TLLINOIS POLLUTION COWNTROL BOARD
June 10, 1982

CITY OF CARLYLE,
Paetiticoner,
qKi?"e;

PCB 82-35

ILLINOIS ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY,

izt G Vg Srsa® St Vel ot ass?

Respondent. 3
OPINION AND ORDER OF THE BOARD {(by J., Andersonl:

variance filed by the City of Ivie (Citv). The City seeks
variance from the 15 mo/l tﬁwux gUSE @nded zgolids (TSS8) limitation
of Rule 408({a) of Chapter 3: Watsr ﬁluﬁlan {which limitation
has been incorporated into its ﬁ?uii ?@1mit} until August 1, 1985,
On May 18, 1982 the Illinois #nvironmental Protection Agency
(Agency) move& to file ite Recommendation in support of variance
instanter, which motion is hereby granted. Hearing was wailved
and none has been held.

This matter comes before t?ﬁ Boavd on the petition for
LY
.&

The subject of this varlance is the drinking water treatment
plant (WTP)} of the City of Carlyle, Clinton County. The WTP
supplies the water needs of the City, the Village of Beckmeyer,
and the Clinton County Rast and Carlyle Southwest Public Water
supply Districts as well as recreational and administrative
facilities of the Illinois Department of Conservation and the
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. Raw water from the Kaskaskia
River is tresated with lime, alum, fluoride and chlorine. The
lime and alum, in combination with the turbidity present in the
raw water, produce a water bLreatment sludge which is discharged
into the Kaskaskia River approx 'mateiy cne mile downstream from
the Carlyle Lake Spillway. The WIP locatad on a reach of the
River is heav1ly‘flshed The aischar ge contains TSS in violation
of the Board's standard.

Discharge occurs from two distinct sources in the plant. One
is filter backwash water ranging in volume from 4850 to 14,500
gallons, which is discharged either dally, or three out of every
5 days, depending on the turbkidity of the raw water. The back-
wash TSS concentrations range from 60 to 780 mg/l, averaging 378
mg/1l over the last three years. The other source of discharge
is the settling tanks during ciuaning; which generally occurs
six times a year. The high 785 level has heen reported as 11,000
mg/l, with a discharge wvolume of about 190,000 gallons.
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In January, 1980 the Hoffman Rural Water District (Hoffman
District) entered into a water purchase contract with the City
for the purpose of servicing the Hoffman District's members,
whose request for water service has been rejected by the City of
Centralia because of that City's own water shortage. The Hoffman
District has approximately 220 members who have water needs of
approximately 45,000 gallons per davy.

The Hoffman Distri @Em@ﬁ water supply,
80 its members rely on ed walls, cisterns,
ponds or lakes, As C1] " the state's dominant
dairy producing counti Public Health (IDPH)

monitors the guality of at the dairy farms in the Hoffman
District's area., The g@ﬁi ‘orm and nitrate concentrations
in the well water of 10 - of 13 wells in the District recently
tested by IDPH were §@aﬁ§ ﬁ@ be un ﬁa@isf&st@?y which has resulted
in the ﬁ@w&gx&@%ﬁi of the milk j

A status, "which disasterously
milk and [its] pric

ﬁw

The Farmers Home Administrat
finance construction of a central e
to allow the District to distribute water to be purchased pursuant
to its January, 1980 contract with the City of ﬁ&riylee However,
in June, 1981 the Agency advised the Hoffman District that it
would not issue a construction §efmii to the Hoffman District
because of the Citv's sludge handling problems and resulting

NPDES permit and ﬁh&§%&f 3 violaticns.

tion has committed $1,660,000 to
tem for the Hoffman District,

In its petition, the City asserts that its "present Mayor
and City Council have a sincere desire to make the required
improvements®. The City had engaged engineering consultants Henry,
Meisenheimer, & Gende, Inc. to recommend alternatives for upgrading
its WTP and construction of a process wastewater treatment plant
(pWTP). If variance is granted, the City would propose a
two-phase improvement program, to be completed in about 3% years.
The first phase concerns the WTP, and would involve construction
of a backwash holding lagoon with a 3 to 5 year capacity. The
supernatant would be discharged to the Kaskaskia or piped back to
the WTP, depending on the lagoon’s location. Two sludge holding
lagoons would also be constructed with a 3-5 year capacity, with
the supernatant being discharged into the Kaskaskia. Lagoon
construction would be estimated to be completed by June, 1983, at
a cost of $163,900. The second phase calls for construction of a
new PWTP, anticipated to be completed by August, 1985 at a cost
of $194,000.
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The reported alternatives to this plan would involve a)
mechanical dewatering of sludge and reuse of backwash water, b)
lagoon storage and drying of sludge and backwash water reuse, and
c) lagoon storage and drying of both siudge and backwash. The
City has rejected these alternatives, as it believes that mechani-
cal dewatering of alum sludge has proven to be cost ineffective
for small systems due to the high costs of eguipment and power,
and the chemical conditioning reguired to produce a stable sludge
cake.

The City asserts that it cannct undertake the economic burden
of commencing with both phases of the construction program simul-
taneously. It states that its citizens, a large percentage of
whom are senior citizens, are already economically hard-pressed,
and have recently experienced a 25% increase in electric rates.
The City anticipates some bonding and other financial difficulties
in financing the project as a whole, but believes that these can
be "overcome with minimal economic impact, if given sufficient
time for proper planning and financing®” of the two-phase plan.

The City believes that continuation of its current discharges
during a variance period will have minimal environmental impact,
based on lack of f£ish kills and Department of Fisheries' calcu-
lation in 1977 that the fish population was average for the stream
type. The Agency in its Recommendation notes that TS5 has been
reported by the Illinois Water System Information Group as being
the most significant of all pollutants within the Kaskaskia River
Basin. However, TSS discharges from point sources are reported
to be gquantitatively significant only at very low flows and in
very local reaches.

The Agency recommends that variance be granted, given the
asserted hardships to the City and the Hoffman District,
particularly since the City has committed to a compliance plan.
However, the Agency estimates that the City's sludge discharges
increase the TSS load on the river by 1800 pounds during each of
the 6 yearly discharge events (whereas backwash discharge increases
it by 100 pounds during each of the discharge events which occur
either daily or three out of every five days). It therefore
recommends that variance be conditioned on the taking of steps to
minimize the slug loads discharged from the sedimentation basin
during the wvariance period.

The Board finds that denial of variance would impose an
arbitrary or unreasonable hardship, as the City's proposed two-
phase construction plan seems well designed to eliminate an
environmental problem while minimizing the asserted economic
hardships on both the Carlyle and Hoffman District communities.
Variance is therefore granted until October 1, 1985 subject to
conditions, to allow a slight cushion for start-up adjustments.

The Board feels that neither the petition nor the Agency's
Recommendation sufficiently address the conditions under which
sludge can be discharged into the Kaskaskia River to cause the
least impact. This is o©of concern particularly since the City
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has calculated the river's low flow to be 530 cfs (32.2 mgd) while
the Agency calculates it to be 41 26.5 mgd), and since the
Agency also questions the maeans by ch the City arrived at its
estimates of the rviver’s dilution ratios. Therefore, the City
will be ordered to develop, in ceonsultation with the Agency, a
written plan specifying the conditions under which it will
discharge sludge.

This Opinion constitutes the Board's findings of fact and
conclusions of law in ¢this matter.

OHDETL

1. Petitioner, the City of Carlyle, is hereby granted a
variance from the 15 mg/l 985 itation of Rule 408(a}) of Chapter

3: Water Pollution until Cotobeyw
conditions:

1985, subiject to the following

al Petitioner shall adhere to the compliance schedule
as outlined in Paracgyvaph 7(B)} ¢f the petition, which is
lncorporateu herein ag 1f fully set forth, and shall submit
semi-annual weports to the Agency on 1ts progress. Reports
shall be submitted to:

Yilinois Environmental Protection Agency
Bivision of Water Pollution Control
Compliliance Assurance Section
chi

2200 Churchill Boad
Springfield, IL 62706

Reports shall be submitted on or before January 1 and July 1,
with the first report to be susmitted by January 1, 1983,

b} Petitioner shall develop, in consultation with the
Agency, a written plan stating the conditions under which
sedimentation basin sludge shall be discharged. This plan
shall be submitted to the Agency at the above address within
60 days of the date of this Crder,

c) Oniy filter backwash wastewater and sedimentation
basin sludge shall bhe discharged.

4a) If construction and Qperatian of the wastewater
treatment facilities within a 1% mg/l 78S limit is obtained
prior to October 1, 1985, this wariance shall expire at such
earlier time.

2. Within forty=-five davs 2f the date of this Order,
Petitioner shall execute and forward toc the Illinois Environmental
Protection Agency, Division ¢of Water Pollution Control, Compliance
Assurance Section, 2200 Churchill Read, Springfield, Illinois
62706, a Certificate of Acceptance and Agreement te be bound to
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all terms and conditions of this wvariance. This forty-five day
period shall be held in abeyance for any period this matter is
being appealed. The form of the certificate shall be as follows:

CERTIFICATE
I, (we), ., having read
the Order of the Illincis Peollution Control Board in PCB 82-35,
dated , understand and accept the

said Order, realizing that such acceptance renders all terms and
conditions thereto binding and enforceable.

Petitioner

By: Authorized Agent

Title

Date

3. The Agency shall modify Petitioner's NPDES permit
consistent with the terms of this Order.

IT IS SO ORDERED.

I, Christan L. Moffett, Clerk of the Illinois Pollution
Control Board, hereby.fertify that the above Opinion and Order
was adopted on the (o7 day of N\, g , 1982 by a
vote of .

s

hristan L. Moffett//(Clerk

Iilinois Pollution Control Board
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