
BEFORE THE ILLINOIS POLLUTION CONTROL BOARD 
 

PRAIRIE RIVERS NETWORK  )           
and SIERRA CLUB,    )                                       
      )                  
 Petitioners,    )     
      ) PCB __________ 
 v.     )           (Third Party NPDES Appeal) 

)                                                                   
) 

ILLINOIS ENVIRONMENTAL  ) 
PROTECTION AGENCY and  ) 
PEABODY GATEWAY NORTH   ) 
MINING, LLC    ) 
      ) 
            Respondents.    ) 
 
 

NOTICE OF ELECTRONIC FILING 

 

To: Attached Service List 
 
 PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that on November 2, 2012, I electronically filed with the Clerk 

of the Pollution Control Board of the State of Illinois, a Petition for Administrative Review of an 

NPDES Permit Issued by the Illinois Environmental Protection Agency from Prairie Rivers 

Network and Sierra Club (collectively, “Petitioners”), along with the Appearance of Jessica 

Dexter, copies of which are attached hereto and herewith served upon you. 

 
 

Respectfully Submitted, 

        
_____________________ 

       Jessica Dexter 
       Staff Attorney 
       Environmental Law and Policy Center 
       35 East Wacker Drive, Ste. 1600 
       Chicago, IL 60601 
       312-795-3747 
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BEFORE THE ILLINOIS POLLUTION CONTROL BOARD 
 

PRAIRIE RIVERS NETWORK  )           
and SIERRA CLUB,    )                                       
      )                  
 Petitioners,    )     
      ) PCB __________ 
 v.     )           (Third Party NPDES Appeal) 
      )      
                                                             ) 
ILLINOIS ENVIRONMENTAL  ) 
PROTECTION AGENCY and  ) 
PEABODY GATEWAY NORTH   ) 
MINING, LLC    ) 
      ) 
            Respondents.    ) 
 
 
 
PETITION FOR ADMINISTRATIVE REVIEW OF AN NPDES PERMIT ISSUED 

BY THE ILLINOIS ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

 
  Pursuant to 415 ILCS 5/40(e)(1) and 35 Ill. Adm. Code § 105, Prairie Rivers 
Network and Sierra Club (collectively, “Petitioners”) hereby petition for review of the 
September 28, 2012 decision of the Illinois Environmental Protection Agency (“IEPA”) 
to grant a new National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (“NPDES”) permit 
(Permit No. IL0079481) to Peabody Gateway North Mining, L.L.C., Gateway North 
Mine to discharge pollutants from a coal mining site into unnamed tributaries of 
Coulterville Lake and Marys River.  (See Final Permit attached as Exhibit 1 and 
Responsiveness Summary at http://www.epa.state.il.us/public-notices/2012/peabody-
gateway-north-mining/responsiveness-summary.pdf).    

 
In support of their petition, Petitioners state: 
 
 

Statement of Petitioners 

 
1. Prairie Rivers Network is an Illinois not-for-profit corporation concerned with 

river conservation and water quality issues in Illinois. It works with concerned 
citizens throughout the state to address issues that impact Illinois streams. Prairie 
Rivers Network members live in the Marys River and Mud Creek watersheds 
(which includes Coulterville Lake) and are concerned with pollution that would 
affect their access to clean drinking water in Coulterville Lake and their ability to 
enjoy recreational activities dependent on the ecological health of the Marys 
River and its tributaries including swimming, wading, fishing, canoeing, 
kayaking, hiking, nature study, bird watching and other wildlife viewing. (Joint 
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Post-Hearing Comments of Prairie Rivers Network and Illinois Chapter of the 
Sierra Club, July 20, 2012, attached as Exhibit 2). 
 

2. The Sierra Club is a California not-for-profit corporation, which has among its 
purposes to protect and restore the quality of the natural and human environment. 
The Sierra Club has over 20,600 members residing in the State of Illinois and has 
members who are adversely affected by the unnecessary degradation of water 
quality in the Marys River and Mud Creek watershed. Members depend on 
Coulterville Lake as a drinking water source and fishing spot and streams in the 
watersheds for activities including nature study, birdwatching and fishing,   (See 
Public Hearing Transcript (June 20, 2012), available at 
http://www.epa.state.il.us/public-notices/2012/peabody-gateway-north-
mining/hearing-transcript.pdf and Exhibit 2). 
 

3. Members of the Petitioners, including Cindy Skrukrud, Joyce Blumenshine, Brian 
Perbix, Mike Fullerton, Tony Lehr and Kathy Andria  appeared at the hearing 
held in this proceeding or submitted comments in opposition to the permit.  (See 
Transcript and Exhibit 2).  Because they are concerned that additional pollution 
from the new Gateway North Mine will degrade the drinking water supply and the 
water resources they enjoy for recreational purposes, these members and other 
members of Petitioners are so situated as to be affected by the unnecessary 
increase in pollution in the Marys River and Coulterville Lake watersheds.   
 

Marys River, Coulterville Lake and the Mud Creek Watershed 

 
4. An unnamed tributary to Mud Creek was impounded to create the Coulterville 

City Reservoir, which is also known as Coulterville Lake.  Coulterville Lake then 
empties into Mud Creek which then feeds into the Kaskaskia River, a public 
drinking water source for downstream communities.  The Kaskaskia River also 
provides water for recreational and industrial uses.   

5. Marys River is a tributary of the Mississippi River.   
6. Coulterville Lake is the public drinking water supply for over 1,100 Coulterville-

area residents.  Coulterville Lake is listed as impaired for Public and Food 
Processing Water Supply and aesthetic uses in the IEPA’s draft 2010 Illinois 
Integrated Water Quality Report and Section 303(d) List.  Manganese and total 
suspended solids are among pollutants causing the impairments.  The Total 
Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) report that has been completed to address the 
impairments in the Lower Kaskaskia River Watershed states that to improve 
water quality, lands surrounding Coulterville Lake and its tributary streams 
should implement best management practices to control erosion and reduce runoff 
and pollutant loading to those waters.  The TMDL recognizes that in other 
watersheds throughout southern Illinois, mining activities have been identified as 
sources of impairment for certain pollutants, including manganese.   

7. Coal mining discharges are known to contain pollutants such as sulfate, chloride, 
total dissolved solids, pH, total suspended solids, aluminum, iron, manganese and 
other metals.   
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8. Given that waters receiving pollution from the Gateway North Mine are 
considered impaired even before new coal mining begins near Coulterville Lake, 
Petitioners argue that further degradation, especially of a public water supply, 
should not be allowed where there are viable alternatives.   
 

Grounds for Appeal 

 
9. This permit appeal challenges IEPA’s failure to comply with Illinois 

antidegradation law in its issuance of a permit to the Gateway Mine.  Specifically, 
IEPA failed to adequately consider alternatives to the proposed discharge that 
would reduce pollutant loading.  Therefore IEPA issued a permit in violation of 
35 Ill. Admin. Code 302.105 (c)(2)(B), which requires IEPA to assure that “all 
technically and economically reasonable measures to avoid or minimize the extent 
of the proposed increase in pollutant loading have been incorporated into the 
proposed activity.”   

10. On April 26, 2012, IEPA issued a public notice of its tentative decision to issue a 
new NPDES permit to Peabody Gateway North Mining, L.L.C., Gateway North 
Mine for discharges into an unnamed tributary of Marys River and an unnamed 
tributary of Coulterville Lake.  The new permit would allow the Gateway North 
Mine to discharge mine drainage, reclamation area drainage and stormwater 
runoff into these receiving streams. In the public notice, IEPA set June 20, 2012 
as a date for a public hearing on the draft permit. 

11. The Gateway North Mine is located near the existing Gateway Mine.  Coal 
processing for both mine sites will take place at the existing Gateway Mine 
Central Cleaning Plant facility.  The Gateway Mine is owned by Peabody 
Coulterville Mining, LLC. 

12. The April 26, 2012 public notice included an Antidegradation Assessment, which 
stated that the mine company had evaluated several alternatives to the proposed 
discharge.  All of these alternatives were rejected.  One alternative, a “no 
discharge” alternative, was rejected because 1) the company did not think 
evaporation of the water was feasible and 2) “containing and re-using all the 
effluent is not viable given that there are no users for this water available that 
would want water after storm events.” 

13. In 2012, the Gateway Mine had to obtain water from offsite sources in order to 
continue operations at its Central Cleaning Plant. 

14. After reviewing the draft permit, on June 20, 2012, members of Petitioners 
testified at the public hearing in Sparta, Illinois.  During this hearing, members of 
Petitioners raised a number of concerns and questions regarding legal and 
scientific deficiencies in the draft permit.   

15. During the hearing Petitioners specifically asked whether the permittee or IEPA 
had considered a closed-loop no-discharge alternative that would re-use water 
(that would otherwise be discharged) in the coal-preparation and washing system, 
as well as for dust control and other operational needs at Gateway North Mine and 
at the existing Gateway Mine coal processing facility, which has experienced 
water shortages.  IEPA staff stated they had not considered that alternative, but 
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that it would consider it and provide its findings in the Responsiveness Summary 
when a final permit was issued. 

16. After the hearing, Petitioners submitted written comments on July 20, 2012 
(Exhibit 2).  Among other issues, Petitioners again asked that a closed-loop no-
discharge option be explored that would re-use water collected on site in the 
nearby Central Cleaning Plant or for other mining operations including dust 
suppression.  Petitioners suggested that the Agency’s analysis would be aided if 
the company were to provide more complete water balance information for the 
sites. 

17. On September 28, 2012, IEPA issued a final NPDES permit for pollution 
discharges from the Gateway North Mine.  This permit issuance is the agency 
action for which Petitioners are seeking administrative review by the IPCB. 

18. IEPA posted a Responsiveness Summary along with the final permit.  In the 
Responsiveness Summary, IEPA provided its responses to issues that had been 
raised at the public hearing. 

19. In the Responsiveness Summary, IEPA dismissed Petitioners’ suggested closed-
loop no-discharge system as an alternative to the increased pollutant loading.  In 
rejecting the alternative, it is not clear that IEPA actually evaluated the option of 
re-using the water for mine operations at the Gateway North and Gateway mines.  
Instead, IEPA stated that “surface runoff collected in the sedimentation pond 
would have to be pumped to another watershed to avoid discharge.”  Further, 
IEPA stated that “pumping expenses would be excessive.”   

20. IEPA provided no information regarding the “excessive” costs of the alternative, 
nor did it weigh those costs against the benefits that would be gained by both the 
mine company (offsetting the need to purchase and transport off-site water for use 
on-site) and by watershed users, including those dependent on Coulterville Lake 
for clean drinking water.   

21. In the Responsiveness Summary, IEPA also stated that the need to make a 
consumptive use of the water was a consideration, and that “[i]t is possible that 
too much water would have to be consumed in the slurry pond under this 
scenario.” 

22. IEPA apparently did not consider the consumptive uses of water at mining 
operations, including water used for dust suppression and coal washing and water 
that remains in coal after it is processed.  Furthermore, even if only some of the 
water could be consumed by the mine operations, that re-use would reduce 
pollutant loading into Marys River and Coulterville Lake. 

23. Petitioners repeatedly urged IEPA to take the steps necessary to comply with 35 
Ill. Adm. Code § 302.105(c) by assuring that all technically and economically 
reasonable measures to avoid or minimize the extent of the proposed increase in 
pollutant loadings be incorporated into the permit and that IEPA perform the 
required financial analyses regarding pollution control costs.  Despite this urging, 
IEPA never adequately weighed pollution control alternatives and failed to 
determine both the costs of the various alternatives and the impact of those costs 
on the viability of the proposed project.   

24. IEPA’s issuance of the permit without requiring alternatives to the increase in 
pollutant loading failed to comply with Illinois antidegradation rules at 35 Ill. 
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Admin. Code §302.105 (c) and (f).  IEPA’s rejection of alternatives was 
improper.  Simply stating that an alternative will cost more, or might not address 
all pollutant loading does not justify eliminating that alternative under the 
antidegradation rules.   

25. IEPA’s failure to require a proper antidegradation analysis will lead to 
degradation of a public water supply and will injure the ecology of the 
watersheds.  Members of Petitioners will be adversely affected when pollution 
discharged under the permit causes unnecessary degradation of the water quality 
in Marys River, Coulterville Lake and tributaries thereto.   

  
WHEREFORE, Prairie Rivers Network and the Sierra Club ask that the Pollution Control 
Board set aside the NPDES permit (No IL0078727) issued to Peabody Gateway North 
Mining, L.L.C., Gateway North Mine as not sufficiently protective of the environment 
and not in accord with law, and direct that the Agency reconsider the permit in order to 
establish conditions and limits necessary to protect Illinois waters, assure protection of 
Illinois water quality standards, and comply with the Federal Water Pollution Control 
Act, 33  U.S.C. § 1251 et seq., and Illinois law. 
 

 
__________________________ 

                                                            Jessica Dexter (Reg. No. 6298340) 
Counsel for Prairie Rivers Network and Sierra Club 

 
 
Date: November 2, 2012 
 
Environmental Law & Policy Center 
35 E. Wacker Dr. Suite 1600 
Chicago, Illinois 60601 
312-795-3747 
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Final Permit 
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EXHIBIT 2: 

Post-Hearing Comments of Prairie Rivers Network and 
Illinois Chapter of the Sierra Club, July 20, 2012 
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  NPDES No. IL0079481 

PRAIRIE RIVERS NETWORK 

1902 Fox Drive, Suite G 
Champaign, Illinois 61820 

217 / 344-2371 
217 / 344-2381 fax 

www.prairierivers.org  
 
 

 
July 20, 2012 
 
Via email to epa.publichearingcom@illinois.gov 
 
Hearing Officer Dean Studer 
Illinois Environmental Protection Agency 
1021 North Grand Avenue East 
PO Box 19276 
Springfield, IL 62794-9276 
 
 RE:  NPDES Permit No. IL0079481, Notice No. 5982c  
  Peabody Gateway North Mining, LLC- Gateway North Mine 
              Post-Hearing Comments 
 
    
Dear Mr. Studer, 

 
On behalf of the Prairie Rivers Network (PRN) and the Illinois Chapter of Sierra Club (SC), 
we provide these post-hearing comments and recommendations on the proposed NPDES 
permit planned to be issued to Peabody Gateway North Mining for discharges of alkaline 
mine drainage and stormwater discharges into an unnamed tributary to Marys River and 
unnamed tributary to Coulterville Lake in Randolph County, Illinois.   Prairie Rivers 
Network is the state affiliate of the National Wildlife Federation, a non-profit organization 
that strives to protect the rivers, streams and lakes of Illinois and to promote the lasting 
health and beauty of watershed communities. Several of our members and members of the 
Illinois Chapter of the Sierra Club, a statewide organization representing over 26,000 
individuals committed to protecting the Illinois environment, live and recreate in the Marys 
River and Mud Creek watersheds and would be adversely affected by the discharge of 
pollutants that degrade water quality. 
 
These comments are follow-up to the issues and questions we raised at the public hearing 
held on June 20, 2012.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                             
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  NPDES No. IL0062189 

 
Objections 

As detailed below, we object to the issuance of this permit for the following reasons: 
 

I. The Agency has Failed to Fully Identify and Quantify Proposed  Pollutant 
Load Increases and the Potential Impacts of those Load Increases on the 
Affected Waters and share the findings with the public as Required by 35 
IAC 302.105 c) 2),f) 1) B) and f)3). 

 
II. The Agency Has Failed to Demonstrate Existing Uses Will be Fully 

Protected in accordance with 35 IAC 302.105. 
 

III. IEPA has not Demonstrated that the Proposed Discharge will not Cause or 
Contribute to the Violation of Water Quality Standards in Coulterville Lake 
and the tributaries to Coulterville Lake and Marys River. 

 
IV. Illinois Antidegradation Rule, 35 Ill. Adm. Code 302.105 (c)(B)(iii) has also 

not been satisfactory addressed in that alternatives for minimizing 
increases in pollutant loadings (sulfate, chloride, iron, manganese, etc.) 
have not been fully explored. 

 
V. This permit should not be issued as it does not address entire scope of 

anticipated modifications to permit site and operations and potential 
cumulative impacts.   
 

 
 

 
I. 

The Agency has Failed to Fully Identify and Quantify Proposed  Pollutant Load 
Increases and the Potential Impacts of those Load Increases on the Affected 

Waters and share the findings with the public as Required by 35 IAC 302.105 c) 
2),f) 1) B) and f)3). 

It does not appear from the draft fact sheet, antidegradation assessment and draft permit 
that a complete characterization of the proposed pollutant load to the receiving 
waterbodies has been conducted.  
 
For example,  

 Both Marys River and Mud Creek watersheds are already adversely impacted 

by coal mining discharges (Attachment A, Spartan Mine & Gateway Mine 

Inspection Report 4-26-12), and consequently the Agency must assess the 
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NPDES No. IL0079481 

 

cumulative impact of this proposal in conjunction with impacts from other 

permitted discharges in those watersheds. 

 The draft permit does not take into consideration the potential additional 

pollutant loading from the coal stockpiles to the underlying groundwater 

given that a high water table is present.   

 The draft permit does not fully consider the additional loading of pollutants 

from pumping of the underground mine acres.   

 The draft permit does not fully consider the additional loading of 

phosphorus, important because Lake Coulterville, downstream of Outfall 002 

is considered impaired due to high levels of total phosphorus.   

 
Illinois’ antidegradation rules were designed to ensure the protection of existing uses of 
Illinois waters, protect water quality and prevent unnecessary deterioration of waters of 
the state. 35 IAC 302.105.  Under these regulations, the Illinois Environmental Protection 
Agency is charged with implementing the policy and in doing so, must assess any proposed 
increase in pollutant loading that necessitates a renewed or modified NPDES permit.  35 
IAC 302.105 (c)(2). Most importantly, the agency must also analyze the potential impacts of 
these pollutant loadings on the affected waters, including the fate and effect of each 
pollutant, to ensure full compliance with water quality standards and protection of existing 
uses. Failure to do so is a direct violation of the regulations and grounds for appeal. The 
antidegradation analysis must also show what pollution-minimizing alternatives were 
considered by the applicant to reduce the impact of the new pollution sources.   
 

 
II. 

The Agency Has Failed to Demonstrate Existing Uses will be Fully Protected in 
accordance with 35 IAC 302.105. 

The Illinois EPA has not identified and characterized the conditions and existing uses for 
the unnamed tributaries receiving new mine and stormwater discharges from Outfalls 001 
and 002 in violation of Illinois antidegradation regulations.  Under Illinois's 
antidegradation rule, applicants are required to include a characterization of the impacted 
body of water in their permit application: "Identification and characterization of the water 
body affected by the proposed load increase or proposed activity and the existing water 
body’s uses. Characterization must address physical, biological and chemical conditions of 
the water body." 35 Ill. Adm. Code 302.105 f)1)A).  The IEPA Water Quality Standards 
Section has stated numerous times that the Agency does not require any kind of 
assessment of headwater-type streams, assuming they have very little aquatic life potential.  
The importance of headwater streams is recognized by the scientific community.  While 
headwater-type streams may require different assessment methods, many do indeed have 
important existing aquatic life uses that cannot be dismissed categorically as insignificant.  
They are waters of Illinois, and they are subject to the same existing use rules, even if the 
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existing uses are of a different type than for larger-order streams. The Antidegradation 
Assessment states "The applicant conducted macroinvertebrate and fish surveys at several 
stream sites in the area of the mine site.”  Surveying streams in the area of the mine site is 
not the same as assessing the streams which will be impacted.   
   
Once existing uses are properly assessed, the agency must examine the impacts of the 
proposed activity on those uses and determine whether existing uses will be fully protected 
through issuance of an NPDES permit. Without evidence of existing use protection, the 
agency must further condition the NPDES permit or refuse to issue.  In light of the lack of 
information on the streams that will be receiving discharge, this NPDES permit should not 
be issued unless and until the Applicant or the Agency completes the studies necessary to 
adequately characterize the conditions and existing uses of each of the streams required by 
Ill. Adm. Code § 302.105.   

 
 
III. 

IEPA has not Demonstrated that the Proposed Discharge will not Cause or 
Contribute to the Violation of Water Quality Standards in Coulterville Lake and 

the tributaries to Coulterville Lake and Marys River. 
The permit proposes storm related discharges of wastewater from a 172.1 acre mine site 
including pond overflow from runoff from: office buildings, parking lots, access roads, 
surface area associated with mine portal, temporary coal storage areas, soil and 
overburden stockpiles, mine pumpage associated with slope/shaft construction activities, 
and pumpage from the underground mining operations to unnamed tributaries to 
Coulterville Lake and Marys River. Because of the inadequate characterization of proposed 
pollutant load increases mentioned previously in this letter, it follows that reasonable 
potential analyses for pollutants of concern were not completed.  The IEPA must include 
limitations in the permit necessary to achieve water quality standards.  Such limitations 
must control all pollutants which will cause, have the reasonable potential to cause, or 
contribute to an excursion above any state water quality standard. 40 CFR 122.44 (d) (1).   
 
Despite this requirement, the appropriate reasonable potential analyses (RPAs) have not 
been performed on the proposed pollutant loadings. The agency cannot postpone its duty 
to perform the reasonable potential analysis (RPA) which must be done using data 
representing all wastestreams likely contributing to the discharge (i.e. alkaline mine 
drainage, mine pumpage, coal refuse disposal piles, and stormwater discharges).  It must 
perform the requisite analysis before issuing the final permit and set permit limits as 
necessary to ensure compliance with water quality standards. 40 CFR 122.44. 
 
Finally, additional permit requirements are necessary, considering the amount of coal and 
dust and fines that will be present onsite and contributing to stormwater pollutants as a 
result of coal and coal refuse management and disposal activities.  Coal is known to have 
many toxic, carcinogenic organic compounds.  Some of them are collectively known as 
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PAHs.  This stands for polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons of which 20 found in coal are also 
on the ATSDR (Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry) list. These compounds 
are semi-volatile and adhere to particles.  They are found in unburnt coal and coal slurry 
and pose a threat to designated uses of the receiving waters.  This permit should include a 
monitoring requirement for PAHs at all outfalls.   

 
 
IV. 

Illinois Antidegradation Rule, 35 Ill. Adm. Code 302.105 (c)(B)(iii) has also not 
been satisfactory addressed in that alternatives for minimizing increases in 

pollutant loadings (sulfate, chloride, iron, manganese, etc.) have not been fully 
explored. 

Illinois Antidegradation Rule has not been satisfactorily addressed in the draft NPDES 
permit in that alternatives for minimizing increases in pollutant loadings (sulfate, chloride, 
iron, manganese, etc.) have not been fully explored.  35 IAC Section 302.105(c) (2) states 
that in making the antidegradation assessment, "the Agency must: (B) Assure the following: 
(iii) All technically and economically reasonable measures to avoid or minimize the extent 
of the proposed increase in pollutant loading have been incorporated into the proposed 
activity." Further, under 35 IAC Section 302.105(f) (1) "A permit application for any 
proposed increase in pollutant loading that necessitates the issuance of a new, renewed, or 
modified NPDES permit or a CWA Section 401 certification must include, to the extent 
necessary for the Agency to determine that the permit application meets the requirements 
of this Section, the following information : (D) Assessments of alternatives...may include: (i) 
additional treatment levels, including no discharge alternatives; (ii) Discharge of waste to 
alternate locations, including publicly -owned treatment works and streams with greater 
assimilative capacity; or (iii) Manufacturing practices that incorporate pollution prevention 
techniques." 
 
Of critical concern is the potential impact of the proposed mine on the quality of water in 
the Coulterville City Reservoir, which serves as a drinking water source for residents. 
Outfall 002 discharges to a tributary to Coulterville Lake.  As we describe below, there are 
many alternatives which should be considered before any discharge to Coulterville Lake is 
permitted.  As the Antidegradation Assessment reports, the levels of pollutants typically 
found in mine effluent are low: “Peabody collected water quality data for Coulterville Lake 
in 2011.  In mg/l, the results were as follows: Sulfate 24.2: Chloride 5.9; Manganese 0.6 
mg/l and Total Dissolved Solids 146.” Degradation of a public water supply should not be 
allowed while there are viable alternatives.  Under 35 IAC 406.202, no mine effluent 
discharge should be permitted to Coulterville Lake as it likely to adversely affect that public 
water supply. 
 
A no-discharge option should be explored for the mine operation, especially for discharges 
proposed for Outfall 002.   For example, directing stormwater discharges to the Central 
Cleaning Plant for reuse in coal washing should be explored.  Stormwater collected in the 
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sedimentation basins could be used for mining operations including dust 
suppression.   Sedimentation basins could be sized large enough to hold all stormwater 
runoff and  be used to store and manage water until needed for onsite operations, 
effectively creating a closed-circuit system. Any wastewater that was deemed unfit for use 
due to poor water quality could then be stored in a concrete tank and treated with 
chemicals to precipitate out pollutants.   A more complete onsite water balance would help 
develop this idea better and should be provided to the Agency for review. 
 
Discharge of wastewater to alternate locations such as a larger stream with greater 
assimilative capacity and which are not tributary to a public water supply should also be 
considered. 
 
Opportunities for improving the quality of the water proposed to be discharged to both 
Outfalls 001 and 002 also need to be more fully explored.  Certainly mine pumpage should 
not be directed to Outfall 002 as it is currently indicated on page 3 of the draft permit.  But 
maintaining a steady flow which mine pumpage provides does allow for the use of 
treatment methods such as biological treatment in wetlands and reactors which the 
Antidegradation Assessment dismisses as infeasible due to “the intermittent nature of the 
stormwater runoff.”  Biological sulfate reduction can also be undertaken in the mine itself.  
This option for reducing sulfate loadings should be explored (See Att. C-A Review of Sulfate 
Removal Options for Mine Waste).  
 
In addition, the Mary's River / North Fork Cox Creek Watershed TMDL Report “Mary’s 
River TMDL” found at http://www.epa.state.il.us/water/tmdl/report/marys-river/marys-river.pdf 
recommends BMPS for mine operations in order to reduce sulfate and TDS, the main 
pollutants discharged from mining activities.  Anaerobic wetlands, open limestone channels  
vertical flow reactors, and sulfate-reducing bioreactors are the BMPs recommended for 
mining activities in this watershed.  These are appropriate BMPs to implement at Outfall 
001. 
 
While we strongly believe that no mine effluent should be directed to Coulterville Lake, we 
note the following specific problems with the limits proposed for Outfall 002 in the draft 
permit: 

 As stated earlier, no mine pumpage should be directed to the lake. 

 In the event IEPA allows discharge to the lake, TSS should be limited at all discharge 

conditions on Outfall 002, as Coulterville Lake is already impaired for TSS. 

 The AD Assessment states “All Public and Food Processing Water Supply water 

quality standards will be met in the effluent. Increases in lake concentration of 

chloride and sulfate will be in terms of a few mg/l.”  While it is true that the limits at 

Outfall 002 are set at the chloride and sulfate standards for Public and Food 

Processing Water Supply as found at 35 IAC 302.304, the TDS limit isn’t.  It should 

be set at 500 mg/L. 
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 A manganese limit should be set for all discharge conditions at Outfall 002, since 

Coulterville Lake is already impaired for manganese.  The limit should be set at 0.15 

mg/L, the public water supply standard. 

 Coulterville Lake is impaired due to phosphorus.  Outfall 002 should contain a limit 

on phosphorus at all discharge conditions, in line with the TMDL developed for 

Coulterville Lake.  According to the Lower Kaskaskia River Watershed TMDL Report   

“Kaskaskia TMDL” (found at http://www.epa.state.il.us/water/tmdl/report/lower-

kaskaskia-river/lower-kaskaskia-report-final.pdf) the TMDL developed to address 

total phosphorus levels in Coulterville Lake will likely remedy the elevated levels of 

manganese.  The Kaskaskia TMDL call for a 94% reduction in phosphorus loading to 

the lake.  Phosphorus limits should be set at the lake water quality standard of 0.05 

mg/L phosphorus. 

V. 
This permit should not be issued as it does not adequately address cumulative 

impacts due to the permitted activities and associated operations. 
Peabody North Gateway Mining, LLC is seeking an NPDES permit for expansion of the 
Gateway Mine to the north, including the addition of a new portal, airshaft, conveyor belts, 
raw coal stockpiles, and sedimentation ponds.  The coal brought to the surface through the 
portal will be transferred to the Gateway Mine’s Central Cleaning Plant, similar to current 
operations with coal from the South Portal.  Proposed are two outfalls, one discharging to 
the north into an unnamed tributary to the South Fork Mud Creek (dammed as the 
Coulterville City Reservoir) and the second outfall discharging into the unnamed tributary 
of Marys River presently receiving outfalls 002 and 003 from the existing Gateway Mine.   
 
The NPDES permit for the Gateway Mine has been drafted, publicly noticed, and is now 
under additional revisions due to additional modification to the mine site and operations.  
It has been unclear from the start why these two portals and the preparation plant have not 
been permitted together.  Clearly the coal being extracted from the North Portal will be 
sent to the processing plant, thereby contributing to additional pollutant loading to the 
waterbodies identified and assessed during the Gateway Mine NPDES process.  However, 
the draft permit and antidegradation assessment did not reflect this.  Now given the 
opportunity to develop the North Gateway Mine into a no-discharge system with 
stormwater runoff being collected and transferred for use at the coal processing plant, it 
only makes sense to combine the facilities under one NPDES permit and adequately and 
appropriately apply Illinois’ antidegradation regulations to the discharges that will result 
from the proposed operations.   
 

*  *  *  *  * 
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Additional questions that were not answered adequately at the public hearing 
include: 

1) Gateway North mining activities are proposed to occur within the watershed of 

Coulterville Lake.  (See Attachment B)  Under the Safe Drinking Water Act, what is 

the IEPA’s policy with regards to pollution prevention within the watershed of a 

public water supply?  

2) Why isn’t the Outfall 002 limit for total dissolved solids set at the Public and Food 

Processing Water Quality Standard given that the receiving stream flows into 

Coulterville Lake, a public drinking water reservoir? 

3) Why isn’t a manganese limit applied to the Outfall 002 discharge?  Manganese is 

often found in disturbed earth, including soil, and subsoil rock layers including but 

not limited to coal. The Kaskaskia TMDL report states it is likely that the main 

source of manganese to the reservoir is through lake-bottom sediments and 

watershed erosion.  Manganese levels in the stormwater runoff proposed to be 

discharged to Outfall 002 should be limited to 0.15 mg/L to protect the public water 

supply use of the lake. 

 
*  *  *  *  * 

 
In conclusion, based on the grounds presented in this letter, the Agency should modify the 
Peabody North Gateway Mining, LLC NPDES permit for their North Gateway Mine site in 
order to facilitate a no-discharge mining operation.  We appreciate your consideration of 
our comments. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
Traci L. Barkley 
Water Resources Scientist 
 
 
 
 
 
Cindy Skrukrud 
Clean Water Advocate 
Illinois Sierra Club 
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Attachments:  
Attachment A: Spartan Mine & Gateway Mine Inspection Report 4-26-12 
Attachment B Coulterville Lake_Source Water Assessment Program factsheet 
Attachment C:  A Review of Sulfate Removal Options for Mine Waters 
 
 
CC: Peabody North Gateway Mining, LLC 

  c/o James Tolen 
  7100 Eagle Crest Boulevard, Suite 100 
  Evansville, IN   47715-8152 
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Attachment A: 

Spartan Mine & Gateway Mine Inspection  
Report 4-26-12 
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Attachment B: 

Coulterville Lake Source Water Assessment Program 
Factsheet 
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Attachment C: 

A Review of Sulfate Removal Options for Mine Water 
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A REVIEW OF SULFATE REMOVAL OPTIONS 

FOR MINE WATERS 

R.J.Bowell 

SRK Consulting, Windsor Court, 1 Windsor Place, Cardiff CF10 3BX, 
Wales 

Abstract 
Sulfide oxidation is a common phenomenon associated with many 

mined ore bodies and extracted or processed waste. Where the products of 
these chemical reactions can enter a water body the result is often a reduc-
tion in water quality through the increase of acidity, metals and dissolved 
salts.  Due to an attributed lower environmental impact the release of sul-
fate has received little attention in many regulatory jurisdictions when 
compared to control of dissolved metals or acidity.  Consequently the lit-
erature on sulfate removal from mine waters is comparatively small when 
compared to metal control despite the use and development of several 
technologies to reduce sulfate and total salt loadings.  Sulfate control lev-
els are based primarily on the secondary drinking water recommendations 
of approximately 500 mg/L, based on the laxative effect of high magne-
sium sulfate concentration.   

Sulfate control in mine waters primarily follows one of two methodolo-
gies; (1) Removal through membrane separation of salts from water; (2) 
Removal of sulfate by salt precipitation through ion exchange, permeable 
reactive barrier, biological reduction or formation of insoluble mineral pre-
cipitate. 

These approaches are reviewed within this paper and an economic and 
technical comparison made between the available technologies.  Based on 
demonstrated technology and economic benefits the most promising tech-
nologies to date are biological sulfate reduction, SAVMIN, and GYPCIX. 
At sulfate concentrations less than 2000 mg/L the limestone/lime process 
is an effective low-cost or pre-treatment removal option for sulfate.  As 
with any mine water treatment option site-specific conditions will control 
the most suitable option for a particular mining operation. 
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1. Introduction 
Acid rock drainage mechanisms involve the oxidation of sulfide miner-

als and can lead to highly acidic, metal-rich waters with high sulfate con-
tent. However sulfate has a potential corrosive and purgative effect 
(AWWA, 1999). Waters rich in sulfate also have a high scaling potential.  
In South Africa, for example, it is estimated that 75% of gold mines have 
scaling processes essentially related to saturation of water with respect to 
CaSO4 (Juby, 1989).  Increasingly sulfate is being considered as one of the 
more significant long term water quality issues for mining operations and 
process plants, particularly in countries with problems of fresh water sup-
ply such as South Africa and Australia   (Bosman, 1985; Maree et al., 
1989; Adlem et al., 1991; Du Plessis and Swartz, 1992; Everett et al., 
1994; Bowell, 2000;  Geldenhuys et al., 2001; Younger et al., 2002). 

This invited review will assess the options available for sulfate removal 
from mine waters and discuss an economic and technical comparison made 
between the available technologies 
 
1.1 Sulfur hydrogeochemical cycle 

Sulfur occurs in a number of oxidation states of which only three, the -2 
(sulfide), 0 (native sulfur) and +6 (sulfate) are considered stable in nature, 
with sulfate the dominant aqueous sulfur species found in most aerobic 
geochemical systems  (Chappelle, 1993). The dissolved concentration of 
sulfate in mine drainage appears largely to be controlled by the solubility 
of gypsum (~2.3 g/L CaSO4 assuming no other interactions).  This solubil-
ity generally equates to ~ 500 mg/L Ca and 1800 mg/L sulfate (Figure 1).  

 
The actual mechanisms involved 

in sulfide oxidation are complex 
and reviews have been published 
elsewhere (Nordstrom, 1982; 
Kleinnmann and Pacelli, 1991).The 
most common source of sulfate re-
lease is oxidation of FeS2. Pyrite 
and/or marcasite generate the 
acidity of the mine waters and 

simultaneously supply large quantities of Fe and sulfate, for example, one 
tonne of ore with 1% pyritic sulfur can produce over 15 kg of ochre and 30 
kg of sulfuric acid.  

On weathering, sulfides can either release all sulfate or  only a portion 
and form secondary salts, such as halotrichite. These minerals are highly 
soluble so can represent an instantaneous source of sulfate-rich water upon 
dissolution and hydrolysis. (Cravotta, 1994; Alpers et al., 2003).  
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Sulfate reduction has been identified to occur in sediments (Fillipek and 
Owen, 1980) natural wetlands and in mine waste (Kleinmann and Pacelli, 
1991; Benner et al., 2002) and in natural gas reservoirs at low and high 
temperatures (Trudinger et al., 1985). Over time in these locations metal 
and sulfate concentrations have been observed to be lower and pH in-
creases to pH 7-8. The activities of sulfur species may be directly or indi-
rectly associated with the metabolism of microorganisms (Gould et al., 
1994). Indirect activities include the dissolution of the minerals under 
acidic conditions that result from microbial metabolism, mineral precipita-
tion in  anaerobic environments, adsorption to microbes and the formation 
or disassociation of organometallic and arsine complexes. Direct metabolic 
activity requires minerals as either soluble trace element within the cell 
metabolic activity or to serve as specific oxidizing substrates, electron do-
nors/acceptors in the oxidation reduction activities.  

 
1.2 Regulatory Control, Sulfate Corrosion and Toxicity 

The accumulation of salts such as calcium sulfate in waters limits the 
number of cycles of reuse of water on a mine site and creates environ-
mental problems if discharged (Sayre, 1988; DWAF, 1989). This is par-
ticularly a problem where mining is active in semi-arid to arid environ-
ments such as western USA, southern Africa, the Middle East, Central 
Asia, parts of Australia and southern Europe.  Demand on available water 
in some places is such that much of the water is recycled.  For example in 
South Africa the average TDS of discharge water in the Rand Water Board 
Area has risen from approximately 130 mg/L in 1935 to in excess of 1000 
mg/L in 1980 (Heynike and McCulloch, 1982).  Although not toxic in it-
self elevated sulfate (concentrations above 600 mg/L) in drinking water 
has been observed to result in a purgation of the alimentary canal (WHO, 
1996). Where high magnesium or sodium corresponds with high sulfate a 
laxative and/or dehydration effect has also been reported (WHO, 1996). 

Increasing concern has led to the introduction of recommended guide-
line values, rather than standards, for sulfate and TDS in groundwater and 
effluent discharge (Table 1). These typically are based on USEPA or 
WHO guidelines as to the maximum concentration of a particular chemical 
constituent in drinking water or water utilized by livestock or for irrigation 
and generally recommend no more than 500 mg/L sulfate (WHO,1996; 
Sayre, 1988; DWAF, 1993; Flanagan, 1990; USEPA, 1999, 2002).  
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Table 1: Recommended maximum Sulfate levels, in mg/l 
 

Country Sulfate 
USA effluent   500 
Canada effluent 1500 
EU guide limit 1000 
DWAF effluent (South Africa)   600 
Australia 1000 
WHO guideline for drinking water   250 
 

References: WHO, 1996; Sayre, 1988; DWAF, 1993; Flanagan, 1990; 
USEPA, 1999, 2002 

 
2. Treatment options and selection 

Information on the treatment options presented was obtained from pub-
lished and unpublished sources from Europe, South Africa, Australia, and 
the USA.  The various approaches are discussed under two broad cater-
ogories; Membrane removal and Sulfur precipitation.  A tabulated sum-
mary of each of the processes is presented in the appendix and are based 
on previous compilations by Bowell (2000) and Lorax (2003). 

 
3. Membrane removal of sulfate 

Membrane removal of sulfate utilizes three possible methods; reverse 
osmosis, electrical dialysis and filtration. 

 
3.1 Reverse Osmosis 
This process replies on a semi-permeable membrane which separates a 

strong solution and a dilute solution. The greater the concentration differ-
ential across the membrane, the higher the tendency for water to permeate 
to the concentrated solution. This hydraulic force is the osmotic pressure 
of the system. In reverse osmosis an external hydraulic pressure is applied 
to the saline brine thus forcing water through the membrane against os-
motic pressure.  

In the case of brine concentration of ~ 30 g/L osmotic pressure is around 
25 bars. Where water is low in calcium (<100 mg/L) and sulfate (<700 
mg/L), conventional reverse osmosis can be used, although at higher con-
centrations scaling will occur. Modified processes have been proposed in-
cluding seeded reverse osmosis (SRO) (Harries, 1985) and special reverse 
osmosis has been developed to treat mine waters (SPARRO) in South Af-
rica (Chamber of Mines Organization, 1988).  

Seeded Reverse Osmosis (SRO) actively promotes precipitation of 
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CaSO4 prior to membrane treatment, reducing the corrosion of the mem-
brane walls and fouling by salt precipitation. This pre-treatment method 
involves a suspension of seed crystals introduced into the effluent via re-
cycling of waste slurry.  This crystal slurry is approximately 10% solids 
and a tubular reverse osmosis (TRO) system is required because hollow fi-
bre systems are unsuitable because of fouling.  A number of disadvantages 
exist with SRO despite high salt and water recovery and reduced costs. 
Energy consumption is high; there is poor control of CaSO4 seed and seed 
solution controls. 

Redevelopment of the SRO process led to the patent of the Slurry Pre-
cipitation and Recycle Reverse Osmosis (SPARRO) process (Pulles et al., 
1992).  Extensive pilot plant test work has been undertaken and included 
the precipitation of metals by increasing effluent pH to 10 as a pre-
treatment step. This is followed by cooling, filtration and readjustment of 
pH 5-6 for protection of the membrane process.  A pilot plant for SRO has 
been operated in South Africa for 5000 hours and had a 96% water recov-
ery reducing sulfate from approximately 6600 mg/L to 150 mg/L  A water 
recovery of over 95% has been demonstrated by pilot studies. A problem 
observed during pilot operation of the process was difficulty in maintain-
ing a flux rate of 550 L/m2/d due to fouling of the membrane, most likely 
due to suspended SiO2 particles.  

Laboratory testwork for a lower pressure RO circuit have been pub-
lished  (Everett et al., 1994). At pressures of ~ 600 Kpa, at least 80% re-
covery of water was achieved. Several pre-treatment steps have been pro-
posed in order to extend membrane life. This includes chlorination to 
remove bacteria, water softening to buffer pH and ion exchange to reduce 
salt loading. 

 
3.2 Electrodialysis and Electrodialysis Reversal (EDR) 

This process uses direct electrical current across a stack of alternating 
cation and anion selective membranes. In the effluent, anions are attracted 
to the anode but cannot pass through anion-impermeable membranes and 
are thus concentrated. Cations move in the opposite direction and are im-
peded by cation-impermeable/anion-permeable barriers. The initial con-
tainer has thus been deleted of salts and the cleaned water can be extracted. 
By the use of current reversal the process is greatly improved. The anode 
and cathode can be periodically changed as can the effluent and clean wa-
ter channels. This reduces potential for membrane fouling and facilitates 
regeneration of the membrane by self-cleaning. A major advantage of EDR 
over other RO techniques is that the system is not sensitive to effluent 
temperature or pH. Capital costs are reduced as are working costs due to 
lower working pressures. However CaSO4 scaling can occur due to inade-
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quate pre-treatment. A pilot plant study at Beatrix gold mine in South Af-
rica achieved a recovery of 80% salt ad recycled 84% water. The water has 
high Fe, Mn, Na and Cl as well as sulfate  (Juby and Pulles, 1990).   

 
3.3  Filtration 

Filtration is probably one of the more effective means by which sus-
pended particles can be separated from fluids (Buchanan, 1987).  Mine wa-
ters are characterized by high suspended solid loadings which can be effi-
ciently removed by settlement of coarse material and filtration of the 
majority of particles, most of which are less than 30 μm. Any filtration 
process requires pre-treatment where coarse particles dominate suspended 
load high fluid flow is present and consequently rapid rates of thickening 
and filtration.  

Common techniques of filtration involve the use of polyelectrolytes or 
metal salts to act as a precipitating agent or target for flocculation. Physical 
rather than chemical techniques are also available including screening, 
freezing or thawing, elutriation and irradiation.  A number of filtration op-
tions are available from deep bed filters which can be used to clarify fluids 
to high purity, slow or continuous (or rapid) sand filters can be used to re-
duce turbidity and TDS.   

Ultra-fine slurry particles can also be filtered using vacuum filtration 
and electrolysis (Bollinger, 1984). Electrofiltration is particularly suited to 
ultra-fine or colloidal particles (50% <2 μm).  A well dispersed slurry is 
placed in an active electric field results in migration of particles towards 
the anode since they have a net negative charge. As most slurries are at 
high pH the net negative charge is due to surface pH exceeding pHpzc im-
parting a negative charge on mineral surfaces (Ericksson, 1988).  At the 
anode a densely packed precipitate or cake is formed with a low water con-
tent. Through electro-osmosis the cake can be further dewatered, increas-
ing water recovery.  The cathode essentially acts as a mechanical filter in 
which a vacuum is created on the filtrate side forming a thin precipitate or 
cake on the filter cloth. This acts as a trap for ultra-fine particles. Electro-
osmotic pressure operates in conjunction with the vacuum enabling the 
production of a clear filtrate at higher rates than conventional vacuum fil-
ters (Bollinger, 1984). 
 
4. Sulfur precipitation approaches 

The removal of sulfur from mine waters by precipitation may be ap-
proached in one of three ways: 

1. Precipitation of gypsum or mirabilite, Na2SO4.10H2O through ion ex-
change removal, and saturation through converging of pure cation or anion 
streams. 
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2. Precipitation of an insoluble sulfate salt through chemical saturation 
and precipitation to produce gypsum, CaSO4.2H2O (limestone/lime), bar-
ite, BaSO4 (addition of barium salts) or ettringite, 
Ca6Al2(SO4)3(OH)12.26H2O (addition of alum , gypsum and lime). 

3. Precipitation of sulfur or sulfide through biologically mediated reduc-
tion. This has the benefit of potentially also removing metal sulfides that 
can be economically recovered as ore material (such as with the Biotech 
process installed at the Bisbee mining operation, Arizona). 

 
4.1 Ion-Exchange 

Ion exchange resins are materials which contain large polar exchange 
groups held together by a three dimensional network (Helffrich, 1962). 
The process is an exchange of ions or molecules between solid and liquid 
with no substantial change to the solid structure. One of the targeted ions is 
essentially removed from the liquid phase and attached to the solid struc-
ture in exchange for another ion (typically  hydrogen or hydroxyl) thus 
rendering the target ion immobile.  

In the case of CaSO4 sulfate, being an anion, would typically be ex-
changed for hydroxyl on a positively charged resin (an anionic resin) 
while calcium, a cation, would be exchanged for hydrogen and so be at-
tached to a negatively charged resin (a cationic resin).  As with reverse 
osmosis, scaling of CaSO4 is common in conventional circuits. To over-
come these problems a modified form of ion exchange has been developed 
to treat Ca-sulfate waters (GYPCIX). 

The GYPCIX process (Gussmann and Nagy, 1993; Robertson et al., 
1993) is a novel process based on ion exchange resins which uses low cost 
reagents such as lime and sulfuric acid for resin regeneration (Figure 2). 
The resins used have been designed so as to target calcium and sulfate so 
as to reduce gypsum levels in effluent thereby reducing TDS and corrosion 
potential. Additionally a pure gypsum product is the result of both cationic 
and anionic exchange and can be sold commercially thus offsetting treat-
ment costs. The reactions occur by mechanisms such as: 

Cation Regeneration 
R=Ca2+ + H2SO4 = 2 R=H+ + CaSO4 
Anion Regeneration 
R=SO4

2- + Ca(OH)2 + CaSO4 
 
Pilot plant results in South Africa suggest that fouling caused by gyp-

sum precipitation in conventional ion exchange circuits can be avoided us-
ing the GYPCIX process (Robertson et al., 1993). As the waste streams 
can be combined the gypsum in the slurry can be settled and the super-
natant water recycled so improving water recovery.  
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Figure 2: THE GYP - CIX PROCESS 
(after Everett et al, 1994)
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RH  +CaSO2 4 In a pilot plant the effluent of 
Berkeley Pit, Butte, Montana was treated 
by the GYPCIX process and the results 
are given in Table 2. The GYPCIX 
process can be used to treat solutions 
with sulfate up to 2000 mg/L and 
calcium up to 1000 mg/L. Thereafter 
membrane filtration is required to 
remove salts. 

A variant of the GYP CIX process was developed by Feng et al. (2000) 
to co-remove metals and sulfate. In this approach mine water was com-
pletely oxidized with hydrogen peroxide as a pre-treatment and this was 
followed by magnetite-seed precipitation to create Fe-Mn hydroxide pre-
cipitate. This was accomplished at pH > 5 to prevent formation of H2S gas.  
Sodium sulfide addition followed this to form metal sulfides, which were 
precipitated at pH > 8 through lime addition. The Fe-Mn hydroxide-oxide 
fraction can be magnetically separated from the base metal sulfide fraction. 

 
Table 2: Results of GYPCIX treatment on Berkeley Pit effluent 

(Robertson et al., 1993) 
 

 
 

 
UNLIMED 

 
LIMED 

 
GYPCIX 

 
TDS, mg/l 

 
10000 

 
3000 

 
350 

 
pH 

 
2.7 

 
8.5 

 
8.0 

 
Ca, mg/l 

 
490 

 
600 

 
50 

 
Mg, mg/l 

 
420 

 
350 

 
20 

 
Na, mg/l 
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4.2 Chemical Saturation and Sulfate Salt Precipitation 
Sulfate barriers may be constructed by using an inorganic source which 

will produce a low solubility sulfate phase. Both lime and barium salts 
have been proposed. With all the precipitation mechanisms the addition of 
a chemically inert large particle material, such as carbon, to the reactor 
feed will facilitate better settling of the sulfate precipitate. This is because 
the ultra fine precipitates will attach to the larger particles and will thus 
settle quicker than isolated fine sulfate particles. 
 
4.2.1 Formation of Gypsum 

The removal of sulfate by addition of lime or limestone occurs through 
saturation of CaSO4.  The precipitation of insoluble gypsum  (Ksp ~ 10-2.3) 
usually occurs as a by-product of lime addition in response to buffering of 
drainage pH rather than designed remediation of sulfate concentrations 
(Tahija et al., 1990).  The impact of lime treatment on Berkeley pit effluent 
can be observed to have a pronounced influence on water quality but is 
nowhere as significant as Ba-salts (Table 3). Similar methods have been 
proposed for neutralizing acidic drainage with both limestone and dolomite 
(Maree and DuPleiss, 1994).  Recent schemes proposed have demonstrated 
the ability of semi-passive limestone/lime process to reduce sulfate in mine 
waters to < 1000 mg/L (Gelddenhuys et al., 2001). 

 
Table 3: Treatment of Sulfate-rich effluents by Ba- and Ca-salt pre-

cipitation 
Shown as % removal 
 

pH  Lime  BaCO3  BaS  Ba(OH)2 

2.9  62.3    24.2    95.6  107.7 

7.9  80.5  101.6  110.8  137 

12  51    90.1    90.1  134 

 
4.2.2 Formation of Barite 

The removal of sulfate by barium carbonate was demonstrated to be ef-
fective over 30 years ago (Kun, 1972) by a process such as: 

BaCO3 (s) + SO4
2- =  BaSO4 (s) + CO3

2- 
Kun (1972) recognized three main problems with the method on an in-

dustrial scale, the requirements for more soluble Ba in solution than is re-
quired stoichiometrically, long retention times and high cost of Ba. The 
cost problem can be overcome by recycling Ba through roasting of barite 
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to form BaS and then purging with CO2 to reform BaCO3  (Wilsenach, 
1986). Further consideration of BaCO3 to remove sulfate has come from 
two research programs in South Africa in the late eighties (Trusler et al., 
1988; Maree, 1989; Maree et al., 1989; Adlem, 1997).  The processes pro-
posed by these workers are summarized in Figure 3.  

Barium carbonate and lime would be added to the effluent to soften the 
water and produce a precipitate.  From experimental work it was found 
that CaCO3 was necessary to act as a seed to encourage BaSO4 formation 
from BaCO3 due to the insolubility of the latter (Ksp ~ 10-8).  Calcium salts 
were found to achieve a better removal than Na or Mg salts as the products 
(CaCO3/CaSO4) were much less soluble.  The slurry from the reactor is 
then sent to a thickener where clean water can be decanted and recycled in 
the mine or process operation. The thickened slurry is then filtered, dried 
and treated to recycle barium and collect sulfur. In a modification of this 
process a two-stage fluidized bed reactor system has been proposed al-
though this process has difficultly with high metal concentrations and 
separation of fine CaCO3 and BaSO4 (Maree et al., 1989).  

 
As an alternative to BaCO3, BaS has 

been proposed (Maree et al., 1989; 
Bosman et al., 1991) as a greater 
quantity of sulfate is recovered but not 
as much gypsum is produced; acid 
waters can be treated directed, 
eliminating the need for a pre-
neutralization step; and sludge disposal 
(essentially gypsum) is greatly reduced.   

UNTREATED
WATER 

Figure 3: PROCESS FLOW SHEET FOR BARIUM 
CARBONATE PROCESS (modified from WRC 203/1/90)
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DRYING TRANSPORT
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The presence of metals in solution and production of metal sulfides can 
significantly reduce the recovery of Ba from the process. This can be 
avoided by sulfuric acid leaching which will oxidize sulfides, possibly 
catalyzed by bacteria. Economically valuable metals can then be recovered 
(Maree et al., 1989; Bosman et al., 1991). Alternatively the gas H2S can be 
formed and vented through a wet scrubbing circuit to recover sulfur. A 
possible flow sheet for this process is given in Figure 4. 

 

Figure 4: SCHEMATIC  FLOW SHEET OF BaS  PROCESS 
(modified from Maree et al., 1989)
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The use of Ba(OH)2 has also been 
proposed to treat more neutral waters 
where metals have been largely 
precipitated already as metal hydroxide 
salts (Adlem et al., 1991). The process 
eliminates the necessity for complex 
water treatment associated with the 
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BaCO3 and BaS processes, does not require long retention times for reac-
tions (such as in the BaCO3 process), and does not require stripping of H2S 
as in the BaS process. 

As a consequence of all of these reactions direct buffering of protons 
can occur or, alternatively alkalinity is generated for neutralizing free pro-
tons.  Because of the cost of barium and its environmental toxicity it is ad-
vantageous to have a barium recovery plant to recycle barium salts. 

All three processes can remove sulfate from solution from very high 
levels to within regulatory standards. In the case of BaS and Ba(OH)2 
acidic solutions can be treated directly, although in practice some lime 
treatment is required for very acidic solutions to prevent metal hydroxide 
precipitation on the surface of the barium salt. The process additionally 
removes transition metals, Mg, NH3 and, to a limited extent, Na. Thus the 
overall TDS is lowered as well as the concentration of deleterious ele-
ments. The Ba(OH)2 causes significant CaSO4 precipitation improving sul-
fate removal by up to 30%, but increasing the volume of sludge requiring 
disposal. A major benefit of the process is that valuable by-products are 
created, the sale of which can be used to offset treatment costs.  In the 
BaCO3 and BaS processes sulfur, metals and Ba-salts can be commercially 
produced while NaHS is produced in the Ba(OH)2 process. Overall the 
BaS process is perhaps the most attractive for treating mine waters. 

 
4.2.3 Precipitation of Ettringite 

Sulfate removal through the precipitation of Ettringite has been pro-
posed by Smit (1999) as the SAVMIN process.  The three stages of the 
process successively remove metals as hydroxides through lime addition 
(to pH 12) as a pre-treatment step (Figure 5).  

This is followed by removal of gypsum through seed crystallization and 
in the third step aluminum hydroxide addition to form insoluble ettringite.  
Finally, prior to discharge, CO2 is added to reduce pH and precipitate pure 
CaCO3. The ettringite can either then be disposed of or dissolved in sulfu-
ric acid to recycle Al(OH)3.   The resulting effluent can then be seeded 
with gypsum to produce more gypsum precipitate.  Trials at the Stillfon-
tein plant in South Africa successfully treated 500 m3 of water with a sul-
fate concentration of 800 mg/L to < 200 mg/L.  A variant on the SAVMIN 
process is the Cost Effective Sulfate Removal (CESR) process.  In addition 
to sulfate, metals can also be removed by this process more effectively.  
Other contaminants, such as nitrate, are removed during the ettringite pre-
cipitation step. 

 
4.3  Biological Sulfate Reduction 
Under anoxic conditions sulfate may be removed from mine waters as 
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Figure 5: SAVMIN process flowsheet (Smit, 1999)

stable sulfide precipitates.  Under 
these conditions sulfide minerals 
remain stable and have low 
solubility (Arenesen et al., 1991). 
Flooded underground mine 
workings and open pits can be 
anoxic, and as such provide a 

suitable environment for the implementation of a sulfate reduction system. 
Alternatively a dedicated reactor can be used or anaerobic conditions cre-
ated in a passive system, such as a constructed wetland. The presence of 
sulfides (H2S odor) in many mine water discharges indicates that sulfate 
reduction is already occurring in mine workings (Huang and Tahija, 1990). 
The reduction of sulfate to hydrogen sulfide is brought about by special-
ised strictly anaerobic bacteria and is accomplished primarily by two gen-
era: Desulfovibrio (five species) and Desulfotomaculum (three species).  
These organisms have a respiratory metabolism in which sulfates,  sulfites 
and/or other reducible sulfur compounds serve as the final electron accep-
tors, with the resulting production of hydrogen sulfide (Chappelle, 1993).  
The organic substrates for these bacteria are generally short chain acids 
such as lactic and pyruvic acid.  In nature these substrates are provided 
through fermentative activities of other anaerobic bacteria on more com-
plex organic substrates (Gould et al., 1994). 

Due to the natural occurrence of the sulfate reducing bacteria, sulfate 
reduction can be utilized in situ for the treatment of acid rock drainage 
provided the correct conditions can be maintained to sustain bacterial ac-
tivity.  Anaerobic conditions may be enhanced by sealing shafts, adits and 
air vents.  For conditions to be sufficiently anaerobic however, it is likely 
that a significant depth of water will be required. A wide variety of organic 
substrates have been investigated for this purpose including molasses, 
sewage sludge, straw, newspaper, sawdust and manure.  Other possibilities 
are wastes from the chemicals industry such as short chain organic acids. 
Sulfide precipitation, like hydroxide precipitation, is not just dependent on 
availability of constituent ions but also on environmental parameters. At 
low pH copper and iron sulfides can be readily precipitated over a wide pH 
range but zinc, which forms sulfides in a similar way, has a much slower 
rate of formation than copper or iron sulfides. Neutral or mildly alkaline 
conditions tend to be the most favorable for sulfide formation.  

 
4.3.1 In-situ reactor 
Because sulfate reducing bacteria occur naturally there is a possibility of 

treating high sulfate waters using an in situ process  So far fixed bed reac-
tors and in-pit reactors have been utilized (Arnesen et al., 1991; Huang and 
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Tahija, 1990; Robins et al., 1997) but stirred reactors with a suspended 
solid medium have also been proposed, with the aim of achieving higher 
reduction rates through improved operating conditions and reactor utiliza-
tion. 

Based on limnological-microbiological-geochemical studies a series of 
three zones have been described for the Summer Camp Pit lake in Nevada 
(Bowell, 2002) .  The upper oxic zone is characterized by high levels of to-
tal epifluorescent algae and heterotrophic aerobic bacteria and has high 
dissolved oxygen content and consequently total sulfur is dominated by 
sulfate.  This zone extends to a depth of 6 m, after which a transitional 
zone develops, which is characterized by an increase in the presence of 
heterotrophic anaerobic bacteria and decreasing levels of total epifluores-
cent algae and heterotrophic aerobic bacteria. Within this zone sulfates 
(and thiosulfate) are being gradually reduced to sulfide. This zone grades 
into a zone with little or no available dissolved oxygen and is dominated 
by heterotrophic anaerobic bacteria. In this zone sulfate is being actively 
reduced to sulfide and the potential exists for the precipitation of metal sul-
fides. The addition of raw potato and steer manure amended systems in-
creased sulfate reduction (Gannon et al., 1996). It was found that raw po-
tato-stimulated sulfate reduction was effective at low levels whereas steer 
manure stimulated sulfate reduction by bacteria at mid-high levels. Using 
2500 mg C/l raw potato, 80% sulfate reduction was achieved and addition-
ally soluble arsenic, after an initial increase, decreased to less than 1% of 
initial values in some cells, presumably due to formation of arsenic sulfide.   

 
4.3.2 Constructed Bioreactors 
Anaerobic bioreactors use bacterial reduction of sulfate and iron to ac-

complish precipitation of metal sulfides (Figure 6).   
 

Figure 6: SCHEMATIC OF A TYPICAL UPFLOW 
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These reactions can only occur 
in an anaerobic reactor as the 
bacteria cannot tolerate oxygen. 
Effluent treatment therefore 
requires a uniform rate and flow 
through the substrate to be 
effective.  In an experimental 
reactor the removal of sulfate was 

found to be dependent on energy source, flow and time (Dill et al., 1994).  
The biological reduction of sulfate from industrial effluents has been 
shown to be an effective method with producer gas being a reliable energy 
source (Maree et al., 1991; Du Preez et al., 1992). From studies by Dill et 
al. (1994) a pilot plant produced a sulfate reduction rate of 1.7-2.2 g/l/d 
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over 70 hours reducing effluent drainage sulfate from over 3000 mg/l to 
less than 250 mg/l. 

 
4.3.3 Constructed wetlands 
 In recent years constructed wetlands have become increasingly popular 

in dealing with closed mines where little or no records are preserved and it 
is not possible, in general, to prevent or contain the effluent (Machemer et 
al., 1993; Younger et al., 2002). In the Pelenna valley a pilot scheme was 
assessed for the effectiveness of wetlands in removing sulfate (Rees and 
Bowell, 1999).  The design discharge flow rate is 3 l/s at an average pH 
5.6 with an average total iron content of 21.7 mg/l and sulfate content of 
459 mg/l.  Over the ten year period of monitoring on the pilot scheme sul-
fate has been observed to decrease.  Sulfur isotope analysis of pore waters 
from the scheme indicated that whilst sulfate reduction was occurring in 
the beds, subsequent metal sulfide oxidation offset the treatment with the 
net effect that in the long term sulfate attenuation would not occur (Rees 
and Bowell, 1999). 

 
4.3.4 Permeable Reactive Barriers 

Permeable Reactive Barriers are a reactive zone in an aquifer created for 
removal of contaminants by reaction with an introduced material. Al-
though no specific PRB has been developed for sulfate treatment, the re-
duction in high levels of sulfate in groundwater at an Ontario mine site has 
been reported (Benner et al., 1999).  In this system a mixture of gravel and 
compost was used to create a biological sulfate reduction zone that precipi-
tated iron sulfide at a rate of sulfate removal of 14 mg/L/day over a 3-year 
period.  A major limitation on the application of such a system is the re-
quirement for stoichiometrically equivalent amounts of reduced metals to 
sulfide ions in order to limit sulfur dispersion. 

 
5. Evaluation of treatment options for sulfate removal 

The criteria by which one of these options is chosen typically depend on 
the ability of the process to adequately remove sufficient sulfate in a given 
time such that discharge of the treated water meets all regulatory require-
ments. A further (as important) criterion is that of economics. In any min-
ing operation, the costs have to be balanced with the income.  In a feasibil-
ity study, all the costs are assessed including the costs of environmental 
protection.  The approach with the design of any aspect of the mine is gen-
erally BATNEEC (Best Available Technology Not Entailing Excessive 
Cost).  The detail will be a function of the planning authority requirements 
and the philosophy of the mining company. 

The approach taken for water treatment generally involves assessment 
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of treatment alternatives and risk assessment for release of contaminants. 
However, a mine is developed on the basis of a return on investment. 
There is a limit as to the environmental costs beyond which the mine will 
not go ahead.  Although risk assessments are done, the methods of assess-
ment and monitoring cannot be considered as exhaustive and engineering 
decisions are made at some stage of investigation, which are commensu-
rate with the level of investment in the mining project itself.   

Whilst a direct evaluation of the differing merits of the different sulfate 
removal options outlined in this review is difficult to compare, due to the 
importance of site-specific requirements, some general comments can be 
made. Membrane and ion-exchange type processes tend to have high capi-
tal and operating costs associated with them (Appendix). Many of the 
processes also are susceptible to fouling of the membrane or column and 
virtually all require some form of pre-treatment.  In terms of mine water 
treatment GYPCIX and SPARRO appear to be the most suitable for treat-
ment of high sulfate waters.  However, in an economic evaluation of re-
quirements for the treatment of water at the Grootelvei mine in South Af-
rica (Schoeman and Steyn, 2001) operating costs and associated savings 
were such that EDR and GYPCIX processes were more favourable than 
RO methods (Table 4).   

 
Table 4:  Calculated costs for the treatment of Grootvlei mine water 

(from data published by Schoeman & Steyn, 2001) 
 

 Reverse Osmosis EDR GYPCIX 
Unit cost, US$/m3 0.88 0.48 0.60 
Annual operating costs, 
$ M 21.9 9 9.6 
Brine disposal, 
US$0.19/m3 0.82 1.9 2.5 
Annual saving (drinking 
water) 5.5 4.2 3.5 
Total annual operating 
costs, US$M1 17.2 6.7 8.6 

 
1Calculated costs for a 80,000 m3/day plant 
 
Chemical precipitation processes, although not widely demonstrated, 

show some potential for application.  However they all require high quan-
tities of relatively pure chemicals for successful operation and produce 
high volumes of waste.  Of the processes reviewed the limestone/lime and 
SAVMIN processes are the most applicable to mine waters. Where cheap 
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sources of Ba-salts can be procured the Ba-precipitation processes could 
also be highly effective in reducing sulfate in mine effluents. 

In recent years the majority of research related to sulfate removal has 
focused on biological sulfate reduction and currently these are the most 
widely applied methods (after addition of lime/limestone) for sulfate re-
moval.  The advantage of processes such as the Biotech method in produc-
ing a commercially value by-product (metal sulfide concentrate), the low 
volume of resulting solid waste, and the relative inexpensive approach, 
make bioreactors the most favourable approach currently in sulfate re-
moval from mine waters. 

Where sulfate levels are very low there is no requirement for sulfate 
treatment. Below sulfate levels of approximately 500-1500 mg/l, passive 
measures can be utilized, while at higher levels (1500-10000 mg/l) a wide 
range of options are available including Reverse Osmosis, SAVMIN,  
GYPCIX, filtration, desalination, bioreactors and  salt precipitation. At 
very high levels of sulfate (> 10000 mg/l) co-precipitation is probably 
most suitable, options for which include SAVMIN, CESR and possibly 
bioreactors. 
 
6. Conclusions 

Sulfate removal from mine waters is still considered to be of secondary 
importance compared to removal of metals and acidity.  As such it is com-
paratively less understood and few case studies exist for evaluation. 

Future trends in regulatory practice may promote more research and ap-
plication of sulfate removal technologies as desalination of mine water ef-
fluent becomes more important. 

Various options exist for sulfate removal.  Chemical precipitation is 
generally the least costly, but produces high volumes of waste by-products.  
The SAVMIN process, although expensive in terms of proposed operating 
and capital costs, offers the most efficient treatment of high sulfate waters 
by precipitation methods. 

Membrane and ion exchange processes, with the exception of SPARRO 
and GYPCIX, are not suitable for mine water treatment unless extensive 
pre-treatment is applied. 

Biological Sulfate Reduction offers perhaps the most versatile and 
widely applicable approach to sulfate removal from mine waters and has 
the benefit of being able to couple sulfate and metal removal. 
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Table A.1 
Summary of case studies on treatment processes using membranes and ion-exchange (after Bowell, 2000; Lorax, 2003) 

 RO SPARRO EDR GYP-CIX Filtration 
Pretreatment yes yes yes no Yes 

Feed water sulfate 
limits 

SO4: any  SO4: any  SO4: any  SO4: any  SO4: any 

Sulfate removal  SO4:>99% SO4:>99% SO4:>95% SO4:>95% SO4:>95% 
Brine production yes yes yes yes yes 

Sludge production low low low low-moderate moderate-high 
Monitoring low-moderate low-moderate low-moderate low moderate-high 

Maintenance high high high moderate high 
Capital cost £0.46 M1 

per 103 m3 / day 
£0.48 M1 

per 103 m3 / day 
£0.39 M1 

per 103 m3 / day 
£0.22 M1 

per 103 m3 / day 
£ 0.28 M1 

per 103 m3 / day 
Operating costs £ 0.49 / m3 £ 0.17 / m3 £ 0.27 / m3 £ 0.33 / m3 £ 0.15 / m3 

Advantages - drinking water 
quality 

- drinking water quality 
- improved membrane life 

- drinking water 
quality 

- drinking water 
quality 

- drinking water 
quality 

Disadvantages - scaling problems 
- short membrane life 
 

- short membrane life - scaling problems 
- short membrane life 

- sludge production - scaling problems 
- short membrane life 

Improvements - not suitable for  
  scaling waters 

- membrane life - not suitable for  
  scaling waters 

- sludge recycling  
- metal recovery 

 

 

                                                      
1 Conversion used: South African R 15 = £1 = USD1.78) 
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 Table A.2  

Summary of case studies on treatment processes with mineral precipitation 
 Limestone / Lime BaS SAVMIN CESR 

Pretreatment no no no no 
Feed water sulfate lim-

its 
SO4: any SO4: any  SO4: any SO4: any / L 

Sulfate removal  50 % >98% >90% >95% 
Brine production no no no no 

Sludge production low-moderate low-moderate moderate-high high-very high 
Monitoring moderate-high high high high 

Maintenance low low low low 
Capital cost2

 £ 0.13 M per 103 m3 / day £ 0.25 M per 103 m3 / day 
(ΔSO4: 2,000mg / L) 

£ 0.18 M per 103 m3 / day £0.22 M per 103 m3 / day 

Operating costs1 £ 0.34 / m3 £ 0.22 / m3 

(SO4: 2,000mg / L) 
£ 0.12 / m3 £ 0.44 / m3 

(SO4: 1,500mg / L) 
Advantages - also trace metal removal 

- very cheap 
- low levels of sulphate 
- recycling of expensive BaS 

- low levels of sulphate 
- recycling of ettringite 
- also trace metal removal 

- low levels of sulphate 
- also trace metal removal 

Disadvantages - limited sulphate removal 
- production of sludges 

- little trace metal removal 
- production of sludges 

- production of sludges - production of sludges 

Improvements - recycling of sludges - recycling of sludges - recycling of sludges - recycling of sludges 
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Table A.3 

Summary of case studies on treatment processes using biological sulphate removal 
 Bioreactor Constructed Wetland Alk. Producing systems Permeable barrier 

Pre-treatment yes yes yes no 
Feed water sulfate 

limits 
SO4: any  SO4: <2000mg / L SO4: <2000mg / L  SO4: <2000mg / L 

Sulfate removal  >90 % >50% >50% >80% 
Sludge production low-moderate moderate-high moderate-high moderate 

Monitoring moderate-high low low low 
Maintenance moderate low low low 

SO4 reduction rate 5-30g / L, day 0.03-0.2mg / L, day 0-0.05mg / L,day (low) <1-20mg / L,day 
Capital cost £ 0.18 M per 103 m3 / day 

(ΔSO4: 2,500mg / L) 
£0.06 M per 103 m3 / day 

 
£0.08 M per 103 m3 / day £45,000 

Operating costs £0.17 / m3 

(ΔSO4: 2,500mg / L) 
£0.05 / m3 £0.06 / m3 £16,850 / yr 

Advantages - also trace metal recovery 
- recycling of H2S and CO2 
- low maintenance 

- also trace metal removal 
- passive treatment 

- gypsum precipitation 
- also (trace) metal removal 
 

- passive treatment 
- also trace metal removal 

Disadvantages - cost of C + energy source 
- production of sludge 

- little sulphate reduction 
- sludge disposal 
- limited time life 

- sludge disposal 
- limited time life 
 

- long-term performance  
   unknown 
- prone to scaling 

Improvements - recycling of sludge 
- cheap C + energy source 

- specific design required 
 

- specific design required - alternative reactive media 
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