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SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

Special Condition 13 of the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)
Permit No. IL0028061 for the Metropolitan Water Reclamation District of Greater Chicago’s
(District) Calumet Water Reclamation Plant (WRP) requires the submittal of documentation to
demonstrate that certain combined sewer overflow (CSO) outfalls do not discharge to sensitive
areas. Under the Federal CSO Control Policy of 1994, sensitive areas are any water likely to be
impacted by a CSO discharge which meet one or more of the following criteria: (1) designated as
an Outstanding National Resource Water; (2) designated as a National Marine Sanctuary; (3)
found to contain shellfish beds; (4) found to contain threatened or endangered aquatic species or
their habitat; (5) used for primary contact recreation; or, (6) within the protection area for a
drinking water intake structure. A total of 13 outfalls are included in the NPDES permit which
states that “within six months from the completion of the Thornton Composite Reservoir, the
permittee shall submit two copies of documentation indicating which of the outfalls listed in this
Special Condition do not discharge to sensitive areas.” The Special Condition also states that
“such documentation shall include information regarding the use of the receiving water for
primary contact activities (swimming, water skiing, etc.).” The Illinois Environmental Protection
Agency (IEPA) selected these outfalls because they either discharge to a General Use Water or a
Primary Contact Recreation Water, as designated by the Illinois Pollution Control Board (IPCB),
- with the exception of outfall numbers 151 and 152, which discharge to a Non-contact Recreation
Water. General Use and Primary Contact Waters have standards established by the IPCB to
protect for primary contact recreation activities, defined in Title 35 Illinois Administrative Code
(IAC) Part 301.323 as, “any recreational or other water use in which there is prolonged and
intimate contact with the water involving considerable risk of ingesting water in quantities
sufficient to pose a significant health hazard, such as swimming and water skiing.” According to
the permit, the IEPA will make a determination if the outfall discharges to a sensitive area based
on the information submitted by the District.

The most recent Sensitive Area Consideration Report was submitted in February 2003
and was used as a template for this report. In response to this permit requirement, the District
submitted requests to several federal, state, and local authorities to gather information and
conducted field surveys of the aquatic and riparian habitat for the receiving waters in proximity
of each outfall. The available information and field data were reviewed with respect to the
definition of sensitive areas, and were also reviewed with respect to the District’s interpretation
of the IEPA’s justifications as to why primary contact récreation is not appropriate. As a result, it
was found that:

e Discharge number 004 does not discharge directly to a waterway. It has a
common outfall with Discharge number 153, and thus was not assessed
separately. As a result, only 12 of the 13 outfalls were assessed.

e None of the 12 outfalls discharge to a receiving water that falls within any of
the following protected classes of waters: Outstanding National Resource
Waters, National Marine Sanctuaries, shellfish beds, or public drinking water
intakes or their designated protection areas.
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e None of the 12 outfalls discharge to receiving waters with federally-threatened
or endangered species and their habitat. The state-threatened banded killifish
1s present, but the Illinois Department of Natural Resources (IDNR) Division
of Fisheries concluded that this fish species is fairly common, and they did not
believe it warranted a sensitive area designation.

e Two of the 12 outfalls discharge to a waterway that is designated for Non-
contact Recreation.

* One of the outfalls discharges to a receiving water where swimming is
prohibited by ordinance of the Forest Preserve District of Cook County.

e Eleven of the 12 outfalls discharge to receiving waters that are considered to
be excessively deep and therefore present a drowning hazard for swimmers
and waders.

e None of the 12 outfalls discharge to a receiving water that is controlled by a
proper authority for swimming which provides appropriate life-safety
personnel and equipment for swimmer protection.

e Eleven of the 12 outfalls discharge to receiving waters with adequate
conditions for water skiing, but where such activity may be hazardous due to
the presence of commercial navigation.

e Eleven of the 12 outfalls discharge to a receiving water where the access is
restricted by commercial or industrial land use, steel or concrete channel
walls, fences, rip rap banks, forested or steep and densely vegetated banks.

e All of the 12 outfalls are expected to have future discharges significantly
reduced due to the completion of the Thornton Composite Reservoir.

It is concluded that none of the 12 assessed outfalls currently discharge to a receiving
water that meets the federal definition of a sensitive area.

Vil



INTRODUCTION

Sensitive areas are defined by the United States Environmental Protection Agency
(USEPA) in the 1994 CSO Policy, found in the Federal Register, Volume 59, Number 75,
Tuesday, April 19, 1994, page 18692. Sensitive areas include:

Designated Outstanding National Resource Waters

National Marine Sanctuaries

Waters with threatened or endangered species and their habitat
Shellfish beds

Waters with primary contact recreation

Public drinking water intakes or their designated protection areas

Sk LN =

The CSO Policy sets forth control measures for CSO discharges to sensitive areas, which
include a prohibition on new or additional overflows, elimination or relocation of the outfall, or
treatment of overflows to meet water quality standards. These additional requirements can be
foregone if it can be shown that the overflow does not discharge to a sensitive area.

Special Condition 13 of the NPDES Permit Number 110028061 for the District’s
Calumet WRP requires submittal of documentation to demonstrate that certain outfalls do not
discharge to sensitive areas. According to the permit issued by the IEPA, the submittal is to be
made within six months of the completion of the Thornton Composite Reservoir. For operational
purposes, the completion date is considered December 31, 2015.

The discharge number, location and receiving water for the 13 outfalls included in the
permit are shown in Table 1 and Figure 1. Note that discharge number 004, Edbrook Gate on the
Little Calumet River, no longer discharges directly to the river, but shares the same discharge
line as the 125" Street Pump Station (discharge number 153). Therefore discharge 004 was not
assessed separately with respect to sensitive areas. Discharge 004 provides relief for Calumet
WRP to the North Bank of the Little Calumet River in the vicinity of 127" Street and Edbrook
Avenue.

IEPA selected these outfalls because they either discharge to a General Use Water or a
Primary Contact Recreation Water, as designated by the IPCB, with the exception of outfall
numbers 151 and 152, which discharge to a Non-contact Recreation Water. General Use and
Primary Contact Waters have standards established by the IPCB to protect for primary contact
recreation activities, defined in IAC Part 301.323 as, “any recreational or other water use in
which there is prolonged and intimate contact with the water involving considerable risk of
ingesting water in quantities sufficient to pose a significant health hazard, such as swimming and
water skiing.”



TABLE 1: COMBINED SEWER OVERFLOWS LISTED IN THE CALUMET WATER
RECLAMATION PLANT NATIONAL POLLUTANT DISCHARGE ELIMINATION
SYSTEM PERMIT

Discharge

Number Location Receiving Water
004 Edbrook Gate (near 125" St. P.S.) Little Calumet River?
006 Calumet 18 H Inverted Siphon Calumet-Sag Channel
007 Calumet 20B Interceptor Calumet-Sag Channel
010 Glenwood Pump Station North Creek °
151 94" Place Calumet River
152 122" Street Pump Station Calumet River
153 Edbrook Avenue (125" St. P.S.) (N) Little Calumet River
154 Throop Street Calumet-Sag Channel
156 Francisco Avenue Calumet-Sag Channel
157 Central Park Calumet-Sag Channel
158 Pulaski Road P.S. (Crawford Ave.) (N) Calumet-Sag Channel
160 Ridgeland Avenue Calumet-Sag Channel
163 Sacramento Calumet-Sag Channel

0utfall no longer has direct connection to receiving water; shares discharge line with 125" Street Pump
Station.

PReceiving water identified as Deer Creek in the permit, but during field investigation this outfall was
found to actually discharge into North Creek.



FIGURE 1:

SYSTEM PERMIT
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The permit requires documentation “regarding the use of the receiving water for primary
contact activities (swimming, water skiing, etc.).” The permit also requires adequate justification
as to why primary contact recreation is not possible, to include, but is not limited to, “(1)
Inadequate water depth; (2) Presence of physical obstacles sufficient to prevent access to or for
primary contact recreation; and, (3) Uses of adjacent land sufficient to discourage primary
contact activities.” Using the information submitted by the District, the permit indicates that
IEPA will make a determination if the outfall discharges to a sensitive area.



METHODOLOGY

Since sensitive areas are described broadly and could result from various USEPA and
IEPA criteria, the District sought to meet this permit requirement using two approaches. First,
letters were sent on July 8, 2015 to several federal, state, and local governmental organizations
seeking information that might identify the discharge locations as sensitive areas. A typical letter
and attached survey form requesting such information is shown in Appendix A. The
organizations and addressee name to whom the letters were sent are shown in Table 2. Follow up
emails were sent on December 21 and 22, 2015, to the organizations that did not respond to the
1nitial letter.

The second information-gathering effort consisted of a field survey of the receiving
stream 1n the vicinity of the outfall. Surveys occurred on four days in July and September 2015.
The survey was intended to gather the information identified in Title 35 IAC Part 375.203, Phase
11, Preliminary Stream Inspection. Conditions were observed within a 200 foot reach downstream
of each outfall. Water depth and sediment composition were assessed near each bank and in the
center of the waterway at 50 and 200 feet downstream of the outfall, and a field survey sheet was
completed for each outfall.

The approach used by the District for this Sensitive Area Considerations Report is the
same as the last report dated February 2003. The average 7-day low flow, which occurs once in

10 years (7Q10), was obtained from the Illinois State Water Survey website at:

http://www.1sws.1llinois.edu/docs/maps/lowflow/images/maps/map2. gif.
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RESULTS

Sensitive Area Inquiry Letters

Responses received from the sensitive area inquiry letters are contained in Appendix B.
There were twelve respondents: the USEPA, the United States Fish and Wildlife Service
(USFWS), the IDNR Division of Fisheries, the Illinois State Water Survey (ISWS), the Illinois
Department of Public Health (IDPH), the IEPA, the Forest Preserve District of Cook County
(FPDCC), the City of Blue Island, the City of Palos Hills, the Village of Calumet Park, the
Village of Crestwood, and the Village of Worth. Responses are summarized below and further
addressed in the Discussion section of this report.

The USEPA responded in a letter dated December 30, 2015, providing information
pertinent to sensitive area considerations. They referenced a previous letter to the IEPA dated
May 11, 2011, which provides evidence that primary contact recreation is occurring in the
Calumet-Sag Channel and Little Calumet River. They also noted that CSOs into the Calumet
River could impact water quality at Lake Michigan beaches and public drinking water intakes in
Lake Michigan.

The USFWS responded, via email on December 24, 2015, on the sensitive area response
form regarding category 3 “waters with threatened or endangered species and their habitat.”
They noted that no Federally Listed Species are present in the discharge areas for the 12 outfalls.

The IDNR responded, via letter in August 2015, on the sensitive area response form that
none of the discharges fall within sensitive areas. They noted that while the state threatened
banded killifish has been collected in the Calumet and Little Calumet Rivers, these fish are fairly
common in the northeast part of the state.

The ISWS responded via email on December 29, 2015, and stated that they had no
relevant comments.

The IDPH responded via email on December 21, 2015, and stated that they had no
comments.

The IEPA responded, via email on December 21, 2015, on the sensitive area response
form that none of the discharges fall within sensitive areas. They noted in an attachment that
sensitive areas Categories 1, 2, and 6 do not exist in the area of concern and that the IDNR is the
agency to respond to Categories 3 and 4. The IEPA also noted that it does not know if primary
contact recreation exists at the discharge locations.

The FPDCC responded via letter dated December 22, 2015, and on the sensitive area
response form it noted that none of the discharges fall within sensitive areas. The FPDCC made a
special note that primary contact recreational activities are prohibited in Forest Preserve
watercourses under section 2-4-4, ORD. No. 1-0-09 of the Forest Preserve District code.



The City of Blue Island responded, via letter received July 30, 2015, on the sensitive area
response form that Discharge Number 156 does not discharge into a sensitive area.

The City of Palos Hills responded via letter received in August 2015 and completed a
survey for Discharge Number 006 into the Calumet-Sag Channel. The city concluded that there
was no habitat for federally-endangered species in the reach downstream of this outfall,
according to the Ecological Compliance Assessment Tool report they generated. It noted that the
Calumet-Sag Channel was recently designated as a Primary Contact Recreation Water, and that
the IPCB stated that jet skiing had been observed on the Calumet-Sag Channel. Thus, the city
responded that Discharge Number 006 does discharge into a sensitive area, per Category 5,
“Waters with primary contact recreation.”

The Village of Calumet Park responded via email on January 12, 2016, and completed a
sensitive area response form regarding Discharge Number 154. The village noted that the
Calumet-Sag Channel within the vicinity of the outfall has been used for collegiate rowing
regattas in the past and that the City of Blue Island has plans to construct a rowing center and
marina at Fay’s Point. It concluded on the form that this discharge does fall within a sensitive
area in regard to Category 5.

The Village of Crestwood responded, via letter received on January 8, 2016, on the
sensitive area response form and noted that none of the discharges fall within a sensitive area.

The Village of Worth responded via email on January 7, 2016, in regards to Discharge
Number 160. It concluded that this outfall does not fall within a sensitive area.
Field Surveys

The field data sheets and narrative observation summaries generated from the surveys

conducted in the permitted outfall areas are included in Appendix C. Table 3 provides the 7Q10
(2003 revision) for each outfall location.




TABLE 3: SEVEN-DAY TEN-YEAR LOW FLOW RATE IN RECEIVING WATERS OF
CALUMET WATER RECLAMATION PLANT OUTFALLS

Discharge Number(s) Receiving Water 7Q10 Flow Rate (cfs)?
151, 152 Calumet River 8
153 Little Calumet River 20
154, 156, 157, 158, 160, 163, 6, and 7 Calumet-Sag Channel 259
10 ‘ North Creek 0.4

“cfs= cubic feet per second

The permitted discharges and the physical conditions of their receiving waters are
described in the following sections.

Discharge Number 151 to the Calumet River. This outfall provides relief of excessive
combined storm runoff and sewage flows in the Calumet Intercepting Sewer system via pumping
of excess flow at the 95" Street Pumping Station to the Calumet River at Howard Slip (Figure 2).
According to District operation records, there were no discharges at this location during March—
November 2014.

The report and field data sheet from the survey conducted on July 15, 2015, are included
in Appendix C-1. Based on the survey, there is little opportunity for primary contact recreation in
the proximity of the outfall due to the surrounding urban commercial and industrial land use,
fences blocking access, vertical sheet pile river walls, and excessive water depth. The depths
ranged 18-29 feet along the river walls to 36 feet deep in the center of the river. Primary contact
recreation is possible only if done from watercraft transiting the Calumet River. Swimming
would be hazardous due to the use of this channel for commercial navigation as well as the lack
of ladders or other ways to exit the water from the high vertical river walls. Effective August 23,
2011, the IPCB designated the Calumet River as a Non-contact Recreation Water.

Discharge Number 152 to the Calumet River. This outfall provides for relief of
excessive combined storm runoff and sewage flows in the Calumet Intercepting Sewer system
via pumping of excess flow at the 122" Street Pumping Station to the Calumet River (Figure 3).
According to the District’s operation records, there were no discharges at this location during
March—November 2014.

The report and field data sheet from the survey conducted on July 15, 2015, are included
in Appendix C-2. Based on the survey, there is little opportunity for primary contact recreation in
the proximity of the outfall due to the surrounding urban commercial and industrial land use,
private property, fence blocking access, vertical sheet pile or concrete river walls, and excessive
water depth. The depths ranged 5.5-31 feet along the river walls to 35 feet deep in the center of
the river. Primary contact recreation is possible only if practiced from watercraft transiting the
Calumet River. Swimming would be hazardous in this shipping channel. Effective August 23,
2011 the IPCB designated the Calumet River as a Non-contact Recreation Water.



FIGURE 2: DISCHARGE NUMBER 151
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FIGURE 3: DISCHARGE NUMBER 152
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Discharge Number 010 to North Creek. This outfall is a former Emergency High Level
Overflow (EHLO) that allows Calumet Intercepting Sewer 17J, Extension C overflow into a
local storm sewer which is believed to be owned by the Village of Glenwood and discharges to
Thorn Creek. Deer Creek is listed as the receiving water for Discharge Number 010 in the
Calumet WRP NPDES permit, however, it was determined that it actually discharges into North
Creek, which flows north into Thorn Creek (Figure 1). As a former EHLO, this discharge is not
monitored except by visual inspection to verify any discharge.

The report and field data sheet from the survey conducted on September 10, 2015, is
included in Appendix C-3. Based on the survey, it is unlikely primary contact recreation would
occur at this location due to lack of water depth (ranged from 0.4 to 1.2 feet) and log and debris
jams across the creek. The survey reach had primarily muddy bottoms with depths of fine
sediments of up to 2.8 feet, which is not conducive to primary contact recreation. The land
beneath this creek and the adjoining creek banks are owned by the IAC. Swimming in waters on
FPDCC property is prohibited by ordinance of the FPDCC, which can be found at:
https.//'www.municode.com/library/il/cook_county/codes/forest preserve?nodeld=TIT2FOPRLA
PR _CH4REFOPR 2-4-4SW

Finally, it should be noted that overflows to Discharge Number 010 are expected to be
eliminated or significantly reduced with the completion of the Thornton Reservoir. The District
will continue to monitor this location visually and will likely decommission it within two years if
it does not discharge.

Discharge Number 153 to Little Calumet River. This outfall provides relief of
excessive combined storm runoff and sewage flows in the South Park Sewer system via pumping
of excess flow at the 125" Street Pumping station to the Little Calumet River in the vicinity of
127™ Street and Edbrook Avenue (Figure 4). The frequency, duration, volume, and estimated
loading of discharges at this location during March—November 2014 are in Table 4.

The report and field data sheet from the survey conducted on September 16, 2015, are
included in Appendix C-4. Based on the survey, there is little opportunity for primary contact
recreation in the proximity of the outfall due to the surrounding urban commercial and industrial
land use, fence blocking access, private property, steep banks, fine sediment, and excessive water
depth. The water depths ranged from 2 feet along the river walls to 16 feet deep in the center of
the river and one depth of fines measurement was 5.7 feet. Swimming and water skiing would be
hazardous in this shipping channel.

Discharge Number 154 to Calumet-Sag Channel. This outfall provides relief of
excessive combined storm runoff and sewage flows in the Calumet Intercepting Sewer 18A into
the Calumet-Sag Channel in the vicinity of Throop Street extended and the north bank of the
channel (Figure 5). The frequency, duration, volume, and estimated loading of discharges at this
location during March—November 2014 are in Table 5.

The report and field data sheet from the survey conducted on September 16, 2015, are included
in Appendix C-5. Based on the survey, there is little opportunity for primary contact recreation in
the proximity of the outfall due to the wurban commercial and industrial land use

12



FIGURE 4: DISCHARGE NUMBER 153
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TABLE 4: DISCHARGE NUMBER 153 COMBINED SEWER OVERFLOW FOR MARCH

THROUGH NOVEMBER 2014
Volume
Duration (Million BOD Load SS Load
Month Start Date(s) (Hours) Gallons) ' (Pounds)'? (Pounds)'?
March None 0 0 0 0
April None 0 0 0 0
May 11,20 18.5 73.2 40,585 242,009
" June 30 14.4 89.2 49,080 292,154
July 12 17.2 83.2 45,823 272,826
August 22,23,25 39.5 232.9 128,205 763,212
September 10 7.3 59.1 32,649 194,560
October None 0 0 0 0
November None 0 0 0 0

'Estimated

’BOD= Five-day Biochemical Oxygen Demand
33S= Suspended Solids



FIGURE 5: DISCHARGE NUMBER 154

N i O S

,:l E‘w«l e e

4 | 4 o

X Lo il A 2

i 2TE 5 ki .

?*v-« J@rﬂ*‘“ i L z

R & : i
*

2 ‘:’ ~

1
i g
Y
L
f

JIPE GPEALL

- H o/
PPe.sr RVE ‘ PLAN
NOT TG SCALE

§ bk

f\‘f/ ‘\/{/“/f}\ \’;’»

A
N
?\:sf%@ }A\\ {\“f‘i\

NN, f“sf: Gralyly SEWER
<
“'x’\ \\f '\1\< %u:\

WV

1 / M LR E ; o \/
% & \/i« *\/ NN
INY, BLEY, =273

1\ w,‘“A.A»)‘-\":'A—’\ B N T W N ¢

<
pel

NwaTER LEVEL
ELEY, =2/

SECTION
NOT TO SCALE

A0l B, OS50 Bde\DL00 Samsmor Absa Dasedl D 158wy a8 F00E G R
s LAGA i i 3

15



TABLE 5: DISCHARGE NUMBER 154 COMBINED SEWER OVERFLOW FOR MARCH

THROUGH NOVEMBER 2014
Volume
Duration (Million BOD Load SS Load
Month Start Date(s) (Hours) Gallons) ! (Pounds)"? (Pounds)’?

March None 0 0 0 0
April None 0 0 0 0
May 20 3.8 25.2 14,034 83,732
June None 0 0 0 0
July 12 24.7 136.5 74,545 442,949
August ' 22,25 4.3 61.5 34,127 203,517
September 10 2.7 24.0 13,367 79,759
October None 0 0 0 0
November None 0 0 0 0

'Estimated
BOD=F ive-day Biochemical Oxygen Demand
3SS= Suspended Solids



and cement river wall on the north bank, steep banks and heavy vegetation on the south bank,
and excessive water depth. The water depths ranged from 2 feet along the south river wall to 14
feet deep in the center of the river and one depth of fines measurement was 5.2 feet. Swimming
and water skiing would be hazardous in this shipping channel.

Discharge Number 156 to Calumet-Sag Channel: This outfall provides relief of
excessive combined storm runoff and sewage flows in the West Blue Island Sewer and Calumet
Intercepting Sewer 18C into the Calumet-Sag Channel in the vicinity of Francisco Avenue
extended and the north bank of the channel (Figure 6). According to District operation records,
there were no discharges at this location during March—November 2014.

The report and field data sheet from the survey conducted on September 16, 2015, are
included in Appendix C-6. Based on the survey, there is little opportunity for primary contact
recreation in the proximity of the outfall due to the urban commercial and industrial land use,
densely vegetated and steep banks, and excessive water depth. The depths ranged from 1 foot
right along the bank to 16 feet deep in the center of the river. Swimming and water skiing would
be hazardous in this shipping channel.

Discharge Number 157 to Calumet-Sag Channel. This outfall provides relief of
excessive combined storm runoff and sewage flows in the Calumet Intercepting Sewer 18E into
the Calumet-Sag Channel in the vicinity of Central Park Avenue extended and the north bank of
the channel (Figure 7). The frequency, duration, volume, and estimated loading of discharges at
this location during March—November 2014 are in Table 6.

The report and field data sheet from the survey conducted on September 16, 2015, are
included in Appendix C-7. Based on the survey, there is little opportunity for primary contact
recreation in the proximity of the outfall due to the urban commercial and industrial land use
dominating the area, private property, very steep banks, dense vegetation, rip rap banks, and
excessive water depth. The depths ranged from 1 foot along the north bank to 16 feet deep in the
center of the river. Swimming and water skiing would be hazardous in this shipping channel.

A freshwater mussel (paper pondshell, Utterbackia imbecillis) was collected in the ponar
grab during this field survey. However, USEPA CSO guidance (USEPA 1995) describes the
shellfish bed sensitive condition with regard to shellfish of economic value for harvesting and
consumption, so this collection may not be relevant with respect to assessing sensitive area
conditions in the Calumet-Sag Channel.

Discharge Number 158 to Calumet-Sag Channel. This outfall provides relief of
excessive combined storm runoff and sewage flows in the Calumet Intercepting Sewer 18E,
Extension A into the Calumet-Sag Channel in the vicinity of Pulaski Avenue and the north bank
of the channel (Figure 8). The frequency, duration, volume, and estimated loading of discharges
at this location during March—November 2014 are in Table 7.



FIGURE 6: DISCHARGE NUMBER 156
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FIGURE 7: DISCHARGE NUMBER 157
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TABLE 6: DISCHARGE NUMBER 157 COMBINED SEWER OVERFLOW FOR MARCH

THROUGH NOVEMBER 2014
Volume
Duration (Million BOD Load SS Load
Month Start Date(s) (Hours) Gallons) (Pounds)"? (Pounds)*?

March None 0 0 0 0
April 3 20.5 53.9 29,828 177,784
May None 0 0 0 0
June None 0 0 0 0
July 12 38.6 91.3 50,210 298,857
August None 0 0 0 0
September None 0 0 0 0
October None 0 0 0 0
November None 0 0 0 0
'Estimated

2BOD= Five-day Biochemical Oxygen Demand
33S= Suspended Solids
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FIGURE 8: DISCHARGE NUMBER 158
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TABLE 7: DISCHARGE NUMBER 158 COMBINED SEWER OVERFLOW FOR MARCH

THROUGH NOVEMBER 2014
Volume
Duration (Million BOD Load SS Load
Month Start Date(s) (Hours) Gallons) (Pounds)*? (Pounds)'*

March None 0 0 0 0
April 3 13.6 6.2 3,468 20,706
May 11,15,20 74.1 46.7 25,926 154,636
June 30 34.5 25.1 13,931 83,119
July 12 38.6 28.1 15,585 92,981
August 22,23,25,26 49.5 11.8 6,553 39,129
September 10 16.9 4.1 2,287 13,654
October None 0 0 0 0
November None 0 0 0 0

IEstimated
’BOD= Five-day Biochemical Oxygen Demand
3SS= Suspended Solids
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The report and field data sheet from the survey conducted on September 17, 2015, are
included in Appendix C-8. Based on the survey, there is little opportunity for primary contact
recreation in the proximity of the outfall due to the urban commercial and industrial land use
dominating the area, steep and densely vegetated banks, barbed wire fence, and excessive water
depth. The depths ranged from 2 feet along the bank to 14 feet deep in the center of the river.
Swimming and water skiing would be hazardous in this shipping channel.

Discharge Number 160 to Calumet-Sag Channel. This outfall is a former EHLO that
provides relief of excessive combined storm runoff and sewage flows in the Calumet
Intercepting Sewer 18D, Extension A into the Calumet-Sag Channel in the vicinity of Ridgeland
Avenue and the south bank of the channel (Figure 9). As a former EHLO, this discharge is not
monitored except by visual inspection to verify any discharge.

The report and field data sheet from the survey conducted on September 17, 2015, are
included in Appendix C-9. Based on the survey, there is little opportunity for primary contact
recreation in the proximity of the outfall due to steep and densely vegetated banks, guardrail, and
excessive water depth. The depths ranged from 3 feet along the bank to 13 feet deep in the center
of the river. Swimming and water skiing would be hazardous in this shipping channel.

Discharge Number 163 to Calumet-Sag Channel. This outfall provides relief of
excessive combined storm runoff and sewage flows in the Calumet Intercepting Sewer 19A into
the Calumet-Sag Channel in the vicinity of Sacramento Avenue and the south bank of the
channel (Figure 10). The frequency, duration, volume, and estimated loading of discharges at
this location during March—November 2014 are in Table 8.

The report and field data sheet from the survey conducted on September 16, 2015, are
included in Appendix C-10. Based on the survey, there is little opportunity for primary contact
recreation in the proximity of the outfall due to the urban commercial and industrial land use in
part of the reach, steep and densely vegetated banks, and excessive water depth. The depths
ranged from 2 feet along the bank to 15 feet deep in the center of the river. Swimming and water
skiing would be hazardous in this shipping channel.

Discharge Number 006 to Calumet-Sag Channel. This outfall is a former EHLO that
provides relief of excessive combined storm runoff and sewage flows in the Calumet
Intercepting Sewer 18H into the Calumet-Sag Channel in the vicinity of Roberts Road extended
and the south bank of the channel (Figure 11). As a former EHLO, this discharge is not
monitored except by visual inspection to verify any discharge.

The report and field data sheet from the survey conducted on September 17, 2015, are
included in Appendix C-11. Based on the survey, there is little opportunity for primary contact
recreation in the proximity of the outfall due to the urban commercial and industrial land use on
the south bank, steep and densely vegetated banks, and excessive water depth. The depths ranged
from 2 feet along the bank to 14 feet deep in the center of the river. Swimming and water skiing
would be hazardous in this shipping channel, but there is a boat ramp within view of this
discharge.
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FIGURE 9: DISCHARGE NUMBER 160
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FIGURE 10: DISCHARGE NUMBER 163
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TABLE 8: DISCHARGE NUMBER 163 COMBINED SEWER OVERFLOW FOR MARCH

THROUGH NOVEMBER 2014

Volume
Duration (Million BOD Load SS Load
Month Start Date(s) (Hours) Gallons) ' (Pounds)"? (Pounds)"?
March None 0 0 0 0
April 3 20.5 1.6 872 5,206
May None 0 0 0 0
June None 0 0 0 0
July 12 38.6 2.6 1,476 8,814
August None 0 0 0 0
September None 0 0 0 0
October None 0 0 0 0
November None 0 0 0 0
'Estimated

2BOD= Five-day Biochemical Oxygen Demand
?*3S= Suspended Solids
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FIGURE 11: DISCHARGE NUMBER 006
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Discharge Number 007 to Calumet-Sag Channel. This outfall is a former EHLO that
provides relief of excessive combined storm runoff and sewage flows in the Calumet
Intercepting Sewer 20B into the Calumet-Sag Channel in the vicinity of Central Avenue
extended and the north bank of the channel (Figure 12). As a former EHLO, this discharge is not
monitored except by visual inspection to verify any discharge.

The report and field data sheet from the survey conducted on September 17, 2015, are
included in Appendix C-12. Based on the survey, there is little opportunity for primary contact
recreation in the proximity of the outfall due to the steep and densely vegetated banks and
excessive water depth. The depths ranged from 2 feet along the bank to 15 feet deep in the center
of the river. Swimming and water skiing would be hazardous in this shipping channel, but there
1s a boat ramp within view of this discharge.
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FIGURE 12: DISCHARGE NUMBER 007
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DISCUSSION

Sensitive areas, as defined by the USEPA, fall within one or more of six categories. As a
result of the sensitive area inquiry letters and field surveys, the District believes that none of the
outfalls discharge to a sensitive area that fits any of the following categories: Designated
National Resource Water, National Marine Sanctuary, waters with federally threatened or
endangered species and their habitat, shellfish beds, or public drinking water intakes or
designated protection areas. The IDNR Division of Fisheries concluded that while the state-
threatened banded killifish has been collected in the Calumet River System, this fish species is
fairly common in the northeast part of Illinois, and they did not believe it warranted a sensitive
area designation.

There has been minimal alteration of the physical conditions in the vicinity of permitted
discharges since the previous sensitive area consideration report was submitted to IEPA in
February 2003. It is important to mention that although the designated recreational uses for the
Calumet-Sag Channel, Calumet River, and Little Calumet River have changed as a result of the
Chicago Area Waterway System use attainability analysis, the management of CSOs in the
Calumet service area has not changed up to the issuance date of the most recent Calumet WRP
NPDES permit, and the full impact of the Thornton Composite Reservoir is yet to be determined.
The year 2016 is defined as an operational verification period for the maximum effectiveness of
the reservoir. Future CSO discharges will likely be significantly reduced and some of these
outfalls may no longer be needed due to the completion of the Thornton Composite Reservoir.
Additionally, the Calumet WRP began disinfecting its effluent in March 2016, and the impact on
receiving water quality in the Little Calumet River and Calumet-Sag Channel is yet to be
determined.

The USEPA’s response provided information that the CSOs in the Calumet River could
impact water quality at Lake Michigan beaches and public water intakes, but this conflicts with
the response made by the IEPA that there are no drinking water intakes on the Calumet River
and that the Calumet River is not considered a drinking water protection area. The normal flow
of the Calumet River is away from Lake Michigan and in the event of any short-term discharge
and river flow reversal, there would be significant dilution in the volume of water in the river and
dispersion in Calumet Harbor and Lake Michigan before reaching an intake. Further, the
Calumet WRP NPDES Permit No. 1L0028061 requires under special condition 13, item 14, that
a public notification program be followed to notify potable water supply agencies and beach
agencies in Cook County, Illinois, and Lake County, Indiana, whenever flows from the Calumet
River are expected to be discharged to Lake Michigan.

The response from USEPA also noted that primary contact recreation is occurring in the
Calumet-Sag Channel and the Little Calumet River. The same was mentioned in the inquiry
responses received from the City of Palos Hills and Village of Calumet Park. There is consensus
that some primary contact recreation activities occur on these waterways, however, none of the
information collected indicates that the waters in the vicinity of the outfalls are used for primary
contact recreation. In fact, the field surveys collected ample evidence to show that none of the
outfalls discharge to areas suitable and safe for primary contact recreation.
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The IEPA states under special condition 13 of NPDES Permit No. 100028061 that
adequate justification as to why primary contact recreation is not possible shall be submitted and
that adequate justification may include but is not limited to:

1. Inadequate water depth.
Presence of physical obstacles sufficient to prevent access to or for primary
contact recreation. '

3. Uses of adjacent land sufficient to discourage primary contact activities.

The definition of Primary Contact adopted by the IPCB in Section 301.355 specifically
mentions swimming and water skiing, so these activities were considered in the determination of
whether a receiving water is a sensitive area. Water depths could be too shallow for full body
immersion or too deep, posing a drowning hazard if lifeguards and life-safety equipment are not
available. For purposes of this discussion, a depth of less than two feet was considered
inadequate and a depth more than five feet was considered excessive. IEPA should recognize
drowning hazard and the lack of adequate life-safety personnel and equipment for primary
contact activities, because municipalities would otherwise incur significant and burdensome
liability if primary contact activities by the public are not adequately controlled and protected. It
is also essential that swimming in a receiving water be permissible by local laws and regulations.

Water skiing requires adequate water depth and lack of obstacles, submerged objects and
shoals for the safe operation of motor-powered watercraft. Adequate channel widths are also
required for maneuverability. With respect to primary contact recreation, adequate conditions for
water skiing were assumed to include depths greater than four feet, channel widths of at least 200
feet, and straight channel reaches. Safe water skiing should also be done where traffic conditions
in the channel are controlled. However, there are currently no controls on motor-powered
watercraft traffic and the commercial traffic on these waterways. A commercial boat with a
series of barges will occupy a significant portion of the channel width and they cannot stop
quickly or maneuver around a water skier or power boat. This creates a hazardous condition for
these types of primary contact recreation activities.

The receiving water in the proximity of the outfall for each discharge number is assessed
for the above considerations and shown in Table 9. None of the receiving waters at these
locations meet the criteria for a sensitive area, with respect to primary contact recreation.
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APPENDIX A

TYPICAL LETTER AND ATTACHED SURVEY FORM SEEKING INFORMATION ON
SENSITIVE AREAS
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Vica Presidont
Frank Avila
Ghairman of Finance
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6001 West Pershing Road Cicaro, iliinols  60804-4112

THOMAS C. GRANATO, Ph.D., BCES
Director of Monitoring and Research

July 8, 2013

Ms. Debbie Bruce

Division Chief of Fisheries

Hlinois Department of Natural Resources
One Natural Resources Way

Springfield, 1L 62702-1271

Dear Ms. Bruce:

Subject; Sensitive Area Considerations for National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination Systern Permit Number 110028061, Discharge Numbers
006, 007, 010, 151, 152, 153, 154, 156, 157, 158, 160, and 163

The Metropolitan Water Reclamation District of Greater Chicago is obligated by the
subject permdt issued by the Hlinois Environmental Protection Agency (IEPA) to submit
documentation to indicate whether certain outfalls discharge to a sensitive arsa. We are writing
this letter to you to request any information that you have which may be pertinent to this issue,
Please respond to this letter within 30 days of receipt thereof.

Attached are a table and map to identify the locations covered in the subject permits.

Sensitive arcas are defined by the United States Environmental Protection Agency
(USEPA) in the 1994 Combined Sewer Overflow Policy, found in the Federal Register, Volune
59, Numbet 75, Tuesday, April 19, 1994, page 18692, Sensitive areas include:

Designated Outstanding National Resource Waters

National Marine Sanctuaries

Waters with threatened or endangered species and their habitat
Shellfish beds

. Waters with primary contact recreation

6. Public drinking water intakes or their designated protection arcas

S R R

Tt is believed that the {irst four categories above are the subject of regulations
administered by federal agencies, such as the USEPA or The United States Fish and Wildlife
Service (USF&WS). These may also be subject to State of Tlinois regulations administered by
comparable state agencies, The latter two categories are the subject of Rules adopted by the



Ms. Debbie Bruce 2 | July 8, 2015
Subject: Scositive Area Considerations for National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System Permit Number 110028061, Discharge Numbers
006, 007, 010, 151, 152, 153, 154, 156, 157, 158, 160, and 163

[llinois Pollution Control Board and ‘administered by the IEPA., Therefore, we are sending this
inquiry to the USEPA, USF&WS, Illinois Departinent of Natural Resources, and IEPA.

We understand that there are no Designated Ouistanding National Resource Waters (No.
1 above) or National Marine Sanctuaries (No. 2 above) in Iilinois. Further, the only public
drinking water intakes (No. 6 above) located in the Chicago area are in Lake Michigan,
Therefore, in responding to this inquiry, you may disregard these three categories unless you
have information contrary to these statements.

Be advised that the Iilinols Pollution Control Board has defined primary contact as “Any
recreational or other water use in which there is prolonged and intimate contact with the water
involving considerable risk of ingesting water in quantities sufficient to pose a significant health
hazard, such as swimming and water skiing.” (35 IAC Section 301.355)

For your convenience, a response form is also attached. Please complete this form and
return it, together with all supporting documentation, to the undersigned. 1f you have any
questions, you may contact Jennifer Wasik, Supervising Aquatic Biologist, at (708) 588-4063.

Thank you for your assistance in this matter,

Very truly yours,

Thomas C. Granato, Ph.D., BCES
Director
Monitoring and Research

TCGIW:mb
Attachments
ce: M. Sharma

A-2



TABLLE [: COMBINED SEWER OVERFLOWS LISTED IN THE CALUMET WATER
RECLAMATION PLANT NATIONAL POLLUTANT DISCHARGE ELIMINATION
SYSTEM PERMIT

Discharge ,
Number Location Receiving Water

006 Calumet 18 H lnverted Siphon Calumet Sag Channel
007 Calumet 208 Interceptor . Calumet Sag Channel
010 Glenwood Pump Station Deer Creek
151 94™ Place Calumet River
182, 122™ Street Pump Station Calumet River
153 Edbrook Avenue (125" St. P.S.) (N) Little Calumet River
154 Throop Street " Calumet Sag Channel
156 Francisco Avenue Calurnet Sag Channel
157 Central Park Calumet Sag Channel
158 Pulagki Road P.8, (Crawford Ave.) (N) Calumet Sag Channel
160 Ridgeland Avenue Calumet Sag Channel
163 Sacramento Calumet Sag Channel
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Calumet Water Reclamation Plant
Permitted Combined Sewer Overflows
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METROPOLITAN WATER RECLAMATION DISTRICT OF GREATER CHICAGO
Sensitive Area Response Form

Name of Responding Organization: i

Name of Person Responding:

Adddress: e e

Telephone Number: S . B

Signature of Respondent:

Subject: NPDES Permit Number IL0O028061

Discharge Number(s)

We have examined our records and determined that the subject discharges do____/
do not £all within one or more of the following categories of sensitive areas:

(Circle all that apply)

Designated Outstanding National Resource Waters.

National Marine Sanctuaries

Waters with threatened or endangered species and their habitat,
Shellfish beds.

Waters with primary contact recreation.

6. Public drinking water intakes or designated protection areas,

T e

o

Our determination is based on the attached documentation:

(Supply supporting documentation for each category and reference the source in the space
provided below) '
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APPENDIX B
RESPONSES RECEIVED FROM SENSITIVE AREA INQUIRY LETTERS



SYED S7g,
S 8

‘

% UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY ep
& REGION § e
Al 77 WEST JAGKSON BOULEVARD o
% oot CHICAGO, IL 60604-3590 oo

1;&0&!3;@

REPLY TO THE ATTENTION OF: 0%

DEC 30 2015
WN-16J

Thomas C. Granaio, Director

IMonitoring and Research

Metropolitan Water Reclamation District of Greater Chicago
100 E. Erie St.

Chicago, ltlinois 60611

Re: Sensitive Area Considerations for Metropolitan Water Reelamation Distriet of Greater
Chicago’s (MWRD) Calumet WWTP, NPDES Penmit No. 11,0028061

Dear Mr. Granato:

This letter is in response to your July 8, 2015 request for information that the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency (FPA) has that might be pertinent to sensitive arca
considerations for combined sewer overflows listed in your letter.

You note in your letter that the Hlinois Pollution Control Board (IPCB) has defined primary
sontact as “[alny recreational or other water use in which there s prolonged and intimate contact
with the water involving considerable risk of ingesting water in quantities sufficient to pose a
significant health hazard, such as swimmning and water skiing.” As summarized on pages 6-7 of
BEPA’s May 11, 2011, letter to the Hlinois Environmental Protection Agency ( atlached), there is
ample evidence in the llinois Pollution Control Board’s adiministrative record in support of its
decision to upgrade recreational uses for the Chicago Area Waterway System that primary
contact recreation is occurring in the Calumet-Sag Channel and Little Calumet River.

We also note that the. Calumet River at its mouth on Lake Michigan behaves in an estuarial
manner, in that water flows not only from the lake into the river, but also into the lake from the
river. Consequently, combined sewer overflows (CS8Os) into the Calumet River could impact
water quality at Lake Michigan beachcs including Calumet Park Beach and Haminond Beach.
Moreover, as you state in your letter, there are public drinking water intakesin Lake Michigan.
In pattienlar, the public drinking water intakes for the following Indiana cities are located nearby
the mouth of the Calunet River; Whiting, Hammond and East Chicago. These public drinking
water infake locations were considered and included in the Calumet permit’s CSO Special
Condition 13, on page 17, item 14, in the list of potable water supply agencies that withdraw
Lake Michigan water to be notified in the event of CS0s.
cc: Zheny| Wostk.
Fay AN
{rid.. )
RecyclediRecyslable » Printcd with Vegetable Ofl Based loks on 100% Recycled Papar (100% Posl@onmnm«m
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If you have any guestions related to EPA’s response, please contact Janet Pellegrini of my staff.
Ms. Pellegrini can be reached by telephone at (312) 886-4298 or by email at
pellegrini janet(@epa.gov. :
‘Thank you for your inquiry and your thoughtful consideration of our comments.
Sincerely,
. ) ’ - /ww'-\
Py Tt T e
ﬁj,z”w;&v o C:";/

Kevin M . Pierard, Chief
NPDES Programs Branch

Enclosure

cct Amy Dragovich, TEPA, electronically
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5? '“{% UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
3\ ] ¢ WASHINGTON, [0,C. 20460
'tz A

GFFLE OF WATER

MAY 11 201

Lisa Bonnett

Interizn Director

llinois Environmental Protection Agency
1021 North Grand Avenue East
Springfield, Winois 62702

Dear Ms. Bonnett:

During the past 25 years, the Chicago Area Waterway System (CAWS) has been transformed inlo a
valuable recreational asset that citizens increasingly use for boating, canoeing, kayaking, jet and water
skiing, tubing and swiraming, The State of Illinois is long overdue on updating its water quality
standards to provide the Clean Water Act (CW A) protections that niust accarnpany this transformation.
Consequently, the U.S, Environmental Protection Agency has determined that new or revised water
quality standards that protect recreation in and on the water are necessary for certain segments of the
CAWS, EPA expects Hlinois to expedxtlously adopt new or revised water quality standards consistent
with (his determination. If Hlinois fails to do so, EPA will proraptly do so itself. In either event, to attain
those standards, the Metropolitan Water Reclamation District of Greater Chicago (MWRDGC) would
likely be required (o disinfect discharges from its North Side and Calumet Water Reclamation Plants.

Specifically, EPA has determined that new or rcvxsed use desngnationq that provide for recreation in and
on the water are necessary for the following segments of the CAWS (hereafter, “the relevant CAWS
segmetits™) that are currently designated as Secondary Contact Waters under 3511, Adm. Code 303.441:

#  Calumet-Sap Channel;

s Little Calumet River from its junction with the Grand Calumet River to the Calumet-Sag
Channel;

»  South Branch of the Chicago River;

o North Branch of the Chicago River from its confluence with the North Shore Channel to its

confluence with the South Branch; and -
o North Shore Channel, excluding the segment extending from the North Sldc Sewage T reatment
Works to Lake Michigan.

These segments are shown below,

fenyrnpt Atkleows (LURL)» Nitfeiveaw apa el
RecyciedfRecyelabity = Frinted with Vegetable Qi Gased lnka po 100% Postcansuaer, Froness Gioris Frew Recyolod Papar
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This determination is based on EPA’s
evaluation of new information that was not
available in 1985 when linois last evaluated
water quality standards for the CAWS, This
includes information that was generated through
(1) the use attainability analysis (UAA)
performed from 2002 to 2007 by the Nlinois
Environmental Protection Agency (IEPA) for
the CAWS,; and (2) the extensive public hearing
and public comment process conducted by the
IPCRB frora 2007 to carly 2011, As described
morg fully below, this information indicates that
recreation in and on the water is atlainable in the
welevant CAWS segments. Consequently, in
accordance with 40 CFR § 131,20(a), llinois is
required to revise its standards accordingly.
EPA has also determined that, in accordance

with 40 CFR § 131,11(b), water quality criteria iy B on Doormoion
to prutect recreation in and on the water are v},) 8w oano)

P Leaen Wit N N
necessary for the relevant CAWS segments, IS vt e S

EPA’s authority to make a determination undcr section 303(c)(4)(B) of the CWA is discretionary. EPA
is choosing to exercise this discretion at this time for these specific waters because Hlinois failed 1o
upgrade its standards in a timely manner, nolwuhstandmg the compelling, evidence descnbed below that
indicates that recreation in and on the water is attainable for these waters. EPA has not madc any
determination regarding the water quality standards for any other segment of the CAWS or Lower Des
Plaines River (LDPR) not specuﬁcally addressed. by today’s determination, _Nothmg in this determination
can or shoutd be construed as expressing any opirion on the appropriaténess of the current water quality
standards applicable to waters niot subject to today’s determination. Moreover, nothing in this
determination can or should be construed as expressing any opinion on the appropriateness of the
proposed revisions to Illinois® water quality standards and regulations pertaining to those other waters
that are currently being considered by TPCE; or upon what action EPA might take in rgsponse to any
new or revised water guality standards that llinols might adopt (of those other waters.

I Statutory and Regulatory Background

Section 303 of the CWA requires states and anthorized tribes (hereafler, collectively referred to as
“states®) to adopt water quality standards for waters of the United States within their respective
jurisdictions. Section 303(¢) of the CWA requises, amang other things, that state water quality
standards include the designated use or uses to be made of the waters and the criteria necessary
protect those uses, Section 303 (c)(2)}(A) of the CWA requires that states submit new or revised water
_quality standards to EPA for review and approval or disapproval. Section 303(e)(1) of the CWA
requires that, “from time to time (but at least once each three year period beginning with Qctober |8,
1972)," states must “hold public hearings for the purpose of reviewing applicable water quality
standards and, as appropriate, modifying and adopting standards.” Section 303(¢)(4)(B) of the CWA
authorizes the Administrator (o determine, even in the absence of a state submission, thal a new-or

2
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revised standard is needed to meet the requirements of the CWA. The authority to make a determination
under CWA section 303(c)(4)(B) is disceetionary and resides exclusively with the Administrator, unless
delegated by the Administrator. For the purposes of today's determination, the Administrator has
delegated this authority to me, Nancy K. Stoner, EPA's Acting Assistant Administrator for Water.

Seotion 101(a)(2) of the CWA states the national interim goal of achieving by July 1, 1983, *watzr
quality which provides for the protection and propagation of {ish, shellfish, and wildlife and provides for
recreation in and on the water” (hereafter collectively referred to as “the section 101(a)(2) uses”)
wherever attainable, Section 303(c)(2)(A) of the CWA requires water quality standards to “protect the
public health and ‘welfare, enhance the quality of water, and serve the purposes™ of the CWA. EPA’s
regulations at 40 CFR Part 131 interpret and implerent these provisions through a requircment that
water quality standards protect section 101(a)(2) uses unless those uses have been shown 1o be
unatiginable based on one of the factors in section 131.10(g). Unless the state demonstrates that a section
101(a)(2) use.is not attainable on a water body, the water body must be designated for the 101(a)(2)
uses. See 40 CFR § 131.10G)(1) and (k). Where a state-adopts water quality standards that do not
include the section 101(a)(2) uses for a particular water body segment, the state is required to re-
examine the water body segment every three years to determine if any new information has become
available. 40 CFR § 131.20(a). If such new information indicates that the uses specified in section.
101(a)(2) of the CWA are attainable, the state must revise its standards accordingly. /d.

11, History of lllinois Water Quality Standards Subject to this Determination
A, Illinois’ Adoption of a Secondary Contact Use Designation

Ilinois first adopted the Secondary Contact use designation for the relevant CAWS segments in 1972,
According to Ulinois, “Secondary Contact” does not provide for recreation in the water, Instead,

. “Secondary Contact” means any recreational or other water usé in which contact with the water
‘is incidental or aceidental and the probability of ingesting water is minimal. . , . Activities such
as fishing, commercial and recreational boating and other shoreline activities where contact is

minimal are considered secondary contacts.

IPCB First Notice Opinion and Order in RZOOS»OO?)(_A) at 9 (Aug. 5, 2010).

According 1 IPCB; when Hlinois first adopted the Secondary Contact use desiguation in 1972, the
waters designated as secondary contact had the following characteristics: '

1) Routinely dredged and maintained chanels, including steep-sided cross scctions designed to
accominodate barge traffic and optimize flow, : ’

2) Significant studge deposition, as a result of combined sewer overflows, industrial waste
discharges and urban runoff. Sludge depth in the channel system can veach five feel or more
despite dredging, ' : :

1) Flow reversal projects, such [as the one that ocourred in the CAWS] place a premium on
head differential, The entire syster has minimum slope and, consequently, low velocity,
stagnant flow conditions, Because of international agreements on the use of Lake Michigan
water, diversion to maintain flow in the system is kept as low as possible.



4) Urban stress is significant within the entire drainage area. There was essentially no recreation
potentisl with most adjacent property oommvrcnally owned and access limited.

5) Good physical habitat for aquatic communities in the main channel was non-existent dug to
the impact of commercial and recreational watercrafl use of the system as well as shudge
deposition. Watercraft lockagc through the Chicago River Control Works averages 25, 000
vessels annually; most activity occurs during the summer months.

6) In addition to the above human-made and irretrievable modifications, the CAWS also carries
amassive wastewater load including combined sewer overflows during wet weather. During
the summer periods, a small “discretionary diversion” of Lake Michigan water is permitted Lo
minimize the combined effects of waste load from the mumcxpal and mduslna] discharges to
the system and poor assemnlatwe capacity, :

Id.

B. IEPA’s 1984 Remaoval of Feeal Coliform Criteria for Secondary Contact Waters and
1985 Reevaluation of the Secondary Contact Use Desigoation for the CAWS

In 1984, EPA approved lllinois’ revisions to its water quality standards to remove its then-existing fecal
coliform criteria for the Secondary Contact use designation. Following that decision, IEPA reevaluated
the Secondary Contact use designation for the CAWS tmd concluded:

Primary contact activities are likewise inappropriate due to limited access and danger associated
with heavy navigation as well as general aesthetic constraints, USEPA approval of elimination of
bacterial indicator water quality standards for Sccondary Contact waters supports the elimination
of this use,

Atwchmenl to March 4, 1985, Jetter IEPA to EPA, Region 5, at 8.

EPA appraved lllinois’ 1985 decision to retain the Secondary Contact use designation for the CAWS,

As ayesult of the decisions removing fecal coliform criteria for the Secondary Contact use designation
and retaining the Secondary Contact use designation for the CAWS, the MWRDGC stopped disinfecting
discharges from the Calumet and North Side Water Reclamation Plant,_s into relevant CAWS segnients.

C. Mlinois’ 2002-2011 Reevaluation of the Secondary Contact Use Designation
for the CAWS

As aresull of 2 UAA IEPA performed from 2002-2007, IEPA proposed that IPCB adopt revised water
quality standards for the CAWS, including revised recreational use designations, [EPA proposed
replacing the current Sscondary Contact use designation with three new use designations: “Incidental
Contact Recreation waters,” “Non-Countact Recreation water,” and “Non-Recreation waters.” None of
the proposed new uses provide for recreation in the water. However, a related YEPA proposal would
require the disinfection of wastewater from MWRDGC’s three largest sewage treatment facilities. For a
detailed summary of TEPA's disinfection proposal, see PC 567 (Post-Hearing Comments of the IEPA),
Today’s determination makes frequent reference to documents included in IPCB Docket Numbers
R2008-009, R2008-009(A) and R2008-009(B). Specifically, documents referred to as “BC,” “Exh;,”
“Initial Filing,” and “Transcript” are documents frons the IPCB docket. Many of these documents can be
accessed via the IPCB website at hitp://iwww.ipeb.state.il us/CQOL/external/PendingRulemakings.aspx,
or by contacting the [PCB Clerk's Office.



" From 2007 through 2011, IPCB held 41 days of public hearings and reccived approximately 450 public
comments expressing support for improving water quality and requiring disinfection to profect
recreational uses of the waterways. See PC 568 at 13 and 25, Six entities, including MWRDGC,
expressed concern about or opposed increased recreational use of the relevant CAWS segments end/or
disinfection. See PC 295, PC 303, PC 305, and PC 499; 06/19/08 Transcript. On August S, 2010, IPCB
proposed rules for first notice that would result in the adoption of IEPA's proposed recreational use
designations for the CAWS, IPCB has not proceeded to take the next sieps required under Hliinois law to
finalize that proposal (i.e., the IPCB has not proceeded to issue second and third notices on that
proposal); and has not expressed any opinion on TEPA's effluent disinfection proposal.

IIL  Information Generated Subsequent to 1985 Indicates That Recreation In and On the
Water is Attainable for the Relevaut Segments of the CAWS '

As described below, new information generated through the angoing public process by IEPA and IPCB
indicates that recreation in and on the water is now attainable for the relevant segments of the CAWS,

A. Information Indicates That There are Numerous Meaus for the Public to Aceess All
Relevant Segments of the CAWS to Recreate In and On the Water

The first factor cited by TEPA in support of its 1985 decision 10 retain the Secondary Contact use
designation was IEPA’s conclusion that “[p]rimary contact activities are . . . inappropriate due to
limited access.” TEPA”s conclusion was based on its belief at the time that “[(Jhere was esseutially no
recreation potential with most adjacent property commercially owned and access limited.” Attachment
to March 4,.1985, letter IEPA 1o BPA, Region 5, at 8. ' -

Today, however, MWRDGC and the Forest Preserve District-of Cook County own substantial pottions -
of the land adjoining the North Shore Channel, North Branch of the Chicago River, Litite Calumet
River, and Calumet-Sag Channel, see hitp://www.mwrd org/ixi/portal/anonymous/realestateatlas and ~
hitp//fpdee.com/visit-us/maps/division-maps, and these governmental entities can provide public access
to the waterways, Indeed, as demonstrated by information in IPCHs record, each of the waters subject
1o this determination already has at Jeast one, and often several, constructed motor boat, canoe, kayak -’
and/or row boat launches that provide access to the water. [n addition, two or more arcas of public Jands,
such as park district and forest preserve district lands that could provide direct, open public access 10 the
waters' shoreline, are adjacent to each of the relevant CAWS segiménts, Lastly, a number of exhibits
from the IPCB record make clear that there now are numerous marinas, docks, ladders, and/or gently
sloping banks present at various points in the relevant CAWS segments by which individuals can
directly enter the waterways to recceate in and on the water. See Att. L, of Initial Filing (10/27/07), Exh.
346 and Bxh, 353 (boat launches); Exh. 264 (docks); Exh. 350-(ladders); and Exh, 351 (gently sloping,
banks). The public can also access all segments of these water bodies to regreate in.and on the water via
recreational power boats, jet gkis, canoes, kayaks and other watercrafl,

Specific access points include the North Shore Channel, which is lined with public land and an
associated walk/bike path (Att. B of Initial Filing at 3-8); the North Branch of the Chicago River, which
is purtially lined with public land (Att. B of Initial Filing at 4-44) and an assaciated walk/bike path, has
8 adjacent Chicago Park District Parks and § canoe taunches (Art L. of Initial Filing), as well as serving
as 8 training Jocation for 3 crew teams (Exh. 269); the South Branch of the Chicago River, which has
two Chicago Park District Parks and af least two other access points (a marina and dock; Exh. 346); the
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Little Calumet River, which is home 10 at least 9 marinas and a public boat launch (A1, L. of Initial
Filing), as well as 2 adjacent forest preserves (Att B of Initial Filing at 4-83); and, the Calumet-Sag

- Channel, which has approximatcly 5 miles of river with adjacent forest preserves (hitp://fpdee.com/visit-
us/maps/division-maps), at least 2 public boat launches (Au. L of Initial Filing), and has served as a site
for crew events (Exh. 330 at 3) In addition, local government agencies are working together to improve
public access to the CAWS via the implementation of the “Northeast Illinois chxona] Water Trail Plan™
See Exh. 345; see also Exhs. 358-363 documenting efforts to improve access in the Calumet area.

For the reasons dc:scnbacl above, recreation in and on the water is no longer unattainable due to lack of
public access to the relevant CAWS segments. |

B. Information Indicates That Barge Traffic Does Not Render Recreation In and On
the Water Unattainable in the Relevant CAWS Segments

The second factor cited by IEPA for its 1985 decision to retain the Secondary Contact use designation
for the CAWS was IEPA’s conclusion that “{plrirnary contact activities are likewise inappropriate due
to ... danger associated with heavy navigation.” IEPA's conclusion was based upon IEPA’s belief that:

[Ohe waterway was used almost exclusively for commercial barge transport of bulk commodities
such as grain, coal, petroleurn products and raw minerals; and this barge traffic rendered the
waters unsafe for primary contact recreational use.

Attachment to March 4, 1985 Letter from [EPA to EPA, Region 5 at 4.

Today, iowever, the relevant segments of the CAWS are not used “almost exclusively” for commercial
transport of bultk commodiiies. Instead, each of these segments is now also used for re¢reational
purposes. Specifically, as deseribed above, numerous motor boat, canoe, kayak and/or row boat launches
have been constructed for the purposes of providing aceess for recreational use of the water in all
segments; and there is.in {act motor-hoating, fishing, canoeing, kayaking, rowing, jet skiing, water
skiing, tubing, swimming and/or wading occurring in ell segments, See summaries provided in PC 296
at App. | and 2; PC 555 at Att. A; see also inforraation pravided below from the IPCB record related to
swimming observations.

Moreovcr, in 2009, barge waffic accounted for less than 1% of the total number of vessels traveling
through the Chicago lock, and commetcial vessel traffic made up only about 10% of the vessels
traveling through the O Brien lock (see http://wvrw.nde.iwr.usace.army.mil/lpis/lock2009web. hir).
Indeed, barge traffic is extremely rare in the northern part of the North Branch of the Chicago River and
the entire.North Shore Channel, as there are no federal navigation channels in the CAWS upstream of
Addison Street (see http://www2.mvr.usace.army.mil/NIC2/Documents/chart130.pdf). Given the rarity
or.non-existence of barge traffic in the Notth Shore Chanvel and North Branch of the Chicago River,
barge traffic in those segments does not render recreation in and on the water unattainable.

Finally, even in the segments of the CAWS where barge traffic is heavier (in the Calumet-Sag Channel,
Little Caluamet River, North Branch of the Chicago River downstream of Addison Street, and South
Branch of Chicago River), there is evidence from the IPCB record that tecreation in the water is
oceurring. See PC 478 at 11-5 (Chicago Health, Environmental Exposure, and Recreation Study: 2
people diving or jumping at Clark Park on North Branch downstream of Addison Street, 1 person tubing
and 3 people water skiing on Cal-Sag Channel); Exh. 63 (MWRD 2005-2007 recreational use surveys: 3
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people swirmming, diving or jumping in Little Calumet River, 4 people tubing or skiing in Cal-Sag *
Channel; Aft. B of [nitlal Filing at 4-47, 4-84 and 4-85 (CAWS UAA: 1 person swiming and 6 people
skiing or tubing in Little Calumet River, 1 person swimming and 7 people skiing or tubing in Cal-Sag
Channel, and 3§ people skiing or tubing in South-Branch of Chicago River); Exh. 36 (7% and up to 52%
of survey responses noted swimmming and skiing/tubing, respectively, in participating South Branch of
Chicago River and Little Calumet River marinas), Exh. 330 at 2 (Vic Crivello, a recreational boater who
boats the southern portions of the CAWS three weekends a month from May (o October, states that
“hundreds of farnilies recreate on the Calumet River system . . . power boating, waterskiing, jet skiing,
tubing, kayaking, swimring, rowing and fishing. . . There can be as many as 100 boals on a given day
(and] jet skiers and water-skiers are becoming more common.”). The fact that recreation in the water is
now occurring in these more-heavily-barged segments of the CAWS demonstrates that recreation in the
water is in fact attainable for those segments of the CAWS, notwithstanding the fact that those segments
are also nsed for comraercial navigation, o

The information described it this letter and today’s determination indicates that new or revised water
quality staudards are necessary to protect recreation in and on the water. However, nothing in today’s
deterination, the Clean Water Act or EPA’s regulations dictate how 1llinois must exercise its police
and other powers, including its authorities and respousibilities under the Public Trust Doctrine, t0
manage use of its waters for the commor good. For example, to protect safety and/or to accommodate
corarércial navigational interests, lllinols may choose lo iropose time, manner and place restrictions on
recreational uses of its waterways, commercial navigational uses of its waterways, or both: See Water
Quality Standards for Puerto Rico, 69 Fed Reg. 3514, 3519 (Jan. 26, 2004).

C.  MWRDGC's Need to Occasioiaa.lly “Draw Down” Water Levels in Anticipation of
Storm Lvenls to Prevent Flooding Does Not Render Recveation In and On the
Water Unattainable in the Relevant Segments of the CAWS

There have been generalized assertions o the [PCB proceedings that the need to “draw down” the water
tovels in the LDPR and CAWS 10 allow storm water runoff to drain into those waterways for flood
control purposes results in unsafe recreational conditions, However, it appears that the only specific
evidence provided in support of those generalized assertions in the 10 years that Hlinois has beea
evaluating thése issues was testimony from a single MWRDGC employee about one incident that
ocourred in the vicinity of the Lockport Lock and Darn, at the point where MWRDGC opens the locks to
begin tha “draw down” process (09/08/08P Transeript at 79-80). There does not appear 10 be any
evidénce that these “draw downs” would impact recreation ocenrring in the relevant segments of the-
CAWS, all of which are at least 12 miles upstream from the Lockport Locks and Dam, Consequently,
EPA does not agree that “draw down® conditions render recreation in and on the water unattainable in
the relevant segments of the CAWS, Even assuming that unsafe conditions are in fact created when
there is 2 need for MWRDGC to draw down the water levels, those conditions apparently only occur
during infrequent, heavy storms, and not during dry (or even moderately wet) weather: To the extent that
such conditions do ocenr in a manner that might threaten public safety, Illinois can exercise its police
and other suthorities to protect public safety; perhaps by working with MWRDGC to institute 2 warning
sysiero when MWRDGC anticipates the need to drawn down water, '
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D, There Has Been No Demonstration That Construction of Measures Necessary to
Attzin Recreation ln and On the Water Will Result in Substantial and Widespread
Sacial and Economic Impact

One factor states can use to demonstrate that section 101(a) uses are not attainable is that controls
neeessary to attain such uses “would result in substantial and widespread socjal and economic impact.”
40 CFR § 131.10(gX6). [tinois did not rely upon this factor when it submitted its justification in 1983
for vetaining the Secondary Contact use designation. Similarfy, although there is a great deal of evidence
in the IPCB proceedings regarding the costs of disinfecting discharges from the North Side and Calumet
Water Reclamation Plants and completing the Tunnel and Reservoir Plan (TARP), none of the
participants in the IEPA and IPCB proceedings that have been occurring since 2002 have cited this
factor as a basis for not adopting use designations that provide for recreation in and on the water. IEPA
and [PCB also did not rely upon this factor to support the proposed recrestional use designations that are
currently pending before IPCB. Consequcmly, there is no basis to conclude that the cost of construciing
TNEasures necessary to attain recreation in and on the water “would result in substantial and w:despread
socxal and ceonomic impaet.”

[tis wonh noting in this regard that MWRIDGC has an enormous service population, greater than 5
million people (MWRDGC 2011 Budget in Brief at 3), and so MWRDGC is better able to absorb
substantial construction and operation costs than. if it had a smaller service population, Additionally,
MWRDGC “‘ranks as one of the lowest cost providers of wastewater treatment in the nation,™
MWRDGC Press Release of August 14, 2009 (quoting Fiteh Rating Report). As a result, according to
MWRDGC, a resident in MWRDGC's service area who owns a house worth $267,000 (the average
value of a house in Cook County)-pays $222 pex year in property taxes for sewer services. See
MWRDGC’s “President’s Annual Message 2010" (available at hitp://www.mwrd.org). This annual
amount is well below the average snnual sewer rates paid by residents of many other municipalities, See
Summary of Annual Sewer Rates for Selected Citles (available from EPA); see also Ohio EPA 2009
Sewer and Water Rate Survey (the estimated average annual sewer bill paid by houschold in the State of
Ohijo in 2009 way $Sl4)

EPA recognizes it wxll take MWRDGC time 1o construet disinfection facilities and complete
construction of TARF. Because this would be the first tirne that a use designation providing for
reeveation in and on the water would be included in Illinois® water quality standards for the relevnt
segments of the CAWS, it may. be permissible in accordance with 40-CFR §122.47 for the NPDES
permits based on these new and revised water quality standards to include compliance schedules for
construction of disinfection facilities and completion of TARP, provided that any such compliance
schedules are “appropriate” and “require compliance as soon as possible,” consistent with 40 CFR §.
122.47(a)(1), and are anthorized under [Hlinois’ water quality standards.

E.  Two Additional Factors Cited by LEPA iu 1985 for Retaining the Secondary Coutact
Use Designation are No Longer Relevant

TEPA cited two additional factors in support of it its decision in 1985 to retain the Secondary Contact
use designation for the CAWS: (1) recreation in the water was inappropriate due to general aesthetic
constraints and (2) EPA’s approval of Ulinois’ elimination of bacterial indicator water quality standards
for the Secondary Contact use designation suppotted retaining the Secondary Contact use designation.
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As an initial matter, neither of these factors is relevant in evaluating the attainability of recreation in and
on the water. See 40 CFR § 131.10(g) (listing relevant attainability factors). In addition, concerted
efforts and funding from numerous emtities (including BPA, the State of lilinois, the City of Chicago and
other local governments, MWRDGC and their service population, and numerous environmental and
recreational organizations), have led to remarkable changes in the aesthetic condition of the CAWS over
{he past 25 years, such that these waterways are now an important local asset. According to testimony of
the Director of the Friends of the Chicago River, (5/6/09 Transeript at 40), the City of Chicago and the
Chicago Park District have spent approximately $100 million to improve public access to the waterways
and to implement the Chicago River Agenda (Exh. 276). These efforts help 1o implement the City’s

vision, as outlined in the Chicago River Agenda for the CAWS to pravide a “second shoreline” to the
City. See also 10/20/2010 Transeript at 146-147 (explaining how the CAWS waters are “seenic in their
own strange industrial and urban way™).

Finally, in light of the new information summarized above indicating that recreation in and on the water
is viow attainable for the relevant segments of the CAWS, EPA’s action twenty-seven years ago with.
respect to Illinois's deletion of its fecal coliform criteria for the Secondary Contact use designation is not
relevant in evaluating whether new or revised water quality standards are necessary today.

1V,  Determination o

EPA’s evaluation of new information as described above indicate$ that recreation in and on the water is
atainable for the relevant segments of the CAWS, In light of this new information, 40 CFR § 13 1.20(n)
requires that Hinois revise its water quality standards accordingly, which it has not done. EPA,
therefore, hereby determines in accordance with section 303(c)(#)(B) of the CWA that new or revised
designated uses that provide for recreation in and on the water, and the criteria necessary to protect such
uses, are necessary to meet the requirements of the CWA for the relevant segments of the CAWS. In
accordance with 40 CFR § 131,11(a), “[s]uch eriteria must be based on sound seientific rationale and
must contain sufficient parameters or constituents to protect the designated use.” Such criteria should be
based on EPA's 1986 Ambient Water Quality Criteria for Bacteria, which EPA developed in accordance
with Section 304(a) of the CWA, the 304(a) guidance modified to reflect site-specific conditions, or
other scientifically defensible methods. See 40 CFR § 131.11{B)(1)(H).

Today’s defermination is an important step toward ensuring that water quality standards are updated to
provide protection to the increasing number of people who wish to recieate in and on the CAWS, EPA
expects {linois to adopt use designations and eriteria consistent with this determination. Otherwise, EPA
will promptly propose regulations setting forth new or revised use designations that provide for
recreation in and on the water,

Sincarely,

A
o
=
fe
o
= 4
<4
a

Acting Assistam dministrator

¢ JomT hetﬁaul!., IPCB Clerk's Office (for inclusion in R2008-009(A) docket)
Marcia Willhite, IEPA
Susan Hedman, Regional Administeator, Region 5
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METROPOLITAN WATER RECLAMATION DISTIICT OF GREATER CHICAGO
Sensitive Area Respoase Poroy
Name of Responding Orgnization: (o S Fieh and (O 0UIfe  Secviee.

Name of Person Responding: Shawa (Oitrton R
Address: 230 . bencboen ST, She.3300

Signature of Respondent:

Subject: NPDES Permit Nomber 100280061

g Number) 006, 097,000, (S 52173 (54, (56, (5715, (80, ¢ 163

We have examined our records and deteunined hat the subject discharges do__ 1

donot v/ {all within ope or motre of the following categories of sensitive areas:
(Cirele all that apply)
1. Designated Outstanding National Resource Waters,
7. National Marine Sanctuavies

G) Waters with threatened or endangered species and their habitat,
4, Shellfish beds,
5. Waters with primary contact recroation.
6. Public drinking water intakes or designated protection areas.
Our determination is based on the attached docurnontation

(Supply supporting doctm entation fov each category atid reference the souree in the space
provided below)

o tecords show Tl no Fede (,,//7 listed species_ace .
fr&;eva‘“m e qbove dischast areas.
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METROPOLITAN WATER RECLAMATION DISTRICT OF GREATER CHICAGO
Sensitive Area Response Form

s

Name of Responding Organization: wl"" hf};ﬁj‘ﬂ% b2 V’t’ W}ﬁ,"\‘ i
Name of Person Responding: M; e e Mm C.hyc,f.
Address: @Nﬁ ﬁ)&@”}%éﬁ)ﬁ ”j ﬁkﬁ’ i Lf;‘f«f& .....

e Nechusod Bosensrce.. Cagp e
Wf_%:}nﬂg;«gfz \A ; T borrnm- ATl

Telephone Number: Y5 oX e e 2 11

Signature of Respondent:

" Subject: NPDES Permit Number 110028001

Discharge Number() 00k, 007 010,151, 152, 153 154 156 (157 15%, 160, 163

We have cxammcd our records and deterinined that the «';ubjcc t discharges do___ /

do not,__gg " fall within one or more of the following categorics of sensitive areas:
(Circle all that apply)

Designated Outstanding National Resource Waters.

National Marine Sanctuaries

Waters with threatened or endangered-gpecies and their habitat.

Shellfish beds,

Waters with primary gonfact recreation.

Public drinking water intakes or designated protection arcas.

oA

Our determinution is based on the attached documentation:

(Supply supporting documentation for each category and reference the source in the space
provided helow)

_The. State. Threatencel banded Kil. ﬁe./& }?&b breen, -
collected Ja {ONE_fsberies bm/ém«:_yfg b M e

At and LitHe Calunct Roser, thucver 4

;ﬁm)r Lommiap. e fﬁ&ﬂé)x%xﬁwf /’Mw?‘c?f w}f’() s f&\.(af&
ST Mﬁ//@»@&
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From: Demissie, Misganaw <demissie@illinois.edu>

Sent: Tuesday, December 29, 2015 11:07 AM

To: Wasik, Jennifer

Ce: McConkey, Saily A; Roadcap, George S; Lian, Yanqing

Subject: RE; Sensitive Area Considerations for National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System

Permit Number 1L.0028061

Hello Jennifer,

The Water-Survey has received and reviewed ” the Sensitive Area Considerations for National Pollution Discharge
Elimination System Permit Number 1L0028061" and we have no relevant comments,

Thank you for requesting our input,

Misganaw Demissie, Ph.D,, P.E., D.WRE, F.ASCE
Director

Hlinois State Water Survey

Prairie Research Institute

University of lllinois at Urbana-Champaign

2204 Griffith Drive, MC-674

Champaign, I. 61820

(217) 333-4753

emall:demissie@illinois.edu
hitn://www.isws.illinols.edy

From: Wasik, Jeanifer [mailto:Wasikil@mwrd.org)
Sent: Monday, December 21, 2015 9:43 AM

To: Demissie, Misganaw

Subject: Sensitive Area Considerations for National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Permit Number [L0028061

Hello Dr. Demissie,

The Metropolitan Water Reclamation District of Greater Chicago sent the attached letter dated July 8, 2015, requesting
any information or comment you may have regarding sensitive areas in the Calumet River System néar the District’s
combined sewer gverflow discharges. If you wouldn’t mind, could you please confirm that you received the letter and

have no comments? Please respond hy January 15, 2016.

Thank you and happy holidays.
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From: MeCann, Ken <KenMcCann@lilinois.gov»

Sent: Monday, December 21, 2015 12:00 PM
To: Wasik, Jennifer
Subject; RE: Sensitive Arsa Considerations for National Poliutant Discharge Elimination System

Permit Number 1L0028061

Jennifer ~ | have received this fetter and have no comments.
ken

Ken McCann, MA, LEHP

Chief, Division of Environmental Health

llinois Department of Public Health

KenMcCann@illinois.gov - _

A At S e e i [P
Frorn: Wasik, Jennifer [mailio:Wasikl@mwrd.org] .
Sent: Monday, December 21, 2015 9145 AM
To: McCann, Ken
Subject: FW: Sensitive Area Considerations for National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Permit Number
IL0028061
Hello Dr. McCann,

The Metropolitan Water Reclamation District of Greater Chicago sent the attached letter dated July 8, 2015, requesting
any information or comment you may have regarding sensitive areas in the Calumet River System near the District’s
combined sewer overflow discharges. If you wouldn’t mind, could you please confirm that you received the letter and
have no comments? Please respond by January 15, 2016,

Thank you and happy holidays.

Jennifer Wasik

Supervising Aquatic Biologist

Metropolitan Water Reclamation District of Greater Chicago
Monitoring and Research Department

6001 W. Pershing Road

Cicero, Il 60804

708,588.4063

708.588.3807 (fax)

jennifer. wastk@mwrd.org

B-15




METROPOLITAN VVA'I‘ER RECLAMATION DISTRICT OF GREATER CHIC AGO
Sensitive Avea Response Form '

Name of Respond mg,()l gamzat_mn ,qu/ /ww/$ !,mwwmmm/aged /9 A 314'(‘7%//} /%/(‘/](ﬁ% Zﬁ 1y :
Nawme of Person Responding: £ 6%’9"{“ MDC )4‘33’7"

Address: . | [ /t/Oi’”/??ﬁ éml/lp/ /?{U«?o &57& .
.{Maff Graldy Tl 82794-7276.

Telephone Number: 2 5"7/ CEF-Rol2. v

Signature of Respondent: 3 'ymﬂff ‘

Subject: NPDES Permit Number 1L0028061

Discharge Number(s) #9064, 007, 800, [S1, (52, /53, /59, (56 /52"/”‘ /f?’ 780
aud 6

We have examined our records and clotmmmcd that the subject dxwharg?cs do_ ./
do not }Q{ fall within: ong or More of the following catogories of sensitive areas:

(C irele all that czpply)

1, Designated Outstanding National Resource Waters.

2, National Marine Sanctuaries.

3. Waters with threatened or endangered specics and their habitat,
4. Shellfish beds,

Waters with pum'uy contact xccrcauon

6. Public drinking water intakes or designated protection areas.

o

Our determination is based on the atiached documentation:

(Supply supporting documentation for each category and reference the souree in the space
provided below)

Ste qittach Mmfl";"“ -
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MWRDGC Sensitive Area Response Form
Robert Mosher lllinois Environmental Protection Agency, Bureau of Water

llinois EPA agrees that Items #1, 2 and 6 are not pertinent Lo this area. These categories do not exist in
surface waters in the area of concern,

Waters with threatened and endangered species are the purview of the lilinois Department of Natural

_Resources (IDNR). Hiinois EPA recommends that an Eco-CAT inguiry be submitted for each discharge
location. This will access the IDNR database for threatened and endangered species and also natural
areas. ‘ : '

Shellfish beds are also investigated by IDNR. A resource for mussels beds is found on the following
website: http://www.dnr.illinois.gov/conservation/IWAP/Pages/FreshwaterMusselProjects.aspx

Ninois EPA does.not know if primary contact recreation exists at the discharge Jocations. Testimony
about primary contact recreation may have been given for these sites at a recent Illinois Pollution
Control Board rulemaking of which MWRDGC was a participant. lllinois EPA does not have any further
information,
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December 22, 2015

Thomas C. Granato

‘Metropolitan Water Reclamation District of Greater Chicago o
8001 W. Pershing Road G 3
Cicero, IL 60804 ‘ oo

Re: Sensitive area considerations for National Pollutant Discharge Elimination
System Permit Number (L0028061, Dis’charg}e Numbers 006, 007, 010, 151, 152,
153, 154, 156, 157, 158, 160, and 163 -

Mr, Granato,

This is to acknowledge receipt of your leiter, dated July 8, 2015, regarding potential
outfall discharge into sensitive areas located on Forest Preserves of Cook County
property. We have examined our records and have determined that the subject
discharges do not fall within any of the six (6) categories of sensitive areas defined in
your letter,

In regards to categories No. 3 and 4, we do not anticipate any impacts to waters with
threatened or endangered species, nor to any extant sheltfish beds located on Forest
Preserve District property.

Furthermore, primary contact aquatic recreational activities are prohibited in Forest
Preserve watercourses, Jakes, ponds and sloughs undler section 2-4-4, Ord,-No, 11-0-09
of the Forest Preserve District code. This includes swimming, and certain boating
practices. Therefore, impacts due to contamination in this category are negligible.

We are in agreement with and have no further comment regarding your assessment of
the three (3) remaining categories of sensitive area outlined in your letter,

As requested, a sensitive area response form is enclosed, if you have any further
guestions or copcerns, you may-contact me at (708) 711-1180. - -

Shncaraly,

JoRiRicCabe
Director-
Department of Resource Management

B0~ ipdns.com FI IBL4I08 | 7082638920 1 4
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METROPOLITAN WATER RECLAMATION DISTRICT OF GREATER CHICAGO
Sensitive Avea Response Form |

Name of Responding Organization: Forest Preserves of Cook Coumy

Name of Person Responding: A Lepuity Diractor of nesour
Address: 536 N. Harlom Avenuo

River Forest, IL. 60305

Telephone Numiber:

Stgnature of Respondent;

Subject: NPDES Permit Nuu_ll'u;; 110028061
Discharge Number(s) 006, 007, 010, 151, 152,{15(’3, 164, 156, 157, 158, 160, 1-63

We havg.examined our records and determined that the subject discharges do,‘\! ‘/
do not - fall within one or more of the following categories of sensitive areas:

(Circle all thar apply)

Designated Quistanding National Resource Waters,

National Marine Sanctuaries ‘

Waters with threatened or endangered species and their habitat.
Shellfish beds.

Waters with primary contact recreation.

Public drinking water tntakes or designated protection areas.

LR D W N -

Qur determination is based o the attached docwmentation:

(Supply supporting documentation for euch category and yeference the source in the space
provided below)
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METROPOLITAN WATER RECLAMATION DISTRICT OF GREATER CHICAGO
Sensitive Area Response Form

Name of Responding Organization: (:«a' .' ‘ ot B ,g,fci,:t*}‘mxvdwmw
Name of Person Responding: & (7’{';1? vt ¢ Houl¢ ,
Address: %0851 6. Geesmrasdod
Blue Telaed T
CO4EE
Telephone Number: FOE -~ BEe - 708 ext 7064

Signature of Respondent: %ﬁ?@jf{: }7' ﬁ&i(g

" Subject: NPDES Permit Number 110028061

Disclrarge Number(s). {5 &

We have examined our records and determined that.the subject discharges do_ /
do not 7%, fall within one or more of the following categories of sensitive arcas:

(Circle all that apply)

Designated Outstanding National Resource Waters.

National Matine Sanctuaries

Waters with threatened or endangered species and their habitat,
Shellfish beds.

. Waters with primary contact recreation,

6. Public drinking water intakes or designated protection areas.

Our gvmemﬁnation is based on the attached documentation:
B

(Supply supporting documentation for each category-and refereiice the source in the space
provided below)

Cannliaredd Seiwas (becodi Gur f&&/ﬁ{""muz/ﬂmfé‘fm&m?’I&MzmM
feokidas 2.3 ancd R0
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2.3 USE OF AFFECTED WATERCOURSE

In 1982, the I.Ilindis Pollution Control Board (IPCB) adopted water quality standards
é;:signating the waters of the Little Calumet River and the Calumet-Sag Channel as
secondary contact waters.* Secondary contact waters are defined as any recreational or
other water use in which contact with the water is either incidental or accidental, where
the probability of ingesting appreciable quantities of water is minimal, Such activities
would include fishing, commercial and recreational boating and any limited contact
incident to shoreline activity. Also, both watercourses are designated as "not required" to

meet the public and food processing water supply standards.

N State of [linois, Minois Eaviromnental ,I’roteciion Agency; Rules and Regulations; Title 35:

Hnvivonmental Protection, Subtitle ¢ Water Pollution, Chapter I: Pollution Control Board:
December 1, 1982,

16
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Crry 0¥ BLUE ISLAND, 1L JOMBINED SEWER OPERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE PLAN

Currently, drainage of stormwater and snowmelt runoff from the watershed area is the
most prominent use of the Little Calumet River, Calumet-Sag Channel, Midlothian
Creek, and Stony Creek East. The Calumet-Sag Channel is also a part of the Illinois
WéferwaySystem, and provides an access to the Chicago Sanitary and Ship Qanal for the
heavily industrialized area in the vicinity of the Calumet and Indiana harbors on Lake
Michigan. A limited amount of recreational use is made of the Calumet-Sag Channel and
the Little Calumet River, mostly for boating, The rivers and crecks are accessible to the
general public at riverside parks, ete. and. flow through a generally residential area, where
homes back up to the river. Both creeks, however, are too shallow for any type of
boating, River banks are used for recreational purposes in the parks, although water

contact activities are severely limited.

Due to the physical condition of these watercourses, and their IPCB désignation as
secondary contact waters, none of the outfalls are believed to be located in ecologically

sensitive areas,

3.0 CONTROLSTRATEGY

The control strategies for operation of the City's combined sewer system and CSO
outfalls can be divided into two categories: source controls and system controls, Source
controls pertain to programs that can be implemented by the municipality on a
community-wide basis to (1) reduce the amount of contaminants in the storm runoff
entering the sewers, and (2) lessen the frequency of CSO occurrences, and localized
surcharging, through a combined sewer maintenance program. System. controls include
proper operation and maintenance of regulator devices, maximization of corabined sewer
system storage capacity prior to CSO discharges, and optimization of treatment plant

operations,

The most important system control will not be provided directly by the City of Blue
Island, This control is the Tunnel and Reservoir Plan (TARP), commonly known as the

deep tunnel, currently under construction by the MWRDGC,

3.1  TUNNEL AND RESERVOIR PLAN (TARP)

17
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METROPOLITAN WATER RECLAMATION DISTRICT OF GREATER CHICAGO
Sensitive Aren Response Form

Name of Responding Organization; City of Palos Hills
Dave Weakley

10335 Roberts Road

Name of Person Responding:

Address:
Palos Hills, 1L 60465
Telephone Number; (798) 598-3400 Ext 1311

Signature of Respondent: 174&04.4 7 f"

" Subject: NPDES Permit Number 1110028'061»

Discharge Number(s) 006

We have examined our records and determined that the subject discharges do_ X/

donot____fall within one or more of the following categories of sensitive arsas:
(Circle all thai apply)

- Designated Outstanding National Resource Waters. -

National Matine Sanctuaries

Waters with threatened or endangered species and their habitat,

Shellfish beds.

Waters with primary contact recreation.

Public drinking water intakes or designsted protection areas,

e

Oug determination is based on the attached documentation:

(Supply supporting docummtatwn for gach cotegory and refm ence rhe source in the spuce
provided below)

~ Categories 1, 2 and 6 can be disregarded as discussed from the July 8th letter from MWRD. Category 3 '

is supported by an EcoCAT Map showling endangered species in the surroundi‘ng areas, The two species

are the Hine's Emerald Dragonfly and Northern Long-eared Myotis (Bat). A map of the,criticaj habitat

of the dragonfly is attached showing it is not in the CSO location (USF&WS). As for the bats, the trees
are their habitat and not the water. It is assumed that there are no shellfish beds in the location as no

supporting information to suggest so was found, Category 5 has a map from the EPA showing the
location in the Cal Sag as a water with primary contact, as well as a subsection from the Pollution

Control Board stating the Cal Sdg asTiaving high recreational tse (et Skiing), and an amendment
stating the channel as a primary contact water (Joint Commitige on Administration Rules).
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glp leal Compllante A: v} Yool

Appllcant:  Christopher 8. Burke Engineering, Lid. IDNR-Profact Numper: 1601155
Contact: Briah Kybliius Dato: 07/31/2016
Address: 9575 West Higgins Road, Suits 600

Rosemont, Il. 60018
Project: Palos Hills Discharge Areas
Address: 10335 8 Roberts Read, Palos Hills

Description! The. projact s focused on identifying If oulfalls disoharge Into sensiilve areas, Impaciing
endangered and.threatened species, '

, Natural Resource Review Results
‘Consultation for Endangered Spocies Protection and Natural Arsas Preservation (Part 1075)

The iflinois-Natural Herltage Database: shows the following protected resources miay be,In the vicinlty of the
project focation: ‘

Ralog Fen INA] Site

Palos-Fen Nature Preserve

Hine's-Emerald Dragonfly (Someatochiora hinesna)
Narthern Long-Eared Myotis (Myofis septentrionalls)

A IDNR staff mémbor will avaluate this Information and sontact you to request additional Information
or to terminate consultation if adverse affécts are unlikely,

Location.

The applicant is rospoRélbla for the
accurasy of the location submitted
for the projfect,.

Cotinty: Cook

Township, Range, Sedtion;
37N, 12E, 23
37N, 12E, 24

il Department of Natural Resources Government Jurlsdiction

Contact 1. Environmental Protection Agenoy
Keith Shank Terri LeMastars ‘
217-785-6600 1021 North Grand Avenue. East
Division of Ecosystems & Environment P.O. Box 19276

_Springfield, Hinals 82702

Risclaimer

The fliinols: Natural Heritage Database cannot provide a conclusive statemant an the presence, absencs, or
condition of natural rescurces in lilindls. This review réflects the information éxisting In the Database at the time
of this Inquilry, and should not be regarded as 4 final statement oh the site belhg considere, nar should it be d
substitute for detalled site surveys or fleld surveys required for environmental gssessments, If additional
protectéd resouices are encountered durlng the project's implementation, compliance with appllcable statutes.
and regulations 14 required,

Page 10i2
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JONR Profect Numbsr; 1601156

Terms of Usd

By using this website, youracknowledge that you have readd and agree to these {erms, T hese terms may bo
revised by IDNR as necessary. If you continue to use the EcoCAT application after we post changes 10 thess
tering, it will mean that you accept such chariges: If at any time you do not acceptthe Terme of Uge, you mey not
continue to use the wabsita. ' '

1. The IDNR EcoGAT website was developed so.that unlts of local governmment, state agencles and the public
could request Information or baglh natural resource consultations on-line for the. liinols Endengered-Bpecies
Protgétion Act, inols Nalurdl Afeds Praservation Act, and Hllindls Interagency Wetland Policy Aet. EcoCAT uses
dalabases, Geographic Information System mapping, and 4 sét of prograiimed deciston rules to determine if
proposed aciions are in the vicinity of protected natural resources, By Indloating your agreement to the Terms of
Use for this application, you warrant that you will not use this-web site for-any other purpose,

2. Ungiuthorled aftempts t upload, download, or ¢hange Information on this websita ars sirially prohibiied and
miy hig punishable under the Computer Praud and Abuse Ast of 1886 and/orthe Naflonal Information
infrastructure Protection Act,

3, IDNR reserves the dght to enhance, modity, aller, or suspend the webslte at any time:without notice, or to
terminate or resttiot accass,

Sacurity

EcoCAT opstates bn 4 state of liinols computer system.. We may use software to monitor traffic and to Ideritify
unauthorized attempls to upload, download, or change information, to cause harm ar atherwiss to damage:this
gite. Unauthorized altempts to upload, download, or change Information on this server is stretly prohibited by law,

Unauthérized use, tampering with of modification of this system, including supporting hardware or software, may
subject the viclator ta eiiminal and civit penallies. In the event of uhauthdrizet ritrasion, all relevant information
regarding possible viclation of law may be provided tolaw enforeement officlals,

Frivacy.

BopCAT gensrates & publle record subject to disclosure-undar the.Freedoi of information Act. Otherwise, IDNR
vses the Information submitted to EcoCAT salsly forinternal tracking purposes.

fage 2 of 2
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51140 .I"u;rleral‘Rcs,gistm:/ Vol, 72, No. 171/ Wednssdey, September 5, 2007 /Rules and Regulations
FT N | » ¥ ’ J ( )
lllinois Map 1. Hine's Emerald Dragonfly
Critical Habitat Units 1 Through 7
DuPage Co. .. [
Will Co.
4071 8t
:%
,§
2
1348t ST M /
Wi
g8 4 ©
Slg £
, 185)/
27 crtieal Habitat Unit
f 1 Des Plaines River
v Hlohways
- Locel Roads
L~ " Counly Boundary
0 1 2 3 4
SR R e Ml s
'0 Mma:ﬁu: Kilometors vl,ﬁmiai’i'cm Indox
(7) Michigan Unit 3, Mackinac {Jub!.lc land survoy system, The unitis  the west side of Bob-Lo Drive, It extands
County, Michigan, loeated in Goverument-Lots 25 and 26 from the road approximately 328 ft {100

(1) Michigan Unit 3 Mackinac County,
Located on the sast end of Bois Blane
Istand, Bois Blang Island has not
adopted an addressing system using the

B
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~of the Chebuygan and McRae Bay 7.6
USGS topographic quadrangles. The
unit axtands fom apjroximotely
Walker's Point. south to Rosie Poknt on

m) o the wost, .

{11) Note: Map of Michigan, critical
habitat Unit 3 (Michigan Map 1)
follows:




Federal Rogistor/Vol, 72, No. 171/ Wednesday, Septembar 5, 2007/Rules and Regulations

51139

~(8) Itlinots Undta 1 through 7, Cook,
DuPage, and Will Counties, [llinois,

{1} Hitinols Unit 2; WIll County,
Loeated in T8N, R10E, Sec, 22, Sea, 27,
SEY4 NEY: 8ua, 28, NRV4 SBY% Sec. 28,
NWYs NWi4 Sec, 84 of the Jolist 7.5°
USGS topographic quadrangle, Land
south of {{linols State Route 7, east of
[linois State Route 53, and west of the
Des Plainas Rivor,

(i1) Minols Unlt 2; Wil County,
Looated in T38N, R10E, Sec. 3, NW%
Ev& Sec, 10, BY Soc, 16 of the
Romeoville and Jollst 7,6’ USGS
topopraphio quadvangles. Land east of
Tilinois Stats Route 53, and west of the
Des Pliines River. )

{111) Minols Unit 5: Will County,
Tocatad tn T37N, R10E, SWhs Sec. 28,

=y

NWY4 88V Soc, 24, Ev2 Soe. 84, Wik
NWik 8oc, 38 of the Romsoville 7,57
1JSGS topographic quadrangle, Land
wapt aud nocth of the Des l’fahxas River
and north of Kast Romeoville Road.
(iv) Illinois Unit-4: Will and Cook
Counties, Located in T37N, R10E, $%
NEV, Soe. 24, W2 SW Sea, 24, SEV4
Soe, 24 and TI7N, R111, SWy SWh
Sec, 17, Sec, 19, NW¥% Seg, 20 of tho
Romeoville 7,6°TISGS topographic
quadrengle, Land to the south of Bluff

Road, west of Lemnont Road, and north

of the Des Plaines River,

{v) Illinots Unit 5: DuPage County,
Lorated in T37N, R11E, NW% Sec, 18,
NWys SW 8o, 15, SVe NEV: Sec. 16,
SWv4 Sea, 18, Nve SEVa See, 18, SEY%
Sec, 17 of the Sag Bridge 7,5 USGS
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topographic quadvangte, Land to the
noxth of the Des Plalnes River.

(vi) Hlinois Unit 6: Cook County.
Located In 87N, R12K, 8% Sor. 16, 8V
NE¥ Sec, 17, Nv2 SEVa Soc. 17, NYa.
Soo. 21 of the Sag Bridge and Palos Park
7.5 USGS topagraphic quadranglas,
Land to the north of the Calumet Sag
Channol, south of 107th Strest, und aast
of U.S. Route 45, ’

{vil) Mlinols Unit 7: Will County.
Looated in T36N, R10E, Wi Soe, 1, Sec.
2, N Soc. 11 of the Romeoville and
Joliet 7.8"; USGS topographic
quadrangles, Land easl of the Hinols
and Michigan Canal,

{viil) Notei Map of Ninola critical
habital Units 1 theough 7 (linots Map
1} follows:




WER015 wveligagovicammisstonjoarfedininuode/03H035003030802200R hml

Joint Committee on Administrative Rules

ADMINISTRATIVE CODE

TLTLE 38 ENVIBONMENTAL PROTECTION
SUBTITLE C: WATER POLLUTION
CHAPTER I POLLUTION CONTROL BOARD -
PART 303 WATER USE DESIGNATIONS AND SITE-SPECIFIC WATER QUALITY
STANDAKDS
SECTION 303.220 PRIMARY CONTACT RECREATION WATERS

Section 303:220 Primary Contact Recreation Waters
The following waters are designated as Primacy Cbnfact'Recreaftion Weiters and must be protected
for Primary Contact Recreation usgs as defined in 35Tl Adm. Code 301.323. These

waters must moet the numeric water quality standard for fecal coliform badteria applicable to
protected waters in 35 11I, Adm. Code 302.209,

@)  Lower North Shore Channel from North Side Water Reclamation Plant to
confluence with North Branch of the Chicago River;

b)  North Branch of the Chicago River from its vonfluence with North Shore Channel
to its confluence with South Branch of this Chicago River and Chicago River;

¢)  Chicago Rivet;
d}  South Branch of the Chicago River,

f“

e) Little Caluinet River from. if§ confluence with Calumet River and Grand Caluinet
River to its confluence with Cal-Sag Channel; and

- D Cal-Sag Channel.
(Source; Amended at 38 Ill, Reg. 5517, effective February 13, 2014)

hitpfwww lgagovicemmissiotvjcar/admincode/035/035003030R02200R mi ) L
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OMPs represent and contuin conditiops ofthe NPRES permits, they should be Incorporated into the
pmnit such that the terms of the plas.are clear and enforcenbly.

Similarly, the permits (and the CSO Policy).recognize the problerm that Infiliration and Inffow (1)
vantributes to4 CSO yystem. Superintendent Lanyon indicated zit-the public hearing that MWRDGC
thas developed-a ptan to reduog I flows to 150-gallons/day per capita, IEPA should seview the plen
and Jf it 3§ adequate, mclude the 1/l Plasi and a reqiitement that it be implemented as.an-enforceable
permit songition,

Beganse CSO:control is largely a fimction of volume control, these NMPDES permits should inclhide
conditions requiring MWRDGC to implement:stormwater management mechanisms and thereby
maximize use of the collection system for storage. See CSO Policy (I)(B)(2), Permit: conditions
shotild require MWRDGE to. fdopt tbi Coiok: Counly Watershed Managerment Ordinance it bas
developed to manage stormwater in the region. A condition should alse requive MWRDGC to-develop
and implement:a plan that identifies stormwater gontrol projects (including “green infrastroctore”
projects) that it wifl construct to reduce the volume of water that inundates the system in 4 storn;

d. TEPA should fdentify sensitivi arcas to bé given priority for €SO countrols.

The C8O Policy states that the Long Term Control Plan ghould give highest priority to coﬁtr‘-gll"i'n,g
overflows to sensifive. areas. CSO Policy (ID{C)Y3), p. 18692, Sensitive Aress include “waters with
thréaténed o endangered species and their hablta 7 and “widters with primary confact recreation,” ¥d.

The walers to which C80s in these permits dx:,charge have been identified as habitat for & nﬁmbef of
state threatened and endangoered aquatic. species.. The Black Crowned Night Heron is-a state-
endangered ayuatic bird species whose latgest breeding population in Ilinois exists in the Lake
Calumet area. Attachmsnts 3 and 4, Sumlaﬂy, the Hines Emerald Dragonfly is a state-endangered
wetland speciss thet only obours in Illinois #loiig the Des Plaines Rivier, Attachment 5. The presence
of these two § peties in thie watetways ecetving CSO discharges should protipt TEPA to identify
sensitive areas it the Calumet and Stickney permits. IEPA should also revisit the Hist of state
threatencd and endangered species to ensure that other threatened and endangered species do ot exist
in thig.area; See Attachments 6 and. 7. . :

Furtherntore, jet-akiing is kngwn to oceur it the Cal-Sag Channel. See Attachment 8, Jet-skiing is
considered a pritary contact activity, making the Cal-Sag Channiel a “water with primary contect :
activity.” TEPA should consider this 4 sensitive area and thereby prioritize management-of C8Os in - i
this area whicre primary centact recreatinn-is known to oeeur. f

'1‘Im Stickuey, Novth Side and Calamet permits should inchade a ieqitiraneit to
notify the public when. discharges to Lnke Michign are necessary,

While-we recognize that sewer overflow discharges necessitating opening the locks Lo release water to
Lake Michigati are unéommbn, rhcy are sipnificant pollution events to.a water that is ofrunquestionable
recreational impartance to the region. Accordingly, gs patt of the publiv notification requiret by the

NPDES Perwit No. ILONZR0S3; Notice No, FRB:0703 1401, bal;; MWRDGC Stickney
NBRES Permit No. 1.0028088; Notice No. ALD;: 67061901.bahl; MWRIDGC Nortly Side
NPDES Peimit No. ILO02806); Notice No, AAH:D6122002.4lk; MWRDGL Catumet page $

B-29



Effactive Water Quality
. Standards for Chicago-Area
| Waterway Systeny and
Lowar Des Plaines Rivar

“ wew Recreational vses In and an
the water

wee  Rocraationsl uses with limiteq -

water contact
ffou!h Biaich
%t{;ﬁga Riven
S,

(Laho Mmhtga
B R y o O'Brign Locks
o > and Dam)

Conne«c!lng ¥

Chiarinel
et d v:eﬂ
:.',\\cﬂ an N

vh\P g ;

Lowir Do Plalnes Biver .
O thranten Pooly :

P Lowor Dos Flatieg fivor .
easeton Fshmed Ponl . ) :

&
———_ - W i'sﬂ@ﬁ
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METROPOLITAN WATER RECLAMATION DISTRICT OF GREATER CHICAGO

Sensitive Area Response Form

Name of Responding Organization: Village of Calumet Park s o
Nare of Person Responding: __Rohin Strests
Address: Millage Hall.... ..

12409 8 ThIoon
LLalumet Park 1 B0B27 5818 e o s

Telephone Number: 70: '““9267??427 P e
v/l /A

Signature of Respondent:

Subject; NPDES Permit Number TLO028G61

Discharge Number(s) 154 s e

We have examined our records and determined that the subject discharges do__X /
donot__ fall within one or more of the following categories of sensitive arcas:

(Circle all that apply)

1. Designated Qutstanding National Resource Waters,

2. National Marine Sanctuaries

3., Waters with threatened or endangered specics and their habitat.

4, Shellfish beds, .

fis. Waters with primary contact recraation‘w‘)
Pt ATNKIng water intakes or designated protection areas.

Our determination is based on the attached documentation:

(Supply supporting documentation for each category and reference the source in the space

provided below)

.,Bﬁgausg,.ttm.,ﬁakﬁag Channel has virtually.no. bends or curves.in the. 154 discharge area,

it has. b.ecamen..the.,desiimatian...ofwcbofic&,fmwcollagiate rowing regattas. Having.partnered.with
the City of Blue Island to host these events at Eay's Point In 2007, 2008, 2009, Blue Island
has.since.conducted.a feasibility study and.now plans.to construct.a rowing center.and.marina
at.Fays.Point.- which is.adjacent to discharge #154. This. marina was.also_named a."priority"

by former Gov. Quinn according to the Millennium Reserve Initiative, There have been a total of

11.tsams padicipating-in these.2-day.regatias which . consist of.a practice.day.and.2000/5000 meter
race.
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METROPOLITAN WATER RECLAMATION DESTRICT OF GREATER CHICAGO
Sensltive Area Responge Form

Name of Responding Organization: Village of Crestwood, linols

Name of Person Responding: Mayor Louls Presta

Address: 13840 Cicreo Avenug
Crestwood, IL 80445

- Telephone Number: (708 71«4800@( / -
Signature of Respondent; LA X
) \Y) i

Subject: NPDES Permit Number 10028061
Discharge Number(s) 006, 007, 010, 151, 162, 153, 154, 156, 157, 158, 160 and 163

We have exsmined our records and determined the subject discharges do /
donot X . . fall within one of more of the following categories of sensitive areas:

(Clrclo all that apply)

1. Deslgnated Qutstanding National Resource Waters.

National Marine Sanctuaries

Water with threatened or endangered species and thelr habitat,
Shellfish beds.

Water with prifnary contact recreation.

Public drinking water intakes or designated protection areas.

SumamN

Qur determination is based on the atached documentation:

(SUppIy supporting documentation for each category and reference the source in the
space provided below)
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From: Mary Werner <mwerner@villageofworth.com»

Sent: Thursday, January 07, 2016 2:30 PM

To: Minarik, Thomas

Subject: RE: Sensitive Area Considerations for National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System

Permit Number 1L0028061

Mr. Minarik,
I have received and read the attached response form and based on our Discharge Number 160 located at Ridgeland
Avenue on the Calumet Sag Channel | have determined the subject discharge does NOT fall within any of the category
sensitive areas: '
3. Endangered species
4. Shellfish beds
5. recreation contact
Itis my understanding the MWRD has already determined categories 1, 2 and 6 do not apply
Please feel free to contact me if you have any questions, comments or concerns.
Sincerely,
Mary M, Werner
Village President
Worth lllincis -
7112 W, 111% Street

708-448-1181

s
sty
Eopirp

Froni: Minarik, Thomas [mailto:Minarik i @mwrd.org]

Sent: Tuesday, December 22, 2015 11:48 AM

To: mwerner@villageofworth.com

Subject: FW: Sensitive Area Considerations for National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Permit Number
11.0028061

Hello President Wermner,

The Metropolitan Water Reclamation District of Greater Chicago sent the attached letter dated July 8, 2015 requesting
any information or comment you may have regarding sensitive areas in the Cal-Sag Channel near the Village of
Worth, Please note that the letter was inadvertently sent to the previous president Keller. If you wouldn’t mind, could

you please confirm that you received the letter and have no comments? Please respond by January 15, 2016,

Thank you and happy holidays,
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APPENDIX C

FIELD DATA SHEETS AND NARRATIVE OBSERVATION SUMMARIES FOR EACH
ASSESSED OUTFALL



Calumet River
Discharge Number 151

On July 15, 2015, a sensitive area assessment survey was conducted in the Calumet River along
a 200 foot reach downstream from Discharge No. 151. The left and right banks were inspected
visually for various aquatic and riparian habitat features, and observations of odors were noted.
At 50 and 200 foot intervals, the water depth was measured across transects and the sediment
composition was assessed.

The average seven-day, ten-year flow below Discharge No. 151 in the Calumet River is 8 cfs.
The width of the study reach is 258 feet. Side depths ranged from 18 to 29 feet, while the center
depth ranged from 35 to 36 feet. The channel morphology is classified as a run and the banks are
channelized. The riparian land use is 100 percent urban commercial or industrial. Direct access
to the river from the banks is limited due to the sheet pile walls and fenced in industrial area.
Access to the water from boats is possible. There was no boat ramp visible and no log jams,
debris, aquatic vegetation, or sanitary debris was observed. There was no sanitary odor in the
water and there was no sign posted at the outfall.

The sediment composition at the 50 foot interval in the center of the waterway was mostly all
clay with a little sand, on the left side it was mostly silt with some sand and mussel shells, and on
the right side it was mostly gravel with some mussel shells, sand, silt, and clay. The sediment
composition at the 200 foot interval in the center of the waterway was mostly all clay with a little
cobble, on the left side it was mostly clay with some mussel shells and sand, and on the right side
it was mostly gravel with some clay, sand, cobble and mussel shells. There was no oil in any of
the samples or sediment odors and the sediment color was gray or gray/brown. The sediment
deposition was not measureable, due to water depth, at any of the sample points except at the left
side at 200 foot where the depth of fines was measured to be 0.2 feet.

Note: Left-right orientation is upstream, assuming that the dominant direction of flow in the
waterway is away from Lake Michigan.
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Metropolitan Water Reclamation District of Greater Chicago
Sensitive Area Assessment

Date 07/15/15 Time 10:30
Observer Gallagher Waterbody Calumet River

CSO Number 151 Reach Length Downstream of CSO 200 feet
Morphology (_JPOOL RUN ([ JRIFFLE Channel Width (ft) 258
Water Depth at (50 ft) Left 28.0 Center 36.0 Right 24.0

Water Depth at (200 ft) Left 18.0 Center 35.0 Right 29.0

Channelization (xJYES (C_Jno

Water Level (JLow NORMAL (_ JHIGH ([ JFLOODED

LEFT BANK (observations) =~

Man-made Structures ‘C]DAM (x JRIPRAP [ JBRIDGE | ILEVEE (__JROCK GABIONS
(xJsHEET PILINGS (__)JOTHER
Bank Erosion () SLIGHT () MODERATE () SEVERE NONE

Logjam or Debris Build-up (JYES NO
Physical Obstacle Blocking Access YES [:j NO description Fenced industrial area w/ sheet piling walls
Signs Posted C] YES NO description
Boat Ramp/Access Point Visible [:] YES NO description
Aquatic Vegetation NO (_JYES ifyes> () FLOATING (] ATTACHED
Sanitary Waste Odor in Water CJYES NO
Sanitary Debris on Banks C] YES NO
Riparian Land Use GRASSLAND % WETLAND %
{Visual Observation) URBANRESIDENTIAL % FOREST %
URBAN COMMERCIAL/INDUSTRIAL 100 % ROW CROPS %
OTHER (Specify) OA)

RIGHT BANK (observations)

Man-made Structures [ _)DAM (_ JRIPRAP  [__JBRIDGE [ JLEVEE [ JROCK GABIONS
(X JSHEET PILINGS (__JOTHER
Bank Erosion (__JSLIGHT () MODERATE (__) SEVERE NONE

Logjam or Debris Build-up (C)YES NO
Physical Obstacle Blocking Access YES D NO description Fenced industrial area w/ sheet piling walls
Signs Posted C] YES NO description
Boat Ramp/Access Point Visible [:] YES NO description
Aquatic Vegetation NO (] YES ifyes> () FLOATING () ATTACHED
Sanitary Waste Odor in Water CJvEs NO
Sanitary Debris on Banks D YES NO
Riparian Land Use GRASSLAND % WETLAND %
(Visual Observation) URBAN RESIDENTIAL % FOREST %
URBAN COMMERCIAL/INDUSTRIAL 100 % ROW CROPS %
OTHER {Specify) (yo
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SEDIMENT COMPOSITION (observations)

50 ft 200 ft

Leift Center Right: Left Center Right
% Plant Debris
% Clay ] es |5 85 | o5 10
% Silt 75 5 |
% Sludge , :
% Sand 20 2 | 10 5 10
% Gravel e 70 S 70
% Cobble o Lo 5 5
% Boulder “ : i |
% Bedrock/Concrete 3 ; ,
% ____ mussel shells 5 10 10 5

gray TG -,.-gray )
Sediment Color brown | gray | gray- ~brown: | gray gray
Sediment Odor “none .| none fi'ndhé none | none | none
Depth of Fines (ft) NA | NA | NA 02| NA | NA

Oilin Sediment [ xJNONE () uGHT () MODERATE  [__JHEAVY

Additional Remarks Left side 50 ft N 41°43' 25.1", W -87°32' 36.0"

Right side 200 ft N 41°43' 24.0", W -87°32' 34.0"

Main channel 50 ft & 200 ft downstream of Howard slip

Too deep to do depth of fines @50 ft downstream & @ 200 ft for all but 200 ft left side

mark X in ()

Sand (<2mm diameter)

Gravel (2mm to <16mm diameter)
Cobble (16mm to <256mm diameter)
Boulder (>256mm diameter)
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Calumet River
Discharge Number 152

On July 15, 2015, a sensitive area assessment survey was conducted in the Calumet River along
a 200 foot reach downstream from Discharge No. 152. The left and right banks were inspected
visually for various aquatic and riparian habitat features, and observations of odors were noted.
At 50 and 200 foot intervals, the water depth was measured across transects and the sediment
composition was assessed.

The average seven-day, ten-year flow below Discharge No. 152 in the Calumet River is 8 cfs.
The width of the study reach is 360 feet. Side depths ranged from 5.5 to 31.0 feet, while the
center depth was 35.0 feet. The channel morphology is classified as a pool and the banks are
channelized. The riparian land use is near 100 percent urban commercial or industrial with
approximately 5 percent forested on the right bank. Direct access to the river from the banks is
limited due to the sheet pile and concrete walls and fenced in industrial area. Access to the water
from boats is possible. There was no boat ramp visible and no log jams, debris, or sanitary
debris was observed. The left bank had no aquatic vegetation but the right bank had some
attached aquatic vegetation. There was no sanitary odor in the water and there was no sign
posted at the outfall.

The sediment composition at the 50 foot interval in the center of the waterway was mostly silt
and sand with some clay and mussel shells, on the left side it was mostly silt with some mussel
shells, and on the right side it was mostly bedrock or concrete with some sand and plant debris.
The sediment composition at the 200 foot interval in the center of the waterway was mostly silt
with some gravel and mussel shells, on the left side it was mostly silt with some mussel shells,
and on the right side it was mostly bedrock or concrete with some silt and mussel shells. There
was light oil visible only at the left side at 50 and 200 feet with a slight oil odor and the sediment
color was brown or gray. The sediment deposition was not measureable, due to water depth, at
the center and left sides at both the 50 and 200 foot intervals. The sediment deposition at the
right side at 50 foot was 0.4 feet and at 200 foot was 0.3 feet.

Note: Left-right orientation is upstream, assuming that the dominant direction of flow in the
waterway is away from Lake Michigan.
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Metropolitan Water Reclamation District of Greater Chicago
Sensitive Area Assessment

Date 07/15/15 Time 12: 05
Observer Gallagher Waterbody Calumet River

CSO Number 152 Reach Length Downstream of CSO 200 feet
Morphology (xJPOOL [ JRUN ([ JRIFFLE Channel Width (ft) 360
Water Depth at (50 ft) Left 31.0 Center 35.0 Right 55

Water Depth at (200 ft) Left 30.0 Center 35.0 Right 19.0

Channelization (x)YES (_JnNo

Water Level (JLow NORMAL ( JHIGH (__JFLOODED

'LEFT BAN K (observations)

Man-made Structures [ JDAM ___JRIPRAP | JBRIDGE | _JLEVEE [ JROCK GABIONS
(xJSHEET PILINGS (__JOTHER
Bank Erosion () SLIGHT () MODERATE () SEVERE NONE

Logjam or Debris Build-up (JYES NO

Physical Obstacle Blocking Access (] YES NO description

Signs Posted C] YES NO description

Boat Ramp/Access Point Visible [:] YES NO description

Aquatic Vegetation NO [_JYES ifyes> {__) FLOATING () ATTACHED

Sanitary Waste Odor in Water [:] YES NO

Sanitary Debris on Banks D YES NO

Riparian Land Use GRASSLAND % WETLAND %
(Visual Qbservation) URBAN RESIDENTIAL % FOREST %

URBAN COMMERCIAL/INDUSTRIAL 100 % ROWCROPS %
OTHER (Specify) %

RIGHT BANK (observations)

Man-made Structures [ JDAM [ x JRIPRAP _ __JBRIDGE [__JIEVEE [ JROCK GABIONS
(CJSHEET PILINGS [ x JOTHER concrete wall
Bank Erosion SLUGHT () MODERATE (__JSEVERE (] NONE

Logjam or Debris Build-up (JYES NO
Physical Obstacle Blocking Access YES D NO description Fence, industrial area
Signs Posted [:j YES NO description
Boat Ramp/Access Point Visible C] YES NO description
Aquatic Vegetation [__JNO YES ifyes=> (] FLOATING ATTACHED
Sanitary Waste Odor in Water C] YES NO
Sanitary Debris on Banks Cj YES NO
Riparian Land Use GRASSLAND % WETLAND %
(Visual Opservation) URBAN RESIDENTIAL % FOREST 5 %
URBAN COMMERCIAL/INDUSTRIAL 95 % ROW CROPS %
OTHER (Specify) 0/0
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SEDIMENT COMPOSITION (observations)

50 ft 200 ft

Left: Center Right Left Center Right
% Plant Debris ' 5
% Clay s |
% Silt 90 | 5 | 95 | 75 | 10
% Sludge ol s
% Sand L 25 | 10
% Gravel o R 20
% Cobble o '
% Boulder , ,
% Bedrock/Concrete | = 85 , 85
% Mussels 10| s | 5 5 5
Sediment Color brown'| grey _.grey : brown | brown | brown
Sediment Odor ~$Iigﬁtf0’i;l none none slight oitf none | .none
Depth of Fines (ft) “NA | NA | 04 NA | NA | 03

Oil in Sediment  [__J NONE LIGHT () MODERATE  [__JHEAVY

Additional Remarks Left side 50 ft N 41°40' 26.6" W -87°33' 10.1"

Right side 200 ft N 41°40' 24.9" W-87°33' 06.6"

Light oil in sediment on left side @50 ft & @200 ft

Too deep to do depth of fines @50 ft downstream & @ 200 ft for both center and left side

mark X'in ()

Sand (<2mm diameter)

Gravel (2mm to <16mm diameter)
Cobble (16mm to <256mm diameter)
Boulder (>256mm diameter)
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North Creek
Discharge Number 010

On September 10, 2015, a sensitive area assessment survey was conducted on North Creek along
a 200 foot reach downstream from Discharge No. 010 at the point where the overflow ditch
meets North Creek. The left and right banks were inspected visually for various aquatic and
riparian habitat features, and observations of odors were noted. At 50 and 200 foot intervals, the
water depth was measured across transects and the sediment composition was assessed.

The average seven-day, ten-year flow below Discharge No. 010 in North Creek is 0.4 cfs. The
width of the study reach is 45 feet. Side depths ranged from 0.4 to 1.2 feet, while the center
depth ranged from 0.4 to 0.5 feet. The channel morphology is classified as a run and the banks
are not channelized. There is moderate to severe bank erosion throughout the reach. The
riparian land use is 100 percent forest. Direct access to the creek from the banks is possible but
access to the water from boats is not possible. There was no boat ramp visible and no sanitary
debris was observed. There was woody debris and logjams throughout the reach. Attached
aquatic vegetation was observed on the left bank only. No sanitary odor was noticed in the water
and there was no sign posted at the outfall.

The sediment composition at the 50 foot interval in the center of the waterway was mostly sand
with some silt and a little gravel, on the left side it was mostly clay and sand with some gravel
and silt, and on the right side it was mostly silt with some sand and clay. The sediment
composition at the 200 foot interval in the center of the waterway was mostly sand and silt, on
the left side it was mostly silt with sand, and on the right side it was all clay. There was no oil in
any of the samples or sediment odors and the sediment color was gray/brown, black or tan. The
sediment deposition at the 50 foot interval was 1.7 feet on the left side, 2.8 feet in the center, and
0.9 feet on the right side. The sediment deposition at the 200 foot interval was 0.2 feet on the
left side, 0.6 feet in the center, and 2.7 feet on the right side.

Note: Left-right orientation is upstream, assuming that the dominant direction of flow in the
waterway is away from Lake Michigan.
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Metropolitan Water Reclamation District of Greater Chicago
Sensitive Area Assessment

Date 09/10/15 Time 12: 30
Observer Gallagher Waterbody North Creek

CSO Number 10 Reach Length Downstream of CSO 200 feet
Morphology C] POOCL RUN [—_—] RIFFLE Channel Width (ft) 45
Water Depth at (50 ft) Left 0.5 Center 0.5 Right 04

Water Depth at (200 ft) Left 0.6 Center 0.4 Right 1.2

Channelization (Jves xJNo

Water Level [:]LOW (x ) NORMAL ( JHIGH (JFLOODED

LEFT BANK (observations)

Man-made Structures [::]DAM ‘l JRIPRAP [ ] BRIDGE [__JLEVEE [:]ROCK GABIONS
(CJSHEET PILINGS  (x JOTHER None
Bank Erosion (] SLIGHT MODERATE () SEVERE

Logjam or Debris Build-up (xJYES (JNO

Physical Obstacle Blocking Access () YES NO  description

Signs Posted G YES NO description

Boat Ramp/Access Point Visible [::] YES NO description

Aquatic Vegetation [__JNO YES ifyes> (__) FLOATING ATTACHED

Sanitary Waste Odor in Water (JYES NO

Sanitary Debris on Banks C:] YES NO

Riparian Land Use GRASSLAND % WETLAND %
Visuat Observation) URBAN RESIDENTIAL % FOREST 100 %

URBAN COMMERCIAL/INDUSTRIAL % ROWCROPS %
OTHER (specify) %

RIGHT BANK (observations)

Man-made Structures (__JPAM [ JRIPRAP  [__JBRIDGE [__JLEVEE (__JROCK GABIONS
(CJSHEET PILINGS [ x JOTHER None
Bank Erosion () SLIGHT (__] MODERATE SEVERE

Logjam or Debris Build-up (xXJYES (_JNO

Physical Obstacle Blocking Access ] YES NO description

Signs Posted Cj YES NO description

Boat Ramp/Access Point Visible [:] YES NO description

Aquatic Vegetation NO () YES ifyes> (] FLOATING () ATTACHED

Sanitary Waste Odor in Water CJYES NO

Sanitary Debris on Banks D YES NO

Riparian Land Use GRASSLAND % WETLAND %
(Visual Goservation) URBAN RESIDENTIAL % FOREST 100 %

URBAN COMMERCIAL/INDUSTRIAL % ROW CROPS %
OTHER {Specify) o/0

CllI-2



SEDIMENT COMPOSITION (observations)

50 ft 200 ft

“Left Center Right Left Center Right
% Plant Debris ;
% Clay 40 10 ; 100
% Silt 10 | 20 | 70 70 | 25
% Sludge . B .
% Sand .35 75 20 30 75
% Gravel 15 5
% Cobble o
% Boulder
% Bedrock/Concrete
%
% : :

"~ Grayish. ; Grayish

Sediment Color < Brown: "{ Brown }" Black srown- | Brown | Tan
Sediment Odor “None | None | None None | None | None
Depth of Fines (ft) 17 | 28 | o9 02 | 06 | 27

oil in Sediment [(x JNONE () LicHT () MODERATE  (__JHEAVY

Additional Remarks

Outlet to North Creek N 41°32' 52.1", W -87°35'24.0"

50 ft N 41°32'52.8", W -87°35'23.9"

200 ft N 41° 32' 53.4", W -87°35'23.8"

Woody debris & snags throughout reach in forest preserve

mark X in (__J

Sand (<2mm diameter)

Gravel (2mm to <16mm diameter)
Cobble (16mm to <256mm diameter)
Boulder (>256mm diameter)

CIII-3




Little Calumet River
Discharge Number 153

On September 16, 2015, a sensitive area assessment survey was conducted in the Little Calumet
River along a 200 foot reach downstream from Discharge No. 153. The left and right banks
were inspected visually for various aquatic and riparian habitat features, and observations of
odors were noted. At 50 and 200 foot intervals, the water depth was measured across transects
and the sediment composition was assessed.

The average seven-day, ten-year flow below Discharge No. 153 in the Little Calumet River is 20
cfs. The width of the study reach is 819 feet. Side depths ranged from 1.8 to 2.4 feet, while the
center depth ranged from 15.0 to 15.8 feet. The channel morphology is classified as a pool and
the banks are channelized. There is slight bank erosion on the left bank only. The riparian land
use is 100 percent urban commercial or industrial. Direct access to the river from the banks is
limited due to fences and an industrial area. Access to the water from boats is possible. There
was no boat ramp visible and no sanitary odor was noticed. There were log jams, debris, and
floating aquatic vegetation observed on both banks and the left bank had sanitary debris on the
bank. There was no sign posted at the outfall.

The sediment composition at the 50 foot interval in the center of the waterway was 100%
bedrock/concrete, on the left side it was plant debris and silt with a little sand, and on the right
side it was mostly sand with some silt. The sediment composition at the 200 foot interval in the
center of the waterway was 100% bedrock/concrete, on the left side it was mostly silt with some
sand, sludge, and plant debris, and on the right side it was mostly sand with some silt, plant
debris, gravel, and mussel shells. There was no oil in any of the samples or sediment odors and
the sediment color was dark gray. The sediment deposition at the 50 foot interval in the center
and left side was <0.1 feet and was 0.2 feet on the right side. The sediment deposition at the 200
foot interval was <0.1 feet in the center, 5.7 feet on the left side, and 0.4 feet on the right side.

Note: Left-right orientation is upstream, assuming that the dominant direction of flow in the
waterway is away from Lake Michigan.

Clv-1



Metropolitan Water Reclamation District of Greater Chicago
Sensitive Area Assessment

Date 09/16/15 Time 8 .45
Observer Gallagher / Wasik Waterbody LCR
CSO Number 153 Reach Length Downstream of CSO 200 feet
Morphology POOL  (CJRUN [ JRIFFLE Channel Width (ft) 819
Water Depth at (50 ft) Left 1.8 Center 158 Right 2.0
Water Depth at (200 ft) Left 2.1 Center 15.0 Right 2.4
Channelization (xJYES (_JNo
Water Level C:]LOW . NORMAL [ JHIGH (JFLOODED

‘ : LEFT BANK (observations)

Wan-made Structures. [ JPAM [_JRIPRAP ) BRIDGE [ JLEVEE [ JROCK GABIONS
(JSHEET PILINGS (X JOTHER SEPA2(outside 200ft)
Bank Erosion SLIGHT (] MODERATE (__JSEVERE (__) NONE

Logjam or Debris Build-up (xJYES (_JNO
Physical Obstacle Blocking Access YES C] NO description _fence, steep banks
Signs Posted D YES NO description  Sign post; sign removed
Boat Ramp/Access Point Visible CJYEs NO  description
Aquatic Vegetation (__JNO YES ifyes > FLOATING () ATTACHED
Sanitary Waste Odor in Water C] YES NO
Sanitary Debris on Banks YES D NO
Riparian Land Use GRASSLAND % WETLAND %

(Visual Qbservation) URBAN RESIDENTIAL % FOREST %

URBAN COMMERCIAL/INDUSTRIAL __ 100 % ROWCROPS %
OTHER (specify) %

RIGHT BANK (observations)

Man-made Structures | JDAM (__JRIPRAP  [__JBRIDGE [ JLEVEE [ JROCK GABIONS
(JSHEET PILINGS (x JOTHER Acme structure/ pilings
Bank Erosion [__JSLIGHT () MODERATE () SEVERE NONE

Logjam or Debris Build-up (xJYES (_JNO
Physical Obstacle Blocking Access YES C] NO gescripion  Acme Property, steep banks
Signs Posted [::] YES NO description
Boat Ramp/Access Point Visible [:] YES NO description
Aquatic Vegetation (__JNO YES ifyes > FLOATING (] ATTACHED
Sanitary Waste Odor in Water C] YES NO
Sanitary Debris on Banks D YES NO
Riparian Land Use GRASSLAND % WETLAND %
(Visual Qbservation) URBANRESIDENTIAL % FOREST %
URBAN COMMERCIAL/INDUSTRIAL 100 % ROW CROPS %
OTHER (specify) %

Clv-2



SEDIMENT COMPOSITION (observations)

50 ft 200 ft

Left Center Right Left Center Right
% Plant Debris 50 5 10
% Clay : o
% Silt 45 20 80 10
% Sludge 5 :
% Sand 5 80 10 65
% Gravel 5
% Cobble
% Boulder
% Bedrock/Concrete S 100 100
%_______mussel shells 5 10 :
%
Sediment Color dk gray] NA |dk gray dkgray] NA Jdk gyray
Sediment Odor no NA no no NA |::nho
Depth of Fines (ft) <01 ] <01 0.2 57 <0.1 04:.
Oil in Sediment NONE (] uiGHT () MODERATE  [_JHEAVY

Additional Remarks No center ponars

GPS center 200 ft: N 41° 39' 43.3", W -87° 37" 15.6"

Steep banks both sides

mark X in Q

Sand (<2mm diameter)

Gravel (2mm to <16mm diameter)
Cobble (16mm to <256mm diameter)
Boulder (>256mm diameter)

CIV-3




Calumet-Sag Channel
Discharge Number 154

On September 16, 2015, a sensitive area assessment survey was conducted in the Calumet-Sag
Channel along a 200 foot reach downstream from Discharge No. 154. The left and right banks
were inspected visually for various aquatic and riparian habitat features, and observations of
odors were noted. At 50 and 200 foot intervals, the water depth was measured across transects
and the sediment composition was assessed.

The average seven-day, ten-year flow below Discharge No. 154 in the Calumet-Sag Channel is
259 cfs. The width of the study reach is 255 feet. Side depths ranged from 2.3 to 11.0 feet,
while the center depth ranged from 13.2 to 13.8 feet. The channel morphology is classified as a
run and the banks are channelized. There is no bank erosion and the riparian land use is 100
percent urban commercial or industrial on the left bank and 100 percent forest on the right bank.
Direct access to the river from the banks is limited due to a cement wall and steep banks that are
heavily vegetated. Access to the water from boats is possible. There was no boat ramp visible
and no sanitary odor was noticed. There were no log jams, debris, aquatic vegetation, or sanitary
debris on the banks. There was an outfall sign posted at the outfall.

The sediment composition at the 50 foot interval in the center of the waterway was 100 percent
bedrock/concrete, on the left side it was mostly sludge with some silt, and on the right side it was
mostly boulders with some cobble. The sediment composition at the 200 foot interval in the
center of the waterway was mostly silt with some sludge and a little mussel shells, on the left
side 1t was mostly sludge with some silt, and on the right side it was mostly boulders with a little
gravel. There was no oil in any of the samples or sediment odors and the sediment color was
brown/gray. The sediment deposition at the 50 foot interval in the center and right side was <0.1
feet and was 1.6 feet on the left side. The sediment deposition at the 200 foot interval was 0.1
feet in the center and right side, and 5.2 feet on the left side.

Note: Left-right orientation is upstream, assuming that the dominant direction of flow in the
waterway 1s away from Lake Michigan.

CV-]



Metropolitan Water Reclamation District of Greater Chicago
Sensitive Area Assessment

Date 09/16/15 Time 945
Observer Gallagher / Wasik Waterbody CSC
CSO Number 154 Reach Length Downstream of CSO 200 feet
Morphology (__JPOOL RUN ([ JRIFFLE Channel Width (ft) 255
Water Depth at (50 ft) Left 10.8 Center 13.8 Right 3.0
Water Depth at (200 ft) Left 11.0 Center 13.2 Right 2.3
Channelization (x JYES (Jno
Water Level CJrow  [(xJNORMAL (_JHIGH () FLOODED

LEFT BANK (observations)

Man-made Structures T _JPAM [_JRIPRAP () BRIDGE] )LEVEE T__JROCK GABIONS
BSHEET PILINGS -OTHER concrete wall/ old lock
Bank Erosion (] SLIGHT ([ _J MODERATE () SEVERE (X JNONE

Logjam or Debris Build-up (JYES NO
Physical Obstacle Blocking Access YES (I no description  cement wall
Signs Posted YES C] NO descripion  MWRDGC sign outfall #154
Boat Ramp/Access Point Visible C] YES NO description
Aquatic Vegetation NO [ JYES itves> () FLOATING () ATTACHED
Sanitary Waste Odor in Water (JYES NO
Sanitary Debris on Banks D YES NO
Riparian Land Use GRASSLAND % WETLAND %

(Visual Gbsenvation) URBAN RESIDENTIAL % FOREST %

URBAN COMMERCIAL/INDUSTRIAL _ 100 % ROW CROPS %
OTHER {Specify) OA)

RIGHT BANK (observations)

Man-made Structures | JDAM [ x JRIPRAP (] BRIDGE [ JLEVEE [__JROCK GABIONS
(CJsHEETPILINGS  (_JOTHER
Bank Erosion () SLIGHT () MODERATE () SEVERE [ XJNONE

Logjam or Debris Build-up (JYES NO
Physical Obstacle Blocking Access YES (_JNO descripion  Steep bank, heavy veg
Signs Posted D YES NO description
Boat Ramp/Access Point Visible C] YES NO description
Aquatic Vegetation NO  ([(JVYES ifyes> (] FLOATING () ATTACHED
Sanitary Waste Odor in Water D YES NO
Sanitary Debris on Banks C] YES NO
Riparian Land Use GRASSLAND % WETLAND %
(Visual Observation) URBANRESIDENTIAL % FOREST 100 %
URBAN COMMERCIAL/INDUSTRIAL % ROW CROPS %
OTHER (Specify) 0/0

CVv-2



SEDIMENT COMPOSITION (observations)

50 ft 200 ft

Left Center Right Left Center Right
% Plant Debris
% Clay :
% Silt 20 10 70
% Sludge 80 90 | 25
% Sand ' :
% Gravel 10
% Cobble 10
% Boulder 90 90’
% Bedrock/Concrete 100 L
%___ mussel shells 5
% L
Sediment Color brown/gray] NA | NA broWn)gray NA 'NA
Sediment Odor None | NA | NA None | NA | NA
Depth of Fines (ft) 16 | <01 | <01 52 | 01 0.1
Oil in Sediment NONE ([ J ueHT () MODERATE [ JHEAVY

Additional Remarks

Steep banks both sides

GPS 200 ft Left side 41° 39' 22.3", -87° 39' 18.1"

mark X in ()

Sand (<2mm diameter)

Gravel (2mm to <16mm diameter)
Cobble (16mm to <256mm diameter)

Boulder (>256mm diameter)

CV-3




Calumet-Sag Channel
Discharge Number 156

On September 16, 2015, a sensitive area assessment survey was conducted in the Calumet-Sag
Channel along a 200 foot reach downstream from Discharge No. 156. The left and right banks
were Inspected visually for various aquatic and riparian habitat features, and observations of
odors were noted. At 50 and 200 foot intervals, the water depth was measured across transects
and the sediment composition was assessed.

The average seven-day, ten-year flow below Discharge No. 156 in the Calumet-Sag Channel is
259 cfs. The width of the study reach is 267 feet. Side depths ranged from 1.1 to 2.9 feet, while
the center depth was 15.7 feet. The channel morphology is classified as a run and the banks are
channelized. There is no bank erosion and the riparian land use is 50 percent urban commercial
and 50 percent forest. Direct access to the river from the banks is limited due to the steep banks
that are heavily vegetated and some riprap. Access to the water from boats is possible. There
was no boat ramp visible and no sanitary odor was noticed. There was no aquatic vegetation or
sanitary debris on the banks, but the left bank did have some logjam or debris build-up. There
was no outfall sign posted.

The sediment composition at the 50 foot interval in the center of the waterway was mostly sludge
with some silt, on the left side it was all boulders, and on the right side it was mostly bedrock
with some boulders. The sediment composition at the 200 foot interval in the center of the
waterway was bedrock and, on the left and right side it was bedrock with some boulders. At the
50 foot interval in the center there was no oil in the sample, the sediment had an organic odor,
and the sediment color was dark gray. The sediment deposition at the 50 foot interval in the
center was 0.4 feet and the left and right side were <0.1 feet. The sediment deposition at the 200
foot interval was 0.1 feet in the center and the left and right side were <0.1 feet.

Note: Left-right orientation is upstream, assuming that the dominant direction of flow in the
waterway is away from Lake Michigan.

CVI-1



Metropolitan Water Reclamation District of Greater Chicago
Sensitive Area Assessment

Date 09/16/15 Time 1057
Observer Gallagher / Wasik Waterbody CSC

CSO Number 156 Reach Length Downstream of CSO 200 feet
Morphology (__JPOOL RUN ([ JRIFFLE Channel Width (ft) 267
Water Depth at (50 ft) Left 2.9 Center 15.7  Right 2.6

Water Depth at (200 ft) Left 1.2 Center 15.7  Right 1.1

Channelization (x JYES (_JNo

Water Level (Jrow (XJNORMAL (_JHIGH () FLOODED

“LEFT BANK (observations)

Man-made Structures [:]DAM (x JRIPRAP () BRIDGE | |LEVEE (__JROCK GABIONS
(CJSHEET PILINGS (__JOTHER
Bank Erosion () SLIGHT () MODERATE () SEVERE NONE

Logjam or Debris Build-up (JYES NO
Physical Obstacle Blocking Access YES D NO descripion heavily vegetated; steep banks
Signs Posted [:] YES NO description
Boat Ramp/Access Point Visible C] YES NO description
Aquatic Vegetation NO  ([__JYES ifyes> (] FLOATING (] ATTACHED
Sanitary Waste Odor in Water D YES NO
Sanitary Debris on Banks [:] YES NO
Riparian Land Use GRASSLAND % WETLAND %
(Visual Observation) URBAN RESIDENTIAL % FOREST 50 %
URBAN COMMERCIAL/INDUSTRIAL 50 % ROWCROPS %
OTHER (specity) %

RIGHT BANK (observations)

Man-made Structures [ JDAM [ x JRIPRAP (] BRIDGE [::]LEVEE (__JROCK GABIONS
(CJSHEET PILINGS [ x JOTHER Makeshift limestone pier
Bank Erosion [__JSLIGHT () MODERATE () SEVERE NONE

Logjam or Debris Build-up (xJYES (_JNo
Physical Obstacle Blocking Access YES D NO descripion heavy veg, steep bank
Signs Posted (JYES NO description
Boat Ramp/Access Point Visible C] YES NO description
Aquatic Vegetation NO (_JYES ifyves> (] FLOATING () ATTACHED
Sanitary Waste Odor in Water () YES NO
Sanitary Debris on Banks D YES NO
Riparian Land Use GRASSLAND % WETLAND %
(Visual Observation) URBAN RESIDENTIAL 50 % FOREST 50 %
URBAN COMMERCIAL/INDUSTRIAL % ROW CROPS Y%
OTHER (specify) %

CVI-2



SEDIMENT COMPOSITION (observations)

% Plant Debris

% Clay

% Silt

% Sludge

% Sand

% Gravel

% Cobble

% Boulder

% Bedrock/Concrete
%

%

Sediment Color
Sediment Odor
Depth of Fines (ft)

Oilin Sediment (X JNONE (] LIGHT () MODERATE

50 ft

200 ft

Leit

Center

~ Right

Left Center

Right

10

90

100

10

10

10

90

90

90 | 100

<04

0.4

<01

<01 | 01

<01

(" JHEAVY

Additional Remarks

GPS center 200 ft - N 41° 39' 06.9", W -87° 41' 36.5"

Right side@50/200ft broken limestone

mark X in (]

Sand (<2mm diameter)

Gravel (2mm to <16mm diameter)
Cobble (16mm to <256mm diameter)

Boulder (>256mm diameter)

CVI-3




Calumet-Sag Channel
Discharge Number 157

On September 16, 2015, a sensitive area assessment survey was conducted in the Calumet-Sag
Channel along a 200 foot reach downstream from Discharge No. 157. The left and right banks
were inspected visually for various aquatic and riparian habitat features, and observations of
odors were noted. At 50 and 200 foot intervals, the water depth was measured across transects
and the sediment composition was assessed.

The average seven-day, ten-year flow below Discharge No. 157 in the Calumet-Sag Channel is
259 cfs. The width of the study reach is 300 feet. Side depths ranged from 1.0 to 3.7 feet, while
the center depth ranged from 13.3 to 15.7 feet. The channel morphology is classified as a run
and the banks are channelized. There is moderate bank erosion on the left bank and the riparian
land use i1s 80 percent urban commercial or industrial and 20 percent forest. There is no bank
erosion on the right bank and the riparian land use is 50 percent urban residential and 50 percent
forest. Direct access to the river from the banks is limited due to the steep banks that are heavily
vegetated and some riprap. Access to the water from boats is possible. There was no boat ramp
visible and no sanitary odor was noticed. There were no logjams, aquatic vegetation, or sanitary
debris on the banks. There was an outfall sign posted.

The sediment composition at the 50 foot interval in the center of the waterway was bedrock, on
the left side it was mostly gravel with some boulders, and on the right side it was mostly bedrock
with some boulders. The sediment composition at the 200 foot interval in the center of the
waterway was mostly silt with some plant debris, sand, and mussel shells, on the left and right
side 1t was bedrock with some boulders. At the 200 foot interval in the center there was no oil in
the sample, the sediment had an organic odor, and the sediment color was brownish gray. The
sediment deposition at the 200 foot interval in the center was 0.3 feet and the left and right side
were <0.1 feet. The sediment deposition at the 50 foot interval was 0.1 feet on the left and right
side and the center was <0.1 feet.

Note: Left-right orientation is upstream, assuming that the dominant direction of flow in the
waterway i1s away from Lake Michigan.

CVII-1



Metropolitan Water Reclamation District of Greater Chicago
Sensitive Area Assessment

Date 09/16/15 Time 11:55
Observer Gallagher / Wasik Waterbody CSC

CSO Number 157 Reach Length Downstream of CSO 200 feet
Morphology (__JPOOL RUN (__JRIFFLE Channel Width (ft) 300
Water Depth at (50 ft) Left 1.0 Center 157  Right 3.7

Water Depth at (200 ft) Left 1.7 Center 13.3  Right 1.9

Channelization (x]JYES C_InNo

Water Level (JLow - NORMAL [ JHIGH (__JFLOODED

LEFT BANK (observations)

Man-made Structures C]DAM’ {(x JRIPRAP  {__)BRIDGE __JLEVEE [:]ROCK GABIONS
DSHEET PILINGS -OTHER Large concrete structure fallen into water on bank

Bank Erosion [ ) SLIGHT (] MODERATE (__JSEVERE () NONE

Logjam or Debris Build-up (JYES NO
Physical Obstacle Blocking Access YES D NO description  very steep & heavily vegetated
Signs Posted YES (_JNO descripion  CSO#
Boat Ramp/Access Point Visible [::] YES NO description
Aquatic Vegetation NO () VYES ifyes> () FLOATING () ATTACHED
Sanitary Waste Odor in Water (JYEs NO
Sanitary Debris on Banks C] YES NO
Riparian Land Use GRASSLAND % WETLAND %
(Visual Observation) URBAN RESIDENTIAL % FOREST 20 %
URBAN COMMERCIAL/INDUSTRIAL 80 % ROW CROPS %
OTHER (specify) %

RIGHT BANK (observations)

Man-made Structures | JDAM [ x JRIPRAP [ JBRIDGE (_JLEVEE DROCK GABIONS
(_JSHEET PILINGS [ JOTHER
Bank Erosion () SLIGHT (__) MODERATE () SEVERE NONE

Logjam or Debris Build-up (_JYES NO
Physical Obstacle Blocking Access YES (C_JNO description  Steep/heavy vegetation
Signs Posted D YES NO description
Boat Ramp/Access Point Visible Cj YES NO description
Aquatic Vegetation NO (_JYES ifyes> (] FLOATING (] ATTACHED
Sanitary Waste Odor in Water (JYEs NO
Sanitary Debris on Banks [:] YES NO
- [Riparian Land Use GRASSLAND % WETLAND R
(Visual Observation) URBAN RESIDENTIAL 50 % FOREST 50 %
URBAN COMMERCIAL/INDUSTRIAL % ROWCROPS %
OTHER (specify) %

CVIi-2



SEDIMENT COMPOSITION (observations)

50 ft 200 ft
Left Center Right Left Center Right
% Plant Debris 5
% Clay
% Silt 85
% Sludge
% Sand 5
|% Gravel 90
% Cobble ,
% Boulder 10 10 20 20
% Bedrock/Concrete ' 100 | 90 80 80
%_____ Mussel Shells 5 g
%
brownish
Sediment Color gray
Sediment Odor ‘ . , organic |
Depth of Fines (ft) 01 | <01 | 01 <01 | 03 | <01
Oil in Sediment NONE [ LIGHT (] MODERATE  (__JHEAVY

Additional Remarks

GPS 200 ft Center N 41° 39' 04.9" W -87° 42' 37.0"

Paper pondshell freshwater mussel collected in ponar at River Mile 316.

Fingernail clam & Corbicula collected in ponar grab samples.

mark X in (]}

Sand (<2mm diameter)

Gravel (2mm to <16mm diameter)
Cobble (16mm to <256mm diameter)
Boulder (>256mm diameter)

CVII-3




Calumet-Sag Channel
Discharge Number 158

On September 17, 2015, a sensitive area assessment survey was conducted in the Calumet-Sag
Channel along a 200 foot reach downstream from Discharge No. 158. The left and right banks
were Inspected visually for various aquatic and riparian habitat features, and observations of
odors were noted. At 50 and 200 foot intervals, the water depth was measured across transects
and the sediment composition was assessed.

The average seven-day, ten-year flow below Discharge No. 158 in the Calumet-Sag Channel is
259 cfs. The width of the study reach is 295 feet. Side depths ranged from 1.9 to 2.7 feet, while
the center depth ranged from 11.8 to 13.9 feet. The channel morphology is classified as a run
and the banks are channelized. There is no bank erosion and the riparian land use is 80 percent
urban commercial or industrial and 20 percent forest on the left bank and 80 percent urban
residential and 20 percent forest on the right bank. Direct access to the river from the banks is
limited due to the steep banks that are heavily vegetated, some riprap, and a fence with barb wire
on the left bank. Access to the water from boats is possible. There was no boat ramp visible and
no sanitary odor was noticed. There were no logjams, aquatic vegetation, or sanitary debris on
the banks. There was no outfall sign posted.

The sediment composition at the 50 foot interval in the center of the waterway was bedrock, on
the left side it was mostly gravel with some cobble and boulders, and on the right side it was
mostly bedrock with some sand, boulders, and Corbicula shells. The sediment composition at
the 200 foot interval in the center and on the left side of the waterway was mostly bedrock with
some gravel, on the right side it was bedrock with some silt and boulders. There was no oil in
the samples or odors. On the right side the sediment color was brown. The sediment deposition
at the 200 foot interval in the center was 0.1 feet, on the right side it was 0.3 feet, and on the left
it was <0.1 feet. The sediment deposition at the 50 foot interval was 0.2 feet on the right side
and the left side and the center was <0.1 feet.

Note: Left-right orientation is upstream, assuming that the dominant direction of flow in the
waterway is away from Lake Michigan.

CVIII-]



Metropolitan Water Reclamation District of Greater Chicago
Sensitive Area Assessment

Date 09/17/15 Time 9:10
Observer Gallagher / Banal Waterbody CSC

CSO Number 158 Reach Length Downstream of CSO 200 feet
Morphology (__JPOOL RUN [ RIFFLE Channel Width (ft) 295
Water Depth at (50 ft) Left 1.9 Center 11.8  Right 1.9

Water Depth at (200 ft) Left 2.2 Center 13.9  Right 2.7

Channelization (x]JYES C INo

Water Level (JjLow NORMAL [ JHIGH [ JFLOODED

LEFT BANK (observations) S :

Man-made Structures | JDAM [ x JRIPRAP [ ) BRIDGE [__JLEVEE [__JROCK GABIONS
(_JsHEET PILINGS [__JOTHER
Bank Erosion (_ JSLIGHT () MODERATE () SEVERE NONE

Logjam or Debris Build-up (JYES NO
steep bank , dense veg., and

Physical Obstacle Blocking Access YES D NO description  tall fence with barbed wire
Signs Posted [: YES NO description
Boat Ramp/Access Point Visible (I YEs NO  descrition
Aquatic Vegetation NO ([ JYES ityes> (] FLOATING () ATTACHED
Sanitary Waste Odor in Water C] YES NO
Sanitary Debris on Banks C] YES NO
Riparian Land Use GRASSLAND % WETLAND %

{Visual Observation) URBANRESIDENTIAL % FOREST 20 %

URBAN COMMERCIAL/INDUSTRIAL 80 % ROW CROPS %
OTHER (specity) %

RIGHT BANK (observations)

Man-made Structures | __JDAM [ x JRIPRAP [ JBRIDGE (__JLEVEE [ JROCK GABIONS
(U JsHEET PILINGS [__JOTHER
Bank Erosion [__JSLIGHT () MODERATE () SEVERE NONE

Logjam or Debris Build-up (_JYES NO
Physical Obstacle Blocking Access YES (_JNO description  steep bank + dense veg
Signs Posted D YES NO description
Boat Ramp/Access Point Visible (I vyes NO description
Aquatic Vegetation (X JNO () YES ityes> () FLOATING () ATTACHED
Sanitary Waste Odor in Water CJYES NO
Sanitary Debris on Banks C] YES NO
Riparian Land Use GRASSLAND % WETLAND %
(Visual Gbservation) URBAN RESIDENTIAL 80 % FOREST 20 %
URBAN COMMERCIAL/INDUSTRIAL % ROWCROPS %
OTHER (Specify) OA)

CVII-2



SEDIMENT COMPOSITION (observations)

50 ft 200 ft

Left Center Right - Left Center Right
% Plant Debris
% Clay ,
% Silt ' : L 20
% Sludge |
% Sand 20
% Gravel 60 20 | 5
% Cobble 30 S
% Boulder 10 10 G 10
% Bedrock/Concrete 100 | 65 80| 95 | 70
%______ Corbicula | 5 Lo -
Sediment Color NA NA | Brown NA | NA | Brown
Sediment Odor NA NA | None: NA | NA | None
Depth of Fines (ft) . <01 | <01 ] 02 <01| 01 | 03

oilin Sediment ([ x JNONE (] LIGHT () MODERATE  [__JHEAVY

Additional Remarks Pocket of silt found in a bedrock dominated area in 200ft right depth of fines

200 ft center N 41° 39' 05.1", W -87° 43' 14.6"

mark X in ()

Sand (<2mm diameter)

Gravel (2mm to <16mm diameter)
Cobble (16mm to <256mm diameter)
Boulder (>256mm diameter)

CVIII-3



Calumet-Sag Channel
Discharge Number 160

On September 17, 2015, a sensitive area assessment survey was conducted in the Calumet-Sag
Channel along a 200 foot reach downstream from Discharge No. 160. The left and right banks
were inspected visually for various aquatic and riparian habitat features, and observations of
odors were noted. At 50 and 200 foot intervals, the water depth was measured across transects
and the sediment composition was assessed.

The average seven-day, ten-year flow below Discharge No. 160 in the Calumet-Sag Channel is
259 cfs. The width of the study reach is 285 feet. Side depths ranged from 2.8 to 5.4 feet, while
the center depth ranged from 13.2 to 13.4 feet. The channel morphology is classified as a run
and the banks are channelized. There is no bank erosion and the riparian land use is 50 percent
golf course and 50 percent forest on the left bank and 50 percent public trail and 50 percent
forest on the right bank. Direct access to the river from the banks is limited due to the steep
banks and dense vegetation, and a guard rail on the right bank. Access to the water from boats is
possible. There was no boat ramp visible and no sanitary odor was noticed from the water but
there was a septic odor in the air on the right bank. There were no logjams, aquatic vegetation,
or sanitary debris on the banks. There was an outfall sign posted.

The sediment composition at the 50 foot interval in the center of the waterway was bedrock, and
on the right and left side it was mostly bedrock with some boulders. The sediment composition
at the 200 foot interval in the center and on the right and left side was bedrock. The sediment
deposition at the 50 and 200 foot intervals was <0.1 feet at each sample point.

Note: Left-right orientation is upstream, assuming that the dominant direction of flow in the
waterway is away from Lake Michigan.

CVIX-1



Metropolitan Water Reclamation District of Greater Chicago
Sensitive Area Assessment

Date 09/17/15 Time 10: 30
Observer Gallagher / Banal Waterbody CSC

CSO Number 160 Reach Length Downstream of CSO 200 feet
Morphology (__JPOOL RUN ([ JRIFFLE Channel Width (ft) 285
Water Depth at (50 ft) Left 2.8 Center 13.2  Right 4.0

Water Depth at (200 ft) Left 54 Center 13.4  Right 3.3

Channelization (xJYES (C_JNO

Water Level (JLow NORMAL (_ JHIGH (__)FLOODED

LEFT BANK (observations)

Man-made Structures C:]DAM [ x JRIPRAP BRIDGE [__JLEVEE [__JROCK GABIONS
(JsHEET PILINGS  (_JOTHER
Bank Erosion [__J SLIGHT () MODERATE () SEVERE NONE

Logjam or Debris Build-up (JYES NO
Physical Obstacle Blocking Access YES (no descripion  Dense veg, steep banks
Signs Posted D YES NO description
Boat Ramp/Access Point Visible [:] YES NO description
Aquatic Vegetation NO (_JYES ifyes-> () FLOATING () ATTACHED
Sanitary Waste Odor in Water G YES NO
Sanitary Debris on Banks [:] YES NO
Riparian Land Use GRASSLAND % WETLAND %
(Visual Observation) URBAN RESIDENTIAL % FOREST 50 %
URBAN COMMERCIAL/INDUSTRIAL % ROW CROPS %
OTHER (specity) Golf Course 50 %

RIGHT BANK (observations)

Man-made Structures [ JDAM [ x JRIPRAP  [x JBRIDGE [__JLEVEE (__JROCK GABIONS
(CJsHEET PILINGS  [_JOTHER
Bank Erosion [ JSLIGHT (] MODERATE () SEVERE NONE

Logjam or Debris Build-up (_JYES NO _ _
Guardrail on trail Dense veg.

Physical Obstacle Blocking Access YES C] NO description  steep Bank
Signs Posted YES (CJNO description  MWRD sign with outfall #160
Boat Ramp/Access Point Visible () vEs NO description
Aquatic Vegetation NO () YES ityes> () FLOATING () ATTACHED
Sanitary Waste Odor in Water C] YES NO septic odor in air
Sanitary Debris on Banks C] YES NO
Riparian Land Use GRASSLAND % WETLAND %

(Visual Observation) URBAN RESIDENTIAL % FOREST 50 %

URBAN COMMERCIAL/INDUSTRIAL % ROW CROPS %
OTHER (specityy  trail 50 %

CIX-2



SEDIMENT COMPOSITION (observations)

50 ft 200 ft

Left Center Right Left. Center Right
% Plant Debris
% Clay
% Silt
% Sludge
% Sand
% Gravel
% Cobble :
% Boulder L5 10 - : :
% Bedrock/Concrete ‘ k95 ; 100 90 E 10041 100 100
% E R T
Sediment Color NA | NA | NA NA | NA | NA
Sediment Odor NA | NA | NA NA [ NA ] oNA
Depth of Fines ft&in | <01 | <01 | <01 01 | <01 | <01
Oil in Sediment NONE ([ J uceHT (] MODERATE  [_JHEAVY

Additional Remarks : Outfall on south side of channel

. Graffiti on bridge

200 ft Right 41°40' 25.5", -87° 46’ 43.6"

mark Xin ()

Sand (<2mm diameter)

Gravel (2mm to <16mm diameter)
Cobble (16mm to <256mm diameter)
Boulder (>256mm diameter)

CIX-3




Calumet-Sag Channel
Discharge Number 163

On September 16, 2015, a sensitive area assessment survey was conducted in the Calumet-Sag
Channel along a 200 foot reach downstream from Discharge No. 163. The left and right banks
were inspected visually for various aquatic and riparian habitat features, and observations of
odors were noted. At 50 and 200 foot intervals, the water depth was measured across transects
and the sediment composition was assessed.

The average seven-day, ten-year flow below Discharge No. 163 in the Calumet-Sag Channel is
259 cfs. The width of the study reach is 267 feet. Side depths ranged from 1.5 to 2.8 feet, while
the center depth ranged from 12.5 to 15.1 feet. The channel morphology is classified as a run
and the banks are channelized. There is no bank erosion and the riparian land use is 50 percent
urban commercial or industrial and 50 percent forest on both the left and right banks. Direct
access to the river from the banks is limited due to the steep banks, dense vegetation, and some
riprap. Access to the water from boats is possible. There was no boat ramp visible and no
sanitary odor was noticed. There were no logjams, aquatic vegetation, or sanitary debris on the
banks. There was an outfall sign posted.

The sediment composition at the 50 foot interval in the center of the waterway was bedrock, on
the left side it was mostly boulders with some bedrock, and on the right side it was mostly
bedrock with some boulders. The sediment composition at the 200 foot interval in the center of
the waterway was bedrock, on the left side it was boulders and bedrock, and on the right side it
was bedrock with some boulders. The sediment deposition at the 50 foot interval in the center
was 0.1 feet and all of the other transect samples were <0.1 feet.

Note: Left-right orientation is upstream, assuming that the dominant direction of flow in the
waterway is away from Lake Michigan.

CX-1



Metropolitan Water Reclamation District of Greater Chicago
Sensitive Area Assessment

Date 09/16/15 Time 11:15
Observer Gallagher/Wasik Waterbody CSC

CSO Number 163 Reach Length Downstream of CSO 200 feet
Morphology [__JPOOL RUN (__JRIFFLE Channel Width (ft) 267
Water Depth at (50 ft) Left 1.5 Center 12.5  Right 2.8

Water Depth at (200 ft) Left 1.7 Center 15.1 Right 2.0

Channelization (xJYES C_JNo

Water Level (Low NORMAL [ JHIGH ()JFLOODED

~ LEFT BANK (observations)

Man-made Structures [:]DAM (x JRIPRAP  [__]BRIDGE [__JLEVEE [__JROCK GABIONS
(CJsHEET PILINGS [__JOTHER
Bank Erosion () SLIGHT () MODERATE () SEVERE None

Logjam or Debris Build-up (JYES NO
Physical Obstacle Blocking Access YES C) NO descripon  Dense veg on banks & steep
Signs Posted YES (C_JNO descripion  CSO# 163
Boat Ramp/Access Point Visible (JYES NO  description
Aquatic Vegetation NO () YES ifyes-> () FLOATING () ATTACHED
Sanitary Waste Odor in Water (JYEs NO
Sanitary Debris on Banks D YES NO
Riparian Land Use GRASSLAND % WETLAND %
(Visual Opservation) URBAN RESIDENTIAL % FOREST 50 %
URBAN COMMERCIAL/INDUSTRIAL _ 50 % ROWCROPS = %
OTHER (specify) %

RIGHT BANK (observations)

Man-made Structures (__JDAM (x JRIPRAP [ JBRIDGE (__JJEVEE [__JROCK GABIONS
(_JsHEET PILINGS (__JOTHER
Bank Erosion [__JSLIGHT () MODERATE () SEVERE NONE

Logjam or Debris Build-up (JYES NO
Physical Obstacle Blocking Access YES (_JNO description  Dense Vegetation
Signs Posted [:] YES NO description
Boat Ramp/Access Point Visible [:] YES NO description
Aquatic Vegetation NO [_JYES ifyess> (] FLOATING () ATTACHED
Sanitary Waste Odor in Water (Jves NO
Sanitary Debris on Banks D YES NO
Riparian Land Use GRASSLAND % WETLAND %
(Visual Observation) URBAN RESIDENTIAL % FOREST 50 %
URBAN COMMERCIAL/INDUSTRIAL 50 % ROWCROPS %
OTHER (specify) %

CX-2



SEDIMENT COMPOSITION (observations)

50 ft 200 ft

Left. Center -Right Left Center Right
% Plant Debris ' '

% Clay

% Silt

% Sludge

% Sand

% Gravel

% Cobble

% Boulder .80 10 50 10

% Bedrock/Concrete 20 100 |90 50 100 91
o -

%

Sediment Color “NA NA |+ NA: I NA NA NA

Sediment Odor CNA-|l NA |oNAC '‘NA | NA

Depth of Fines ft&in | <01 | 01 | <01 <01 | <01 | <01

Oilin Sediment (xJNONE [ ] UGHT () MODERATE  [_ JHEAVY

Additional Remarks

Power lines @ 200ft

200 ft center 41° 39' 06.0", -87° 41" 45.2"

mark Xin ()

Sand (<2mm diameter)

Gravel (2mm to <16mm diameter)
Cobble (16mm to <256mm diameter)
Boulder (>256mm diameter)

CX-3



Calumet-Sag Channel
Discharge Number 006

On September 17, 2015, a sensitive area assessment survey was conducted in the Calumet-Sag
Channel along a 200 foot reach downstream from Discharge No. 006. The left and right banks
were inspected visually for various aquatic and riparian habitat features, and observations of
odors were noted. At 50 and 200 foot intervals, the water depth was measured across transects
and the sediment composition was assessed.

The average seven-day, ten-year flow below Discharge No. 006 in the Calumet-Sag Channel is
259 cfs. The width of the study reach is 282 feet. Side depths ranged from 1.9 to 3.9 feet, while
the center depth ranged from 13.4 to 14.0 feet. The channel morphology is classified as a run
and the banks are channelized. There is moderate bank erosion on the left bank and the riparian
land use on the left bank is 100 percent forest and on the right bank it is 90 percent urban
residential with 10 percent forest. Direct access to the river from the banks is limited due to the
steep banks that are heavily vegetated and some riprap. Access to the water from boats is
possible. There is a boat ramp visible approximately 100 yards upstream of the discharge and no
sanitary odor was noticed. There was no aquatic vegetation, sanitary debris, or logjams on the
banks. There was an outfall sign posted.

The sediment composition at the 50 foot interval in the center of the waterway was mostly
bedrock with some gravel, on the left side it was mostly boulders with some bedrock and gravel,
and on the right side it was mostly bedrock with some gravel and boulders. The sediment
composition at the 200 foot interval in the center of the waterway was mostly bedrock with a
little gravel, on the left side it was mostly gravel and sand with a little cobble and boulders, and
on the right side it was bedrock with some boulders. The sediment deposition at the 50 foot
interval in the center and right side was 0.1 feet and the left side was <0.1 feet. The sediment
deposition at the 200 foot interval was 0.1 feet in the center, 0.2 feet on the left side, and <0.1
feet on the right side.

Note: Left-right orientation is upstream, assuming that the dominant direction of flow in the
waterway is away from Lake Michigan.

CXI-1



Metropolitan Water Reclamation District of Greater Chicago
Sensitive Area Assessment

Date 09/17/15 Time 11:10
Observer Gallagher / Banal ' Waterbody CSC

CSO Number 6 Reach Length Downstream of CSO 200 feet
Morphology (_JPOOL RUN ([ JRIFFLE Channel Width (ft) 282
Water Depth at (50 ft) Left 2.6 Center 13.4  Right 1.9

Water Depth at (200 ft) Left 2.0 Center 14.0  Right 3.9

Channelization  (x JYES CJnNo

Water Level (JLow NORMAL [ JHIGH [ )JFLOODED

LEFT BANK (observations) .

Man-made Structures T JOAM __JRIPRAP [ JBRIDGE [_JLEVEE [ JROCK GABIONS.
(CJsHEET PILINGS (__JOTHER
Bank Erosion [__J SLIGHT MODERATE () SEVERE

Logjam or Debris Build-up (JYES NO
Physical Obstacle Blocking Access YES (I nNo descripion  Dense Veg +Steep Bank
Signs Posted C:] YES NO description
Boat Ramp/Access Point Visible YES C] NO description Ramp on Right Side upstrm.
Aquatic Vegetation NO (JYES ifyes> (] FLOATING () ATTACHED
Sanitary Waste Odor in Water (JYEs NO
Sanitary Debris on Banks [:] YES NO
Riparian Land Use GRASSLAND % WETLAND %

(Visual Observation) URBAN RESIDENTIAL % FOREST 100 %

URBAN COMMERCIAL/INDUSTRIAL % ROWCROPS %
OTHER (specify) %

RIGHT BANK (observations)

Man-made Structures | JDAM ( x JRIPRAP [ JBRIDGE [ JLEVEE [ JROCK GABIONS
(_JSHEET PILINGS ([ x JOTHER Concrete "Creek”
Bank Erosion () SLIGHT () MODERATE [_JSEVERE [ XJNONE

Logjam or Debris Build-up (JYES NO
Physical Obstacle Blocking Access () YES NO description
Signs Posted YES (CJNO  description CSO # 006 sign
Boat Ramp/Access Point Visible (xJ YES (CINO  descripion  Ramp on Right Side upstrm.
Aquatic Vegetation NO [ JYES ifyes> () FLOATING () ATTACHED
Sanitary Waste Odor in Water () YES NO
Sanitary Debris on Banks [:] YES NO
Riparian Land Use GRASSLAND % WETLAND %
Visual Gbservation) URBAN RESIDENTIAL 90 % FOREST _ 10 %
URBAN COMMERCIAL/INDUSTRIAL % ROW CROPS %
OTHER {Specify) %

CXl1-2



SEDIMENT COMPOSITION (observations)

50 ft 200 ft

Left .| Center Right Left Center Right
% Plant Debris
% Clay
% Silt
% Sludge
% Sand o 25
% Gravel 5 10 15 65 5
% Cobble :
% Boulder 70 5 5 20
% Bedrock/Concrete | 25 | 90 | 80 95 | 80
" :
% _
Sediment Color “NA | NA NA - NA NA NA
Sediment Odor NA | NA | NA NA | NA | NA
Depth of Fines (ft) <01 | 01 | 01 0.2 0.1 | <0.1

Oil in Sediment (xJNONE (_J uGHT () MODERATE  [__JHEAVY

Additional Remarks on right side 50' concrete storm "ditch” trickling water into CSC

: Ramp has 2 MWRD caution signs one on each side of the ramp

: CSO on south side of channel boarded up completely

: 200 ft center 41°40' 59.4" -87° 49' 08.6"

mark X in (]

Sand (<2mm diameter)

Gravel (2mm to <16mm diameter)
Cobble (16mm to <256mm diameter)
Boulder (>256mm diameter)

CXI-3



Calumet-Sag Channel
Discharge Number 007

On September 17, 2015, a sensitive area assessment survey was conducted in the Calumet-Sag
Channel along a 200 foot reach downstream from Discharge No. 007. The left and right banks
were 1nspected visually for various aquatic and riparian habitat features, and observations of
odors were noted. At 50 and 200 foot intervals, the water depth was measured across transects
and the sediment composition was assessed.

The average seven-day, ten-year flow below Discharge No. 007 in the Calumet-Sag Channel is
291 cfs. The width of the study reach i1s 291 feet. Side depths ranged from 2.0 to 5.7 feet, while
the center depth ranged from 12.2 to 15.3 feet. The channel morphology is classified as a run
and the banks are channelized. There is slight bank erosion on the left bank and the riparian land
use on the left bank is 50 percent urban commercial or industrial and 50 percent forest and on the
right bank it is 100 percent forest. Direct access to the river from the banks is limited due to the
steep banks that are heavily vegetated and some riprap. Access to the water from boats is
possible. There is a boat ramp visible upstream of the discharge and no sanitary odor was
noticed. There was no aquatic vegetation, sanitary debris, or logjams on the banks. There was
an outfall sign posted.

The sediment composition at the 50 foot interval in the center of the waterway was bedrock, on
the left and right sides it was mostly bedrock with some boulders. The sediment composition at
the 200 foot interval in the center of the waterway was bedrock, on the left side it was mostly
bedrock with a little boulders, and on the right side it was bedrock with a little boulders and
mussel shells. The sediment deposition at the 50 foot interval in the center and on the right and
left sides was <0.1 feet. The sediment deposition at the 200 foot interval in the center and on the
left side was <0.1 feet, and on the right side it was 0.2 feet.

Note: Left-right orientation is upstream, assuming that the dominant direction of flow in the
waterway is away from Lake Michigan.

CXII-1



Metropolitan Water Reclamation District of Greater Chicago
Sensitive Area Assessment

Date 09/17/15 Time 10: 00
Observer Gallagher / Banal Waterbody CSC

CSO Number 7 Reach Length Downstream of CSO 200 feet
Morphology (__JPOOL RUN (__JRIFFLE Channel Width (ft) 291
Water Depth at (50 ft) Left 2.0 Center 15.3  Right 2.4

Water Depth at (200 ft) Left 2.1 Center 12.2  Right 57

Channelization (xJYES (no

Water Level (JLow NORMAL {__JHIGH (_ JFLOODED

. LEFT BANK (observations)

Man-made Structures | JOAM [ x JRIPRAP | JBRIDGE |_JLEVEE [ JROCK GABIONS
{(_JsHEET PILINGS [__JOTHER
Bank Erosion SLIGHT () MODERATE (__JSEVERE () NONE

Logjam or Debris Build-up (JYES NO
Physical Obstacle Blocking Access YES C] NO descripion  Steep bank +dense veg
Signs Posted YES (_JNO description MWRD sigh w/CSO #007 on it
Boat Ramp/Access Point Visible YES D NO description
Aquatic Vegetation NO (_JVYES ifyes> [ FLOATING (] ATTACHED
Sanitary Waste Odor in Water (CJvYEs @ NO
Sanitary Debris on Banks [_—_:] YES [X] NO
Riparian Land Use GRASSLAND % WETLAND %

(Visual Observation) URBAN RESIDENTIAL % FOREST 50 %

URBAN COMMERCIAL/INDUSTRIAL 50 % ROWCROPS %
OTHER (specify) %

RIGHT BANK (observations)

Man-made Structures |__JDAM ( x JRIPRAP  __JBRIDGE (__JLEVEE ([ JROCK GABIONS
(JsHEETPILINGS [__JOTHER
Bank Erosion [__JSLIGHT () MODERATE (] SEVERE NONE

Logjam or Debris Build-up (CJYES NO
Physical Obstacle Blocking Access YES (__INO sescription  Steep bank + dense veg
Signs Posted [::] YES NO description
Boat Ramp/Access Point Visible YES C] NO description
Aquatic Vegetation NO ((_JYES ifyes> () FLOATING () ATTACHED
Sanitary Waste Odor in Water (JYES NO
Sanitary Debris on Banks D YES NO
Riparian Land Use GRASSLAND % WETLAND %
(Visual Observation) URBAN RESIDENTIAL % FOREST 100 %
URBAN COMMERCIAL/INDUSTRIAL % ROWCROPS %
OTHER (Specify) OA)

CXIlI-2



SEDIMENT COMPOSITION (observations)

50 ft 200 ft

Lo Left Center Right Left Center Right
% Plant Debris
% Clay
% Silt
% Sludge
% Sand
% Gravel
% Cobble 3
% Boulder 20 20 5 5
% Bedrock/Concrete | 80 | 100 | 80 95 | 100 | 90
% _mussel shells 5
% ,
Sediment Color NA | NA | NA NA | NA | NA
Sediment Odor NA NA NA NA NA NA
Depth of Fines (ft) <01 ] <01 | <041 <01 | <01 ] 02
Oil in Sediment NONE [ J LGHT () MODERATE  [__JHEAVY

Additional Remarks

- Alsip boat launch visible upstream of outfall throughout the 200ft reach

200 ft center 41° 40' 00.6", -87° 45' 34.4"

mark X in (]

Sand (<2mm diameter)

Gravel (2mm to <16mm diameter)
Cobble (16mm to <256mm diameter)
Boulder (>256mm diameter)

CXII-3






