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BEFORE THE ILLINOIS POLLUTION CONTROL BOARD
IN THE MATTER OF:

WATER QUALITY STANDARDS AND
EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS FOR THE
CHICAGO AREA WATERWAY SYSTEM
AND THE LOWER DES PLAINES RIVER:
PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO 35 Il1.
Adm. Code Parts 301, 302, 303 and 304

R08-9(D)
(Rulemaking-Water)

S’ N’ N N N N N’ N’

CITGO PETROLEUM CORPORATION’S COMMENTS AT THE CLOSE OF MERIT
HEARINGS ON PROPOSED WATER QUALITY STANDARDS

CITGO PETROLEUM CORPORATION and PDV MIDWEST, LLC, (collectively, the
“Lemont Refinery” or “Refinery”) submits this final comment in support of its proposed changes
to the Illinois Environmental Protection Agency’s (“IEPA”) proposal. The Lemont Refinery is
operated by CITGO Petroleum Corporation and owned by PDV Midwest, LLC. The Refinery is
located at River Mile 297, just south of the City of Leﬁont on the Chicago Sanitary and Ship
Canal (“CSSC”). By happenstance, the Refinery’s intake and discharge pipes are immediately
upstream of the Black Safety Zone (and the electfic fish barrier) and within the Coast Guard

Regulated Navigation Area.’

! The Board should be familiar with the Lemont Refinery’s extensive efforts to comply with the
Board’s TDS standard in the CSSC. These compliance efforts were occasioned by the refinery
installing a Wet Gas Scrubber in order to meet the terms of a Consent Decree that the Refinery
had entered with U.S.EPA, the State of Illinois and other states, with respect to air emissions.
Had there not already been an exceedance of TDS in the CSSC, which is due to upstream sources
(occasioned by snow melt run-off), the increased sulfates from the Wet Gas Scrubber would not

have required a variance for IEPA permit issuance. IEPA recommended the Refinery pursue
variance relief which led to the issuance of three variances, PCB 05-85, PCB 08-33, and PCB
12-94. The sampling requirements of these variances resulted in a substantial amount of
information and data on the phenomenon of snow melt run-off and the elevated TDS and
chloride levels from snow melt from the upstream Chicago metropolitan area. Indeed, the
aforementioned variance proceedings have greatly informed the testimony and information that
the Lemont Refinery has provided in this proceeding and included in these Comments.
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The Lemont Refinery has actively participated in these rulemaking proceedings since
their inceptions.? At this time, the Board has adopted regulations for the recreational uses
(Subdocket A) and aquatic life uses (Subdocket C) which directly affect the appropriate water
quality standards to be adopted here. In Subdocket D the Lemont Refinery has provided the
Illinois Pollution Control Board (the “Board”) ample evidence, data and testimony to support its
position and recommendations that, at least with respect to the Chicago Sanitary and Ship Canal
downstream .of the Calumet-Sag Channel Confluence (the “Lower Ship Canal”): 1) a winter time
seasonal standard for chlorides should be adopted; 2) the use of Best Management Practices
(“BMPs”) should be allowed to allow dischargers to have a mixing zone in effluent dominated
waters which exceed the water quality standards; and 3) the proposed standards for mercury and
for certain derived criteria should be refined to meet the adopted non-recreational water use for

the Lower Ship Canal.

These comments addressvthe original proposal filed by IEPA, as well as the changes
proposed by the IEPA’s May 24, 2013 Motion to Amend. We respectfully submit that IEPA’s
proposals and its testimony in the record do not fulfill the Board’s obligation under Section 27 of
the Illinois Environmental Protection Act (the “Act™). 415 ILCS 5/27, 28 (2008); see Subdocket ‘
A 8/18/11 Board Opinion at 12 (“Pursuant to Section 27 of the Act,...when promulgatiﬂg arule,
the Board must take into account several matters including existing water quality and the
technical feasibility and economic reasonableness of reducing pollution.”). IEPA has failed to

present any information regarding technical feasibility and economic reasonableness with respect |

2 Witnesses testifying in this rulemaking on behalf of the Lemont Refinery included Jim Huff
(see pre-filed testimony and related documents as Exhibits 285, 317, 437, 438, 439- 493, 494,
and 495); Robin Garibay (see Exhibits 420, 421, 422, 423 and 424 and Public Comment 553);
Roger Klocek (Exhibit 491 and Public Comment 1395); Larry Tyler (Exhibit 492 and Public
Comment 1394) and Bruce Nelson (Exhibits 489 and 490). Exhibits 489 to 495 and Public
Comments 1394 and 1395 were submitted in Docket D.
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to its proposed changes. By contrast, the testimony and exhibits presented by the Lemont

. Refinery support each of the Refinery’s proposed modifications to IEPA’s proposal. With the
adjustments recommended herein, the Lemont Refinery would recommend, for Aquatic Life Use
(“ALU”) B waters, that the existing TDS standard be eliminated énd replaced with the proposed
sulfate standard and the winter-time chloride standard; we do not object to the 500 mg/L chloride

standard with respect to non-winter months.

IEPA’s proposed st@dmds are not regulations that have been adopted as a matter of
federal law and therefore the Board is not required to “pass-through” these proposed standards as
it would have to do with federal requirements. While IEPA has introduced federal guidance, that
guidance has not been adopted as a federal rule. (See 7/29/13 Hrg. Tr. at 54-55.)> Moreover, the
federal guidance is national and focused on the general goal of “fishable-swimmable streams”
not on water bodies which qualify for one or more of the six criteria for a use less than
“fishable/swimmable”. The Board correctly found that the Ship Canal should be a “Use B
Aquatic Use” because it met three of the factors justifying a different use. None of these federal
water quality criteria focused on an urbanized stream such as the CAWS and the Lower Ship
Canal, nor the documented differences from these water bodies as compared to the federal

criteria for “fishable-swimmable” streams. (Id. at 54-57.)

IEPA realized that some of the proposed water quality standards would not be attained by
current conditions in the UAA water bodies. But it still failed to submit testimony or address the
technical feasibility and economic reasonableness of the proposed standards. Indeed, IEPA
admitted that the proposed standards for dissolved oxygen, pH, chlorides and possibly mercury

would not be met under current conditions. (See 9/23/13 Hrg. Tr. at 28-29.) Notably, Scott

3 All references to transcripts and exhibits are to those in Docket D, except as expressly noted.
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Twait, IEPA’s only proffered witness for Docket D, acknowledged that the relevant information
on chlorides and mercury came from the testimony:of expert Jim Huff on behalf of the Lemont

Refinery. (/d. at 29.)

The Lemont Refinery has presented the Board with the necessary information to fulfill its
obli gations under Section 27 of the Act. With respectlto the proposed water quality standards,
chlorides, mercury, and the language of Subpart F, are all issues of concerh for the Lemont
Refinery. Accordingly, the Refinery submits that it has presented ample information and
evidence to the Board on these issues for the Board to accept the Refinery’s suggestions
regarding the proposed water quality standards as to thése issue. However the Refinery takes no

position on the other proposed water quality standards.

I. THE BOARD SHOULD ADOPT CHLORIDE WATER QUALITY STANDARDS
THAT ACCURATELY REFLECT THE CONDITIONS IN THE CSSC

In setting water quality standards, the Clean Water Act and the implementing regulations
require the uses of a water body be evaluated and considered. Then, and only then, are watér
quality standards to be set which are protective of those uses. The IEPA agrees with this
approach. 7/29/2013 Hrg, Tr at 81-82. The water quality standards that are ultimately adopted
for a water body should reflect the reality and designated uses of the water body. Here, the
Lemont Réﬁnery actively participated in the Board’s previous hearings regarding the “Uses” of
the Lower Ship Canal. Indeed, the Lemont Refinery agreed with and supported the “Non-
recreational” use designation that the Board selected- for the Lower Silip Canal because this use

designation reflects the reality of this water body. (See Subdocket A 8/18/2011 Board Opinion at
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13).* The video presented by the Lemont Refinery at the December 17, 2013 hearing in
Subdocket D, clearly displayed the industrial habitat of the Lower Ship Canal, and the “not
recreation friendly” Regulated Navigation Area and Black Safety Zone associated with the
electric fish barrier (where fish would be expected to be non-existent and where people could be
incapacitated and killed by the electric pulse if they fell into the water there). The Non-
recreational use is certainly the appropriate use designation for the Lower Ship Canal and
particularly the Regulated Navigation Area and Black Safety Zone. The Lower Ship Canal’s
industrial nature anci aquatic habitat should not be disregarded in setting the appropriate water

quality standards here.

The Lower Ship Canal, certainly at the point it passes the Lemont Refinery, is also an
effluent dominated stream. According to IEPA, this means that in conditions without storm
ﬂéws, up to IOO%Vof the flow past the Lemont Refinery’s water intake is from the wastewater
discharges of the Metropolitan Water Reclamation District “MWRDGC”). (7/29/2013 Hrg. Tr.
at 75-76.) The Lemont Refinery withdraws approximately 6.4 million gallons of water from the |
Lower Ship Canal daily for use in its processes and cooling. (Exhibit 492 11/22/13 Prefiled
Testimony of Larry Tyler at 3.) After proper treatment, the Lemont Refinery then discharges
that wastewater back ihto the Lower Ship Canal. As such, the Lemonf Refinery effluent is

highly vulnerable to what discharges are made by the upstream contributors.

* «“The Non-recreation use designation is adopted for: 1) Chicago Sanitary and Ship Canal from
its confluence with the Calumet-Sag Channel to its confluence with Des Plaines River; and 2)
Lower Des Plaines River from its confluence with Chicago Sanitary and Ship Canal to the
Brandon Road Lock and Dam.” While we are aware of Public Comment #1338 filed by
U.S.EPA on May 22, 2012, no further action has been proposed to be taken by the IEPA in
Docket A, or in any other proceeding to change that definition. Moreover, as we will show
below, as applied to the Regulated Navigation Area and the relevant issues for Subpart F, the
resulting water quality standard should be the same.
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While typically such vulnerability to upstream dischargers is during dry flow conditions,
in the case of the CSSC, the biggest problems documented to date have been due to higher flow
conditions and storm run-off in particular. Since 2006, the Lemont Refinery has taken scores of
Total Dissolved Solids (“TDS”) and chloride samples of its intake and it is evident that during
snow melt conditions, the Lower Ship Canal regularly exceeds the existing 1,500 mg/L TDS
standard and the proposed 500 mg/L chloride standard. (See, Exhibit 493; 11/22/13 Prefiled
Testimony of Jim Huff at 2-3 and 5, and Attachment 2 thereto.) In his prefiled testimony Mr.
Huff noted that based on eight yéars of data, the summer time chlorides are consistently well
below 500 mg/L, whereas winter chloride levels are as high as 1,099 mg/L have been recorded at

the Lemont Refinery’s intake. (/d. at 5.)

Chloride concentrations above IEPA’s proposed 500 mg/L standard® occur nearly every
winter. (Id. at 6; Attachment 2.) Some of the highest chloride levels have been recorded during
this winter season (perhaps not surprising given the record cold and record number of snow-falls
in the Cook County region this past winter). Attachment I to this Comment is a table
summarizing the chloride levels from this past winter in the water intake for the Lemont
Refinery. The effect of various severe winter storms are evident in the surges of elevated
chloride levels. As such, the de-icing practices of an intense population center like Chicago and

suburban Cook County (which is upstream of the Lemont Refinery and growing in population)

> It is the Lemont Refinery’s understanding that IEPA is putting forth 500 mg/L as the proposed
water quality standard for chlorides. However, testimony from IEPA’s witness Scott Twait
suggests a lack of clarity with respect to this number and, as fully explained below, this figure is
entirely unsupported. (See 7/29/2013 Hrg. Tr. at 116 (“The Agency [IEPA] originally proposed
the general use water quality standard of 500 milligrams per liter. USEPA indicated to us that
that wasn’t acceptable. We couldn’t justify it, and we considered adopting the national criteria
document with adjustments or the [owa water quality standard with adjustments. However,
before we filed with the Board, they indicated that neither of those were going to be completely
approvable, and so we just stuck with general use.”)
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coupled with an effluent dominated stream like the Lower Ship Canal make achieving a 500
mg/L chloride standard not practicable or reaiistic. The Lemont Refinery therefore urges the
Board to take these very real variables and statistics into account when setting water quality
standards for the Lower Ship Canal and CSSC and to adopt the Refinery’s revisions to I[EPA’s

propoéed 500 mg/L standard.

A. THE BOARD SHOULD ADOPT A BMP OFFSET APPROACH FOR
DISCHARGERS THAT WITHDRAW SUBSTANTIAL VOLUMES OF WATER
FROM AN EFFLUENT DOMINATED STREAM AND ALSO DISCHARGE
BACK INTO THAT SAME STREAM

Under the Clean Water Act, when a water body exceeds the applicable WQS, the state
must prepare a study called a TMDL “Total Maximum Daily Load.” As explained by Mr. Huff,

~ the TMDL process is very long and there is a substantial backlog in Illinois:

“there are over 2,000 listed impairments in the 2014 303(d) list,
with approximately 500 stream reaches. There are only 79
impairments on the 2014-2016 schedule for TMDL development.
Only three TMDLs were finalized in the last two year cycle. None
of those on the list for the next two years deal with the waters
involved in this UAA process and only one planned TMDL
(Drowning Fork) is directed at chloride impairment. While the
Ship Canal and other CAWS waters are on the 303(d) list and a
couple are listed for TDS impairment, all are listed as ‘low
priority.” I would therefore expect that if the Board adopts the
chloride and mercury water quality standard as proposed by the
Illinois EPA, a TMDL would not be completed for years.” (Ex.
493. 11/22/13 Prefiled Huff Testimony at 3-4; see also 12/17/13
Hrg. Tr. at 128.)

Significantly, while a TMDL process is underway, IEPA imposes the WQS as permit
effluent conditions. (Ex. 493, 11/22/13 Prefiled Huff Testimony at 4.) Accordingly, and based
on the mixing zone rule, the Lemont Refinery expects that IEPA would begin to impose an

effluent limit equal to the water quality standard, even where, as in the case of the Refinery, the
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discharger is a very minor source of pollutants and upstream dischargers are causing the

exceedance of the water quality standard.

Furthermore, as the Board is well aware, if a water quality standard is violated,
dischargers cannot receive a mixing zone for their discharge without receiving a Variaﬁce from
the Board. The Lemont Refinery has demonstrated to the Board (and the IEPA has
recommended) that an arbitrary and unreasonable hardship exists to meet the TDS and chloride
water quality standards when upstream sources into the Ship Canal carry snow melt with
significant chloride levels. We further commend to the Board to Mr. Huff’s summary of the
difficulties encountered by the Refinery regarding the United States Environmental Protection

Agency’s (“USEPA”) review of the recent variance granted to the réﬁnery by the Board.

“USEPA formally objected to the Lemont Refinery’s draft NPDES
permit in March, 2013. USEPA has stated that all variances
involving water quality standards must be approved by the USEPA
and must comply with 40CFR131.10(g). The criteria in
40CFR131.10(g) are the same criteria which are being applied to
the UAA proceedings. Given that the Agency [IEPA] already
determined in this rulemaking that it thought the Ship Canal
qualified for not just one, but for three of the factors under
131.10(g), the USEPA objection came as a surprise to the Lemont
Refinery. There seems to be a new set of issues that must be kept
in mind in adopting water quality standards. In this proceeding,
Docket D, the Board is to set the water quality standards that
reflect the uses... As I have learned from both the Lemont
Refinery work I have done and for other dischargers, on a site
specific basis, such as in a variance under Illinois law, it can be
very difficult to satisfy those conditions of 40 CFR 131.10(g)
under USEPA’s interpretation.

(Id. at 2-3.) The experience of the Lemont Refinery demonstrates that imposing a water quality
standard at the point of discharge into the Ship Canal during snow melt conditions creates an
unjustified expense, with no environmental benefit. (See, the Opinions and Orders in PCB 05-

85, PCB 08-33, and PCB 12-94, which are incorporated by reference herein.)
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The Lemont Refinery therefore proposes a direct and simple solution to this burdensome
permitﬁng and variance process -- which is to allow dischargers to use, in the permitting process,
a Best Management Practices (BMP) approach to offset their discharge to the extent it would
cause or contribute to a water quality standard violation and, if they do so, to be eligible to have
a mixing zone for that parameter. The Lemont Refinery submitted this approach in the context:
of an amendment to the mixing zone rule, but it could also be applied in other “compliance

demonstration” contexts through the permitting process:.

Regulatory rationale: Effluent dominated and Use B waters are controlled by the
Metropolitan Water Reclamation District’s effluent and upstream point and non-point
sources, including snowmelt run-off and sediment re-suspension.

Propose to add a new subsection (j) to 302.102:

“(1) Notwithstanding the provisions of 302.102(b)(9), a mixing zone shall be allowed if
the following are demonstrated:

/
(1) The exceedance of the water quality standard is in a water body which is a
“Use B” water body: and

(2) The discharger uses an intake from that water body for supply of at least 50%
of its process water (including for cooling use) on an annual basis: and

(3) The chemical for which the water quality standard is exceeded in the water
intake referred to in (2) above, or the water body is listed as impaired for that
chemical; and ‘

(4) Until a total maximum daily load (“TMDL”) allocation is effective, the
discharger employs Best Management Practices for the pollutant of concern
during the times that the exceedance of the applicable water quality standard
occurs; and

(5) Either of the following is demonstrated by the Best Management Practices
Plan:

(i) the BMP plan has as its objective to reduce the amount of the discharge
of the pollutant of concern by the amount by which the discharger would
exceed the allowable discharge during the exceedances in the receiving
stream; or
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(i1) Compliance is determined by comparing the predicted concentration at
the edge of the mixing zone as within the precision of the test method for
the subject pollutant.”

(Public Comment #1394)

While the BMP approach is framed in the context of the mixing rule and as an exception
to the mixing rule, the substantive elements could be used for a compliance plan. The essential
feature of the BMP approach is that it alleviates the notion that water quality standards must
always be imposed in an “end-of-pipe” context. The BMP approach allows a discharger
(whether industrial or municipalj, subject to NPDES permit or other storm water permitting
requirements, to elect to follow the BMP rather than be stuck in a seemingly never ending

variance process while waiting for a TMDL.

In particular, such an approach would address the issues faced by dischargers, such as
those who have an intake on the Lower Ship Canal, an effluent dominated stream segment, when
the intake levels are already above the applicable water quality standard. As explained by Mr.
Huff, with respect to chlorides, “the goal of the BMP would be to reduce chlorides discharged
from point sources by the equivalent of the chloride contribution over 500 mg/L, whenever the
Ship Canal is over 500 mg/L. Such a program could remain in place until a TMDL study was
completed and the adoption of numeric water quality standards. The net result would be that
such a commitment would be esSentially offsetting a discharger’s contribution to Watér quality
exceedances, and therefore would be eligible for a mixing zone for chlorides because it would no
longer be causing or contributing to water quality exceedances.” (Exhibit 493, 11/22/13 Prefiled

Huff Testimony at 12-13.) Explaining the principles further, Mr. Huff noted that:

“There are opportunities, through the same technologies available
to highway departments, including anti-icing, pre-wetting,
calibration, training, better weather data, and learning from each
storm event to reduce its salt usage by over 119 tons per year as

10
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chlorides, or 196 tons as sodium chloride. The Lemont Refinery is
proceeding with implementing these steps with the expectation it
can more than offset the 119 tons per year of chlorides it
contributes during the periods when the Ship Canal is above 500
mg/L. As with any new technologies and the concern over safety,
it will take several winter seasons to achieve these goals and the
BMPs will be adjusted as lessons are learned. The BMP plan, as
currently contemplated, would measure chloride usage on a five-
year running average so that variations in snow fall would be
balanced out.” (/d. at 13.)

During the December 17, 2013 hearing the Board asked how this proposal might be
implemented and if it could be done through the existing NPDES regulations. (12/17/13 Hrg. Tr.
at 185-86.) As stated by Mr. Huff, the Lemont Refinery believes that the regulations to
implement a BMP approach already exists. Stormwater permitting requirements were included
in the 1987 Clean Water Act amendments and appear in 40 CFR 122. As an authorized NPDES
permitting agency, IEPA has the authority to issue these stormwater permits, known as “MS4
permits”. (See, e.g., Attachment II, General Permit No. ILR 40.) The Special Conditions, Part
I11, are squarely applicable. Paragraph III. A states, “Your discharges, alone or in combination
with other sources, shall not cause or contribute to a violation of any applicable water quality
standard outlined in 35 Il Adm Code 302.” Paragraph III. B goes on to provide that in such a
case, “different limitations and/or requirements” may be imposed. Part IV includes “Storm
Water Management Programs” which must have a storm water management program “designed
to reduce the discharge of pollutants from your.... sewer system to the maximum extent
practicable...to protect water quality and to satisfy the appropriate water quality requirements of
the Illinois Pollution Control Board Rules and Regulations....” This is a clear framework that
IEPA could use to implement the BMP. approach included in the Lemont Refinery’s proposed
regulatory amendment. It is instructive that paragraphs III. A and B precede the paragraph by

which TMDLs would be implemented. This indicates that the BMP approach can be interpreted

11
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as an interim step to a TMDL. Moreover, IEPA also includes similar stormwater permitting
requirements in industrial and municipal NPDES permits. We would presume that nearly all of
the major sources of stormwater run-off into the CAWS are subject to this permitting regime and
that the BMP: approach could be implemented without new regulations beyond this docket. (The
Board could broaden the applicability of the BMP requirement proposed by eliminating the

requirement that the discharger use an intake from the impaired water body)

Importantly, the key to the BMP approach is that it would allow a discharger subject to a
permit to have a mixing zone in feturn for a BMP-offset condition. By essentially offsetting the
amount of an excess discharge, the direct discharger is not causing or contributing to a water
quality violation and hence would not be subject to the “no mixing zone” rule of Section
302.102(b)(9). And the BMP requirement could be implemented on other sources who perhaps
have not previously been concerﬁed with the mixing zone rule, notwithstanding the requirement

of paragraphs IIIA and B quoted above and in Attachment II.

B. THE BOARD SHOULD ADOPT AN ALTERNATIVE CHLORIDE
STANDARD FOR WINTER MONTHS

As discussed above, chloride cdncentrations above IEPA’s proposed 500 mg/L standard
occur nearly every winter due to the de-icing practices in and around Chicago and suburban
Cook County, the dense population center upstream of the Lemont Refinery. As such, achieving
the proposed 500 mg/L chloride standard during winter months is simply not practicable or
realistic. To address this issue, the Lemont Refinery proposes that the Board adopt a winter

chloride Standard.

As noted above, pursuant to the Clean Water Act, first the uses of a water body are

evaluated and considered and then water quality standards that are protective of those uses are

- 12
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set. The Board has followed this process in these proceedings and the IEPA does not dispute this
approach. Accordingly, the Board’s decisions with respect to ALU B waters forms the basis for
considering the appropriate water quality standards for the aquatic life that are present in the
Lower Ship Canal. (See Subdocket C 2/6/14 Board Opinion at 1 (“The Board adopts as ALU B
‘waters the Chicago Sanitary and Ship Canal and Brandon Pool.”).) The Board concluded that
“CAWS and Brandon Pool ALU B waters are capable of protecting aquatic life populations
predominated by individuals of tolerant types.such as common carp, golden shiner, bluntnose
minnow, yellow bullhead, and green sunfish...The Board adopts as ALU B waters the Chicago

Sanitary and Ship Canal and Brandon Pool.” (/d. at 16.)

The Lemont Refinery participated in Subdocket C and made several substantive
suggestions and provided testimony focusing on the aquatic life in the Lower Ship Canal. The
Refinery’s experts at Huff and Huff also examined the actual fish sampling collected in the
CSSC over many years, collected benthic organisms from the vicinity of the Lemont Refinery in
the Lower Ship Canal (excluding the Regulated Navigation Area and Black Safety Zone per
Coast Guard Regulatioris) and plankton in the same locations. As aresult, a very precise

assessment of the aquatic life in the vicinity of the Lemont Refinery was collected.

Following the Board’s definitions of ALU B and using USEPA’s approved procedure,
based on the specific data from the CSSC Huff and Huff calculated a chloride level, for both
acute and chronic conditions, that would be protective of the designated species during winter

months. Those levels are as follows:

e As calculated values: 624 mg/L for chronic value and 991 mg/L for acute value;

e For regulatory purposes: 620 mg/L for chronic value and 990 mg/L for acute value.

13
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These levels reflect the available toxicity information, with appropriate adjustments for those
species that are present and those that are absent. (See, Exhibit 491, Prefiled Testimony of Roger
Klocek at 7-10.) Twenty-three (23) of the twenty-nine (29) species on the lowa list were
included and those excluded would not be expected to be present in the CSSC. (/d.) In
particular, “Ceriodaphnia was not retained because it is not present during the winter season and
has only been observed once during the month of July in the CSSC in 1978.” (Id. at 9.)
“Sphaerium was not retained because it is not present in the CSSC. However, Musculium a
closely related genus of fingernail claim was added to the dataset because it is present in the
CSSC and has been recorded from the Lockport sample site several times during the last nine
years.” (Id.) Further details on this topic were provided to the Board and participants in a public

comment filed by the Lemont Refiner on January 22, 2014. (See Public Comment #1395.)

This evidence demonstrates that, during the winter months, levels below 990 mg/L
chlorides would not be acutely toxic and levels below 624 mg/L chlorides would not exhibit
chronic toxicity to the species in the Lower Ship Canal, and pafticularly in the vicinity of the
Regulated Navigation Barrier or the Black Safety Zone.® Accordingly, the Lemont Refinery
urges the Board adopt chloride limits of 990 mg/L acute and 624 mg/L chronic as a seasonal

(from December 1 through March 31) chloride water quality standards for Use B Waters.

C. THE PROPOSED 500 mg/L. STANDARD FOR USE B WATERS IS
UNSUPPORTED BY THE RECORD

The IEPA’s proposed 500 mg/L standard for chlorides is unsupported. Indeed, this
proposed number lacks any foundation in exhibits or testimony other than what is found in the

IEPA’s original statement of reasons. IEPA has failed to provide any substantive response to the

8 Several other states have adopted a chloride standard above 500 mg/L. (See Exhibit 488,
11/22/13 Prefiled Testimony of Lial F. Tischler at Exhibit D.)

14
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contrary evidence that is discussed above and that appears in the record. Also notably absent
from IEPA’s proposal is any discussion focused on the general presence of chlorides in Illinois’
waters. This lack of connection between proposed standard and the situation in Illinois is not
only problematic but is also difficult to ﬁnderstand given the abundance of information on this

topic that has been produced by the Illinois State Water Survey (“ISWS”).

In 2012, the ISWS published a report entitled The Sources, Distribution, and Trends of
chloride in the Waters of lllinois. (Exhibit 493 11/22/13 Prefiled Huff Testimony Attachment 3

(selected pages).) The highlights are instructive:

Source Chlorides, Tons/yr
Treated Wastewater

MWRDGC 192,000
" Remainder of State 138,000
Road Salt 518,000
Water Conditioning Salt 148,000
Fertilizer (KCl) 410,000
Lake Michigan Withdrawals 37,000
Groundwater withdrawals Aggregate 31,000

a/ Report presents »data in metric tons of chlorides, converted to short tons

(Id. at 7.) See also Ex. 494. The report found that highway de-icing salts are the largest single
source of chlorides being introduced in the environment in Illinois and particularly in the CAWS.
This road salt, not surprisingly, is in the Chicago area and upstream of th¢ Lemont Refinery.
Literally, hundreds of thousands of tons of chlorides per year are discharged into the CSSC

upstream of the Lemont Reﬁnery;

IEPA admittedly proposed the 500 mg/L standard because the same standard was already
in place for general use waters. (See 7/29/13 Hr. Tr. at 116.) IEPA also admitted that it
considered but did not propose the chloride standard recently adopted by the State of lowa. (Id.)

Interestingly, USEPA at one point approved of the lowa chloride standard and other states have
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expressed interest in it. However, USEPA now is apparently having second thoughts because it
told IEPA that it could not approve the Iowa standard if it were adopted by Illinois. (/d.) This
agency interplay, however, should not and cannot serve as the basis for simply defaulting to the‘
existing general use standard without any appropriate analysis. The lack of rationale and
justification for the IEPA’s proposed standard is simply unacceptable. While IEPA has looked
to USEPA for guidance, USEPA can not be the basis for the proposed standard when the reality
is that USEPA has not adopted any chloride water quality standard at all. (Id. at 54-55.) | |
Ultimately, as explained by Mr. Twait, at this point USEPA only offers a “criteria” to states.

(Jd)

Moreover, it appears that the chloride criteria is in a state of flux. (/d. p 54.) Also
troublesome is the fact that USEPA has not dealt with a urban, channelized stream such as the
CSSC, particularly the Lower Ship Canal, where three of its UAA factors for justifying an
exception to the “fishable-swimmable” goal of the Clean Water Act are squarely met as was
demonstrated By the record in Subdocket C. (See Subdocket C 3/5/12 Final Comments of Citgo
at 14-22.) Significantly, Mr. Twait also testified that the USEPA “criteria” did not take into

account habitat. (7/29/13 Hrg. Tr. at 65.)

Furthermore, there is no evidence that, with respect to the proposed chloride standard,
IEPA made any effort to remove non-representative épecies before assessing the appropriate
toxicity value. While IEPA claimed that the “safe” Vaiue might become unrealistically low if too’
many species were removed, it did not produce any evidence of any such calculations. Indeed,
IEPA could not and did not produce a single memorandum in which it made any such analysis.
(Id. at 57-58.) And as demonstrated by the analysis and proposal produced by Mr. Klocek,

which was discussed above, the notion of an unrealistically low “safe” value is supported by his
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analysis for winter chloride standards in Use B waters. (Exhibit 491, Prefiled Testimony of
Roger Klocek at 7-10.) IEPA did not challenge Mr. Klocek’s study, calculations, or the species

that he relied upon.

IEPA has not justified its proposed 500mg/L chloride standard and perhaps its request for
yet another docket is a telling sign that IEPA would agree that it has not justified this standard.
Nevertheless, the Lemont Refinery’s proposed winter-time chloride standard is clearly supported

by data and the record and should be adopted.

D. THE BMP APPROACH AND THE ALTERNATIVE CHLORIDE
STANDARD FOR WINTER MONTHS ARE TECHNICALLY FEASIBLE AND
ECONOMICALLY REASONABLE '

As discussed above, pursuant to Section 27 of the Act the Board is required to consider
the technical feasibility and economic reasonableness of the proposed water quality standards.
And as demonstrated herein, [EPA has not met this burden and has generally failed to address
these issues. IEPA has limited its testimony to the USEPA criteria documents for protection of
aquatic species and presented testimony without regard to the particular uses for a stream
segment. (See 7/29/13 Hr. Tr. at 116-120.) IEPA also did not present any evidence with respect
to the technical feasibility and economic reasonableness of the proposed standard when upstream

sources of chlorides cause a discharger to lose the ability to have a mixing zone.

The Lemont Refinery will be adversely impacted by IEPA’s proposed chloride and
mercury water quality standards. Notably, fthe Lemont Réﬁnery is a minute contributor to the
chloride loadings in the CSSC. The Refinery contributes less than 0.2% of the chloride loadings
in the CSSC during snow melt events. (Exhibit 493, 11/22/13 Prefiled Huff Testimony at 8.)
Yet the cost to remove chlorides from the discharge during these events is extremely llarge and

wholly disproportionate to any benefits. Indeed, the costs to the Refinery are tremendous and
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this accounts for only a fraction of the economic impact that the proposed water quality

standards will have.

First, it is assumed that if the Board adopts the proposed chloride standard, IEPA would
then issue an NPDES permit that imposed a 500 mg/L chloride water quality limit only when the
CSSC is above 500 mg/L chlorides. In such a scenario the Lemont Refinery would then have
three options. First, to install reverse osmosis on the high chloride wastewater streams with a
multi-effect evaporator on the reverse osmosis reject stream. The second option is to hold the
two streams that contribute chlorides, which are the crude unit desalter and the zeolite
regeneration stream. The capital cost for pretreatment followed by reverse osmosis and
evaporation of the reject stream from the reverse osmosis units for these two streams is estimated
at $42 million. “Despite such significant capital expenditure, neither of these options would
resolve to issue 100% because chlorides from other incidental sources would still affect the

Refinery’s effluent, making compliance with the 500 mg/L effluent limit unachievable.” Id.

The third alternative option would be to literally store the entire effluent until there is
sufficient assimilative capacity in the CSSC to discharge. However, the Refinery knows from its
monitoring practices that three weeks retention would be required in this case. Holding 5.79
millién gallons per day for 21 days would require a holding capacity for 122 million gallons of
water. There is simply no room for such a retention basin at the Refinery. The closest
conceivable area would be south of the Refinery, necessitating the construction of pump station
and force main, plus the permitting éf a new outfall. Assuming a 20 ft. depth, the pond would
occupy approximately 19 acres, plus road and fence. The construction costs for such a basin are
estimated at $21 million, plus substantial land acquisition costs, not to mention ongoing

operating costs. Additionally, given the need for rock excavation, land purchase, and the process
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associated with securing appropriate easements, this project would take a minimum of five years
to complete. Most importantly, this $21 million expenditure would not remove any chlorides
from the CSSC; rather it would only retard any contribution from the Lemont Refinery during

periods when the chlorides are above 500 mg/L.

The Board then should adopt the aforementioned BMP approach and alternative chloride
standard for winter months. This could either be a final result or it could be structured as an
interim measure, assuming the Board adopts a chloride staﬁdard which cannot be met which
would, in time, lead to a TMDL study. There is no reason to prolong the number of years that
the Lemont Refinery has been seeking variances from the Board: we have proposed an
appropriate and protective seasonal wéter quality standard as well as an interim set of measures

to reduce further the snow melt loading of chlorides.

II. THE PROPOSED MERCURY STANDARD SHOULD BE MODIFIED FROM THE
LANGUAGE PROPOSED.

IEPA’s proposal with respect to the mercury standards for the CSSC, an ALU B water,
again fails to provide any justification or supporting evidence with respect to technical
feasibility or ecoanic reasonableness. Nor is there any evidence in the record as to how the
Human Health Standard of 12 nanograms per liter protects aquatic life, or even human health

with respect to dischargers into the CAWS, including the CSSC.

A. ATMOSPHERIC DEPOSITION OF MERCURY IS THE SOURCE OF
NEARLY ALL OF THE MERCURY LOADING TO ILLINOIS’ WATERS

Lial Tischler, an expert on behalf of Exxon Mobil, testified at the December 17, 2013
hearing that impairment of surface waters by point source dischargers is almost non-existent.
(12/17/13 Hr. Tr.'at 105.) The Savannah River mercury TMDL found that 99 percent of the river

loading was due to atmospheric deposition of mercury. (Exhibit 488, 11/22/13 Prefiled
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Testimony éf Lial Tischler at 23.) With few exceptions, states and USEPA have consistently
documented that impairment of water quality by mercury is caused by atmospheric deposition
and not by point sources; (Id.) A 2001 publication by USEPA demonstrated that only control of
the atmospheric deposition of mercury would reduce fish tissue concentrations of mercury to
acceptable levels in the vast majority of U.S. watersheds. (/d.) IEPA’s own water bureau chief,
Marcia Willhite, testified to a similar conclusion before the Board in R06-25. See Testimony of
Marcia Willhite, In the matter of: Proposed New 35 Ill. Adm.Code 225 Control of Emissions from
Large Combustion sources (Mercury), R06-25 at 3 (April 27, 2006). “It was determined that the
total of all wastewater dischargers to receiving streams and rivers in I1linois provide an average
annual loading of 45 pounds of mercury per year. This, iﬁ compafison, was only 0.64% of the
total annual emissions (2002) of mercury (7022 pounds per year) from coal-fired power plants in
Mlinois.” Id. Thus, even if point source dischargers all achieved the applicable mercury water
quality criteria at the “end of pipe” on a water body that is impaired by mercury, they would still

have no measureable effect on the extent of the impairment.

B. ELEVATED LEVELS OF MERCURY SAMPLED IN THE CSSC ARE
DUE TO RESUSPENSION OF SEDIMENTS FROM HIGHER FLOW
CONDITIONS

Based on the sampling conducted upstream of the Refinery’s discharge in 2008 and 2011,
while the dissolved mercury levels were low, the total mercury averaged 9.59 ng/L. (Exhibit 493,
11/22/13 Prefiled Huff Testimony at 4 and Attachment 1 thereto.) In four of the twenty sample
dates (20% of the time) the flow was above the harmonic mean and the total mercury exceeded
12 ng/L. (Id.) Additionally, four of the six samples collected during periods of flows above the
harmonic mean exceeded the 12 ng/L proposed standard. (d) “In other words, 67% of the time

of high flows, there was an exceedance of the proposed standard. The exceedances are likely
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caused by re-suspension of sediment during higher flow periods.” (Id.) Based on the proposed
rule 302.407 (c) and (e), these events would be a violation of the proposed mercury water quality
standard. The Lemont Refinery perceives this to mean that even though a discharger, like the
Refinery, would have hothing to do with stream flows ébove the harmonic mean nor with the re-
suspension of contaminafed sediments, because the water quality upstream of the Lemont
Refinery exceeds the proposed water quality standard, the Refinery would not be allowed a
mixihg zone for mercury. In sum, for the ALU B waters, the imposition of the 12 ng/L standard
during period when the flow is above the harmonic mean makes no sense technically because to

achieve this standard during higher flow periods requires dredging of the CSSC. (/d. at 14.)

C. THE COSTS FOR POINT SOURCE CONTROL OF MERCURY ARE
SUBSTANTIAL AND WOULD PRODUCE NO MEANINGFUL BENEFIT

As Mr. Huff has testified:

“Most of the mercury in the Lemont Refinery’s effluent is present
in particulate form. This is consistent with what other refineries

“have reported. The mercury particulates tend to be extremely fine
in particle size. Phillips 66 pilot tested a granular media filtration
system, and estimated that such a system could be installed for an
estimated cost of $18.5 million, excluding management of the
backwash stream that would contain elevated mercury.
Management of this backwash stream is a significant engineering
issue and cost. Argonne and Purdue University have been working
on mercury technologies on behalf of the BP Whiting Refinery.
These researchers have found mercury accumulating within the
sand filters while adding a chemical agent to improve mercury
removal. This accumulation is a concern because it is not known
at this time whether the mercury will ultimately pass through the
filter (at very high concentrations) when conditions change in the
incoming water. Argonne/Purdue estimated a cost for a full-scale
ultrafiltration system at between $39 and $147 million dollars for a
40 million gallon per day system. Similar to the Phillips 66 pilot
work, these researchers have not worked out the treatment process
for the reject stream from the ultrafiltration system or the
backwash from the filters. (Exhibit 493, 11/22/13 Prefiled Huff
Testimony at 10.)
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Thus, for the Lemont Refinery to meet a 12 ng/L limit mercury limit when the influent
already averages 9.59 ng/L would necessitate treating the Design Average Flow (5.79 mgd), and
bypassing higher flows and such cost range from $13 to $47 million dollars. (/d.) This
expenditure would effectively reduce the net mercury contribution from the Lemont Refinery
from 0.075 pounds per year to no net contribution. (Id. at 11.) As demonstrated above, this is an

infinitesimal share of the mercury in Illinois” waters.

Moreover, IEPA has not presented any information about the amount of mercury coming
from point sources or compared to airborne sources into the CAWS. However, a key source of
mercury in the CSSC is the re-suspension of sediments during high flow conditions. (/d. at 5.)
These deposits of mercury occurred long ago and are not something that a current discharger,
such as the Lemont Refinery, can control; nor is this anything that the Refinery could have
contributed to as demonstrated by the sampling that was conducted upstream of the Refinery’s

intake. (Id.)

It is important to note that the proposed standard for mercury assumes fish consumption
by humans and would already be violated due to the existing sediment contamination. However,
IEPA has failed to make a causal connection between this standard and the reality of the
environment in the Lower Ship Canal. IEPA has the TMDL process by which the sources of
mercury would be inventoried and a waste load allocation derived. This might also provide the
costs and funding sources to address pre-existing conditions such as mercury in sediments in the

CAWS.

The Board should take into account that fishing is not a known, or, for the most part,
even possible, activity in the Lower Ship Canal. This is particularly the case in the vicinity of

the Regulated Navigation Area, as demonstrated by the Refinery’s video and testimony of Bruce
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Nelson shown in Subdocket D. (See Exhibits 489 and 490,11/22/13 Prefiled Testimony of Bmce
Nelson and accompanying video.) In sum, fishing is simply not a realistic activity in this area,
nor would it be a fruitful one for that matter based on the present configuration and aquatic life.
Therefore, any concern centered around fishing activity is based on pure speculation and
unsupported by any information in this record. The Board has already decided that the Lower
Ship Canal, and the Des Plaines River down to the Brandon Road Lock and Dam is a “Non-
recreation” water body. The Board defined such waters as a “water body where the physical
conditions or hydrologic modifications preclude primary contact, iﬁcidental contact and non-
contact recreation.” See 301.324 (b). Therefore, we urge the Board not to include the Human
Health Standard for mercury with respect to ALU B waters, or at least those ALU B waters that

have a use designation of “Non-recreation”.”

D. THE BOARD SHOULD CONSIDER MODIFYING THE LANGUAGE
PROPOSED BY THE AGENCY

In the alternative, if the Board does adopt the Human Health Standard for mercury, the
Lemont Refinery urges the following revisions to the language of IEPA’s proposed subsection

302.407 (c):

“The human health standard (HHS) for the chemical constituents
listed in subsection (f) shall not be exceeded when the stream-flow

ner-shall-an-annual average of the stream flow, based on at least
eight samples, collected in a manner representative of the sampling
period, exceed the HHS except as provided in subsection (d).

The principal problem with the language as proposed by IEPA is that it unduly weights
high flow conditions, which, in the case of the CSSC is likely affected by storm conditions and

resuspension of sediments. The Refinery’s proposed revision cures this issue.

7 As noted in the following section, the same conclusion is evident when one considers the facts
of the Regulated Navigation Area or the alternative classification of Secondary Contact.
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III. THE BOARD SHOULD NOT ADOPT THE HUMAN HEALTH CRITERIA
REGULATIONS AS PROPOSED AND MAKE CERTAIN CLARIFICATIONS TO
AVOID CONFUSION WITH RESPECT TO THE APPLICATION OF SUBPART F

There are two categories of clarifications which the Board should make with respect to
the IEPA_’-s approach to Subpart F. First, as applied to the Lower Ship Canal and the Lower Des
Plaines River from the Lockport Lock and Dam to the Brandon Road Lock and Dam, the
references to human health criteria in 302.642 through 302.658 are confusing and contrary to the
“Use” designations just established by the Board in Docket A. Second, if the Board chooses to
add to the list of toxic substances as proposed by the IEPA, the Lemont Refinery urges the Board
make clear that the species to bé assessed should be the resident species. Otherwise, the meaning

of ALU B will be lost in applying the “derived from criteria” under Subpart F.

As the Board stated, “[pJursuant to Section 27 of the Act,...when promulgating a rule, the
Board must take into account several matters including existing water quality and the technical
feasibility and economic reasonableness of reducing pollution.” (Subdocket A 8/18/11 Board
Opinion at 12.) IEPA has not presented any information on these factors with respect to the
application of Subpart F. With respect to the CSSC and other ALU B waters, these water bodies
clearly have differentiating conditions, with extensive man-made influences and effluent
dominated streams, which are not typical of any other waters in the State of Illinois. IEPA
simplistically attempts delete the phrase “General Use” in Subpart F and thus bring in all of
Subpart F into application for ALU B waters. The Lem-ont Refinery disagrees with this approach
for all of the reasons set forth herein, as well as the record in Subdocket D, and urge the Board

not to adopts IEPA’s proposed language.

The lack of foundation for IEPA’s proposal is even more stark when the fact that

significant portions of Subpart F are focused on human health issues is taken into consideration.
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The Human Health Criterion under 302.642 is intended to protect humans “from adverse effects
resulting from incidental exposure to, or ingestion of, surface water... and from ingestion of
aquatic organisms taken from surface water...” This same language is in 302.651 with respect to
the Human Nonthreshold Criterion. Other sections in this sequence from Subpart F (from
302.642 through 302.657) are all focused on the effects on human health of exposure or
ingestion Qf the surface water. But as explained above, the Lower Ship Canal and the Lower Des
Plaines River down to the Brandon Road Lock and Dam, are designated as “Non-recreation;’
waters. “Non-recreation” waters are déﬁned as a “water body where the physical conditions or
hydrologic modifications preclude primary contact, incidental.contact and non-contact
recreation.” See 301.324 (b). Thus, any “Non-recreation” water, such as the Lower Ship Canal,
is by definition not the kind of water body for which the human health criteria and regulatory
terms would apply and Subpart F should not apply to such “Non-recreational” water bodies.®
Therefore, the Subpart F human health criteria should not apply to these Non-Recreational

Waters.

The “non-recreational” status of the Regulated Navigation Area éhould be obvious.
Boating and incidental contact activities are strictly regulated, in order to keep people safe from
the injury or death should they fall into or be swept into the Black Safety Zone. The IEPA
admitted that it did not know of any fishing that would occur in the Regulated Navigation Zone
upstream of the barrier. 7/29/2013 Hrg Tr. at 81. None would occur in the Black Safety Zone.
Id. And the evidence here is clear that along the Regulated Navigation Zone, there is no means

for public access into the Lower Ship Canal. See Exhibits 489 and 490. Therefore, even if the

8 Indeed, the same could be said for “Non-Contact Recreation” waters: “water use in which
human contact with the water is unlikely, such as pass through commercial or recreational
navigation, and where physical conditions ore hydrologic modifications make direct human
contact unlikely or dangerous.” 301.324(a)
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IEPA or the Board decides to change the Recreational Use designation of the Lower Ship Canal,

the result is the same with respect the Regulated Navigation Zone.’

With respect to the application of Subpart F to aquatic life, Mr. Twait’s testimony that in
applying Subpart F, the IEPA would consider the resident fish species, served as a helpful

clarification. (See 9/23/13 Hrg. Tr. at 26-27.)

“yes, the Agency would look at typically what is in the water first.

That’s where we get our site specific nature of those rules....we

would try to use resident or indigenous species. If a resident or

indigenous species wasn’t available, then we would look for a i
species that is similar, same genus, same family and same

tolerance we could.”

For ALU B those would, by definition, be tolerant species. At a minimum, if IEPA’s language
in Subpart F is adopted as to aquatic life, a reference to the IEPA’s testimony with respect to the
intent of proposed amendment to sectioﬁs 302.410 and 302.601 should be included. Thus, if the
Board concludes that the Section 27 requirements have been satisfied with respect to Subpart F,
the Lemont Refinery urges the Board to either not strike through the reference to “General Use” |
in 302.601 or to add the phrase “except for Non-Recreational Waters” in place of the strike-

through for “General Use”.

Conclusion

The Lemont Refinery urges the Board to adopt the revisions to the proposed water quality |

standards for Use B waters as stated above.

? Until the Agency makes some effort to modify the Docket A definitions as applicable to the
Lower Ship Canal, we submit that the Board is bound to follow its existing regulations.
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Attachment I: CITGO Lemont 2013-2014 Winter Chlorides

LEMONT REFINERY CHLORIDE SAMPLING

INTAKE
Total Chlorides
Date mg/L
12/3/2013 168
12/5/2013 165
12/10/2013 176
12/12/2013 166
12/17/2013 238
12/19/2013 233
12/24/2013 455
12/26/2013 428
12/31/2013 410
1/2/2014 390
1/7/2014 ' 593
1/9/2014 670
1/14/2014 720
1/16/2014 600
1/21/2014 520
1/23/2014 610
1/28/2014 465
2/4/2014 400
2/6/2014 372
2/11/2014 420
2/13/2014 360
2/18/2014 288
2/20/2014 242
2/25/2014 . 635
2/27/2014 525
3/4/2014 402
3/6/2014 425
3/11/2014 487
3/13/2014 530
3/18/2014 502
3/20/2014 408
3/25/2014 428
3/27/2014 452
Average 421

Maximum 720
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 ATTACHMENT II

General NPDES Permit No. ILR40

ilincis Environmental Protection Agency
Division of Water Polfution Control
1021 Norh Grand East
P.O. Bok 19276
Springfield, Wincis: 62794—9276

NATIONAL POLLUTANT DISCHAKGE ELIMINATION SYSTEM

General NPDES Pérmit
' For
Iischarges fmm Small ‘Mu n!cipai ‘Separate Storm: Sewer ‘Systems

Expirstion Date: March 31; 2014 issue Date: February 20, 2000
Effective Date: - April 1, 2009

in-compliance.with the provisicns offhe Winois Environmental Protsction Act, thelindis Pollution Control Board Rules and Regulations (35
#i Adm. Code, Sublile G, Chapter 1) and the Clean Water Act, the foliowing discharges may be authorized by this permit in accordance
with the conditions herein: .

bis_g:hargeé of enly storm water from small municipai separate slomn sewer systerns, as defined and limited hersin, Storm water means
storm water runoff, snow melt runoff, and surface runoff and drainage.

Receiving waters: Discharges may be authorized{o any surface water of the State.

To recewe authonzatmn fo discharge under this genaralpermit, 2 facllity _operator must submit an application as described in the permit
condittons 1o the Hirois. Envlronmentatprotee: gency. Authoriza n,_ # granted will:be by letter and muude a copy of this permit.

Man Ke!ler PE
Manager. Parmit Section
Division of Water Poliution. Contml

HLR40.wpd
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‘General NPDES Permit No. ILR40

Page2

CONTENTS OF THIS GENERAL PERMIT

PART), COVERAGE UNDER THIS PERMIT ....ooocmrserc v et st PO 2

PART i1, NOTICE OF INTENT - REQUIREMENTS oriemmorases s . : Pagéa

PART i, SPECIAL CONDITIONS c.psssamsescssssserssirsnes o Page 4

PART V. STORM WATER MANAGEMENT PROGRAMS ..o - R— R v P

?Agfv.,' MONITORING, RECORDKEEPING AND REPORTING ..o vrmssssnmssmsemsssisssmmensessessnsisssconon P3G€ 9

PART VI, -DEFiNiTibNSAND-A‘CRWMS . : st Page 10

ATTACHMENT H. STANDARD CONDITIONS . . et tesesstostmss s P38 12
PART 1, COVERAGE UNDER THIS PERMIT

A.  Permit Area

C..

This ermit covers allareas ofthe State of ilinols.

Eﬂg!bﬂily :

1.

3.

ce.-q:qﬁy-aaoqneoiiqo.go,o;

This permltauthonzes disd :gss of stamn’ waterfrom smalf munlcipal seperate storm sewer systems (MS4s) as dafined in 40
CFR 122:26(b)}16} as desigraled forpermit authorzatian pursuant to 40 CFR 122,32,

This pemvit authorizes the following non-storm watar discharges:provided they have been determined notto be substantial
corifributors of pél!ufa $40 8. parﬂcular small MS4: applymg forcovarage under this permit:

water line and firs hydrant flushing;
{andscape imigation water,.
dsihg ground waters,
ground waber infiltration,
pumped ground water,
discharges from potable waler sources, {excluding wastewater discharges from water suppty freatment plants)
foundation drains, .
alr conditioning candensate, : >
irigation water, {except for wastewater Irigation), :
springs,
water from crawl space pumps,
fooling drains,
storm. sewer cleaning water,
water from individug) ’re’sfdentlal car washmg.
‘ ich

i sd'aarges o flows fom ﬁre Tghting activitiss
dechiofinated water ressrvoir discharges, and

pavemertwashwaters whers spills orleaks of toxic or hazardous matesals have not-occurred (unless all spilled material
has bean removed).

Any municipality-covered by this.general permit is also grarited automatic coverage under Permft No.ILR10 for the discharge
-of storm water associated with construction site ‘activities for municipal construction projects disturbing one acre or mora. The
permittes is. granted autoratic coverags. 30 days aﬁsrAgency 3ipt-of 3 Notice of Intent to Discharge Storm Water from
Cansiwcﬁm SHe Activities: frem the pe‘rmittee THe: Agency witl e public notification of the construction site activity and
arfor e Eing: th The permittes shall comply with. all the requiremants of

g L ) b ey
Permit ,Rw for aﬂ ‘Such: consiwmkm pro;ects,

Lirmitations on Coverage

 TheTollowing dischargss aie-not authorized by this permit!




Page 3

Electronic Filing - Received, Clerk's Office : 04/30/2014 - * * PC# 1402 * *

NBDES Peiinit No. ILR40

1.  Stormwater distharges that are mixed w1th non—stonn waiter or stmm water associated wih industrial activity unless such
dischanges are:

a.  in compliarice with a separate NPDES permit, or
b. identified by and in compliance with Part L8.2 of this p‘ermit

2. Stormwater discharges: that the Agency detemmes dre not appropriately covered by this general permit.  This detenmination
may include discharges idenﬁﬁsd fiPart 1.8.2, )

3, Stormwater discharges to any receiving water specified under 35 Iil, Adm. Code 302.105(d)6).
Chizining Authorizatian

in 'otdier'for gtorm water discharges from-small municipal separate storm sewer systems to be authorized to discharge under this
general perrrit, a discharger must;

1. - Submit a Notice of Infent (NOI} in accordarica with the requirements dof Part H using an NOt form provided by the Agency {ora
photocopy therdaf) or the appropriate U.S, EPANO! form.

2.  Submit a new NOLin accorﬁance with Part 1i within 30 days of a change in the operator or the addition of a new operator.

. 3. ‘Unless nofified by the Agency io the cantrary, submrt an NOI in-accordance with the requirements of this permit to bo
i I

i sewer sysiems under the terms and conditions ofthis
Tha Agsnw maydeny Waraga under ﬂ'ﬂs penmt and require submittal

eum:anzﬁd to d:scharge storm w_aterffom smal

Deadiines for Notification

1. Hyouwere automatically designated undar 40. CFR 122, 32(=)(1) {o obtain: permﬁ coverage, then you were requiredto submit an
Ot or apply for an mdmdual perriit by March $0, 2003,

2. if you have coverdge under the previdus genaral penmit for storm water discharges from small MS4s, you must rerew your
permit coverage underthis part, You must submita NOI within 90 days ofthe-effective date of this relssued general permit for
storm water discharges from small MS4s to renew your NPDES pervnit:coverage.

3. if you are designated by IEPA under Section 122.32 (8){2) during the term of this general permit, then you are required to
subgmit an NO! within 180 days of such notice. o

4. Youare not prohibited from submitiing an NOI after established deadlines for NOI submrttals If alate NOI is submitted, your
i Py for drscharges that ocour after permit coverage is.granted. 1EPA ressrves the right to take appropriste
enforcotiont actions against MS4s that have not subinitted a timely NOL

Contents: of Notice of Intant

Bxschargers seekmg coveragva' dar this permlt‘shaii subit eithe e tﬂ f o;s MS4 NOIformi or the U.8. EPA M84 NOlform. The

T andshali inciude e following infermation:

1. ‘fhesirest aédrass LOUntY; and. the Tatitude ang tongimde of e municipal «ffice for which the notfication is subm:tted

2, - The nams, address, an_d ialaphvan_e..number of the operator(s) filing theNOI for permit coverage;

3. Thename of the receiving water(s), their impairmants from any approved 303(d) list and any appropriate TMDL or alternals
water-quality study; and

4. Thefollowing shall be provided as an.attachment to the NOL:
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b. the month and yearin which you Implemented any BMPs of the six minimum control measures, and the month and year
in which you will start and fully implement any new minimum control measures or indicate the frequency of the action:

¢. for existing permittess, provide adequale information or juatification on any BMPs from pravious NO!s that could not be
implemented; and

- d. . identification ofa local qualifying program, or any pariners of the program if any.
§. ‘For existing pormittess, cortfication that stales the-permittee has implemented necessary BMPs of the six minimum control
“Measures. )

C. Alirequired information forthe:NOI: shall be submitted’ electromcally 1o'the folfowing-email ‘and ofﬁce addresses:
ha. msdnolpermit@illinols goy

flinois Environmental-Protection Agency
Division of Water' Poﬁuﬁon ‘Control
Permit Section

Post Office Box 18278

Springfield, liiinois 62794-9278

D. Shared Responsiblities '

You may pariner with other MS4s o develop and implement your storm water management pragram. You may siso jointly submit an
NOi with one or more #S4s, Each MS4 mustfittout the NOI form. The description of your storm watsr management program must
c!eany describe which permitiees are respmsfhie forimplementing each of the control measures. Each permittee is responsible for
imptamentation of Best Management Practices for the Sterm Waler Management Program within its jurisdictian.

PART . SEECIAL CONDITIONS

.A. Your. discharges, aione of in combination with other sources, shalf not cause or contribute to a violation of any applicable water
guality standard outlmed in 351 Adm. Code 302. o

B i there ig ewdance indwalmg that the storm waier flismarge&aumoﬁzed by this permit-cause, or have thi reasonable potential to
1 @ réquired to obtain an Indlvidual pérmit or an altermative

rent Rm tations andfor- requirements;

geineral permitorthe permftmay ,be- modifisd 1o iiclude diff >

¢.  ff o totat maximum daily Joad: {T MDL} allocation or watershed management plan is-approved for.any watar body into which you
discharge you must review your slorm waler mapagemant prograrm-to détermine whather the TMDL or watershed management
plan Includes requirements for control of stonm watsr discharges. 1fyou are not meeting the TMDL allocations, you miust modify your
storm waler management program m implemant the TMDL or watershed managemant plan within-eightesn months of nolification by
the Agency of the TMDL orwatershad managersent plad agproval. Where 2 TMDL orwitershied. management plan:is-approved, you

st

1. Determine whather the approved TMBL s for a poliutant iikely:to be found in. storm waler discharges from your MS4:

2. Determine. whather the TMDL includes a pollitant waste loed aliccation (WLA) or other perfon'nance requiremnents
specifi ieally for storm water’ discharge from your G4, '

3. ‘Dafam-me»_wheth,er. the TMDL addresses a flow regime fikely to oceur during periods of storm watber discharge.

4. After the detenminations above have keen made and if it is found that your MS4 mustimplement specific WLA provisions of
the TMDL ; assess whether the WLAs are baing mat through implementation of existing storm water controf measuras or if
additicnat control measures are nBCessary. '

5, Decument alt control measures clirenlly being implementad or planned to be implementad to comply with TMDL waste Joad

allocation(s). Also include a schedule of implementatvun for il planned controls. Document the calculations or other
evidence that shows that e WLA wiif be.met.

6. Descibs and.implement a monitoritg program to determine. whether the storm water controls are adequate o meet the

7. f the evaluaiion:shaws that adiitional urmodlﬁad wmtro:ls Are. necessary, descnbe the type and schadule for tha control
addmonsirewsiom, L P
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8.  Continue Paragraphs-4 above through 7 until two continuous monitoring cycles shaw thal the WLAs are being met or that
WQ standards are being mét.

“P.. this parmitis.not relssusd orreplaced prier tothe exprmtion date; Wwill be administeatively. continued in accordance with the
-Adminiéirative Procedures Act-and femaln in force and effect; Any gerrniltee Who was granted pernit coverage pnorto the
. eixpiration.date will automatically- remain covared-by the continued permit until the earfier of:

1. Raiséuan;:e nr-repia#e‘manx of this permit, atwhich ime youmust comply with the Notice of Intent conditions of the new permit
to. malntain authotzation to dischargs; or

2. Yoursubmitts! of a Notice of Termination; or

3, lssuance of an individual permit for your dischargtes"' or

4, A formal pemnit daczsian by the Agency not to reissue this general permil at which fime you must seek coverags under an
altemathle -general:permit-or an Individval:permit,

B TheAgency may- requfre anyperson authorized to dlsmargeby this: panmt gi apply for and obtaln- elther an individual NPDES permit
or an:sltemative NPDE_ epiral.pennit. Any ibterested person may.petition the Agency to take action under this paragraph, The
Ageinicy iy require dny.owner or.opefalor & uthorized to dischirge undei this permit to apply for an individual NPDES pérmit onlyif
-the owner or operdtor has been notified in wrfting that a permit: appﬂcaﬁon Is required. This notice shall Include a brisf statemant of
the.reasong for this dectskon, ain: appiication form, a statementsetting-a deadiine forthe owner or operator to file the application, and
a statement that on the efacfive date of the-Individual NPDES perinit or the altérnative general permit as it applies to the Individual
permitiee, coverage under this general permit shall automatically terminate.. The Agency may grant additional time 1o submit the
application uporr request of the applicant, If an owner or operator fails to submit in 2 timely manner an Individual NPDES permit
application required by the Agency under this paragraph, then the apphcabnhty of this pormit to the individual NPDES permittee is
automatically terminated at the ‘and of the-day spacified for application submittal,

F. Any pwner or aperator authorized. by this permil may request to be exciuded from the coverage of this permit by applying for an
-indlvidual permit. The owner or.operator shali submit an individual application with reasons supporting the request, in acoordance
with the. raqguiréments of 40 CFR 122.28; 10 the Agency The requestwill be granted by lasuing an individual permit or an alternative
_general permit if lhe.reasons cited by the owner or operator are adequate {0 support the requast.

G.  Whenan: lrrdmdual NPDES pen‘ntt is sssued to an owner or operator otherwise subject fo this permit, or the owner or.operator is
-approved for coverage under an altermstive NPDES general permil, the applicability of this permit to the individual NPDES permittee
is dutomatically terminated on the:issue date of the Individual permit or the date of approval for coverage under the altemative
genaral permit, whichever the case may be.

H. When an Individual NPDES pemﬂt is-denled to an owner or operator othervise. subjeet to this permit, or the owner or operator is
denled-coverage under an alternative NPDES general permit the applicabitity of this permit to the individual NPDES permittes is
‘automatically terminated on-the date of such denial, unless ctherwise spedified by the Agency.

A.  Reguirements

The permitiee must develop, implement, and-enforce a- siorm watar%maﬂagement prbgram desagnad 1o reduce the discharge of
poliitants from your smigllmunicipat separate storm SHWOI S o the maximinni-extént peacticable (MEP), fo protect water quality,
and to satisfy the approphate water quality reqyiraments of the Hiinois Pollufion Contrel Board Rulss and Regulations (35 1. Adm,
Code, o'C,:Chaptér 1) and the CleanWater Act, Your sterm water management prograrn must includs the minimum control
measures descnbed in section B fthis Part. _For nEny ;:emrﬂees, the pérmittee must develop and implementa program by the date
specified In your coverage letter; The 1:8; Environmiental Protection.Agency's National Manu of Storm Water Best Managament
Practices (hitp://cipub.epa. gov/npdesisiormwaterfmenusfbmpsfindex. fmyand the most recent version of the Hiinols Urban Manuat
should-be consulted regarding the selection of appropriate BMPs. _

B. Minimum Gontrol Maasures
The 6 minimum control measures to be included in your storm water management program are;
1. Public educatiorn-and outreach on storm water impacts

The permittea must:
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paimaabie pavament, that hﬁmic natural pracesséé éncl direct storm- watsr to areas whera |t can be infiltrated,
evapolranspirated or reused, ‘discuss the benefits and costs of such strategies and provide guidance to the public or how
{0 iropiemaent them; snd

b.  defirio appropriate BMPs for this minimum control meesure and measurable-goals for each BMP, These measurable
goals muit answethe reduction ofalicfthe: pollutants okconcaiin your starm water discharges to the maximum extent

practicable.
Public Involvement/Participation

The permittee must:

a. at a minimam, comply with State and Jocal public nolice requirements when implementing a public involvement/
participation progrant; and

b.  define appropriate BMPs for this minlmum confrel measure and measurable goals for each BMP, which must ensurs the

reduction of all of the peliutants of concern in your storm water discharges to the maximum extent practicable.
licit discharge detsction and elimination
The permiites must:

a.  develop, implement and-enforce a program to*da‘tect.-;an‘d»eifminateﬁimcl’c discharges into your small MS4,

b. devsiop, if not giraady oompietad & storm sewet syatem .. shomng the focation of a!l outfalis and the names and

location of all waters that raceive dischatoes from those outfalls;

c. tothe extent sllowable under state orlocal law, effectively prohibit, through ordinance, or other regulatory mechanism,
non-storrn water discharges into your storm sewer system and implerment appropriate enforcement procedures and
actionss, including enforceable requirements for the: prompt reporting to the MS4 of all refeases, spills and other
unpermitted discharges to the separate storm sewer system, and a program to reSpond to such reports in a timely

manner,

d. develop, implement, and sdequately fund a plén-fo detect and address non-storm water discharges, including iflsgal

dumping, to your system;

€. Informpublic employees, businesses, and the general public of hazards associated with legal discharges and improper

disposal of waste and the requirement and mechaniam for reporting such discharges;

£, address the categories of non-storm waler discharges listed in Section .B.2 only if you identify them as significant
contributor of pofiutants to your smail MS4 (discharges or flows from the firs fighting activities are axcluded from the
effective prohibition against non-storm water and need only be addressed where they are identified as significant sources

of pollutants to waters of the United Stafes); and

g. define appropriate BMPs for this minimum confrol meésure and measurable geéis for each BMP. These measurable
goals mustensure the reduction of all of the. polfutan’ts of concarn In your storm water discharges to the maximum extant

p-rac’acable.

discharges.and liagal dumping.

‘Construction site slirmiwatar runoff control

The permittes must:

a8, develog, implement; and enforce a program tp reduce pollulants in any storm- waler runoff 1o your smal MS4 from
construction activities thet.resuft in-a.land disturbance of greater thair or equal to one acre. Control of storm water
discharges fram constiuction activity disturbing lese than one atre must be included in your program if that construction -
activity is part of a larger common plan of development or sale fhat - would disturb one acre or more or has been

designated by the panmifiing. duthonty.

Your -pmgram-rrms't-ifncludé:thg_ad_aga!bprﬁentamf implenientation of, at a minfmurn:

yal mat&_ﬁals to_the Dommumty or conduct equlvalant'

35l is recommended): Enspscﬁans of the storm sewer. cutfalls for detection of non-storm waler
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L. an ordinance or other regulatory mechanism to require ercsion and sediment conbrois, as well as sancﬂons to
ensure compliance, to the extent allowable under state or Iocat faw;

ii. requirements for consfruction site 'operators to implement appmpﬁate srogsion and sediment control best
management practices, including green infrastruciure storm water managernent iechniques where appropriate and
practicable;

. Tequirementsfor construction site oparatars to control waste such as discarded buliding materials, concrete truck
washout, chemimls, litter, and sanitary was!e at the: construchnn site that may cause advarse impacts to water

'qua ity:

v, rsquire ali reguiated oonstmctson snesto have a stormywater. polfutlon prevention plan that moets thie requirements

-of Part IV of NPDES' penmt NoILR10. Including managerient; practices, cohtrols, and other provisions atleast as

protective as the requiremaiits contained in the Hinols Urban Manual, 2002, or as amended including green
infrastructure techniques whem appropriate and practicable;

v, procedures for site. plan raview which Incorperate eonsideration of potential water quality impacts and review of
'iﬁdlvidual pre-constiuction site plansito- ensure consistency with local sediment and erosion ccntml requirements;

w; pfocedures for receipt -and»consideraﬁon of infermation submitted by the pablic; and
il pmcedures for site inspeotions an’d-enforcéniant: of oontroi measures,

défine appropriate BMPs for this minimum control measure and measurable goals for each BMP. These measurable
goals must ensute the raduction of all of the pollutants of concem in your storm water discharges to the maximum extent
practicable,

6. Postconstruction storm water management in new development and redeveloprment

The permitiee must:

a.

would protect waler quamy a

the project-to the maximuni-oxtént pracbcable,

develop, implement, and enforce a program: lo-address and minimize storm water runofl fom new development and
redevelopment: pm}ects that disturb greater than or equal to one acre, including projects less than one acre that are par of
a farger cominon plan of. development or sale or that have besrn designated:to protect water quaiity, that dlscharge inte
yourismalt MS4 within the MS4=jurls§lcﬁonai comr You rapvmust ensure that appropriate controls are in place that
her di ' tants to.fhe maximum extent practicable. In addition, each
NcoTporate’ storm water infiitration; reuss and gvapotranspiration of storm water into

permrl‘hea should adoptstratag

deveélop and: Implementsu'ategjes which include 8 combination of structusal andlar non-structural BMPs appropriate for all
projects within your comimunityfor altnaw deveiopment and mdevelopmsnt thatwilt reduice the discharge of poliutants, the
volume and velocity of storm water flow to the. maximum extent practicable. When selecting BMPs to comply with
requirements containedin this Part, ihe permittea.shibuid adopt one oFmore ofthe folfowing general strategies, In order of
preference. Proposal of a strategy should include a rafionala for not selecling anapproach from among those with  higher .
preference When-approvinga plan’ for developmant; redevelopmenit, ighway construction, maintenance, replacement or
repair on exigting déveloped sites or ptheriand ‘disturbing aclivity covered under this Part, the permittee should require the

.person respansible for that acivity fo adopt one or more ofthese strategies, in order of preference, or provide a rationale

for selecfmg amore preferrad stratsgy

" 1. preservation of the natural fealures of development sites, including natural storage and infiltration characleristics;

li. preservation of existing natural streams, channels, and drainage ways,
iii. minimization of new impervious surfaces;
iv. conveyance of storm water in ppen vegetated channels;

v. construction of structures that provide both quantity and quality contrel, with structures serving muitiple sites being
preferable to those serving Individuat sites; and

vi. aons!rucﬁon of structures that: provide -only quaritity oontro[ with structutes serving muiltiple sites being preierable
® those: sBrving rrfdlvndua} siles.
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deve!op and implement a program to minimize the volume of storm water runoff and pollutanls from public highways,
streits, roads, parking lots:and sidewalks (public surfaces)through the use of B¥Ps that alons or in combination result in
physical, chemical or biological pollutant foad reduction, increased infiftration, evapotranspiration and reuse of storm water,
The program shall includs, but riot ba limited lo the following elements:

i. appropriate trafeing for oll MS2: empioyees who manage oraro dinsciy involved in (or who retain others who manags
or are directly invehied in} the roufine. maintenance, repair. or replacemant .of public surfaces in current green
infrastructure or low impact design techniques applicable to such projects.

ii. appropriate training for all contractors retained to maneagse or carry out routine maintenance, repair of teplacement of
public surfaces in current green infrastructure or low Impact design techniques applicable fo such projects.
Contractors may provide training to their employees for projects which inciude green infrastructure or low impact
dasign techniques.

develop and implement a pragrany.io minimize the volume of stoom water runaif and pollutants from existing privately
wwhed developed property that contributes storm water to the M84 within the MS4 ]unsdlctlonal controd. Such program
may contain the Tollowing slements;

i. source identification — establishiment of an- inventmy of storm water and poliutants
dischargd fo tha MS4

#. implementation of appropriste BMPs to'accomplish the following:

A edumﬁon on green infrastructure BMPs.

B. idenlify a relevant set.of BMPs for all depariments

C. evaluation of exisling fiood contrel fechniques o detenmine the feasibility of
pollution control retrofits

implementation of additional controls for special evernts expected to

generaba significant polition (fairs, parades, performances)

implementation of appropriata maintenance programs, mcfudmg maintenance
sgreements, for struclural pollation éontrof devices or systems

managemeant of pestickdes and fertilzers

strest-cleaning in targeted aroas

mwm @

use an ordinance of other regulatory mechanism o address past-»constmeﬂon runoff from new davelopment and
redsvelopment projects, public surfaces and existing developad property as set forth gbove to the extent aliowable under
state orlocal ana and

require .all regulated econsiruclion slies to have post-construction managemenl plans that meets or excesds the
requirements of Section IV (D)Y2)(b) of NPDES permit Mo, ILR18 including management practices, controls, and other -
provisions al least as protective as the requirements contained in the tiiinois Urban Manual, 2002,

ensune agequats long-term operation and maintenance of BMPs; and

define approprista: BMPs for fhils minimum control: ‘miegsure-and measurable gosls for each BMP. These measurable
goals reust efisurathe: reducﬂa-n of altofthe; pollmantsofconcem in your stormwater discharges to the maximum dxtent

‘practicabls..

Pollution preyention/good housekeeping for municipal sperations

“The parmittes must:

4.

develop and implement.an operation and mamananca pmgram that includes a traming compengnl and Is designed lo
prevent and reduce the discharge of pollutants to-the maximum extent practicable;

usging training matedais that are available from EPA, thé state of llinois, or other organizations, your program must
include employee fraining to prevent: and reduce stormm water poliution from aciiities such as park and open space
maintenancs, Beet and bufiding maintenance; operation of storage yards, snow dispnsal, new construchion and. land
disturbances, and storm watgr systemi maintenarice. procedures for proper disposal of sireet cleaning debris and catch
basin material; addréss ways that.flood ma agament projects-impact water qualrtyn non~point source palhtion conirol,
-green mfrastruc:tura Dontra!s, and -aquaticH

defing apwopnme BMPs for this minimuin coritrol measure and mea_surabie goails for each BMP, These measurable
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goals must ensure the. reduchon ‘of il of the potiutants of concern in your sinrmywater dischiarges to the madimum extent
précticable.

Cc.  Qualifying:State, County, or Local Program

If an existing.qualifying local pragram requites yourlo implement one or more of the- rainimur control measures of B, above, you may
follow that qualifying progran’s requiremants rather than the requiremsnits of B, above. A qualifying local program is afocal, county
or state mimnicipal storm waltet management program that imposes, at a minimum, the.refevant reguirements of Sectlon B. Any
qualifying focal prograrms that you intend to follow shall be specified in your storm water managoment plan.

D. Sharing Responsibility

1.

Implementation of one ormore of the minimum measures may be shared with another entity, or the entity may fully take over the
measure, You may rely on another entity oply if:

2

b.

the other entity, in fact, implements the confrol measure;

the parlicular control measure, or component of thal measure is at least as stringent as the comesponding permit
naquarement .

the: other ohthy. agrees to implement the control measure on your behalf,. Writien acceptance. of this obligation is
sxpected. This obligation must be naintained as part ofthe description of your storm water management pregram. {fthe
other entity agrees to report on the minimum maésura, you must supply the other entity with the reporting requirements
contained in Section V (C) of this:;psmit. If the otherentity fails to implement the control measure on your behalf, then
you remain liable for any discharges due to that'fallure to implemerit.

£. Reviewing and Updating Starm Water Managemem Programs

1.

‘Storm Waler Managemsnt Program Review: You must:do an.annual review of your Storm Water Management Program in
conjunction with praparation of the annual report required under Part V.{C).

Storm Water #danagement Program Update: You may change:your Storm Watst Managenment Program during the life of the
permilt in accordance with-the following procedures:

4,

changes - adding {but: nat subh'ading or. rapkacml) componenw oontrots. of requirements to the Storm Water
Management Rrograrm-may be tméde atiamy time upon:vrilten notifieation to the Agency; ant

changes repiacmg an ineﬁectlve or unfeasibls BMP specifically identified in the Storm Water Management Programywith
an affernate BMP may be requested at apy time, Uniess denfed by the Agency, changes propesed in accordance with
the criteriabglow shall be deemed approved and may be implemented 60 days from submitiat of the request. If request
is denled, the Agency will send you a written rasponss giving-a reason for the decigion. Your modification requests must
include thie followirg:

i. ananalysis of why the BMP is ineffective or infaasible {including cost prohibilive);

fi. expectations on tha eﬁecﬁvenéss of the replacement BMP; ang

. an analysts ofwhy the replacement BMP is expected to achieve the goals of the BMP to be replaced.

changes replacing-or modﬁ;y_ing ajrgy:ordinances,reiative to the storm water management program;

‘change requasts.or notifications must be made:in writing -and’ signed In actordance with Standard Condition I of

Attachment-H. :

‘Storm YWater Management Program Updates' Requwed by'the.Agency. The Agency may require changes to the Storm Watar

Mariagement Program as needed fo:

a.

address impacis on recaiving water qualily caused, or contributed to, by discharges from the municipal separate storm
sewer system;

include more -strfhg:én{‘ requivements necessary to comply with new federal statulory or requlatory requiremeants; or

include stch other conditione deemed ngcessary by the Agency 1o camply with the goals and requirements.of the Clean
Water Act. :
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d. changes requestad by the Agency must be made In writing, set forth the time schedule for you to develop the changes,
and offer you the opportunity to propose altemative program changes to meet tha-objective of the requested modification.
All changes required by the Permitting Autherity will be made in accordance with 40 CFR 124.5, 40 CFR 122.82, or as

appropriate 40 CFR 12263

A Mohiﬁorlng-

. The pennittee must evaiuaie programcomplianice, the appropriateness of your identifisd bbst managsment pmctloes, and progress
towards achlaving youridentified feasurable goals, which mitistinglude. reducing the dascharge of poliutents to the maximum extent
practicable (MEP). Monitorng shall include at least: annual monitpring of receiving waters tpstrean and downstream of the MS4
discharges, use of indicators to gauye-the-effects of storm water dischenges on the physical/habitat-related aspects of the recelving
waters, andior monitoring of the effectiveness of BMPs.

B. Recorcdkeeping

The permittes must kesp records required by this pemnit for the- duration of this permit. All records shall be kept onsite or locally
avaifable apd shall be made accessibie tothe Agency for review at the time of an oni-site Inspection. Except as atherwise provided
In this-permit , you must submit your records to the Agency only when specificaily asked to do so. You must post your notice of
Intent (NOI}, your storm waler management plan and your annual nepoﬁs on your website, You must make your records, inciuding
your notice of intent (NOI) and your storm water managament plan, available to the pubiic at réasonable times during regular
businesshours within 10 working days of its approval by the permitting authority. (You may assessa reasonable charge for copying.

You.may requive-a meriber of the public to provide advance notics, notto exceed seven workmg days.} Storm sewer maps may he
withsheld for security reasons. .

C. Reporting

The permittee must submit-annual reports to the Agency by the first day of June for sach year that this permiit is in effect. if the

permiittee maintains a websits, a copy of the annualreport shall be posted on the website by the first day of June of each year. Each

report shall cover the pericd from March of the. prewous year through March of the current year, Your report must include:

1. The status of compizance with permit condmons, an assessment of the appropriatenass of your identified best management
practices and progress: towards achisving the statulory goal of reducing the discharge of pollutants to the MEP, and your
identified measurable goals for-each.of the minimum conirol measures;

2. Results of information collacted and analyzed; Including maonitoring data, if ahy, during the reporting penod;

3. . Asummary ofthe: stormt watsr aclivities you plan toundertske during the next reporting cycle (including an implementation
'schedule};

4. A"ch’an_ge inany identified best management practices or imeasurabile goals that appiy to the program elements; and
5. Notice that you are relying.on another government entity to satisfy some of your permit abligetions (if applicatile).

6. The antiual reports shall be-submitled 1o the following email and office addresses: epaumsdannualinsp@illinois.gov .

., lHinois Emvironmental Protection Agency
Division of Water Poliution Control
Compliance Assurance Section
‘Municipal Annual Inspaction Report
1021 North Grand Avenue East
P.O. Box 19276
Springfiald, Hinols 62794-9276

‘.explanaﬁons of soma regutatoryfstatutory definitions have been proveded but
in the:event of - coriflict, the deﬁnit’lﬁ ounld It the: statule o reguidtion lakes pm::eéance

Bast Management Pracﬁcas-_é(fBMPs) means structural. or nonstruch:ral controks schedu!es of acmnues prohsbmons of practices, -
maintenance proceduras, and other managementpract '_ ssite

treatmentrequirements, opserating prooecﬁmes, -and practic

raw-imateriglstorage.
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BMP is an acronym for "Best Management Practices.”
GFR is an acronym for “Code.of Federal Regutations.”

Control Megsire as used in this pemnit, fefers to any Bast Management Practrce or other method used to prevent or reduce storm water
ranoff or the discharge of politants o waters of the Stite.

CWA or The Act means the Clean Water Act (formerly referred to as the Fedaral Water Pollution Control Act or Federal Water Pollution
Control Act Amendments of 1972) Pub. L. 9.2-500.. as amended Pub, L. 95-217, Pub. L. 95-578, Pub. L. 96-483 and Pub. L. 97-117, 33

U.S.C. 1251 et saq.
Discharge, when used withouf a qualifier, refers 1o dischargs of a pollutant as defined at 40 CFR 122.2.

Greern infrastruciire means wet weather managément approaches. -and technologigs that-utilize, enhance or mimic the natural hydrologic
cycle processes of infiltration, evapotranspiratlon and reuse, Green inftastructure approaches cumrently in use Include green roofs, trees
and tiee boxes, rain gardens, vegetated. swales; pocket wetlands,: inﬁtzration planters, porous and permeshle pavements, porous piping
systems, dry wells, vegetaled madign-strips,. mforsstationlmvegetaﬁon .rain Barrels and clstems and.protection end enhancemant of

riparian buifers and fisodplalns.

Iificlt Connection ineans any man-made conveyance connecting an ilficit discharge directly 1o & municipal separate storm sewer.

Hiicit Discharge is defined at 40 CFR 122.26(b)}(2) and refers to any discharge 1o ¢ municipal separate storm sewser that is not composed
entiraly of storm water, except discharges authorized: under an NPDES permit {other thari the NPDES permit for discharges from the MS4)

and dnscharges resuiting from fire fighting activities.

MEP Is an acronym for "Maximum Extent Practicabls,” the- technalogy-based discharge standard for Municipal Separata Storm Sewer
Systems to reduce poliittants in storm watar discharges that was established by CVWA Section402(p). A discussion of MEP as it applies to

smail MSds is found -at 40 CFR 122.34.

MS4is an acronym for "Municipal Saparate Storm Sewer System® and I8 used torefer to a Large, Medium, or Small Municipal Separate
Storm Sewer Syster (8.9, “the Daflas MS4™}). The- term is used to refer to either.the system operated by & singlie entity or a group of
systems within an area that are opérated by muitiple entiies{a.g., the Houston MSH includes MS4s operated by the cuty of Houston, the
Texas Depariment of Transportation, lhe Harrls County Flood Control District, Harris County, and others).

Municlpal Separaté'St’ann Sewerls defined at40 CFR 122.26{b}8)-and means a conveyance or systsin of conveyanaes (including roads
with drainage sysferns, municipal streets, catch basins, cutbs, gutters, ditches, man-made channels, or storm drains}: (/1 Owned or operated
by & State, city, town, borough, courty, parish, district, assoctation, or other public body {created by or pursuant to State law) having
jurisdiction over disposal of sewage, industrial wastes, storm water, or other wastes, including special districts under State law such as a
sewer district, lood control district or drainage district, or similar entity, or an indian tribe or sn authorized indlan iribal organization, or a
designated and approved managsment agency under Section 208 of the CWA that discharges to waters of the United States; {il) Designed
or used for. collecting or convaying storm water; (i) Which is not & combined sewer; and {iv) Which is not part of a Publicly Owned
Trealnemt Works (POTW) as defined at 40 CFR 1222,

NOT-is an: acronym for 'Notlce of fntent’ to be cove:ed by lh!spermltand is the methanisim used to “megister” for coverage under a general
permit.

NPDES is:an acronym for ‘National Poflutant Discharge: Elimingiion System.”

Outfallis defined: at 40 CFR 122:26(b}9) and. means & point saurce as defined by 40- CFR 122.2 at the.point where a municipal separate
storm sewer discharges 1o wa(ars ofthe United Statesiand doesnot include opén conveyances connecting iwo municipal storm sewers, or
pipes, tunnels or other conveyances which connect segments ofthe sami strean.of other waters of the United States and are used to

convey wa!ers of the United States.

COwner orOperatons defined at 40 CFR 122.2 and means the owner of operatar of any “facilily or activily” subject to regulation under the
. NPDES program.

Permitting Authority means the lliaois EPA.

Point Soures is defined at 40 CFR 122.2 and means any-discernable, confined and discrete conveyancs, including but not limited to, any

pips, ditch, channel, tunnel, conduit, well, discrete fissure, container, rolling stock, concentrated animal feeding operation, landfit leachate
_collection. system; wessef or other floating craft from which pollutants are or may be discharged. This lerm does not include return flows
“from irrigated. agficulture or aghicuitural sterm water runoff.

Quialifying Eozal Program is defined 8t 40-CFR 122 34{c)<a Wmeans.alocsl, gk

e, or Tﬂhei raunicipal storm water management program
that imposes, ata minimum; the refevant requmemants of parag sph-{b) "
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Small Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System-is defined st 40 CFR 122 26(1))(16) and refers. to all separatse storm sewers that are

owned or operated by the United States, a State Isic), city, town, Borough, sounty, parish, district, associatiori, or other public body{created

by or pursuant to State [sic} ]aw) havmg' nsdlchon ovar, d;spasal-of sawage mdustnaE wastes, storm water. or other wastes, ]ncludlng
E >,

highways and crthar thomughfanes. The erm doesnot MGtudesepara'te storm SBWBIS in very drscrete areas. such as ;ndivrduaf bu:idmgs
Storm Wateris defined at 40 CFR 122.26(b){ 13) and means storm water mnoff, snowmelt runoff, and surface runoff and drainage.

Storm Water Management Program (SWMP) refers to a comprehansive program to manags the quality of storm water discharged from
the municipal separate storm sewer system.

SWIP isan acronym for "Storm Water Management Program.”

THMDL is an acronym for *Total Maximuim Déﬂy Load.”

Waters {also réferred to as waters of the' state or récelving wa!er) js defined at Setlion 301440 of Tile 35: Subtitie C; Chaptar { of the
Ninois: Poﬁutxon Control Board Regulaﬂons and mieans sl accumulations of water, surface and underground, natural, and artificial, public
and private, or pars thereof, which are whally or partially within, flow through, or-border upon the State of IHinols, except that sewers and

treatmentworks are notincluded excent as specially mentioned; provided, that nothing herein contained shall authorize the use of natural or
otherwise protected waters as sewers or treatment works except that in-stream aeration under Agency permit is allowable.

“You” and “Your” as used in this permit is intended to refer to the penmitiee, the opserator, or the discharger as the contaxt indicates and
that party’s responsibilities {e.g., the city, the country, the flood control district, the U.S, Air Force, etc.).

ILRADTML_FINAL
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Adtachment H
Sandard Conditions
Definitions

Act means e Ilunoﬁ Emwmnemw Protiction Aot 4158 ILCS 3 as Amanded.

1} Brokachisn A

Agency:mieans e Bl Envirg P AgreTicy

Bcaryd méans the Hilhols Poliulion Conlrof Beiard.

Cléan Water-Act {farmoery refemred (o as !h&Federa! Wal&r Pallutﬁuﬂ Conirol Acd), WM E
9530, a3 amsnded. 33 LS.6 250 6l daty. :

NPDES (Nabanal Poliutant Oischarge &liminafian Sysiam)means the nelonal program for lssuing,
ipodifying, revoking and rafssulng, torminating, montoring and enfurcing pemils, atd inposing and
anforcing pretreatment reguirements: wider Sactions 307, 402,318 and 405 of the Clean Walter
AGl

USEPA means ihe Unitdd Statas Environmantal Protaa!lun Agency.

Dally Discharge means |ha dlschams BF, a‘polluhm( mamm acalgndarday of mny 24
huurpanudthﬂmasw bl s i rdayTor i Fot po
of g mas& the. 'ds!!y diacl’;a

at.of the: potnuhm

Max) ‘Dally” Dlscharge: LEmitston (dally maxingm) means the highest -allowalse dally
dischange, . .

Aversge Monthly Discharge Limittation (30 dey sverage) means the highsat sltowabla averegs of
dadly Guchares ovar a-calendar morth, calculated a5 the: sum of all.dally discharges measurad
duning & calandar month divided by the number of daiy dischargss measarsd durdng tha month.

hvergge Weekly Discharge Limitation {7 day aversge) means the highust alowabie avuragu' of
SaRy dischars over @ calends: wesk, calcutated gs-the sum of all daily discharges measured
Suding & calendar week divided by the.number of dallfy distharges measured during that waek.

Basl Mansgement Practices. (BMPs) means. schedules of aciivities, prohibltions of geacifces,
mgintenance’ pruusdur :cand olfigr managoner pmdlwin pmntormducc itv poflution of
walers. of ihe State: . EldPs. also incids 4 g procaiures; and
oracticss 1o copifol pbnl,snsa runoﬂ‘ splllage orlaakﬁ ﬁudgcor wasts disposal. ordmgufmm
aw wiesdal slorage.

Kifcueot means # safplé St spedified vokria vised Lo maki up 3 lal comipass Eatple..

3¢t Bample msank an indridisl stimple of Jt least 100-toiliters. colleciéd @l b madomiys -

wlectad Wne-over a pedod not excendiag 18 minitas.

3 Haur Composite Sample masng 8 combénation of at feest§ sample aliquats of af Jaast FO0
THidiers, collected at parfodic fmaivals during the cperaling hours o4 Tatility ovel & 24601
Jeriod,

1 Hour Composite Samplé masns a cambination.of a1 least 3 sarmple siiquots of 2t least 100
nitiiRers, coliectad &t perodic tanvals during the cperaiing hours of 8 fatility overan 3-hour
wotiod.

* flaw Proportional Composite Sample msans a combination of sample a¥quots of at-east 100
Tiflifkers collottad st periogic inteevals Such ot eRherwe e Ifderval LEIeEn gash aliQUOt o e
wlume of Bpch akiquos by proportionat 10-efther 1he stream fow at the tima of sampling or the botal
sroam Row elace the collacilon oftha previous dliguot,

{1} Duty tocomply. Tha wﬂmﬂon musi comply with 8l conditjons-of this perrsit, Any pormi.
nomompnan . coniditilias & violation of tha Act and is prounds. for envdorcemans. action,
pantitteiminglion, revoosisn aid feissuancs, modiieidion, or b denial chaperiit agnoveal
application,” The penmittae shalk comply with. eﬂluml standards or prohibitions sstatiished
undar Section302(a)of Eha Clear Watar Act far it pa(hms within ihe it pedvited in
the ragulaions that aslﬁWsh these dandards or RrobiNGans, &ven If the pesmil 162 riot yet
pean modiBed-{o incorporste the requirament.

Duty ta respply. 1Fthe pammitras wishes to confinue an activily reguiated by this peemd aftar
e expiration date oF INs permal, the-panitlos muist appli for 4N ObEAIN 8 adw peredl, ¥
the-pemiitice aubmis & proper appllcation as required. by the Agency o lalerthan 180 days
svior 1 tha: axpiralion date; his permit shal continne & Al foxce aid afect ondl the Roal
Agency sacision ab the: applicetion hag been mads.

iz

~

{3) Mestita haht or raduce activily not a defense. -1t:shalf not bea defense for 5 permittae iy
an eniaraenm acuommt Hwauld have Deen necassary 15 Half or restuce the permitied
Y in onderio.w ipik with the condifions of s pannrt

4} Dutytomiigate. The pormities: Shiall take: Bl réasonabiesbepsiorniniity or: preveﬂ! Ay
dischanein viciation-ofhis permitt which teé.a reasanable aallnmd af aidvéire
buseran nealth or’lhoenwuimant. . R

{5}

{6

@

8}

@

{10)

()

" contrls, Inckadiog dpproprists quakty
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Proper operation and maj Toe permiltes shall at ol imes propsry opemte and
malrian all facifitles and: aystems of freatment and contol {and ralated appurtenances)
which arg installod o usad by w permittce o achiove comphiance with conditons of this
permt,  Proper operaiiun and meitenance incudes effective perfomnance, adetusie
funding, adequaté aperatnr stafing and training; and adequate laboratory and process

i prooodures. This: provision reguires the
oparation of boackap, or ouxillyy focilies, os simifar systenmis only when riscessary io

" pehiave complianas; wnh the coriditians of the permit.

Penilt actidns, ans - pesnilt: may b modsfiad; tevokod and fissuet, or tarminated for
-catise by the: Agancy purmannnda CFR 122.62..Tha ﬂllngof 8 naquesl by the permities
tor 'z pbrmé rodification, fevoration and ril 08, .OF iemmination, or a notification of

: ;\Ianned chenges orenticipeted norcampliance, does net SIay sy et tonitiion,

Pmpeﬂx fights. This pennu doss riot convey any propedy rights of any son, or any
el plvlepe.

Duty to provide Information. The permitiae shal fumish 1o fho Agency within
fapsacabéa time, sny indoration wiich the Agancy may mquest to defermine whethey
cause exists for modifying, rovoking and feissuing, of terminating this permit. or o
dotormine compliance with the permit, The pormittes shall wiso fumishto the Agency, Lpon
request, coples of recorda required 1o be ke by thia parmit.

Inspeciion and ontry, . The pomiites choll aliow on authorized repmsenmms of {he

-My.wmammmanavofcmdenﬁdsa:ﬂdner- s ag may be required by

law,

(a) Enter bpnn the' permittae’s premises whare e reguiatad facliity or activity fa locabes af
sobdiKited, Of whblevacords must b Kept under the conditions. of 1his paamit;

(b} Have access o and copy. & reasonatle tmes, any records that must be kept undey
the condklons of this permit;

(6} Inspect al reaecnania Bmag sny fociiibes, eqiinment (INCILOING rmanitsrng and cortrel
equipment), practives, or operations regulated or required under this parmi; ang

{d) Sample or mondor &1 reasonatie tmes, for the puwposs of assuring permiit compliance,
ur as othurwise authorized by the Act, any subsiances or parameters at any focaton

Moenitoring and records.

{a)} Samples and measuremaents taken for the purpose of mowindng shall be
fepresontative of the monhured acthvity.

T pnnniuuashaﬂ ratam mcurds of ali monfiorng Ink lon, inchuding all

BS mports raqulmdhytﬂapmll, and secerds of
: pmetm&ppliéamn for tHis paiil, foe o petod of at Jaast 3 years
fwmlhada.lau{mlspmnlb ! ent, raport.oc application. This poriod may be
axiended by requsst of th Agency at any teme.

{€} Recartls of moritoring informetion shelf include:
{1} Tha date, exact place, and time of sampling or measuremeants;

{2) The ndividuaiz) who perfommied the 2ampilsg o measuremonts;

%) The date(s) anglyses wese porformed;
{4) The indivifualts) who performed ths analysas;
(&) The analjtical jochniquas or_-mathods used; and

{8} The resalts of such anslyses.

id) Moniloring mustba conductad acconding to a5t prosedures apgroved under 40 CFR

Part 136, uniass oiher test. procedures have baen specified in this permbl. Yineve no
tadt procedure under 40 CFR Par 136 has beenapproved, ihe pareities must submi
ter the Agenay 3 tost-method fof apprcval. The parmitioe shalt calibrate and perform
regimansnce prooadures on all manitoring and anatytical instuvnentadion at intenais 1o
ensure acourney of méasuremants.

Signatory requirement, All apps
shal be sigried end certified,

reposts. o infermation subnidited to the Agancy

(8} Application, All parit spp¥cations shall be signed s follows:

{1) Foc x comporation: Ry a prncipal exegutive officer of Bt last the faves of vice
‘pegsidand ora parson or positisn having overall cegpdaibitity for anvironmoneal
mistters for Uie-boporation;

C

piorscie p

istoranip: By 8 Gerielt parherur&\sv.mp.rlezor.




Page 14
{3} Forymunitipality. Stats, Federal; urothafpubifcagamy' By Gilhur s bl executive,
officer o randing alecled dﬁa&l
by Reports. All reparts required by pesmits, or dliier inRurnstich reg gy the Agoncy

(3}
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- B Bl OSSO I,

shaﬂ e sighad by a perssi descrbed In pacagmph(n) or by ' ‘doly Buthorized
rrlative of that p . A person i a duly Buthovized represtmative only i

(1) Theauthodzabon Bmade kyweillng by & person gescibed in parspreph{a); -and

Cnangu of Avthodzation. If an auwlhorization under (B) is ng kwger acturaie
@ differpit indi Jor position has sibifity for.tha ovasall operalion

- of the facility, a8 new authorization satistylng the requirements of (b} must be

submittad 1o the Agency priat to or togather willt any reposts, information, or
applications 10 bo signed by an-avthardzod represenistive.

{12} Reporting requirements.

(s}

®

[53)

{d}

(0]

o)

(¥%) Transfer of permilia, A parmit may ba

]
b

fe}.

{2y Viciiion.of & maximum dally-dischirge’ Amitatiory

of s men}

Planned changes. fhepamlneewghem&wmﬂwskgswyasmm
Ible-of any pi 3 physical altacations ot addRions 16 fie pernttted Bcity.

Anticipated: nanesmplianca, The permitio shift giva advanca nctive to the
Aganny ulanymchangas Tthe peiredttod fclity o activity which miny resul:
R ixancorpliance wilth penmi reruirsments.

Gompliance schedubes. Repots: af ikaeE Or p : weith, o any
progeess repoite on, inedm pnd fieat coquitéments uomained W any aomplianw
schadule of this' pormnt shaill B submitted no laler thap 14 doys foltawlng agch
schisduts dite.

Horing. resulls shail be reporied at the lntervals specified

Monitosng rop Ty
glgewhera in this permh;

¢} Monltbnngmsuksmustbem-pouad'manisbharq'aumdudm’wewm
21 i the permites monitors any.-pelumEnt mon frequanlly than required by the

pormit, ushgimtpmmdmwdundurdo CFR- 13601 as specified in’
tho permd, i rng shiall badnciuded in e cafeustion std
repeding cfthe daxa submitfed i the OMR,

{3 - Calcdadions for alb mliations which sequire avaraging cEmeasuramans shall
willze an athmetic moan vtiess othirwist speciied by the Agency i tha
pesni.

T\"I\W bhour rsporting. The pem'lmesnan repotany poncompiiance wiich
may healthor ihs t. Aoy information shall be provades ol
wilhin 24 hoxis fros Enes fime 1he permites Decomes aware of the Circumstances,
Avwrittan submission shall Biso be provided within § deys of ths fime the: pesmaitbes
beccmes awas of fhe crourmsliencas. Tho wrllen submission shail contaln a
da.-.cﬂpwv of lhe nmcumpkance and s cause" the pesad of noncompliance,

OXACE dat v and e rpidinc BB 1507 Bl carreciad,
e andiciated fime 1 ia BExpected ko conﬂnue, any steps taken or plannad 1o
reduce, laninals; and pravent reoc cithe ng ance, The lolowing
Gl bo mchuded ashbma&nemnmzmbemeduuhm 24 fourg:

1) Anywiantiipated typasswiich excadds tiny eHlusst Smitaticn i 1he panmit,

o any.of mo pojlulm_\w

Ste by M Agency In. the permiy o be reporied

“Tha Agency msyweive e wilten :epoctms mse—bmwhss(sifﬂemalm

hos bean eceived wiihint 24 holis.

Gther noncompiiance. The patmitiée shall capoet alf sk %
ot reported under parageaphs {26}, § o}, or {8, t wwmonnehg nepmsm
subrritied. The repors shal codtain tha information lisied-in-paragraph {12){e).

Dittier infonmiation. Where the permittes becomas aware that & failad 1o submit
any melavant facts by a parm apphcation, or submitiud: incampat NGrmakion i &
permi applicaton, o i fny rapost 1o the Ageacy, it shedl prompily. subimid s
Tacts or irdoarsadion.

il k0.2 néw pacmitios I

Ther cuerard parmities. notfles the Agency. Mﬂ‘iﬁa'slm doys in adwanca. of the
propoeed transfor date:

Tt not SR S———— . —_—
mmammwmmmmmmmm mmsmam‘
%mmmm&&emmmwmﬂrmaﬁxmmmwmw
I-{0 piodiy or revoke and relssuz the permit  f this notive & -not
‘raceived, the Iansteris-afective-omihe: dade. spetifiod in-the agreement.

(14

(15}

(18)

it

(e

{18)

£20)

24
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2} Thae authorizalion specifies either an individual or 3 position responsible for the
’ enerall operation of the faciity, from which the dischurge oniginalas, such as a
piant managey, superintandent.or pensan of squivaleat responsibiiy; and

(3)  The writlen authosrstion is submilted to the Agency. -

Al Factis b, mining, and sfvicuunst dischargery must notiy the
&gmeyassomastheyhmnrhavemumw beliove:

{a) That any activity hes ceourned or wil OScur vAtah would e it the Jischiongs of
any fexie potiuiant dantfiad under Section 307 of the Clean Wates Act whichia sk
fimiied in the pemmit, if that dischorgt will exceed the highest of the Tollowing
{1} One hrsdred oictograns per lilr (100 ugh):

{2) Twohundmed micrograms par litee (200 1gA) hﬂ'&crolein and acryiandlrle; five

“hyridred MCrRogran pey B (500 ugl) for2,3-dinitrophens and for 2-melnl
4 Bdui)wwmv frt-cne miligem pes lMer {1 mgN} for antvrony.

48y five (6) U watue forthst pollubatin

tha NPBES permit sppication; or
{4) The fewel ostabilishiod by the Agency in this perimil.

{6} That they have bagun or sxpotd 1o bagir bo uss o marnalecture 25 an intermediais
o¢ fingl product or byprodiset any texic politan whish was nol 1eported in the
NPDES parmid application.

Al Publicly Owned Treatmant Wurks {POTWs) musl provide pdaguate rolice 10 the
Aptoty of the foliwing:

{8} Anymw troductios of: ey {hrat POYW from gn indiect discharge wich
would be sublact 0. S&d{aﬂs 30T or 306 of the Clasn Watas Act f it wene diractly
discharging ihose-poliatants; and

@y Any substental changs rihe valume or tharacter of golittants being introduced
It fiat POTW by 2 source introdusing poliiants to the PQTW at the tima of
wavanceof the parmit.

{2} Forpupeses of thia paragraph, sdequate niline shell inckide formalion on (j) the
quakty and quantity of effluent Introduced ino the POTW, and (1) any antksipated
impact of the chante onthe quantity orgualiy of efiuen to be discharged from the
POTW.

If the penmit s Iasuad to & publicly owned or publicly reguisted ireatrment works, the
parmitlee shall requirs any industrial user of zuch freaiment warks. to comly with
federel raquiremEms CRRCRING,

{8) User thorghs panosnt 1o Section 2845} of the Clean Waw Act and applicable
reguiations sppeadng in 40 CFR 35,

{b)TbxiapoﬂumaiﬁuuxK‘ o) 'dr“ e iod e s
307 51 the Clesn Wates At and

ot pursasard bo Secliar

i 1ﬂspe<:t§mmwﬂhorhgav! ey, pursuat 1 Section- 308 of e Gloan Water Act

mym«wm éruwpma. e conlyols o punmam mtﬂrnkad nmepanm o
perit shal be promplly mod¥ied or revoked, and reissued in conform 1o oy effiued
standard or limigtion. . .

Arry - aiiihorization to consiruct issued o the piimittes pursuant-to 35 1. Adm. Coda
309154 Is haraby incorporated by rafecence a5 & condition of this pomvit.

Theipermittee ghall not make sy tiae StBleman repredemsiico or cartification n any
appiication; record, repoit, planorwaardnwmam SubmRted to-the Agancy or ihe
USEPA, or reg i be ma d under this permit .

The Claan Water Axt proiides that any person wha viclates & penmit candition
\mpdamentng Sactiona 301, 302, 306,307, 308, 318, ar 405 of ths Clsan Watsr Actis
subjistt b 3 ¢ivil parliy ol to aucess $10,000 per-day of suchviolation, Any persan
whonditllly or negiigently violates permd condilions inplemenking Sections 361, 302.
‘308, 3D7,m308 of the Clasn Waatar Aot is subjact 8 fine af net ess than$2,500 nor
mmeﬂunszsaooyx@yd fokabion, of by i t farnat year,
or both,

The Claan Watar At provides that any person who falsifies. 1ampers with, o knowingly
rondarkiimseirate Jny monitorng device.ar method renuired 1 be rmalntained under
pacnit. shall, upan caneiction, be puczshed by a- fire of not mare than $10,000 per
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or by Enprisonment for Rt mre than § monttis pes vilation, of by both,

(22) The Clean Wﬂ(&! At providas thet sny parcen. who- knawlngly makes eny fatse

stadamant, mpraserdatim. or verfification i any recond orother document submited of

quirad 1o be-nalntained ixder il permit shall, chidisg moaorng copoHs o rpoms

of dlance or nofeonpll shall, upon conviction, ba purdstied by -a fine ol not

ore than $10.000 per violation, oF by inigisOnmet e not mong than € toihs per
olatioh, of by Bath. 3

(23) Collscted sorsening, slumies. sludgés, mmmmm&mamms
FRnneras 19 prevent ohiry of those waistes:{or rinclf Frormithe wastys) inlo waters of.
e StEte; The proparaythirzation frsvch disposal sfisll b oblshned from the Agancy
-and 15 incorporated as.part heruo! by refdrance.

(24) 1y vasé of coniict bepwean thees Sandard canditons ad any othar eondlon{s)
inchuded in this permit, $Ho other condion(s) shalk govern,

{25} The permitiea shall comply with, in addiiion to the requitements of the permil, all
applicable pmvmns of 35 . Adm, Code, Subitls T, Sutifie D, Subtite £, and aﬂ
eppicabla-orgers of the Smm

{26)  The prwdsions of this pormill 3re sevorasbla, and ¥ any provigion of this pennit; or the
callon of any provision of thie parmdt s kel invalid, the remslning provigions of this

pannitsba#wﬂﬂue I fish foroe and pfect.

{Rev.6-1-2007)
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SERVICE LIST

Frederick M. Feldman, Esq.

Margaret T. Conway

Ronald M. Hill

Metropolitan Water Reclamation District
100 East Erie Street

Chicago, IL 60611

Roy M. Harsch

Drinker Biddle & Reath

191 N. Wacker Drive, Suite 3700
Chicago, IL 60606-1698

Claire Manning

Brown Hay & Stephens LLP
700 First Mercantile Bank Blvd.
205 S. Fifth St., P.O. Box 2459
Springfield, IL 62705-2459

Fredric Andes

Erika Powers

Barnes & Thornburg

1 N. Wacker Dr., Suite 4400
Chicago, IL 60606

James L. Daugherty-District Manager
Thorn Creek Basin Sanitary District
700 West End Avenue

Chicago Heights, IL. 60411

Jessica Dexter

Environmental Law & Policy Center
35 E. Wacker Dr., Suite 1600
Chicago, IL 60601

Robert VanGyseghem
City of Geneva

1800 South St.

Geneva, IL 60134-2203

Matthew J. Dunn-Chief

Susan Hedman

Office of the Attorney General
Environmental Bureau North

69 West Washington Street, Suite 1800
Chicago, IL 60602

Bernard Sawyer

Thomas Granto

Metropolitan Water Reclamation District
6001 W. Pershing Road

Cicero, IL 60650-4112

Lisa Frede

Chemical Industry Council of Illinois
1400 E. Touhy Ave.

Suite 110

Des Plaines, IL 60018

Katherine D. Hodge
Matthew C. Read

N. LaDonna Driver

Hodge Dwyer & Driver
3150 Roland Avenue

P.O. Box 5776

Springfield, IL 62705-5776

Erin L. Brooks

Bryan Cave LLP

211 North Broadway, Suite 3600
St. Louis, MO 63102

Keith Harley

Elizabeth Schenkier

Chicago Legal Clinic, Inc.

211 West Wacker Drive, Suite 750
Chicago, IL 60606

Frederick D. Keady, P.E.-President
Vermillion Coal Company

1979 Johns Drive

Glenview, IL 60025
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Cindy Skrukrud

Jerry Paulsen

McHenry County Defenders
110 S. Johnson Street, Suite 106
Woodstock, IL 60098

W.C. Blanton

Husch Blackwell LLP
4801 Main St., Suite 1000
Kansas City, MO 64112

Dr. Thomas J. Murphy
2325 N. Clifton St.
Chicago, IL 60614

Stacy Meyers-Glen
Openlands

25 E. Washington, Suite 1650
Chicago, IL 60602

Lyman Welch

Alliance for the Great Lakes
150 N. Michigan Ave.

Suite 700

Chicago, IL 60601

James Huff-President

Huff & Huff, Inc.

915 Harger Road, Suite 330
Oak Brook, IL 60523

Kenneth W. Liss

Andrews Environmental Engineering
3300 Ginger Creek Drive
Springfield, IL. 62711

Albert Ettinger

Environmental Law & Policy Center
53 W. Jackson, Suite 1664

Chicago, IL 60604

Mark Schultz

Navy Facilities and Engineering Command
201 Decatur Avenue Building 1A

Great Lakes, IL 60088-2801

Irwin Polls

Ecological Monitoring and Assessment
3206 Maple Leaf Drive

Glenview, IL. 60025

James E. Eggen

City of Joliet,

Director of Public Works & Utilities
150 W, Jefferson St.

Joliet, IL 60431

Jack Darin

Sierra Club, Illinois Chapter
70 E. Lake St., Suite 1500
Chicago, IL 60601-7447

Kay Anderson

American Bottoms RWTF
One American Bottoms Road
Sauget, IL. 62201

Susan Charles

Thomas W. Dimond

Ice Miller LLP

200 West Madison Street, Suite 3500
Chicago, IL 60606

Vicky McKinley

Evanston Environment Board
223 Grey Avenue

Evanston, IL. 60202
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Kristen Laughridge Gale Ann Alexander, Senior Attorney
Susan M. Franzetti Natural Resources Defense Council
Nijman Franzetti LLP 20 N. Wacker Drive, Suite 1600

10 South LaSalle St. Chicago, IL 60606

Suite 3600

Chicago, IL. 60603

Bob Carter Jared Policicchio

Bloomington Normal Water Reclamation Chicago Department of Law

P.O. Box 3307 30 N. LaSalle Street

Bloomington, IL. 61711 Suite 1400

Chicago, IL 60602
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