Illinois EPA receives federal funds to implement nonpoint source pollution control projects
in cooperation with local units of government and other organizations. The program emphasizes
funding for implementing corrective and preventative best management practices (BMPs) on a
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watershed scale; demonstration of new and innovative BMPs on a nonwatershed scale; and the
development of informationleducation NPS pollution control programs.

303(d)/Total Maximum Daily Load Program

As stated earlier, section 303(d) of the federal Clean Water Act requires states to identify waters
that do not meet applicable water quality standards. States are required to submit a prioritized
list of impaired waters, known as the 303(d) List, to the USEPA for review and approval
(Appendix A).

The CWA also requires that a Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) be developed for each
pollutant of an impaired water body. The establishment of a TMDL sets the pollutant reduction
goal necessary to improve impaired waters. It determines the load (i.e., quantity) of any given
pollutant that can be allowed in a particular water body. A TMDL must consider all potential
sources of pollutants, whether point or nonpoint. It also takes into account a margin of safety,
which reflects scientific uncertainty, as well as the effects of seasonal variation.

After the reduced pollutant loads have been determined, an implementation plan is developed for
the watershed spelling out the actions necessary to achieve the goals. The plan specifies limits
for point source discharges and recommends best management practices for nonpoint sources. It
also estimates associated costs and lays out a schedule for implementation. Commitment to the
implementation plan by the citizens who live and work in the watershed is essential to success in
reducing the pollutant loads and improving water quality. The status of all TMDLs in the state is
discussed in Section C-3.

Watershed Management Program

The Illinois EPA Bureau of Water implements a Watershed Management Program to protect and
restore natural resources. This initiative incorporates common sense approaches that emphasize
involvement from citizens and the regulated community. In recent years, there has been an
increased awareness among natural resource managers regarding the interdependence of natural
systems. As a result, a more comprehensive approach to natural resource management has
emerged, using watersheds as the basic management unit. Water quality standards define the
water quality goals for all water bodies in a watershed and are the driving force behind this
initiative. The Watershed Management Program looks holistically at the range of problems that
affect a given watershed, taking into account that most watersheds are not experiencing a single
problem, but are faced with an array of interrelated concerns.

The objective of the Watershed Management Program is to develop an integrated, holistic
process to effectively and efficiently protect, enhance and restore the physical, chemical, and
biological integrity of our water resources within a defined hydrologic area. This comprehensive
approach focuses on the total spectrum of water resource issues, including the following:

1. Integration ofwater pollution control and drinking-water issues. The environmental goals
of this program were chosen to reflect statewide progress in areas of water quality, safety of
drinking water provided to Illinois citizens, and overall reduction in water related pollutant
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loading. The interrelationship of water pollution control and drinking water provides an
opportunity to address requirements of both the Clean Water Act and the Safe Drinking Water
Act in a holistic manner.

2. Integration of regulatoiy and nonregulatoiy programs. Regulatory programs are currently
in place to deal with point sources of pollution. These regulatory programs have been very
effective in improving water quality conditions nation wide. However, to address the challenges
we now face in controlling nonpoint sources of pollution, the key to success lies in a
combination of voluntary approaches (regarding issues for which we currently have no
regulatory authority), while maintaining strong and effective regulatory controls through both
compliance assistance and enforcement when necessary.

3. Addressing suiface and groundwater-resource issues. Where surface and groundwater
issues are linked within a watershed, program approaches compliment the resolution of both
concerns in a manner that improves or protects both resources. This is accomplished through
such activities as targeting of noncompliance discharges within a watershed, and expansion of
welihead and recharge zone protection areas.

B-3. Cost/Benefit Assessment

Section 305(b) requires the state to report on the economic and social costs and benefits
necessary to achieve Clean Water Act objectives. Information on costs associated with water
quality improvements is complex, and not readily available for developing a complete
cost/benefit assessment. The individual program costs of pollution control activities in illinois,
the general surface water quality improvements made, and the average groundwater protection
program costs follow.

Cost of Pollution Control and Water Protection Activities

The Illinois EPA Bureau of Water distributed a total of $121.0 million in loans during 2008 for
construction of municipal wastewater treatment facilities. Other Water Pollution Control
program and Groundwater/Source Water Protection costs for Bureau of Water activities
conducted in 2008 are summarized in Table B-6.

Table B-6. Water Pollution Control Program Costs for the Illinois Environmental
Protection Agency’s Bureau of Water, 2008.

Activity Total
Monitoring $5,277,300
Planning $1,517,400
oint Source Control Programs $14,011,000
‘4onpoint Source Control Programs $9,469,000
Groundwater/Source-Water Protection $2,102,400
Total $32,377,100
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General Surface Water Quality Improvements

Economic benefits of water quality improvements, while difficult to quantify, include increased
opportunities for water-based recreational activities, enhanced commercial and sport fisheries,
recovery of damaged aquatic environments, and reduced costs of water treatment to various
municipal and industrial users. While assessment methods have improved over time making
comparisons with previous years’ assessments difficult to interpret, the summary of attainment
of aquatic life use in streams and inland lakes indicates improvement in these waters. The
number of assessed stream miles reported in good condition has improved from 34.7 percent in
1972 to 63.2 percent in 2010, while during that same period, the miles reported in poor condition
declined from 11.3 percent to 6.2 percent. The lake acreage assessed in good condition for
aquatic life use has also improved from 17.8 percent in 1972 to 91.3 percent in 2010. During the
same time period, the lake acreage assessed in poor condition has declined from 27.8% in 1972
to 0.0 percent in 2010.
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PART C: SURFACE WATER MONITORING AND
ASSESSMENT

C-i. Monitoring Program

Illinois EPA’s “Surface Water Monitoring Strategy” (Illinois EPA 2007) provides a detailed
discussion of all agency monitoring programs. Field, laboratory, and data-management
procedures are explained in the Illinois EPA Bureau of Water’s “Quality Assurance Project
Plan” (illinois EPA 1994). Specific programs that contribute data to the assessment process are
briefly described below.

Streams

Ambient Water Quality Monitoring Network

The Ambient Water Quality Monitoring Network (AWQMN) consists of 146 fixed stations. At
each station water samples are collected once every six-weeks and analyzed for a minimum of 55
universal parameters including field pH, temperature, specific conductance, dissolved oxygen,
suspended solids, nutrients, fecal coliform bacteria, and total and dissolved metals. Additional
parameters specific to the station, watershed, or subnetwork within the ambient network are also
analyzed.

Pesticide Monitoring Subnetwork

The Illinois EPA has been routinely monitoring pesticides in water column samples at a subset of
30 ambient stations since October 1985. Analytes include common herbicides and insecticides
currently in use. In addition the samples are also analyzed for organochlorine pesticides, such as
DDT, along with polychiorinated biphenyls (PCBs). The program has under gone a number of
modifications over the years.

Sampling frequency was reduced from the initial five times per year to three times year in 1991.
The new sampling was based on one pre-application sample, typically in March, and two post-
application samples during mid-April through July. In 1996, site selection for pesticide
monitoring at ambient stations was modified to correspond with other monitoring programs
based on a 5-year basin rotation. In 2002, six of the original pesticide monitoring stations were
re-established with a sampling frequency of 9 times per year. The remaining 24 stations
continued to be allocated within the 5-year basin rotation at three times per year.

In 2006, the total number of sites was reduced to 20 and reflected a new emphasis on monitoring
pesticides at ambient stations near public water supply intakes along with continued monitoring
at some of the original stations for long term trends. Sampling frequency reflected the routine
ambient schedule, typically nine times per year. Currently those sites include: Lusk Creek (AK
02), Salt Fork Vermilion River (BPJ-03), Skillet Fork (CA-OS), Illinois River (D-23 and D-30),
Vermilion River (DS-06), Sangamon River (E-06 and E-18), Kankakee River (F-16), Des
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Plaines River (G-l5), Bear Creek (KI-02), Mississippi River (1-05, J-98, K-17, K-22, M-02),
Kaskaskia River (0-07, 0-08, 0-30) and Shoal Creek (01-08).

Facility-Related Stream Surveys

Illinois EPA conducts Facility-Related Stream Surveys that collect macroinvertebrate, water
chemistry, stream flow, and habitat data upstream and incrementally downstream of discharges
from municipal and industrial wastewater treatment facilities. Information is used to evaluate
water quality impacts and the need for additional wastewater treatment controls. Data are also
used to characterize the existing and potential resource quality of the receiving stream, to
determine biological impacts on the receiving stream, and to support the Bureau of Water’s
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System permitting activities.

Intensive Basin Surveys

Illinois EPA conducts Intensive Basin Surveys in cooperation with the Illinois Department of
Natural Resources. These surveys are a major source of information for assessments of aquatic

use. Sampling is organized by drainage basin on a five-year schedule (Figure C-i): in any
single year, a subset of basins is sampled so that statewide coverage is achieved once every five
years. Sampling locations are selected based on where data are currently lacking or historical
data needs updating. Water chemistry and biological information (fish and macroinvertebrate
assemblages) plus qualitative and quantitative instream-habitat information (including stream
discharge) are collected to characterize stream segments, to identify resource conditions, and to
assess attainment of aquatic life use. Samples of fish tissue (see below) and sediment are also
collected to screen for the accumulation of toxic substances.

Fish Contaminant Monitoring Program

The Illinois Fish Contaminant Monitoring Program (FCMP) is responsible for determining the
levels of contaminants in Illinois sport fish and issuing consumption advisories for species found
to be contaminated above specified levels. The FCMP operates under a Memorandum of
Agreement (MOA), last renewed in 1989, that spells out many details of the responsibilities of
the participating agencies (Depts. of Agriculture, Natural Resources, Nuclear Safety, Public
Health and Environmental Protection Agency). However, certain procedures and criteria for the
determination and issuance of consumption advisories are now outdated or not specified in the
MOA, leaving these elements to the discretion of the agencies. To address this, the FCMP now
closely follows the procedures recommended in the Protocolfor a Unform Great Lakes Sport
Fish Consumption Advisoiy (Anderson et al. 1993), and has adopted as policy over the years
certain other procedures that replace outdated procedures in the MOA, or are not specifically
addressed by the MOA for the determination of advisories. Key elements of the procedures and
policies for issuing the advisories include:

• The MOA lays out various tasks for the member agencies that allow the FCMP to collect,
process, analyze, and preserve for possible future analysis sufficient numbers and sizes of
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sport fish samples from across the state to evaluate levels of contaminants in most bodies
of water accessible to anglers. The goal of the FCMP is to sample most accessible waters
every five to ten years, except for waters already under an advisory. In these cases, more
frequent sampling is used to assess whether changes in the advisory are needed.

• The MOA specifies the collection of filet and whole fish samples from a network of 73
permanent stations for annual or biennial monitoring of trends in contaminant levels over
time, plus additional samples from across the state to evaluate important sport-fishing
waters. However, the funding source for trend-monitoring has since been lost, and the
existing funding at this time is dedicated to the analysis of filet samples for advisory
purposes. Therefore, since 1993 only filet samples are analyzed and the permanent
monitoring stations are sampled at the same frequency as similar stations across the state.

• The MOA specifies collection of a core set of samples from each body of water to be
evaluated. These samples are to be composites of filets from three to five fish of similar
size, and are to include two different sizes of bottom feeders (preferably carp), one
sample of an omnivorous species (preferably channel catfish), and one sample of a
predatory species (preferably largemouth or smailmouth bass). These samples are
analyzed for a suite of 14 bioaccumulative organic chemicals and mercury. If a sample is
found to contain one or more of the analytes above a criterion, the FCMP has adopted a
policy of requiring a second set of samples from the water, which should include two
bottom feeders, two onmivores, two predators, and one or more additional species of
local importance to confirm the original findings and provide sufficient data for the
issuance of advisories if needed.

o The Protocol stresses the benefits of fish consumption. Language relaying this message
is included with all consumption advisories issued.
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Figure C-i. IEPAIIDNR Intensive Basin Schedule, 2002-2011.

I Great Lakes/Calumet River Basin
2 Des Plaines River Basin
3 Upper Fox River Basin
4 Lower Fox River Basin
5 Kishwaukee River Basin
6 Rock River Basin
7 Pecatonica River Basin
8 Green River Basin
9 Mississippi River North Basin

10 Kankakee/Iroquois River Basin
11 Upper Illinois/Mazon River Basin
12 Vermilion (Illinois) River Basin
13 Middle Illinois River Basin
14 Mackinaw River Basin
15 Spoon River Basin
16 Mississippi River North Central Basin
17 La Moine River Basin
18 Lower Illinois/Macoupin River Basin
19 Mississippi River Central Basin
20 Lower Sangamon River Basin
21 Upper Sangamon River Basin
22 Salt Creek-Sangamon River Basin
23 Upper Kaskaskia River Basin
24 Shoal Creek/Middle Kaskaskia River Basin
25 Lower Kaskaskia River Basin
26 Big Muddy River Basin
27 Mississippi River South Central Basin
28 Mississippi River South Basin
29 Vermilion (Wabash) River Basin
30 Embarras/Middle Wabash River Basin
31 Little Wabash/Skillet Fork River Basin
32 Saline River/Bay Creek Basin
33 Cache River Basin
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Inland Lakes

The Illinois EPA conducts and supports several inland-lake-monitoring programs. Collectively,
chemical, physical or biological data have been collected from nearly 2,000 lake stations since
1977. Lake monitoring programs are described briefly below.

Ambient Lake Monitoring Program

Illinois EPA conducts an Ambient Lake Monitoring Program (ALMP) at approximately 50
inland lakes annually. Lakes are selected on a rotating basis so that all significant publicly-
owned lakes are monitored at least once every five years. Furthermore, approximately one-half
of the 50 inland lakes sampled each year are monitored on a three-year rotating schedule to
enhance Illinois EPA’s ability to assess lake trends. There are 78 inland lakes included in this
trends monitoring program. These lakes are known as the Ambient “Core” Lakes. Data
collected through the ALMP are primarily used for assessment of aquatic life, aesthetic quality,
and public and food processing water supply uses and to identify potential causes of use
impairment. However, data are also used to encourage development of management plans and to
evaluate the effectiveness of programs implemented.

The Ambient Lake Monitoring Program involves the collection of physical data (e.g.
temperature/dissolved oxygen profiles, Secchi Disk transparency, and water color), water and
sediment chemical data, and field observations, including weather conditions and the presence of
algae and macrophytes. Lakes in the ALMP are sampled five times during the year: once during
the spring runoff and turnover period (April or May), three times during the summer (June, July,
and August), and once during fall turnover (October). Data are routinely collected from three
distinct lake sites, with water samples collected from one foot below the surface at all sites, and
two feet above the bottom (and at intake depth for lakes with a public water supply intake) at the
deepest site. Chemical analyses include: total ammonia, nitrate-nitrite nitrogen, total and
dissolved phosphorus, total Kjeldahl nitrogen, and total and volatile suspended solids. Integrated
water samples are also collected for analysis of chlorophyll a, chlorophyll b, chlorophyll c, and
pheophytin. Additional parameters specific to public and food processing water supply use are
also analyzed.

Clean Lakes Program Intensives

The Illinois Clean Lakes Program is a two-part program consisting of Phase 1 diagnostic-
feasibility studies and Phase 2 implementation projects. Intensive lake-specific monitoring is
conducted under both phases of the Illinois Clean Lakes Program and includes water sampling
twice per month from April-October and monthly from November-March for a one-year period.
Water quality samples are collected from one foot below the surface, intake-depth (for lakes with
a public water supply intake), and two feet above the bottom at the deepest site. Surface samples
(one foot below the surface) are also typically collected at two other lake sites. Physical
(dissolved oxygen, temperature, pH, and Secchi transparency depth), chemical (alkalinity, total
ammonia, nitrate-nitrite nitrogen, total and dissolved phosphorus, total Kjeldahl nitrogen, and
total and volatile suspended solids), and biological (phytoplankton, fish, macrophytes)
information is collected. In addition, for Phase 1 studies only, flow and chemical data are
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collected at major inflows and outflows for development of hydrologic, nutrient and sediment
budgets. Additional Phase I activities include: bathymetric mapping; sedimentation surveys, fish
contaminant monitoring conducted pursuant to the Fish Contaminant Monitoring Program; and
analysis of sediment samples.

Volunteer Lake Monitoring Program

The Volunteer Lake Monitoring Program (VLMP) has been administered by the Illinois EPA
since 1981 and relies on the time and talents of citizen volunteers. The VLMP is an
educational program for Illinois citizens to learn about lake ecosystems, as well as a cost-
effective method of gathering fundamental information about inland lakes.

The VLMP Basic Program includes training volunteers to measure water clarity (transparency)
using a Secchi disk. Secchi-transparency measurements are useful for tracking changes in lake
water transparency within a single year and for tracking trends over many years. Monitoring is
conducted twice a month from May-October, typically at three sites per lake. The basic program
also emphasizes education and monitoring of aquatic invasive species. Aquatic invasive species,
also known as exotic species, include zebra mussels, eurasian water-milfoil, bighead and silver
carp, rusty crayfish, and others. The main focus of this program is to establish a network of
individuals at the local level that can assist Illinois EPA in their effort to control the spread of
exotic species. Volunteers are educated on how to identify exotic species through the use of
Illinois-Indiana Sea Grant “Watch ID Cards,” signs, and other educational materials. With their
help, Illinois EPA can be notified of new infestations shortly after they are discovered.

The VLMP Advanced Program includes Basic Program monitoring plus the collection of water
samples from one foot below the water’s surface at one to three lake sites. Water samples are
shipped to an accredited laboratory for analysis of the following parameters: total ammonia,
nitrate-nitrite nitrogen, total phosphorus, total Kjeldahl nitrogen, and total and volatile suspended
solids. Integrated water samples are also collected for analysis of chlorophyll pigments. These
samples are collected at a depth equal to twice the Secchi transparency depth, then filtered and
sent to a laboratory for analysis of chlorophyll a, chlorophyll b, chlorophyll c and pheophytin.
Chlorophyll a, Secchi transparency depth, and total phosphorus data are used to calculate the
lake’s trophic state index which is used for determining the lake’s resource quality.

The primary purpose of the VLMP is to promote education on lake issues and evaluate lake
resource quality as good, fair and poor. While the VLMP is conducted according to an approved
QAPP and does meet the QA!QC requirements for these purposes, the data do not have the
degree of reliability that Illinois EPA deems necessary for placing a water on the 3 03(d) List.
Volunteer Lake Monitoring Program data are considered insufficient for making use-support
determinations and 3 03(d) listings.
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Lake Michigan

Lake Michigan water quality is monitored through a cooperative agreement between Illinois
EPA and the city of Chicago (updated August 1, 2001). The Lake Michigan Monitoring
Program is conducted by the city of Chicago’s Water Quality Surveillance Section and consists
of 77 sites assessed in five monitoring surveys: 14 on the Lake Michigan Open Water Survey,
eight on the North Shore Survey, 10 on the South Shore Survey, 23 on the Jardine Water
Purification Plant Radial Lake Survey, and 22 on the South Water Purification Plant Radial Lake
Survey. Water surveys are conducted from January through December each year providing there
are no weather-related problems. The city’s Water Purification Division Laboratory performs
general water chemistry analyses with additional analyses performed by Illinois EPA
laboratories.

Chemical and fecal coliform bacteria data are collected to characterize overall water quality
conditions and evaluate designated uses. Fish contaminant sampling is conducted in cooperation
with the Illinois Department of Natural Resources to screen for the accumulation of toxic
substances. The fish contaminant data provide essential information to the general public
relative to contaminant concentrations in fish tissue, species affected, and risks associated with
fish consumption. Fecal coliform and Escherichia coli bacteria data provide the basis for
protecting priniarv contact use (swimming). Chemical parameters, including arsenic, cadmium,
chromium, copper, cyanide, lead, mercury and others are used to assess aquatic life use.

C-2. Assessment Methodology

This section explains how Illinois EPA uses various criteria (including, but not limited to, Illinois
water quality standards) to assess the level of support (attainment) of each applicable designated
use in the waters of the state. Designated uses assessed in Illinois waters include aquatic life,
indigenous aquatic life, fish consumption, primary contact, secondary contact, public and food
processing water supply and aesthetic quality. Assessments of designated uses are based on
water-body-specific monitoring data believed to accurately represent existing resource
conditions. The methodology for the assessment of use attainment and causes of impairment is
explained below for each use and each water body type. At the end of Section C-2, we explain
guidelines for identifying potential sources of impairment.

Water Body Segments

Illinois EPA uses the National Hydrography Dataset (1:24,000 scale) as the basis for mapping
and calculating the length of streams. Mapping and area calculations of inland lakes and Lake
Michigan are based on Illinois data (see Table B- 1). While assessments of designated uses are
based on data from individual monitoring stations, the data are extrapolated to represent larger
water body segments (i.e., a stream segment, an inland lake, an open water area in Lake
Michigan), also called assessment units. Assessment units delineated for aquatic life use are
typically used as the basis for all other assessed uses.

For streams, monitoring data are extrapolated to linear segments depending on the size of the
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stream (USEPA, 1997). Assessments of aquatic life use typically apply approximately 10 miles
upstream and downstream from the sampling site for wadable streams, about 25 miles upstream
and downstream for unwadable streams (i.e., generally7th order, 3.5 ft. average depth and
fish sampled with an electrofishing boat) and approximately 50 miles upstream and downstream
for large rivers, i.e., Illinois and Wabash rivers. However, the final extent of any particular
segment is determined by considering significant influences such as point or nonpoint source
inputs; changes in watershed characteristics such as land use; changes in riparian vegetation,
stream banks, slope or channel morphology; stream confluence or diversions; or hydrologic
modifications such as channelization or dams. This process can result in segments that are either
longer or shorter than the general numeric guidelines above. On the Mississippi River, the
segments mostly reflect a September 2003 interstate memorandum of understanding between
five states (Illinois, Iowa, Minnesota, Missouri and Wisconsin) designed to improve the
assessment process on the Mississippi River (UMRBA 2003). http://www.umrba.org/wg.htm).
On the Ohio River, segmentation is based on Ohio River Sanitation Commission assessments.

In the case of lakes, monitoring data are typically used to assign an assessment to the entire lake
acreage as a single assessment unit.

Assessments of fish consumption use are generally extrapolated to include the entire named
water body.

Changes to some 2008 assessment units were made and some new assessment units were added
for the 2010 cycle. These are described in Appendix D.

Levels of Use Attainment

The Illinois EPA determines the resource quality of each assessment unit by determining the
level of support (i.e., attainment) of each applicable designated use. For each assessment unit
and for each designated use applicable to that assessment unit, an Illinois EPA assessment
concludes one of two possible use-support levels: “Fully Supporting” or “Not Supporting.”
Fully Supporting means that the designated use is attained; Not Supporting means the use is not
attained. To facilitate communicating these results, Illinois EPA also refers to Fully Supporting
status (for a use) as Good resource quality; Not Supporting status is called Fair or Poor resource
quality, depending on the degree to which the use is not attained. Uses determined to be Not
Supporting are called “impaired,” and waters that have at least one use assessed as Not
Supporting are also called impaired. For each impaired use in each assessment unit, Illinois EPA
attempts to identify potential causes and sources of the impairment as explained below.

Aquatic Life - Streams

Aquatic life use assessments in streams are typically based on the interpretation of biological
information, physicochemical water data and physical-habitat information from the Intensive
Basin Survey, Ambient Water Quality Monitoring Network or Facility-Related Stream Survey
programs as described previously. The primary biological measures used are the fish Index of
Biotic Integrity (fIBI; Karr et al. 1986; Smogor 2000, 2005), the new macroinvertebrate Index of
Biotic Integrity (mIBI; Tetra Tech, 2004) and the Macroinvertebrate Biotic Index (MBI; Illinois
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EPA 1994). Physical-habitat information used in assessments includes quantitative or qualitative
measures of stream-bottom composition and qualitative descriptors of channel and riparian
conditions. Physicochemical water data used include measures of “conventional” parameters
(e.g., dissolved oxygen, pH, temperature), priority pollutants, non-priority pollutants, and other
pollutants (USEPA 2002 and www.epa.gov/waterscience/criterialwqcriteria.html). In a minority
of streams for which biological information is unavailable, aquatic life use assessments are based
primarily on physicochemical water data. Physicochemical data (from water and sediment) and
habitat information play primary roles in identifying potential causes and sources of aquatic life
use impainnent.

Table C-i shows a decision matrix which illustrates how biological data (fiBI, mIBI, and MBI),
physicochemical water data (i.e., water chemistry), and physical-habitat information are
integrated and interpreted to guide the assessment of aquatic life use.

All biological indices are divided into three ranges: 1. a range which indicates no impairment; 2.
a range which indicates moderate impairment, and, 3. a range which indicates severe
impairment. (Table C-2). Water-chemistry data are also evaluated to determine whether the
potential for impairment of aquatic life use is indicated (Table C-3). In addition, several
conditions of physical habitat are used to indicate the potential for impairment of aquatic life use
(Table C-4).

When all available data indicate no impairment, the stream segment is considered fully
supporting aquatic life use. In general, when both fish and macroinvertebrate indicators are
available for a site and each indicator shows a similar level of impairment, the attainment
decision is based primarily on this concordant information. If either biological indicator shows
severe impairment, the attainment decision is based primarily on a worst case emphasis.

For assessing attainment of aquatic life use in streams, direct reliance on information-rich
biological indicators over indirect and sometimes simplistic comparisons of physicochemical
water quality criteria is a useful and widely recommended approach (Karr and Dudley 1981;
Yoder and Rankin 1995; Karr 1991; Yoder and Rankin 1998; Hall and Giddings 2000; National
Research Council 2001). Much more than physicochemical water data, biological indicators--
such as a fish Index of Biotic Integrity--provide direct, reliable measures of aquatic-community
health and facilitate detection of cumulative impacts on aquatic life from multiple stressors (e.g.,
Norton et al. 2000). By relying more on biological indicators than on less-reliable surrogates
(e.g., water chemistry), our assessments of aquatic life use achieve their primary purpose: to
determine the degree to which a water body provides for the protection and propagation of fish,
shellfish, and wildlife (i.e., the Clean Water Act’s interim aquatic life goal). In these terms, an
Illinois EPA assessment conclusion of Full Support for aquatic life use indicates conditions that
meet the Clean Water Act’s interim aquatic life goal.

Water chemistry and habitat data are used to help determine the attainment status: 1) where only
one biological assemblage is available, 2) where two biological assemblages may indicate
different levels of impairment, or 3) occasionally, when no biological data are available. Water
chemistry data (Table C-3) and habitat data (Table C-4) are used as coiToborating evidence when
one biological assemblage indicates fully supporting but another indicates moderate impairment.
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When only one biological assemblage (mIBI or fIBI) is available which indicates full support, an
indication of severe water chemistry impairment overrides this single biological indicator. A
limited amount of water chemistry data which indicates the potential for impairment may be used
to determine non support of aquatic life use, but when biological data is unavailable, a
conclusion of full support requires an amount of water chemistry data which represents a long
period of time and a large suite of parameters. The dataset collected at the typical Ambient
Water Quality Monitoring Network station is considered adequate for concluding full support.

When interpreting water chemistry data for assessing attainment of aquatic life use, we do not
consider a single exceedance of a water quality criterion as indicative of impairment. Such an
event does not account for at least two other aspects critical for determining how
physicochemical conditions in water affect aquatic life: the frequency and duration of the
exceedances (Bamett and O’Hagan 1997; National Research Council 2001). Illinois EPA uses
“frequency of exceedance” guidelines (Table C-3) that better represent the true risk of
impairment to aquatic life than do single-exceedance guidelines.

Illinois EPA’s approach for assessing attainment of aquatic life use achieves a reasonable
balance in minimizing the two possible types of assessment mistakes: incorrectly concluding
that a use is being fully supported or incorrectly concluding that it is not. Inherent uncertainty
exists in using water-monitoring information to assess the condition of water resources (Ward et
al. 1990). Designing an assessment protocol exclusively to minimize the potential for making
one of these mistakes necessarily results in a counteractive, increased vulnerability to the other
type of mistake. Therefore, short of incorporating an in-depth analysis of the relative costs and
benefits of decision mistakes—some of which are very difficult to quantify—the most reasonable
and practical assessment approach is one that results in an acceptably low and equal number of
each type of mistake. In assessing attainment of aquatic life use, Illinois EPA tries to achieve
this balance by recognizing and accommodating the greater information value of biological
indicators over less informative, surrogate water-chemistry data or habitat data. Illinois EPA
interprets water-chemistry data and habitat data as indicators of the potential for aquatic-life
impairment, not as direct evidence of such. Consistent with this approach, we typically conclude
Fully Supporting for situations in which two biological indicators indicate lack of impairment,
despite any contraindication from surrogate data (see cells 1A and 4A in Table C-i).

However, Illinois EPA does recognize and accommodate uncertainty in our biological indicators
by allowing for situations in which the potential for impairment, as indicated by water-chemistry
or habitat data, is sufficient to conclude Not Supporting despite contraindication from a
biological indicator. Specifically, if one biological indicator indicates Fully Supporting and the
other indicates Not Supporting, the potential for impairment, as indicated by water-chemistry or
habitat data, typically results in a decision ofNot Supporting (see cells iB, 2A, and 5A in Table
C-i). In such situations, we judge that the combined information value of one biological
indicator indicating impairment, plus corroborating water-chemistry or habitat data, provides
sufficient evidence of actual impairment.

For situations in which one biological indicator indicates Fully Supporting, but no other
biological indicator is available (see cells iD, 4D, and 7A in Table C-i), we typically conclude
Fully Supporting, unless sufficient contraindication is provided by surrogate data. In such
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situations, although our decision of Fully Supporting is based on less information than those in
which we have two biological indicators, it nonetheless relies primarily on the superior
information value of the single biological indicator relative to the surrogate data. Specifically, if
a fish or macroinvertebrate IBI is the only available biological indicator and it indicates Fully
Supporting, then typically we diverge from this conclusion only if water-chemistry data indicate
a potential for severe impairment. If an MBI is the only available biological indicator and it
indicates lack of impairment, we diverge from this conclusion if water-chemistry data indicate at
least a potential for moderate impairment. We incorporate this distinction because, unlike an fBI
score, an MBI score is designed to be sensitive only to a specific type of water-chemistry impact:
organic pollution.

The last stage of the assessment process is a final review of the assessment conclusion (Table C-
1, cell 8). In this review, illinois EPA biologists carefully examine all available biological,
water-chemistry and habitat data and also use their site-specific knowledge and other information
about the environmental setting of the stream segment. This additional information includes
field notes and observations, knowledge of the nature of the stream and its biological potential,
the existence of potential sources of pollution, and riparian or watershed information. Based on
this review, the biologist may modify the use-attainment decision indicated in any cell in Table
C-i. For example, conflicting biological information may require case-specific interpretation,
including analysis of possible error or ambiguity in an 1131 score, especially when scores are near
the threshold values in Table C-2. Also, physicochemical, physical-habitat and other
information are examined for corroborating or refuting evidence of aquatic life use attainment.
In some cases, after careful review, it may be determined that the current data are not adequate to
make a new assessment. In these cases, the previous assessment status remains unchanged.
Illinois EPA believes that this final review helps improve the accuracy of our aquatic life use
assessments.
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Table C-2. Guidelines for Using Biological Information in Table C-i to Assess Aquatic Life
Use Attainment in Streams.

No Impairment Moderate Impairment Severe Impairment

B• 1 •

Fully Supporting Not Supporting Not Supporting
10 ogica

Aquatic Life Use Aquatic Life Use Aquatic Life UseIndicator .

(Good Resource Quality) (Fair Resource Quality) (Poor Resource Quality)

Fish Index of
Biotic Integrity ff81 41 fiBI < 41 and > 20 fIBI <20
(fiBI,)
Macroinvertebrate
Index of Biotic mIBI >41.8 mIBI < 41.8 and> 20.9 mIBI < 20.9
Integrity (mIBI)
Macroinvertebrate
Biotic Index’ MBI <5.9 MBI> 5.9 and < 8.9 MBI> 8.9
(MBI)
1. When the mIBI is available, the MBI is not used independently to assess attainment of aquatic life use.

45



Table C-3. Guidelines for Using Water-Chemistry Data in Table C-i to Indicate the
Potential for Impairment of Auuatic Life Use in Streams.

1. The most recent consecutive three years of data are used. It is not necessary that observations be available for every
parameter of each type; the assessment is based on available data. As used in Table C-i, “sufficient water chemistry data”
means a dataset at least as representative of water-chemistry conditions as the three-year dataset that is typically available
from an Ambient Water Quality Monitoring Network station.

2. If conditions in at least one table cell apply, then the potential for impairment is indicated.
3. Includes 2, 4-D, alachior, atrazine, ammonia, arsenic, barium, benzene, cadmium, chloride, chlorine, chromium (hexavalent

and trivalent), copper, cyanazine, cyanide, dicamba, endrin, ethylbenzene, fluoride, iron, lead, manganese, mercury,
metolachlor, metribuzin, nickel, selenium, silver, sulfate, terbufos, toluene, xylenes, and zinc or any parameter with an acute
or chronic aquatic life criteria derived under 35 IAC 302.210. If no specific chronic water quality standard applies, the
standard is interpreted as an acute one.

4. Hereafter in this table, “applicable standard” refers to an Illinois General Use Water Quality Standard (see tables B-2 and B-
3,35 IAC 302.208, 302.212 and 303.444and 35 IAC 303.311 through 303.445) or an aquatic life criterion derived according
to 35 IAC 302.210 (www.epa.state.il.us/water/water-quality-standards/water-quality-criteria.html.).

5. Chronic standards are applied consistent with 35 IAC 302.208, 302.210, 302.212, and 303.444 as follows. If the chronic
standard is exceeded for one or more combinations of four consecutive observations, then the water chemistry condition
indicates the potential for impairment of aquatic life use. If the chronic standard is exceeded for more than one independent
set of four consecutive observations, then the water chemistry condition indicates the potential for severe impairment of
aquatic life use. An independent set of four consecutive observations is one that does not share any observations with any
other set of four consecutive observations.

6. Includes: water temperature, pH, and dissolved oxygen.

Number Type of
Water Chemistry Condition Water Chemistry Conditionof Type of Water

Observa- Parameter Quality
Indicating Potential for Moderate Indicating Potential for Severe

tions 1 Standard
Impairment of Aquatic Life Use 2 Impairment of Aquatic Life Use 2

For any single parameter, For any single parameter,
Acute two observations exceed the three or more observations exceed

applicable standard . the applicable standard.
Ten or Toxic
more For any single parameter, there is

For any single parameter, there are

observa- Chronic one exceedances of the applicable
two or more independent

tions are standard
exceedances of the applicable

available standard .

for the
applicable For any single parameter, more than

For any single parameter, more than
water- 10% but no more than 25% of

25% of observations exceed the
chemistry observations exceed the applicable

parameter Nontoxic Other standard; or,
applicable standard; or,
there are two or more exceedances

there is one exceedance of any
of any standard that requires

standard that requires multiple
multiple observations to apply.

observations to apply.

Among all parameters, Among all parameters,
Fewer Acute one observation exceeds an two or more observations exceed an
than 10 applicable standard. applicable standard.
observa- Toxic
tions are Among all parameters, there are
available

Among all parameters, there is
two or more independent

Chronic one exceedance of an applicable
exceedances of an applicablefor the

standard’.
applicable standard’.
water
chemistry Among all parameters, two Among all parameters,
parameter Nontoxic 6 Other observations exceed an applicable three or more observations exceed

standard. an applicable standard.
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Table C-4. Guidelines for Using Habitat Information in Table C-i’ to Assess Attainment
of Aquatic Life Use in Streams.

. Habitat Conditions Indicating the Potential for Impairment ofInformation Sources . . (2)Aquatic Life Use

Moderate to severe habitat alteration by channelization and
dredging activities, removal of riparian vegetation, bank failure or

Illinois EPA field observations and bank erosion, heavy sediment deposition, alteration of flow regime,
notes fish passage barriers, alteration/reduction of hydrologic diversity,

alteration/reduction of instream cover, alteration of wetland
habitats, or excessive algae or plant growth (USEPA 1997).

Qualitative Habitat Evaluation Metric 1: “Silt heavy” is indicated, or Metric 2: instream cover is
Index (Rankin 1 989) Metrics: indicated as “nearly absent” (due to anthropogenic causes), or
Substrate, Instream Cover, Channel Metric 3: “recent channelization/no recovery,” is indicated, or
Morphology, Riparian Zone and Metric 4: riparian width is indicated as “none” or bank erosion is
Bank Erosion indicated as “heavy/severe.”

Filamentous algae or macrophytes are abundant
. New channelization documentedIllinois EPA Stream Assessment

. . >50% of riparian vegetation denudedForm (Illinois EPA 1994) . .

Documented site-specific knowledge of sludge, excessive siltation
or unnatural bottom deposits.

Illinois EPA habitat-transect data or
. (3)

. . >75% silt/mud bottom substratevisual evaluation of substrate —

1. As used in Table C-i “sufficient habitat data” means a dataset at least as representative of physical-habitat
conditions as the dataset that is typically available from an Intensive Basin Survey.

2. If any of the conditions exist, the potential for impairment is indicated.
3. Based on an 98th percentile value calculated from statewide data from sites having at least three habitat

transects.

After a stream is assessed and determined to be impaired for a designated use, potential causes of
impairment are identified. The next two paragraphs describe, in general, how Illinois EPA
identifies potential causes of impairment of aquatic life use in streams.

When a stream segment is determined to be Not Supporting aquatic life use, generally, one
exceedance of an applicable Illinois water quality standard (related to the protection of aquatic
life) results in identifying the parameter as a potential cause of impairment (Table C-5).
Additional guidelines used to determine potential causes of impairment include site-specific
standards (35 Ill. Adm. Code 303, Subpart C), adjusted standards (published in the Illinois
Pollution Control Board’s Environmental Register at
http://www.ipcb.state.il.us/Archive/dscgi/ds.py/View/Collection- 11), or narrative standards (35
Ill. Adm. Code 302.203) intended to protect waters from”.. sludge or bottom deposits,floating
debris, visible oil, odor plant or algal growth, color or turbidity ofother than natural origin.”

For parameters that have no numeric water quality standards (e.g., nutrients, suspended solids,
siltation, various features of stream habitat), a statistically derived numeric value or a field
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observation may be used to identify potential causes of aquatic life use impairment. For
example, for total phosphorus and suspended solids, a numeric threshold based on an 85th

percentile value is used as a cause guideline (Table C-5); this threshold value is derived from all
available data from water years 1978 through 1996, at Ambient Water Quality Monitoring
Network sites. Similarly, for siltation, a 98tIpercentile threshold is based on stream-bottom
composition data from Intensive Basin Survey sites sampled from 1982 through 1997. Measures
of sediment chemistry are also used to identify potential causes of aquatic life use impairment.
In general, sediment parameters found at highly elevated levels (Short 1997) are identified as
potential causes. Examples of less-quantitative cause guidelines include scores for selected
Qualitative Habitat Evaluation Index (Rankin 1989) metrics that reflect channel alteration,
riparian zone disturbance, heavy siltation or streambank instability, as well as other related field
observations.

In some cases, biological data may indicate that aquatic life use in streams is impaired but only
nonpollutant causes, such as low dissolved oxygen, alteration in streamside or littoral vegetative
covers, fish passage barriers, low flow alterations, or other flow regime alterations are identified.
If only nonpollutant causes of impairment are identified, the assessor must determine if the
segment should be placed in category 4C (see Section C-3, Five-Part Categorization of Surface
Waters). The assessor will examine carefully all of the information related to the segment,
including the amount of water chemistry data available, the nature of the stream, the degree of
impairment, the existence of potential pollution sources, whether the elimination of riparian
vegetation may also be increasing turbidity and sedimentation and other relevant watershed
information. Afier reviewing this information, if the assessor thinks that the aquatic life use
impairment is occuirng because of nonpollutant causes then that water body segment may be
placed in category 4C depending on the results of other use attainment assessments. If the
assessor believes that an unidentified pollutant may also be contributing to the impairment,
Cause Unknown will be listed as an additional cause and the segment will be placed in Category
5 (the 303(d) List).
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Table C-5. Guidelines for Identifying Potential Causes of Impairment of Aquatic Life Use
in Illinois Streams.

Basis for Identifying Causes’ (7)

Non-Standards-based
Criteria based on Water Quality Standards (2)

Criteriat3
Chronic Narrative OtherPotential Cause Acute Criteria Sediment CriteriaCriteria Criteria Criteria

Pesticides and other
Organic Pollutants

2,4-D 100 tg/L4 8 tg/L4 Toxic effects9

Alachlor 1 100 Ig/iJ4) Toxic effects9

Aidrin Toxic effects9 1.0 )Ig/kg

alpha-BHC 31 g/L4 2.5 tg/L4> Toxic effects9 1.0 i.tg/kg

Atrazine 82 tg/L4> 9 tg/L4 Toxic effects9

Benzene 4200 p.g/L 860 .tg/L

Chlordane Toxic effects9 23 ig/kg

Cyanazine 370 tg/L4> 30 ig/L4 Toxic effects9

DDT --- Toxic effects9> 34 ig/kg

Dicambra 1500 tg/L4 150 ig/L4 Toxic effects9

Dieldrin Toxic effects9 15 jtg/kg

Endrin 160 g/L4 33 tg/L4 Toxic effects9 1.0 ag/kg

Ethylbenzene 150 p.g/L 14 ag/L

Heptachlor Toxic effects9 1.0 }lg/kg

Heptachior epoxide Toxic effects9 3.8 rag/kg

Hexachlorobenzene Toxic effects9> 1.0 ag/kg -

Lindane (gamma
Toxic effects9 1.0 pig/kgBHC)

Methoxychlor --- Toxic effects9 5.0 fig/kg

Metolachlor 380 jag/L (4) 30.4 ag/L (4) Toxic effects9

Metribuzin 8.4 mg/L4 --- Toxic effects9

Polychiorinated
- Toxic effects9 180 jag/kgbiphenyls (PCBs) --

Terbufos 0.024 jag/L4 --- Toxic effects9

Toluene 2000 j.tg/L 600 ig/L
(4)Trifluralin 26 jig/L 1.1 tg/L4 Toxic effects9

Xylenes (total mixed) 920 j.tg/L 360 jag/L

Metal Pollutants

Arsenic 360 jag/L (dissolved)
190 tg/L

18 mg/kg
(dissolved)

Barium 5000 j.tg/L --- --- 230 mg/kg

Cadmium Table B-35 Table B-35 --- 9.3 mg/kg

Copper Table B-35 Table B-35 --- 170 mg/kg

Chromium, hexavalent 16 jag/L 11 ag/L ---

Chromium, trivalent Table B-35 Table B-35 ---

Chromium (total) --- --- Toxic effects9 1 10 mg/kg

Iron 1000 ag/L (dissolved) --- --- 53,000 mg/kg
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Table C-5 (continued). Guidelines for Identifying Potential Causes of Impairment of
Aquatic Life Use in Illinois Streams.

Basis for Identifying Causes’71

Criteria based on Water Quality
Non-Standards-based Criteriat3

Standards
(2)

Acute Chronic Narrative Sediment
Potential Cause I Other Criteria

Criteria Criteria Criteria Criteria I
Metals (cont.)

Lead Table B-3 Table B-3° 245 mg/kg

2300
Manganese 1000 sg/L

mg/kg

Mercury
2.2 .tg/L 1.1 .ig/L

1.40mg/kg
(dissolved) (dissolved)

Nickel Table B-35 Table B-3 45 mg/kg

Selenium 1000 .og/L ---

Silver 5 1g/L --- --- 5 mg/kg

Zinc Table B-35 Table B-3° --- 760 mg/kg -

Other Pollutants
(any pollutant with
aquatic life criteria

<crterion>141 <criterion>4
derived under 35 IAC
302.210)

Ammonia (Total) Table 33(5) Table B-3°

Cause Unknown (12) (12)

Chlorides 500 mg/L ---

Chlorine°1 19 ag/L 11 .tg/L

Cyanide 22 l.tg’L 5.2 ig/L

Fluoride 1.4 mg/L

unnatural Observed degradation from oil andOil and Grease ---
--- (10) (8)sources grease

pH <6.5 or>9.0

2800
Phosphorus (Total) --- --- 0.61 mgJL

mg/kg

> 75% silt/mud substrate, orSedimentation/Siltation unnatural
(Bottom Deposits) sources°

Observed degradation from
siltation/sedimentation (6) (8)

unnatural Observed degradation from
Sludge ---

--- (10) --- (6)(0)sources sludge

Sulfate5 (5) (5)

2.8CC
Temperature, Water° . unnatural Observed degradation frommaximum (5)
(used onlyfor thermal . . temperature --- unnatural temperaturerise in water
point sources

ternperature°
changest11)

changes (8)

Total Suspended Solids --- --- --- --- 116 mg/L

unnatural Observed degradation fromTurbidity
sources° turbidity (8)
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Table C-5 (continued). Guidelines for Identifying Potential Causes of Impairment of
Aquatic Life Use in Illinois Streams.

Basis for Identifying Causest7>
Criteria based on Water Quality

Non-Standards-based Criteriat3)
Standards (2)

Acute Chronic Narrative SedimentPotential Cause Other CriteriaCriteria Criteria Criteria Criteria
Nonpollutant Causes

Alteration in stream-side Observed degradationfrorn alteration
or littoral vegetative --- --- --- --- in stream-side or littoral vegetative
coverst6> covers (6) (8)

Alteration in wetland Observed degradation from alteration
habitats in wetland habitats (8)

unnatural Observed degradation from aquaticAquatic Algaet6> ---

--- (10)sources algae (6) (8)

Aquatic Plants unnatural Observed degradation from aquatic
(Macrophytes)t6> sourcest>0> plants (6) (8)

Observed degradation fromChanges in stream depth
alteration/reduction of hydrologicand velocity patterns

diversity (6) (8)

Fish Kills --- --- Toxic effects>9>
Documented fish kill;

IDNR or Ill. EPA Recordst8>
Observed degradation from fish-Fish-Passage Barrier

passage barrier (8)

Observed degradation fromLoss of instream cover
reductions in instream >>

>6) Observed degradation from low flowLow flow alterations
alterations (6) (8)

Non-Native Aquatic unnatural Observed degradation from non-
(10)Plants sources native aquatic plantst68t

Non-Native Fish, Observed degradation from non-
Shellfish, or --- --- --- --- native fish, shellfish or
Zooplankton>6> zooplankton (6) (8)

Other flow alterationst6> Observed degradation from other
flow_alterations (8)

Oxygen, Dissolved (5>

1. Unless otherwise indicated, for numeric criteria serving as guidelines, a single exceedance indicates that the
substance is a potential cause of impairment. For applying these guidelines, Illinois EPA typically uses
data from our three primary stream-monitoring programs: Ambient Water Quality Monitoring Network
(most recent three years), Intensive Basin Survey (most recent survey), Facility-Related Stream Survey
(most recent survey).

2. General Use Water Quality Standards at 35 Ill. Adm. Code 302, Subpart B.
3. Non-standards based numeric criteria for substances in water are based on 85th1percentile values

determined from a statewide set of observations from the Ambient Water Quality Monitoring Network, for
water years 1978-1996. Criteria for substances in sediment represent the minimum threshold of “highly
elevated” levels (Short 1997).

4. Criterion derived according to 35 Ill. Adm. Code 302.2 10. Derived water quality criteria are available at
www.epa.state.il.us/water/water-quality-standards/water-quality-criteria.html. Any single value above the
chronic criteria indicates a potential cause of impairment.

5. Numeric criteria used as cause guidelines are available in Tables B-2 and B-3 with further explanation.
6. Physical-habitat criteria are available in Table C-4 with further explanation.
7. All table entries of “---“ indicate that a cause guideline is not applicable or is unavailable.
8. Site-specific observation, information, or knowledge.
9. 35 Ill. Adm. Code 302.210.
10. 35 Ill. Adm. Code 302.203.
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11. 35TH. Adm. Code 302.211b & c.
12. Cause Unknown is used if any of the following conditions apply:

a. If Aquatic Algae or Aquatic Plants (Macrophytes) is identified as a cause of impairment but total
phosphorus is not identified;

b) If Fish Kills is identified as a cause of impairment, but the pollutant which caused the fish kill is not;
c) If Non-Native Fish, Shellfish, or Zooplankton is identified as a cause of impairment, and those non-

native species are contributing to an increase in the level of some pollutant, but that pollutant is not
identified;

d) If only nonpollutant causes are identified such as dissolved oxygen or habitat related causes, and
there is reason to suspect that a pollutant impairment is likely, but the quantity and timing of water
sampling is insufficient to detect it;

e) If dissolved oxygen is identified as a cause and a pollutant is suspected of contributing to low DO,
but that pollutant is not identified.

f If no causes of any type are identified.
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Aquatic Life — Inland Lakes

The Aquatic Life Use Index (AU) is the primary tool used for assessing aquatic life use in lakes
(Tables C-6 and C-7). The Trophic State Index (TSI; Carlson 1977), the percent surface area
macrophyte coverage during the peak growing season (June through August), and the median
concentration of nonvolatile suspended solids (NVSS) are used to calculate the ALT score.
Higher ALl scores indicate increased impairment.

Assessments of aquatic life use are based primarily on physical and chemical water quality data
collected via the Ambient Lake Monitoring Program, the Illinois Clean Lakes Program, or by
non-Illinois EPA persons under an approved quality assurance project plan. The physical and
chemical data used for aquatic life use assessments include: Secchi-disk transparency,
chlorophyll a, total phosphorus (epilimnetic samples only), nonvolatile suspended solids
(epilimnetic samples only), and percent surface area macrophyte coverage. Data are collected a
minimum of five times per year (April through October) from one or more established lake sites.
Data are considered usable for assessments if meeting the following minimum requirements
(Figure C-2): 1) at least four out of seven months (April through October) of data are available;
2) at least two of these months occur during the peak growing season of June through August
(this requirement does not apply to NVSS); and 3) usable data are available from at least half of
all lake sites within any given lake each month. As outlined in Figure C-2, a whole-lake TSI
value is calculated for the median Secchi-disk transparency, median total phosphorus
(epilemnetic sample depths only), and median chlorophyll a values. A minimum of two
parameter-specific TSI values are required to calculate parameter-specific use support
determinations. An assessment is then made based on the parameter-specific use support
determinations. The 0.05 mg/L illinois General Use Water Quality Standard for total
phosphorus in lakes (35 Ill. Adm. Code 302.205) has been incorporated into the weighting
criteria used to assign point values for the ALl.
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Table C-6. Aquatic Life Use Index.

Evaluation
Parameter Weighting Criteria PointsFactor

1. Trophic For data collected April-October:
State Index Whole-lake TSI value calculated a. <60 a. 40

(TSI) from median total phosphorus b. >60<85 b. 50
(epilimnetic sample only), median c. >85<90 c. 60
chlorophyll a, and median Secchi- d. 90 d. 70
disk transparency values
Average percentage of lake surface

2. Macrophyte area covered by macrophytes during a. >15<40 a. 0
Coverage peak growing season (June through b. >10<15, >40<50; b. 5

August). Determined by: c. >5<10, >50<70 c. 10
a. Macrophyte survey conducted d. <5, >70 d. 15

during same water year as the
chemical data used in the
assessment; or

b. Average value reported on the
VLMP Secchi Monitoring Data
form.

3. Nonvolatile a. <12 a. 0For data collected April-October:
b.>12<15 b. 5Suspended

Median epilimnetic sample NVSS
c. >15<20 c. 10Solids (NVSS)

concentration (mg/L).
Concentration d. >20 d. 15
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Figure C-2. Flow Chart for Assessing Attainment of Aquatic Life Use in Lakes.

Calculate
parameter-specific, whole lake TSI(s)

using median value from all sites

Does data meet minimum site requirements?
1) Data from at least 4 out of 7 months (April —

October)
2) At least two of these months occur during peak
growing season (June-August)
3) Usable data from at least half of all lake sites

KZED

DATA
For Water Quality Parameters: Total Phosphorus, Chlorophyll a, and Secchi Disk Transparency

1

Does data meet minimum
parameter requirements?
(2 out of 3 Water Quality

Parameters)

—ED

No new assessment is made
due to insufficient data

(Previous assessment remains
unchanged and note is made in

comments)

NO

Each parameter-specific TSI is used
to calculate

Use Index Points (ALl)

Determine the Degree of Use
Support (ALU) for Use Index

Point calculated

Jr
Do at least two Use Support

Detenninations agree?

Final review based on site-specific
knowledge and other available data.
The order of priority for making this
Use Support determination under this
circumstance is:
1. TSI-TP
2. TSI-chlorophyll

Note 1: Secchi Transparency data
alone will never be used to determine
Use Support

sessment1snjdeusinthe
se Support determinations
that agree from above
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Table C-7. Guidelines for Assessing Aquatic Life Use in Illinois Inland Lakes.

Degree of Use
GuidelinesSupport

Fully Supporting
Total ALl points are <75(Good)

Not Supporting
Total ALl points are >75<95(Fair)

Not Supporting
Total ALT points are >95(Poor)

When an aquatic life use is found to be Not Supporting in a particular lake, potential causes of
impairments are identified. Specific guidelines used to determine potential causes of impairment
of aquatic life use in inland lakes are listed in Table C-8. Generally, one exceedance of an
applicable Illinois water quality standard results in identifying the parameter as a potential cause
of impairment. Additional guidelines used to determine potential causes of impairment include
site-specific standards (35 Ill. Adm. Code 303.Subpart C), adjusted standards (published in the
Illinois Pollution Control Board’s Environmental Register at
http://www. ipcb .state.il.us/Archive/dscgi/ds.py/View/Collection- 11), or narrative standards (35
Ill. Adm. Code 302.203) intended to protect waters from “.. . sludge or bottom deposits, floating
debris, visible oil, odor, plant or algal growth, color or turbidity of other than natural origin.”

For parameters that have no numeric water quality standard (e.g., total suspended solids), a
statistically-derived numeric value or a qualitative field observation may be used to identify
potential causes of use impairment. For example, for total suspended solids, a numeric threshold
based on an 85tlpercenti1e value is used as a cause guideline (Table C-8); this threshold value is
derived from all available data from water years 1978 through 1998, at Ambient Lake
Monitoring Program or Illinois Clean Lakes Program sites. Measures of sediment chemistry are
also used to identify potential causes of use impairment. In general, sediment parameters found
at highly elevated levels (Mitzelfelt 1996) are identified as potential causes of impairment.
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Table C-8. Guidelines for Identifying Potential Causes of Impairment of Aquatic Life Use

in Illinois Inland Lakes.

Basis for Identifying Causes°117

Criteria based on Water Quality Standards (2) Non-Standardsbased
Criteria3

Chronic Narrative OtherPotential Cause Acute Criteria Sediment Criteria
Criteria Criteria Criteria

Pesticides and other
Organic Pollutants
2,4-D 100 tg/L4 8 jig/L4 Toxic effects9

Alachlor 1 100 tg/L4> Toxic effects9

Aidrin Toxic effects9> 1.2 jig/kg
(4)alpha-BHC 31 jig/L 2.5 tg/L4 Toxic effects9 1.0 jig/kg

Atrazine 82 jig/L4 9 tg/L Toxic effects9

Benzene 4200 j.tg/L 860 p.g/L

Chlordane Toxic effects9 12 jig/kg

Cyanazine 370 jig/L4 30 jig/L4 Toxic effects9

DDT Toxic effects9 180 jig/kg

Dicambra 1500 jig/L4 150 jIg/Lt4)

Dieldrin Toxic effects9 15 jig/kg

Endrin 160 jig/L 33 jig/L4 Toxic effects9 1.0 jig/kg

Ethylbenzene 150 jig/L 14 g/L

Heptachlor Toxic effects9 1.0 jig/kg

Heptachior epoxide Toxic effects9 1.6 jig/kg

Hexachlorobenzene Toxic effects9 1.0 jig/kg
Lindane (gamma

Toxic effects9 1.0 jig/kgBHC)

Methoxychior Toxic effects9 5.0 jig/kg

Metolachlor 380 jig/L4 30.4 jig/L4 Toxic effects°

Metribuzin 8.4 mg/L4> Toxic effects°

Polychiorinated -

--- Toxic effects9 89 jig/kgbiphenyls_(PCBs)

Terbufos 0.024 jig/L4 --- Toxic effects9

Toluene 2000 j.tg/L 600 jig/L

Trifluralin 26 jig/L4 1.1 jig/L4 Toxic effects9

Xylenes (total mixed) 920 jig/L 360 jig/L

Metal Pollutants

190 jig/LArsenic 360 jig/L (dissolved) 95.5mg/kg
(dissolved)

Barium 5000 jig/L --- 397 mg/kg

Cadmium Table B-35> Table B-35 --- 14 mg/kg

Copper Table B-3° Table B-3° --- 590 mg/kg

Chromium, hexavalent 16 jig/L 11 jig/L ---

Chromium, trivalent Table B-3 Table B-3° ---

Chromium (total) --- --- Toxic effects9 49 mg/kg

Iron 1000 jig/L (dissolved) --- --- 56,000 mg/kg
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Table C-8 (continued). Guidelines for Identifying Potential Causes of Impairment of

Aquatic Life Use in Illinois Inland Lakes.

Basis for Identifying Causes1(7)

Criteria based on Water Quality
Non-Standards-based Criteria3Standards (2)

Acute Chronic Narrative SedimentPotential Cause Other CriteriaCriteria Criteria Criteria Criteria
Metals (cont.)

Lead Table B-35 Table B-3° 339 mg/kg

5500Manganese 1000 .tg/L
mg/kg

Mercury
2.2 j.tg/L 1.1 .tg/L 0.701

(dissolved) (dissolved) mg/kg

Nickel Table B-35 Table B-35 43 mg/kg

Selenium 1000 1g/L

Silver 5 j.tg/L 1.0mg/kg

Zinc Table B-3 Table B-3
1100

mg/kg

Other Pollutants
(any pollutant with
aquatic life criteria <criterion>4 <criterion>4
derived under 35 IAC
302.210)

Ammonia (Total) Table B-35 Table B-35

Cause Unknown (12) (12) (12)

Chlorides 500 mg/L

Chlorine 19 .tg/L 11 .tg/L

Cyanide5 22 sg/L 5.2 tg/L

Fluoride 1.4 mg/L ---

unnatural Observed degradation from oil andOil and Grease
sources°° grease (8)

pH 6.5 & 9.0 ---

Phosphonis (Total) 0.05 mg/L6
2179

0.05 mg/L6mg/kg
Sedimentation/Siltation unnatural Annual storage loss
(Bottom Deposits) sources10 > 0.25%

(See proposed standard in SectionSulfate
B-2)

unnatural Observed degradation fromSludge sourcesUi) sludge (8)

2.8CC
Temperature, Water5 . unnatural

maximum (5) Observed degradation from(used onlyfor thermal temperature
rise in water unnatural temperature changes (8)

point sources)
temperature5

changes”

Median Surface NVSSTotal Suspended Solids
> 12 mg/L

unnatural Observed degradation fromTurbidity
sources° turbidity (8)
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Table C-8 (continued). Guidelines for Identifying Potential Causes of Impairment of

Aquatic Life Use in Illinois Inland Lakes.

Basis for Identifying Causest (7)

Criteria based on Water Quality
Non-Standards-based Criteria3Standards (2)

Acute Chronic Narrative SedimentPotential Cause Other CriteriaCriteria Criteria Criteria Criteria
Nonpollutant Causes

Alteration in stream-side Observed degradation from alteration
or littoral vegetative --- --- --- --- in stream-side or littoral vegetative
covers covers
Alteration in wetland Observed degradation from alteration
habitats in wetland habitats (8)

unnatural Median chlorophyll a (corrected)Aquatic Algae
sources°> > 20 .tg/L (7)

Aquatic Plants unnatural
(Macrophytes) sources°°

--- > 40% peak coverage (June-Aug.)

-

Fish Kills --- --- Toxic effects9 Documented fish kill;
IDNR or Ill. EPA Records8

Non-Native Aquatic unnatural Observed degradation from non-
Plants sources’°> native aquatic plants (8)

Non-Native Fish, Observed degradation from non-
Shellfish, or --- --- --- --- native fish, shellfish or
Zooplankton zooplankton (8)

Oxygen, Dissolved (5) (5)

1. In general, a single exceedance of the criteria results in listing the parameter as a potential cause of
impairment. Determination of causes is normally based on the most recent year of data from the Ambient
Lake Monitoring Program, Illinois Clean Lakes Program or Source Water Assessment Program.

2. General Use Water Quality Standards at 35 Ill. Adm. Code 302, Subpart B.
3. Non-standards based numeric criteria for substances in water are based on 85tIpercentile values of

statewide Ambient Lake Monitoring Program and Illinois Clean Lakes Program data for water years 1978-
1998. Criteria for substances in sediment represent the minimum threshold of “highly elevated” levels
(Mitzelfelt 1996).

4. Criterion derived according to 35 Ill. Adm. Code 302.2 10. Derived water quality criteria are available at
www.epa.state.il.us/water/water-quality-standards/water-quality-criteria.html. Any single value above the
chronic criteria indicates a potential cause of impairment.

5. Numeric criteria used as cause guidelines are available in Tables B-2 and B-3 with further explanation.
6. The total phosphorus standard applies to lakes of 20 acres or larger. However, an observation of total

phosphorus greater than 0.05 mg/L in lakes under 20 acres in size is also used to indicate a cause of
impairment.

7. All table entries of “---“ indicate that a cause guideline is not applicable or is unavailable.
8. Site-specific observation, information, or knowledge.
9. 35 Ill. Adm. Code 302.210.
10. 35 Ill. Adm. Code 302.203.
11. 35111. Adm. Code 302.211b & c.
12. Cause Unknown is used if any of the following conditions apply:

a) if either Aquatic Algae or Aquatic Plants (Macrophytes) is identified as a cause of impairment, but
total phosphorus is not identified;

b) if fish kills is identified as a cause of impairment, but the pollutant which caused the fish kill is not;
c) if Non-Native Fish, Shellfish, or Zooplankton is identified as a cause of impairment and those non

native species are contributing to an increase in the level of some pollutant, but that pollutant is not
identified;
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d) if only nonpollutant causes are identified such as dissolved oxygen or habitat related causes, and
there is reason to suspect that a pollutant impairment is likely, but the quantity and timing of water
sampling is insufficient to detect it;

e) if dissolved oxygen is identified as a cause and a pollutant is suspected of contributing to low DO, but
that pollutant is not identified.

f) if no causes of any type are identified.
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Aquatic Life — Lake Michigan

Aquatic life use assessments are based on the applicable Lake Michigan Basin Water Quality
Standards (Table B-4). The most-current three years of water quality data are used. Table C-9
provides the guidelines used to assess aquatic life use in Lake Michigan-basin waters.

Table C-9. Guidelines for Assessing Aquatic Life Use in Lake Michigan Basin Waters.

Water Chemistry: Lake Michigan Basin Fully Not Not
Water Quality Standards exceedances for any Supporting Supporting Supporting
one parameter over three-year period. (1) (Good) (Fair) (Poor)
Conventionals (2) and other pollutants 3)

10% >1O25% >25%Percent of samples
Toxics (priority pollutants, including
chlorine, metals and un-ionized ammonia) (4) <2 2 >2

Acute_(number_of exceedances)
Toxics (priority pollutants, including 10% and >10% and >10% and
chlorine, metals and un-ionized ammonia) (4) mean mean mean

Chronic (percent of samples and mean) standard <standard >standard

1. based on the most current three years of data from Lake Michigan Monitoring Program (LMMP) sampled six
times per year

2. 35 Ill. Adm. Code, 302.502, 302.503, 302.507 including dissolved oxygen, pH, and water temperature
3. 35 Ill. Adm. Code 302.504 (b) including barium, chloride, iron, manganese, and total dissolved solids
4. 35 Ill. Adm. Code 302.504 (a, e), 302.535 (a, b) and 302.540 including ammonia nitrogen/un-ionized ammonia,

arsenic, benzene, bis (2ethylhexyl) phthalate, cadmium, chlorine (total residual), chromium, copper, cyanide,
dieldrin, endrin, ethylbenzene, lead, lindane, ,mercury, nickel, parathion, pentachlorophenol, toluene, xylenes
(total) and zinc

After a segment of Lake Michigan is assessed as Not Supporting aquatic life use, potential
causes of impairments are identified. The primary methods for identifying and listing potential
causes of specific use impairments for aquatic life use are described below and in Table C-b.

o Whenever possible, these guidelines are based on Lake Michigan Basin Water Quality
Standards. In general, at least one exceedance of a numeric standard within the most-
current three-year period serves as a guideline for identif,ring a potential cause of
impairment. Also used are exceedances of the narrative portion of the Lake Michigan
Basin Water Quality Standards which states that waters “...must be free from sludge or
bottom deposits, floating debris, visible oil, odor, plant or algal growth, color or turbidity
of other than natural origin.” (35 Ill. Adm. Code, Section 302).

• For several potential causes, there are no applicable standards; however, quantitative data
are available for assessments. In these cases, statistical methods were used. All available
Lake Michigan surface data from 1978 through 1996 were evaluated and a value equal to
the 85thpercentile was used as the guideline for listing a potential cause of impainnent.
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• Sediment data are also used for listing potential causes. In general, whenever a sediment
parameter was found at heavily polluted levels (USEPA 1977), it was listed as a potential
cause of impairment.
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Table C-1O. Guidelines for Identifying Potential Causes of Impairment of Aquatic Life Use
in Lake Michigan.

Basis for Identifying Causest1(6)

Criteria based on Water Quality Standardst2
Non-Standards-based

Criteria3
Chronic Narrative OtherPotential Cause Acute Criteria Sediment CriteriaCriteria Criteria Criteria

Pesticides and other
Organic Pollutants

Benzene 3900 tg/L 800 p.g/L
bis (2-ethyihexyl)

76 gIL4 17 ig/L4phthalate

Dieldrin 240 ng/L 56 ng/L

Endrin 0.086 .tg/L 0.036 ig/L -

Ethylbenzene 150 p.g/L 14 j.tg/L
Lindane (gamma

0.95 j.ig/LBHC)

Parathion 0.065 j.tg/L 0.013 )Ig/L
Pentachiorophenol

Table B-45> Table B-45
(PCP)
Polychiorinated

Toxic effects8 10,000 jig/kgbiphenyls_(PCBs)

Toluene 2000 j.tg/L 610 p.gIL ---

Xylenes (total mixed) 1200 p.g/L 490 jiglL ---

Metal Pollutants

Arsenic 340 tg/L (dissolved) 1148 j.tg/L
8 mg/kg

(dissolved)

Barium 5 mg/L --- --- 60 mg/kg

Cadmium Table B-45 Table B-4° -— 14 mg/kg

Copper Table B-45 Table B-4°> 590 mg/kg

Chromium, hexavalent 16 j.tg/L 11 ig/L ---

Chromium, trivalent Table B-45 Table B-45 ---

Chromium (total) --- --- Toxic effects8 75 mg/kg

Iron I mg/L (dissolved) --- --- 25,000 mg/kg

Lead Table B-45 Table B-45 --- 60 mg/kg

Manganese 1 mg/L --- --- 500 mg/kg

1700 ng/L 910 ng/L
1.0mg/kgMercury

(dissolved) (dissolved)

Nickel Table B-4t5 Table B-45 --- 50 mg/kg

Selenium 5.0 jig/L
(dissolved)

Zinc Table B-45 Table B-45 --- 200 mg/kg
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Table C-1O (continued). Guidelines for Identifying Potential Causes of Impairment of

Aquatic Life Use in Lake Michigan.

Basis for Identifying Causest°t6
Criteria based on Water Quality

. (3)Non-Standards-based CriteriaStandards2
Chronic Narrative SedimentPotential Cause Acute Criteria Other CriteriaCriteria Criteria Criteria

Other Pollutants

Ammonia (Total) 15 mg/L5>

Ammonia (Un-ionized) Table B-4 Table B-45

Chlorides 500 mg/L ---

Chlorine15 19 jig/L 11 tg/L

Cyanide5 22 .tg/L 5.2 .tg/L

Fluoride 1.4 mg/L ---

unnatural Observed degradation from oilOil and Grease (9) d grease7>sources an
>7.0 & <9 in
open waters

pH5 >6.5 & <9.0 in ---

remainder of
basin

Phosphorus (Total) --- --- --- 650 mg/kg 0.01 mg/L
Sedimentation/Siltation unnatural
(Bottom Deposits) sources9
Temperature, Water I .7°C maximum unnatural
(used only for thennal rise in water (5) temperature Observed degradation from

point sources) temperature° changes4” unnatural temperature changes (7)

1000 mg/L or
Total Dissolved Solids Conductivity> ---

1667 umho/cm
Total Suspended Solids --- --- --- --- 6.0 mg/L

unnatural Observed degradation fromTurbidity
sources turbidity (7)

Nonpollutant Causes
Alteration in stream-side Observed degradation from
or littoral vegetative --- --- --- --- alteration in stream-side or
covers littoral vegetative covers (7)

unnatural chlorophyll a (corrected)Aquatic Algae
sources > 6 tg/L or algal cells> 1900/mI

Aquatic Plants unnatural Observed degradation from
(Macrophytes) sources)9> aquatic plants (7)

Non-Native Aquatic unnatural Observed degradation from non-
Plants sources9 native aquatic plants (7)

Non-Native Fish, Observed degradation from non-
Shellfish, or --- --- --- --- native fish, shellfish or
Zooplankton zooplankton (7)

>90%
saturation in

(5) open waters
Oxygen, Dissolved

5.0 mg/L in
remainder of

basin10>
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1. Unless otherwise indicated, for numeric criteria serving as guidelines, a single exceedance indicates that the
substance is a potential cause of impairment. For applying these guidelines, Illinois EPA typically uses
data from the Lake Michigan Monitoring Program (LMMP) (most recent three years).

2. Illinois Lake Michigan Basin Water Quality Standards, 35 Ill. Adm. Code, Subpart E
3. Non-standards based numeric criteria for substances in water are based on 85thpercentile values from a set

of observations from the Lake Michigan Monitoring Program for years 1978-1996. Criteria for substances
in sediment are based on levels considered heavily polluted in Guidelines for ClassUication of Great Lakes
harbor sediments, USEPA, 1977.

4. The criterion was derived according to 35 Ill. Adm. Code 3 02.540. Derived water quality criteria are
available at www.epa.state.il.us/water/water-quality-standards/water-quality-criteria.html. Any single
value above the chronic criteria indicates a potential cause of impairment.

5. Numeric criteria used as cause guidelines are available in Table B-4 with further explanation.
6. All table entries of “---“ indicate that a cause guideline is not applicable or is unavailable.
7. site-specific observation, information, or knowledge
8. 35 Ill. Adm. Code 302.540
9. 35 Ill. Adm. Code 302.5 15
10. Dissolved oxygen must not be less than 90% of saturation, except due to natural causes, in the open waters

of Lake Michigan. The other waters of the Lake Michigan Basin must not be less than 6.0 mgIL during at
least 16 hours of any 24 hour period, nor less than 5.0 mg/L at any time.
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Indigenous Aquatic Life

Illinois’ Secondary Contact and Indigenous Aquatic Life Standards (35 Ill. Adm. Code, 302,
Subpart D) apply to about 86 miles of canals, channels and modified streams and Lake Calumet,
in northeastern Illinois (35 Ill. Adm. Code 303.441). The standards are intended to protect
indigenous aquatic life limited only by the physical configuration of the body of water,
characteristics, and origin of the water and the presence of contaminants in amounts that do not
exceed these water quality standards.

On October 26, 2007, Illinois EPA filed a comprehensive rulemaking notice with the Illinois
Pollution Control Board to change use definitions, use designations, and associated water-quality
standards for the waters currently co-designated for secondary contact use and for indigenous
aquatic life use. This rulemaking process also includes the following three General Use waters:
the North Shore Channel (IL HCCA-02); Chicago River (IL_HCB-01); and the Calumet River
(ILHAA-01). The proposal is available on the Illinois Pollution Control Board website at
http://www.ipcb. state.il.us/documents/dsweb/Get/Document-5 9147/. Because of these proposed
comprehensive changes, (see Section B-2) no new assessments of indigenous aquatic life use
have been made in this cycle or in the 2008 cycle. All previous assessments of indigenous
aquatic life use (and aquatic life use for the three general use waters listed above) which were
approved in the 2006 cycle have been carried forward to 2010 without change. Those
assessments of indigenous aquatic life use were based on the methodology described below.

Fully Supporting status of indigenous aquatic life use is intended to represent aquatic-life
conditions consistent with conditions judged as reasonably attainable in these highly modified
waters. Unlike most assessments of aquatic life use, assessment of indigenous aquatic life use is
not based primarily on direct measures of aquatic life; rather, it is based primarily on surrogate
water chemistry data. All available water chemistry data are compared to the appropriate
Secondary Contact and Indigenous Aquatic Life standards (Table B-2). Assessments of
indigenous aquatic life use rely on frequency of exceedance guidelines to better represent the
true risk of impairment to aquatic life than would a single exceedance of a water quality
criterion. Table C-il provides the guidelines used to assess indigenous aquatic life use in
applicable streams and in Lake Calumet. Table C- 12 provides the guidelines for identifying
potential causes of indigenous aquatic life impairment.

Table C-li. Guidelines for Assessing Indigenous Aquatic Life
Use in Illinois Streams.

Degree of Use
Guidelines

Support
Fully Supporting For every available pollutant or stressor, < 10% of
(Good) observations exceed an applicable standard.
Not Supporting For any one pollutant or stressor, > 10% but < 25%
(Fair) of observations exceed an applicable standard.
Not Supporting For any one pollutant or stressor, > 25% of
(Poor) observations exceed an applicable standard.
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Table C-12. Guidelines for Identifying Potential Causes of Impairment of Indigenous
Aquatic Life Use in Illinois Streams and Lake Calumet.

Basis_for_Identifying_Causes° (6)

Criteria based on Water Quality
NonStandards-based Criteria3Standards2

Narrative SedimentPotential Cause Acute Criteria Other CriteriaCriteria Criteria
Pesticides and other
Organic Pollutants
Aidrin 1.0/1.2 uc/ka

,

alpha-BHC 1.0 jig/kg
Chiordane 23/12 tg/kg
DDT 34/1 80 /kc&

Dieldrin 15 rig/kg
Endrin 1.0 jtg/kg
Heptachior 1.0 j.ig/kg
Heptachior epoxide 3.8/1.6 jig/kg
Hexachlorobenzene 1.0 jig/kg
Lindane (Gamma BHC) 1.0 jig/kg —-

Methoxychlor 5.0 jig/kg
Polychiorinated

180/89 uoikabiphenyls_(PCBs)
Metal Pollutants

Arsenic 1000 jig/L 18/95.5 mg/kg

Barium 5000 pg/L 230/397 mg/kg
Cadmium 150 jig/L 9.3/14 mg/kg

Copper 1000 p.g/L 170/590 mg/kg

Chromium, hexavalent 300 j.ig/L

Chromium, trivalent 1000 jig/L

Chromium (total) 110/49 mg/kg
53,000/56,000Iron 500 jig/L (dissolved)

mg/kg
Lead 100 jig/L 245/339 mg/kg

2,300/5,500Manganese 1000 jicr/L
mg/kg

1.40/0.701Mercury 0.5 j.ig/L
mg/kg

Nickel 1000 jig/L 45/43 mg/kg

Selenium 1000 jig/L

Silver 100 jig/L 5/1 mg/kg
760/1,100Zinc 1000 jig/k.

mg/kg
Other Pollutants
Ammonia (Un
ionized)4 0.1 mg/L4 ---
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Table C-12 (continued). Guidelines for Identifying Potential Causes of Impairment of

Indigenous Aquatic Life Use in Illinois Streams and Lake Calumet.

Basis_for_Identifying Causes° (6)

Criteria based on Water Quality
Non-Standards-based Criteriat3Standards2

Narrative SedimentPotential Cause Acute Criteria Other Criteria
Criteria Criteria

Other Pollutants --- ---

Cyanide4 0.1 jig/L

Fluoride 15 mg/L

unnaturalOil and Grease 15 mg/L
sources8

pH 6.0 & 9.0

Phenols 0.3 mgtL

2,800/2,179Phosphorus (Total) --- 0.61 mg/L (streams only)mg/kg
Sedimentation/Siltation unnatural
(Bottom Deposits) sources8

unnaturalSludge
sources8

Temperature, Water4’ 100° F maximum
(used only for thermal & shall not exceed 93 °

point sources) more than 5% of time
1500 mg/L

Total Dissolved Solids (Conductivity >2500
umho/cm)

Total Suspended Solids 116 mg/L
(streams only)7

unnatural Observed degradation fromTurbidity
sources8 turbidity5

Nonpollutant Causes

unnatural Observed degradation fromAquatic Algae
sources8 aquatic algae

Aquatic Plants unnatural Observed degradation from
(Macrophytes) sources8 aquatic plants

Documented fish kill; IDNR orFish Kills ---

Ill._EPA Records
Observed degradation fromFish-Passage Barrier

fish passage barrier5
Observed degradation fromLow flow alterations ---

low flow alterations5
Non-Native Aquatic unnatural Observed degradation from
Plants sources8 non-native aquatic plants

Observed degradation fromNon-Native Fish,
non-native fish, shellfish, orShellfish, or Zooplankton

lanktonzoop
Observed degradation fromOther flow alterations --- ---

other flow alterations5
Oxygen, Dissolved 4)

> 4.0 mg/li4 --- ---
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Footnotes for Table C-12.

1. Unless otherwise indicated, for numeric criteria serving as guidelines, a single exceedance indicates that the
substance is a potential cause of impairment. For applying these guidelines, Illinois EPA typically uses data
from our three primary stream-monitoring programs: Ambient Water Quality Monitoring Network (most recent
three years), Intensive Basin Survey (most recent survey), Facility-Related Stream Survey (most recent
survey).

2. Illinois Secondary Contact and Indigenous Aquatic Life Water Quality Standards, 35 Ill. Adm. Code, 302,
Subpart D

3. When two numbers are listed for sediment guidelines the first number applies to streams and the second number
applies to Lake Calumet. Criteria for substances in stream sediment represent the minimum threshold of
“highly elevated” levels (Short 1997). Criteria for substances in Lake Calumet sediment represent the
minimum threshold of “highly elevated” levels (IVIitzelfelt 1996). Criteria for substances in stream water are
based on 85thpercentile values determined from a statewide set of observations from the Ambient Water
Quality Monitoring Network, for water years 1978-1996.

4. Numeric criteria used as cause guidelines are available in Table B-2 with further explanation.
5. site-specific observation, information, or knowledge
6. All table entries of “---“ indicate that a cause guideline is not applicable or is unavailable.
7. The criteria for Total Suspended Solids listed in this table is for streams. Criteria for Total Suspended Solids

for Lake Calumet are the same as those listed for inland lakes in Table C-8.
8. 35 Ill. Adm. Code 302.403
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Fish Consumption — Streams, Inland Lakes and Lake Michigan

Fish consumption use is associated with all water bodies in the state. The assessment off
consumption use is based on water body-specific fish-tissue data and also on fish-consumption
advisories issued by the Illinois Fish Contaminant Monitoring Program (FCMP). A list of water
bodies having advisories can be found in the Illinois Department of Natural Resources’ (IDNR)
publication 2009 Illinois Fishing Information (http://dm.state.il.us/fish!digest!). Fish-
consumption advisories are incorporated into the process for assessingfijfconsumption use as
explained below.

The FCMP uses the U.S. Food & Drug Administration’s (FDA) Action Levels as criteria for
determining the need for advisories, except for polychiorinated biphenyls (PCBs), mercury, and
chlordane. For these contaminants the FDA criteria have been replaced by a risk-based process
developed in the Protocolfor a Uniform Great Lakes Sport Fish Consumption Advisomy
(Anderson et al. 1993, herein after referred to as the Protocol). The Protocol requires the
determination of a Health Protection Value (HPV) for a contaminant, which is then used with
five meal consumption frequencies (eight ounces of uncooked filet): 1) Unlimited (140
meals/year); 2) One meal/week (52 meals/year); 3) One meal/month (12 meals/year); 4) One
meal/two months (six meals/year); and 5) Do not eat (0 meals/year). The level of contaminant in
fish is then calculated that will not result in exceeding the HPV at each meal consumption
frequency. The Protocol also assumes a 50% reduction of contaminant levels for organic
chemicals (not used for mercury) when recommended cleaning and cooking methods are used.
The HPVs, target populations, critical health effects to be protected by the HPVs, and the criteria
for PCBs, mercury and chlordane for the various meal frequencies, are listed in Table C-13 as
well as the FDA action levels for other contaminants.

Except in extraordinary circumstances, two or more recent sampling events in a water body in
two different sampling years finding fish exceeding a level of concern for one or more
contaminants are necessary for issuing or changing an advisory (based on data collected since
1985). Similarly, two or more recent samples finding no fish exceeding criteria are necessary for
rescinding an advisory. For any contaminant except mercury, the issuance of a fish-consumption
advisory for a specific water body provides the basis for a determination that fish consumption
use is impaired, with the contaminant of concern listed as a cause of impairment. CulTently,
fish-consumption advisories are in effect only for PCBs, chiordane and mercury. However, a
statewide fish-consumption advisory (“no more than one meal per week of predator fish” for
pregnant or nursing women, women of childbearing age, and children less than 15 years of age)
has been issued for mercury because fish-tissue data indicated widespread contamination above
criteria levels throughout the state. This statewide advisory applies to all waters in Illinois even
though not all water bodies were sampled and not all samples exceeded the criteria levels for that
advisory.

This last sentence represents a fundamental difference between the purpose and methodology for
issuing fish-consumption advisories and assessing attainment of fish consumption use. Fish-
consumption advisories are, as their name implies, advice to the public on how best to avoid a
certain level of exposure to contaminants which be present in fish tissue. The purpose of
assessing attainment ofjish consumption use is to identify those specific waters wherefi
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consumption use is impaired. While statewide or watershed advisories are a justifiable,
conservative approach to the protection of human health, they do not identify the specific waters
where contaminants are known to occur and may be overprotective in waters where
contaminants do not occur.

Because of this, Illinois EPA does not assess fish consumption use as Not Supporting in all
waters of the state based on the statewide fish-consumption advisory for mercury. Rather,fi
consumption use is assessed as Not Supporting only for those specific waters where at least one
fish-tissue sample is available and where at least one fish species exceeds the 0.06 mg/kg
criterion for mercury. Also, because the statewide advisory is for predator species, .ft
consumption use is only assessed as Fully Supporting in those waters where predator fish-tissue
data from the most recent two years do not show mercury contamination above criteria levels.
Waters where sufficient fish-tissue data are unavailable are considered Not Assessed.

Table C-14 shows the guidelines used for assessing attainment of fish consumption use.

The IDNR publication referenced at the beginning of this section notes that there is a statewide
one-meal-per-week mercury advisory, but does not list those specific waters where mercury was
found in fish-tissue above the 0.06 mg/kg criteria. Only those waters with more restrictive
mercury advisories (with greater levels of contamination) were listed. The result is that there
will appear to be more waters impaired forfih consumption use due to mercury on the 2010
3 03(d) List than listed for a mercury advisory in the TDNR publication.

Table C- 15 lists guidelines for identifying potential causes of fish consumption use impairment.
Although all parameters with FDA action levels are listed in the table, only PCBs, mercury and
chiordane have ever been detected in Illinois fish samples at levels that would warrant a fish-
consumption advisory.
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Table C-13. Health Protection Values (HPVs) and Criteria Levels for Sport-Fish-
Consumption Advisories for Polychiorinated Biphenyls, Methyl Mercury, and Chlordane;
and FDA Action Levels for Other Contaminants.

CHEMICAL HPV TARGET MEAL CRITERIA
(ug/kg/d) POPULATION’, FREQUENCY LEVELS

EFFECT (mg/kg)

Polychiorinated 0.05 All (emphasis Unlimited 0-0.05
biphenyls on sensitive), 1 meal/week 0.06-0.22

Reproductive! 1 meal/month 0.23-0.95
developmental 1 meal/2 months 0.96-i .9

effects Do not eat >1.9

Methyl mercury 0.1 Sensitive, Unlimited 0-0.05
Reproductive! 1 meal/week 0.06-0.22
developmental 1 meal/month 0.23-1.0

effects Do not eat >1.0

Methyl mercury 0.3 Nonsensitive, Unlimited 0-0.15
Nervous 1 meal/week 0.16-0.65
system lineal/month 0.66-1.0
effects Do not eat >1.0

Chlordane 0.15 All, Unlimited 0-0.15
Liver lineal/week 0.16-0.65

effects I meal/month 0.66-2.8
1 meal/2months 2.9-5.6
Do not eat >5.6

FDA Action Level (n/k)

Aldrin 0.3
DDT (Total) 5.0
Dieldrin 0.3
Endrin 0.3
Heptachior 0.3
Heptachlor epoxide 0.3
Mirex 0.1
Toxaphene 5.0

1. Sensitive Population includes pregnant or nursing women, women of child-bearing age, and children under 15;
Nonsensitive Population includes women beyond child-bearing age and men over 15.
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Table C-14. Guidelines for Assessing Fish Consumption Use in all Illinois Waters Including
Streams, Inland Lakes, and Lake Michigan.

Degree of Use .
. (I)GuidelinesSupport

PCBs are less than 0.06 mg/kg and chlordane is less than 0.16 mg/kg in fish
tissue in the two most recent years of samples for each species collected since

Fully 1985;
Supporting6 and,
(Good) mercury is less than 0.06 mg/kg in fish tissue in the two most recent years of

samples for each species collected since 1985 and those samples include at least
one predator species2of a “large size class3”in two different years.
A water body-specifict4,“restricted consumption5>”fish-consumption advisory

Not is in effect;
Supporting or,
(Fair) mercury is greater than or equal to 0.06 mg/kg in fish tissue of any species, in at

least one of the two most recent years of samples collected in 1985 or later7.

N
A “no consumption” (i.e., “Do Not Eat”) fish-consumption advisory, for one or

0
more fish species, is in effect for the general human population;Supporting
or,

(Poor)
a commercial fishing ban is in effect.

Not Assessed None of the guidelines above apply.

1 Tn general, all data for each named stream or lake are combined to make the assessment. For larger rivers,
assessments may be made for partial river segments.

2 “Predatory species” include northern pike, muskellunge, flathead catfish, chinook salmon, coho salmon,
lake trout, brown trout, white bass, striped bass, striped-bass hybrids, smallmouth bass, largemouth bass,
spotted bass, sauger, walleye, and saugeye.

3 “Large size class” is dependant on the particular species and the water body where the species is
collected.

4 Although a general statewide advisory for mercury exists, Illinois EPA assesses fIsh consumption use as
“Not Supporting” only for specific waters from which fish tissue has been collected and analyzed for
contaminants and mercury contamination is confirmed. Fish-tissue data needed to confirm the advisory
are not available from all waters.

5 Restricted consumption is defined as limits on the number of meals or size of meals consumed per unit
time, per fish species. In Illinois, restricted-consumption advisories are: 1 meal/week, 1 meal/month, or 1
meal/2 months.

6 An assessment of Fully Supporting fish consumption use requires fish-tissue data from two different years
(1985 or later). If more than two years of fish-tissue data are available (1985 or later), only the two most
recent years of data (per species) are used in the assessment process.

7 Only one sample of fish tissue (1985 or later) exceeding criteria levels is necessary for an assessment of
Not Supporting (Fair). If more than two years of fish-tissue data are available (1985 or later), only the
two most recent years of data (per species) are used in the assessment process.
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Table C-15. Guidelines for Identifying Potential Causes of Impairment of Fish
Consumption Use in Illinois Streams, Inland Lakes and Lake Michigan.

Potential Cause Basis For Identifying Cause
Aidrin

Chiordane

DDT
Dieldrin

Endrin
-

—---—---- Fish-consumption advisory or commercial fishing ban is in effect,
Heptachior attributable to any applicable parameter’.
Heptachior epoxide

Mirex
Polychiorinated biphenyls
(PCBs)
Toxaphene

Mercury Water body-specific fish-tissue data indicating mercury >0.06 mg/kg
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Primary Contact — Streams and Inland Lakes

According to Illinois water quality standards, “primary contact” means “...any recreational or
other water use in which there is prolonged and intimate contact with the water involving
considerable risk of ingesting water in quantities sufficient to pose a sign/Icant health hazard,
such as swimming and water skiing” (35 111. Adm. Code 301.355). The assessment of primary
contact use is based on fecal coliform bacteria data. The General Use Water Quality Standard
for fecal coliform bacteria specifies that during the months of May through October, based on a
minimum of five samples taken over not more than a 30-day period, fecal coliform bacteria
counts shall not exceed a geometric mean of 200/100 ml, nor shall more than 10 percent of the
samples during any 30-day period exceed 400/100 ml (35 ill. Adm. Code 3 02.209). This
standard protects primary contact use of Illinois waters by humans. Due to limited state
resources, fecal coliform bacteria is not normally sampled at a frequency necessary to apply the
General Use standard, i.e., at least five times per month during May through October, and very
little data available from others are collected at the required frequency. Therefore, assessment
guidelines are based on application of the standard when sufficient data is available to determine
standard exceedances; but, in most cases, attainment ofprimary contact use is based on a
broader methodology intended to assess the likelihood that the General Use standard is being
attained.

To assess primary contact use, Illinois EPA uses all fecal coliform bacteria from water samples
collected in May through October, over the most recent five-year period (i.e., 2002 through 2006
for this report). Based on these water samples, geometric means and individual measurements of
fecal coliform bacteria are compared to the concentration thresholds in Tables C-16 and C-17.
To apply the guidelines, the geometric mean of fecal coliform bacteria concentration is
calculated from the entire set of May through October water samples, across the five years. No
more than 10% of all the samples may exceed 400/100 ml for a water body to be considered
Fully Supporting.

Some portions of stream segments are exempt from the fecal coliform bacteria water quality
standard; primary contact use does not apply in these portions (35 Ill. Adm. Code 3 02.209).
Stream miles assessed for primary contact use only include those reaches represented by
Ambient Water Quality Monitoring Network stations where such exemptions do not apply.
Since we typically do not collect fecal coliform bacteria samples in lakes, primary contact use
assessments are limited to those lakes for which fecal coliform data is available from outside
sources, primarily the Lake County Health Department, Lakes Management Unit.
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Table C-16. Guidelines for Assessing Primary tontact Use in Illinois Streams and Inland
Lakes.

Degree of
GuidelinesUse Support

Fully No exceedances of the fecal coliform bacteria standard in
Supporting the last five years the geometric mean of all fecal
(Good) coliform bacteria observations <200/100 ml, and <10% of

all observations exceed 400/100 ml.
One exceedance of the fecal coliform bacteria standard in
the last five years (when sufficient data is available to
assess the standard)
or
The geometric mean of all fecal coliform bacteria

Not observations in the last five years <200/100 ml, and >10%
Supporting of all observations in the last five years exceed 400/100
(Fair) ml

or
The geometric mean of all fecal colifonn bacteria
observations in the last five years >200/100 ml, and <25%
of all observations in the last five years exceed 400/100
ml.
More than one exceedance of the fecal coliform bacteria
standard in the last five years (when sufficient data is
available to assess the standard)

Not
. orSupporting —

( . The geometric mean of all fecal coliform bactena
0011 observations in the last five years >200/100 ml, and

>25% of all observations in the last five years exceed
400/100 ml

Table C-17. Guidelines for Identifying Potential Causes of Impairment of Primary Contact
(Swimming) Use in Illinois Streams and Inland Lakes.

Potential Cause Basis for Identifying Cause - Numeric Standard’

Geometric mean of at least five fecal coliform bacteria observations collected
over not more than 30 days during May through October >200/100 ml or>

10% of all such fecal coliform bacteria observations exceed 400/100 ml
Fecal Coliform or

Geometric mean of all fecal coliform bacteria observations (minimum of five
samples) collected during May through October >200/1 00 ml or> 10% of all

fecal coliform bacteria observation exceed 400/100 ml.
1. The applicable fecal coliform standard (35 Ill. Adm. Code, 302, Subpart B, Section 302.209) requires a minimum
of five samples in not more than a 30-day period. However, because this number of samples is seldom available in
this time frame the criteria are also based on a minimum of five samples over the most recent five-year period.
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Primary Contact — Lake Michigan

For Lake Michigan open waters, the assessment of primary contact use is based on fecal
coliform bacteria. Fecal coliform bacteria data are collected as part of the Lake Michigan
Monitoring Program, but insufficient numbers of samples are collected during a 30-day period to
appropriately apply the standard (Table B-4). In addition, these samples are collected in the
open lake from one to six miles off shore and may not reflect conditions at beaches. At
approximately 51 Lake Michigan beaches, local agencies collect daily Escherichia coli bacteria
samples during the swimming season. Beaches are closed by these agencies if samples exceed
235/100 ml Escherichia coli bacteria (77 Ill. Adm. Code 820). Primary contact use is assessed
by using criteria in Tables C-18 (beaches) and C-19 (open waters). Criteria for identifying
causes of impairment for primary contact use are shown in Table C-20.

Table C-18. Guidelines for Assessing Primary Contact Use at Lake Michigan Beaches
(USEPA 1997).

Degree of Use . (1)GuidelinesSupport
Fully Supporting On average, less than one bathing area closure per year of less than

(Good) one week’s duration.
Not Supporting On average, one bathing area closure per year of less than one

(Fair) week’s duration.
Not Supporting On average, one bathing area closure per year of greater than one

(Poor) week’s duration, or more than one bathing area closure per year.

Based on most-current three years of data (if available) from local agencies using Illinois Department of
Public Health Bathing Beach Code (77 Ill. Adm. Code 820.400): An Escherichia coli count of 235
colonies/100 ml in each of two samples collected on the same day shall require closing the beach. Note:
beaches in Lake County and suburban Cook County are closed when one sample exceeds 23 5/100 ml;
beaches in Chicago are closed when two consecutive samples exceed 235/1 00 ml.
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Table C-19. Guidelines for Assessing Primary Contact Use in the Open Waters of Lake
Michigan.

Degree of Use
Guidelines (1,2)

Support
Geometric mean of all fecal coliform bacteriaFully Supporting

(Good)
samples <200/100 ml and <10% of samples
exceed a count of 400/100 ml.
The geometric mean of all fecal coliform bacteria
samples <200/100 ml, and >10% of samples
exceed a count of 400/100 ml.

Not Supporting
2r(Fair)
The geometric mean of all fecal coliform bacteria
samples >200/100 ml and <25% of samples
exceed a count of 400/100 ml.
The geometric mean of all fecal coliform bacteriaNot Supporting

(Poor)
samples >200/100 ml and >25% of samples
exceed a count of 400/100 ml.

I. Based on most-current three years of data from Lake Michigan Monitoring Program sampled
approximately six times per year.

2. 35 III. Adm. Code 302.505 (2002).

Table C-20. Guidelines for Identifying Potential Causes of Impairment of Primary Contact
(Swimming) Use in Lake Michigan Beaches and Open Waters.

Potential Cause Basis For Identifying Causes - Numeric Standard”2

Geometric mean of all fecal coliform bacteria observations
Fecal Coliform (minimum of five samples) collected during the most recent three

years_>200/1 00_ml
. . . On average at least one bathing beach closure per yearEscherzchza colt

based on E. colt bactena

The applicable fecal coliform standard in 35 Illinois Administrative Code, Part 302, Subpart E, Section 302.505
requires a minimum of 5 samples in not more than a 30-day period. However, because this number of samples
is seldom available in this time frame the criteria are based on a minimum of five samples (May through
October) over the most recent three year period.

2. Department of Public Health Bathing Beach Code (77 Ill. Adm. Code 820.400): An Escherichia coli count of
235 colonies/i 00 ml in each of two samples collected on the same day shall require closing the beach. Note:
beaches in Lake County and suburban Cook County are closed when one sample exceeds 23 5/i 00 ml; beaches
in Chicago are closed when two consecutive samples exceed 235/100 ml.
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Secondary Contact — Streams, Inland Lakes and Lake Michigan

According to Illinois water quality standards, “secondary contact” means “. any recreational or
other water use in which contact with the water is either incidental or accidental and in which
the probability of ingesting appreciable quantities ofwater is minimal, such asjishing,
commercial and recreational boating and any limited contact incident to shoreline activity” (35
Ill. Adm. Code 301.380). Although secondary contact use is associated with all waters of the
state, no specific assessment guidelines have been developed to assess secondary contact use
because existing water quality standards have no water quality criterion that specifically address
this use. However, consistent with the meanings of these two uses, in any water where primary
contact use is assessed as Fully Supporting, secondary contact use is also assessed as Fully
Supporting. In all other circumstances secondary contact use is not assessed.

Public and Food Processing Water Supply — Streams, Inland Lakes, and Lake Michigan

Attainment ofpublic and food processing water supply use is assessed only in waters in which
the use is currently occurring, as evidenced by the presence of an active public-water-supply
intake. The assessment of public and food processing water supply use is based on conditions in
both untreated and treated water (Table C-2 1). By incorporating data through programs related
to both the federal Clean Water Act and the federal Safe Drinking Water Act, Illinois EPA
believes that these guidelines provide a comprehensive assessment of public and food processing
water supply use.

Assessments of public and food processing water supply use recognize that characteristics and
concentrations of substances in Illinois surface waters can vary and that a single assessment
guideline may not protect sufficiently in all situations. Using multiple assessment guidelines
helps improve the reliability of these assessments. When applying these assessment guidelines,
Illinois EPA also considers the water-quality substance, the level of treatment available for that
substance, and the monitoring frequency of that substance in the untreated water.

One of the assessment guidelines for untreated water relies on a frequency-of-exceedance
threshold (10%) because this threshold represents the true risk of impairment better than does a
single exceedance of a water quality criterion. Assessment guidelines also recognize situations
in which water treatment that consists only of”... coagulation, sedimentation, filtration, storage
and chlorination, or other equivalent treatmentprocesses”(35 ill. Adm. Code 302.303; hereafter
called “conventional treatment”) may be insufficient for reducing potentially harmful levels of
some substances. To determine if a Maximum Contaminant Level (MCL) violation in treated
water would likely occur if treatment additional to conventional treatment were not applied (see
35 ill. Adm. Code 302.305), the concentration of the potentially harmful substance in untreated
water is examined and compared to the MCL threshold concentration. If the concentration in
untreated water exceeds an MCL-related threshold concentration, then an MCL violation could
reasonably be expected in the absence of additional treatment.

Table C-21 provides the guidelines for assessing attainment of public and food processing water
supply use in Illinois streams, inland lakes, and Lake Michigan. In general, compliance with an
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MCL for treated water is based on a running 4-quarter (i.e., annual) average, calculated
quarterly, of samples collected at least once per quarter (Jan.-Mar., Apr.-Jun., Jul-Sep., and Oct.-
Dec.). However, for some untreated-water intake locations, sampling occurs less frequently than
once per quarter; therefore, statistics comparable to quarterly averages or running 4-quarter
averages cannot be determined, for untreated water. Rather, for substances not known to vary
regularly in concentration in Illinois surface waters (untreated) throughout the year, a simple
arithmetic average concentration of all available results is used to compare to the MCL
threshold. For substances known to vary regularly in concentration in surface waters during a
typical year (e.g., atrazine), average concentrations within the relevant sub-annual (e.g.,
quarterly) periods are used. Table C-22 lists the guidelines for identifying potential causes of
public and food processin. water supply use impairment.

Table C-21. Guidelines for Assessing Public and Food Processing Water Supply Use in Illinois
Streams, Inland Lakes, and Lake Michigan.
Degree of Use
Support

Guidelines

For each substance in untreated water , for the most-recent three years of readily available data or equivalent
dataset,
a) < 10% of observations exceed an applicable Public and Food Processing Water Supply Standard (2); and
b) for which the concentration is not readily reducible by conventional treatment,

i) no observation exceeds by at least fourfold the treated-water Maximum Contaminant Level threshold
. concentration3for that substance; andFully Supportina ..

‘G d
ii) no quarterly average concentration exceeds the treated-water Maximum Contaminant Level threshold

00
concentration3>for that substance; and

iii) no running annual average concentration exceeds the treated-water Maximum Contaminant Level threshold
concentrationt4for that substance.

And
(4),

For each substance in treated water, no violation of an applicable Maximum Contaminant Level occurs during
the most recent three years of readily available data.
For any single substance in untreated water, for the most-recent three years of readily available data or
equivalent dataset,
a) > 10% of observations exceed a Public and Food Processing Water Supply Standard (2); or
b) for which the concentration is not readily reducible by conventional treatment,

i) at least one observation exceeds by at least fourfold the treated-water Maximum Contaminant Level
threshold concentration3tfor that substance; or

Not Supporting ..

‘F
ii) the quarterly average concentration exceeds the treated-water Maximum Contaminant Level threshold

, air,
concentration3for that substance; or

iii) the running annual average concentration exceeds the treated-water Maximum Contaminant Level threshold
concentration’ for that substance.

Or,
For any single substance in treated water, at least one violation of an applicable Maximum Contaminant
Level occurs during the most recent three years of readily available data.

Not Supportina
Closure to use as a drinking-water resource (cannot be treated to allow for use).(Poor)

1. Includes only the untreated-water results that were available in the primary computer database at the time data were
compiled for these assessments.

2. See Table B-2 and 35 III. Adm. Code 302.304, 302.3 06.
3. 3511l.Adm.Code6ll.300,611.301,611.310,611.311,611.325.
4. Some waters were assessed as Fully Supporting based on treated-water data only.
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Table C-22. Guidelines for Identifying Potential Causes of Impairment of Public and Food
Processinz Water Supply Use in Illinois Streams, Inland Lakes and Lake Michigan.

Basis For_Identifying_Cause1’4

Potential Cause Numeric Standard2 Maximum Contaminant Level3

1,1,1-Trichioroethane --- 0.2 mg/L

1,1,2-Trichloroethane
--- 5 .tgtL

1,2,4-Trichlorobenzene --- 0.07 mg/L
1,2-Dibromo-3-chloropropane

0 2 it(Dibromochioropropane DBCP) .

1,2-Dichloroethane
--- 5 p.g/L

1,2-Dichioropropane
--- 5 j.tg/L

2,3,7,8-Tetrachlorodibenzo-p-dioxin (only) --- 0.03 ng/L

2,4,5-TP (Silvex) 0.01 mg/L 0.05 mg/L

2,4-D 0.1 mg/L 0.01 mg/L

Alachlor 2 igit
Aidrin 1 pg/L 1 tg/L
Antimony

--- 6 jigi’L
Arsenic 0.05 mg/L 0.OlOmg/L

Asbestos
--- 7 MFL

Atrazine
--- 3 ig/L

Barium 1.0 mg/L 2 mg/L

Benzene
--- 5 p.g/L

Benzo[a]pyrene (PAHs)
--- 0.2 jig/L

Beryllium
--- 4 ig/L

Cadmium 0.010 mg/L 5 jigit
Carbofuran --- 0.04 mg/L

Carbon tetrachioride
--- 5 ig/L

Chiordane 3 ig/L 2 igit

Chlorides 250 mg/L

Chlorobenzene (mono) --- 0.1 mg/L

Chromium (total) 0.05 mg/L 0.1 mg/L

cis-1,2-Dichloroethylene --- 0.07 mg/L

Cyanide --- 0.2 mg/L

Dalapon --- 0.2 mg/L

DDT 0.05 mg/L 0.05 mg/L

DEEP (di-sec-octyl phthalate)
--- 6 it(Di(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate)

Di (2-ethyihexyl) adipate --- 0.4 mg/L

Dichloromethane (methylene chloride)
--- 5 g/L
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Table C-22 (cont.). Guidelines for Identifying Potential Causes of Impairment of Public
and Food Processing Water Supply Use in Streams, Inland Lakes and Lake Michigan.

-- Basis For Identifying Cause” 4)

Potential Cause Numeric Standardt2 Maximum Contaminant Level3

Dieldrin 1 Lg/L 1 .tg/L
Dinoseb 7 ig/L
Diquat 0.02 mg/L

Endothall 0.1 mg/L

Endrin 0.2 ig/L 2 ig/L

Ethylbenzene 0.7 mg/L

Ethylene dibromide 0.05 tg/L

Fecal Coliform geometric mean of five samples in
>30 days >2000 per 100 ml --

Fluoride 4 mg/L

Glyphosate 0.7 mg/L

Heptachior 0.1 p.g/L 0.1 jig/L
Heptachlor epoxide 0.1 .tg/L 0.1 1g/L
Hexachlorobenzene 1 p.g/L
Hexachiorocyclopentadiene 0.05 mg/L

1.0 mg/L (for CWS serving >1000Iron 0.3 mg/L (dissolved)
people or >300 connections)

Lead 0.05 mg/L

Lindane 4 ig/L 0.2 p.g/L
0.15 mg/L (for CWS serving 1 000Manganese 0.15 mg/L

people or 300 connections)
Mercury 2 1g/L
Methoxychlor 0.1 mg/L 0.04 mg/L

Nitrate/Nitrite (nitrate + nitrite as N) 10 mg/L
Nitrogen, Nitrate 10 mg/L 10 mg/L

Nitrogen, Nitrite 1 mg/L

o-Dichlorobenzene 0.6 mg/L

Oil and Grease 0.1 mg/L

Oxamyl (Vydate) --- 0.2 mg/L

Parathion 0.1 mg/L

p-Dichlorobenzene 0.075 mg/L

Pentachiorophenol (PCP) 1 .ig/L

Phenols 1 p.g/L

Picloram 0.5 mg/L

Polychiorinated biphenyls (PCBs) 0.5 p.g/L

Selenium 0.01 mg/L 0.05 mg/L

Simazine 4 .tg/L
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Table C-22 (cont.). Guidelines for Identifying Potential Causes of Impairment of Public
and Food Processing Water Supply Use in Streams, Inland Lakes and Lake Michigan.

Basis For Identifying Cause” 4)

Potential Cause Numeric Standard2 Maximum Contaminant Level°

Styrene 0.1 rng/L

Sulfates 250 mg/L

Tetrachioroethylene
--- 5 tg/L

Thallium --- 2 .tg/L

Toluene 1 mg/I.

Total Dissolved Solids 500 mg/I.

Toxaphene 5 ig/L 3 .tg/L

trans-1,2-Dichloroethylene --- 0.1 mg/L

Trichioroethylene
--- 5 ig/L

Vinyl chloride --- 2 .tg/L

Vinylidene chloride (1, l—Dichloroethylene) --- 7 ig/L

Xylene(s) (total) (mixed) --- 10 mg/I.

Zinc --- 5 mg/I.

Tn general, for untreated water, a cause is identified if:
a) 10% or more of the observations exceed the applicable numeric standard; or
b) for any substance for which the concentration is not readily reducible by conventional treatment,

i) any observation exceeds by at least threefold the treated-water Maximum Contaminant Level
threshold concentration for the substance; or

ii) any quarterly average concentration exceeds the treated-water Maximum Contaminant Level
threshold concentration for the substance; or

iii) any running annual average concentration exceeds the treated-water Maximum Contaminant
Level threshold concentration for that substance.

For treated water, a cause is identifed if there is any violation of the Maximum Contaminant Level
for the substance.
Identification of causes is based primarily on data from these monitoring programs: Ambient Water
Quality Monitoring Network, Intensive Basin Surveys, Ambient Lake Monitoring Program, illinois
Clean Lakes Program, Lake Michigan Monitoring Program, Source Water Assessment Program.

2. The numeric standard is based on 35 Ill. Adm. Code 302, Subpart C: Public and Food Processing Water Supply
Standards (See Table B-2).

3. Maximum Contaminant Levels are from 35 Ill. Adm. Code 611, Subpart F: Maximum Contaminant Levels
(MCLs) and Maximum Residual Disinfectant Levels (IvIRDLs).

4. All table entries of S’---” indicate that a cause guideline is not applicable or is unavailable.
5. MFL — million fibers per liter, for fibers less than 10 microns.
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Aesthetic Quality — Inland Lakes

Aesthetic qua/it-v use is associated with all water bodies in the state except those Chicago area
water bodies where Secondary Contact and Indigenous Aquatic Life Standards apply. However,
methods for assessing aesthetic quality use have only been developed for inland lakes and
aesthetic quality use is not assessed in other water body types.

The Aesthetic Quality Index (AQI) (Table C-23) is the primary tool used to assess aesthetic
quality for inland lakes. The AQI represents the extent to which pleasure boating, canoeing, and
aesthetic enjoyment are attained at a lake. The Trophic State Index (TSI; Carison 1977), the
percent-surface-area macrophyte coverage during the peak growing season (June through
August), and the median concentration of nonvolatile suspended solids are used to calculate the
AQI score. Higher AQI scores indicate increased impairment (Table C-24).

Assessments of aesthetic quality use are based primarily on physical and chemical water quality
data collected by the Illinois EPA through the Ambient Lake Monitoring Program or the Illinois
Clean Lakes Program, or by non-Illinois EPA persons under an approved quality assurance
project plan. The physical and chemical data used for aesthetic qua/it-v use assessments include:
Secchi-disk transparency, chlorophyll a, total phosphorus (epilinmetic samples only), nonvolatile
suspended solids (epilimnetic samples only), and percent surface area macrophyte coverage.
Data are collected a minimum of five times per year (April through October) from one or more
established lake sites. Data are considered usable for assessments if meeting the following
minimum requirements (Figure C-3): 1) At least four out of seven months (April through
October) of data are available, 2) At least two of these months occurs during the peak growing
season of June through August (this requirement does not apply to NVSS) and 3) Usable data are
available from at least half of all lakes sites within any given lake each month. As outlined in
Figure C-3, a whole-lake TSI value is calculated for the median Secchi-disk transparency,
median total phosphorus (epilimnetic sample depths only), and median chlorophyll a values. A
minimum of two parameter-specific TSI values are required to calculate a parameter-specific use
support determination. An assessment is then made based on the parameter specific use support
determinations. The 0.05 mgJL Illinois General Use Water Quality Standard for total
phosphorus in lakes (35 Ill. Adm. Code 302.205) has been incorporated into the weighting
criteria used to assign point values for the AQI. Table C-25 lists the guidelines for identifying
potential causes of aesthetic quality use impairment.
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Calculate
parameter-specific, whole lake TSI(s)

using median value from all sites

Each parameter-specific TSI is used
to calculate

Use Index Points (AQI)

Does data meet minimum site requirements?
1) Data from at least 4 out of 7 months (April —

October)
2) At least two of these months occurs during peak
growing season (June-August)
3) Usable data from at least half of all lake sites

‘I,

agree from above

Assessment is made using the
se Support determinations

Figure C-3. Flow Chart for Assessing Attainment of Aesthetic Quality Use in Lakes.

DATA
For Water Quality Parameters: Total Phosphorus, Chlorophyll g., and Secchi Disk Transparency

Does data meet minimum
parameter requirements?
(2 out of 3 Water Quality

Parameters)

—KE)

No new assessment is made
due to insufficient data

(Previous assessment remains
unchaneed & note is made in

comments)

NO

Determine the Degree of Use
Support (AQU) for Use Index

Point calculated

Do at least two Use Support
Determinations agree?

Final review based on site-specific
knowledge and other available data.
The order of priority for making this
Use Support determination under this
circumstance is:
1. TSI-TP
2. TSI-chlorophyll

Note 1: Secchi Transparency data
alone will never be used to determine
Use Support
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Table C-23. Aesthetic Quality Index.

Evaluation Factor Parameter Weighting Criteria Points

For data collected May-October:
ActualMedian lake TSI value calculated from Actual1. Median Trophic Mediantotal phosphorus (samples collected at Median TSI

TSIState Index (TSI)
one foot depth), chlorophyll a, and Value

ValueSecchi-disk transparency
Average percentage of lake surface
area covered by macrophytes during
peak growing season (June through
August). Determined by:

a.<5 a. 0a. Macrophyte survey conducted
b. 5 b. 52. Macrophyte

during same water year as theae c. >15<25 c. 10Covera
chemical data used in the —

d. >25 d. 15assessment; or —

b. Average value reported on the
VLMP Secchi Monitoring Data
form.

3. Nonvolatile a. <3 a. 0Median lake surface NVSS
Suspended b.>3<7 b. 5concentration for samples collected atSolids

one foot depth, (reported in mg/L).
c. 7<15 c. 10

Concentration d. >15 d. 15

Table C-24. Guidelines for Assessing Aesthetic Quality Use
in Illinois Inland Lakes.

Degree of Use
GuidelinesSupport

Fully Supporting
Total AQI points are <60(Good)

Not Supporting
Total AQI points are >60<90(Fair)

Not Supporting
Total AQI points are >90(Poor)
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Table C-25. Guidelines for Identifying Potential Causes of Impairment of Aesthetic Oualitv
Use in Illinois Inland Lakes.

Basis for Identifying Causest1

Potential
Numeric Standard2 Narrative Standard Other Criteria

Cause

Median chlorophyll a
Unnatural Algal

(corrected) dataAquatic Algae
Growth

>20 ig/L

Aquatic Plants Unnatural Plant 5% of lake surface area

(Macrophytes) Growth covered by macrophytes

Phosphorus
0.05 mg/L3 0.05 mg/L3

(Total)

Total
Median surface nonvolatile

Suspended

Solids
suspended solids >3 mg/L

1. In general, a single exceedance of the criteria results in listing the parameter as a potential cause of impairment.
Determination of causes is normally based on the most recent year of data from the Ambient Lake Monitoring
Program (ALMP) or Illinois Clean Lakes Program (CLP).

2. From Illinois General Use Water Quality Standards 35 Illinois Administrative Code, Part 302, Subpart B.
3. The total phosphorus standard applies to lakes of 20 acres or larger. However, an observation of total

phosphorus greater than 0.05 mg/L in lakes under 20 acres in size is also used to indicate a cause of impairment.
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Assessment Type and Assessment Confidence

Illinois EPA uses USEPA’s Assessment Database program version 2.3.0. This program, which
stores and organizes assessment information, contains two fields (Assessment Type and
Assessment Confidence) which are associated with each assessed use. For each use assessed the
assessor must choose at least one assessment type from the following choices: Biological,
Habitat, PhysicallChemical, Toxicological, Pathogen Indicators, Other Public Health Indicators
and Other Aquatic Life Indicators. After selecting an assessment type, the assessor must assign
an assessment confidence from the following choices. Low, Fair, Good or Excellent.

Illinois has defined these fields as follows: Assessment Type indicates the primary (or single
most important) data type that was used to make a use-attainment determination. Assessment
Confidence indicates a judgment by Illinois EPA of the relative degree of reliability of a use-
attainment assessment based on the quality, quantity, usefulness and acceptability of the specific
data set and data type used to make the assessment. Currently, we have not developed
comprehensive guidelines for judging the reliability of assessments. In general, Illinois EPA
rates all assessments that are based on data meeting Illinois EPA’s QA/QC requirements as
having Good assessment confidence. Volunteer-lake-monitoring data are considered
“Insufficient Data” for use-attainment assessments and 303(d) listings and are therefore listed as
having a Low level of confidence. Table C-26 shows the assessment types and assessment
confidence levels used in the majority of assessments.

88



Table C-26. Assessment Type and Assessment Confidence Level for Illinois Assessments.

(A small number of exceptions apply).

Water Type Assessed Use Assessment Type Assessment Confidence

Freshwater Lake
None PHYSICAL/CHEMICAL LOW(VLMP)

Aquatic Life PHYSICAL/CHEMICAL GOOD
Indigenous Aquatic Life PHYSICAL/CHEMICAL GOOD
Aesthetic Quality PHYSICAL/CHEMICAL GOOD

Freshwater Lake (non-
Primary Contact PATHOGEN INDICATORS GOOD
Public & Food Processing

PHYSICAL/CHEMICAL GOODVLMP)
Water Supply
Fish Consumption PHYSICAL/CHEMICAL GOOD
Secondary Contact (only

PATHOGEN INDICATORS GOODif PCU=Fully Supporting)

Aquatic Life BIOLOGICAL GOOD
Indigenous Aquatic Life PHYSICAL/CHEMICAL GOOD
Primary Contact PATHOGEN INDICATORS GOOD
Secondary Contact (only PATHOGEN INDICATORS GOODStream
if PCU=Fully Supporting)
Public & Food Processing

PHYSICAL/CHEMICAL GOODWater Supply
Fish Consumption PHYSICAL/CHEMICAL GOOD
Aesthetic Quality (Not applicable because currently not assessed)

Aquatic Life PHYSICAL/CHEMICAL GOOD
Primary Contact PATHOGEN INDICATORS GOOD
Secondary Contact (only

PATHOGEN INDICATORS GOODLake Michigan Open if PCU=Fully Supporting)
Water Public & Food Processing

PHYSICAL/CHEMICAL GOODWater Supply
Fish Consumption PHYSICAL/CHEMICAL GOOD
Aesthetic Quality (Not applicable because currently not assessed)

Aquatic Life Use (Not applicable because currently not assessed)
Primary Contact PATHOGEN INDICATORS GOOD
Secondary Contact (only

PATHOGEN INDICATORS GOODif PCU=Fully Supporting)
Lake Michigan Shoreline

Public & Food Processing
(Not applicable because not designated)

Water Supply
Fish Consumption (Not applicable because currently not assessed)
Aesthetic Quality (Not applicable because currently not assessed)

Aquatic Life BIOLOGICAL I GOOD
Primary Contact (Not applicable because currently not assessed)
Secondary Contact (Not applicable because currently not assessed)Lake Michigan Bay(s) &
Public & Food Processing

(Not applicable because not designated)Harbor
Water Supply
Fish Consumption PHYSICAL/CHEMICAL I GOOD
Aesthetic Quality (Not applicable because currently not assessed)

PCU = yrimai-v contact use.
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Identifying Potential Sources of Impairment for All Uses and Water Types

Once a use is assessed as impaired (Not Supporting) we attempt to identify the sources related to
the impairment. Table C-27 contains guidelines for identifying potential sources of use
impairment in Illinois streams, inland lakes, and Lake Michigan-basin waters. Illinois EPA
defines potential sources as known or suspected activities, facilities, or conditions that may be
contributing to a cause of impairment of a designated use. Each potential source identified is
linked to at least one specific cause of impairment. Infonnation used to identify potential
sources of impairment include Facility-Related Stream Survey data, ambient-monitoring data,
effluent-monitoring data, facility discharge monitoring reports, review of National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System permits and compliance records, land use data, personal
observations, and documented site-specific knowledge.

Table C-27. Guidelines for Identifying Potential Sources of Use Impairment in Illinois
Streams, Inland Lakes and Lake Michigan-Basin Waters.

Potential Source3 Guidelines

. Low pH and iron deposition due to mine drainage based upon actualAcid Mine Drainaae
bservation and/or other existing data

. General agricultural related activities based upon satellite land use,Aariculture
tual observation and/or other ex istmg data

Open area feedlots or animal holding buildings and impervious areas
Animal Feeding Operations (NPS) based upon satellite land use, actual observation and/or other existing

data.
Aquaculture (Not Permitted) or Fish production facility based upon actual observation and/or other

J(?rmitted tid
Atmospheric Deposition Acidity or

: -. Atmospheric deposition of nutrients minerals, etc based upon actualAtmospheric Deposition i’itro”en, or
. observation andlor other existing data.

. Straiahteninc, of stream meanders based upon actual observationChannehzation
I other existing data

Combined sanitary and storm sewer overflow based upon FRSS,
Combined Sewer Overflows Agency effluent monitoring, Discharge Monitoring Reports and/or

High concentrations of metals and organic compounds in sediment
Contaminated Sediments based upon actual observation and /or other existing data. For inland

Crop Production (Crop Land or Dry Nonirrigated crop production based upon satellite land use, actual
Land bservation and/or other existing data
Dam Construction (Other than Upstream Dam construction activities based upon actual observation and/or
Flood Control Projects) other existing data.
Discharges from Biosolids storage, Storage, application or disposal of sludge based upon actual
appiicationordisposa bservation and/or other existmg data

. . Draining or filling in of wetland areas based upon actual observationDrainae/Filhng/Loss of Wetlands
and/or other existing data.

. Underwater mining (e.g. sand and ‘ravel) activities based uponDredge Mmin . .satellite land use, actual observation and/or other existing data.
. . . Deepening of stream channels based upon actual observation and/orDredcring (e.a., for Navwation Channels)

otherexistingdata

Golf Courses Golf course runoff directly to lake.
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Potential Source3> Guidelines

Habitat Modification - other than General alteration of riparian habitat based upon actual observation
2L9!ta

Highway/Road/Bridge Runoff Salt and pesticide runoff from highways, roads & bridges based upon
(N construction Relate tual oh servation and/or other existing data
Highways, Roads, Bridges, Infrastructure Highway/road/bridge construction activities based upon actual
( structio bservation and/or other cx isting data
Impacts from Abandoned Mine Lands Abandoned mining operation based upon actual observation and/or
!Iy) the lata.

Alteration of normal flow regimes (e.g., dams, channelization,Impacts from Hydrostructure Flow
. . . impervious surfaces water withdrawal) based upon actualRegulation/Modification

bservation and/or other existing data
. . Illecal waste disposal sites based upon actual observation and/orInappropriate Waste Disposal

other existing data.
. Land application of industrial wastes based upon actual observationIndustrial Land Treatment

andlorotherexistinftdata

. . Industrial point source discharoe based upon FRSS, Agency effluent,Industrial Point Source Discharce

DMR

nd/or other existing data
. Irri”ated crop production based upon satellite land use, actualIrrrnated Crop Production

observation and/or other existing data.
Artificial fertilization activities (e.g., addition of triple super

. . phosphate to create algal blooms for macrophyte control or enhanceLake Fertilization
lake fertility) based upon actual observation and/or other existing
data.
Leachate and/or runoff from landfills based upon actual observationLandfills
and/or other existing data.

Leaking Underground Storage Tank Leaks from storage tanks based upon actual observation and/or other
Leak xisting data
Livestock (Grazing or Feeding Riparian and/or upland pastureland grazing based upon satellite land
Operations use, actual observation and/or other existing data

. . . Removal of riparian vegetation based upon actual observation and/orLoss of Riparian Habitat

Marina Boat Construction, or
Marina Boat Maintenance, or
Marina Dredging Operations, or
Marina Fueling Operations, or In-water and on-land releases based upon actual observation and/or
Marina-related Shoreline Erosion, or other existing data.
MarinaJBoating Pumpout releases, or
MarinalBoating Sanitary On-vessel
Dischar,es
... Milling operations based upon satellite land use, actual observationMill Tailincs

. dJor other existinft data

Mine Tailin’s
Mine processing activities (e.g., gob piles) based upon satellite land
use, actual observation and/or other existing data.

. . Municipal point source discharcre based upon FRSS, AgencyMunicipal Point Source Discharges
ffluent, DMR and/or other existm data

Natural Sources (2) See source methodology notes (2) below.

On-site Treatment Systems (Septic
. . Septic system leachate or surface runoff based upon actualSystems and Similar Decentralized

observation and/or other existing data.System
. . Other recreational impacts based upon actual observation and/orOther Recreational Pollution Sources

, ther existmg data
. Accidental spills based upon actual observation and/or other existinaOther Spill Related Impacts

data
. . . . . . General forest management related runoff based upon satellite landPermitted Silvicultural Activities .

other

existing data
Herbicide/algicide applications (e.g., eradication of a beneficial

Pesticide Application macrophyte community, reduced dissolved oxygen. levels after
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Potential Source3t Guidelines

... Oil and gas production activities based upon satellite land use, actualPetroleum/Natural Gas Activities
observation and/or oth istmg data

. Hazardous waste leachate or surface runoff based upon actualRCRA Hazardous Waste Sites

ob

servation and/or other existing data
Watershed related nonpoint source runoff other than from previously

Runoff from Forest/Grassland/Parkiand specified sources (e.g., lawn orparkland fertilization, leaf litter/forest

. Salt storage for winter hiahway maintenance based upon actualSalt Storaoe Sites
ervationdata

Sanitary Sewer Overflows (Collection Broken sanitary sewer line or overflow based upon FRSS, Agency

. Disposal of septic tank slude based upon actual observation and/orSeptage Disposal
other existing data.

Site Clearance (Land Development or New residential/commercial construction activities based upon actual

9p.!) bservation and/or other existing data

Source Unknown No identifiable source based upon available information.

. Truck fanning, orchards, or horticultural areas based upon satelliteSpecialty Crop Production
and use, actu al observation and/or oth er existmg data

Streambank .. . . . . Shorelme modification/destabilization activities (e.g., bank erosion,Modifications/Destabilization or . -. . rip rap, loss of habitat) based upon actual observation and/or otherLittoral/Shore Area Modifications
. existinc, data.(Nonriverine)

. . Subsurface coal minina activities based upon satellite land use, actualSubsurface (Hardrock) Minin” V

observation and/or other existing data.
. . Surface minin” (c.”., coal, limestone) activities based upon satelliteSurface Minino . . V

land use, actu al observation and/or other existing data.
Unpermitted Discharge (Domestic Wildcat sewer discharge based upon FRSS, Agency effluent and/or
Wastes) other existing data.
Upstream Impoundments (e.g., P1-566 Upstream impoundment based upon actual observation and/or other
NRCS Structures) existing data.

. Urban and stonn sewer runoff based upon actual observation and/orUrban Runoff/Storm Sewers -

other existing data
Nutrient enrichment from waterfowl wastes based upon actualWaterfowl
observation and/or other existing data.

This primarily refers to sediment and sediment-associated phosphorus deposition in the lake, but also to sediments with
highly elevated levels of a metal or priority organic, especially when those substances are associated with a fish
advisory.

2. The Natural Sources category is reserved for waters impaired due to naturally occurring conditions (i.e., not caused by
or related to past or present human activity) or due to catastrophic conditions. Clearly defined cases include: 1) metals
due to naturally occurring deposits, 2) dissolved oxygen or pH associated with poor aeration or natural organic
materials, where no human-related sources are present, 3) habitat loss or pollutant loads due to catastrophic floods,
which are excluded from water quality standards or other regulations, 4) high temperature, low dissolved oxygen, or
high concentrations of pollutants due to catastrophic droughts with flows less than the average minimum seven-day low
flow which occurs once every 10 years.

3. Other rare or uncommon sources in addition to those listed here are available in the Assessment Database and may be
used when appropriate.
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C-3. Assessment Results

This section presents the results of Illinois’ surface water assessments, including the five-part
categorization of all surface waters, the Section 3 03(d) List, state level summaries of designated
use support and CWA Section 314 (Lakes Program) reporting requirements.

Five-Part Categorization of Surface Waters

USEPA’s latest Integrated Report guidance (USEPA 2005) requires all waters of the state to be
reported in a five category system as below. Although the guidance allows waters to be placed
into more than one category, Illinois EPA treats all categories as mutually exclusive.

Category 1: Segments are placed into Category 1 if all designated uses are supported, and
no use is threatened. (Note: Illinois does not assess any waters as threatened)

Category 2: Segments are placed in Category 2 if some, but not all of the designated uses
are supported. (All other uses are reported as Not Assessed or Insufficient Information)

Category 3: Segments are placed in Category 3 when there isinsufficient available data
andlor information to make a use-support determination for any use.

Category 4 contains segments which have at least one impaired use but a TMDL is not
required. Category 4 is further subdivided as follows based on the reason a TMDL is not
required.

Category 4a: Segments are placed in Category 4a when a TMDL to address a specific
segment/pollutant combination has been approved or established by USEPA. Illinois
EPA places water bodies in category 4a only if TMDLs have been approved for all
pollutant causes of impairment.

Category 4b: Segments are placed in Category 4b if technology-based effluent
limitations required by the Act, more stringent effluent limitations required by state,
local, or federal authority, or other pollution control requirements (e.g., best
management practices) required by local, state or federal authority are stringent enough
to implement applicable water quality standards (see 40 CFR l30.7(b)(1)) within a
reasonable period of time.

Category 4c: Segments are placed in Category 4c when the state demonstrates that the
failure to meet an applicable water quality standard is not caused by a pollutant, but
instead is caused by other types of pollution (i.e. only nonpollutant causes of
impairment). Water bodies placed in this category are usually those where aquatic life
use is impaired by habitat related conditions. (See discussion in Section C-2
Assessment Methodology, Aquatic Life-Streams)

Category 5: Segments are placed in Category 5 if available data and/or information indicate
that at least one designated use is not being supported and a TMDL is needed. Water bodies
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in Category 5 (and their pollutant causes of impairment) constitute the 303(d) List that
USEPA will review and approve or disapprove pursuant to 40 CFR 130.7.

Table C-28 shows the results of this categorization for all Illinois surface waters. The category
for each individual water body is shown in Appendices B2-B6

Table C-28. Size of Surface Waters Assigned to Reporting Categories’.

Catgy Total in TotalWater Body Type
2 3 14a]4b]4c 5 State Assessed

Streams: miles 0 7,399 102,234 350 0 592 8,669 119,244 17,010
Inland Lakes: acres 0 3,788 170,463 1,134 1 0 0 143,093 318,477 148,014
Lake Mic1gan Bays and

0 0 0 0 0 0 2.50 2.50 2.50Harbors: sq. miles
Lake Michigan Open

0 0 1375 0 0 0 151 1526 151Waters: sq.mile
—- . - .____L

Lake Michigan Shoreline:
0 0 0 0 0 0 63 63 63miles

1. Categories are mutually exclusive. Illinois does not report water bodies in more than one category.

Section 303(d) List

The Clean Water Act and USEPA regulations require states to submit a list of water-quality-
limited waters still requiring TMDLs, pollutants causing the impairment, and a priority ranking
for TMDL development (including waters targeted for TMDL development within the next two
years. This integrated report combines all of the requirements of sections 305(b), 303(d) and 314
into a single document.

Category 5 waters constitute Illinois’ 303(d) List. The complete list is found in Appendix A-i.
The development of this list is based on the assessment methodology for determining attainment
of designated uses for each water body segment as described previously in Section C-2. Those
waters which have at least one Not Supporting designated use and at least one pollutant cause of
impairment are included on the 3 03(d) List unless they fall under the specific exceptions
described in categories 4a, 4b or 4c. Waters included on previous lists are also included on the
current list unless new information is available to update the assessment or there is other “good
cause” for delisting them (see below). A complete list of all water bodies, all use attainment
assessments, all identified potential causes of impairment (both pollutant and nonpollutant) and
potential sources of impairment is found in Appendix B.

Prioritization of the Illinois Section 303(d) List

USEPA regulations at 40 CFR Part 130.7(b)(4) require establishing a priority ranking of the
303(d) listed waters for the development of TMDLs that accounts for the severity of pollution
and the designated uses. For the purposes of the Illinois Section 303(d) List, the prioritization
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process was done on a watershed basis instead of on individual water body segments. Illinois
EPA watershed boundaries are based on USGS ten-digit hydrologic units. Developing
prioritization at this watershed scale provides Illinois with the ability to address watershed issues
at a manageable level and document improvements to a watershed’s health. The Illinois Section
3 03(d) List was prioritized based on the steps listed below:

Step 1- The first step in the prioritization process is based on use designations,
establishing a High, Medium and Low Priority for specific uses.

o High Priority — watersheds containing one or more waters that are Not Supporting
public and food processing water supply use.

o Medium Priority — watersheds containing one or more waters that are Not
Supporting aquatic life use,fIsh consumption use, or primary contact (swimming)
use.

o Low Priority — watersheds containing waters that are Not Supporting aesthetic
quality use only.

Step 2 - The second step in the prioritization process is based on the overall severity of
pollution. For the purposes of this process, severity of pollution is determined by
summing the number of potential causes (i.e., atrazine, manganese, etc.) of impairment to
a water body segment. The watersheds with more potential causes of impairments were
identified and listed as higher priority than those listed with fewer causes within each of
the priority groups identified in Step 1.

EXAMPLE: Watershed A has three water body segments with a total of 15 potential
causes identfled. Watershed B has four water body segments with a total of 10 potential
causes identified. Both waters were assessedfor public water supply use. Therefore,
Watershed A (public water supply use with 15 potential causes) will be ranked above
Watershed B (public water supply use with 10 potential causes) for TMDL development
within the High Priority Categomy identUled in Step 1.

Criteria for Higher Prioritization in Scheduling TMDL Development

Once the waters have been prioritized as specified above for the 303(d) List, Illinois EPA
may also give consideration to the following criteria to indicate a higher priority within
each priority category (High, Medium and Low) when scheduling TMDL development.
Those waters meeting the criteria may be selected for TMDL development over those
that do not meet the criteria, regardless of priority ranking on the list.

i) A water body’s potential for improvement: Best professional judgment for identifying
potential improvement will be based, in part, upon the capacity of the data to pinpoint the
potential cause-source relationship, and the availability and likelihood of successfully
implementing regulatory and voluntary programs to achieve water quality improvement.
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ii) The degree of public support and source-water protection (surface water) for
improvement: Expressions of public support for an impaired watershed may include but
are not limited to: active publicly supported watershed planning groups, ongoing public
water quality monitoring programs and other similar efforts.

Criteria for Lower Prioritization in Scheduling T1VIDL Development

Along with the above factors, Illinois EPA may use the following criteria to indicate a
lower priority within each priority category (High, Medium and Low) when scheduling
TMDL development. Although these lower priority waters may not be scheduled for
TMDL development at this time or may not be appropriate candidates for TMDLs in the
future, Illinois EPA will continue ongoing efforts, and support new approaches that will
result in these waters meeting full support and being removed from the Section 303(d)
List. In that regard, each of the following criteria contains a brief explanation of the
actions that Illinois EPA may take to improve or enhance the status of those waters.
Those waters meeting the criteria below may be passed over on the list regardless of
priority ranking.

i) 303(d) listed waters that are interstate waters—e.g., Mississippi River, Ohio River,
Lake Michigan and others. In these waters, the illinois EPA will continue to work
closely with other states and USEPA in addressing issues related to Section 303(d)
requirements. USEPA is expected to take a lead role in coordinating the state efforts.

ii) 303(d) listed waters where the potential causes of impairment are pollutants for which
there are no numeric water quality standards in Illinois—e.g., phosphorus in streams,
and others. Pending development of appropriate numeric water quality standards as
may be proposed by the Agency or others and adopted by the Illinois Pollution
Control Board, Illinois EPA will continue to work with watershed planning groups
and others to identify causes and treat potential sources of impairment.

iii) 3 03(d) listed waters with legacy issues—e.g., mining, and in-place contaminated
sediments. The Illinois EPA will continue to work with watershed planning groups
and others to identify causes and treat potential sources of impairment.

iv) 303(d) listed waters with impairment by naturally occurring background levels: The
Illinois EPA will continue to work with watershed planning groups and others to
identify causes and treat potential sources of impairment.

v) 303(d) listed waters with unknown causes of impairment. In these cases, depending
upon available resources, additional data collection and/or site-specific analysis will
be instituted to determine causes of impairment and/or the accuracy of the
assessment.

The priority ranking for Illinois’ 303(d) listed waters is shown in Appendix A-i.
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Scheduling of TMDL Development

In accordance with USEPA regulations under 40 CFR Part 130.7(b)(4), “the priority ranking
shall specifically include the identification of waters targeted for TMDL development in the next
two years.” In addition, USEPA guidance encourages states to ensure that the schedule provides
that all TIVIDLs for every pollutant-segment combination listed on previous Section 3 03(d) Lists
be established in a time frame that is no longer than eight to 13 years from the time the pollutant
segment combination is first identified in Category 5.

In Illinois, development of TMDLs will be conducted on a watershed basis (i.e. USGS 10 digit
hydrologic units) meaning that impaired waters upstream of a particular segment will have all
TIVIDLs conducted at the same time. fllinois’ long-term TMDL schedule (Table C-29) indicates
the number of watersheds for which TMDL efforts will be initiated over the next 13 years.
Appendix A-3 shows the watersheds, water bodies and pollutants for which TMDLs will be
completed in the next two years. The TMDL development schedule provided here replaces all
schedules previously submitted by the Illinois EPA to USEPA. The schedule will be reviewed
and updated in the future, as needed, to ensure timely development of TMDLs, given available
resources.

The flhinois EPA’s long-term schedule for TMDL development for all waters on the 2010
Section 303(d) List, projected over a 13-year period, is consistent with other Illinois EPA
program cycles which are typically five years, including statewide monitoring programs such as
the rotational intensive river basin surveys and issuance of NPDES permits. The long-term
TMDL development schedule will be reviewed and revised, as needed, in conjunction with
future Section 303(d) Lists submitted to USEPA.

Table C-29. Tentative Long-term TMDL Schedule.

Number of Watersheds
Year

Scheduled for T1VIDLs
2010-2011 22

2011-2012 22

2012-2013 22

2013-2014 22

2014-2015 22

2015-2016 22

2016-2017 22

2017-2018 22

2018-2019 22

2019-2020 22

2020-2021 22

2021-2022 22

2022-2023 22
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Removal of Waters Previously Listed on the 2008 Section 303(d) List

USEPA guidance for the 2006 Integrated Report explains what constitutes good cause for not
including in the current submission segments that were included on the previous Section 303(d)
List. These include:

1. The assessment and interpretation of more recent or more accurate data in the record
demonstrate that the applicable WQS(s) is being met.

2. The results of more sophisticated water quality modeling demonstrate that the applicable
WQS(s) is being met.

3. Flaws in the original analysis of data and information led to the segment being incorrectly
listed.

4. A demonstration pursuant to 40 CFR l30.7(b)(1)(ii) that there are effluent limitations
required by state or local authorities that are more stringent than technology-based
effluent limitations, required by the CWA, and that these more stringent effluent
limitations will result in the attainment of WQSs for the pollutant causing the
impairment.

5. A demonstration pursuant to 40 CFR 130.7(b)(l)(iii) that there are other pollution control
requirements required by state, local, or federal authority that will result in attainment of
WQSs for a specific pollutant(s) within a reasonable time (i.e., 4b).

6. Documentation that the state included on a previous Section 3 03(d) List an impaired
segment that was not required to be listed by EPA regulations, e.g., segments where there
is no pollutant associated with the impairment.

7. Approval or establishment by EPA of a TMDL since the last Section 303(d) List.

8. A state inappropriately listed a segment that is within Indian country, as defined in 18
U.S.C. Section 1151.

9. Other relevant information that supports the decision not to include the segment on the
Section 303(d) List.

All water body/pollutant combinations on Illinois’ Section 3 03(d) List from 2008 (Illinois EPA
2008) are included on the 2010 Section 303(d) List except the water body/pollutant combinations
removed under the criteria cited above. Illinois EPA delists entire water bodies if all the
designated uses are assessed as fully supporting or if all pollutant causes of impairment have
been addressed by approved TMDLs. Listed causes of impairment may change when uses are
reassessed even if the water is still considered impaired.

In a few instances when pollutant causes are delisted, there is a potential for an entire water body
segment to be moved from Category 5 (the 303d List) to Category 4C (waters impaired by
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pollution but not by any pollutant). In general, when any delisting results in a water body being
moved from Category 5 to Category 4C, a review is conducted to determine whether any
pollutant may still be causing impairment in that water body. If it is suspected that the water
body is still impaired by a pollutant, cause unknown is listed and the water body remains on the
303(d) List.

illinois’ 2008 Section 3 03(d) list was partially disapproved by USEPA on October 22, 2008.
Illinois EPA objected to the partial disapproval and sent a letter to USEPA on February 11, 2009
explaining in detail the reasons for those objections. The three main unresolved issues are: 1)
illinois’ removal of total nitrogen from its 2008 303(d) List as a cause of aquatic life use
impairment; 2) a change in one of the guidelines Illinois uses to identify sedimentation/siltation
as a cause of aquatic life use impairment which resulted in the removal of some listings of
sedimentation/siltation; and, 3) the reclassification of dissolved oxygen as a nonpollutant cause
of impairment and the subsequent removal of this cause from illinois’ 2008 303 (d) List. The
disputed waters and causes that Illinois removed from its 2008 303(d) List are not included on
illinois’ 2010 303(d) List and are not reported in the 2010 Integrated Report.

illinois EPA’s 2008 Integrated Report, USEPA’s decision document and illinois EPA’s detailed
comments and legal analysis regarding USEPA’s partial disapproval of the 2008 303(d) list and
proposal to list additional waters are available on the Agency’s website at
http://www.epa. state.il .us/wateri’tmdl/303d-list.htrnl.

Appendix A-4 lists all segment/pollutant combinations included in the 2008 303(d) List that was
submitted to USEPA in 2008 but not included on the 2010 303(d) List submission.
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TMDL Development and Implementation Status

In Illinois individual contractors that have been selected through a competitive bidding process
develop the TMDLs. Illinois EPA personnel manage the contracts. There are three stages in the
TMDL development process.

Stage 1- Watershed Characterization, Data Analysis and Methodology Selection
• Description of the watershed
o Collectionlanalysis of available data

Identify methodologies, procedures and models
o Determine if additional data is needed

Stage 2- Data Collection (optional stage)*
• Evaluate Stage 1 and collect additional data as needed
o The Agency or a contractor will collect data

Stage 3- Model calibration, TMDL Scenarios, Implementation Plan
• Develop TMDLs with data from Stages 1 and 2
• Develop and evaluate several scenarios
o Develop an implementation plan

*Stage 2 was added in the 2003 round of TMDLs. If Stage 1
identifies data as lacking, additional data may be collected for a more
accurate TMDL.

Appendix A-6 shows the implementation status of all TMDLs for the state of Illinois and
includes the TMDL watersheds in progress. We anticipate that TMDL development for each
watershed will be completed approximately two years from the initiation date. Stage 1 is
scheduled to take a maximum of nine months. Stage 2 is optional and the time frame will
depend on the type and quantity of additional data required. Stage 3 has a maximum time frame
of 18 months. To date, contractors are doing most of the TMDL development work for Illinois
EPA.

The Illinois EPA views TMDLs as a tool for developing water-quality-based solutions that are
incorporated into an overall watershed management approach. The TMDL establishes the link
between water quality standards attainment and water-quality-based control actions. For these
control actions to be successful, they must be developed in conjunction with local involvement,
which incorporates regulatory, voluntary and incentive-based approaches with existing
applicable laws and programs. The four Illinois programs that have provided funds for
implementation of TMDL watersheds include: Illinois EPA’s Nonpoint Source Management
Program, Illinois Clean Lakes Program (ICLP), and Priority Lake and Watershed
Implementation Program (PLWIP), as well as the Illinois Department of Agriculture’s
Conservation Practices Program (CPP).

The Illinois EPA administers the Illinois Nonpoint Source Management Program, the ICLP and
the PLWIP. The Illinois Nonpoint Source Management Program was developed to meet the
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requirements of Section 319 of the Clean Water Act (CWA). Section 319 projects can include
educational programs and nonpoint source pollution control projects such as Best Management
Practices (BMPs). The ICLP is a financial assistance grant program that supports lake owners’
interest and commitment to long-term, comprehensive lake management and ultimately results in
improved water quality and enhanced lake use. The PLWIP supports lake protectionlrestoration
activities at priority lakes where causes and sources of problems are apparent, project sites are
highly accessible, project size is relatively small, and local entities are in a position to quickly
implement needed treatments. Appendix A-7 shows past and present projects in TMDL
watersheds funded under these programs.

Beginning in July of 2002, the Illinois Department of Agriculture began shifting a portion of its
CPP funds to Soil and Water Conservation Districts to more directly address water quality
concerns within TMDL watersheds. This program gives incentive payments to
landowners/operators within that watershed to promote the use of management practices that
reduce/control the movement of pollutants causing the water quality impainnent.
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Statewide Summary of Designated Use Support

Streams

Aquatic life, fish consumption, primary contact (swimming), secondary contact, indigenous
aquatic life, and public and food processing water supply uses were individually assessed for
degree of use support (Table C-30). Of the total 119,244 stream miles in Illinois, 17,010 stream
miles (14.3%) were assessed for at least one of these six uses. Aquatic life use was Fully
Supporting in 63.2 percent of the stream miles assessed for this use.

Table C-30. Statewide Individual Use-Support Summary for Streams, 2010.

Statewide Miles Fully Miles Not Miles Not
Miles Miles Supporting Supporting Supporting Miles Not

Designated Use Designated Assessed (Good) (Fair) (Poor) Assessed

AquaticLife 119,151 16,753 10,587 5,130 1,036 102,398

FishConsumption 119,244 3,930 0 3,619 311 115,314

Indigenous Aquatic Life 93 93 34 53 6 0

Primary Contact 118,578 4,009 745 1,375 1,890 114,569

PublicandFoodProcessing
1,157 1,157 110 1,047 0 0Water Supply

SecondaryContacttm 119,244 733 733 -- 118,511

Aesthetic Qua1ity2 119,151 -- -- -- 119,151

Percent of Percent of Percent of
Percent of Assessed Miles Assessed Assessed Percent of
Statewide as Fully Miles as Not Miles as Not Statewide

Miles Miles Supporting Supporting Supporting Miles Not
Designated Use Assessed Assessed (Good) (Fair) (Poor) Assessed

Aquatic Life 16,753 14.1 63.2 30.6 6.2 85.9

Fish Consumption 3,930 3.3 0.0 92.1 7.9 96.7

Indigenous Aquatic Life 93 100.0 36.4 57.5 6.1 0.0

Primary Contact 4,009 3.4 18.6 34.3 47.1 96.6
PublicandFoodProcessing

1,157 100.0 9.5 90.5 0.0 0.0
LRR!y

.

Secondary Contact’ 733 0.6 100.0 -- -- 99.4

Aesthetic Quality2 -- -- -- -- -- 100.0
Note: Numbers and percentages may not add up due to slight rounding errors.
1. By definition, Secondary Contact Use is “Fully Supporting” in all waters in which Primary Contact Use is

“Fully Supporting.”
2. Assessment guidelines are not yet fully developed; see Section C-2 Assessment Methodology.

Potential causes of impairment for all designated uses in streams are summarized in Table C-3 1.
Potential sources of impairment for all designated uses in streams are summarized in Table C-32.
Results of individual use assessments are available in Appendix B-2.
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Table C-31. Summary of Potential Causes for All Use Impairments in Streams, 2010.

Potential Cause of Impairment Stream Miles Impaired
Fecal Coliform 3,265
Oxygen, Dissolved 3,204
Mercury 3,066
Polychlorinated biphenyls 2,817
Alteration in stream-side or littoral vegetative covers 2,181
Phosphorus (Total) 2,077
Manganese 2,013
Sedimentation/Siltation 1,911
Cause Unknown 1,460
Total Suspended Solids (TSS) 1,234
Other flow regime alterations 726
Loss of Instream Cover 704
Changes in Stream Depth and Velocity Patterns 658
pH 585
Chloride 444
Aquatic Algae 424
Atrazine 280
fron 248
_q9j3s

—-

Sulfates 159
Aldrin 153
Hexachlorobenzene 148
Total Dissolved Solids 143
Fish-Passage Barrier 139
Arsenic 138
Methoxychlor 137
Dioxin (including 2,3,7,8-TCDD) 131
Terbufos 125
Chlordane 98
DDT 93
Nitrogen, Nitrate 85
Copper 73
Endrin 65
Zinc 65
Phenols 60
Silver 52
Nickel 51
Temperature, water 47
Ammonia (Total) 47
Low flow alterations 38
Boron 36
Fluoride 36
Banum 32
Oil and Grease 32
Cadmium 27
Cyanide 23
Sludge 22
Lindane 22
Dieldrin 20
Chlorine 14
Chromium (total) 14
2,4-D 13

t2’ 13
Nonnative Fish, Shellfish, or Zooplankton 9
Ammonia (Un-ionized) 8

Lead 6
Fish Kills 4
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Table C-32 Statewide Summary of Potential Sources of All Use Impairments in Streams.

Stream Miles
Potential Source of Impairment Impaired

Source Unknown 6,338
Atmospheric Deposition - Toxics 3,047
Crop Production (Crop Land or Dry Land) 2,396
Channelization 2,321
Municipal Point Source Discharges 1,421
Urban Runoff/Storm Sewers 1,218
Agriculture 1,081
Loss of Riparian Habitat 756
Animal Feeding Operations (NPS) 657
Streambank Modifications/destabilization 547
Impacts from Hydrostructure Flow Regulationlmodification 483
Dam or Impoundment 465
Natural Sources 455
Contaminated Sediments 422
Surface Mining 395
Livestock (Grazing or Feeding Operations) 252
Combined Sewer Overflows 251
Habitat Modification - other than Hydromodification 182
Site Clearance (Land Development or Redevelopment) 173
Impacts from Abandoned Mine Lands (Inactive) 172
Upstream Impoundments (e.g., P1-566 NRCS Structures) 134
Petroleum/natural Gas Activities 116
Mine Tailings 102
Non-irrigated Crop Production 85
Acid Mine Drainage 84
Industrial Point Source Discharge 77
Highway/Road/Bridge Runoff (Non-construction Related) 72
Irrigated Crop Production 50
Runoff from Forest/Grass] and/Parlçland 39
Drainage/Filling/Loss of Wetlands 29
Pesticide Application 22
Dredging (E.g., for Navigation Channels) 19
Unpermitted Discharge (Domestic Wastes) 18
Sanitary Sewer Overflows (Collection System Failures) 14
Wet Weather Discharges (Point Source and Combination of Stormwater, SSO or CSO) 13
Other Recreational Pollution Sources 10
Coal Mining (Subsurface) 8
Golf Courses 7
Highways, Roads, Bridges, Infrastructure (New Construction) 5
Industrial Land Treatment 4
Managed Pasture Grazing 3
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Inland Lakes

Aquatic life, fish consumption, primary contact swimming), secondary contact, public food and
processing water supply, aesthetic quality, and indigenous aquatic life uses were individually
assessed in lakes for degree of use support as shown in Table C-33. Of the total 318,477 acres of
lakes and ponds in Illinois, 148,014 acres (378 lakes) were assessed for at least one of these
seven uses. Aquatic life use was Fully Supporting in 91.3 percent of the lake acres assessed for
this use.

Table C-33. Statewide Individual Use-Support Summary for Inland Lakes.

Statewide Acres Fully Acres Not Acres Not Acres as
Acres Acres Supporting Supporting Supporting Acres Not Insufficient

Designated Use Designated Assessed (Good) (Fair) (Poor) Assessed Information

Aquatic Life 316,877 142,571 130,098 12,455 18 166,173 8,133
Fish Consumption 318,477 92,280 6,840 84,864 575 226,197 0
Indigenous Aquatic Life 1,600 1,600 1,600 0 0 0 0
Primary Contact 316,877 1,814 1,092 722 0 315,063 0
PublicandFood

75,907 75,655 15,673 59,982 0 252 0
-

Secondary Contact 318,477 1,092 1,092 0 0 317,385 0
Percent of Percent of Percent of Percent of

Percent of Assessed Assessed Assessed Percent of Statewide
Statewide Acres Fully Acres Not Acres Not Statewide Acres as

Acres Acres Supporting Supporting Supporting Acres Not Insufficient
Designated Use Assessed Assessed (Good) (Fair) (Poor) Assessed Information

Aesthetic Quality 142,553 45.0 9.8 82.6 7.6 52.4 2.6
Aquatic Life 142,571 45.0 91.3 8.7 0.0 52.4 2.6
Fish Consumption 92,280 29.0 7.4 92.0 0.6 71.0 0.0

2ii9JIf. 00.0 100.0 .P 0.0 0.0 .P
Primary Contact 1,814 0.6 60.2 39.8 0.0 99.4 0.0
Public and Food

75 655 99 7 20 5 79 3 0 0 0 3 0 0Processing Water Supply ‘ .

Secondary Contact 1,092 0.3 100.0 0.0 0.0 99.7 0.0
Percent of Percent of Percent of Percent of

Percent of Assessed Assessed Assessed Percent of Statewide
Number Statewide Lakes Fully Lakes Not Lakes Not Statewide Lakes as
of Lakes Lakes Supporting Supporting Supporting Lakes Not Insufficient

Designated Use Assessed Assessed1 (Good) (Fair) (Poor) Assessed Information
AestheticQuality 352 0.4 13.4

-—

.7 .9 99.6 .1
ticLife 353 0.4 90.4 .3 0.3 99.6 .1
FishConsumption 124 0. L6 .8 .6 99.9 .0

2iJ4 ç.ç.:° •-------
.o

.

Primary Contact 15 0.02 46.7 53.3 0.0 99.98 0.0
PublicandFood

74 937 243 757 00 63 00
--- .

Secondary Contact2 7 0.01 100.0 0.0 0.0 99.99 0.0
Note: Numbers and percentages may not add up due to rounding.
1. Statewide, Illinois has 91,456 lakes and ponds designated for general uses, one lake designated for Indigenous Aquatic Life
Use, and 80 lakes designated for Public and Food Processing Water Supply Use.
2. By definition, Secondary Contact Use is ‘Fully Supporting” in all waters in which Primary Contact Use is “Fully Supporting”.
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As described in Section C-i, the Volunteer Lake Monitoring Program (VLMP) is an
educational program for Illinois citizens to learn about lake ecosystems, as well as a cost-
effective method of gathering fundamental information about inland lakes. While VLMP data,
in general, are considered insufficient for making use-support determinations and 303(d) listings,
such data are useful for evaluating lake resource quality as good, fair or poor. A total of 122
lakes totaling approximately 8,133 acres had VLMP data available for evaluating resource
quality. For these lakes, 95 percent of the total number and 97.5 percent of the total acres were
rated as good resource quality for aquatic life use. Another five percent of the number and 2.5
percent of the acres were rated as fair.

Potential causes of use impairment for inland lakes are summarized in Table C-34. Potential
sources of use impairment in inland lakes are summarized in Table C-35. Trophic status of
inland lakes is summarized in Table C-36. Use assessment information for individual lakes is
available in Appendix B-3

“Significant Publicly-Owned Inland Lakes” are defined as having 20 acres or more surface
area; however, some smaller inland lakes, which provide substantial public access and benefits
to the citizens of Illinois, have also been defined as “significant.” For summary information
regarding “significant publicly-owned inland lakes,” refer to Appendix C.
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Table C-34. Statewide Summary of Potential Causes of All Use Impairments in Inland
Lakes.

Potential Cause of Impairment Acres Impaired

Total Suspended Solids (TSS) 116,889
Phosphorus (Total) 105,580
Aquatic Algae 104,478
Mercury 77,514
Manganese 58,871
Aquatic Plants (Macrophytes) 36,897
Polychlorinated biphenyls 25,817
Cause Unknown 9,765
Oxygen, Dissolved 7,314
SedimentationlSiltation 6,401
Chiordane 4,820
Turbidity 4,568
Silver 4,194
Atrazine 3,755
Aldrin 3,345

Nitrogen, Nitrate 807
Fecal Coliform 722
Nonnative Fish, Shellfish, or Zooplankton 634
Endrin 524
Zinc 524
Cadmium 524
Nickel 325
Total Dissolved Solids 250
Fish Kills 172
Non-Native Aquatic Plants 62
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Table C-35. Statewide Summary of Potential Sources for All Impaired Uses in Inland
Lakes.

Potential Source of Impairment Acres Impaired
Source Unknown 109,652
Crop Production (Crop Land or Dry Land) 102,174
Littoral/shore Area Modifications (Non-riverine) 99,164
Other Recreational Pollution Sources 83,394
Atmospheric De2osition Toxics 77,212
Runoff from Forest/Grassland,Parkland 53,006
Urban Runoff/Storm Sewers 40,072
Municipal Point Source Discharges 27,642
Animal Feeding Operations (NPS) 25,355
Contaminated Sediments 13,231
On-site Treatment System (Septic Systems and Similar Decentralized Systems) 9,655
Agriculture 9,371
Rcra Hazardous Waste Sites 9,156
Dredging (E.g., for Navigation Channels) 9,038
Industrial Point Source Discharge 8,086
Natural Sources 6,715
Golf Courses 6,474
Waterfowl 6,295
Yard Maintenance 3,101
Impacts from Hydrostructure Flow Regulationlmodification 2,150
Rural (Residential Areas) 2,037
Dam or Impoundment 1,513
OtherlurfManagemen 1,151

925 -—

Residential Districts 754
HigdJB

-

Li vestock( razing or Feed ing Operations) 704
Site Clearance (Land Development or Redevelopment) 663
Impacts from Abandoned Mine Lands (Inactive) 250
Lake Fertilization 248
Streambank Modifications/destabilization 235

cSO 225
- 1

Landfills 172
Wildlife Other than Waterfowl 148
Unspecified Urban Stormwater 129
Pollutants from Public Bathing Areas 96
Introduction of Non-native Organisms (Accidental or Intentional) 88
2y_cpIo P -

Municipal (Urbanized Hiy Area)
—

62

2iL —

Other Spill Related Impact 40
9!JrMrii1a/Boatin On-vessel Dischges

—

23
Permitted Silvicultural Activities 1 1
Upstream Impoundments (e.g., P1-566 NRCS Structures) 4
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Table C-36. Trophic Status — All Illinois Inland Lakes.

Number of
Trophic Status Lakes Acres

Hypereutrophic (TSI >70) 120 68,505

Eutrophic (TSI >50 & <70) 289 75,724

Mesotrophic (TSI >40 & <50) 52 7,544

Oligotrophic (TSI <40) 1 1 550

Unknown 90,984 16,6154

Total: 91,456 318,477
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Lake Michigan

Table C-37 provides a summary of Lake Michigan assessment results for each individual use:
aquatic life, fIsh consumption, primary contact swimming), secondary contact, aesthetic quality
and public and food processing water supply. Tables C-38 and C-39 provide summaries of
causes and sources of use impairment for Lake Michigan-basin waters. Of the total 1,526 square
miles of Lake Michigan open waters in Illinois jurisdiction, only 151 square miles were assessed.

All 151 square miles were rated as Fully Supporting aquatic life use. Complete assessment

results for individual segments are shown in Appendices B-4, B-5 and B-6.

Table C-37. Statewide Individual Use-Support Summary for Lake Michigan-Basin Waters.

Lake Michitan Bays and Harbors Units: Square Miles

Total Assessed Size Fully Size Not Size Not
Supporting Supporting Supporting Size Not

Designated Use1 Total Size Size % (Good) (Fair) (Poor) Assessed
Aesthetic Quality 2.5 0 0 0 0 0 2.5

Aquatic Life 2.5 2.46 98.3 2.40 0 0.06 0.05

Fish Consumption 2.5 2.46 98.3 0 0 2.46 0.05

Primary Contact 2.5 0 0 0 0 0 2.5

Secondary Contactt2 2.5 0 0 0 0 0 2.5

Lake l’1ichigan Open Water; Units: Square Miles

Total Assessed Size Fully Size Not Size Not
Supporting Supporting Supporting Size Not

Designated Use’ Total Size Size % (Good) (Fair) (Poor) Assessed

Aesthetic Quality 1,526 0 0. 0 0 0 1526

Aquatic Life 1,526 151 9.9 151 0 0 1375

FishConsurnption 1,526 151 9.9 0.0 0 151 - 1375

Primary Contact 1,526 151 9.9 151 0 0 1375

Public and Food Processing
151 151 100 151 0 0 0Water Supplies

Secondary Contactt2 1,526 151 9.9 15 1(2) 0(2) 0(2) 1375

Lake Michigan Shoreline; Units: Miles

Total Assessed Size Fully Size Not Size Not
Supporting Supporting Supporting Size Not

Designated UseW Total Size Size % (Good) (Fair) (Poor) Assessed

Aesthetic Quality 63 0 0.0 0 0 0 63

Aquatic Life 63 0 0.0 0 0 0 63

Fish Consumption 63 63 100 0 0 63 0

Primary Contact 63 63 100 0 0 63 0

Secondary Contact2 63 0 0.0 0 0 0 63
Note: Illinois EPA did not use the Insufficient information category for Lake Michigan-basin waters in 2010.
1. Illinois has jurisdiction over 1,526 square miles of Lake Michigan open water, 2.5 square miles of Lake Michigan bays and
harbors and 63 miles of Lake Michigan shoreline, which are covered under the Lake Michigan Basin Water Quality Standards.
Also, 151 square miles of Lake Michigan are designated for Public and Food Processing Water Supply Use.
2. By definition, Secondary Contact Use is “Fully Supporting’ in all waters in which Primary Contact Use is “Fully Supporting”.
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Table C-38. Statewide Summary of Potential Causes of All Use Impairments in Lake
Michigan-Basin Waters.

Lake Michigan Bays and Harbors; Units: Square Miles

Mercury 2.46
Polychiorinated biphenyls 2.46
Copper 0.06
Zinc 0.06
Phosphorus (Total) 0.06
Cadmium 0.06
Lead 0.06
Chromium (total) 0.06

Lake Michigan Open Water; Units: Square Miles

Potential Cause of Impairment Total Size
Mercury 151
Polychiorinated biphenyls 151

Lake Michigan Shoreline; Units: Miles

Potential Cause of Impairment Total Size
Escherichia coli 63

I
-

Polychlorinated biphenyls 63

Table C-39. Statewide Summary of Potential Sources of All Use Impairments in Lake
Michigan-Basin Waters.

Lake Michigan Bays and Harbors; Units: Square Miles

Lake Michigan Open Water; Units: Square Miles

Source Total Size
Atmospheric Deposition - Toxics 151
Source Unknown 151

Lake Michigan Shoreline; Units: Miles

Source Total Size
Atmospheric Deposition - Toxics 63
Source Unknown 63
Urban Runoff/Storm Sewers 2
Combined Sewer Overflows 2

Source Total Size
Source Unknown 2.50
Atmospheric Deposition - Toxics 2.50
Contaminated Sediments 0.06
Industrial Point Source Discharge 0.06
Urban Runoff/Storm Sewers 0.06
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C-4 Wetlands Monitoring and Assessment Program

Overview

Wetlands have been defined as areas between telTestrial and aquatic systems where the water
table is usually at or near the surface, or the land is covered by shallow water. Wetlands, such as
marshes, swamps and bogs, support plants and animals adapted for life in water or in saturated
soil.

Illinois once contained more than eight million acres of wetlands. The onset of development of
the land for agricultural purposes and community development required the conversion of vast
wetland areas to well-drained, functional open lands. Currently, approximately 920,000 wetland
acres remain. Palustrine, riverine, and lacustrine wetlands are found in Illinois along the margins
of lakes and ponds, throughout river flood plains, and as isolated depressions. Wetlands provide
valuable habitat for 40 percent of the state’s threatened and endangered species, as well as
benefits such as flood storage, water quality improvement and groundwater recharge. Demands
for improved public health and safety and pressures of agriculture and economic development
continue to threaten modification, degradation, and conversion of the remaining wetlands.
Alteration methods include dredging, filling, bridge construction, draining, flooding, and
construction of dikes and levees. Besides these human activities, drought, sedimentation,
overgrazing by wildlife, and other natural impacts can reduce a wetlands ability to function. It is
difficult, if not impossible, to re-create or replace the multitude of benefits when wetland
functions are lost.

The value of wetlands has become more evident as these areas have been depleted. Wetlands, as
they relate to water quality, can prove to be valuable assets in pollution treatment and in
providing high quality habitat. Increased public awareness of wetland function and value has
placed special emphasis on the protection and creation of wetlands. This is reflected in state
legislation. In the late 1980s, using federal guidelines, standards, specifications, and class
systems and working with the federal government, the state completed an inventory of illinois’
remaining wetlands. This inventory has been included in the National Wetlands Inventory
(NWI) of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. The inventory is being used by the Natural
Resource Conservation Service in identification of areas subject to the provisions of the Food
Security Act and by Illinois EPA’s Bureau of Water as part of its review process required for
permit issuance, as well as other uses. State agencies have developed working agreements
resulting in the reduction of wetland loss by state agency’s actions. The Illinois Wetlands
Protection Act (IWPA) established state policy and procedures that minimize the destruction of
existing wetlands in Illinois as a result of state and state-supported activities. The TWPA,
however, provides for those instances when adverse impacts to wetlands are unavoidable by
requiring coordination with the Illinois Department ofNatural Resources (IDNR) and mitigation
of the unavoidable losses.
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Wetland Monitoring and Assessment Program

In order to meet the requirements of the Clean Water Act (CWA), Illinois EPA developed a
comprehensive document entitled, “Wetland Monitoring and Assessment Program for the State
ofIllinois (IEPA/BOW/07-020).” This document is being used by Illinois EPA and others to
guide implementation of a statewide wetland monitoring and assessment program that allows for
the collection of data and accurate assessment of wetland resources, as needed, to meet CWA
Section 305(b) and 303(d) (Integrated Report) requirements. To develop the program, Illinois
EPA coordinated with other state and federal agencies, academic institutions, research entities,
and others to form a Technical Working Group comprised of individuals with expertise in
wetland characterization, monitoring, sampling, and assessment. This working group provided
much of the technical expertise to analyze available data, design needed research efforts,
formulate monitoring and assessment protocols, and author the program document. The U.S.
Geological Survey played a key role by assimilating and analyzing existing data and directing
the research and protocol development efforts of the Technical Working Group. Input from
Illinois Natural History Survey (INHS) staff that work within the state of Illinois’ Critical Trends
Assessment Program (CTAP) played a key role in development of the sampling protocol
(chemistry, biology, and habitat) identified in the Wetland Monitoring and Assessment Program
document.

CTAP Monitoring

Utilizing water chemistry, biology, and habitat metrics, CTAP is able to assess the health of
various wetland resources throughout the state. Because it is impractical to individually sample
every wetland in the state, a probabilistic monitoring design is used by CTAP to provide a
reasonable determination of the health of the state’s wetland resources while also being
economically feasible, logistically practical, and statistically valid. This program yields
comprehensive data and information that will be used to 1) establish a baseline of wetland
resources and conditions from which to determine trends and changes in quantity and quality
over time, 2) determine reference conditions for the various classes of Illinois wetlands, 3)
develop and maintain a database which can provide for management and compensatory
mitigation decisions, 4) provide information from which to evaluate wetlands restoration,
creation, mitigation, and protection programs, 5) incorporate wetland summary information into
this, and future, Integrated Reports, and 6) provide necessary information required to develop
applicable water quality standards.

To date, two five-year wetland sampling cycles have been completed (1997-2001 and 2002-
2006). The third sampling cycle (2007-20 12) is not yet completed, so the following summary
information focuses on the time period 1997-2006.

During this time, CTAP botanists monitored over 200 wetland sites across the state of illinois
(Figure C-4 and Table C-40). During the first five-year cycle of monitoring (1997-2001), 138
palustrine emergent wetlands and 46 forested wetlands (floodplain forests) were randomly
selected and monitored. During the second five-year cycle (2002-2006), 118 of the palustrine
emergent and 44 of the forested wetlands were re-monitored. In addition, another 31 palustrine
emergent and three forested wetlands were randomly selected and monitored. To make

113



comparisons of the “average” condition of wetlands in Illinois, 11 high-quality emergent
wetlands and nine high-quality forested wetlands were selected and monitored.

Based on cursory data analysis, wetlands in Illinois were generally found to be well populated
with native plant species, but high-quality wetlands have fewer non-native species (see figures
C-5, C-6, C-7 and C-8 below). A much more reliable indicator of Ecological Integrity is
illustrated with the conservation value of high-quality wetlands, based on the Floristic Quality
Index (FQI), which was much higher in reference than in randomly selected sites, and remained
stable across sample periods. A high number (40, 29%) of randomly selected sites were
dominated by reed canary grass (Phalaris arundinacea), which is a non-native, invasive plant
species that usually dominates a wetland to the exclusion of other plant species.

CTAP botanists also observed that many wetland sites were small in size and subject to
disturbances such as artificial drainage, mowing, herbicide drift, or past attempts at cultivation
and farming. Cattle also actively grazed some sites. An analysis of wetland size and adjacent
land cover and use is ongoing.

NWI and Wetland IBI Development Updates

In accordance with Wetland Monitoring and Assessment Program’s objectives, two major
wetland-related projects are underway and nearing completion.

Funding has been secured from the Illinois Department of Natural Resources and U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service to conduct a GIS/Remote Sensing based inventory (Level 1 Assessment) to
update the NWI database for Illinois. As of this writing (April 2010), Ducks Unlimited has
completed draft versions of the updated NWI shapefiles in 80 Illinois counties. These draft
versions of the NWI update have been through a QA/QC process, but are still considered draft
until field verification has been completed. To follow the progress of the NWI update for
Illinois, please go to http://glaro.ducks.org/nwi and click on the status map. Ducks Unlimited
anticipates completing the updated NWI for Illinois with the final report and fmal data ready for
distribution by September 2010.

Funding has also been secured from USEPA to develop a Wetland 1131 (Level 3 Assessment)
based on at least ten years of probabilistic survey data collected by CTAP. As of this writing
(April 2010), the INHS is in the final year of a three year project to create a statewide Wetlands
JET, with the goal of using insect, bird, and vegetation biological monitoring data to create
metrics for JET development. Much of the past two years has been spent characterizing sites to
develop a disturbance gradient relative to levels of anthropogenic stress/disturbance. Having
gathered and summarized most of the data necessary for establishing the disturbance gradient,
INHS scientists are now approaching the final processes of correlating biological metrics of sites
with their place along the disturbance gradient, and then choosing the metrics to go into the final
IBI. The final step will be to validate and verify the Index.
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Figure C-4. Wetlands monitored through the Critical Trends Assessment Program
froml997-2006.
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Table C-40. Summary of the number of wetland sites monitored by Critical Trends
Assessment Program botanists from 1997 through 2006.

First Visit Second Visit First Visit Reference
(1997-2001) (2002-2006) (2002-2006) Sites Totals

Ement
Wetlands 138 118 31 11 298
Forested
Wetlands 46 44 3 9 102

Totals 184 162 34 20 400

Figure C-S. Wetland Parit Species
Richness

‘ 30

25

20

15
C

10

z

First Visit Second Visit Reference
(n169) (n118) (n11)

116



0
-S

V
0
V

V

0

V
0

E

V

V

V

Figure C-8. Forested Wetland
Conservation Value

..MeanC .. FQI

25

20

15

10

5.

0

First Visit (n=49) Second Visit (n=44) Reference (n=9)

Figure C-6. Wetland Plant
Conservation Value

Mean C FOj

20

15 .

10 18.41

7.79 7.81
2.12 1.96 3,83

0 r

First Visit (n=169) Second Visit (n=11$) Reference tn=1i)

Figure C-7. Forested Wetlands
Species Richness

29&
40

30

20

10

0

First Visit (n=49)

Non-native .. Native

—1s56

4334
... 4044

_____

Second Visit Reference (n=9)
(n=44)

2,83

117



C-5 Trends in Surface Waters

Illinois Streams Trends Assessment

To assess changes in ecological health of streams throughout Illinois, a trend analysis was
performed utilizing readily available fish assemblage data collected from 1981 — 2004 as part of
the Illinois EPA/IDNR Cooperative Intensive Basin Survey program. From this data set, an
Index of Biotic Integrity for fish (Fish IBI) was calculated for each fish sample and used to
assess changes in the ecological health of Illinois streams. Fish data were chosen for this
comparison as it is the most representative, long-term, primary biological data set available in
Illinois.

To evaluate trends, data were split into two separate groups: sites where only two Fish IBI scores
(259 sites) were available and sites where three or more Fish IBI scores (159 sites) were
available. For each of these 418 sites the Fish IBI scores were plotted against the year of
collection. To document changes in stream condition, a meaningful trend was defined as a
difference in Fish IBI score of 11 or more points between sample years. This 11 point cutoff was
used as it is widely recognized in scientific literature, as well as the Illinois Department of
Natural Resources internal analysis, as the point distinguishing meaningful differences in fish
IBI scores (+1- 5 point difference plus one point to eliminate ties).

Each Fish IBI score for each year was plotted as a range of values that reflect the precision of a
score; specifically, this range is depicted as a vertical line that extends five points above and
below each Fish IBI score for any given year. For each site we compared the earliest Fish IBI
score to the most recent one. Non-overlapping IBI ranges (i.e., greater than or equal to an 11
point difference) were interpreted as having a meaningful trend (increasing or decreasing). Out
of this data set (418 stream sites), our analysis found no trend in Fish IBIs at 305 sites (73%), a
decrease at 42 sites (10%), and an increase at 71 sites (17%) (Figure C-9).
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Figure C-9. Statewide Trends in Fish Index of Biotic Integrity for Streams in Illinois, 198 1-
2004.
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Illinois Inland Lake Trends Assessment

To assess and document changes in lake water quality throughout Illinois, a trend analysis was
performed utilizing a data set which contains almost 30 years worth of lake data from several
sources including the Illinois EPA’s Ambient Lake Monitoring Program, illinois Clean Lakes
Program, and Volunteer Lake Monitoring Program, as well as from outside sources. The most
consistently available measurement across all data sets was found to be Secchi disk transparency,
which is a widely recognized indicator of overall lake water quality. Additionally, Secchi disk
transparency can be directly correlated to other water quality parameters such as total suspended
solids, total nutrients, and chlorophyll concentrations.

In order to assess trends within an individual lake over time, a nonparametric Mann-Kendall test
for trends was used. A trend was defined as a significant change in Secchi disk transparency
over time (a 0.10). For lakes with a sample size greater than ten, the data was subjected to a
normal approximation to reduce the effects of tied values (zeros) in the data matrix. To
minimize the effects of variability within a year, only data fiom July and/or August were utilized
in the trend analysis. This also corresponds to the time period when water quality issues are
most likely to have developed (i.e., reduced water clarity, increased algal productivity, elevated
nutrient concentrations, etc) and provides a good assessment of quality during peak lake usage in
Illinois. The median of all available values from within these two months was calculated and
used as the representative Secchi disk transparency value for that year. Furthermore, for a lake
to be included in the analysis, at least four years of Secchi disk transparency data were required.

The initial data set consists of Secchi disk transparency readings from 296 lakes (1979 - 2006).
Afler applying minimum requirements (at least four years with July and/or August Secchi disk
transparency data), the data set was reduced to 157 lakes with an ii value (years) ranging from 4
to 27. Out of this data set (157 lakes), our analysis found no significant trend at 119 lakes
(75.8%), a significant decrease at 28 lakes (17.8%), and a significant increase at 10 lakes (6.4%)
(Figure C-b).
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Figure C-1O. Statewide Trends in Secchi Disk Transparency for Inland Lakes in Illinois,
1979—2006.
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C-6 Public Health Issues

USEPA guidance asks states to provide information regarding public health issues including
information on fIsh consumption, primary COfl tact (swimming) and public and food processing
water supply uses. The summaries of use support for these three uses are shown in Table C-41.
Potential causes of impairment for these uses are shown in Table C-42.

Table C-41. Statewide Individual Use-Support Summary for Public Health Related Uses.

Miles Fully Miles Not Miles Not
Streams: Miles Supporting Supporting Supporting Miles Not

Designated Use Total Miles Assessed (Good) (Fair) (Poor) Assessed

FishConsumption 119,244 3,930 0 3,619 311 115,314

Primary Contact 118,578 4,009 745 1,375 1,890 114,569

PublicandFoodProcessing
1,157 1,157 110 1,047 0 0

‘Yr.iRRY
----—------. - -

Acres Fully Acres Not Acres Not
Inland Lakes: Acres Supporting Supporting Supporting Acres Not

Designated Use Total Acres Assessed (Good) (Fair) (Poor) Assessed

Fish Consumption 318,477 92,280 6,840 84,864 575 226,197

Primary Contact 316,877 1,814 1,092 722 0 315,063

Public and Food Processing
75,907 75,655 15,673 59,982 0 252Water Supply

Miles Fully Miles Not Miles Not Square
Lake Michigan Harbors: Total Square Square Miles Supporting Supporting Supporting Miles Not

Designated Use Miles Assessed (Good) (Fair) (Poor) Assessed

Fish Consumption 2.5 2.46 2.40 0 .06 .05

Primary Contact 2.5 0 0 0 0 2.5

Miles Fully Miles Not Miles Not Square
Lake Michigan Open Total Square Square Miles Supporting Supporting Supporting Miles Not

Water: Designated Use Miles Assessed (Good) (Fair) (Poor) Assessed

Fish Consumption 1,526 151 0.0 0 151 1375

Primary Contact 1,526 151 151 0 0 1375

Public and Food Processing
151 151 151 0 0 0Water Supplies

Miles Fully Miles Not Miles Not
Lake Michigan Shoreline: Miles Supporting Supporting Supporting Miles Not

Designated Use Total Miles Assessed (Good) (Fair) (Poor) Assessed

Fish Consumption 63 63 — 0 0 63 0

Primary Contact 63 63 0 0 63 0
Note: Numbers may not add up due to slight rounding errors.
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Table C-42. Potential Causes of Impairment for Public and Food Processing Water Supply,
Primary Contact and Fish consumption Uses in Illinois Waters.

STREAMS Miles Impaired
Public and Food Processing Water Supply U -

Manganese 891
Atrazine 231
Total Dissolved Solids 143
Nitrogn,Nitrate
Phenols 60
Iron 25
Chloride 1 1
Primary Contact Use
Fecal Coliform 3,265

2p.!e
-

Mry 3

-

Dioxin(including2,3,7,8-TCDD
-

Chiordane___________ 80

INLAND LAKES Acres Impaired
Public and Food Processing Water Supply Use
Manganese
Atrazine 4,633
Nitrogen, Nitrate 1,685
Total Dissolved Solids 250
Primary Contact Use
Fecal Coliform 722

!2P!iP -

9LY -

,788
Chlordane 4,820

LAKE MICHIGAN BAYS AND HARBORS Square Miles Impaired
Fish Consumption Use
Polvchlorinated biuhenvls 3

-.--— -- — -.

Mercury 2

LAKE MICHIGAN OPEN WATERS Square Miles Impaired
Fish Consumption Use
Polychiorinated biphenyls 151
Mercury 151

ictçtuse — -

—

cpi’c —

2JY2PiJi _3
Mercury I 63

LAKE MICHIGAN SHORELINE Miles Impaired
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PART D: PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

The agency solicited information from the public to be used in the use assessment process as
described in Section C-2.

We also solicit public input on the assessment results. A draft of the 2010 Integrated Report was
placed on the Illinois EPA website (http ://www. epa. state.il.us/water/tmdl/303 d-list.htrnl) for
public review on March 30, 2010 and notices were sent out to all known interested parties of its
availability. Hard copies of the report are available for those who request them. Notice of a
public hearing was published on March 30, 2010; March 31, 2010; and April 7, 2010 in the
Edwardsville Intelligencer. A public hearing will be held on April 29, 2010 to accept public
comments. The hearing record will be closed at midnight on May 29, 2010. The agency
responded to all pertinent comments and incorporated changes into the existing document.
Responses to comments are documented in Appendix E.

For TMDL development, the Illinois EPA has a comprehensive approach offering opportunities
for stakeholders to participate, review and comment throughout the TMDL development process.
For watersheds in which the development of TMDLs is currently underway, the Illinois EPA
holds three public meetings.

All public meetings are held at a location within the effected watershed to enable greater local
participation. Illinois EPA and its contractor typically provide an update of the progress made.
The final public meeting held within the watershed, is on the draft TMDL report. The
public/stakeholders have an opportunity to comment 30 days prior to the meeting date, during
the meeting and generally 30 days after the meeting. In addition, where applicable, the report is
distributed to the Illinois Department of Agriculture, the USDA—Natural Resources
Conservation Service and other state and federal partners prior to release to the public for
technical review and input.

A TMDL stakeholders group of 30 to 40 members has been assembled. The group consists of
representatives from environmental groups, point source dischargers, Illinois Environmental
Regulatory Group, USEPA, nonpoint source related organizations including agricultural and
commodity associations, and other organizations. Initial meetings of this group were held on
February 5, 2002, and May 7, 2002, in Springfield, Illinois. The Illinois TMDL Stakeholders
Workgroup meets from time to time to serve as a sounding board and review panel for
development of various program elements.

In August 2003, the Science Advisory Committee (SAC) was formed made up of staff from the
Illinois Department of Agriculture, Illinois Department ofNatural Resources, University of
Illinois Urbana-Champaign, University of Illinois Extension, illinois State Water Survey, and an
environmental group. The purpose of this committee is to provide technical advice and scientific
analysis of issues related to TMDL development in illinois. The SAC will review, comment
upon and discuss TMDL interim reports throughout the TMDL development process.
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