ILLINOIE POLLUTION CONTROL ROARD
December 4, 1980

ILLINOIE ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTIOW
AGENCY, }
;

Complainant }

}

V. } PCR 78-208

}

VILLAGE OF ORANGEVILLE, an }
Illincis Municipal Corporation. )
)

Respondent. }

JUDITH 5. GOODIE APPEARED OW BEHALF OF T
J,. MILTON BOSTIAW, VILLAGE PRESIDENT, APPEA
THE RESPOMNDENT.

ED ON }hHALP OF

OPINION AND ORDER OF TFL BOARD (by J.D., Dumelle):

On August 3, 1978, the Illinois nmental Protection
Agency {2Agency) lee@ a complaint ag Wzléage of
Orangeville (Orangeville) alleging a of Rule 305
of Chapter 6- Public Water Supplies ¥ 9, 1978,
hearing was held. On August 14, 197¢ e petitioned the
Roard for a change in Rule 305 which € > 3sgihiv exenptead
Orangeville from the mandatorv chlorination reguirement. The
Board has delayed decision in the instant matter pending a
resolution of the regulatory proceeding. That proceeding was
dismissed by the Board on Octeober 30, 1880, in R78-82 and Rule
305, therefore, remalns in effsct.

The sole gh?””l@ﬁ before the Board is whether Orangeville'’s
puhlic water supply is c%iagi&&xlag the water bhefore it enters
the distribution syste That guestion is easily answered. A
Request to Admit Factg was served upon Orangeville on August 25,
1678, but was never answered {(R.11-12 and Comp.EBEx.1 and 21}.
Therefore, under Procedural Rule 314 the facts of which admission
is requested are deemed admitted. The pertinent admissions are:

Z, Since bhefore December 21, 1974, the Village has owned

and operated a public water system {subject systen)
serving approximately 550 people.

I

5. The Village does not purchase water containing chlorine
for use in the subiect system,
o, The Village operated its public water supply systen



from Decembey 22 1975 to August 3, 1978 without
chlorination of the water before it entered the
distribution svstem. (Comp.Ex.1}.

'wmd

Admigsions were also ma the hearing by Milton Bostian,
Mayor of Orangeville. He te 1? t he manages COrangeville’s
public water supply system, dﬂf t%a there are no plans to
continuously chlorinate {R.62-31},

Therefore, the Board finds that Orangeville has violated
Pule 305.

The Board notes that much of Respondent's testimony goes to
the fjustifications for and il ality of the mandatory
chlorination requirement, The Hearing Officer correctly
attempted to limit such testimony as irrelevant to an enforcement
action. Such an attack is properly subject of a regulatory
proceeding or a variance proceading source considers
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immediate compliance to impose an unreasonable hardship
Orangeville did file a Petition for Variance in PCR 76-49 on
February 23, 1976. The Board dismissed it without prejudice
hecause it failed to allege narﬁs&z% cr a plan for compliance.
Orangeville did not pursue the variance further. A regulatory
change wag pursued and the issues of the justification for and
legality of the mandatory chlorination requirement are thoroughly
discussed in the Roard's Opinicn in R78-8,

Orangeville does not contend the installation of
chlorination eguipment is technically impractrical or prohibitively
expensive, and the Board finds iﬁ@ﬁ it is neither. Certainly
there is social and economic value t public water supply,

fote

c
but that wvalue is seriously ﬁlm?n n it is not operated
in a manner which best prmta ts t~ health awé qeﬁeral welfare
of those serviced. Chlorination ntative measure
which ghould not be ignored,

l".“.v

fFter a coy Section 33{c)
of bho Tllinois i the Board orders
that Orangeville cea t complyving with Rule
305. A period of si to install and operate
continuous chlorins 'ty will be assessed
This indings of fact

and conclus
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Order.
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