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CAC MEMBERS

o Phone .
Name Organization Number E-Mail
Darryl Devick City of Aurora 630-844-3621 ddevick@aurora-il.org
Judith Sotir Fox Metro WRD 630-906-4128 jsotir@waubonsee.edu
. Fox River Ecosystem
Tim Pollowy Partnership 630-264-8020 tpollowy@heyassoc.com
Bill Donnell Fox Valley Park District | 630-897-0516 bdonnell@fvpd.net
Fran Caffee Sierra Club, Valley of the 630-859-1687 | fran.caffee@sierraclub.org
Fox Group ,
Joe Wywrot United City of Yorkville | 630-553-8527 jwywrot@gyorkville.il.us
Michael Pubentz Village of Montgomery | 630-896-1354 | pubentz@ci.montgomery.il.us
Michael Glock Village of North Aurora | 630-897-1457 | mglock@vil.north-aurora.il.us
Jerry Weaver Village of Oswego 630-554-3242 jweaver@oswegoil.org
Brad Merkel Village of Sugar Grove | 630-466-7508 bmerkel@sugar-grove.il.us
SUPPORT STAFF
. Phone .
Name Organuaflon Number E-Mail
Tom Muth Fox Metro WRD 630-301-6801 tmuth@foxmetro.dst.il.us
Jeff Humm Fox Metro WRD 630-301-6804 | jhumm@foxmetro.dst.il.us
Roy Harsch Drinker Biddle & Reath | 312-569-1441 Roy.Harsch@dbr.com
. Walter E. Deuchler
Philippe Moreau Associates, Inc. 630-897-4651 pmoreau@deuchler.com
John Frerich Walter E. Deuchler ¢34 g97 4651

Associates, Inc.

jfrerich@deuchler.com

Walter E. Deuchler Associates, Inc.
Consulting Engineers
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),. Water Reclamation District

MEETING SCHEDULE

Date Time Topic
. ) ) Background and History of the
April 29, 2009 11:00 a.m. to 1:00 p.m. Combined Sewer System
) . Wastewater Treatment
May 27, 2009 11:00 a.m. to 1:00 p.m. Plant Characterization
June 24, 2009 11:00 a.m. to 1:00 p.m. Current Facility Planning Efforts
July 21, 2009 11:00 a.m. to 1:00 p.m. Sensitive Areas
August 26, 2009 11:00 a.m. to 1:00 p.m. Fox River Water Quality Assessment
October 28, 2009 11:00 a.m. to 1:00 p.m. Fox River Water Quality Modeling
CSO Control Technologies;
Recommended LTCP;
March 23, 2010 10:00 a.m. to 2:00 p.m. Financial Capability Assessment;
Implementation Plan; and
Recent Rkegulatory Issues

Unless altered at a previous meeting, all meetings will be held in the Fox Metro Water
Reclamation District W.J. "Ben" Baines Memorial Administration Building located at 682 State
Route 31, Oswego, IL.

Walter E. Deuchler Associates, Inc.
Consulting Engineers
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ABBREVIATIONS AND DEFINITIONS

ADF Average Daily Flow or Average Dry Weather Flow
CAC Citizens Advisory Committee
CFS Cubic Feet per Second — a measurement of flow rate
CMAP Chicago Metropolitan Agency for Planning
CS Concentrated Sludge
Combined Sewer Overflow — the discharge from a CSS at a point
CSO .
prior to a POTW
Combined Sewer System — wastewater collection system which
CSS conveys sanitary wastewater and storm water through a single
pipe system to a POTW
CWA Clean Water Act
DAF Design Average Flow — the average of the daily volumes to be
received for a continuous 12-month period of the design year
EFE Excess Flow Effluent
FCE Final Clarifier Effluent
FMWRD Fox Metro Water Reclamation District
FPA Facility Planning Area
GT Gravity Thickeners
HGWT High Ground Water Table
Page 1 Walter E. Deuchler Associates, Inc.

Consulting Engineers
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HP Horsepower
&1 Infiltration and Inflow
IDNR [llinois Department of Natural Resources
[EPA [linois Environmental Protection Agency
Water other than wastewater that permeates into a sewer system
(including sewer service connections and foundation drains) from
Infiltration the surrounding soils and backfill material through such means as
defective or deteriorated pipes, pipe joints, connections, and
manholes
Water other than wastewater that enters a sewer system
(including service connections) from direct connections such as,
but not limited to, roof leaders, garage drains, yard drains, area
Inflow drains, drains from springs and swampy areas, manhole covers,
cross connections between storm sewers and sanitary sewers,
catch basins, cooling towers, storm waters, surface runoff, street
wash waters, or drainage
LGWT Low Ground Water Table
LTCP Long Term Control Plan
MGD Million Gallons per Day — a measurement of flow rate
NIPC Northeastern Illinois Planning Commission
NPDES National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
Polychlorinated biphenyl — Any of a family of industrial
compounds produced by chlorination of biphenyl, noted primarily
PCB . . . .
as an environmental pollutant that accumulates in animal tissue
with resultant pathogenic and teratogenic effects
PCE Primary Clarifier Effluent
Peak Hourly Flow The largest volume of flow to be received during a one hour

period

Page 2 Walter E. Deuchler Associates, Inc.
Consulting Engineers
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Peak Instantaneous Flow | The maximum flow rate to be received at any one instant in time
pH A measure of the acidity or basicity of a solution
POTW Publicly Owned Treatment Works
Any recreational or other water use in which there is prolonged
Primary Contact and intimate contact with the water involving considerable risk of
ary ingesting water in quantities sufficient to pose a significant health
hazard, such as swimming and water skiing
First stage of wastewater treatment — employs mechanical and
Primary Treatment physical unit processes to separate and remove floatables and
ay suspended solids and to prepare wastewater for biological
treatment
PS Primary Sludge or Pumping Station
ROW Right-of-Way
RS Raw Sewage
Any recreational or other water use in which contact with the
water is either incidental or accidental and in which the
Secondary Contact probability of ingesting appreciable quantities of water is

minimal, such as fishing, commercial and recreational boating
and any limited contact incident to shoreline activity

Secondary Treatment

Second stage of wastewater treatment - utilizes microorganisms
in biological reactors to feed on dissolved and colloidal organic
matter; as these microorganisms reduce biochemical oxygen
demand and turbidity (suspended solids), they grow, multiply,
and form an organic floc, which must be captured and removed in
final settling tanks

SRLF

State Revolving Loan Fund

Tertiary Treatment

Also known as advanced treatment; final stage of wastewater
treatment — removes specific residual substances, trace organic
materials, nutrients, and other constituents that are not removed
by biological processes to raise the effluent quality before it is
discharged to the receiving environment (river, lake, etc.).

TPAD

Temperature Phased Anaerobic Digestion

Page 3 Walter E. Deuchler Associates, Inc.
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TSS Total Suspended Solids
USEPA United States Environmental Protection Agency
USFWS United States Fish and Wildlife Service

WwQs Water Quality Standards
WWTP Wastewater Treatment Plant

Page 4 Walter E. Deuchler Associates, Inc.
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Fox Metro CITIZENS ADVISORY COMMITTEE

Water Reclamation District

MEETING AGENDA

CAC Meeting No. 1
April 29, 2009
11:00 a.m. to 1:00 p.m.

Welcome and Introductions (Tom Muth) 11:00 a.m.
Presentation (John Frerich) 11:20 a.m.
Topic: Background and History of
the Combined Sewer System

Lunch and Open Discussions 12:20 p.m.

Adjournment 1:00 p.m.

Walter E. Deuchler Associates, Inc.
Consulting Engineers








































A SHORT HISTORY OF THE AURORA SANITARY
| DISTRICT AND A BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF
~ ITS TREATMENT PLANT

By WALTER E. DEUCHLER, Engineer

s

Reprinted from PROCEEDINGS oF ILLINOIS ASSOCIATION OF SaNITARY DISTRICTS,
' 1929-1930. '
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“A SHORT HISTORY OF THE AURORA SANITAY DISTRICT,
AND A BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF ITS TREATMENT PLANT”

By Warter E. DEUCHLER, Enginecer
The Aurorae Sanitary District, Aurore, Illinois, May, 1930

Prior to the completion of the Aurora Sanitary District’s sew-
age treatment plant in the summer of 1929, all the sewage from
the City of Aurora was emptied from the comblned system of
sewers serving theé City directly in-
to the Fox River. For the past fif-
teen years there had been a notice-
able pollution of the river during
its low stages, which gradually be-
came more obnoxious with the in-
crease in population of the City.
This condition finally led to a.de-
mand from.several groups of pro-
gressive citizens for a means of
financing a sewage treatment plant,
and eventualy resulted. in the crea- - i
tion of the Aurora Sanitary District.

Shortly after the formation and -
organization of the District in 1926,
its engineers. were authorized to

proceed with the studies and inves- - - WALTER DEUCHLER
. P . .. Envlneer The Aurora Sanitary
tigations necessary for . a prelimi- - "Distriet

nary treatment plant design and:an .
estimate of its construction cost. Studies of the variation of fow
in Fox River were prepared; tests of the river water both above-
and below the City were made to determine its degree:of pollu~
tion; measurements of flows. of sewage in thé several sewer out-
lets were made together with-estimates -of the populations’ con-
tributing thereto; studies and-analyses were made of all’ domestic
and manufacturing wastes entering the river within the- ‘Districet
limits, and estimates of the future crow’ch 111 populatmn of the
District were prepared. . T : S

These studies disclosed an average: dry Weather flow of 90
gallons per capita per day, with g wet weather flow extending
over periods of several weeks of 175 gallons per capita per day.
The strength of the domestic sewage: measured.in terms of its
biochemical oxygen demand: was found fo be normal, as indicated
by an oxygen demdnd of .21 pounds~of-%_§oxygen"per‘ c‘api.té;-'pér
day. Based on a population of 40,000 people, 8,400-pounds of oxy-:
gen would be required ‘daily ta prevent putrefaction of:the démes-
tic sewage. Factory wastes: were similarly studied and were-
found to require approximately 1,200 pounds of oxygen per day,



indicating that these wastes were not a serious treatment prob-
lem for the district. , .

- During warm weather, a flow of one cubic foot per second of
unpolluted river water will contain about 40 pounds of dissolved
oxygen per day, of which 15 pounds are necessary to maintain
fish life in the stream. The caleulated flow in Fox River neces-
sary to obtain this minimum requirement for the oxidation of the
Sewage when treated by dilution only, was found to be 400 cubic
feet per second. With the anticipated increase in the population
of the District, a proportionately greater rate of flow will be re-
quired to satisfy this minimum oXxygen demand until in 1950 a
flow of 800 cubic feet per second would be required for the treat-
ment of the raw sewage by dilution. Studies of the river flows
over a period of years showed that flows in excess of 400 cubic

feet per second were available on an average of 75 per cent of the

time, while flows of more than 800 cubic feet per second occurred
but 45 per cent of the time. This analysis clearly indicated that
a type of sewage treatment should be installed which would re-
duce the oxygen demand to an amount less than that which can

" be supplied by the stream flow when at its low stages.

The question of a proper site for the proposed sewage treat-
ment plant was next investigated. An ideal site for such a plant
should be isolated from both present and future urban develop-

‘ment, should be relatively low and.level in elevation and with

sub-soil of such character as to provide economy in plant con-
struction; should include a sufficient acreage of moderately
priced land for both present needs and future growth; and should
be conveniently located with reference to railway siding faecili-
ties and an electrical energy source. The present plant site on
the west bank of Fox River approximately one (1) mile south
of the Village ‘of . Mcntgomery, and three and one-quarter (314)

" miles down stream from the business section of the City of
- Aurora, was found best to meet all these requirements and was

therefor recommended to the District for purchase.
A main intercepting sewer was next planned, running

" northerly from the plant site along the westerly bank of Fox

River to a point opposite Hurds Island, thence across the river
through two inverted siphons connected by a section of sewer

* across Hurds Island, and thence northerly along the easterly

bank of Fox River to Illinois Avenue.

The several sewer systems of the City of Aurora discharge
into the river through eleven major outlets, all of which were
planned to connect into this main intercepting sewer. The out-
lets at Hazel Stredt on the east bank of the river, and at Holbrook
Street on the west bank of the river were planned to connect
with the main interceptor through inverted siphons crossing the
river, while the Illinois Avenue outlet was planned to connect



with the interceptor through a gravity line 'susﬁended from the
Illinois Avenue Bridge.

A number of the buildings adJommg the river through the
i : business district, are served with private sewers connected di-
oo ~ rectly into the river. Many of these outlets were found to be too
i _ low in elevation to connect with the projected main intercepting
‘ sewer by & gravity flow. These outleis were planned to be con-
nected with small intercepting sewers laid along the river’s edge
and discharging into two automatic pumping stations. From the
pumping stations it was planned to pump the sewag° throuch
force mains into the main intercepting sewer.

Through the business district, and where future enlarcements
0 of the intercepting sewers would prove exceptionally costly, the
' sewers were planned of sufficient capacity to carry the maximum

flow which will ultimately come to them. In general the inter-
cepting sewers were planned to have a capaéity sufficient to
carry 350 gallons per capita per day for the probable population
of the Aurora Sanitary District in the year 1970. This basis of.
~design offers a large capacity for carrying the first storm water
flows of the combined sewers to the treatment plan, requiring
overflows from the combined sewers directly into the river only
at’ the occasional times when the combined sewers of the City
are carrying large amounts of storm water. It is estimated that
at the present time storm water to the amount of ten times the
normal dry weather flow will be carried to the plant before any
direct discharge into the river occurs.” The size of the main in-
‘tercepting sewer as planned varied from a maximum of 69 inches
internal diameter at its connection with the treatment plant to
a minimum of 30 inches internal diameter at its northerly ter-
minus at Illinois Avenue. v
Comparative studies of the recognized methods of sewage
treatment were next made to determine the most economical
method which would produce a satisfactory effluent for local con-
ditions. In this analysis Imhoff type tanks were compared with
saparate sedimentation and sludge digestion tanks; and for
secondary treatment trickling filters were compared with the ac-
tivated sludge process using separate sludge digestion for dis-
posing of the activated sludge. Estimates of the annual costs in-
cluding fixed charges, depreciation, labor, supplies and power for
plant operation clearly indicated that separate sedimentation and
sludge digestion. tanks for primary treatment and trickling filters
i} e for secondary treatment provided the most economical means. of
securing a satisfactory degree of purification of the district’s
sewage. The pla.nt(deswns used in these estimates provided suffi-
cient capacity to treat the sewage of 67 000 people, the estimated
population of the District in 1940.
R The location and elevation of the plant site selected and the




design of the main intercepting sewer were such that all the sew-
age, with the exception of that received from the two small auto-
matic pumping stations hereinbefore described would flow to the
treatment plant and through the sedimentation tanks by gravity.
The detritor tank and sedimentation tanks were planned to al-
low the passage of the sewage through them by gravity, thus
permitting the use of high efficiency pumps in lifting the clarified

FIGURE 1
Aerml view of the Treatment Plant and the treatment
Works Grounds

sewage to the dosing tanks for secondary treatment on the stone
filter beds. An overflow from the sedimentation tanks with a
direct outlet into the river was also planned, making possible the
elimination of secondary treatment and its atténding pumping
costs when such treatment is uunecessary due to high stages of
flow in the river.’ - :

. The proposed plan of sewa°‘e treatment was submitted to the
voters of the district at a special election and the issuance of
bonds in the sum of $1,000,000 for construction of the work was
authorized by a vote of 23 to 1. The work of preparing detailed
plans of intercepting sewers and treatment plant and of exe-
cuting contracts in accordance therewith followed, resulting in
the completion of the project in the summer of 1929.

A Dbrief description of the various units of the sewage treat-
ment plant of the Aurora San1tary District is hereinbelow sub

mitted:

.

Overflow Wier: &

The outlet of the main intercepting sewer is connected w1th
the screen chamber through a channel 5 feet wide by 40 feet
lonv fitted W1th an overflow wier. When the interceptor carries
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storm- water sewage flows in excess of the maximum flow which
can be effectively treated in the plant, the excess passes over this
wier and discharges directly into the river through an overflow
sewer.

Coarse Screen:

The first treatment which the sewage receives upon reaching.
the plant is a screening treatment. A Dorco Bar Sereen eifects
the removal of most of the rags, sticks, and undesirable material
which may find its way into the interceptor. This is an auto-
matic screen, which operates whenever there is an appreciable
difference in level on the influent and efluent sides of the screen,
and is made up of 14 - inch iron bars spaced 114 'inches center to
center. The screen was orlvlnally furnished with bars spaced %
inch center to center, but an undesirable type of’ screenings was
obtained by this close spacmg and such foecal matter and other
orgsanic matter which should properly be removed in the sedi-
mentation’ tanks was taken out by the screen. Alternate bars
were removed prov1d1ng a screen with 114 inch clear openings
which is at the present tlme producing a sa.tlsfactory type of
screenings. ‘

-Dorr Detritor: (Figure 2.)

After the 'screening treatment the sewage ﬂows tb a Dorr De- .
tritor, 26 feet square and 2% feet deep when the water in the

' FIGURE 2 ‘
’l‘he Dorr Detritor in “The qcreen House” where the grit
is removed

detrltor is level Wlth the effluent wier. The detritor, Whlch serves
as a grit chamber, has all of the desirable features of ordinary

‘types of grit chambers and none of their undesirable characteris-

tics. Grit, sand, and other heavy solid materials which reach the



plant in large amounts during storm periods, since the Aurora.
sewers are of the combined type, are continuously remcved and
the fresh grit is disposed of immediately. The grit as removed
by the detritor is subject to very little decomposition, can - be
used for fill and does not cause any appreciable odor or nuisance.

Incinerator:

A housing, known as the screen house, (Figure 3) encloses
the bar screen and detritor. It is proposed to erect a gas fired

. o FIGURE 3 , .
“The Screen-House” where the sewage is gereened and
the grit removed. } :

incinerator in the secreen house in which ~will be burned the
sereenings from the bar screen, and the gi‘ea's_e and oil skimmings
from the sedimentation tanks. The grit may also be passed
through the incinerator should it at any time contain objection-
.able amounts of vOlatile matter. The gas for purposes of in’cinexj- :

“ ation will be supplied from that generated in the _sludge digestion

tanks.

Sedimentation Tanks: (Figure 4.):

The effluent from the detritor flows through a gravity sewer
48 inches in internal diameter, into four sedimentation tanks. A
36 inch venturi meter is located in this line, which meter keeps
a continuous record of the sewage flow passing through the plant.
These tanks are 50 feet long by 50 feet wide by 12 feet deep, and

" have a combined displacement of 800,000 gallons, which is equiva-

lent to a three hgur detention for the estimated dry weather flow
in 1940. Bach tank is equipped with a Dorr Traction Type Clari-
fier which has an attached automatic grease and oil skimming
device. A series of overlapping steel blades with spring brass
squeegees, scraping the tank pbottom. and fitted on the four arms
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of the traction clarifier, work the newly settled sewage solids to
a ‘central sump. This is accomplished by a slow rotary motion of
the clarifier arms. The sludge sumps of the sedimentation tanks
are connected with piping and valves in such manner that the
sludge from any sedimentation tank can be pumped by a single
sludge pump to any of three sludge digestion tanks. Approxi-
mately two-thirds of the total solids contained in the raw sew-

FIGURE 4 -

The Tank Room showing the four Dorr Tractmn Clarl-;
fiers. The tank in the toreground shows the skimming device
in operation. Beyond the right wall are the Lhree sludge
digestion tanks and the housing for the machinery”used in
thls connectmn.

.age dare removed’ in the sedimentation tanks. The other one-third

of the sewage solids are so finely divided that they will not set-
tle, and. are carried out with the tank eﬁluent for further treat-
ment in the trickling filter beds. :

The settled sewage from the’ sedlmentatlon tanks flows into an
effluent channel which at its center connects with the suction
well of the pump house and at its northerly end connects with an
overflow and by-pass chamber. This arrangement permits the
clarified sewage to be either pumped to the trickling filters for
secondary treatment, or by-passed directly to the river.

Each skimming device brings the grease, oil, and scum
periodically upon a grease table, and an automatic device provides
for the escape of the contents of the grease table into a grease
collecting well. The contents of the grease well can be pumped.to
a collecting tank in the Screen House for incineration or disposal.

The four sedimgntation tanks are completely covered with a
housing fitted with sky lights and ventilators. This proiection
has been found to be very desirable for the operation of the tanks
and equipment during the winter months..



‘Separate -Sludge Digestion Tanks:

The three separate sludge digestion tanks are each 50 feet by
50 feet in plan and of an average depth of 17 feet. ‘Each tank is
covered with a concrete roof with gas collecting dome, supported
by a steel truss which also carries a Dorr agitator and scum
breaking mechanism. The sludge digestion tanks provide a
capacity of two cubic feet per capita based on the estimated 1940
population of 67,000. A hot water heating coil composed of four
lines of 114 inch pipe is attached to the interior walls of each
tank and located approximately six feet above the tank bottorm.

Brown recording thermometers are provided to keep an accurate

record of the sludge temperature in each of the three digestion
tanks. An overflow and 6-inch return pipe permiis -excess water
pumped into the digestion tanks to return to the influent channel
of one of the sedimentation tanks. Each tank is also provided
with a 6 inch scum pipe line and an 8 inch sludge blow off line
having outlets on the sludge drying beds. _

The mechanical agitator maintains a uniform bacterial action
in the sludge 'during the process of decomposition. The hot water
heating coils are supplied with hot water from a gas fired boiler
which is heated with the gas generatedsin the sludge digestion

FIGURE 3
Sludge drying beds in the foreground, trickling filter beds
under typlcal winter conditions in the center.

B

tanks by the process of sludge decomposition. Heating the sludge
greatly accelerates the bacterial action in the tanks and shortens
the time required for complete ripening or digestion of the
sludge. With proviSions for sludge heating a uniform tempera-
ture and bacterial action can be maintained at all times of the
vear, and tanks can be of reduced size and cost. .
Gg.s, production in the sludge digestion tanks has been at the
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rate of 35,000 cubic feet daily, or at the rate of approximately
one cubic foot per capita contributing. During the past winter
this quantity has been far in excess of the amount needed for
heating all of the plani buildings and sludge tanks. At the
present time the excess gas is wasted.

The ripened, or digested, sludge from the tanks is dlSCh&I‘“'ed
by gravity onto the sludge drying beds, where the excess water
is drained out of it, leaving an inoffensive re51due which can be
easily handled and removed with shovels.

Sludge Drying Beds: (Figure 5.)

The sludge drying beds, with over all dimensions of 125 feet by
410 feet, consist of ten units 125 feet long and 40 feet wide, with
a ten foot crushed stone walk through the center. Each unit has
a six inch vitrified tile under-drain through its longitudinal cen-
ter. Above the under-drain is a layer of bank run gravel ten
inches in depth, which is surfaced with .a layer of sand two
inches in depth. Each unit is served with a spur from an in-
dustrial track system for use in removing the dried sludge. The
sludge drying beds provide an area of 34 square foot per capita
based on the 1940 population.

Trz‘ckl-i:ng Filters; (Figure 6.) )
The trickling filters, enclosed by four concrete walls, have
over all dimensions of 586 feet in length by 273 feet in width,

"FIGURE 6
Trxcklmf' Filter Beds in operation.

with an average dspth of stone of six feet. The underdrainage
system consists of a concrete base slab 4 inches in depth upon
which is laid vitrified clay “Metro” block forming parallel lines
of drain channels 13% inches center to center. .These drainage’
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channels discharge iflto an outlet chaﬁnel paralleling the east
filter wall through which the filter effluent is discharged directly
into the river. ’

Perforated vitrified clay blocks resting on'top of the channel
blocks prevent the filter stone from filling the channels. This
consiruction permits the filtered sewage to freely enter the chan-
nels and facilitates the aeration of the stone beds through -the
drainage system.

Located at the center of each half of the filter bed area is a
two compartment dosing tank. Each compartment is fitted with
a-Miller automatic sewage siphon of 24 inches diametef, which
discharges the contents of the compartment through a system of -
cast iron piping fitted with riser pipes and spray nozzles over
one quarter of the filter bed area. Sewage is supplied to the dos-
ing tanks through a cast iron influent line of 30 inches internal
diameter connected with the three sewage pumps located in
the pump house. . .

The filter material is of crushed limestone of such size that
it will pass a 12 inch screen and be retained on a 1% inch
screen. Because of the large investment in the 36,000 cubic
yards of stonme contained in the filter, especial care was used
to obtain a stome which would resist disintegration under the
conditions of filter. bed service. Samples were secured from
all available quarries, which were tested by alternate freezing
and thawing when submerged in water, this process being re- .
peated one hundred times. Of the samples tested, three were
found to meet this test satisfactorily, and the Contractor was

_ permitted to choose from these supplies.

In operation, a gelatinous film of living organisms is found
covering the stome throughout the bed. This film, which con-
sists of a mass of bacteria, fungi, insect larvae and other small

life, is a highly complex community of plant and animal life.

In the filter beds ‘the activities peculiar to this type of sewage
treatment take place. The odors characteristic of the settld
sewage applied to the bed are eliminated, and the finely di-
vided organic solids. are oxidized, and the dissolved nitrogen
compounds are converted to- nitrates and nitrites..  The effi-
ciency of the process of gsedimentation and filteration is such
that the biochemical oxygen demand of the raw sewage is re-
duced 85 per cent, and a stable and non-putresible effluent

is obtained for discharge into the river.

The filter beds were designed on the basis of three thousand '
people per acre doot of filter material, using the estimated 1940 '
population as a basis for this computation. '

The main building of the treatment plant houses the pump-
ing equipment which consists of three horizontal high efficiency
centrifugal pumps direct connected to 440 volt, three phase,



slip ring, induction motors, with complete automatic motor
control and switch board equipment. One unit has a capacity
of 6 million gallons per day while that of each of the other two
units is 8 million gallons per day. On the first floor of this
building are located offices, wash rooms, locker rooms, and a
spacious laboratory, while in the basement are located the boiler
room, scum and grease pump, and a garage.

The laboratory is fully equipped for making all tests and
analyses necessary in determining the operating efficiency of
each unit of the treatment plant. This equipment will not only
permit a careful control of all treatment processes, but also -
provide a means for conducting research study of sewage treat-
ment problems

FIGURE 7 ..
General view of The Treatment Works at Aurora, Illinois.

The total contract cost to the Aurora Sanitary District, of
the completed work is the sum of $1,215,600.00, of which $604,-
000.00 reprepents the cost of the intercepting sewers, and $611-
600.00 the cost of the treatment plant. ‘

The Spanish type of architecture is used throuvhout in the
construction of the plant buildings, presenting a very attractive
appearance when viewed from the main highway. (Figure 7.)
Complete plans are now being prepared for landscaping the
entire 26 acres owned by the District. Upon the completion
of the work outlined in these plans, the grounds will present
the attractive apnearance of a natural park
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MEETING AGENDA

CAC Meeting No. 2
May 27, 2009
11:00 a.m. to 1:00 p.m.

Introductions 11:00 a.m.
Review Meeting Minutes — CAC Meeting No. 1
Handouts for CAC Meeting No. 2

Presentation 11:15 am.
Topic: Wastewater Treatment Plant Characterization

(Plant Tour)

Lunch and Open Discussions 12:30 p.m.

Adjournment 1:00 p.m.

Walter E. Deuchler Associates, Inc.
Consulting Engineers



Fox Metro
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MEETING MINUTES

CAC Meeting No. 1
April 29, 2009 at 11:00 a.m.

Purpose: Meeting No. 1 served to introduce the CAC members and support staff, discuss the
requirements of the LTCP, provide the general purpose of the committee, and
present a brief history of the combined sewer system.

Attendees: CAC Members

Darryl Devick City of Aurora
Judith Sotir Fox Metro WRD
Tim Pollowy Fox River Ecosystem Partnership
Bill Donnell Fox Valley Park District
Fran Caffee Sierra Club, Valley of the Fox Group
Joe Wywrot United City of Yorkville
Michael Pubentz Village of Montgomery
Michael Glock Village of North Aurora
Jerry Weaver Village of Oswego
Brad Merkel Village of Sugar Grove
CAC Support Staff
Tom Muth Fox Metro WRD
Jeff Humm Fox Metro WRD
Roy Harsch Drinker Biddle & Reath
Philippe Moreau Walter E. Deuchler Associates, Inc
John Frerich Walter E. Deuchler Associates, Inc

Distribution: above

@
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Discussion Items:

1. Tom Muth introduced and welcomed the CAC members. The committee is comprised of a
member of the District’s Board of Trustees, representatives from each of the municipalities
served by the District, the largest park district within the District’s service area and two of
the largest and most active environmental groups within the Fox River watershed. He
briefly explained the purpose of the committee and thanked everyone for taking time out of
their busy schedules to participate in this process.

Binders were handed out to each member that included: the contact information for each
CAC member and support staff; a tentative meeting schedule, agenda for Meeting No. 1,
PowerPoint presentation for Meeting No. 1 and a copy of “A Short History of the Aurora
Sanitary District and a Brief Description of its Treatment Plant” by Walter E. Deuchler
(1929-30). These binders are intended to be brought to each meeting for inclusion of
ensuing handouts.

2. John Frerich gave a PowerPoint presentation regarding the “Background and History of the
Combined Sewer System” within the Fox Metro WRD. The general points of discussion

were:
a. General background of combined sewer overflows (CSOs) and the Long Term
Control Plan (LTCP)
i.  Basic definitions
ii.  Regulatory requirements
iii.  Role and responsibility of the CAC
b. History of the Fox Metro Water Reclamation District, the combined sewer system

(CSS) and combined sewer overflow (CSO)
i.  Initial construction of the combined sewer system, treatment facility and
original intercepting sewers
ii.  Historical improvements to the treatment plant and combined sewer system

3. An open discussion ensued upon conclusion of the presentation. Some of the key points of
discussion included the following:

a. The City of Aurora is the only municipality within the District’s service area that
owns, operates and maintains a combined sewer system within its municipal
boundaries. The City of Aurora has 15 permitted CSOs within their combined

sewer system and is required to develop their own LTCP to address these
overflows.

b. The District owns, operates and maintains the original 69-inch interceptor along the
Fox River to which Aurora’s combined sewer system is tributary. Other separated
sewer systems from North Aurora, Aurora and Montgomery are also tributary to
this interceptor.

)
Walter E. Deuchler Associates, Inc.
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C. The District has one permitted CSO at the headworks of its treatment facility.

d. The focus of the CAC will be solely on the District’s permitted CSO outfall.

e. The tentative meeting schedule, as presented, was acceptable to the CAC members.
Next CAC Meeting: The next meeting is scheduled for Wednesday, May 27, 2009 at 11:00 a.m.

at the Fox Metro Water Reclamation District W.J. "Ben" Baines Memorial
Administration Building located at 682 State Route 31, Oswego, IL

The above constitutes our understanding of the information discussed and the decisions reached.
Any corrections or clarifications should be directed in writing to the attention of the author.

Prepared by: John W. Frerich, P.E.

3)
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MEETING AGENDA

CAC Meeting No. 3
June 24, 2009
11:00 a.m. to 1:00 p.m.

Introductions 11:00 a.m.
Review Meeting Minutes — CAC Meeting No. 2
Handouts for CAC Meeting No. 3

Presentation (John Frerich) 11:15 am.

Topic: Current Facility Planning Efforts

Lunch and Open Discussions 12:30 p.m.

Adjournment 1:00 p.m.

Walter E. Deuchler Associates, Inc.
Consulting Engineers
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MEETING MINUTES

CAC Meeting No. 2
May 27, 2009 at 11:00 a.m.

Purpose: Meeting No. 2 served to provide the members with an understanding of the daily
operations and processes of the existing wastewater treatment plant facilities of the
Fox Metro Water Reclamation District.

Attendees: CAC Members

Darryl Devick City of Aurora
Judith Sotir Fox Metro WRD
Tim Pollowy Fox River Ecosystem Partnership
Bill Donnell Fox Valley Park District
Joe Wywrot United City of Yorkville
Michael Pubentz Village of Montgomery
Michael Glock Village of North Aurora
Jerry Weaver Village of Oswego
Brad Merkel Village of Sugar Grove
CAC Support Staff
Tom Muth Fox Metro WRD
Jeff Humm Fox Metro WRD
Roy Harsch Drinker Biddle & Reath
Philippe Moreau Walter E. Deuchler Associates, Inc.
John Frerich Walter E. Deuchler Associates, Inc.
Other Guests
Jackie Dearborn United City of Yorkville
Tim Morrall Fox Metro WRD

Jackie Dearborn from the United City of Yorkville will serve as an alternate for Joe
Wywrot in his absence at future meetings.

0]
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Distribution: The above attendees and the following:

CAC Members
Fran Caffee Sierra Club, Valley of the Fox Group
Other Guests
Jay Patel Illinois EPA

Discussion Items:

1.

John Frerich welcomed everyone. The following information was handed out to each
member to include in their binders: meeting minutes for Meeting No. 1, meeting agenda
for Meeting No. 2, a colored 8/%”x11” exhibit titled “Location Plan” highlighting the
various treatment plant processes, an 8'”x11” exhibit titled “Influent Sewers and
Overflow” delineating the sizes and locations of the various influent sewers and CSO
overflow at the headworks of the wastewater treatment plant, and a PowerPoint
presentation handout titled “Giving Water a Second Chance”, which is a digital tour of the
wastewater treatment plant that the District provides for scheduled group tours that occur
on rainy days. The handouts are intended to provide the committee members with a visual
reference for what they will see on the plant tour.

Tom Muth introduced Tim Morrall, Operations Supervisor for the District’s wastewater
treatment plant. Tim served as the plant tour guide and provided some basic information
regarding the wastewater treatment plant capacity and operations prior to beginning the
tour. Hard hats and safety glasses were handed out to those that did not have their own.

The tour was conducted with the committee members seeing the following processes:

a. Headworks: Junction box where the flows from the various interceptors meet prior to

entering the plant

Building B-1: Bar screen, grit removal process and CSO overflow weir

Building K-1: Main pumping station

Primary/Secondary Clarifiers: systems that further settle out solids from the flows

Activated Sludge System: aeration tanks where a biological process (microscopic

“bugs”) is used to further digest the solids in the wastewater.

Blower Building: provides the air to the aeration tanks

g. Co-Generation System: generators that use methane gas byproduct to produce
electricity for use by other processes at the plant

h.  Chlorination/Dechlorination System: used to clean and disinfect the effluent prior to
discharge

i. Treatment plant outfall: discharge of treated effluent into the Fox River

oo o

™

Unfortunately, the tertiary filtration and anaerobic digestion systems were not available for
viewing due to current construction activity. Also, the CSO Outfall was not visible due to

@)
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recent rains and current high river elevations submerging the outfall.

Next CAC Meeting: The next meeting is scheduled for Wednesday, June 24, 2009 at 11:00 a.m.
at the Fox Metro Water Reclamation District W.J. "Ben" Baines Memorial
Administration Building located at 682 State Route 31, Oswego, IL

The above constitutes our understanding of the information discussed and the decisions reached.
Any corrections or clarifications should be directed in writing to the attention of the author.

Prepared by: John W. Frerich, P.E.

3
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MEETING AGENDA

CAC Meeting No. 4
July 21, 2009
11:00 a.m. to 1:00 p.m.

Introductions 11:00 a.m.

Review Meeting Minutes — CAC Meeting No. 3
Handouts for CAC Meeting No. 4

Presentation (John Frerich) 11:15 am.
Topic: Sensitive Areas
Action Item: Sensitive area determination
for Fox Metro CSO outfall

Lunch and Open Discussions 12:30 p.m.

Adjournment 1:00 p.m.

Walter E. Deuchler Associates, Inc.
Consulting Engineers
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Purpose:

Attendees:

MEETING MINUTES

CAC Meeting No. 3
June 24, 2009 at 11:00 a.m.

Meeting No. 3 served to provide the members with an understanding of an existing
20-year Master Plan completed by the Fox Metro Water Reclamation District in
2005 and the current efforts by the District to implement the various phases of the
master plan.

CAC Members
Daryl Devick City of Aurora
Judith Sotir Fox Metro WRD
Tim Pollowy Fox River Ecosystem Partnership
Jackie Dearborn United City of Yorkville
Michael Glock Village of North Aurora
Fran Caffee Sierra Club, Valley of the Fox Group
Jerry Weaver Village of Oswego
Brad Merkel Village of Sugar Grove
CAC Support Staff
Tom Muth Fox Metro WRD
Jeff Humm Fox Metro WRD
Roy Harsch Drinker Biddle & Reath
Philippe Moreau Walter E. Deuchler Associates, Inc.
John Frerich Walter E. Deuchler Associates, Inc.
Other Guests
Mark Halm Walter E. Deuchler Associates, Inc.

M

Walter E. Deuchler Associates, Inc.

Consulting Engineers



|

FOX METRO WRD CSO LTCP

 Fox Metro CITIZENS ADVISORY COMMITTEE

Water Reclamation District

Distribution: The above attendees and the following:

Discussion Items:

1.

CAC Members
Michael Pubentz Village of Montgomery
Bill Donnell Fox Valley Park District
Joe Wywrot United City of Yorkville
Other Guests
Jay Patel Illinois EPA

John Frerich welcomed everyone. The following information was handed out to each
member to include in their binders: meeting agenda for Meeting No. 3, meeting minutes
for Meeting No. 2, , an 11”x17” exhibit titled “2025 Proposed Plant Improvements Liquid
Train” highlighting the various proposed treatment plant improvements for the treatment of
wastewater and peak excess flows up to the year 2025, and a PowerPoint presentation
handout of today’s topic “Current Facility Planning Efforts” by the Fox Metro Water
Reclamation District.

John Frerich gave a PowerPoint presentation regarding the “Current Facility Planning
Efforts” by the Fox Metro WRD. The general points of discussion were:

a. Purpose of master planning efforts for existing wastewater treatment plant facilities

1.
ii.
iii.

Planning/Design considerations
Components of master plan
Existing hydraulic conditions

iv.  Projected hydraulic conditions — Roy Harsch indicated that there is no
USEPA criteria regarding storm event intensities in their policies for the
planning/design of CSO, WWTP and utility improvements. The 5-year
design criteria used by the District is conservative.

b. Selected alternatives for implementation
i.  Solids Processing - Option D Temperature Phased Anaerobic Digestion
(TPAD)

ii.  Liquid Train Processing — Option 4 Conventional Activated Sludge with 2

facilities
C. Status of implementation of Phase 1 of the master plan

i
ii.

iii.

TPAD Contract — under construction

Contracts 1 & 2 (disinfection, pumping capacity and utility improvements) —
under construction

Contract 3 Excess Flow Facility — facility planning approval from IEPA,
under design

)
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iv.  Tertiary Filter Improvements — replacement of existing filters with new
technology filters, 5 of 9 filters have been replaced and the 6™ is under
construction.

3. A question and answer session ensued upon conclusion of the presentation. The key topics
included the following:

a. Tim Pollowy inquired about the use of polishing wetlands at the outfalls and land
application of the treated effluent. John Frerich advised that polishing wetlands are
being looked at as part of Phase 2, however, the impact will likely be minimal due
to the large discharge rate (30-40 mgd) from the WWTP. Also, John Frerich
advised that the District reuses approximately 2 mgd of its effluent on-site for
irrigation, boilers, heat pumps, etc. The District is in the process of designing a
pump station and forcemain for the transportation of treated effluent for irrigation
purposes at the Fox Valley Park District’s Stuart Sports Complex site. These
improvements are also being designed for future extension of the forcemain to the
Orchard Valley Golf Course site.

b. Daryl Devick inquired if we had looked at the potential population growth of the
District by interceptor service area. John Frerich advised that the projected
hydraulic conditions for each interceptor did consider population growth in the
service areas tributary to each interceptor. This was also taken into account in
developing the appropriate phasing of the proposed facility improvements.

c. Philippe stated that Jay Patel, Field Office Manager of the IEPA Des Plains office,
indicated in a recent conversation the importance of the Citizens Advisory
Committee for not only the CSO LTCP but for continuing an open dialogue
between the various stakeholders with regards to other issues such as
infiltration/inflow, future plant expansion, service area needs, etc. Jay
recommended that the CAC continue to meet on a regular basis (quarterly, semi-
annually, etc.) after completion of the CSO LTCP.

Next CAC Meeting: The next meeting is scheduled for Wednesday, July 29, 2009 (subsequently
rescheduled via e-mail poll to Tuesday, July 21, 2009) at 11:00 a.m. at the
Fox Metro Water Reclamation District W.J. "Ben" Baines Memorial
Administration Building located at 682 State Route 31, Oswego, IL

The above constitutes our understanding of the information discussed and the decisions reached.
Any corrections or clarifications should be directed in writing to the attention of the author.

Prepared by: John W. Frerich, P.E.
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ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
GENCY

(FRL-47T32-7]
Combined Sewer Overflow (CSO)
Control Policy

AGENCY: Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA).
ACTION: Final policy.

extensive input received from key
stakeholders during a negotiated policy
dialogue. The CSO stakeholders
included representatives from States,
environmental groups, municipal
organizations and others. The negotiated
dialogue was conducted during the
Summer of 1992 by the Office of Water
and the Office of Water's Management
Advisory Group. The enforcement

SUMMARY: EPA has issued a national
policy statement entitled “*Combined
Sewer Overflow {CSO) Control Policy.”
This policy establishes a consistent
national approach for controlling
ducha.rg‘ es from CSOs to the Nation's
waters through the National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)
permit program.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Jeffrey Lape, Office of Wastewater
Enforcement and Compliance, MC-
4201, U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency, 401 M Street SW., Washington,
DC 20460, (202) 260~7361.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The main
p of the CSO Control Policy are
to elaborste on the Environmental
Protection Agency's (EPA’s) National
CSO Control Strategy published on
September 8, 1989, at 54 FR 37370, and
to expedite compliance with the
‘equirements of the Clean Water Act
.CWA). While implementation of the
1989 Strategy has resulted in progress
toward controlling CSOs, significant
public health and water quality risks
remain.

This Policy provides guidance to
permittees with CSOs, NPDES
authorities and State water quality
standards authorities on coordinating
the planning, selection, and
implementation of CSO controls that
meet the requirements of the CWA and
allow for public involvement during the
decision-making process.

Contained in the Policy are provisions
for daveloping appropriate, site-specific
NPDES permit requirements for all
combined sewer systems (CSS) that
overflow as a result of wet weather
events, For example, the Policy lays out
two alternative approaches—the
“demonstration” and the
“presumption’ epproaches—that
provide communities with targets for
CSO controls that achieve compliance
with the Act, particularly protection of
water quality and designated uses. The
Policy also includes enforcement
initiatives to require the immediate
elimination of overflows that occur
during dry weather and to ensure that

he remaining CWA requirements are
complied with as soon as practicable.

The permitting provisions of the
Policy were developed as a result of

initiatives, including one which s
underway to address CSOs during dry
weather, were developed by EPA's
Office of Water and Office of
Enforcement.

EPA issued a Notice of Availability on
the draft CSO Control Policy on January
19, 1993, (58 FR 4994) and
comments on the draft Policy
22, 1993. Approximately fo
ofwritten comments were submitted by
a variety of interest groups including
cities and municipal groups,
environmental groups, States,
professional organizations and others.
All comments were considered as EPA
prepared the Final Policy. The public
comments were largely supportive of
the draft Policy. EPA received broad
endorsement of and support for the kay
principles and provisions from most
commenters. Thus, this final Policy
does not include significant changes to
the major provisions of the draft Policy,
but rather, it includes clarification an
better explanation of the elements of the
Policy to address several of the
questions that were raised in the .
comments. Persons wishing to obtain
copies of the public comments or EPA's
summary analysis of the comments may
write or call the EPA contact person.

The CSO Policy represents a
comprehensive national strategy to
ensure that municipalities, permitting
authorities, water quality standards
authorities and the public engage in a
comprehensive and coordinat ’
planning effort to achieve cost effective
CSO controls that ultimately meet
appropriate health and environmental
objectives. The Policy recognizes the
site-specific nature of CSQOs and their
impacts and provides the necessary °
flexibility to tailor controls to local
situations. Major elements of the Policy
ensure that CSO controls are cost
effective and meet the objectives and
irements of the CWA.

& major provisions of the Policy are

CSQ permittees should immediately
undertake a process to accurately
characteriza their CSS and CSO
discharges, demonstrate implementation
of minimum technology-based controls
identified in the Policy. and develop
long-term CSO control plans which
evaluate alternatives for attaining

compliance with the CWA, including
compliance with water quality
standards and protection of designated
usas. Once the long-term CSO control
plans are complested, permittees will be
responsible to implement the plans’
recommendations as soon as
practicable. »

State water quality standards
authorities will be involved in the long-
term CSO control planning effort as
well. The water quality standards
authorities will help ensure that
development of the CSO permittees’
long-term CSO contro| plans are
coordinated with the review and
possible revision of water quality
standards on CSO-impacted waters.

NPDES authorities will issue/reissue
or modify permits, as appropriate, to
require compliance with the technology-
based and water quality-based
requirements of the CWA. After
completion of the long-term CSO
control plan, NFDES permits will be
reiuuec' or modified to incorporate the
additional requirements specified in the
Policy, such as performance standards
for the selected controls based on
average design conditions, a post-
construction water quality assessment
program, monitoring for compliance
with water quality standards, and a
recpener clause authorizing the NPDES
authority to reopen and modify the
permit if it is determined that the CSO
controls fail to meet water quality
standards or protect designated uses.
NPDES authorities should commence
enforcement actions against permittees
that have CWA viclations due to CSO
discharges during dry weather. In
addition, NPDES authorities should
ensure the implementation of the
minimum techrology-based coatrols
and incorporate a schedule into an
appropriate enfprceable mechanism,
with appropriate milestone dates, to.
implement the required long-term CSO
control plan. Schedules for
implementation of the long-term CSO
control plan may be phased based on
the relatve importance of adverse
impacts upon water quality standards
and designated uses, and on a
permittee's financial capability.

EPA is developing extensive guidance
to support the Policy and will announce
the availability of the guidances and
other outreach efforts through various
means, as they become available. For
example, EPA is preparing guidance on
the nine minimum controls,
characterization and monitoring of
CSOs, development of long-term CSO
control plans, und financial capability.

Permittees will be expected to comply
with any existing CSO-related
requirements in NPDES permits,
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oasent decrees or court orders unless
evised to be consistent with this Policy.
The policy iz organized as follows:

1. Introduction
A. Purpose and Principles
B. Application of Policy
C. Effact on Current CSO Control Efforts
D. Small System Considerations
E. Implementation Respousibilities
F. Policy Development
11. EPA Objectives for Permittees
A. Overview
B. Implementation of the Nine Minimum
Controls
C. Long-Term CSO Control Plan
1. Charscterization, Monitoring. and
Modeling of the Combined Sewer
Systems
2. Public Participation
3. Consideration of Sensitive Areas
4. Evaluation of Alternatives
5. Coet/Performance Considerstion
6. Operutional Plan
7. Maximizing Treatment at the Existing
POTW Treatment Plant
8. Implementation Schedule
9. Post-Construction Compliance
Monitoring Program
11, Coordination With State Water Quality
Standards
A. Overview
B. Water Quality Standards Reviews
IV. Expectations for Permittivg Authorities
A. Ovarview
B. NPDES Permit Requirements
1. Phese [ Parmits—Requirements (or
Demonstration of the Nine Minimum
Controls and Development of the Long-
Term CSQ Control Plan
2. Phase Ii Permits—Requiremenis for
Implementation of a Long-Term CSO
Control Plan
1. Phasing Considerations
V. Enforcement and Compliance
A. Overview
B. Enforcement of CSO Dry Weather
Discharge Prohibition
C. Enforcement of Wet Weather CSO
Requirements
1. Enforcement for Compliance With Phase
1 Permits
2. Enforcement for Compliance With Phase

1l Parmits

D. Penalties

List of Subjects in 40 CFR Part 122

Water pollution control.

Authority: Clean Water Act, 33 U.S.C. 1254
et seq. =

Dated: April 8, 1994,
Carol M. Browner,
Administiator,

Combined Sewer Overflow (CSO}

1. Introduction
A. Purpose and Principles

The main purposes of this Policy are
to elaborate on EPA’s National
Combined Sewer Qverflow (CSO)
Control Strategy published on
September 8, 1989 at 54 FR 37370 (1988

Sirategy) and to expedite complian
with the requirements of the Clean
Watar Act (CWA). While
implementation of the 1989 Strategy has
resulted in progress toward conuz?ling
CSOs, significant water quality risks
remain.

A combined sewar system (CSS) isa
wastewater collection system owned by
a State or municipality (as defined by
section 502(4) of the CWA) which
conveys sanitary wastewsters (domestic,
commercial and industrial wasiewaters)
and storm water through & single-pipe
systam to & Publicly Owned Treatment
Works (POTW) Treatment Plant (as
defined in 40 CFR 403.3(p)). ACSQ is
the discharge from a CSS at a point prier
to the POTW Treatment Plant. CSOs are
point sources subject to NPDES permit
mimmeuts including both
tachnology-based and water quality-
based requirements of the CWA. CSOs
are not subject to secondary treatment
requirements applicable to POTWs.

CSOs consist of mixtures of domestic
sswage, industrial and commercial
wastewaters, and storm water runoff.
CSQOa often contain high levals of
suspended solids, pathogenic
microorganisms, toxic poliutants,
fioatables, nutrients, oxygen-demanding
organic compounds, oil and grease, and
othar pollutants, CSOs can cause
exceedances of water quality standards
(WQS). Such exceedances may pose
risks to human health, threaten aquatic
life and its habitat, and impair the use
and sajoyment of the Naticn's
waterways.

This Policy is intended to provide
guidance to permittees with C50s,
National Poliutant Discharge
Elimination Systemn (NPDES) permitting
authorities, State water quality
standards autharities and enforcement
suthorities. The purpose of the Policy is
to coordinate the planning, selection,
design and implementation of CS0
management practices and controls to
mest the requirements of the CWA and
ta involve the publit fully during the
decision making process.

This Policy reiterates the objectives af
the 1989 Strategy:

1. To ensure that if CSOs occur, they are
only as a result of wet weather;

2. To bring all wet weather CSO
discharge points into compliance with
the technology-based and water
quality-based requirements of the
CWA; and

3. To minimize water quality, aquatic
biota, and human health impacts from
CSCs.

This CSO Control Policy represents a
comprehensive national strategy to
ensure that municipalities, permitting

e :]

auihorities, water quality standards
authorities and the public engege in 8
comprehensive and coordinated
planning effort to achieve cost-effective
CSO controls that ultimately meet
appropriate health and environmental
ob]ectiv_/es and requirements. The Policy
recognizes the site-specific nature of
CSOs and their impacts and provides
the necessary flexibility to tailor
controls to local situations. Four key
principles of the Policy ensure that CSO
controis are cost-effective and mest the
objectives of the CWA. The key
principlesd ere:

1. Providing clear levels of control that
would be presumed to meet
agpmpr{ue health and environmental
abjectives;

2. Providing sufficient fiexibility to
municipalities, especially financially
disedvantsged communities, to
consider the site-specific nature of
CSOs and to determine the most cost-
effective means of reducing poliutants
and meeting CWA objectives and
requiremants; :

3. Allowing a phased approach to

implementation of CSQ controls

considering & community's financial
capability; and

. Review and revision, as appropriate,

of water quality standards and their

implementation procedures when
developing CSQ control plans to
reflect the site-specific wet weather
impacts of CSOs.

This Policy is being issued in support
of EPA’s regulations and policy
initiatives. This Policy is Agency
guidance only and does not establish or
affect legal rights or obligations. It does
not establish a binding norm and is not
finally determinative of the issues
addressed. Agency decisions in any
panticular cass will be mads by applying
the law and regulations on the basis of
specific facts when permits are issued.
The Administration has recommended
that the 1994 amendments to the CWA
endorse this final Policy.

-

B. Application of Policy

The permitting provisions of this
Policy apply to all CSSs that overflow
as a result of storm water flow,
including snow melt runoff (40 CFR
122.26(b)(13)). Discharges from CSSe
during dry westher are prohibited by
the CWA. Accordingly, the permitting
provisions of this Policy do not apply to
CSOs during dry weather, Dry weather
fiow is the flow in & combined sewer
that results from domestic sewage,
groundwater infiltration. commercial
and industrial wastewaters, and any
other non-precipitation related {lows
{e.g., tidal infiltration). In addition 0
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*he permitting provisions, the
nforcement and Compliance section of
_nis Policy describes an enforcement
initiative being developed for overflows
that occur during dry weather.
Consistent with the 1989 Strategy, 30
States that submitted CSO permitting
strategies have received EPA approval
or, in the cass of one State, conditional
approval of its strategy. States and EPA
Regional Offices should review these
strategies and negotiate approptiate
revisions to them to implement this
Policy. Permitting authorities are
encouraged to evaluate water pollution
control needs on a watershed
management basis and coordinate CSO
control efforts with other point and
nonpoint source control activities.

C. Effect on Current CSO Control Efforts
EPA recognizes that extensive work
has been done by many Regions, States,

and municipalities to abate CSOs. As
such, portions of this Policy may
already have been addressed by

ermittees’ previcus efforts to control
CSOs. Therefore, portions of this Policy
may not apply, as determined by the
permitting authority on a case-by-case
basis, under the following

1. Any permittee that, on the date of

ublication of this final Policy, has
.ompleted or substantially completed
construction of CSO control facilities
that are designed to meet WQS and
protect designated uses, and where it
has been determined that WQQS are
being or will be attained, is not covered
by the initial planning and construction
provisions in this Policy; however, the
operational plan and post-construction
monitoring provisions.continue to
apply. If, after monitoring, it is
determined that WQS are not being
attained, the permittee should be
required to submit a revised CSO
contro] plan that, once implemented,
will attain WQS.

2. Any permittee that, on the date of
publication of this final Policy, has
substantialiy developed oris -
implementing a CSO control program
pursuant to an existing permit or
enforcement order, and such program is
considered by the NPDES permitting
authority to be adequate to meet WQ5
and protect designated uses and is
reasonably equivalent to the treatment
objectives of this Policy, should
compiete those facilities without further
planning activities otherwise expecied
by this Policy. Such programs, however,
should be reviewed and modified to be

onsistent with the sensitive area,
financial capability, and post-
construction monitorihg provisions of
this Policy.

3. Any permittee that has previously
constructed CSO control facilities in an
effort to comply with WQS but has
failsd to moat such applicabls standards
or to protect designated uses due to
remaining CSOs may receive
consideration for such efforts in future
permits or enforceable orders for long-
term CSO control planning, design and
implementation.

the case of any ongoing or
substantially completed CSO control

effort, the NPDES permit or other

enforceable mechanism, as appropriate,
should be revised to include all
appropriate permit requirements
consistent with Section IV.B. of this
Policy.

D. Small System Considerations

The scope of the long-term CSO
control plan, including thas
characterization, monitoring and
modeling, and evaluation of alternatives
portions of this Policy may be difficult
for some small CSSs. At the discretion
of the NPDES Authority, jurisdictions
with populations under 75,000 may not
need to complete each of the formal
steps outlined in Section [L.C. of this
Policy, but should be required through
their permits ar other enforceable
mechanisms to comply with the nine
minimum controls (11.B), public
participation (ii.C.2), and sensitive areas
(I.C.3) portions of this Policy. In
addition, the permnittee may propose to
implement any of the criteria contained
in this Policy for evaluation of
alternatives described in {1.C.4.
Following approval of the proposed
plan, such jurisdictions should
construct the control projects and
propose a monitoring program sufficient
to determins whether WQS ars attainsd
and designated uses are protected.

In developing long-term CSO control
plans based on the small system
considerations discussed in the

P

encouraged to discuss the scope of their
long-term CSO control plan with the
WQS authority and the NPDES
authority. These discussions will ensure
that tha pian includes sufficient
information to enable the permitting
authority to identify the appropriate
SO coatrols.

E. Implementation Responsibilities

NPDES authorities (authorized States
or EPA Regional Offices, as appropriate)
are responsible for implsmenting this
Policy. It is their responsibility to assure
that CSO permittees develop long-term
CSO control plans and that NPDES
permits meet the requirements of the
CWA. Further, they are responsible for
coordinating the review of the long-term

CSO control plan and the development
of the permit with the WQS authority to
determine if revisions to the WQS are
appropriste. In addition, they should
determine the appropriate vehicle (i.e.,
permit reissuance, information request
under CWA section 308 or State
equivalent er enforcement action) to
ensure that compliance with the CWA is
achieved as soon as practicable.

Permittees are responsible for
documenting the implementation of the
nine minimum controls and developing
and implementing e leng-term CSO
control plan, as described in this Policy.
EPA recognizes that financial
considerations ars a major factor
affecting the implementation of CSO
controls. For that reason, this Policy
allows consideration of a permittee’s
financial capability in connection with
the long-term CSO control planning
effort, WQS review, and negotiation of
enforceable schedules. However, each
permittee is ultimately responsible for
aggressively pursuing financial
arrangements for the implermentation of
its long-term CSO control plan. As part
of this effort, communities should apply
to their State Revolving Fund program.
or other assistance programs as
appropriate, for financial assistance.

EPA and the States will undertake
action to assure that all permittees with
CS8s are subject to a consistent review
in the permit development process,
have permit requirements that achieve
compliance with the CWA, and are
subject to enforceable schedules that
require ihe earlissi practicable
compliance date considering physical
and financial feasibility.

F. Palicy Development

This Policy devotes a separate section
to each step involved in developing and
implementing CSO controls. This is not
to imply that each function occurs
separately. Rather, the entire process
surrounding CSO controls, community
planning, WQS and permit
development/revision, enforcement/
compliance actions and public
participation must be coordinated to
control CSOs effectively. Permittees and
permitting authorities are encouraged to
consider innovative and altemative
approaches and technologiss that
achieve the objectives of this Policy and
the CWA.

In developing this Policy, EPA has
included information on what
responsible partiss are expected to
accomplish. Subsequent documents will
provide additional guidance on how the
objectives of this Policy should be met.
These documents will provide further
guidancs on: CSO permit writing, the
nine minimum controls. leng-term CSO
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control plans, financial capability,
sower system charscterization and
receiving water monitoring and
modeling, and application of WQS to
CSO-impacted waters. For most CSO
control efforts however, sufficlent detai}
has been included in this Policyto
begin immediate implementation of its

provisions. _
I1. EPA Objectives for Permittees
A. Overview

Permittees with CSSs that have CSOs
should immediately undertake a process
to accurately characterize their sewer
systems, to demonstrate implementation
of the nine minimum controls, and to
develop a long-term CSO control plan.

B. implementation of the Nine
Minimum Controls

Permittees with CSOs should submit
appropriate documentation
demonstrating implementation of the
nine minimum controls, including any
proposed schedules for completing
minor construction activities. The nine
minimum controls are:

1. Proper operation and regular
maintenance programs for the sawer
system and the CSOs:;

2. Maximum use of the collection
system for storage;

3. Review and modification of
pretreatment requirements to assurs
CSO impacts are minimized;

. Maximization of flow to the POTW
for treatment:

. Prohibition of CSOs during dry
weather;

6. Control of solid and floatable

materials n CS50s;

Pollution prevention;

. Public notification to ensure that the
public receives adequate notification
of CSO occurrences and CSO impacts;
and

¢, Monitoring to effectively characterizs

~ CSO impacts and the efficacy of CSO

controls. .

Seleclion and implementation of
sctual control measures should be based
on site-specific considerations including
the specific CS§'s characteristics
discussed under the sewer system
characterization and monitering
portioas of this Policy. Documentation
of the nine minimum controls may
include aperation and maintenance
plans, revised sewer use ordinances for
industrial users, sewer system
ipspection reports, infiltration/inflow
studies, pollution prevention programs,
public notification plans, and facility
plans for maximijzing the capacities of
the existing collection, starage and
treatment systems, as well as contracts
gnd schedules for minor construction

-

i

o ~3

programs for improving the existing
em'’s operation. The permittes

ould also submit any information or
data on the degree to which the nine
minimum controls achieve compliance
with water quality standards. These data
and information should include results
made available through monitoring and
modeling activities dene in conjunction
with the development of the long-term
CSQ control plan described in this

) Pollcy.

This documentation should be
submitted as soon as practicable, but no
later than two years after the
requirement to submit such
documentation is included in an NPDES
permit or other enforceable mechanism.
Implementation of the nine minimum
controls with appropriate
documentation should be completed as
soon as practicable but no later than
January 1, 1997. These dates should be
included in an appropriate enforceable
mechanism.

Because the CWA requires immediste
compliance with technology-based
controls {section 301(b)}, which on a
Best Professional Judgment basis should
include the nine minimum controls, a
compliance schedule for implementing
the nine minimum controls, if
necessary, should be included in an
appropriate enforceable mechanism,

C. Long-Term CSO Control Plan

Permittees with CSOs are responsible
for developing and implementing long-
term CSO control plans that will
ultimately result in compliance with the
requirements of the CWA. The long-
term plans should consider the site-
specific nature of CSOs and evaluate the
cost effectiveness of a range of control
options/strategies. The development of
the long-term CSO control plan and jts
subsequent implementation should also
be coordinated with the NPDES
authority and the State authority
responsible for reviewing and revising
the State’s WQS. The selected controls
should be designed to allow cost
effective expansion or cost effective
retrofitting if additional controls are
subsaquently determined to be
necessary to meet WQS, including
existing and designated uses.

This policy identifies EPA's major
objeciives for the lang-term CSO control
plan. Permittees should develop and
submit this long-tern CSO control plan
as soon as practicable, but generally
within two years after the date of the
NPDES permit provision, Section 308
information request, or enforcement
action requiring the permittee to
develop the plan. NPDES authorities
may establish a longer timetable for
completion of the long-term CSO

control plan on a case-by-case basis to
sccount for site-specific factors which
may influence the complexity of the

lanning process. Once agreed upon,
these dates should be Included {n an
appropriate enforceable mechanism.

EPA expects each long-term CSO

control plan to utilize appropriate
information to address the following
minimum elements. The Plan should
also include both fixed-date project
implementation schedules (which may
be phased) and a financing plan to
design and construct the project as soon
as practicable. The minimum elements
of the long-term CSO control plan are
described below.

1. Characterization, Mouitoring, and
Modaling of the Combined Sewer
System

In order to design a CSO control plan
adequate to mest the requirements of
the CWA, s permittee should have a
thorough understanding of its sewer
system, the response of the system to
various precipitation events, the
characteristics of the overflows, and the
water quality impacts that result from
CS0s. The permitiee should adequately
characterize through monitoring,
modeling, and other means as
appropriate, for a range of storm events,
the response of its sewer system to wet
weather events including the number,
location and frequency of CSOs,
valume, concentration and mass of
pollutants discharged and the impacts
of the CSOs on thae receiving waters and
their designated uses. The permittee
may need to consider information on
the coatribution and importancs of
other pollution sources in order to
develop a final plan designed to meet
water quality standards. The purpose of
the system characterization, monitoring
and modeling program initially is to
assist the permittee in developing
appropriate measures to implement the
nine minimum controls and, if
necessary, to support development of
the long-term CSO control plan. The
monitoring and modeling data also will
be used to evaluate the expected
effectiveness of both the nine minimum
controls and, if necessary, the long-term
CSO controls, to meet WQS.

The maijor elements of a sawer system
characterization ars described below.

a. Rainfall Records—The permittee
should examine the complete rainfall
record for the geographic area of its
existing CSS using sound statistical
procedures and best available dats. The
permittee should evaluate flow
variations in the receiving water bady to
correlate between CSOs and receiving
water conditions.
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b. Combined Sewer System

~haracterization—The permittee should
avaluate the nature and extent of its
sewer system through evaluation of
available sewer system records, field
inspections and other activities
necessary to understand the number,
location and frequency of overflows and
their location relative to sensitive areas
and to pollution sources in the
collection system, such as indirect
significant industrial users. )

¢. CSO Monitoring—The permittee
should develop a comprehensive,
representative monitoring program that
measures the frequency, duration, flow
rate, volume and pollutant
concentration of CSO discharges and
assesses the impact of the CSOs on the
receiving waters. The monitoring
program should include necessary CSO
effluent and ambient in-stream
monitoring and, where appropriate,
other monitoring pratocols such as
biological assessment, toxicity testing
and sediment sampling. Monitoring
parameters should include, for example,
oxygen demanding pollutants, nutrients,
toxic pollutants, sediment
contaminants, pathogens,
bacteriological indicators {e.g.,
Enterococcus, E. Coli), and toxicity. A
representative sample of overflow
points can be selected that is sufficient
.0 allow characterization of CSO
discharges and their water quality
impacts and to facilitate evaluation of
control plan alternatives.

d. Modeling—Modeling of a sewer
system is recognized as a valuable tool
for predicting sewer system response to
various wet weather events and
assessing water quality impacts when
evaluating different control strategies
and alternatives. EPA supports the
proper and effective use of models,
where appropriate, in the evaluation of
the nine minimum controls and the
development of the long-term CSO
control plan. It is also recognized that
there are many models which may be
used to do this. These models range
from simple to complex. Having
decided to use a model, tha permittee
should base its choice of a model on the
characteristics of its sewer system, the
number and location of overflow points,
and the seasitivity of the receiving
water body to the CSO discharges. Use
of models should include appropriate
calibration and verification with field
messurements. The sophistication of the
model should relate to the complexity of
the system to be modeled and to the
information needs associated with
evaluation of CSO control options and
water quality impacts. EPA believes that
continuous simulation models, using
historical rainfall data, may be the best

way to model sewer systems, CSOs, and
their impacts. Because of the iterative
nature of modeling sewer systems,
CSOs, and their impacts, monitoring
and modeling efforts are complementary
and should be coordinated.

2. Public Participation

In developing its long-term CSO
control plan, the permittee will employ
a public participation process that
actively involves the affected publicin
the decision-making to select the long-
term CSO controls. The affected public
includes rate payers, industrial users of
the sewer system, persons who reside
downstream from the CSOs, persons
who use and enjoy these downstream
waters, and any other interested
persons.

3. Consideration of Sensitive Areas

EPA expects a permittee’s long-term
CSO control plan to give the highest
priority to controlling overflows to
sensitive areas. Sensitive areas, as
determined by the NPDES authority in
coordination with State and Federal
agencies, as appropriate, include
designated Outstanding National
Resource Waters, National Marine
Sanctuaries, waters with threatened or
endangered species and their habitat,
waters with primary contact recreation,
public drinking water intakes or their
designated protection areas, and
shellfish beds. For such ereas, the long-
term CSO control plan should:

a. Prohibit naw or significantly
increased overflows;

b. i. Eliminate or relocate overflows
that discharge to sensitive areas
wherever physically possible and
economically achievable, except whera
elimination or relocation would provide
less environmental protection than
additional treatment; or

ii. Where elimination or relocation is
not physically possible and
economically achievable, or would
provide less environmental protection
than additional treatment, provide the
level of treatment for remaining
overflows deemed necessary to mest
WQS for full protection of existing and
designated uses. In any event, the level
of control should not be less than those
described in Evaluation of Alternatives
below; and

c. Where elimination or relocation has
beer: praven not to be physically
possible and economicaily achievable,
permitting authorities should require,
for each subsequent permit term, a
reassessment based on new or improved
techniques to eliminate or relocate, or
on changed circumstances that
influence economic achievability.

4. Evaluation of Alternatives

EPA expects the long-term CSO
control plan to consider a reasonabis
range of alternatives. The plan shouid,
for example, evaluate controls that
would be necessary to achieve zero
overflow events per year, an average of
one to three, four to seven, and eight to
twelve overflow events per year.
Alternatively, the long-term plan could
evaluate controls that achieve 100%
capture, 90% capture, 85% capture,
80% capture, and 75% capture for
treatment. The long-term control plan
should also consider expansion of
POTW secondary and primary capacity
in the CSO abatement alternative
analysis. The analysis of alternatives
shauld be sufficient to make a
reasonsble assessment of cost and
performance as described in Section
[1.C.5. Becausa the final long-term CSO
control plan will become the basis for
NPDES permit limits end requirements,
the selected controls should be
sufficient to meet CWA requirements.

In addition to considering sensitive
areas, the long-term CSO control plan
should adopt one of the following
approaches:

a. “Presumption’” Approach

A program that meets any of the
criteria listed below would be presumed
to provide an adequate level of control
to meet the water quality-basad
requirements of the CWA, provided the
permitting authority determines that
such presumption is reasonable in light
of the data and analysis conducted in
the characterization, monitoring, and
modsling of the system and the
consideration of sensitive areas
described above. These criteria are
provided because data and modeling of
wet weather events often do not give a
clear picture aof the level of CSO controls
necessary to protect WQS.

i. No more than an average of four
overflow events per year, provided that
the permitting authority may allow up
to two additional overflow events per
year. For the purpose of this criterion,
an overflow event is one or more
overflows from a CSS as the result of a
precipitation event that does not receive
the minimum treatment specified
below; or

il. The elimination or the capture for
treatment of no less than 85% by
volume of the combined sewage
collected in the CSS during
precipitation events on a system-wide
annual average basis; or

iii. The elimination ar removal of no
less than the mass of the pollutants.
identified as causing water quality
impairment through the sewer system



Federal Register / Vol. 59, No. 75 / Tuesday, April 19, 1994 / Notices

18693

haracterization, monitoring, and

10deling effort, for the volumes that
would be eliminated or captured for
treatment under paragraph ii. above.
Combined sewer flows remaining after
implementation of the nine minimum
controls and within the criteria
specified at [1.C.4.a.i or ii, should
receive a minimum of:

» Primary clarification (Removal of
floatables and settleable solids may be
achieved by any combination of
treatrment technologies or methods that
are shown to be equivalent to primary
clarification.);

+ Solids and floatables dispo

» Disinfection of effluent, tf
necessary, to meet WQS, protect
designated uses and protect human
health, including removal of harmful
disinfection chemical residuals, where
necessary.

b. “Demonstration” Approach

A permittee may demonstrate that a
sslected control program, though not
meeting the criteria specified in [1.C.4.a.
above is adequate to meet the water
quality-based requirements of the CWA.
To be a successful demonstration, the
permittee should demonstrate each of
the following:

i. The planned control program is
sdequate to meet WQS and protect
designated uses, unless WQS or uses
cannot be met as a result of natural
background conditions or pollution
sources other than CSOs;

ii. The CSO discharges remaining
after implementation of the planned
control program will not preclude the
attainment of WQS or the receiving
waters’ designated uses or contribute to
their impairment. Where WQS and
designated uses are not met in part
because of natural background
conditions or pollution sources other
than CSOs, a total maximum daily load,
including a wasteload allocation and &
load allocation, or other means should
be used to apportion pollutant loads;

iii. The planned control program will
provide the meximum pollution
reduction benefits reasonably attainable;
and

iv. The planned control program is
designed to allow cost effective
expansion or cost effective retrofitting if
additional controls are subsequently
determined to be necessary to meet
WS or designaled uses.

5. Cost/Performance Considerations

The permittee should develop
appropriate cost/performance curves to
demanstrate the relationships among a
comprehensive set of reasonable control
alternatives that correspond to the
different ranges specified in Section

sal; and

I1.C.4. This should include an analysis
to determine where the increment of
pollution reduction achieved in the
receiving water diminishes compared to
the increased costs. This analysis, often
known as knee of the curve, should be
among the considerations used to belp
guide selection of contrals.

6. Operational Plan

ARer agreement between the
permittee and NPDES authority on the
necessary CSQ controls to be
implemented under the long-term CSQ
control plan, the permittes should
revisa the operation and maintenance
program developed as part of the nine
minimum controls to include the
agreed-upon long-term CSO controls.
The revised operation and maintenance
program should maximize the removal
of pollutants during and after each

recipitation event using all available

acilities within the collection and
treatment system. For any flows in
excess of the criteria specified at
N.C.4.a..,ii. or iii and not receiving the
treatment specified in I1.C.4.a, the
operational plan should ensure that
such flows receive treatment to the
greatest sxtent practicable.

7. Maximizing Treatment at the Existing
POTW Treatment Plant

In some communities, POTW
trestment plants may have primary
treatment capacity in excess of their
secondary treatment capacity. One
effective strategy to abate pollution
resulting from CSOs is to maximize the
delivery of flows during wet weather to
the POTW treatment plant for treatment.
Delivering these flows can have two
significant water quality benefits: First,
increased flows during wet weather to
the POTW treatment plant may enable
the permittee to eliminate or minimize
overflows to sensitive areas; second, this
would meximizs the use of available
POTW facilities for wet weather flows
and would ensure that combined sewer
flows receive at least primary treatment
prior to discharge.

Under EPA regulations, the
intentional diversion of waste streams
from any portion of a treatment facility,
including secondary treatment, is a
bypass. EPA bypass regulations at 40
CFR 122.41(m) allow for a facility to
bypass some or all the Row from its
treatment process under specified
limited circumstances. Under the
regulation, the permittee must show that
the bypass was unavoidable to prevent
loss of life, personal injury or severs
property damage, that there was no
feasible alternative to the bypass and
that the permittee submitted the
required notices. In addition. the

regulation provides that a bypass may
be approved only after consideration of
adverse effects.

Normally, it is the responsibility of
the permittee to document, on a case-by-
base basis, compliance with 40 CFR
122.41{m) in order to bypass flows
legally. For some CSO-related permits,
the study of feasible alternatives in the
control plan may provide sufficient
support for the permit record and for
approval of a CSO-related bypass in the
permit itself, and to define the specific

arameters under which a bypass can
egally occur. For approval of a CSO-
related bypass, the long-term CSO
control plan, at 8 minimum, should
provide justification for the cut-off point
at which the flow will be diverted from
the secondary treatment portion of the
treatment plant, and provide a benefit-
cost analysis demonstrating that
conveyance of wet weather flow to the
POTW for primary treatment is more
beneficial than other CSO abatement
alternatives such as storage and pump
back for secondary treatment, sewer
separation, or satellite treatment. Such a
permit must define under what specific *
wet weather conditions a CSO-related
bypass is allowed and also specify what
treatment or what monitoring, and
effluent limitations and requirements
apply to the bypass flow. The permit
should elso provide that approval for
the CSO-related bypass will be reviewed
and may be modified or terminated if
there is a substantial increase in the
volume or character of pollutants being
introduced to the POTW. The CSO-
related bypass provision in the permit
should also make it clear that alt wet
weather flows passing the headworks of
the POTW treatment plant will receive
al least primary clarification and solids
and floatables remaval and disposal,
and disinfection, where necessary, and
any other treatment that can reasonably
be provided.

nder this approach, EPA would

allow a permit to authorize a CSO-
related bypass of the secondary
treatment portion of the POTW
treatment plant for combined sewer
flows in certain identified
circumstances. This provision would
apply only to those situations where the
POTW would ordinarily meet the
requirements of 40 CFR 122.41(m) as
evaluated on a case-by-case basis.
Therefore, there must be sufficient data
in the administrative record {reflected in
the permit fact sheet or statement of
basis) supporting all the requirements in
40 CFR 122.41{m)(4) for approval of an
anticipsted bypasas.

For the purposes of applying this
regulation to CSO permittees, *'severe
property damage " could include
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situations where flows above a certain
level wash out the POTW's secondary
treatment system. EPA Further believes
that the feasible alternatives
requirement of the regulation can be met
if the record shows that the secondary
treatment system is properly operated
and mainteined, that the system has
been dssigned to meet secondary limits
for flows greater than the peak dry
weather flow, plus an appropriate
quantity of wet weather flow, and that
it is either technically or financially
infeasible to provide secondary
treatment at the existing facilities for
greater amounts of wet weather flow.
The feasible altemmative analysis should
include, for example, consideration of
enhanced primary treatment (e.f..
chemical addition) and non-biological
secondary treatment. Cther basas
supporting a finding of no feasible
alternative may also be available on &
case-by-case basis. As part of its
consideration of possible adverse effects
resulting from the bypass, the
permitting authority should also ensure
that the bypass will not cause
exceedances of WQS.

This Policy does not address the
appropriateness of approving
anticipated bypasses through NPDES
permits in advance outside the CSO
context.

8. Implementation Schedule

The permittee should include all
pertinent information in the long term
control plan necessary to develop the
construction and financing schedule for
implementation of CSO controls.
Schedules for implementation of the
CSO controls may be phased based on
the relative importance of adverse
impacts upon WQS and designated
uses, priority projects identified in the
long-term plan, and on a permittee’s
financial capability.

Construction phasing should
consider:

a. Eliminating overflows that
discharge to sensitive areas as the
highest priority;

. Use impairment;

c. The permitiee’s financial capability
including consideration of such factors
as:

i. Median household income;

ii. Total annual wastewater and CSO
conuol costs per household as a percent
of median household income;

ii{. Gwerall net debt as a percent of
full market property value;

iv. Property tax revenues as a percent
of full market property value;

v. Property tax collection rate;

vi. Unemployment; and

vii. Bond rating;

d. Grent and loan availability;

e. Previous and current residential,
commercial and industrial sewer user
fees and rate structures; and

f. Other viable funding mechanisms
and sources of financing.

9. Post-Construction Compliance
Monitoring Program

The selected CSO controls should
include a post-construction water
quality monitoring program adequate to
verify compliance with water quality
standards and protection of designated
uses as well as to ascertain the
effectiveness of CSO controls. This
water quality compliance monitoring
program should include a plan to be -
approved by the NPDES authority that
details the monitoring protocols to be
followed, including the necessary
effluent and ambient monitoring and,
where appropriate, other monitoring
protocols such as biclogical
assessments, whole effluent toxicity
testing, and sediment sampling.

IlI. Coordination With State Water
Quality Standards

A. Overview

WQS are State adopted, or Federally
promulgated rules which serve as the
goals for the water body and the legal
basis for the water quality-based NPDES
permit requirements under the CWA.
WQS consist of uses which States
designate for their water bodies, criteria
to protect the uses, an anti-degradation
policy to protect the water quality
improvements gained and other policies
affecting the implementation of the
standards. A primary objective of the
long-term CSO control plan is to mest
WQS. including the designated uses
through reducing risks to human health
and the environment by eliminating,
relocating or controlling CSOs to the
affected waters.

State WQS suthorities, NPDES
authorities, EPA regional offices,
permittees, and the public should meet
early and frequently throughout the
long-term CSO control planning
process. Development of the long-term
plan should be coordinated with the
review and appropriate revision of WQS
and implementation procedures on
CSO-impacted waters to ensure that the
long-term controls will be sufficient to
meet water quality standards. As part of
these meetings, participants should
agree on the data, information and
analyses needed to support the
development of the long-term CSO
control plan and the review of
applicable WQS, and implementatien
procedures, if appropriate. Agreements
should be reached on the monitoring
protocols and models that will be used

to evaluate the water quality impacts of
the overflows, to analyze the
attainability of the WQS and to
determine the water quality-based
requirements for the permit. Many
opportunities exist for permittees and
States 1o share information as control
programs are developed and as WQS are
reviewed. Such information should
assist States in determining the need for
revisions to WQS and implementation
procedures to better reflect the site-
specific wet weather impacts of CSOs.
Coordinating the development of the
long-term CSO control plan and the
review of the WQS and implemaentation
procedures provides greater assurance
that the long-term control plan selected
and the limits and requirements
included in the NPDES permit will be
sufficient to meet WQS and to comply
with sections 301(b)(1)(C) and 402{a){(2)
of the CWA.

EPA encourages States and permittees
jointly to sponsor workshops for the
affected public in the development of
the long-term CSO control plan and
during the development of appropriate
revisions to WQS for CSO-impacted
waters. Workshops provide a forum for
including the public in discussions of
the implications of the proposed long-
term CSO control plan on the water
quality and uses for the receiving water.

B. Water Quality Standards Reviews

The CWA requires States to
periodically, but at least once every
three years, hold public hearings for the
purpose of reviewing applicable water
quality standards and, as eppropriate,
modifying and adopting standards.
States must provide the public an
opportunity to comment on any
proposed revision to water quality
standards and all revisions must be
submitted to EPA for review and
approval,

A regulations and guidance provide
States with the flexibility to adapt their
WQS, and implementation procedures
to reflect site-specific conditions
including those related to CSQs. For
example, a State may adopt site-specific
criteria for a particular pollutant if the
State determines that the site-specific
criteria fully protects the designated use
(40 CFR 131.11). In addition, the
regulations at 40 CFR 131.10(g), (), and
(j) specify when and how a designated
use may be modified. A State may
remove a designated use from its water
quality standards only if the designated
use is not an existing use. An existing
use is a use actually attained in the
water body on or after November 28,
1975. Furthermore, a State may not
remove a designated use that will be
attained by implementing the
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technology-based effluent limits

wquired under sections 301(b) and 308
.f the CWA and by implementing cost-
effective and ressoneble best
management practices for nonpoint
source controls. Thus, if a State has a
reasonable basis to determine that the
current designated use could be attained
after implementation of the technology-
based controls of the CWA, then the use
could not be removed.

In determining whetilier a use is
attainable and prior to removing a
designated use, States must conduct and
submit to EPA a use attainability
analysis. A use attainability analysis is
a structured scientific assessment of the
factors affecting the use, including the
physical, chemical, biological, and
ecanomic factors described in 40 CFR
131.10(g). As part of the analysis, States
should svaluete whether the designated
use could be attained if CSO controls
were implemented. For example, States
should examine if sediment loadings
from CSOs could be reduced so as not
to bury spawning beds, ar if
biochemical oxygen demanding material
in the effluent or the toxicity of the
effiuent could be corrected 50 as to
reduce the acute or chronic
physiological stress on or

icaccumulation potential of aquatic
anisms.

n reviewing the attainability of thelr
WQS and the applicability of their
implementation procedures to CSO-
impacted waters, States are encouraged
to define more explicitly their
recreational and aquatic life uses and
then, if appropriate, modify the criteria
accordingly to protect the designated
uses.

Another option is for States to adopt
partial uses by defining when primary
contact recreation such as swimming
does not exist, such as during certain
seasons of ths ysar in northern climates
or during a particular type of storm
event. In making such adjustments to
their uses, States must ensure that
downstream uses are protected, and that
during other geasons or after the storm
event has passed. the use is fully
protected.

In addition to defining recreationai
uses with greater specificity, States are
also encouraged to define the aquatic
usas more precisely. Rather than
“aquatic life use protection,” States
should consider defining the type of
fiskacy ta be protected such as a cold
water fishery (e.g., trout or salmon) or a
warm weather fishery (e.g., bluegill or
large mouth bass). Explicitly defining

e type of fishery to be protecied may
sssist the permittee in enlisting the
support of citizens for a CSO control
plan.

A water quality standard variance
may be appropriate, in limited
circumstances on CSO-impacted waters,
where the State is uncertain as to
whether a standard can be attained and
time is needed for the State to conduct
additional anaiyses on the attainability
of the standard. Variances are short-term
modifications in water quality
standards. Subject to EPA approval,
States, with their own statutory
authority, may grant a variance to a
specific discharger for a specific
pollutant. The justification for a
variance is similar to that required for
a permanent change in the standard,
althaugh the showings needed are less
rigorous. Variances are also subject to
public participation requirements of the
water quality standards and permits
programs and are reviewable generally
every three years. A variance allows the
CSO permit to be written to meet the
“modified” water quality standard as
analyses are conducted and as progress
is made to improve water quality.

I-..ﬁﬁnauons for variances ara tha

Mouialau ALICUILOD auo ©

same as those identified in 40 CFR
131.10(g) for modifications in uses.

States must provide an opportunity for

public review and comment on all
variances, If States use the permit as tha
vehicle to grant the variance, notice of
the permit must clearly state that the
variance modifies the State’'s water
quality standards. If the variance is
approved, the State appends the
variance to the State's standards and

reviews the variance every three years.

IV. Expectations for Permitting
Authorities

A. Overview

CSOs are point sources subject to
NPDES permit requirements including
both technology-based and water
quality-based requiraments of the CWA.
CSOs are not subject to secondary
treatment regulations applicable to
publicly owned treatment works
(Montgomery Environmental Coalition
vs. Costle, 646 F.2d 568 (D.C. Cir.
1980)}.

All permits for CSOs should require
the nine minimum controls as a
minimum best available technology
economically achievable and best
conventional technology (BAT/BCT)
established on a best professional
judgment (BP]) basis by ths permitting
authority (40 CFR 125.3). Water quality-
based requirements are to be established
based on applicable water quality
standards.

This policy establishes a uniform,
nationally consistent approach to
developing and issuing NPDES permits
to permittess with CSOs. Permits for

CSOs should be developed and issued
expeditiously. A single, system-wide
permit generally should be issued for all
discherges, including CSOs, from a CSS
operated by a single authority. When
different parts of a single CSS are
operated by more than one authority,
permits issued to each authority should
generally require joint preparation and
implementation of the elements of this
Policy and should specifically define
the responsibilities and duties of each
authority. Permittees should be required
to coordinate system-wide
implementation of the nine minimum
controls and the development and
implementation of the long-term CSO
control plan.

The individual authorities are
responsible for their own discharges and
should cooperate with the permittee for
the POTW receiving the flows from the
CSS. When a CSQ is permittad
separately from the POTW, bath permits
should be cross-referenced for
informational purposes.

EPA Regions and States should
review the CSO permitting priorities
established in the State CSO Permitting
Strategies developed in response to the
1989 Strategy. Regions and States may
elect 10 revise these previous priorities.
In sstting permitting priorities, Regions
and States should not just focus on
those permittees that have initiated
monitoring programs. When setting
priorities, Regions and States should
consider, for example, the known or
potential impact of CSOs on sensitive
areas, and the extent of upstream
industrial user discharges ta the CSS.

During the permittee's development
of the long-term CSO control plan, the
permit writer should promote
coordination batwean the permittee and
State WQS authority in connection with
possible WQS revisions. Once the
permittee has completed development
of the long-term CSO control plan and
hes coordineted with the pexmitting
authority the selection of the controls
necessary to meet the requirements of
the CWA, the permitting authority
should include in an appropriate
enforcesble mechanism, requirements
for implementation of the long-term
CSO control plan, including conditions
for water quality monitoring and
operation and maintenance.

B. NPDES Permit Requirements

Following are the major elements of
NPDES permits to implement this
Policy and ensure, protection of water

quality.
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1. Phase | Permits—Requirements for
Demonstration of Implementation of the
Nine Minimum Controls and
Development of the Long-Term CSQ
Control Plan

In the Phase I permit issued/modified
to reflect this Policy, the NPDES
authority should at least require
permittees to:

a. Immediately implement BAT/BCT,
which at a minimum includes the nine
minimum controls, as determined on a
BP] basis by the permitting authority;

b. Develop and submit a report
documenting the implementation of the
nine minimum controls within two
years of permit issuance/modification;

¢. Comply with applicable WQS, no
later than the date allowed under the
State's WQS. expressed in the form of a
narrative limitation; and

d. develop and submit, consistent
with this Policy and based on a
schedule in an appropriate enforceable
mechanism, a long-term CSO control
plan as soon as practicable, but
generally within two years after the
effective date of the permit issuance/
modification. However, permitting
authorities may establish a longer
timetable for completion of the long-
term CSO contral plan on a case-by-case
basis to account for site-specific factors
that may influence the complexity of the
planning process.

The NPDES authority should include
compliance dates on the fastest
practicable schedula for each of the nine
minimum controls in an appropriate -
enfarceable mechanism issued in
conjuncticn with the Phase | permit.
The use of enforceable orders is
necessary unless Congress amends the
CWA. All orders should require
compliance with the nine minimum
controls no later than January 1, 1997.

2. Phase 1l Permits—Requirements for
Implementation of a Long-Term CSO
Control Plan

Once the permittee has completed
development of the long-term CSO
control plan and the selection of the
controls necessary to meet CWA
requirements has been coordinated with
the permitting and WQS authorities, the
permitting authority should include, in
an appropriate enforceable mechanism,
requirements for implementation of the
long-term CSO control plan as soon as
practicable. Where the permittee has
selected controls based on the
“presumption’ approach described in
Section I1.C.4, the permitting authority
must have determined that the
presumption that such level of
treatment will achieve water quality
standards is reasonable in light of the

data and analysis conducted under this
Policy. The Phase II permit should
contain:

a. Requirements to implement the
technology-based controls including the
nine minimum controls determined on
a BPJ basis;

b. Narrative requirements which
insure that the selected CSQO controls are
implemented, operated and maintained
as described in the long-term CSO
control plan;

c. Water quality-based effluent limits
under 40 CFR 122.44(d)(1) and
122.44(k), requiring, at a minimum,
compliance with, no later than the date
allowed under the State’s WQS, the
numeric performance standards for the
selected CSO controls, based on average
design conditions specifying at least one
of the following:

i. A maximum number of overflow
events per year for specified design
conditions consistent with lI.C.4.a.i; or

ii. A minimum percentage capture of
combined sewage by volume for
treatment under specified design
conditions consistent with II.C.4.a.ii; or

iii. A minimum removal of the mass
of pollutants discharged for specified
design conditions consistent with
1I.C.4.a.iii; or

iv. performance standards and
requirements that are consistent with
11.C.4.b. of the Policy. .

d. A requiremsnt to implement, with
an established schedule, the approved
post-construction water quality
assessment program including
requirements ta monitor and collect
sufficient information to demonstrate
compliance with WQS and protection of
designated uses as wsll as ta determine
the effectiveness of CSQO controls.

e. A requirement to reassess overflows
to sensitive areas in those cases where
elimination or relocation of the
overflows is not physically possible and
economically achievable. The °
reassessment should be based on
consideration of new or improved
techniques to eliminate or relocate
overflows or changed circumstances
that influence economic achievability;

f. Conditions establishing
requirements for maximizing the
treatment of wet weather flows at the
POTW treatment plant, as appropriate,
consistent with Section I1.C.7. of this
Policy:

g. A reopener clause authorizing the
NPDES authority to reopen and modify
the permit upon determination that the
CSO controls fail to meet WQS or
protect designated uses. Upon such
determination, the NPDES authority
should promptly notify the permittee
and proceed to modify or reissue the
permit. The permittee should be

required to develop, submit and
implement, as soon as practicable, a
revised CSO control plan which
contains additional controls to meet
WQS and designated uses. If the initial
CS0O control plan was approved under
the demonstration provision of Section
[.C.4.b,, the revised plan, at a
minimum, should provide for controls
that satisfy one of the critsria in Section
[I.C.4.a. unless the permittee
demonstrates that the revised plan is
clearly adequate to meet WQS at a lower
cost and it is shown that the additional
controls resulting from the criteria in
Section [1.C.4.a. will not result in a
greater overall improvement in water
uality.

Unless the permittee can comply with
all of the requirements of the Phase II
permit, the NPDES authority should
include, in an enforceable mechanism,
compliance dates on the fastest
practicable schedule for those activities
directly related to meeting the
requirements of the CWA. For major
permiltees. the compliance schedule
should be placed in a judicial order.
Proper compliance with the schedule
for implementing the controls
recommended in the long-term CSO
control plan constitutes compliance
with the elements of this Policy
concerning planning and
implementation of a long term CSO
remedy.

3. Phasing Considerations

Implementation of CSO controls may
be phased based on the relative
importance of and adverse impacts
upon WQS and designated uses, as well
as the permittee's financial capability
and its previous efforts to contro} CSOs.

‘The NPDES authority should evaluate

the proposed implementation schedule
and construction phasing discussed in
Section [1.C.8. of this Policy. The permit
should require compliance with the
controls proposed in the long-term CSO
control plan no later than the applicable
deadline(s) under the CWA or State law.
If compliance with the Phase I permit
is not possible, an enforceable schedule,
consistent with the Enforcement and
Compliance Section of this Policy,
should be issued in conjunction with
the Phase [ permit which specifies the
schedule and milestones for
implementation of the long-term CSO
control plan.

V. Enforcement and Compliance
A. Overview

It is important that permittees act
immediately to take the necessary steps
to comply with the CWA. The CSO
enforcement effort will commence with
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an initiative to address CSQOs that

ischarge during dry weather, followed -

oy an enforcement sffort in conjunction
with permitting CSOs discussed earlier
in this Policy. Success of the
enforcement effort will depend in large
part upon expeditious action by NFDES
authorities in issuing enforceable
permits that include requirements both
for the nine minimum controls and for
compliance with all other requirements
of the CWA. Priority for enforcement
actions should be set based on
envircnmentsal impacts or sensitive
areas affected by CSOs.

As a further inducement for
permittees to cooperate with this
process, EPA is prepared to exercise its
enforcement discretion in determining
whether or not to seek civil penalties for
past CSQO violations if permittees meet
the objectives and schedules of this
Policy and do not have CSOs during dry

woeather
weaaiagal,

B. Enforcement of CSO Dry Weather

Discharge Prohibition

EPA intends to commence
immadiately an enforcement initiative
against CSO permittees which have
CWA violations due to CSOs during dry
weather. Discharges during dry weather
have always been prohibited by the
NPDES program. Such discharges can
create serious public health and water
quality problems. EPA will use its CWA
Section 308 monitoring, reporting, aad
inspection authorities, together with
NPDES State authorities, to locate these
violations, and to determine their
causes. Appropriate remedies and
penalties will be sought for CSOs during
dry weather. EPA will provide NPDES
authorities more specific guidance on
this enforcement initiative separately.

C. Enforcement of Wet Weather CSO
Requirements

Under the CWA, EPA can use several
enforcemnent options to address
permittees with CSOs. Those options
directly applicable to this Policy are
section 308 Information Requests,
section 309(a) Administrative Orders,
section 309(g) Administrative Penalty
Orders, section 309 (b} and (d) Civil
Judicial Actions, and section 504
Emergency Powers. NPDES States
should use comparable means.

NPDES authorities should set
priorities {or enforcement based on
envircnmentsl impacts or sensitive
areas affocted by CSOs. Permittees that
have voluntarily initiated monitoring
and are progressing expeditiously
toward appropriate CSO controls should
ba given dus consideration for their
efforts.

1. Enforcement for Compliance With
Phase [ Permits

Enforcement for compliance with
Phase 1 permits wili focus on
requirements to implement at least the
nine minimum controls, and develop
the long-term CSQO control plan leading
to compliance with the requirements of
the CWA. Where immediate compliance
with the Fhase | permit is infeasible, the
NPDES authority should issue an
enforceable schedule, in concert with
the Phase | permit, requiring
compliance with the CWA and
imposing compliance schedules with
dates for each of the nine minimum
controls as soon as practicable. All
enforcement authorities should require
compliance with the nine minimum
controls no later than January 1, 1997.
Where the NPDES authority is issuing
an order with a compliance schedule for
the nine minimum controls, this order
should also include a schedule for
development of the long-term CSO
control plan.

If a CSQO permittee fails to meet the
final compliance date of the schedule,
the NPDES authority should initiate
appropriate judicial action.

2. Enforcement for Complisncs With

Phase [I Permits

Tha main focus for enforcing
compliance with Phase II permits will
be to incorporate the long-term CSO
control plan through a civil judicial
action, an administrative order, or other
enforceable mechanism requiring
compliance with the CWA and
imposing a compliance schedule with
apprupriate milestone dates necessary to
implement the plan.

In general, a judicial order is the
appropriate mechanism for
incorporating the above provisions for
Phass [1. Administrative ordsrs.
however, may be appropriate for

rmittees whose long-term control
plans will take less than five yeaes to
complete, and for minors that have
complied with the final date of the
enforceabls order for compliance with
their Phase | permit. If necessary, any of
the nine minimum controls that have
not been implemented by this time
should be included in the terms of the
judicial order.

D. Penaltice

EPA is prepared not to seek civil
penalties for past CSO violatians, if
permittees have no discharges during
dry weather and meet the objectives and
schedules of this Policy.
Notwithstanding this, where a permittee
nas other significant CWA violations for
which EPA or the State is taking judicial

action, gn&ldn may be considered as
part of that action for the following:

1. CSOx during dry weather;

2. Viclatiens of CSO-related
requirements in NPDES permits;
consent decrees or court orders which
predate this policy; or

3. Other CWA violations.

EPA will not seek penaliies for past
CSQO violations from permittees that
fully comply with the Phase I permit or
enforceable order requiring compliance
with the Phase | permit. For permittees
that fail to comply, EPA will exercise its
enforcement discretion in determining
whether to seek penalties for the time
period for which the compliance
schedule was violated. If the milestone
dates of the enforceabls schedule are not
achieved and penalties are sought,
penalties should be calculated from the
last milestone date that was met.

At the time of the judicial settlement
imposing e compliance schedule
implementing the Phase I1 permit
requirements, EPA will not seek
penaltiea for past CSQO violations from
permittees that fully comply with the
enforceable order requiring compliance
with the Phase I permit and if the terms
of the judicial order are expeditiously
agreed to on consent. However,
stipulated penalties for violation of the
judicial order generally should be
included in the order, consistent with
exdsting Agency policies. Additional
guidance on stipuiaied penalties
concerning long-term CSO controls and
attainment of WQS will be issued.

Pape_rwork Reduction Act

Tha information collection
requirements in this policy have been
approved by the Office of Management
and Budget (OMB) under the Paperwork
Reduction Act, 44 U.S5.C. 3501 et seq
and have been assigned OMB control
number 2040-0170.

This collection of information has an
estimated reporting burden averaging
578 hours per response and an
estimated annual recordkeeping burden
averaging 25 hours per recordkeeper.
These estimates include time for
reviewing instructions, searching
existing data sources, gathering and
maintaining the data needed, and
completing and reviewing the collection
of information.

Send commentis regarding the burden
estimate or any other aspect of this
collection of information, including
suggestions for reducing this burden to
Chief, Information Policy Branch: EPA:
401 M Sireet SW. (Maii Code 2138);
Washington, DC 20460; and to the
Office of Information and Regulatory
Affairs, Office of Management and
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Budget, Washington, DC 20503, marked
 Attention: Desk Officer for EPA.”

{FR Doc. 94-0295 Filed 4-18-04; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE $560-50-
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~ | Ilinois Department of |
2 Natural Resources RodR Blago;evnch Governor

One Natural Resources Way - Springfield, lllinois 62702-1271 Sam Flood Acung Dlrector
http//dnr.state.if.us

October 21, 2008

Mr. Philippe Moreau
Deuchler Environmental, Inc
230 Woodlawn Ave

Aurora, IL. 60506

RE:  Sensitive Area Determination for Outfall No.002
NPDES Permit No. IL002-818 Special condition 6, Paragraph 7
W.E.D.A. Job #111-06060-05
Natural Heritage Database Review #0903007

Dear Mr. Moreau

This letter is in reference to the project you recently submitted through the EcoCAT

(Ecological Compliance Assessment Tool) website. The initial report generated for your project indicated
the presence of protected resources in the vicinity of the project location. There are no records in the _
IDNR database of mussel beds in Fox River from River in Kendall County, Township 37N; Range 8E and
Section 5 as indicated on your submission. Records of scattered mussels (none of them state listed
species) which means < 1/meter®, Records of River Redhorse (Moxostoma carinatum) are both above and
below the stretch of river in the project area. It is not impossible for these fish to be found within the
project area. It is recommended that instream work be limited as much as possible. Removal of sewage
from flood events would be considered a water quality enhancement.

Consultation is terminated. This review is valid for two years unless new information becomes available
that was not previously considered; the proposed action is modified, or additional species, ¢ssential
habitat or Natural Areas are identified in the vicinity. If the project has not been implemented within two
years of the date of this letter, or any of the above listed conditions develop, a new consultatlon is
necessary. Please contact me if you have questions regarding this review.

The natural resource review reflects the information existing in the Illinois Natural Heritage Database at
the time of the project submittal, and should not be regarded as a final statement on the site being
considered nor should it be a substitute for detailed site surveys or field surveys required for
environmental assessments. If additional protected resources are encountered during the project’s
implementation, you must comply with the applicable statues and regulations. Also, note that termination
“does not imply IDNR’s authorization or endorsement of the proposed action.

Tracy Evans
Division of Ecosystems and Environment
217-785-5500 ’ '



United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
Chicago Ecological Services Field Office
1250 South Grove Avenue, Suite 103
Barrington, Illinois 60010 .
Phone: (847)381-2253  Fax: (847) 381-2285

IN REPLY REFER TO:
FWS/AES-CIFO/

October 22, 2008 '

Mr. Jared Woodcock
Deuchler Environmental, Inc.
230 Woodlawn Avenue
Aurora, Illinois 60506

Dear Mr. Woodcocl_c:

This responds to your letter dated October 7, 2008 requesting information on endangered or
threatened species for a proposed outfall ( Outfall No. 002 / NPDES Permit No. 1L0020818 /
WEDA Job No. 111-06060-05) located at T37N, R8E, Section 5 in Kendall County, Hlinois.

Please note, in the future this office can only review projects located within the following six
counties of Illinois: Cook, Lake, McHenry, DuPage, Kane, and Will. All other technical
assistance requests for northern Illinois should be sent to: :

Mr. Richard C. Nelson o '

U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service

Rock Island Field Office

1511 47™ Avenue

Moline, Illinois 61265

Staff from this office is familiar with this proposed project area. Based on the information
provided in your submittal and a review of our records, we do not believe that any federally
endangered or threatened species occur in the vicinity of the site. This conclusion is based on
the best available information, including information in your submittal, the scientific and
technical literature, and our own files. Newer information based on updated surveys, changes in
the abundance and distribution of listed species, changed habitat conditions, or other factors
could change the conclusion. This could become more likely if projects experience significant
delays in implementation. Feel free to contact us if you need more current information or
assistance regarding the potential presence of federally listed species.



Mr. Jared Woodcock » ' ‘ 2

These comments only address federally listed species. Please contact the Illinois Department of
Natural Resources for information on State-listed species. Also, we may have the opportunity to
review the project for a broader range of fish and wildlife impacts if it requires a Section 404
permit. We are willing to work with you in advance of formal submittal if it would help
streamline the approval process. '

If you have any qﬁestions, please contact Ms. Cathy Pollack at 847/381-2253 ext.20, or
Ms. Karla Kramer at 847/381-2253 ext. 12. :

Sincerely,

SA\NMQ %w
John D. Rogner
Field Supervisor



Basin 4. Lower Fox River Watershed

Segment Segment Name Hydrologic
D Unit Code 10
DT 01~ Fox R. 0712000509
DT 01* Fox R. 0712000706
DT 02 Fox R. 0712000706
DT 03" Fox R. 0712000701
DT 03~ Fox R. 0712000706
DT 09 Fox R. 0712000701
DT 11 | FoxR. 0712000706

Fox R. 071200070

Fox R.

DT 58 FoxR. 0712000701
DT 89 Fox R. 0712000701
.DTABO1 i Little Indian Cr. 0712000705

DTB 01 Somonauk Cr. 0712000704
.DID02 | Blackberry Cr. 0712000702

RTO JERICHO (MIGHELL) 0712000702
_V1U SHABBONA 0712000705

WGZL PICKEREL 0712000701

7

DEKALB

Y

Legend

e 303(d) Lakes
= 303(d) Streams
—— Assessed Streams
' % Municipal Boundaries
[ JHUC 10 Watersheds

{__{County Boundaries

e

GRUNDY



Appendix B-2. Specific Assessment Information for Streams, 2008.

Assessment 10-Digit TIEPA Size
Name Unit ID HUC Basin | Cat. | (miles) Use Attainment Causes Sources
‘ 84,277,319, 322, 125, 28, 58,
371, 375, 403, 441, 142, 23, 140,
Fox R. IL DT-09 0712000701 4 5 8.02 | N582, N583, N585, X586, X590 | 462, 479, 348, 400 177, 85
79,319,371, 403, 28, 58, 142,
FoxR. IL DT-11 0712000706 4 5 4.81 | N582, N583, F585, X586, X590 | 441, 462, 479, 348 177, 85, 140
125, 28, 58,
N582, N583, F584, X585, X586, | 84,246,319, 322, 85,23,177,
Fox R. IL DT-18 0712000612 3 5 5.84 | X590 371,403, 274, 348 10, 140
Fox R. IL_DT-20 0712000612 3 5 7.03 | N582, N583, X585, X586, X590 | 84, 319, 322, 348 157, 58, 140
84,319, 322, 371,
N582, N583, X584, N585, 403, 441, 479, 348, | 58,157, 142,
Fox R IL_DT-22 0712000611 3 5 7.83 X586, X590 400 177, 95, 140
84,319, 322, 463, 142,157, 58,
Fox R IL DT-23 0712000611 3 5 7.61 | N582 N583, F585, F586, X590 | 479, 348 140
319, 371, 403, 479, | 58, 144, 95,
Fox R. IL DT-35 0712000610 3 5 4.9 | N582, N583, N585, X586, X590 | 348, 400 140
AT O et T ™ g S s g P s B R 586, X500 28, 58, 140
84, 319,322,371, 125, 58, 142,
N582, N583, F584, N585, X586, | 403, 441, 462,479, | 23,177, 85,
IL DT-38 0712000701 4 5 12 X590 ' 274, 348, 400 10, 140
T e i el NI NSRS 00, 1,348 et
i 319, 371, 403, 441, | 58,132, 144,
Fox R IL DT-46 0712000706 4 5 3.7 N582, N583, X585, X586, X590 | 274, 348 10, 140
‘ 84,319, 322,274, 125, 58, 10,
Fox R IL DT-58 10712000701 | 4 5 422 | N582,N583, X585, X586, X590 | 348 140
84, 177,246,277,
319, 322, 371, 403, 125, 28, 58,
441, 462, 479, 274, 142, 177, 85,
Fox R. IL DT-69 0712000701 4 5 4.21 [ N582, N583, F585, X586, X590 | 348 10, 140
Fraction Run IL. GHA 0712000407 2 3 7.13 | X582, X583, X585, X586, X590 | N/A N/A
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Appendix B-2. Specific Assessment Information for Streams, 2008.

Legend
-~ UseID | - "Use Description
582 . |Aquatic Life Code Use Support Level
583 Fish Consumption F Fully Supporting
[Public and Food Processing N Not Supporting

584 ‘Water Supplies I Insufficient Information
585 [Primary Contact X Not Assessed

586 Secondary Contact

587 Indigenous Aquatic Life

590  [Aesthetic Quality

i8¢ Description CauseID | -
N/A  [No Cause Identified 268 Lindane

1 .alpha.-BHC 273 Manganese

79 Aldrin 274 Mercury

’4 Alterati.on in stream-side or littoral 2 77 Methoxychlor

vegetative covers
91  |Ammonia (Un-ionized) 301 [Nickel
96 Arsenic 308 IAmmonia (Total)
. ) [Nonnative Fish, Shellfish, or

99 Atrazine 313 Zooplankton

104 Barium 317 il and Grease

123 [Boron 319 Other flow regime alterations
127 Cadmium 322 Oxygen, Dissolved

137 |Chlordane 339 [Phenols |

138 Chloride 348 Polychlorinated biphenyls
139 Chlorine 371 Sedimentation/Siltation

154 |[Chromium (total) 375 [Silver ‘

163 Copper 385 Sulfates

168 Cyanide 388 Temperature, water

177 [DDT 400 [Fecal Coliform

198  |Dieldrin 403 [Total Suspended Solids (TSS)
203 Dioxin (including 2,3,7,8-TCDD) 423 Zinc

213 |Endrin 441  |pH

228 Fish-Passage Barrier 452 [Nitrogen, Nitrate

229  [Fish Kills 462 [Phosphorus (Total)

234 Fluoride 463 Cause Unknown

244 Heptachlor 478 Aquatic Plants (Macrophytes)
246 Hexachlorobenzene 479 Aquatic Algae

260 - |iron 500 Changes in Stream Depth and Velocity

Patterns
267 Lead 501 Loss of Instream Cover




[ Source ID . Description © .| | SourceID © " Description i
On-site Treatment Systems (Septic
N/A |No Source Identified 92 Systems and Similar Decencentralized
- ‘ Systems)
2 Acid Mine Drainage 95 Other Recreational Pollution Sources
4 Animal Feeding Operations (NPS) 97 Other Spill Related Impacts
10 Atmospheric Depositon - Toxics 102 Petroleum/natural Gas Activities
20 Channelization 115 Sanitary S(?\ver Overflows (Collection
System Failures)
23 Combined Sewer Overflows 122 Site Clearance (Land Development or
Redevelopment)
. . Streambank
28 . |Contaminated Sediments 125 IModifications/destablization
Dam Construction (Other than ..
32 Upstream Flood Control Projects) 127 Surface Mining
36 Drainage/Filling/Loss of Wetlands 130 Unpermitted Discharge (Domestic
Wastes) ‘
38 Dredging (E.g., for Navigation 132 Upstream Impoundments (e.g., P1-566
Channels) : INRCS Structures)
Wet Weather Discharges (Point
45 Golf Courses 135 Source and Combination of
Stormwater, SSO or CSO)
Highway/Road/Bridge Runoff ‘
49 (Non-construction Related) 140 Source Unknown
Highways, Roads, Bridges, ‘
>0 Infrasturcture (New Construction) 142 Dam or I_mpoundmgnt
Impacts from Abandoned Mine Livestock (Grazing or Feeding
56 . 143 . ‘
Lands (Inactive) Operations)
58 Impacts from Hydrostructure Flow 144 Crop Production (Crop Land or Dry
Regulation/modification Land)
61 Industrial Land Treatment 155 INatural Sources ‘
62 Industrial Point Source Discharge 156 Agriculture :
. . Habitat Modification - other than
66 Irrigated Crop Production 157 Hydromodi ﬁcation
72 Loss of Riparian Habitat 177 Urban Runoff/! Storm Sewers
73 Managed Pasture Grazing 178 Coal Mining (Subsurface)
82 Mine Tailings 179 Lake Fertilization ‘
. . . . Runoff from
85 Municipal Point Source Discharges 181 Forest/Grassland/Parkland
87 [Non-irrigated Crop Production
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N FOX Metro CITIZENS ADVISORY COMMITTEE
Water Reclamation District

MEETING AGENDA

CAC Meeting No. 5
August 26, 2009
11:00 a.m. to 1:00 p.m.

Introductions 11:00 a.m.
Review Meeting Minutes — CAC Meeting No. 4
Handouts for CAC Meeting No. 5

Presentation 11:15 am.

Topic: Fox River Water Quality Assessment
e Water Chemistry (John Frerich)
e Macroinvertebrates (Karen Clementi)
¢ Fish and Mussels (Jared Woodcock)

Lunch and Open Discussions 12:30 p.m.

Adjournment 1:00 p.m.

Walter E. Deuchler Associates, Inc.
Consulting Engineers
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MEETING MINUTES

CAC Meeting No. 4
July 21, 2009 at 11:00 a.m.

Purpose: Meeting No. 4 served to provide the members with an understanding of “sensitive
areas” as defined by the USEPA and to determine if a sensitive area exists along the
Fox River in the vicinity of the Fox Metro Water Reclamation District’s CSO
outfall at the wastewater treatment plant.

Attendees: CAC Members
Daryl Devick City of Aurora
Judith Sotir Fox Metro WRD
Tim Pollowy Fox River Ecosystem Partnership
Jackie Dearborn* United City of Yorkville
Michael Glock Village of North Aurora
Bill Donnell Fox Valley Park District
Mark Runyon** Village of Oswego
Brad Merkel Village of Sugar Grove
CAC Support Staff
Tom Muth Fox Metro WRD
Jeff Humm Fox Metro WRD
Roy Harsch Drinker Biddle & Reath
Philippe Moreau Walter E. Deuchler Associates, Inc.
John Frerich Walter E. Deuchler Associates, Inc.

* alternate for Joe Wywrot, United City of Yorkville
** alternate for Jerry Weaver, Village of Oswego

(O]
Walter E. Deuchler Associates, Inc.
Consulting Engineers
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Distribution: The above attendees and the following:
CAC Members
Michael Pubentz Village of Montgomery
Fran Caffee Sierra Club, Valley of the Fox Group
Other Guests
Jay Patel [llinois EPA

Discussion Items:

1. John Frerich welcomed everyone. The following information was handed out to each
member to include in their binders: meeting agenda for Meeting No. 4; meeting minutes
for Meeting No. 3; a PowerPoint presentation handout of today’s topic “Sensitive Areas”; a
copy of the “USEPA Combined Sewer Overflow Control Policy” as published on April 19,
1994 at 59 Federal Register 18688; letter from the IDNR dated October 21, 2008; letter
from the USFWS dated October 22, 2008; excerpts from Appendix B-2 of the Illinois
Integrated Water Quality Report and Section 303(d) List — 2008 for the Fox River segment
along the wastewater treatment plant; and an 11”x17” exhibit titled “Fox River — Cross
Sections” depicting the river bed and water level of a few sections of the Fox River
upstream and downstream of the District’s CSO outfall at the wastewater treatment plant.

2. John Frerich gave a PowerPoint presentation regarding “Sensitive Areas”. The general
points of discussion were:

a. Regulatory Policies of CSOs and Sensitive Areas
i.  USEPA CSO Control Strategy (Sept. 8, 1989) — objectives of the policy
ii. USEPA CSO Control Policy (April 19, 1994) — fundamental principles of
the policy
iii.  Enforcement of above policies via NPDES permit requirements — Item 7. of
Special Condition 14. of the District’s NPDES Permit No. 11.0020818

b. Sensitive Area Criteria - Section I1.C.3 of the 1994 CSO Control Policy
i.  Highest priority given to controlling overflows to sensitive areas. For such
areas, the LTCP should:
¢ Prohibit new or significantly increased overflows
o Eliminate or relocate overflows that discharge to sensitive areas
wherever physically possible and economically achievable, except
where elimination or relocation would provide less environmental
protection than additional treatment; or where elimination or relocation
is not physically possible and economically achievable, or would
provide less environmental protection than additional treatment, provide

2
Walter E. Deuchler Associates, Inc.
Consulting Engineers
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ii.

the level of treatment for remaining overflows deemed necessary to meet
WQS for full protection of existing and designated uses

e Where elimination or relocation has been proven not to be physically
possible and economiically achievable, for each subsequent permit term,
require a reassessment based on new or improved techniques to
eliminate or relocate, or on changed circumstances that influence
economic achievability

Sensitive Area Criteria

¢ Outstanding National Resource Waters

¢ Waters containing threatened or endangered species and their habitat
o Shellfish beds
¢ Public drinking water intakes or their designated protection areas
¢ Primary contact recreational areas
c. Sensitive Area Analysis

1.

ii.

1ii.

iv.

Outstanding National Resource Waters

e January 12, 2009 e-mail from IEPA indicating no waters listed as
Outstanding National Resource Waters

e Segment of Fox River designated as “impaired” on Section 303(d) list

Waters containing threatened or endangered species and their habitat

e October 21, 2008 letter from IDNR indicating no threatened or
endangered species in the project area. The River Redhorse fish has
been sampled in waters both upstream and downstream of the project
area.

e October 22, 2008 letter from USFWS indicating no threatened or
endangered species or their habitat in the project area.

Shellfish beds

e October 22, 2008 letter from USFWS indicating no records of shellfish
beds in the project area.

e Mussel sampling study in 2008 collected 15 mussels representing 6
species in the area downstream of the CSO outfall. None of the mussels
sampled were living and all were classified as weathered.

Public drinking water intakes or their designated protection areas

e City of Aurora water supply is a combination of groundwater wells and
Fox River water — river intake located 4.5 miles upstream of CSO outfall

¢ Village of Montgomery water supply is solely groundwater wells

¢ Village of Oswego water supply is solely groundwater wells

e No other known public drinking water intakes downstream of CSO
outfall

Primary contact recreational areas

e Illinois water quality standards definitions of primary contract and
secondary contact; primary contact involves activities of prolonged and
intimate contact with the water involving considerable risk of ingesting
the water in quantities sufficient to pose a significant health hazard, such

3)
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d.

as swimming, water skiing, etc.

e Illinois Integrated Water Quality Report and Section 303(d) List — 2008
use attainment, causes of impairment and sources of impairment

e Based on the most stringent criteria (bacteria — fecal coliform), water
sampling has shown that this segment of the river does not meet WQS
40% of the time in dry weather and 100% of the time in and
immediately after wet weather. CSOs contribute, but are not only source
of impairment

e Fox River is too shallow near the CSO outfall to support primary contact
recreational activities and even some secondary contact activities

e Access to west bank of the Fox River in the vicinity of the CSO outfall
is limited by fences, locked gates and railroad right-of-way. Property
along the west bank upstream of the CSO outfall is zoned General
Manufacturing. This property was also the site of an environmental
cleanup that would limit the uses of the property in the future. Property
along the west bank downstream of the CSO outfall is owned by the
District down to the ComEd right-of-way and is the intended site for
future plant expansion

Sensitive Area Determination — based on the information presented, it was
concluded by Walter E. Deuchler Associates that the District’s CSO outfall did not
meet any of the five (5) criteria for sensitive areas as defined by the USEPA.

3. An open discussion ensued upon conclusion of the presentation. The key topics of
discussion included the following:

a.

Judith Sotir inquired if there was a procedure for reevaluating the sensitive area
criteria due to future changes or improvements to the Fox River. Roy Harsch
answered that the USEPA guidelines require a reassessment of the sensitive area
during each subsequent renewal period of the District’s NPDES permit (every 5
years) based on new or improved techniques to eliminate or relocate, or on changed
circumstances that influence economic achievability for those CSO outfalls where
elimination or relocation has been proven not to be physically possible and
economically achievable.

Bill Donnell asked what the boundary limits for the sensitive area determination
were and/or the area of influence from the CSO outfall. Roy Harsch stated that he
is not aware of any set guideline or rule defining this and that his experience is that
the discharger and the regulatory agency look to the pollutant of concern and the
stream in question and make a judgment as to the likely extent of any impact. John
Frerich added that the boundary limits of the water quality sampling being
performed by Walter E. Deuchler Associates are the Sullivan Road Bridge in North
Aurora (upstream) and the U.S. Route 34 Bridge in Oswego (downstream).

@
Walter E. Deuchler Associates, Inc.
Consulting Engineers



FOX METRO WRD CSO LTCP

ﬁ Fox Metro CITIZENS ADVISORY COMMITTEE

Water Reclamation District

Action Items:

Bill Donnell discussed the recent environmental cleanup conducted by Nicor in the
Fox River in the vicinity of the North Avenue Bridge. Prior to the work, a shellfish
rescue was conducted which resulted in the relocation of a large number of
shellfish/mussels.

Bill Donnell asked if someone could elaborate on the environmental issues with the
former AT&T property located immediately north of the WWTP and the CSO
outfall. Philippe Moreau responded that the property is approximately 45 acres and
has undergone several phases of environmental assessment and remediation since
the mid 1990°s to the present. The site has been enrolled in the Illinois EPA Site
Remediation Program (SRP). The north half, which contained the former operation
buildings had soil and groundwater contamination of metals and chlorinated
solvents, such as TCE. It was treated via Low Temperature Thermal Desorption
(LTTD). The south half, which contained the former parting labs had also
undergone treatment for soil with metals in excess of the hazardous waste toxicity
levels. A hazardous waste remediation was conducted under the IEPA RCRA
program. The treated soils were placed back into the excavation as a RCRA
Remediation Action Plan Permit. The site is still undergoing groundwater
monitoring, inspection of the facility by IEPA and has a 30-year post-closure care
period.

Tim Pollowy inquired about the historic locations that the River Redhorse was
found by IDNR both upstream and downstream of the CSO outfall area. Roy
Harsch stated that the River Redhorse had been found upstream in the Geneva area.
Tom Muth said that the District had to work around construction restrictions for
River Redhorse spawning months by the IDNR for a utility crossing of the Fox
River downstream in the vicinity of the Orchard Road Bridge. John Frerich advised
that an extensive fish study conducted by Walter E. Deuchler Associates in 2008
and continuing again this year has not revealed any River Redhorse in the study
area between the Sullivan Road Bridge in North Aurora and the U.S. Route 34
Bridge in Oswego. This study will be discussed in greater detail at the next CAC
meeting.

Bill Donnell supported the no observation of boating, water skiing or jet skiing in
the Fox River near the location of the CSO outfall. To the best of his knowledge,
the nearest boat ramp is located downstream (approximately 2.1 miles) in a park
near the U.S. Route 34 Bridge. However, this boat ramp is for emergency use only
and is not accessible to the public.

A vote was taken of the CAC members as to whether or not the District’s CSO
outfall discharges into a sensitive area. Results of the vote: Yes it discharges into
a sensitive area — 0 votes; No, it does not discharge into a sensitive area — 8
votes.

&)
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Next CAC Meeting: The next meeting is scheduled for Wednesday, August 26, 2009 at 11:00
a.m. at the Fox Metro Water Reclamation District W.J. "Ben" Baines

Memorial Administration Building located at 682 State Route 31, Oswego,
IL

The above constitutes our understanding of the information discussed and the decisions reached.
Any corrections or clarifications should be directed in writing to the attention of the author.

Prepared by: John W. Frerich, P.E.

©
Walter E. Deuchler Associates, Inc.
Consulting Engineers






































































	APPENDIX G



