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Executive Summary

The Clean Water Act and U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) regulations require that Total
Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLSs) be developed for waters that do not support their designated uses. In
simple terms, aTMDL is aplan to attain and maintain water quality standards in waters that are not
currently meeting them. In addition to TMDL development, load reduction strategies (LRS) areincluded
to address additiond pollutantsin the watershed that do not have water quality standards, namely
nutrients and sediment.

ThisTMDL and LRS study addresses the approximately 2,100 square mile portion of the Middle Illinois
River watershed near Peoria located in central Illinois, generally referred to asthe Illinois River Bluffs
region. Major tributaries along this stretch of the river include Big Bureau Creek, Senachwine Creek,
Sandy Creek, Crow Creek West, Crow Creek East, Clear Creek, Partridge Creek, Tenmile Creek, Farm
Creek, and Kickapoo Creek.

Several waters within the Middle Illinois River project area have been placed on the State of Illinois
§303(d) list, and require the development of a TMDL including portions of the main stem of the Illinois
River in the Peoria area, Kickapoo Creek (the 19 mile segment from its confluence at West Peoria
continuing upstream); Big Bureau Creek (the five mile segment from Princeton continuing downstream);
West Bureau Creek (from its confluence with Bureau Creek continuing 23 miles upstream); Farm Creek
(the 19 mile segment from its confluence at East Peoria continuing upstream); Depue Lake (in the Lake
Depue State Fish & Wildlife Areanear the village of Depue); and Senachwine Lake (north of Henry).
This project addresses the following pollutants or response indicators. bacteria, phosphorus, total
suspended solids, sedimentation / siltation, dissolved oxygen, chloride, aquatic algae, pH, adterationin
streamside vegetative cover, manganese, and total dissolved solids asidentified on the State of Illinois
8303(d) list. In addition, phosphorus, nitrogen, and suspended sediment are addressed as part of LRSs.
Water quality targets are defined for each LRS pollutant, derived through literature.

The sources of pollutants in the Middle Illinois River watershed, also referred to asthe Illinois River
(Peoria Ared) watershed, include NPDES permitted facilities including wastewater treatment facilities,
regulated stormwater, combined and separate sanitary sewer overflows. In addition, nonpoint source
pollution results from several key sources including stormwater runoff (both agricultural and developed);
watershed, in-stream, gully and bluff erosion; onsite wastewater treatment systems, anima feeding
operations, and livestock populations. An evaluation using flow and water quality duration curvesis
presented that provides insight into the sources and flow regimes that are affecting water quality.

A TMDL identifiesthe total allowable load that a waterbody can assimilate (the |oading capacity) and
still meet water quality standards. The loading capacity for each river and Senachwine Lake was
determined using aload duration curve framework. An in-lake response model was used to determine the
phosphorus loading capacity for Lake Depue. TMDLsand LRSs are presented in Sections 5 — 13. The
required pollutant reductions vary between zero and 100 percent, depending on the waterbody and
pollutant.

A TMDL isequd to the loading capacity for awaterbody, and that loading capacity is distributed among
load all ocations to nonpoint and background sources and wastel oad all ocations to point sources.
Allocations are based on the water quality standard for al pollutants with the exception of phosphorus. A
1 mg/L technology-based phosphorus limit was used for wastewater treatment facilities discharging to
phosphorus impaired lakes. An explicit and implicit margin of safety was used, dependent on the
pollutant of concern.
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Animplementation plan is presented in Section 15 which includes potential implementation activities for
both urban and agricultural sources of pollutants. A more detailed implementation plan will be devel oped
in the future to further define activities, partners, and milestones.
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1. Watershed Characterization

The Middle lllinois River, also referred to as the lllinois River (Peoria area), watershed is located in
centra lllinois (Figure 1-1). The general vicinity has often been referred to asthe Illinois River Bluffs
region. The project area begins near Spring Valley, where the lllinois River makes its Big Bend toward
the south (Figure 1-2). The project area continues downstream past Peoria, ending near Pekin just above
the confluence with the Mackinaw River; this reach is bound between the Starved Rock Lock and Dam to
the north and the Peoria Lock and Dam further downstream. The project area covers nearly 2,100 square
miles, and includes land within Bureau, Putnam, LaSalle, Marshall, Woodford, Peoriaand Tazewell
Counties. Major tributaries along this stretch of theriver include Big Bureau Creek, Senachwine Creek,
Sandy Creek, Crow Creek West, Crow Creek East, Clear Creek, Partridge Creek, Tenmile Creek, Farm
Creek, and Kickapoo Creek.

Figure 1-1. lllinois River at Spring Bay.

1.1 Water Quality Impairments

Severa waters within the lllinois River project area have been placed on the State of I1linois 8303(d) list
(Table 1-1 and Figure 1-2), and require development of TMDLs. This TMDL project isintended to
address documented water quality problems on middle segments of the Illinois River in the Peoria area
Other §303(d) watersincluded on the 2008 list are: Kickapoo Creek (the 19 mile segment from its
confluence at West Peoria continuing upstream); Big Bureau Creek (the five mile segment from Princeton
continuing downstream); West Bureau Creek (from its confluence with Bureau Creek continuing 23 miles
upstream); Farm Creek (the 19 mile segment from its confluence at East Peoria continuing upstream);
Depue Lake (in the Lake Depue State Fish and Wildlife Area near the village of Depue); and Senachwine
Lake (north of Henry).
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Table 1-1. Middle lllinois River watershed impaired waters.

Impaired Waters

Name Segment Miles / Designated Uses Impairments
ID Acres

D-05 12 Primary contact
lllinois River D-16 25 recriation Fecal coliform

D-30 22

D-30 22 Public water supply Manganese, total dissolved solids
Kickapoo Creek DL-01 21 Primary contact
Big Bureau Creek DQ-03 5 recreation Fecal coliform
West Bureau Creek DQD-01 24

Alteration in streamside vegetative
Farm Creek DZZP-03 20 Aquatic life use cover, chloride, pH, phosphorus,
total suspended solids

Depue Lake ? RDU 524
Aesthetic quality and Aquatic algae, dlssplved oxygen,
- phosphorus, sedimentation /
aguatic life o i
Senachwine Lake 2 RDZX 3324 siltation, total suspended solids

a. Included within the lllinois River main stem watershed cluster.

Lake Depue is 524 acres and is aformer oxbow lake, the shoreline is approximately 11 miles long and the
lake is on average 2.3 feet in depth. It is a backwater lake of the Illinois River that fluctuates in depth with
the lllinois River levels. It is connected to the Illinois River at the western end by a narrow shallow
channel and separated from the river by alow lying peninsula. Senachwine Lake is a 3,324 acre lake that
forms part of the lllinois River valley. It islocated in Putnam and Marshall Counties. To the north,
Senachwine Lake is connected to Goose Lake by a shalow channel and both are backwaters of the
[llinocis River.

The middle segments of the main stem Illinois River in the Peoria area appear on the Illinois 8303(d) list
for not supporting primary contact recreation due to elevated levels of fecal coliform bacteria. Several
tributaries including Big Bureau Creek, West Bureau Creek, and Kickapoo Creek arelisted for the same
reason. One segment of the lllinois River (D-30) appears on the 8303(d) list for not supporting public
water supply due to elevated level s of manganese and total dissolved solids. Depue and Senachwine
Lakes are on the 8303(d) list for not supporting aesthetic quality and aquatic life uses due to aquatic
algae, low dissolved oxygen levels, sedimentation / siltation, as well as elevated levels of phosphorus and
total suspended solids (TSS). Farm Creek islisted as not supporting aquatic life use due to alteration in
streamside vegetative cover as well as elevated levels of chloride, pH, phosphorus, and TSS.

In addition to the impairments listed in Table 1-1, several segments are not meeting sediment and nutrient

targets, as described in Section 3.2. Table 1-2 and Figure 1-2 identify these segments. Load reduction
strategies (LRS) are developed for each of these stream segments.
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Table 1-2. Segments not meeting sediment and nutrient targets

Stream SusTpoetﬁlded Total Nitrate
Segment Solids Phosphorus | Nitrogen
D-05 X X X
D-09 X X
D-16 X X
D-30 X X X
DL-01 X X X
DM-01 X
DO-01 X
DP-02 X
DQ-03 X X X
DQ-04 X X
DQD-01 X X X
DzZP-03 X X X
RDU X TMDL X
RDZX X TMDL X

1.2 Project Setting

The geology of the lllinois River Valey was first deposited over 500 million years ago when the region
was covered by a shallow sea. Glacial processes, subsequent glacial melt and flooding generated from the
Illinoian Glaciation, and the more recent Wisconsin Glaciation created the river bed in its genera
location. Dueto the glacial origin, the floodplains of the Illinois River Valey are much larger than would
be expected for ariver equivalent in size (Theiling 1998a). The floodplains offer unique habitat and
productive soils that sustain the current agricultural economy of the area. The Illinois River system
remains one of aworld-classriver floodplain. It continues to be a surprisingly diverse and biologically
productive ecosystem despite historic degradation and continuing sedimentation.

1.3 Problem Identification

Acrossthe Illinois River basin, land use and hydrologic changes have reduced the quantity, quality, and
functions of floodplain, riparian, and aquatic habitats. Studies have specificaly identified the following
areas to be principle factors limiting the system’ s ecological integrity: excessive sedimentation; |oss of
productive backwaters, side channels and idands; loss of floodplain, riparian, and aquatic habitats and
function; loss of aguatic connectivity on the lllinois River and its tributaries; altered hydrologic regime;
water quality and sediment quality; and, invasive species (Table 1-3).
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Table 1-3. Studies and literature relevant to the Middle lllinois River TMDL

Information Source

Year Title

Tri-County Regional Planning Commission

Honoring our Water: A Regional Stormwater Plan for Peoria, Tazewell, and Woodford

2009 Counties of lllinois (May 2009)
2009 Geographic Information System (GIS) data coverages
2009 Low Impact Development (LID) Model Ordinance Information
2004 Ackerman Creek Watershed Restoration Plan (January 2004)
2004 Tenmile Creek Watershed Restoration Plan (January 2004)
2004 Partridge Creek Watershed Restoration Plan (January 2004)
2003 Farm Creek Watershed Hydrology (May 2003)
Aquatic insect survey from Partridge Creek, Ten Mile Creek and Ackerman Creek,
2003 lllinois
2003 Partridge Creek - Tenmile Creek — Ackerman Creek Fishery Resources Description
2003 Tenmile and Partridge Creeks Erosion and Sedimentation Investigation (July 2003)
2003 Ackerman Creek Erosion and Sedimentation Investigation (July 2003)
2002 Mossville Bluffs Watershed Restoration Master Plan (October 2002)
2001 Farm Creek Watershed Restoration Plan (January 2004)

City of Peoria

[Peoria Combined Sewer Overflow (CSO) Study data and Long Term Control Plan]

[Wastewater treatment plant monitoring data]

lllinois State Water Survey

1976 Sediment Conditions in Backwater Lakes along the lllinois River
1979 Sediment Transport in the lllinois River

1984 Sediment Yield of Streams in Northern and Central lllinois

1986 Sediment Loads of lllinois Streams and Rivers

1986 Peoria Lake Sediment Investigations

1999 The lllinois River Decision Support System (ILRDSS)

Sediment and Nutrient Monitoring at Selected Watersheds within the lllinois River
Watershed for Evaluating the Effectiveness of the lllinois River Conservations Reserve

2001 Enhancement Program (CREP)
2005 lllinois River Basin Assessment Framework
2007 Hydrologic Model Development for the lllinois River Basin Using BASINS 3.0
2004 The Sediment Budget of the lllinois River
2001 Historical Sedimentation at the Mouths of Five Deltas on Peoria Lake
2011 lllinois State Climatology Data
lllinois Department of Natural Resources
2006 Big Bureau Creek Watershed Inventory and Evaluation
2010 lllinois River Bluffs

U.S. Geological Survey

[Synoptic survey data]

[Historic hydrology and water quality data]
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Information Source

Year Title

Present and Reference Concentrations and Yields of Suspended Sediment in Streams
2006 in the Great Lakes Region and Adjacent Areas.

Review of Phosphorus Control Measures in the United States and Their Effects on
1999 Water Quality.
2007 Upper Midwest Environmental Sciences Center. lllinois River.
1998 Water Quality Assessment of the Lower lllinois River Basin: Environmental Setting.

lllinois Scientific Survey

1984 Conceptual Models of Erosion and Sedimentation in lllinois. Vol. 1.

1984 Conceptual Models or Erosion and Sedimentation in lllinois. Vol. Il.

Erosion and Sediment Yield: Global and Regional Perspectives. Proceedings of the Exeter Symposium

1996 | Patterns of Erosion and Sedimentation in the lllinois River Basin

Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS)
2007 | Soil Survey Geographic (SSURGO) Database.

Scientific Journal

1985; Havera, S et al. The lllinois River: A lesson to be learned.

The Role of Contaminants in the Decline of the lllinois River: Implications for the
1984; Sparks, R. Mississippi.

2006; Sparks, R. et al. Disturbance and Recovery of Large Floodplain Rivers.
1984; Walker, R. Historical Changes in lllinois Agriculture.
Book
1998; Theiling, C. Ecological Status and Trends in the Upper Mississippi River System
U.S. Department of Agriculture.
2001 National Cooperative Soil Survey. Soil Survey of Marshall County, IL.
2007 The Census of Agriculture
2007-2009 National Agriculture Statistics Service (NASS).
1992 National Cooperative Soil Survey. Soil Survey of Peoria County, IL.

U.S. Army Corp of Engineers (USACE)

lllinois River Basin Restoration Comprehensive Plan with Integrated Environmental

2007 Assessment
Senachwine Creek Critical Restoration Project, Project Implementation Report with
2008 Integrated Environmental Assessment.

U.S. Census Bureau.

2010 Peoria County lllinois.
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)

Ambient Water Quality Criteria Recommendations, Information Supporting the
Development of State and Tribal Nutrient Criteria, Lakes and Reservoirs in Nutrient,

2000 Ecoregion VI.

2004 Report to Congress, Impacts and Control of CSOs and SSOs.

2007 An Approach for Using Load Duration Curves in the Development of TMDLSs.

2011 Depue/New Jersey Zinc/Mobil Chemical Corp.

National Water-Quality Assessment Program

1994 | The Lower lllinois River Basin

lllinois Rivers Decision Support System

2005 | lllinois River Basin Assessment.
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For example, channelization is estimated to impair approximately 1,400 miles within the basin, and
backwater lakes have lost 73 percent of their capacity due to sedimentation (USACE 2007). In dl
tributary watersheds, some degree of channelization has occurred. The highest degree of channelization
occurs in Farm Creek, which includes agricultural channelization as well as flood control. A type of
channelization that is particular to this region and others with similar topography is that of transportation
channelization. In this region, many roadways and railroad grades occupy the same parallel corridors as
streams. The results are nearly always a straightened stream channel that cannot migrate into the hardened
structure and is forced into more sensitive (in terms of sediment deliver) bluff area. The erosion resultsin
amost instant sediment transport to the stream and potential transport to the Illinois River. Ever
expanding deltas at the mouths of tributaries are a sign of constant sedi ment |oading from these tributaries
to the lllinois River; as an example, the Partridge Creek delta expanded by 900 acre-feet in 30 years
(Demissie et a. 1986).

In addition to channelization, urban development hasincreased the volume and concentration of
stormwater delivered to tributaries and the main stem. The Mossville Bluffs region, just north of Peoria,
represents an extreme example of consequences resulting from stormwater runoff as during the last few
decades, increased residential development has occurred at the top of the Bluffs. The increasein
imperviousness associated with this development, paired with efficient stormwater conveyance systems,
has resulted in the discharge of runoff from discrete points along the steep opes. These concentrated
stormwater flows dislodge soil and create gullies or ravines (TCRPC 2009). In only 20 to 25 years, huge
channels of 20 to 30 feet wide, and ten to 15 feet deep have eroded and in extreme cases, unstable homes
and collapsed walls have been caused by gullies or ravines (TCRPC 2009).

As economic development and populations grew around the Chicago area, significant anthropogenic
disturbances included increased navigation and spread of agriculture. These cultural changes continue to
have lasting effects on the region; the most significant human influences have been related to commercial
navigation, municipa and industrial waste discharge, and agricultural practicesin the watershed
(Demissie et a. 1999). Directly or indirectly, such disturbances have affected the environment and
ecosystems along the length of the river. First, navigation from Lake Michigan to the Mississippi River
became crucia as popul ations and economic development around Chicago grew (Theiling 1998). The
establishment of navigation resulted in extensive channel aterations and hydromaodifications associated
with an intricate levee system designed to maintain and control sufficient flow for navigation and
agriculture. Seven locks and dams (Figure 1-3) still exist along the Illinois River, creating a system of
navigational pools (USGS 2007).
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Figure 1-3.The lock and dam system of the lllinois River (USGS 2007).

Another significant historical disturbance came with the advent of mechanized equipment, which
dramatically increased agricultura production of the watershed. Between 1945 and 1976, the acreage of
row crop production increased 60 percent (Sparks 1984). As agricultural production increased, marginal
lands were put into production through wetland filling, field draining (or field tiling), bank planting and
further stream channelization (Theiling 1998). Additional factors that have contributed to increased
erosion are improvements in tractors and plowing techniques that pulverize the soil more efficiently and
the increased use of inorganic fertilizers to farm margina areas continuously using crop rotation
(Demissie 1996; Waker 1984). With the loss of floodplains water quality rapidly degraded and aquatic
and terrestrial organisms that depended on the river system had massive reductions in population size
(PCWRP). The destruction of more than 90 percent of the original wetland acreage can be blamed for
high erosion rates from stream banks and bluffs (Havera and Bellrose 1985). From 1958 to 1961,
formerly productive backwaters and lakes along specific reaches of the lllinois River changed from clear,
vegetated areas to turbid, barren basins (Sparks 2006).

Problems within the basin are not limited to sedimentation. As additional issues such as flooding,
degradation of aguatic habitats, and water-based recreation also need to be addressed (Demissie et a.
1999). Water quality within the Illinois River has been subjected to many impacts associated with

devel opment, including waste discharges from urban areas, water-level control for navigation, and
sediment and chemical inflow from agricultural and urban watersheds (Demissie et al. 2004). Both point
and nonpoint sources of pollution have been identified as potentialy impacting the water quality within
the watershed.

1.4 Jurisdictions and Population
Counties with land located in the project area include Bureau, Putnam, LaSalle, Marshall, Woodford,

Peoriaand Tazewell. U.S. Census datafor each county is givenin Table 1-4. Major government units
with jurisdiction adjacent to the Illinois River within the project areainclude the Cities of Hennepin,
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Henry, Lacon, Sparland, Chillicothe, Spring Bay, Mossville, Peoria Heights, Peoria, and Pekin. The
approximate total population for the watershed is over 523,000. Population density within the project area
isindicated on Figure 1-4.

Table 1-4. County populations within the lllinois River project area.

County 1990 2000 2009%
Peoria County 182,827 183,433 185,816
Bureau County 35,688 35,503 34,699
Putnam County 5,730 6,086 6,009
La Salle County 106,913 111,509 112,498
Marshall County 12,846 13,180 12,702
Tazewell County 123,692 128,485 132,466
Woodford County 32,653 35,469 38,862

TOTAL 500,349 513,665 523,052

Source: U.S. Census Bureau.
a. U.S. Census Bureau estimate.
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Figure 1-4. Middle lllinois River watershed population density.
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1.5 Climate

Climate data are available from the Illinois State Water Survey Climatologist; Station 116711 islocated
in Peoriaand was used for analysis within this report. Monthly data from 1901-2009 were available at the
time of report development. In general, the climate of the region is continental with hot, humid summers
and cold winters (Warner and Schmidt 1994). Table 1-5 contains historical temperature data collected at
the Peoria climate station. From 1980 to 2009 the average winter temperature in Peoriawas 27.7 °F and
the average summer temperature was 73.7 °F (Table 1-5). The average growing season (consecutive days
with low temperatures greater than or equal to 32 degrees) is 148 days.

Table 1-5. Climate summary for Peoria (1901 — 2009).

Jan Feb Mar Apr May | Jun | Jul | Aug | Sep Oct | Nov | Dec

Average High °F 32 36 49 62 73 82| 86 84 77 65 49 36
Average Low °F 16 20 30 41 51 61| 65 63 55 44 32 21
Average Mean °F 24 28 39 51 62 71| 76 74 66 54 41 28

Average Precipitation (in) 18 1.6 2.8 3.7 40| 39| 3.7 3.2 3.6 2.6 2.4 2.0

Average snow fall (in) 7.15 | 5.41 | 3.73 0.80 0 0 0 0 0| 0.05| 1.92 | 6.23

From 1980 to 2009, the annual average precipitation in Peoria (station 116711) was approximately 36
inches, including approximately 21 inches of snowfall. Peoria represents the middle range of precipitation
within the lllinois River drainage. Patterns vary across the watershed from 35 to 40 inches annualy. In
general, larger volumes of precipitation tend to occur between the months of April and September. Figure
1-5 presents annual precipitation and temperature patterns for the Peoria area.

Rainfall intensity and timing affect watershed response to precipitation. Thisinformation isimportant in
evd uating the effects of stormwater on the lllinois River. Figure 1-6 presents one way to show rainfall
intensity. Evaluating Peoria data coll ected between 1948 and 2009, 57 percent of the precipitation events
were very low intensity (i.e., lessthat 0.2 inches). Eight percent of the measurabl e precipitation events
were greater than oneinch.

1901-2009 Peoria, lllinois
Average Monthly Temperature and Precipitation
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Figure 1-5. Average precipitation and monthly temperatures for Peoria.
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Peoria, lllinois

Rainfall Distribution (7948 - 2009)
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Figure 1-6. Precipitation intensity -- Peoria airport gage.

1.6 Land Use/Land Cover

Land use in the watershed is heavily influenced by agriculture in the upper and lower reachesin
combination with the urban setting surrounding Peoriain the lower portion. Specific land use across the
watershed includes agriculture (nearly 70 percent), forest (approximately 15 percent), and urban
(approximately 11 percent). Figure 1-7 shows land use within the Middle Illinois River watershed. Table
1-6 presents area percent cover by land use type.

In general, the upper reach of the project area watershed is dominated by agriculture. Corn and soybeans
are the primary cropsin the lower Illinois River basin (Warner and Schmidt 1994). Secondary farm
products include winter wheat, oats, hay, vegetables, cattle, hogs, dairy products, poultry, sheep and wool
(USDA 1992). To increase agricultural productivity throughout the project area, acommon practice
includes field drainage or tiling to quickly transport excess moisture from the fields to adjacent surface
waters. Currently, residential devel opment within the upper reaches of the project areais predominately
low density. The most densely populated areas of the watershed surround Peoria.
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Table 1-6.Watershed land use summary.

Land Use / Land Cover Category Acreage Percentage

Cultivated Crops 844,311 62.8%
Deciduous Forest 203,767 15.2%
Pasture/Hay 61,423 4.6%
Developed, Open 62,298 4.6%
Developed, Low-Intensity 61,352 4.6%
Open Water 44,340 3.3%
Woody Wetlands 25,432 1.9%
Developed, Medium-Intensity 20,936 1.6%
Developed, High Intensity 6,441 0.5%
Grassland/Herbaceous 7,229 0.5%
Emergent Herbaceous Wetlands 3,811 0.3%
Barren Land 1,215 0.1%
Evergreen Forest 38 0.0%
Mixed forest 1 0.0%
Shrub/Scrub 1 0.0%
ToTtAL 1,342,595 100.0%
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Figure 1-7. Middle lllinois River watershed land use.
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1.7 Geology and Soils

Over 500 million years ago, the lllinois River region was covered by an expansive shallow sea that
shaped the geology of the area. The Illinoian and Wisconsin Glaciations dramatically influenced the
topography and hydrology of the lllinois River. As common to areas covered by glaciers, the basin
evolved as the glaciers advanced and retreated. During advances, glaciers modified the previous
landscape and with retreat, deposited glacia drift and glacial outwash (USDA 1992).

In the region, deposited glacial materials include sands, gravels, silts, and clays. The material variesin
terms of mixtures and thickness within the region. Ice movement and its melt water influenced the
patterns and distribution of various landforms, such as moraines and stream valleys; the lllinois River bed
itself was scoured by a series of great floods that resulted from failed ice-dams during the last ice age
(approximately 12,000 years ago) (Theiling 1998). The melt water that created rivers also deposited
glacial materials throughout the region. These glacia deposits and associated land forms exerted a major
effect that influence present day hydrology, soil types and land cover. Current topography and river
valleys carved by such processes are shown Figure 1-8.

Sail isthe dominant natural resource in Peoria County (USDA 1992) and across the agricultural region.
The National Cooperative Soil Survey publishes soil surveys for each county within the U.S. These soil
surveys contain predictions of soil behavior for selected land uses. The surveys aso highlight limitations
and hazards inherent in the soil, genera improvements needed to overcome the limitations, and the
impact of selected land uses on the environment. The soil surveys are designed for many different uses,
including land use planning, the identification of special practices needed to ensure proper performance,
and Hydrologic Soil Groups (NRCS 2007).

Hydrologic Soil Groups (HSGs) refers to the grouping of soils according to their runoff potential. Soil
properties that influence the HSGs include depth to seasona high water table, infiltration rate and
permeability after prolonged wetting, and depth to slow permeable layer (USDA 2002). There are four
groups of HSGs: Group A, B, C, and Group D. Table 1-7 describes those HSGs found in the Illinois River
watershed and provides a summary description of each group.
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Figure 1-8. lllinois River basin topography.
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Table 1-7. Hydrologic Soil Group descriptions.

HSG Group Description

Sand, loamy sand or sandy loam types of soils. Low runoff potential and high infiltration rates
A even when thoroughly wetted. Consist chiefly of deep, well to excessively drained sands or
gravels with a high rate of water transmission.

Silt loam or loam. Moderate infiltration rates when thoroughly wetted. Consist chiefly or
B moderately deep to deep, moderately well to well drained soils with moderately fine to moderately
coarse textures.

Soils are sandy clay loam. Low infiltration rates when thoroughly wetted. Consist chiefly of soils
C with a layer that impedes downward movement of water and soils with moderately fine to fine
structure.

Soils are clay loam, silty clay loam, sandy clay, silty clay or clay. Group D has the highest runoff
potential. Low infiltration rates when thoroughly wetted. Consist chiefly of clay soils with a high
swelling potential, soils with a permanent high water table, soils with a claypan or clay layer at or
near the surface and shallow soils over nearly impervious material.

Dual Hydrologic Soil Groups. Certain wet soils are placed in group D based solely on the
presence of a water table within 24 inches of the surface even though the saturated hydraulic

B/D conductivity may be favorable for water transmission. If these soils can be adequately drained,
then they are assigned to dual hydrologic soil groups (A/D, B/D, and C/D) based on their
saturated hydraulic conductivity and the water table depth when drained. The first letter applies to
the drained condition and the second to the undrained condition.

Figure 1-9 shows the location of different HSGs in the watershed. Soilsin this area are typically Group B,
composed of loamy soils with a moderate infiltration rate and to alesser degree, Group A, C and B/D
(USDA 2002). Table 1-8 summarizes the composition of HSGs per watershed. The protection of areas
with high infiltration capacity (e.g., Group A soils) isimportant for maintaining hydrology and
temperature regimes within the watershed. Additionally, Table 1-9 shows the percent of highly erodible
soils. Although much of the soil within the watershed has not been assessed, that which has been assessed
shows that 13 to over 30 percent of the soils within the watersheds are highly erodible.

Table 1-8. Percent composition of HSGs per watershed.

No
T A A/ID B B/D C C/D D Data
%

Big Bureau Creek 1.12 0.12 79.62 | 16.72 | 1.44 | 0.27 | 0.10 0.61
Farm Creek 0.00 0.00 86.04 | 11.64 | 0.16 | 0.00 | 0.00 2.15
lllinois River Main Stem 2.90 0.09 68.12 | 1457 | 5.05 | 0.06 | 0.61 8.59
Kickapoo Creek 0.85 0.00 78.33 | 4.87 | 13.72 | 0.00 | 0.65 1.58
Sandy Creek 0.68 0.00 50.77 | 18.11 | 25.84 | 4.29 | 0.00 0.31
Senachwine Creek 0.75 0.00 88.00 | 5.00 4.36 | 0.00 | 0.32 1.56
Snag Creek and Crow Creek 0.60 0.16 63.09 | 2255 | 9.93 | 1.69 | 0.62 1.36

Source: NRCS 2007
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Table 1-9. Percent of highly erodible versus not highly erodible soils per watershed.

Watershed s Ng:ozli%Tely Ass’\tlegtsed
%
Big Bureau Creek 15.23 0.00 84.77
Farm Creek 27.11 0.00 72.89
lllinois River Main Stem 22.04 0.94 77.02
Kickapoo Creek 33.74 0.00 66.26
Sandy Creek 13.21 0.00 86.79
Senachwine Creek 31.52 0.00 68.48
Snag Creek and Crow Creek 13.30 2.24 84.46
Source: NRCS 2007
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Figure 1-9. lllinois River basin hydrologic soil groups.
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1.8 Hydrology

Hydrology plays an important role in evaluating water quality. The hydrology of the Middle Illinois River
watershed is driven by local climate conditions and alterations to the landscape. In addition, ditching and
channelizing has been used throughout this region to drain areas where soils are too wet for settlement
and agriculture. This creates situations that often result in flashy flows on tributary creeks, where streams
respond to and recover from precipitation events relatively quickly. Flooding periodically occursin areas
of the watershed, flowing over roads and encroaching on streamside properties.

Some of the tributaries that flow to the Illinois River have been channelized or relocated to facilitate
agricultural or commercia development. A common practice for improving drainage is to install
subsurface tile drains and ditchesto lower the water table beneath agricultura fields. Subsurface drains
(e.g., corrugated plastic tile or pipe) installed beneath the ground surface serve as conduitsto collect and /
or convey drainage water, either to a stream channel or to a surface field drainage ditch. While these
drainage aterations increase the amount of land available for cultivation, they also influence the
hydrology, the aguatic habitat, and water quality of area streams.

Drains intercept precipitation and snowmelt as they infiltrate the subsurface soil layer. Thisintercepted
water would normally reach the water table where it would be stored as groundwater. Instead, the
subsurface flow is quickly conveyed through the network of drains and ditches to nearby waterbodies.
This process can increase the volume of water that reaches local streams during rainfall and snowmelt
events, which leads to arapid risein stream levels during runoff events. Often this rapid responseis
similar to that observed in areas where natural vegetation has been replaced by impervious surfaces.
Extensive tiling can also alter the quality of drainage water exiting the fields to receiving waters. For
example, shorter delivery times to a stream often reduce the benefits associated with longer filtration
through soil layers. In addition to water volume excesses due to stormwater and flooding, natural dry
weather periods (e.g., the lack of sufficient water) can make water quantity afactor that affects water
quality.

The U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) has monitored flow at several locationsin the watershed (Table 1-10
and Figure 1-10). Figure 1-11 and Figure 1-12 illustrate the hydrologic variability in stream flow for the
Illinois River, as well as for two tributary streams. Big Bureau Creek and Farm Creek. These graphs also
show daily precipitation measured at the Peoria site.
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Table 1-10. USGS stream gages within project area.

Gage ID f‘n:ie% Location Latitude Longitude Psg:grgf
05556500 196 Big Bureau Creek at Princeton 41° 21’ 57" 89° 29’ 54" 1936 - 2010
05557000 86.7 | West Bureau Creek at Wyanet 41° 21’ 54" 89°34'08” | 1936-1966
05557500 99.0 East Bureau Creek near Bureau 41° 20’ 05" 89° 22’ 55" 1936 - 1966
05558300 | 13,544 | lllinois River at Henry 41° 06’ 26” 89°21'22" | 1981-2010
05558500 56.2 Crow Creek (West) near Henry 41° 09’ 00" 89° 25’ 00” 1949 - 1971
05559000 5.66 | Gimlet Creek at Sparland 41° 01’ 37" 89°26’21" | 1945-1971
05559500 115 Crow Creek near Washburn 40° 57 15 89° 18’ 30" 1944 - 1971
05560500 27.4 Farm Creek at Farmdale 40° 40’ 03" 89° 30’ 15" 1948 - 2008
05561000 11.2 | Ackerman Creek at Farmdale 40° 39’ 43" 89°30' 13" | 1953 -1980
05561500 5.54 | Fondulac Creek near East Peoria | 40° 40’ 38" 89°31'52” | 1948 - 2009
05562000 61.2 Farm Creek at East Peoria 40° 40’ 04" 89° 34’ 40" 1943 - 1980
05563000 119 Kickapoo Creek near Kickapoo 40° 48’ 02" 89°48'01” | 1944 -1962
05563500 297 Kickapoo Creek at Peoria 40° 40’ 527 89°39'19” | 1942-1971
05568500 | 15,818 | lllinois River at Kingston Mines 40° 33’ 11" 89° 46’ 38" 1939 - 2010
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Figure 1-10. USGS stream gages within project area.
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lllinois River (Peoria Area)
Daily Flow Patterns (2007)
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Figure 1-11. Daily average flow at several USGS gages in the Peoria area -- 2007,
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Figure 1-12. Daily average flow at several USGS gages in the Peoria area -- 2008.
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1.8.1 Seasonal Flow Variation

Seasonal variation in flow is a key part of the overall TMDL assessment because water quality parameters
are often related to stream flow rates. Thisis a particularly important component of subsequent analyses
linking sources to observed water quality, where the timing of source loads is connected to seasonal water
quality patterns.

Figure 1-13 shows the seasonal variation of flow for the Illinois River at Henry site using the entire
period of record (1981 — 2010). In addition to showing general patterns, the box and whisker format used
in Figure 1-13 highlights the variahility of flows from month to month. For example, the highest flows
typically occur between March and May. Flows during these months a so tend to vary, reflecting the
significant effect that air temperatures exert on hydrology. Periods of heavy snow followed by warmer
temperatures can result in major runoff events. Conversely, lower winter flows may coincide with
extended periods of below freezing temperatures.

Related to seasonal variation, year-to-year variability is another consideration that affects watershed
hydrology. Thisin turn influences water quality, in particular sediment transport. Peak flow history is one
way to view the effect of interannua variation, as shown in Figure 1-15 using the Illinois River at Henry
gage. Figure 1-16 shows the peak flow history for the Big Bureau Creek gage which demonstrates the
difference between main stem and tributary peak flows. Theinformation in both figuresis expressed as
unit area flows.
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Figure 1-13. Seasonal variation of lllinois River flows.
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Big Bureau Creek at Princeton
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Figure 1-14. Seasonal variation of Big Bureau Creek flows.
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Figure 1-15. Peak flow history for lllinois River at Henry gage.

-25- August 9, 2012



Middle lllinois River TMDL

Big Bureau Creek at Princeton
Peak Flow History

o
=3

sg.mi.)

P
=
*

B Annual Peak

Peak Flow (cfs/

1931 1951 1971 1891

Year

Figure 1-16. Peak flow history for Big Bureau Creek gage.

1.8.2 Flow Duration Curves

The daily average, peak history, and monthly flow data show the inherent variability associated with
hydrology. Flow duration curves provide away to address that variability and flow related water quality
patterns. Duration curves describe the percentage of time during which specified flows are equaled or
exceeded. Flow duration analysis looks at the cumulative frequency of historic flow data over a specified
period, based on measurements taken at uniform intervals (e.g., daily average or 15-minute
instantaneous). Duration analysis resultsin a curve that relates flow values to the percent of time those
values have been met or exceeded. Low flows are exceeded a mgjority of the time, whereas floods are
exceeded infrequently. In the case of this TMDL, aload duration curve approach is used in which the
curve represents the target value for a given pollutant in order to determine flow conditions, or intervals,
under which exceedances occur. This approach is further described in Section 4.2.

Duration curves provide the benefit of considering the full range of flow conditions (U.S. EPA 2007).
Development of aflow duration curveis typically based on daily average stream discharge data. A typical
curve runs from high flows to low flows along the x-axis, asillustrated in Figure 1-17. Note the flow
duration interval of sixty associated with a stream discharge of 9,400 cfs (i.e., sixty percent of al
observed stream discharge values equal or exceed 9,400 cfs).

Flow duration curve intervals can be grouped into several broad categories or zones. These zones provide
additional insight about conditions and patterns associated with water quality impairments where
hydrology may play a major role. One common way to look at the duration curve is by dividing it into
five zones, asillustrated in Figure 1-17: one representing high flows (0-10 percent), another for moist
conditions (10-40 percent), one covering mid-range flows (40-60 percent), another for dry conditions (60-
90 percent), and one representing low flows (90-100 percent).
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This particular approach places the midpoints of the moist, mid-range, and dry zones at the 25", 50", and
75" percentiles respectively (i.e., the quartiles). The high zone is centered at the 5™ percentile, while the
low zoneis centered at the 95™ percentile. Other schemes can be used, depending on local hydrology, the
water quality issues being addressed by assessment efforts, data availability, and the way in which water
quality criteria are expressed.

lllinois River at Henry

Flow Duration Curve (WY 1981 — 2009)
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Figure 1-17. Flow duration curve for lllinois River at Henry gage.
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Big Bureau Creek at Princeton
Flow Duration Curve (WY 1936 — 2009)
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Figure 1-18. Flow duration curve for Big Bureau Creek at Princeton gage.

1.9 Monitoring and Special Studies

1.9.1 Ambient Water Quality Monitoring

Routine water quality monitoring is a key part of the Illinois EPA assessment program. The goals of
[llinois EPA surface water monitoring programs are to identify causes of pollution (toxics, nutrients,
sedimentation) and sources (point or nonpoint) of surface water impairments, determine the overall
effectiveness of pollution control programs and identify long term resource quality trends. Illinois EPA
has operated a widespread, active long-term monitoring network in Illinois since 1977, known as the
Ambient Water Quality Monitoring Network (AWQMN). The AWQMN is utilized by the Illinois EPA to
provide baseline water quality information, to characterize and define trends in the physical, chemica and
biological conditions of the state’ s waters, identify new or existing water quality problems and to act asa
triggering mechanism for special studies or other appropriate actions.

Additiona uses of the data collected by the Illinois EPA through the AWQMN program include the
review of existing water quality standards and establishment of water quality based effluent limits for
NPDES permits. The AWQMN isintegrated with other Illinois EPA chemical and biological stream
monitoring programs which are more regionally based (specific watersheds or point source receiving
stream) and cover a shorter span of time (e.g. one year) to evaluate compliance with water quality
standards and determine designated use support. Information from this program is compiled by Illinois
EPA into abiennial report required by the Federal Clean Water Act.
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Within the Middle Illinois River watershed, there are eight active stations that are part of AWQMN
(Table 1-11 and Figure 1-19). Parameters sampled include field measurements (e.g., conductivity, water
temperature, dissolved oxygen, turbidity) aswell as those that require lab analyses (e.g., bacteria,
nutrients, total suspended solids). Additional sites were sampled during Stage 2 of this TMDL process for
tributary data. Water samples were anayzed for fecal coliform, total phosphorus, nitrate nitrogen, and
total suspended solids.

A large amount of information exists that can be used to closely examine longitudinal, seasonal, and year-
to-year patterns. Examples are shown in Figure 1-20 through Figure 1-24. Improved pattern analysis can
help focus additional watershed characterization activities, prioritize source assessment needs, and
strengthen the TMDL linkage analysis. Longitudinal, seasonal, and year-to-year profiles for all
parameters can be devel oped that support efforts to assess important patterns, identify critical conditions,

and eval uate potentia cause and effect relationships.

Table 1-11. Middle lllinois River watershed AWQMN sites.

AWQMN USGS
and TMDL Water Body Location County Lat Long
. Gage
Sites
D-05 05563800 Route 9 at Pekin Peoria 40.5730 | 89.6547
D-09 05558995 Route 17 at Lacon Marshall 41.0250 89.4172
lllinois River -
D-16 05556200 Route 26 at Hennepin Putnam 41.2575 89.3469
D-30 05559900 Peoria PWS Intake Peoria 40.7250 | 89.5494
DL-01 05563525 | Kickapoo Creek US 24 north of Bartonville | Peoria 40.6550 89.6477
DQ-03 05556500 | Big Bureau Creek g‘?”te 6 near westedge of | g 0q, 41.3652 | 89.4986
rinceton
DQD-01 | 05557000 | West Bureau Creek \L/J\E:rﬁ if’ ateastedgeof | pueay | 41.3650 | 89.5688
Camp Street north of East
DZZP-03 05562010 | Farm Creek Peoria, Gage #05562000 Tazewell 40.6711 89.5800
Main St.
DM-01% na Senachwine Creek 1 Mi NNW Chillicothe Peoria 40.9403 | -89.5008
DO-01° na Crow Creek E Route 26 7 MiW Marshall | 40.9321 | -89.4282
Washburn
a Route 89 Br 1 Mi S
DP-01 na Sandy Creek Magnolia Marshall 41.0917 | -89.2039
DP-02% na Sandy Creek 2.5 Mi ESE Henry Marshall 41.0894 | -89.3129
DQ-04% na Big Bureau Creek gg:’;gﬁg Br IMi SW Bureau 41.2787 | -89.3833
SITE 1 TIP OF SW PENN.
RDU-1 MID LAKE Bureau 41.3110 -89.3196
RDU-2 na Lake Depue f/lll-ll—)’iz L75MINESITE 1 Bureau 41.3185 | -89.3116
SITE 3 2MI ENE S2
RDU-3 MIDLAKE Bureau 41.3205 | -89.2995
RDZX-1 SITE 1 N END OF LK Putnam 41.1517 -89.3377
RDZX-2 ) SITE 2 75 YDS S OF Putnam 41.1743 | -89.3398
na Senachwine Lake ISLAND
ST3 600 YDS S OF RAMP
RDZX-3 NEAR HOUSES Putnam 41.1906 | -89.3545

na — no USGS gage at/near sampling site

a. Sites sampled during Stage 2 TMDL development
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Figure 1-19. Location of Middle lllinois River watershed AWQMN sites.
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Bacteria

Fecal coliformis used as awater quality indicator for the possible risk associated with the presence of
bacteria. When elevated, harmful bacteriaand viruses may be present. Potential sources of bacteria
include agricultural runoff, illicit sewage connections, domestic pet waste, water fowl, and animal waste
in storm sewer lines (e.g., rats and raccoons).

Box and whisker plots provide one way to analyze the variability in bacteria data. The Box is divided at
the median, and expands to the 75" and 25" percentile; the Whiskers extend from the 75" and 25"
percentile to the 90™ and 10™ percentile respectively. Figure 1-20 presents a box and whisker plot
representing available bacteria data per drainage area of the tributaries and the main stem of the Illlinois
River. In general, concentrations within the tributaries were highly variable and elevated in relation to
concentrations found within the main stem of the Illinois River. This may represent seasonal runoff from
agricultural areas. Within the Illinois River, concentrations of fecal coliform are lowest at the Peoria
Intake. Downstream of Peoria, concentrations of fecal bacteriatend to be elevated relative to other points
aong the Illinois River. Sources from Peoria, being an urbanized area, include stormwater runoff,
combined sewer overflows, and point source discharges.
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Figure 1-20. Longitudinal profile of fecal coliform.

Total Suspended Solids
Loading of total suspended solids (TSS) can increase the system’ s turbidity and lead to accelerated

sedimentation. Primary sources of TSS are typically associated with runoff events and include:
construction sites, poorly stabilized dopes, different types of erosion, or bare farm fields. Due to the
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association with runoff, TSS can be paired with other constituents for enhanced source evaluation. For
example, elevated nitrate levelsthat follow a similar trend as elevated TSS may indicate a similar source
such asafarmfield.

Figure 1-21 presents a box and whisker plot presenting available TSS data per drainage area of tributaries
and the main stem of the Illinois River. In general, tributaries exhibited high variability while the Illinois
River had considerably less. Along the Illinois River, median concentrations of TSS corresponded to
increased drainage area, with increasing concentrations further downstream. Variability within the
tributaries may indicate seasonal differences associated with runoff events.
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Figure 1-21. Longitudinal profile of total suspended solids.

Nutrients

Elevated levels of phosphorus and nitrogen can lead to undesirable algal blooms, low oxygen levels, and
ultimately, decreased aquatic life. Phosphorus can originate from both point and nonpoint sources.

Typical sourcesinclude: wastewater treatment facilities, lawn fertilizers, pet waste, grass clippings,
leaves, sediments, and phosphorus accumulated on impervious surfaces; al of which can be transported to
receiving waters either directly or during rain and snowmelt events.

Figure 1-22 presents a box and whisker plot presenting avail able phosphorus data per drainage area of
tributaries and the main stem of the Illinois River. In general, awide range of concentrations were found
within the tributaries; less variability but consistently higher median concentrations were found within the
main stem of the lllinois River.

-32- August 9, 2012



Middle lllinois River TMDL

Figure 1-23 presents a box and whisker plot presenting available nitrate data per drainage area of
tributaries and the main stem of the lllinois River. In general, nitrate concentrations within the tributaries
had considerable variability, and in some cases, the highest median concentrations. The main stem of the
[llinois River has relatively decreased variability and a consistent range in concentrations with increasing
drainage area.
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Figure 1-22. Longitudinal profile of total phosphorus.
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Figure 1-23. Longitudinal profile of nitrate plus nitrite as nitrogen.

Other Parameters

Conductivity can be a good indicator of water quality, in particular the concentration of ions within the
water column. Figure 1-24 presents conductivity data within the tributaries and main stem of the Illinois
River. In general, awide range of concentrations were found in both the tributaries and main stem of the
[llinois River, with the highest median concentrations found in Farm Creek and Kickapoo Creek, which
could be due to the urban land uses within these two watersheds.
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Figure 1-24. Longitudinal profile of conductivity.

1.9.2 Special Studies

lllinois State Water Survey Sediment Studies

Due to concern surrounding sedimentation and siltation across the Illinois River valley, numerous studies
have been conducted to identify sources of sediment and evaluate the transport and total sediment yield or
load generated within the watershed. The lllinois State Water Survey (ISWS) has been instrumental in the
effort to better characterize sediment loading within the lllinois River valley.

It has been identified that many of the environmental problemsin the Illinois River Basin are due to urban
and agricultural devel opment, fragmentation of the landscape, alteration of upland drainage networks and
floodplain alterations. These and other landscape alterations have resulted in advanced rates of landscape
erosion; destabilization of the Illinois River main stem and tributary streams; sedimentation of the river
main stem, backwaters, and side-channels; sedimentation of significant tributary floodplain pools and
lakes; and, unnatural flow regimes (White et al. 2005).

In parts of Illinois, nearly 70 percent of the topsoil has been lost due to wind and water erosion (Bhowmik
1984). Such erosion and subsequent sedimentation have long been recognized as the primary causes for
most of the environmental and ecological problems acrossthe lllinocis River Valey (Demissie et al.
2004). One of the most serious problems identified is the sedimentation in the river channel and

-35- August 9, 2012



Middle lllinois River TMDL

backwater lakes (Demissie et a. 1999). For example, it has been found that excessive sedimentation has
led to the loss of over 68 percent of the original volume of Lake Peoria (Demissie and Bhowmik 1986) as
the deltas within the Lake continue to grow (Bhowmik et a. 2001). Although conditionsin bottomland
lakes along the Illinois River were significantly altered when the State of 1llinois increased diversion of
water from Lake Michigan (Lee et a. 1979; Demissie 1996), studies have now identified the main sources
of sediment to the Illinois River valley as watershed erosion, streambank erosion, and bluff erosion
(Demissie et a. 2004). A sediment budget calculation based on suspended sediment data shows that
tributary streams deliver a significant amount of the sediment to the Illinois River valley, of which a
portion is discharged into the Mississippi River or trapped in the lllinois River (Demissie 1996).

The evaluation of sediment loading can be potentially useful in evaluating and predicting the relative
effects of seasonal differencesin tillage practices, cropping patterns, and pesticide applications on stream
sediment and water quality (Adams et a. 1984; Bhowmik et al. 1986). For example, data show that spring
(February through May) and summer months (June through September) both carry a much higher
percentage of the total annual load than fall and winter (October through January) seasons (Adams et al.
1984; Bhowmik et a. 1986). Thistrend islikely related to land use practices such astilling fields and
exposing soil to spring rains.

It should be noted that most soil conservation-oriented agencies concentrate erosion control practicesin
the uplands of agricultural and urban areas yet current evidence now suggests that streambeds,
streambanks, and near-channel areas such as hill slopes are significant sources of sediment where
conservation practices need to be targeted (White et a. 2005).

USGS Synoptic Bacteria Survey

The USGS monitored the main stem Illinois River and tributaries for fecal coliform and E. coli bacteria
from October 2007 to September 2008. Monthly samples were collected on the main stem at Hennepin
and downstream of Peoria. Random samples were taken throughout the watershed. Table 1-12
summarizes the number of samples and geometric mean of al samples at each location. For a comparison
of fecal coliform and E. coli, Figure 1-25 contains data at pertinent |ocations for the day of October 10,
2007. Thisisthe only day in which samples were obtained for al locations. Tributaries are on the left and
the main stem locations are on the right side of the figure. Sandy Creek, Farm Creek, and Kickapoo Creek
had the highest tributary concentrations. The Illinois River at Peoria had the highest main stem bacteria
concentration.
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Table 1-12. USGS bacteria study sampling summary.

USGS Site USGS Site Description NS”a”r‘nbpelL‘S’f D@ﬁﬁgg’?ﬂ‘ﬁ“
05556500 | Big Bureau Creek at Princeton 11 410
05558000 | Big Bureau Creek at Bureau 1 200
05558295 | SANDY CREEK AT HENRY 1 400
05558500 | CROW CREEK (WEST) NEAR HENRY 1 6
05558990 | THENIUS CREEK AT SPARLAND 1 216
05559590 | CROW CREEK NEAR CHILLICOTHE 1 146
05559700 | SENACHWINE CREEK AT CHILLICOTHE 9 168
05559770 | RICHLAND CREEK BL DRY CREEK NR CHILLICOTHE 1 987
05559800 | PARTRIDGE CREEK NEAR METAMORA 4 573
05559820 | PARTRIDGE CREEK TRIBUTARY NEAR METAMORA 3 608
05559830 | PARTRIDGE CREEK NEAR SPRING BAY 1 34
05559840 | BLALOCK CREEK NEAR SPRING BAY 1 640
05559890 | TENMILE CREEK AT TRAILPARK GARDENS 1 6
05560500 | FARM CREEK AT FARMDALE 10 357
05561800 | FARM CREEK AT RT 150 AT EAST PEORIA 1 800
05562000 | FARM CREEK AT EAST PEORIA 1 83
05562010 | FARM CR AT CAMP ST BRIDGE AT EAST PEORIA 1 140
05563525 | KICKAPOO CREEK AT BARTONVILLE 2 336
05556200 | ILLINOIS RIVER AT HENNEPIN 35 59
05558300 | ILLINOIS RIVER AT HENRY 3 59
05558995 | ILLINOIS RIVER AT LACON 3 37
05559600 | ILLINOIS RIVER AT CHILLICOTHE 4 47
05559850 | ILLINOIS RIVER AT SOUTH ROME 2 41
05559900 | ILLINOIS RIVER AT WATER COMPANY AT PEORIA 3 9
05560000 | ILLINOIS RIVER AT PEORIA 6 72
05562100 | ILLINOIS RIVER AT FRANKLIN ST BRIDGE AT PEORIA 4 79
05562200 | ILLINOIS RIVER BELOW PEORIA LAKE AT PEORIA 34 72
05563590 g_(lslllz\ll?és R AB PEORIA LOCK AND DAM NR CREVE 1 520
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2. Watershed Source Assessment

Source assessments are an important component of water quality management plansand TMDL
development. Source assessment methods vary widely with respect to their applicability, ease of use, and
acceptability. This section provides asummary of potential watershed-wide sources that contribute listed
pollutants to the Middle Illinois River watershed. Watershed specific source assessments are provided in
Sections 5 through 13.

Approximately 68 percent of the watershed areais devoted to agricultura activities. Wetlands and upland
forest occupy approximately 17 percent of the watershed area. Other land use categories, including urban,
represent the remaining 11 percent. There are numerous point source discharges (e.g., municipal or
industrial wastewater treatment plants, urban stormwater, livestock facilities) in this watershed. Potentid
nonpoint sources include agriculture, pasture management, and crop-related sources, land disposdl of
human / animal waste, on-site wastewater systems, bank or shoreline modification / destabilization,
habitat modification, urban runoff / stormwater and waterfowl.

Historic development revolving around the growth and urbanization of the greater Peoria area has created
awide array of potential sources that could deliver contaminants to the Illinois River. For example, one
dominant source of pollutantsto the lllinois River is associated with stormwater. The high percentage of
impervious surface in the urbanized portion of the watershed has resulted in a network of drainage
systems. Stormwater is quickly conveyed to the Illinois River through numerous stormwater outfalls. The
increased stormwater volumes also enter the combined sewer system, causing occasional discharge of
untreated domestic wastewater to the lllinois River through CSOs. In addition, pollutants associated with
runoff from agricultural areas have the potential to be carried to the lllinois River and its tributaries
during rain and snowmelt events.

2.1 Overview of Watershed Sources

Pollutants of concern evaluated within this source assessment include fecal coliform, phosphorus,
nitrogen, sediment, chloride, manganese, and total dissolved solids. These pollutants can originate from
an array of sources including point and nonpoint sources. Point sources typically discharge a a specific
location from pipes, outfalls, and conveyance channels. Nonpoint sources are diffuse sources that have
multiple routes of entry into surface waters, particularly overland runoff. This section provides a summary
of potential point and nonpoint sources that contribute listed pollutants to the impaired waterbodies.

2.1.1 Point Sources

Point source pollution is defined by the Federal Clean Water Act (CWA) 8502(14) as. any discernible,
confined and discrete conveyance, including but not limited to any pipe, ditch, channel, tunnel, conduit,
well, discrete fissure, container, rolling stock, concentrated animal feeding operation, or vessel or other
floating craft, from which pollutants are or may be discharged. This term does not include agriculture
stormwater discharges and return flow fromirrigated agriculture.

Point sources can include facilities such as municipal wastewater treatment plants, industrial facilities,
confined animal feeding operations (CAFOs), or regulated stormwater including municipal separate storm
sewer systems (M $4s). Under the CWA all point sources are regul ated under the Nation Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) program. M$4 and NPDES permit holders within the project
area are discussed below.
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NPDES Facilities

A municipality, industry, or operation must apply for an NPDES permit if an activity at that facility
discharges wastewater to surface water. Examples of NPDES facilities within the study areainclude
municipal and industria wastewater treatment plants. Bacteria, nutrients, and total dissolved solids can be
found in these discharges.

Twenty two WWT Ps have disinfection exemptions in the watershed which allow afacility to discharge
wastewater without disinfection. Facilities with year-round disinfection exemptions may be required to
provide lllinois EPA with updated information to demonstrate compliance with these requirements and
facilities directly discharging into a fecal-impaired segment may have their year-round disinfection
exemption revoked through future NPDES permitting actions.

There are 112 NPDES permitted facilities within the project area. The list and locations of al current
NPDES permitted facilities within the watershed are provided within each watershed cluster section
(Sections 5 through 13). Exemption status isincluded in the facility summaries. Average design flows for
[llinois NPDES facilities are a so listed.

Municipal Separate Storm Sewer Systems

Regulated stormwater runoff may be a significant source of pollutants to the lllinois River. Stormwater
runoff can contain sediment, nutrients, bacteria, chloride, total dissolved solids, and sediment derived
manganese.

Under the NPDES program, municipalities serving popul ations over 100,000 people are considered Phase
I MS4 communities. Within the project area, there are no Phase | communities. Municipalities serving
populations under 100,000 people are considered Phase || communities. Within Illinois, Phase |1
communities are alowed to operate under the statewide General Stormwater Permit (ILR40) which first
requires dischargers to file aNotice of Intent (NOI), acknowledging that discharges shall not cause or
contribute to a violation of water quality standards.

To assure pollution is controlled to the maximum extent practical, regulated entities operating under the
State General Permit (ILR40) are required to implement six control measures including public education,
public involvement, illicit discharge and detection programs, control of construction site runoff, post
construction stormwater management in new development and redevelopment, and pollution
prevention/good housekeeping for municipal operations. Regulated entities operating under the State
Genera Permit within the project area are identified in Table 2-1.
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Table 2-1. MS4 permits in the Middle lllinois River watershed.

. . Location (watershed MS4 Area
Permit ID Regulated Entity clugter) (Square Miles)
Kickapoo Creek and lllinois
IRL400287 Village of Bartonville River Main Stem 5.62
IRL400073 Kickapoo Township Kickapoo Creek 26.96
Kickapoo Creek and lllinois
IRL400078 Limestone Township River Main Stem 9.11
Kickapoo Creek and lllinois
IRL400085 Medina Township River Main Stem 26.98
Kickapoo Creek and lllinois
IRL400424 City of Peoria River Main Stem 45.62
IRL400392 Village of Morton Farm Creek 3.54
IRL400683 Cincinnati Township lllinois River Main Stem 0.01
Farm Creek and lllinois
IRL400331 City of East Peoria River Main Stem 20.53
IRL400403 City of North Pekin lllinois River Main Stem 1.12
IRL400423 City of Pekin lllinois River Main Stem 8.60
Farm Creek and lllinois
IRL400665 Washington Township River Main Stem 37.53
ILR400165 City of Bellevue Kickapoo Creek 1.64
Farm Creek and lllinois
ILR400322 City of Creve Coeur River Main Stem 4.40
ILR400381 City of Marquette Heights lllinois River Main Stem 1.61
Kickapoo Creek and lllinois
ILR400425 City of Peoria Heights River Main Stem 6.71
ILR400506 City of West Peoria Kickapoo Creek 1.26
Kickapoo Creek and lllinois
ILR400599 Peoria City Township River Main Stem 2.13
Farm Creek, Kickapoo
lllinois Department of Creek, and lllinois River
ILR400493 Transportation Roads Main Stem 2.68
Farm Creek and lllinois
IRL400271 Tazewell County Roads River Main Stem 0.10
Kickapoo Creek and lllinois
IRL400267 Peoria County Roads River Main Stem 0.72
Total MS4 Area 207

Sewer Overflows

Combined sewer systems are designed to collect and carry stormwater runoff as well as domestic and
industria wastewater in the same pipe. Under dry weather conditions, this system efficiently conveys

flow to the wastewater treatment facility. However, under heavy rains, the system can be stressed beyond
its capacity. When this occurs, combined sewer systems are designed to overflow and discharge excess
wastewater including bacteria, nutrients, and sediment, to nearby surface waters. For this reason,
combined sewer overflows (CSOs) are amajor water quality concern. To regulate such sources of
pollution, combined sewer systems are regulated under the NPDES program. Outfalls for both combined
sewer overflows and sanitary sewer overflows (SSOs) areidentified in Table 2-2 and reported maximum
flows from each outfall are reported in the appendix in Table A-11. Table 2-3 summarizes the number of
CSOs and SSOs per year as reported by the facilities. The status of long term control plans (LTCPs) are
summarized in Table 2-4.
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Table 2-2. Combined sewer systems and sanitary sewer overflows within the project area.

Facility Name | 1"D> ﬁimieﬂf CSO or SSO Mf?;‘\iNm(UMmGDC)S—;O o i‘;‘:‘ﬁg%@‘g or
Outfalls
Bureau Junction STP | 1L0033120 1 CsO 13.6 Big Bureau Creek
East Peoria STP #1 1L0028576 4 SSO 0 Farm Creek
Granville STP 1L0022331 3 CsoO 13.6 lllinois River Main Stem
Kewanee STP 1L0029343 1 SSO 0 Kickapoo Creek
Lasalle WWTP 1L0029424 2 €S0 27 lllinois River Main Stem
1 SSO 0
Metamora North STP | 1L0021539 1 SSO 0 lllinois River Main Stem
Oglesby STP 1L0024996 7 CSO 0 Sandy Creek
Pekin STP #1 1L0034495 4 CsO 278.3 lllinois River Main Stem
Peoria CSOs 1LO037800 16 CsO 42.5° lllinois River Main Stem
Peoria SD STP 1L0021288 1 SSO 0 lllinois River Main Stem
Peru STP #1 ILO030660 22 CsoO 986.6 lllinois River Main Stem
Spring Valley STP 1L0031216 8 CsO 118.1 lllinois River Main Stem
Washington STP #2 1L0042412 4 SSO 0 Farm Creek
Wenona STP 1L0021792 1 CSO NIA Sandy Creek

a. Flow data provided by facility as of September 19, 2011. Additional flow data may be available in the future.
b. An additional outfall is located outside of the lllinois River Main Stem watershed
c. Based on a maximum annual overflow of 170 MG as reported in Peoria’'s CSO modeling estimates and the
assumption of 4 overflows per year.
NIA= No Information Available

Table 2-3. Summary of available reported data for CSO Outfalls within the project area.

Number of CSO Events per Year
Facility NPDES ID CSO outfall 2007 2008 2009 2010

Bureau 1L0033120 002 1 - - --
Granville 1L0022331 002 -- 3 4 8
Granville 1L0022331 004 -- 1 1 1
LaSalle STP 1L0029424 003 5 1 - -
LaSalle STP 1L0029424 006A 20 3 - -
Oglesby 1L0024996 0020 - - -

Oglesby 1L0024996 0030 - - - -
Oglesby 1L0024996 0050 - - - -
Oglesby 1L0024996 0090 - - - -
Oglesby 1L0024996 A010 17 9 - -
Oglesby 1L0024996 B0O10 17 9 -

Oglesby 1L0024996 C010 40 15 - -
Oglesby 1L0024996 D010 15 - - -
Oglesby 1L0024996 E010 -- 9 - -
Pekin 1L0034495 003 5 32 15 20
Pekin 1L0034495 004 7 31 32 52
Peoria 1L0037800 A07 18 21 31 59
Peoria 1L0037800 B06 25 28 36 73
Peoria 1L0037800 A06 25 28 36 73
Peoria 1L0037800 1 3 2 - 6
Peoria 1L0037800 3 15 21 36 73
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Number of CSO Events per Year

Facility NPDES ID CSO outfall 2007 2008 2009 2010
Peoria 1L0037800 9 -- 3 - 18
Peoria 1L0O037800 16 26 35 12 57
Peoria 1L0037800 17 34 46 33 98
Peoria 1L0037800 18 14 29 35 158
Peoria 1L0037800 19 22 45 40 152
Peoria 1L0037800 20 3 8 8 6
Peru 1L0030660 Plant Bypass -- 12 10 --
Peru STP #1 1LO030660 0030 -- 16 37 28
Peru STP #1 1LO030660 0040 -- 21 37 23
Peru STP #1 1LO030660 0050 -- 21 34 18
Peru STP #1 1L0030660 0060 - 19 24 17
Peru STP #1 1LO030660 0070 -- 22 30 34
Peru STP #1 1LO030660 0080 -- 0 2 1
Peru STP #1 1LO030660 0090 -- 15 22 13
Peru STP #1 1LO030660 0100 - 20 31 24
Peru STP #1 1LO030660 0110 -- 22 37 29
Peru STP #1 1LO030660 0120 -- 5 20 19
Peru STP #1 1LO030660 0130 -- 21 24 18
Peru STP #1 1L0030660 0140 - 21 30 34
Peru STP #1 1LO030660 0150 -- 3 0 3
Peru STP #1 1LO030660 0160 -- 5 4 3
Peru STP #1 1LO030660 0170 -- 3 0 0
Peru STP #1 1LO030660 0180 - - - -
Peru STP #1 1LO030660 0190 -- - 2 11
Peru STP #1 1LO030660 0200 -- 3 0 3
Peru STP #1 1LO030660 0210 -- 15 24 10
Peru STP #1 1L0030660 0220 - 3 0 0
Peru STP #1 1LO030660 0230 -- 4 0 0
Peru STP #1 1L0030660 0240 -- 15 18 11
Spring Valley 1L0031216 002 - 22 39 9
Spring Valley 1L0031216 003 -- 24 31 12
Spring Valley 1L0031216 004 -- - - 1
Spring Valley 1L0031216 005 -- 2 10 --
Spring Valley 1L0031216 006 - 30 49 19
Spring Valley 1L0031216 008 -- 31 60 21
Spring Valley 1L0031216 010 -- 20 40 6
Spring Valley 1L0031216 011 -- 9 11 6
Wenona 1L0021792 003 - 3 3 -
Wenona 1L0021792 AO01 4 -- -- --

Information on total number of annual overflows was not available for every facility and was not consistently reported
during every year for facilities included above. This table is a summary of the data made available to lllinois EPA at

the time of this report.

“--“ No information available
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Table 2-4. Long term control plan status

NPID Facility Long Term Control Plan (LTCP) Status

By instituting CSO controls, permittee has achieved 4 overflows/year as
1L0033120 | BYUREAUJUNCTION | required under Presumption Approach, and, as allowed in Special Condition
STP 11.10b in its permit, is exempted from developing a LTCP unless required to
develop and implement by Special Condition 11.10c.

By instituting CSO controls, permittee has achieved 4 overflows/year as
required under Presumption Approach, and, as allowed in Special Condition
12.10b in its permit, is exempted from developing a LTCP unless required to
develop and implement by Special Condition 12.10c.

IL0022331 | GRANVILLE STP

1L0029424 LASALLE WWTP LTCP submitted 3/29/2019. Include LTCP in next permit reissue cycle.
5/19/11 - LTCP under review.

IL0024996 | OGLESBY STP They did not meet their deadline of 2010.

IL0034495 | PEKIN STP #1 !_TCP submitted in 6/2009. Accepting revised schedule to LTCP
improvements.

IL0037800 | PEORIA CSOS LTCP submitted 12/1/2008. Revised LTCP submitted 3/2010.

IL0030660 | PERU STP #1 LTCP submitted 11/16/2007. Not approved.

1L0031216 SPRING VALLEY _ .

STP 12/4/08 Plan of Study submitted and forwarded for review and comment.

By instituting CSO controls, permittee has achieved 4 overflows/year as
required under Presumption Approach, and, as allowed in Special Condition
11.10B in its permit, is exempted from developing a LTCP unless required to
develop and implement by Special Condition 11.10C.

IL0021792 | WENONA STP

CAFOs

The removal and disposal of manure, litter, or processed wastewater that is generated as the result of
concentrated animal feeding operations (CAFOSs) is considered a point source that is regulated through the
NPDES Program. In Illinois, the CAFO program is administered by the Illinois EPA through general
permit number ILAO1 (refer to the following Web site for more details:
http://www.epa.state.il.us/water/cafo/). The federal regulations for al CAFOs can be found in 40 CFR
Parts 9, 122, and 412 and U.S. EPA requiresthat CAFOs receive aWLA as part of the TMDL
development process. The WLA istypically set at zero for al pollutants to be consistent with the
requirement that CAFOs not discharge to waters of the state. There is one CAFO in the Middle Illinois
River watershed: The Bradford Pig Palace (Permit 1L0064319).

2.1.2 Nonpoint Sources

The term nonpoint source pollution is defined as any source of pollution that does not met the legal
definition of point sources. Nonpoint source pollution typically results from overland stormwater runoff
that isdiffusein origin aswell as background conditions. It should be noted that stormwater collected and
conveyed through aregulated M$4 is considered a controllable point source. With agricultural practices
such as crop cultivation (63 percent) and pasture/hay (5 percent) covering an estimated 68 percent of the
project area, nonpoint source pollution may contribute a significant amount of the total pollutant load. In
addition to runoff and erosion, significant nonpoint sources also include septic system and animal
agriculture.

Stormwater Runoff

During wet weather events (snow melt and rainfall), pollutants are incorporated into runoff and can be
delivered to downstream waterbodies. The resultant pollutant loads are linked to the land uses and
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practices within the watershed. Agricultural and developed areas can have significant impacts on water
quality if proper best management practices are not in place. The main pollutants of concern associated
with agricultura runoff are sediment, nutrients, pesticides, and bacteria. Stormwater from devel oped areas
can be contaminated with oil, grease, chlorides, pesticides, herbicides, nutrients, viruses, bacteria, metals,
and sediment. In the Illinois River basin, manganese is naturally occurring in the soils as aresult of past
glacial activities.

In addition to pollutants, alterations to the hydrology of awatershed as a result of land uses changes can
also detrimentally affect habitat and biological heath. Imperviousness associated with developed |and
uses and tiling of agricultural fields can result in increased peak flows and runoff volumes and decreased
base flow as aresult of reduced ground water discharge.

Sheet and Rill Erosion

Sheet erosion is the detachment of soil particles by raindrop impact and their removal by water flowing
overland as a sheet instead of in channels or rills. Rill erosion refers to the development of small,
ephemeral concentrated flow paths, which function as both sediment source and sediment delivery
systems for erosion on hillsides. Sheet and rill erosion occurs more frequently in areas that lack or have
sparse vegetation, such as cropland during certain parts of the year and construction sites.

Bank and Channel Erosion

Bank and channel erosion refers to the wearing away of the banks of a stream or river. High rates of bank
and channel erosion can often be associated with water flow and sediment dynamics being out of balance.
This may result from land use activities that either ater flow regimes, adversely affect the floodplain and
streamside riparian areas, or a combination of both. Hydrology is a major driver for both sheet/rill and
stream channel erosion. The USACE has estimated that channel erosion from unstabl e streams accounts
for 30 to 40 percent of the sediment delivered from eastern lllinois River Basin watersheds, and up to 80
percent of the sediment delivered from watersheds in the western part of the basin (USA CE 2007).

Stream geomorphology pertains to the shape of stream channels and their associated floodplains. The
capacity of a stream system to assimilate pollutants such as sediment, nutrients, and organic matter
depends on features related to its geomorphology. Thisis especialy the case for floodplains which, if
connected to the channel, can store large quantities of sediment. A conceptual model of channel evolution
was used to characterize varying stages of channel modification through time, asillustrated in Figure 2-1
(Simon and Hupp 1986). Stage |, undisturbed conditions, is followed by the construction phase (Sage 1)
where vegetation is removed and / or the channel is modified significantly (through atered hydrology, for
example). Degradation (Stage 111) follows and is characterized by channel incision. Channel degradation
leads to an increase in bank heights and angles, until critica conditions of the bank material are exceeded.
Eventually, stream banks fail by mass wasting processes (Sage V). Sediments eroded from upstream
degrading reaches and tributary streams are deposited along low gradient downstream segments. This
process reflects channel aggradation and beginsin Stage V. Aggradation continues until stability is
achieved through a reduction in bank heights and bank angles. Stage V1 (restabilization) is characterized
by the relative migration of bank stability upslope, point-bar development, and incipient meandering.
Stages | and V1 represent two true reference or attainment conditions.

The USACE has noted that landscape changesin the Illinois River watershed have led tributaries to drain
more rapidly than they did historically. Increased bed and bank migration have resulted from higher
energy flows and erosive forces on these stream systems. This development in the basin has resulted in
streams that are more structurally simple and homogeneous than in the past (USACE 2007).
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Bank and channel erosion is made worse when streams are strai ghtened or channelized because
channelization shortens overall stream lengths and results in increased vel ocities, bed and bank erosion,
and sedimentation. Channelization potentially impairs 1,400 perennial stream miles within the lllinois
River Basin. However unassessed streams tend to be smaller and USACE (2007) identified that the
smaller streams tend to be channelized to a disproportionately higher extent. USACE (2007) estimated
that 27 percent of streamsin the state were channelized at the time of publication; this would correspond
to nearly 3,000 stream milesin the Illinois River basin. Modified stream channels often have little habitat
structure and variability necessary for diverse and abundant aquatic species. Channelization aso
disconnects streams from floodplain and riparian areas that are often developed into agricultural or built
environments (USACE 2007).

Stage IV. Degradation and

Stage I. Sinuous, Preqodified :iahgceII.COnstructed ﬁza;}g:elll.negradaticn r';&)'lhdﬂenmq
floodplain terrace
T !
h
A i

slumped material

Stage V. Aggradation and Widening Stage V1. Quasi Equilibrium
he = crfical bank height  hoh,

= direction of bank or
bed movement

1

h
L slumped
material

aggraded material aggraded material

Figure 2-1. Channel evolution model (from Simon and Hupp 1986).

Bank erosion is a natural process. Acceleration of this process, however, leads to a disproportionate
sediment supply, channel instability, and aguatic habitat |oss (Rosgen 2006). Bank erosion processes are
driven by two major components. streambank characteristics (e.g., erodibility) and hydraulic forces.
Many land use activities affect both these components, which can lead to increased bank erosion.
Riparian vegetation and floodplain protection provide internal bank strength. Bank strength can protect
banks from fluvid entrainment and subsequent collapse. For instance, when riparian vegetation is
changed from woody species to annual grasses, theinterna strength is weakened, thus accel erating bank
€rosion processes.

Confronted by more frequent and severe floods that increase hydraulic forces, stream channels must
respond. They typically increase their cross-sectional areato accommodate the higher flows. As described
previoudly, thisis done either through widening of the stream banks, down cutting of the stream bed, or
frequently both. This phase of channel instability, in turn, triggers a cycle of stream bank erosion and
habitat degradation.
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Discharge flow rateis amajor factor that affects sediment transport in stream systems. Higher discharge
volumes lead to increased flow velocities, thus raising shear stress and stream power exerted on the
channel bed and banks. This effect, combined with channel stability, determines the amount of sediment
that is mobilized, which in turn influences habitat and agquatic biota. In many areas of the Illinois River
Basin, current storm flows are higher than occurred under pre-devel opment conditions due to land use
changes and increased efficiency brought about by channelization in urban and rural areas.
Channelization increases peak flows asit allows flood waves to pass more quickly through the basin,
increasing the volume and the erosive force of the water (USACE 2007). Because bank erosion is often a
symptom of larger, more complex problems, long-term sol utions often involve much more than bank
stabilization.

Gully and Bluff Erosion

Gulliesare relatively steep-sided watercourses, which experience ephemeral flows during heavy or
extended rainfall. Gully erosion occurs when water flows in narrow channels during or immediately after
heavy rains or melting snow. The erosion is both downward, deepening the channel, and headward,
extending the channdl into the hillside. Gully erosion is caused when runoff concentrates and flows at a
velocity sufficient to detach and transport soil particles. Widening of gully sides subsequently occurs by
slumping and mass movement. Runoff may also enter a gully from the sides, causing secondary gullies or
branching. Gully devel opment associated with concentrated flow is evident in numerous streams around
the country. Like sheet and rill erosion, sediment from gullied areasis delivered to stream systems during
high flow conditions. Sediment delivered to the stream may contain elevated concentrations of nutrients.

Gully formation may be triggered by land use changes, such as vegetation removal or by construction of
new commercid / residential areas. Gully erosion is an important factor when considering upland sources,
particularly where the delivery path is connected to small tributary streams or ditches. Riparian conditions
adjacent to larger streams and in floodplains are al so important. The development of rills and gullies can
create direct paths, which short circuit the sediment and nutrient interception function of riparian zones.

Significant sediment is also delivered to the river from the bluffs of the Illinois River; bluffs can reach
heights of 500 feet and form steep banks along the floodplain. Evidence of degradation isfound in the
erosion of the bluffs' dopes and down-cutting of ravines which are now observed at rates that are not
natural (TCRPC 2002). Bluff erosion has been reported to be worsened by fire suppression activities
(abatement leading to loss of grass lands and over developed canopy), as well as over grazing (TCRPC
2002). Stormwater management practices have also increased bluff erosion by creating large ravines at
stormsewer outlets (TCRPC 2002). In some cases, huge channels of 20 to 30 feet wide have been created.
The primary cause has been the flow of stormwater from concrete storm sewers as well as drastic
vegetative changesin the forest (TCRPC 2002; TCRPC 2009).

The importance of hydrology in addressing gully and bluff erosionin the lllinois River watershed is
further supported based on relationships between flow, vel ocity, shear stress, and stream power. Increased
sediment transport occurs from elevated vel ocities associated with higher stream flow. Impaired streams,
such as Farm Creek, will mobilize more sediment even if flows are held constant, due to decreased
resistance associated with the greater silt fraction in the channel substrate.

The combined effect of these factors highlights the need to consider not only direct sediment loads to the
stream, but also the importance of hydrology, channel substrate, and bank conditions. These relationships
also point out the role that the floodplain and riparian zones play in providing bank and channel stability.
Finally, land use and floodplain management changes that alter hydrology in the watershed can further
exacerbate sediment problems through the resultant effect on stream habitat.
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Onsite Wastewater Treatment Systems

Onsite wastewater treatment systems (e.g., septic systems) that are properly designed and maintained
should not serve as a source of contamination to surface waters. However, onsite systems do fail for a
variety of reasons. Common soil-type limitations which contribute to failure are; seasonal water tables,
compact glacial till, bedrock, coarse sand and gravel outwash and fragi pan. When these septic systems
fail hydraulically (surface breakouts) or hydrogeologically (inadequate soil filtration) there can be adverse
effects to surface waters (Horsely and Witten 1996). Septic systems contain all the water discharged from
homes and business and can be significant sources of pathogens and nutrients.

Animal Feeding Operations (AFOs)

Animal feeding operationsthat are not classified as CAFOs are known as animal feeding operations
(AFOs) in lllinois. Non-CAFO animal feeding operations are considered nonpoint sources by U.S. EPA.
AFOsin Illinois do not have state permits. However, they are subject to state livestock waste regulations
and may be inspected by the Illinois EPA, either in response to complaints or as part of the Agency’ s field
inspection responsibilities to determine compliance by facilities subject to water pollution and livestock
waste regulations. In Illinois, an AFO is defined asalot or facility (other than an aquatic animal
production facility) where the following conditions are met:

(1) Animals (other than agquatic animals) have been, are, or will be stabled or confined and fed or
maintained for atotal of 45 days or morein any 12-month period, and

(2) Crops, vegetation, forage growth, or post-harvest residues are not sustained in the norma
growing season over any portion of the lot or facility.

The animalsraised in AFOs produce manure that is stored in pits, lagoons, tanks and other storage
devices. The manureis then applied to areafields as fertilizer. When stored and applied properly, this
beneficia re-use of manure provides a natural source for crop nutrition. It also lessens the need for fuel
and other natural resourcesthat are used in the production of fertilizer. AFOs, however, can pose
environmenta concerns, including the following:

= Manure can leak or spill from storage pits, lagoons, tanks, etc.
= |mproper application of manure can contaminate surface or ground water.
= Manure overapplication can adversely impact soil productivity.

Bacteria and nutrients are typically found in AFO discharges.
Livestock Population

Livestock are potential sources of bacteria and nutrients to streams, particularly when direct accessis not
restricted and/or where feeding structures are located adjacent to riparian areas. Watershed specific data
are not available for livestock populations. However, county wide data available from the National
Agricultural Statistic Service were downloaded and area weighted to estimate animal population in the
watershed (Table 2-5). An estimated 92,767 animal units are in the watershed and the animal unit density
is45 animal units per square mile. No strong correlation between animal unit density and feca coliform
counts by watershed was found.
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Table 2-5. Estimated (area weighted) livestock.

Watershed Cattle Poultry Horses Sheep Hogs
Kickapoo Creek 7,744 578 505 478 11,350
Big Bureau Creek
(DQ-04) 7,688 6,588 486 663 47,165
Big Bureau Creek
(DQ-03) 2,933 2,025 185 252 17,529
West Bureau Creek 1,396 1,346 88 121 8,740
Sandy Creek 2,006 95 176 166 2,551
Senachwine Creek 1,652 96 136 112 2,369
Snag Creek 2,476 44 231 381 20,999
Farm Creek 842 46 95 75 6,830

Source: USDA 2007-2009
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3. TMDL Endpoints and LRS Targets

This section presents information on the water quaity impairments within the Middle Illinois River
watershed and the associated water quality standards and targets.

3.1 Applicable Standards

Water quality standards (WQS) are designed to protect beneficial uses. The authority to designate
beneficial uses and adopt WQS is granted through Title 35 of the Illinois Administrative Code.
Designated uses to be protected in surface waters of the state are defined under Section 303, and WQS are
designated under Section 302 (Water Quality Standards). Designated uses and water quality criteriaare
discussed below.

3.1.1 Designated Uses

Illinois EPA uses rules and regulations adopted by the Illinois Pollution Control Board (IPCB) to assess
the designated use support for Illinois waterbodies. The following are the use support designations
provided by the IPCB that apply to water bodiesin the Middle Illinois River watershed:

General Use Sandards— These standards protect for aquatic life, wildlife, agricultural, primary contact
(where physical configuration of the waterbody permitsit, any recreationa or other water use in which
there is prolonged and intimate contact with the water involving considerabl e risk of ingesting water in
guantities sufficient to pose a significant hea th hazard, such as swimming and water skiing), secondary
contact (any recreationa or other water use in which contact with the water is either incidental or
accidental and in which the probability of ingesting appreciable quantities of water is minima, such as
fishing, commercia and recreational boating, and any limited contact incident to shoreline activity), and
most industrial uses. These standards are a so designed to ensure the aesthetic quality of the state's aquatic
environment.

Public and food processing water supply standards — These standards are cumulative with the general use
standards and apply to waters of the state at any point at which water is withdrawn for treatment and
distribution as a potable supply to the public or for food processing.

3.1.2 Water Quality Criteria

Environmental regulations for the State of I1linois are contained within the Illinois Administrative Code,
Title 35. Specifically, Title 35, Part 302 contains water quality standards promulgated by the Illinois
Pollution Control Board. This section presents the standards applicable to impairments within the study
area. Water quality criteriato be used for TMDL development in the Middle Illinois River watershed are
listed in Table 3-1. Table 3-2 summarizes the TMDL endpoints used for this project.
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Table 3-1. Summary of water quality standards for the Middle lllinois River watershed.

General Use Water Quality

Public and Food

Parameter Units Standard Processmg Water
Supplies
Alteration in Stream-side N/A No numeric standard No numeric standard
Vegetate Covers
Aquatic Algae N/A No numeric standard No numeric standard
Chloride mg/L 500 250
Instantaneous minimum:
5.0 (March - July)
3.5 (August — February)
Daily minimum averaged over 7
Dissolved Oxygen mg/L days: No numeric standard
4.0 (August — February)
Daily mean averaged over 7 days:
6.0 (March - July)
5.5 (August — February)
400 in <10% of samples ° i c
Fecal Coliform * #/100 ml : d . Geometric mean "<
Geometric mean < 200 2,000
Manganese po/L 1,000 150
Ph SuU 6.5 minimum, 9.0 maximum No numeric standard
Phosphorus, Total Mg/l 50 ¢ No numeric standard
Sedimentation / Siltation N/A No numeric standard No numeric standard
Total Dissolved Solids (TDS) mg/L No numeric standard 500
Total Suspended Solids N/A No numeric standard No numeric standard

a. Fecal coliform standards are for the recreation season only (May through October)

b. Standard shall not be exceeded by more than 10% of the samples collected during a 30 day period
¢. Geometric mean based on minimum of 5 samples taken over not more than a 30 day period

d. Standard only applies in lakes/reservoirs that are greater than 20 acres in surface area and in any stream at the
point where it enters such a lake / reservoir. There is no numeric standard for streams.

Table 3-2. TMDL endpoints.

Parameter

TMDL Endpoint

Chloride (mg/L) 250
Fecal Coliform (#cfu/100 mL) 400
Manganese (ug/L) 150
Phosphorus, Total (ug//L) 50
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3.2 Load Reduction Strategy Targets

As described below, 1oad reduction strategy (LRS) targets are defined for TSS and nutrients which are
lacking numeric criteria (Table 3-3).

Table 3-3. Load reduction strategies targets

LRS Parameter Target Criteria
Nitrogen, Nitrate (mg/L) 1.798
Phosphorus, Total (mg/L) 0.072

59.3 (Zone 4)

Total Suspended Solids (mg/L) 50.4 (Zone 5)

3.2.1 Nitrogen and Phosphorus

Nutrient targets are based on reference conditions for Ecoregion 54 from the U.S. EPA document
entitled Ambient Water Quality Criteria Recommendations, Information Supporting the

Development of Sate and Tribal Nutrient Criteria, Rivers and Sreamsin Nutrient Ecoregion VI. U.S.
EPA’s ecoregion criteria are intended to address cultural eutrophication. These values were derived to
represent conditions of surface waters that are minimally impacted by human activities and protective of
aquatic life and recreational uses (U.S. EPA 2000).

Aggragate Mutrient Ecoregion B
Ecoregion ID

46
47
48
54
85
57

A

48

Morth Dakota Minnesota

OOECEm

Michigan

South Dakola Wiscorsin

Nebraska

Kansas Missouri

Figure 3-1. Nutrient ecoregions.
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3.2.2 Total Suspended Solids, Sedimentation, and Siltation

Tota suspended solids targets are based on reference conditions from the USGS document entitled
Present and Reference Concentrations and Yiel ds of Suspended Sediment in Streams in the Great Lakes
Region and Adjacent Areas. The USGS and U.S. EPA completed a cooperative study in which suspended
solids data was collected and reference conditions were derived for zones in the Great Lakes Region.
Reference median TSS concentrations, reference median annual volume weighted (VW) TSS
concentration, and reference TSS yields were determined based on data collected throughout the Great
Lakes region. Reference median TSS concentrations are most applicable to waters with biologica
concerns, VW TSS concentrations are most applicable to waters that require mitigation of anthropogenic
effects on water quality, and TSS yields are most applicable to issues related to sedimentation in harbors
and lakes (Robertson et a. 2006).

VW TSS concentrations were chosen for LRS targetsin the Illinois River and itstributaries. VW TSS
concentrations are much higher than median concentrations because median concentrations primarily
reflect concentrations during low flow conditions. They are derived by calculating the total annual load
divided total annual flow. VW TSS concentrations are more heavily influenced by high flow TSS
concentrations, which is when most of the TSSis transported (Robertson et al. 2006). Figure 3-2
summarizes the VW TSS concentration zones applicable to the watershed.
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Figure 3-2. TSS concentration zones.
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4. Technical Approach for TMDL and LRS

Thetechnica approach section identifies the impaired waterbody-pollutant combinations and describes
the general water quality issues within the basin. The approach to estimating flow and deriving TMDLSs
and LRSs are a'so presented.

4.1 Waterbody-Pollutant Impairments

TMDLswill be developed for impai rments with numeric water quality standards and LRSswill be
devel oped to help prioritize implementation of nonpoint sources for impairments without numeric water
quality standards. The TMDL waterbody-pollutant combinations are summarized in Table 4-1 and are
shown in Figure 4-1. The LRS waterbody-pollutant combinations are summarized in Table 4-2.

The lllinois EPA 305(b) Water Quality Report lists all the impairments in a waterbody. The 303(d) list of
waters contai ns those 305(b) impairments. 1llinois EPA develops TMDLSs for impaired waters caused by
pollutants with numeric standards. LRSs are devel oped for impai rments with nonnumeric standards and
will help prioritize implementation of nonpoint sources to reduce these pollutantsin the watershed.
TMDLswill contain point and nonpoint source alocations while LRSs will only contain allocations for
nonpoint sources. Until numeric standards are developed for parameters such as phosphorus, nitrogen and
TSS, implementation activities will focus on nonpoint source controls for reductions.

Based on the effect of nutrients on response indicators including aguatic algae, |ow dissolved oxygen and
pH, LRSs will address these nonpollutant impairments in Depue and Senachwine Lakes. In addition, best
management practices that lead to reductions phosphorus and total suspended solids will lead to
reductionsin agae and help balance the pH. Relationships between these parameters are further evaluated
in the linkage analyses.

Table 4-1. Summary of TMDLs

Impaired Water
TMDL Pollutant
Name Segment ID

D-05 Fecal coliform
lllinois River D-16 Fecal coliform

D-30 Fecal coliform, manganese,

total dissolved solids

Kickapoo Creek DL-01 Fecal coliform
Big Bureau Creek DQ-03 Fecal coliform
West Bureau Creek DQD-01 Fecal coliform
Farm Creek DzzP-03? Chloride
Depue Lake RDU" Phosphorus, dissolved oxygen
Senachwine Lake RDZX" Phosphorus, dissolved oxygen

a. Farm Creek is also listed on the 303(d) list for pH; no TMDL will be completed for this pollutant, but impairment will
be addressed through LRSs and implementation.

b. Depue and Senachwine Lakes are also listed on the 303(d) list for TSS, algae, and sedimentation; no TMDL will be
completed for these pollutants, but impairments will be addressed through LRSs and implementation.
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Table 4-2. Summary of LRSs

Impaired Water

LRS Pollutants

Name Segment ID
D-05
D-09
lllinois River
D-16
D-30
Kickapoo Creek DL-01
Senachwine Creek DM-01
Snag and Crow Creek DO-01 TSS, total phosphorus, nitrate plus nitrite nitrogen
Sandy Creek DP-02
DQ-04
Big Bureau Creek
DQ-03
West Bureau Creek DQD-01
Farm Creek ® DZZP-03
Depue Lake b RDU
- TSS, nitrate plus nitrite nitrogen
Senachwine Lake RDzZX

a. Farm Creek is listed on the 303(d) list for TSS and total phosphorus.
b. Depue and Senachwine Lakes are listed on the 303(d) list for TSS, total phosphorus, algae, and sedimentation.
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Figure 4-1. TMDL locations.

-57- August 9, 2012



Middle lllinois River TMDL

4.2 Watershed Clusters

The Middle Illinois River watershed has been partitioned into watershed clusters. Watershed cluster
boundaries were delineated in away that aligns with USGS ten-digit hydrological unit code (HUC) codes.
The 10-digit HUC codes reflect hydrol ogic watersheds and subwatersheds in the area. Seven watershed
clusters were identified, these include: Illinois River Main Stem, Big Bureau Creek, Sandy Creek, Crow
Creek/Snag Creek, Senachwine Creek, Farm Creek, and Kickapoo Creek. Specific details of each are
identified in Table 4-3 while watershed cluster boundaries are shown in Figure 4-2.

Table 4-3. Watershed clusters.

Watershed Cluster Mg it IR 10-Digit HUC Name Area —
ID (acres) (sg. mi.)

07130001 08 | Allforks Creek - lllinois River 113,642 177.6

07130001 09 | Senachwine Lake - lllinois R. 92,024 143.8

07130001 11 | Scholes Branch - Crow Creek 51,638 80.7

lllinois River Main Stem 07130001 13 | Sawyer Slough - lllinois River 62,543 97.7

07130001 17 | Partridge Creek - lllinois River 94,396 147.5

07130003 03 Lamarsh Creek-lllinois River 83,782 130.9

Total Subwatershed Area 498,025 778.2

07130001 04 | West Bureau Creek 56,187 87.8

07130001 05 | Pike Creek-Big Bureau Creek 129,676 202.6

Big Bureau Creek 07130001 06 | East Bureau Creek 71,483 111.7

07130001 07 | Big Bureau Creek 63,942 99.9

Total Subwatershed Area 321,288 502.0

Sandy Creek 07130001 10 | Sandy Creek 94,454 147.6

07130001 12 | Crow Creek 82,508 128.9

Crow Creek / 07130001 15 | Snag Creek 52,990 82.8
Snag Creek

Total Subwatershed 229,952 359

Senachwine Creek 07130001 14 | Senachwine Creek 58,136 90.8

Farm Creek 07130001 16 | Farm Creek 39,423 61.6

07130003 01 Headwaters Kickapoo Creek 76,296 119.2

Kickapoo Creek 07130003 02 | Outlet Kickapoo Creek 119,939 187.4

Total Subwatershed Area 196,235 306.6

TOTAL 1,343,059 2,098.5

a. Note that drainage areas at the TMDL and LRS sampling stations do not always line up with the drainage area of

the entire Watershed Cluster as stations are not always located at the outlet of the cluster.
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Figure 4-2. Watershed clusters.
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4.3 Hydrology and Water Quality Relationships

A waterbody’ s |loading capacity represents the maximum rate of loading of a pollutant that can be
assimilated without violating water qudity standards (40 CFR 130.2(f)). Establishing the relationship
between in-stream water quality and source loading is an important component of TMDL devel opment. It
allows the determination of the relative contribution of sourcesto total pollutant loading and the
evaluation of potential changes to water quality resulting from implementation of various management
options. The following section describes the methodology being used in this analysis; results are then
presented by watershed cluster in Section 5 - 13.

A duration curve approach is being used to evaluate the relationships between hydrology and water
quality and calculate the TMDLs and LRSs. The primary benefit of duration curvesin TMDL
development isto provide insight regarding patterns associated with hydrology and water quality
concerns. The duration curve approach is particularly applicable because water quality is often afunction
of stream flow. For instance, sediment concentrations typically increase with rising flows as a result of
factors such as channel scour from higher velocities. Other parameters, such as chloride, may be more
concentrated at low flows and more diluted by increased water volumes at higher flows. The use of
duration curvesin water quality assessment creates a framework that enables data to be characterized by
flow conditions. The method provides avisual display of the relationship between stream flow and water
quality.

Allowable pollutant loads have been determined through the use of load duration curves. Discussions of

load duration curves are presented in An Approach for Using Load Duration Curves in the Devel opment
of TMDLs (U.S. EPA 2007). This approach involves cal cul ating the allowable |oadings over the range of
flow conditions expected to occur in the impaired stream by taking the following steps.

1. A flow duration curve for the stream is developed by generating a flow frequency table and plotting
the data pointsto form a curve. The data reflect arange of natura occurrences from extremely high
flows to extremely low flows.

2. Theflow curveistranslated into aload duration (or TMDL) curve by multiplying each flow value (in
cubic feet per second) by the water quality standard/target for a contaminant (mg/L or count/200 mL),
then multiplying by conversion factorsto yield resultsin the proper unit (i.e., kilograms per day or
count/day). The resulting points are plotted to create aload duration curve.

3. Each water quality sample is converted to aload by multiplying the water quality sample concentration
by the average daily flow on the day the sample was collected. Then, the individual loads are plotted
as points on the TMDL graph and can be compared to the water quality standard/target, or load
duration curve.

4. Points plotting above the curve represent deviations from the water quality standard/target and the
daily alowable load. Those plotting below the curve represent compliance with standards and the daily
allowable load. Further, it can be determined which locations contribute |oads above or below the
water quality standard/target.

5. The area beneath the TMDL curve isinterpreted as the loading capacity of the stream. The difference
between this area and the area representing the current loading conditions is the load that must be
reduced to meet water quality standards/targets.

6. Thefina step isto determine where reductions need to occur. Those exceedances at the right side of
the graph occur during low flow conditions, and may be derived from sources such asillicit sewer
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connections. Exceedances on the | eft side of the graph occur during higher flow events, and may be
derived from sources such as runoff. Using the load duration curve approach alows Illinois EPA to
determine which implementation practices are most effective for reducing loads on the basis of flow
regime. If loads are considerable during wet-weather events (including snowmelt), implementation
efforts can target those BMPs that will most effectively reduce stormwater runoff.

Water quality duration curves are created using the same steps as those used for load duration curves
except that concentrations, rather than loads, are plotted on the vertica axis.

The stream flows displayed on water quality or load duration curves may be grouped into various flow
regimes to aid with interpretation of the load duration curves. The flow regimes are typically divided into
10 groups, which can be further categorized into the following five hydrologic zones (U.S. EPA 2007):

High flow zone: stream flows that plot in the O to 10-percentile range, related to flood flows.
Moist zone: flows in the 10 to 40-percentile range, related to wet weather conditions.
Mid-range zone: flowsin the 40 to 50 percentile range, median stream flow conditions;

Dry zone: flows in the 60 to 90-percentile range, related to dry weather flows.

Low flow zone: flowsin the 90 to 100-percentile range, related to drought conditions.

The duration curve approach helps to identify the issues surrounding the impairment and to roughly
differentiate between sources. Table 4-4 summarizes the genera relationship between the five hydrologic
zones and potentially contributing source areas (the table is not specific to any individual pollutant). For
example, the table indicates that impacts from point sources are usually most pronounced during dry and
low flow zones because there is less water in the stream to dilute their loads. In contrast, impacts from
channel bank erosion is most pronounced during high flow zones because these are the periods during
which stream velocities are high enough to cause erosion to occur.

Table 4-4. Relationship between duration curve zones and contributing sources

Duration Curve Zone

Contributing source area High Moist Mid-range

9
<

Point source

Livestock direct access to streams

Low
H
H
H

s
I

On-site wastewater systems M

Riparian areas

IIZ|ITIZEIZ

Stormwater: Impervious

Combined sewer overflow

Z<|T|T|T|T

Stormwater: Upland

Field drainage: Natural condition

Field drainage: Tile system M-H L-M

I|T|T|T|T
b o o o o e o e

Bank erosion

Note: Potential relative importance of source area to contribute loads under given hydrologic condition (H: High; M: Medium; L:
Low).

The load reduction approach also considers critical conditions and seasonal variation in the TMDL
development as required by the Clean Water Act and U.S. EPA’ s implementing regul ations. Because the
approach establishes |oads on the basis of arepresentative flow regime, it inherently considers seasonal
variations and critical conditions attributed to flow conditions. An underlying premise of the duration
curve approach is correlation of water quality impairmentsto flow conditions. The duration curve alone
does not consider specific fate and transport mechanisms, which may vary depending on watershed or
pollutant characteristics.
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4.4 Approach to Estimate Flow

Estimating stream flow at ungaged reaches and during ungaged time periods was determined using
drainage area wei ghting techniques and regressional relationships (see Section 4.4.1 for details). Several
other sources of flow data and methods were investigated including the existing HSPF model of the
Illinois River basin (Demissie et al. 2007), using flow data derived as part of the ISWS Sediment Budget
of Illinois Study (2004), and using the lllinois Streamflow Assessment Model. A hydrologic model of the
entire lllinois River Basin has been created using HSPF (Demissie et al. 2007). A regression analysis of
the modeled flow versus monitored flows for the major Illinois River tributary subwatersheds (Spoon,
Kankakee, Iroquois, Fox, Des Plaines, Vermillion, Mackinaw, Sangamon, La Moine, and Macoupin)
showed R? values ranging from 0.36 to 0.89. The model was not calibrated for the smaller tributaries like
Big Bureau Creek, Kickapoo Creek, and Farm Creek. In addition, runoff parameters were not calibrated
for the main stem watershed which includes this TMDL’ s study area. Model parameters from the
calibrated Spoon River watershed were applied to the main stem and other uncalibrated tributary
watersheds.

The USACE Sediment Budget of the Illinois River determined annual sediment loads for many of the
tributariesin the Illinois River watershed. A review of their document showed that in order to calculate
annual sediment loads they used annual water discharge from each tributary from 1981 to 2000. It is
unclear how these annual discharges were calculated and no daily estimated flows are provided in the
document.

USGS gage flows for the watershed vary in their period of record; from the 1920s to present, 13 gages
were sampled in the watershed. Six of these gages have current data

Illinois River at Marseilles (5543500)
Illinois River at Kingston Mines (5568500)
Illinois River at Henry (5558300)

Big Bureau Creek at Princeton (5556500)
Farm Creek at Farmdal e (5560500)
Fondulac Creek near East Peoria (5561500).

Many of the other gages sampled have overlapping period of records. Where possible, flow data and
duration curves for overlapping time periods were compared from one gage to ancther to determineif any
relationshi ps existed from which to estimate flow for currently ungaged streams.

Unit area flow duration curves of the available tributary flow data within the watershed (excluding
5560500 and 5561500) are presented in Figure 4-3. The figure illustrates that flow in the tributaries
generally follows the same pattern, with the smaller streams like Ackerman Creek and Gimlet Creek
drying up at low flows and the larger streams like Big Bureau Creek, Kickapoo Creek, and Farm Creek
having similar flow duration curves. Higher low flowsin certain streams, like Farm Creek, likely reflect
the impact of point sources.

Unit area flow duration curves for three gages |ocated on the Illinois River are presented in Figure 4-4.
Similar to Farm Creek, higher low flows at Marseilles may indicate the impact of upstream point sources.
The pools located along the Illinois River aso likely have alarge influence on the flow duration patterns
at each location. Table 4-5 summarizes the avail able flow datasets, including the number of missing flow
days. The mgjority of missing flow days s attributed to not monitoring flows during the winter months.
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Only three tributary gages in the watershed have current flow data: Big Bureau Creek at Princeton, 11
(5556500), Farm Creek at Farmdale, |1 (5560500), and Fondulac Creek near East Peoria, I (5561500).
Neither Farm Creek nor Fondulac Creek recorded flows during recent winter months.

All Tributary Stations
Flow Duration Curve Comparison
All Approved USGS Flows

1000.0000

5556500
5557000
100.0000 5553500
——5559000
—5559500

10.0000 -
— 5500500
— 5557500
1.0000 5563000
—5561000

5563500

Flow (cfs/square mile)

0.1000 ——

00100 .

0.0010 \\

0.0001 . ‘ ‘ ; ; ; ; . ; y
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 80% 70% 80% 0% 100%

Figure 4-3. Unit area flow duration curves for lllinois River tributaries.
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All Mainstem Stations
Flow Duration Curve Comparison
All Approved USGS Flows
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Figure 4-4. Unit area flow duration curves for USGS gage locations along the lllinois River.
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Table 4-5. Available USGS Flow Data

USGS Gage Name Nusrintger Drzlrr;?e gt:tg End Date Count MIIZSIZ\I/Cg
(sq mi) Count

Illinois River at Marseilles, IL 5543500 8,259 10/1/1919 12/22/2010 33,321 0
lllinois River at Henry, IL 5558300 13,544 10/1/1981 12/22/2010 10,637 37
lllinois River at Kingston Mines, IL 5568500 15,818 10/1/1939 9/13/2010 25,916 0
Big Bureau Creek at Princeton, IL 5556500 196 3/1/1936 12/22/2010 27,308 16
West Bureau Creek at Wyanet, IL 5557000 86.7 3/1/1936 9/30/1966 11,171 0
East Bureau Creek Near Bureau, IL 5557500 99 4/1/1936 9/30/1966 11,140 0
Crow Creek (West) Near Henry, IL 5558500 56.2 5/13/1949 10/1/1971 8,177 0
Gimlet Creek at Sparland, IL 5559000 5.66 10/1/1945 9/30/1971 8,765 730
Crow Creek Near Washburn, IL 5559500 115 10/1/1944 10/1/1971 9,862 0
Farm Creek at Farmdale, IL 5560500 27.4 10/1/1948 8/29/2010 19,311 3,301
Ackerman Creek at Farmdale, IL 5561000 11.2 12/1/1953 9/30/1980 9,801 0
Fondulac Creek Near East Peoria, IL 5561500 5.54 1/14/1948 9/30/2009 19,186 3,354
Farm Creek at East Peoria, IL 5562000 61.2 5/1/1943 10/22/1980 13,659 30
Kickapoo Creek Near Kickapoo, IL 5563000 119 10/1/1944 9/30/1962 6,574 0
Kickapoo Creek at Peoria, IL 5563500 297 3/24/1942 9/30/1971 10,783 0
Indian Creek near Wyoming, IL* 5568800 62.7 10/1/1959 1/17/2011 18,737 0

a. Indian Creek is tributary to the Spoon River and was used to derive flow estimations

4.4.1 Drainage Area Weighting Technique

Drainage area weighting is a widely used technique to estimate streamflow in cases where limited
streamflow monitoring data are available. This method is most valid in situations where watersheds are of
similar size, land use, soil types, and experience similar precipitation patterns. Drainage areaweighting is
used to estimate flows for al ungaged streams in the watershed, with the exception of Kickapoo and
Crow Creeks. Streamflow is estimated by drainage area weighting using the following equation:

A
Qungaged = ‘Zwa;d X anged
gage
where:
Qungaged: Flow at the ungaged location
Quaged: Flow at surrogate USGS gage station
Aungaged: Drainage area of the ungaged location
Agaged: Drainage area at surrogate USGS gage station

Many of the watershed clusters do not have current flow data. An evaluation of available flow data was
used to determineif relationships existed to justify the use of regression analysis or drainage area
weighting technique. In al cases where overlapping historical flow data existed, it was found that using
drainage area weighting resulted in a more accurate flow duration curve than the use of regression
anaysis.
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A review of five gagesin similar watersheds with both historical and current data outside of the Middle
Illinois River watershed, but within the surrounding Rock River (07090005), Vermillion River (07130002
and 05120109), and Sangamon River (07130008) watersheds was performed; however, acceptable
relationships to gages with historical flow data within the Middle Illinois River watershed were not found.
It was determined that the Big Bureau Creek gage near Princeton and the Farm Creek gage at Farmdale
provided the best relationship for applying drainage area weighting techniques to the other tributariesin
the Middle Illinois River watershed. Table 4-6 summarizes which gages were used to derive an estimated
flow duration curve for each ungaged location where aTMDL or LRS will be performed. The locations of
the gages are shown in Figure 4-5.

Table 4-6. Drainage area weighting locations

Drainage Area Gage used for

TMDL or LRS Watershed (miz)c Dr\:/;lvlngge_Area
eighting
D-05 (lllinois River Cluster) 14,585 5568500
D-16 (lllinois River Cluster) 12,756 5558300
D-30 (lllinois River Cluster) 13,900 5568500
DQD-01 (West Bureau Creek) 86 55565007
DQ-04 (Big Bureau Creek Cluster) 497 55565007
DZZP-03 (Farm Creek Cluster) 61 55605007
DP-02 (Sandy Creek Cluster) 142 5568800
DM-01 (Senachwine Cluster) 920 5568800
DO-01 (Snag and Crow Cluster) 129° 5568800

a. The Farm Creek gage (5560500) does not record winter flows. Winter flows at Farm Creek were therefore
assigned based on drainage area weighting of winter flows from the Indian Creek gage near Wyoming.

b. Three streams are in this cluster with their own drainage area: Crow, Richland, and Snag. The total area is 359
square miles. There are no sampling stations on Richland or Snag creeks and the LRS was completed for Crow
Creek at station DO-01.

c. Note that drainage areas at the TMDL and LRS sampling stations do not always line up with the drainage area of
the entire Watershed Cluster as stations are not always located at the outlet of the cluster.

4.4.2 Regression Analysis

Regression analysisis a viable technique used in many cases where limited streamflow monitoring data
are available. Like drainage area weighting, this method is most valid in situations where watersheds are
of similar size, land use, soil types, and experience similar precipitation patterns. Dischargeis estimated
by computing aregressional relationship of areaweighted flows for time periods where two gages both
have data. This relationship isthen used to estimate flows for ungaged time periods. Flows were
estimated in the Kickapoo Creek and Crow Creek watersheds using this method.
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Figure 4-5. Project area overview including watershed clusters, monitoring stations, and USGS gages.
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45 TMDL Derivation

A TMDL isthetotal amount of a pollutant that can be assimilated by the receiving water while still
achieving water quality standards. TMDLs are composed of the sum of individua wasteload allocations
(WLASs) for regulated sources and load alocations (LAS) for unregul ated sources and natural background
levels. In addition, the TMDL must include a margin of safety (MOS), either implicitly or explicitly, that
accounts for the uncertainty in the relationship between pollutant loads and the quality of the receiving
waterbody. Conceptually, thisis defined by the equation:

TMDL = YWLAs+ SLAs+MOS

Sections 5 - 13 present the allowable loads and associated alocations for each of theimpaired
waterbodies in the watershed. The results are presented by assessment location in each of the applicable
watershed clusters. The bacteria TMDLSs are based on the median allowable load in each of the flow
regimes and reductions are based on the 90th percentile of observed load in each flow regime. All other
TMDLs are based on the maximum allowable load in each of the flow regimes and reductions are based
on the maximum observed load in each flow regime.

45.1 Load Allocations

Load alocations represent the portion of the allowable load that is reserved for nonpoint sources and
natural background conditions. The load all ocations are based on subtracting the allocations for WLAS
and the MOS from allowable loads. The load allocations are summarized in Sections 5 - 13 for each of the
waterbody TMDL pollutant combinations along with the baseline loads and WLAS. The load allocations
are presented on a daily basis and were devel oped to meet TMDL targets.

The load alocations set for the lllinois River main stem, Lake Depue, and Senachwine Lake include all
loading upstream of the study area boundary, including point sources. Determining allocations for point
sources upstream of the Middle Illinois River watershed was not feasible.

45.2 Wasteload Allocations

Numerous known NPDES facilities are within the watershed with the potential to discharge pollutants
identified within the TMDL. Asrequired by the Clean Water Act, individual WLAs were devel oped for
these permittees as part of the TMDL development process (Appendix A). Each facility’ s maximum
design flow was used to calculate the WLA for the high flow and moist flow zones and the average
design flow was used for all other flow zones. Illinois assumes that facilities will have to discharge at
their maximum flow during both high and moist flows based on the following:

For municipal NPDES permitsin Illinois, page 2 of the NPDES permit lists 2 design
flows. adesign average flow (DAF) and a design maximum flow (DMF). These are
defined in 35 11l. Adm. Code 370.211(a) and (b) (see

http: //www.ipcb.state.il.us’documents/dsweb/Get/Document-12042/). Sincerain (and to a
certain extent, high ground water) causes influent flows to wastewater treatment facilities
to increase and precipitation also leads to higher river levels, a correlation between
precipitation and treatment flows exists. The load limits in these permits gives atiered
load limit, one based on DAF for flows of DAF and below, and another load limit in the
permit for flows above DAF through DMF.

Fecal coliform WLASs are based on the aready established permit limits. The fecal coliform WLA is
based on the 400 cfu/100 mL standard. All of the treatment facilities are required to comply with both the
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geometric mean fecal coliform water quality standard of 200 cfu/100 mL and the instantaneous water
quality standard of 400 cfu/100 mL at the closest point downstream where recreational use occursin the
receiving water or where the water flows into a fecal-impaired segment. Permit limits can be based on the
instantaneous and/or the geometric mean standard. Most permits were written based on the instantaneous
standard and many smaller facilities do not sample frequently enough to use the geometric standard.
WLASs for facilities with disinfection exemptions were therefore based on the design flows for each
facility multiplied by 400 cfu/100 mL. The resulting WLAS apply at the end of their respective
disinfection exemptions. Facilities with year-round disinfection exemptions may be required to provide
Illinois EPA with updated information to demonstrate compliance with these requirements and facilities
directly discharging into afecal-impaired segment may have their year-round disinfection exemption
revoked through future NPDES permitting actions

Phosphorus WLASs for Lake Depue and Senachwine Lake are set using atechnology based limit of 1
mg/L total phosphorusin wastewater.

76 regulated CSOs and SSOs are in the watershed associated for 14 facilities (Table 2-2). Each permitted
CSO community/entity was contacted for further information regarding long term control plans and CSO
flow volumes. The WLASsfor al CSOs were calculated to be equal to the maximum flow associated with
a CSO event, as reported by the regulated entity, multiplied by 400 cfu/100 mL for fecal coliform, and
occurring four times per year. When no flow information was provided, a WLA equal to zero was
assigned. WLASs apply when the permitted facility isin compliance with their approved long term control
plans (LTCPs) which will require no more than 4 overflows per year. During the development of LTCPs
for the CSO communities, Illinois may decide to modify the WLA if deemed appropriate.

Fifteen NPDES facilities in the watershed have permitted excess flows (Table 4-7). The excess flows at
these sites have primary treatment and disinfection with afecal coliform limit. Discharges during wet
weather events need to be in compliance with al applicable permit requirements. Due to the increased
assimilative capacity of the receiving waters during extreme wet weather, daily load all ocations are not
appropriate. Concentration limits must be met for all flows at all times, including during extreme wet
weather events.

Table 4-7. Permitted excess flows

Months Average | Average
Permit ID NPDES Facility Name Qutfall . MG cfu/100 Exceedances *
Discharged
Month mL

IL0021237 | CREVE COEUR WWTP A01 7 of 72 0.3 1,315 3
IL0028576 | EAST PEORIA STP #1 002 21 of 72 9.8 298 1
IL0028576 | EAST PEORIA STP #1 005 1 of 72 2.94 16,000 1
IL0028576 | EAST PEORIA STP #1 007 3of 72 3.6 61,000 1
IL0028576 | EAST PEORIA STP #1 A02 20f 72 1.3 10 0

A01
IL0046213 | EAST PEORIA STP #3 (was 1of 72 1.13 11,000 1

002)
IL0029343 | Kewanee STP 004 0 of 72 0 0 0
IL0029343 | Kewanee STP 005 6 of 72 15.2 264 0
IL0029424 | LASALLE WWTP 004 8 of 36 4 181 2
1L0029424 | LASALLE WWTP A01 31 of 36 5.7 354 6
ILO030007 | MORTON STP #3 A02 1 of 60 No Data 16 0
IL0034495 | PEKIN STP #1 002 65 of 72 5.4 19 0
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Months Average | Average
Permit ID | NPDES Facility Name | Outfall | .o/ = MG cfu/100 | Exceedances ?
9 Month mL
ILO037800 | PEORIA CSOS 006 44 of 48 3.8
IL0O037800 | PEORIA CSOS 007 40 of 48 5.4
IL0021288 | PEORIA SD STP 005 7 of 48 0.1 2,215 3
1L0021288 | PEORIA SD STP 006 4 of 48 0.5 2,605 1
IL0021288 | PEORIA SD STP A01 17 of 48 144.7 232 1
IL0021288 | PEORIA SD STP 004 0 of 48 0 0 0
Too
IL0O030660 | PERU STP #1 002 68 of 72 15 numerous 68
to count
IL0O030660 | PERU STP #1 A01 72 of 72 9.9 267° 19
IL0020575 g?LNCETON’ CITY OF A01 27 of 72 3.3 364 11
IL0047384 | SUNDALE HILLS STP 003 11 of 72 0.9 2,788 9
WASHINGTON
IL0047406 ESTATES INC STP A0l 15 of 72 3.1 3,918 4
1L0042412 | WASHINGTON STP #2 A01 28 of 72 22.3 1,142 5
IL0021792 | WENONA STP A01 7 of 72 1.8 3,237 2

Source: NPDES Data provided by IEPA on 7/25/2011
a. Exceedances during May through October only
b. Average does not include TNTC (T) values

21 regulated M S4s are in the watershed (Table 2-1). Individual WLASs were established for each M4
based on the area of the regulated community. The jurisdictional areas of townships and municipalities
were used as surrogates for the regulated area of each M S4. These areas were then used to calculate
WLASs based on the proportion of the upstream drainage area located within the M$4 boundaries by
multiplying that proportional area by the loading capacity of the assessment |ocation. For regulated road
authorities including Peoria and Tazewell County and the lllinois Department of Transportation, the MS4
areawas determined using the length of applicable roads and estimated right-of-way width.

One CAFO islocated in the watershed. The Bradford Pig Paace (Permit IL0064319) is designated as a
CAFO and receivesaWLA of 0. lllinois EPA does not have information on additional CAFOs at this
time. In the event Illinois EPA abtains information on CAFOs in the future, the TMDL strategy may be
amended to better account for contributing sources.

4.5.3 Margin of Safety

The CWA requires that a TMDL include a margin of safety (MQOS) to account for uncertaintiesin the
relationship between pollutants loads and receiving water quality. U.S. EPA guidance explains that the
MOS may be implicit (i.e., incorporated into the TMDL through conservative assumptionsin the
anaysis) or explicit (i.e., expressed in the TMDL as loadings set aside for the MOS). A 10 percent
explicit MOS has been applied as part of this TMDL for fecal coliform, chloride, manganese, tota
phosphorus, and total dissolved solids. A moderate MOS was specified because the use of the load
duration curvesis expected to provide accurate information on the loading capacity of the stream, but this
estimate of the loading capacity may be subject to potential error associated with the method used to
estimate flows within the watershed. An implicit MOS is also associated with estimating the level of load
reduction necessary based on the maximum observed loads for each flow condition for chloride,
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manganese, and total dissolved solids. The MOS for fecal coliform is also implicit because the load
duration analysis does not address die-off of pathogens.

4.5.4 Critical Conditions and Seasonality

The CWA requires that TMDL s take into account critical conditions for stream flow, loading, and water
quality parameters as part of the analysis of loading capacity. Through the load duration curve approach it
has been determined that |oad reductions are needed for specific flow conditions; however, the critica
conditions (the periods when the greatest reductions are required) vary by location and are inherently
addressed by specifying different levels of reduction according to flow.

When calculated, the allocation of point source loads (i.e., the WLA) will aso takeinto account critical
conditions by assuming that the facilities will always discharge at their maximum design flows. In redlity,
many facilities discharge below their design flows.

The Clean Water Act aso requires that TMDLSs be established with consideration of seasonal variations.
Seasonal variations are addressed in this TMDL by assessing conditions only during the season when the
water quality standard applies (May through October) for fecal coliform. The load duration approach also
accounts for seasonality by evaluating allowable loads on a daily basis over the entire range of observed
flows and by presenting daily allowable loads that vary by flow. For example, the critical conditions for
each of the TMDLs are summarized in Table 4-8 which presents the pollutant reductions for each
constituent by flow conditions.

Table 4-8. Summary of critical conditions.

Mid-

Flow Condition Constituent Season 2 High Moist Range Dry Low
Percentile 0-10 10-40 40-60 60-90 90-100
llinois River at : ; o o o o o
Hennepin (D-16) Fecal Coliform | Recreation | 63.64% | 35.95% 0% 0% 0%

Fecal Coliform | Recreation 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%

0,
lllinois River at Peoria Mar_:%?;lese Annual 0% 0% 0% 26.24% | 15.94%
Intake (D-30) Dissolved Annual 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Solids

|(|[|)|r_185 RiveratPekin | rocal Coliform | Recreation | 68.81% | 76.68% | 70.66% | 73.12% | 79.03%

West Bureau (DQD-01) | Fecal Coliform | Recreation | 98.86% | 76.40% | 68.11% | 50.51% | 15.15%

Big Bureau Creek (DQ- | o o) coliform | Recreation | 99.14% | 79.06% | 91.71% | 64.83% | 78.72%

03)
Farm Creek Chloride Annual 0% 0% 0% 74.72% 0%
Kickapoo Creek Fecal Coliform | Recreation | 98.84% | 83.49% | 48.42% | 96.44% 0%
Total 91.2% (critical conditions are further
Lake Depue Phosphorus Annual discussed in Section 12.1.1)
Senachwine Lake Total Annual | 84.88% | 83.25% | 85.80% | 85.84% | 92.34%
Phosphorus

a. Recreation Season is designated as May through October
BOLD indicates critical condition
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4.6 Load Reduction Strategies

Load reduction strategies (LRSs) have been devel oped for total phosphorus, nitrate nitrogen, and total
suspended solids for the segments and lakes identified in Table 4-2. LRSsinclude the loading capacity of
the receiving water and the reduction requirements to meet that loading capacity. A LRS does not include
WLAs and is focused on nonpoint sources of pollution.

Several of the TSS LRSs are based on sampling sites with only data from 2009 and 2010. These data do
not appear to be representative of typical TSS concentrations in the watershed during other years. The
annual average volume weighted TSSis meant to represent a large dataset that includes all observed
flows and concentrations. It should be noted that for many of the sites, data may not be representative of a
typical annual load as many of the samples were collected during high flows and less data were collected
during lower flow regimes.

Sections 5 - 13 present the LRSs for the Middle Illinois River watershed. The results are presented by
assessment location in each of the applicable watershed clusters. The LRSs results correspond to
assessment location. LRSs are based on the median alowable load in each of the flow regimes and
reductions are based on the median observed load in each flow regime.
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5. Illinois River Main Stem

The lllinois River main stem watershed cluster includes the drainages immediately adjacent to the lllinois
River from the Big Bend area to just south of Peoria. In total, the drainage areais 782 square miles and
consists of twenty-one 12-digit HUCs (Figure 5-2). Table 5-1 details area per 12-digit HUC associated
with the lllinois River main stem unit. Counties with jurisdiction within the Illinois River main stem
watershed cluster include: Bureau, LaSalle, Marshall, Woodford, Peoria, Putham and Tazewell.

Along the Illinois River, seven locks and dams still exist, creating a system of navigationa pools (USGS
2007a). The lllinois River main stem watershed cluster is contained between two lock and dam systems
(Starved Rock and La Grange); athird lock and dam system (Peoria) is located within the watershed
cluster near Peoria. The Peoria Lock and Dam create a chain of lakes, or large navigational pools,
including: Senachwine Lake, Goose Lake, Upper Peoria Lake, and Peoria Lake. As depicted in Figure
5-1, which shows a view of the lllinois River above the lake system, the river dramatically widens as it
flows into the lakes. Asthe river widens, the flows tends to slow which alows sediment to accumulate on
the river’ s bottom and sand bars throughout the stretch. As an example, the average depth of Peoria Lake
has decreased from eight feet to two feet from 1903 to current time, causing the need for constant
dredging to maintain water habitat needed for many fish species (TRRPC 2004).

Figure 5-1. View of lllinois River in the lakes area.
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The lllinois River isimpaired by elevated concentrations of fecal coliform, manganese, and total
dissolved solids (TDS). A watershed source assessment and linkage analysis are presented in this section.
To address these impairments, a TMDL is presented for each constituent. Additionally, LRSs are
developed for TSS, phosphorus, and nitrate plus nitrite nitrogen.

Lake Depue and Senachwine Lake are both located within this watershed cluster; however water quality
anaysis, TMDLs, and LRSs for each lake are presented in Section 12 and Section 13, respectively.

Table 5-1. lllinois River main stem 12-digit HUC subwatersheds.

. 12-digit - Area

10-digit HUC 12-Digit Watershed Name -
< HUC 5 (acres) | (sq.mi.)
01 Cedar Creek 17,947 28.0
02 Spring Creek 31,755 49.6
07130001 08 03 Negro Creek 19,419 30.3
04 Depue Lake - lllinois River 44,522 69.6
01 Coffee Creek - lllinois River 22,459 35.1
02 Clear Creek 23,055 36.0
07130001 09 03 Lake Thunderbird - Senachwine Lake 24,899 38.9
04 Senachwine Lake - lllinois River 24,040 37.6
01 Scholes Branch - Crow Creek 28,637 447
07130001 11 02 Town of Whitefield - Crow Creek 23,001 35.9
01 Thenius Creek - lllinois River 30,468 47.6
07130001 13 02 Strawn Creek - lllinois River 32,075 50.1
01 Partridge Creek 17,380 27.2
02 Blalock Creek-lllinois River 14,726 23.0
07130001 17 03 Blue Creek-lllinois River 23,575 36.8
04 Funks Run-lllinois River 17,803 27.8
05 Tenmile Creek-lllinois River 20,912 32.7
01 Lick Creek 12,336 19.3
02 Lost Creek 16,208 25.3
07130003 03 03 Lamarsh Creek 26,403 41.3
04 Pekin Lake - lllinois River 28,834 45.1

Total 500,454 782
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Figure 5-2. lllinois River main stem segments and stations
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5.1 Source Assessment

The lllinois River main stem watershed cluster islargely agricultural and contains relatively little

devel oped land within its drainage area (Figure 5-3). Predominating land use includes cultivated crops
(55 percent), deciduous forests (17 percent), open water (8 percent), and development including low,
medium, and high (6 percent).

The main sources of sediment to the Illinois River are watershed erosion, streambank erosion, and bl uff
erosion (Demissie et al. 2004). Excessive sedimentation not only reduces the lake volume and depth but
also impacts water quality, aquatic habitat, navigation, recreation, real estate values, and tourism. Thus,
sedimentation poses a very serious problem since it negatively impacts al of the beneficial uses of the
lake (Demissie and Bhowmik 1986).

The lllinois River main stem watershed has significant animal agriculture activities in the watershed
cluster. Table 5-2 presents the total number of animals and equivalent animal units within the watershed,
areaweighted using County statistics. These livestock populations are in addition to livestock populations
in the tributary watersheds, presented in the following sections.

Table 5-2. Livestock populations in lllinois River main stem watershed cluster.

Counties Cattle Poultry Horses Sheep Hogs
Bureau 1,906 1,837 121 165 11,930
La Salle 1,062 61 60 118 856
Marshall 2,022 71 204 147 3,272
Peoria 2,768 215 186 176 3,526
Putnam 1,315 181 195

Stark 23 4 2 96
Tazewell 1,309 71 147 116 10,617
Woodford 784 67 185 12,120
Total Number of

Animals 11,190 2,442 982 908 42,416
Equivalent

Animal Units 11,190 49 1,964 91 16,966

Source: USDA 2007-2009

Stormwater runoff may be a significant source of pollutantsto the lllinois River. Three regulated M $4s
are in this watershed including the City of Peoria, County of Peoria, and Tazewell County.

A total of 80 NPDES facilities are permitted within the Illinois River main stem watershed cluster, this
includes five wastewater treatment plants, twenty seven sewage treatment plants and two CSOs.
Locations of NPDES facilities within the watershed cluster are identified in Figure 5-3 and listed in
Table 5-3. Five regulated CSOs with 57 outfalls discharge to the main stem of the Illinois River.

The City of Peoria, as part of their Long Term Control Plan requirements, has submitted a monitoring
plan to characterize the CSO and stormwater discharges. They have proposed 23 sites for monitoring at
times of CSO and non CSO events. As part of the regular operations, the City monitors specific locations
throughout Peoria. Monitoring data were not available for analysis as part of the TMDL ; however data
should be available for future eval uations.

Tributary loads, including point sources within tributary watersheds, are also sources of pollutants.
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Table 5-3. NPDES facilities within the lllinois River main stem watershed cluster.

Average
Downstream 10-digit . L Design Exemption/Permit
Segment ID HUC ID LA NP1 (R 57 N Erine Flow Limit Status
(MGD)
ILG580008 | Cedar Point STP 0.05 Exempt
0.365 Exempt and
1L0021491 | Ladd STP ' required to monitor
IL0031216 | Spring Valley STP 11 limit 400
ILG580130 | Dalzell STP 0.11 Exempt
IL0051705 | Cherry WTP - -
ILG640144 | Seatonville WTP 0.005 --
ILO001554 | Dynegy Midwest Gen -- Hennepin 218 --
IL0001724 | AMERICAN NICKELOID CO-PERU 0.0436 | --
IL0001783 | CF INDUSTRIES - PERU 0.003 -
D16 07130001 | IL0002631 | ISG HENNEPIN INC. 7.246 -
08 IL0022331 | GRANVILLE STP 0.289 | limit 400
IL0023523 | DEPUE STP 0.48 limit 400
IL0025313 | HENNEPIN PWD STP 0.3 limit 400
2.33 001, 004, AO1-
1L0029424 | LASALLE WWTP ' limit 400
3 001, 002, AO1-
ILO030660 | PERU STP #1 limit 400
NEW JERSEY ZINC COMPANY, B _
IL0052183 | INC.
ILO075507 | PERU STP #2 1 limit 400
ILO076848 | MARK WTP 0.005 -
0.01 Exempt and
IL0026573 | PUTNAM COUNTY JUNIOR HS ' required to monitor
D-09 07188001 IL0001392 | NOVEON INC-HENRY 0.947 | limit 400
IL0002518 | UNITED SUPPLIERS-HENRY 0.011 -
IL0070548 | HENRY STP 0.3 limit 400
0- CAFO, no
D-09 071?2001 IL0064319 | BRADFORD PIG PALACE 0 discharge
ILO070424 | J&D RENTALS AND SALES - -
07130001 ILG580226 | SPARLAND STP 0.105 Exempt
D-09 12 1L0029378 | LACON WWTP 0.32 limit 400
ILO068047 | HOPEWELL WTP - -
IL0021539 | METAMORA NORTH STP 0.36 001, 002- limit 400
LAKE WILDWIND MHP-
IL0053864 | METAMORA 0.05 | Bxempt
IL0060461 | OAK RIDGE SD STP 0.0144 | 3 outfalls exempt
IL0077224 | METAMORA PWS 0.031 -
07130001 | L0023159 | CHILLICOTHE SD STP 0.8 limit 400
D-30 17 IL0001414 | CATERPILLAR INC-MOSSVILLE 2.48 limit 400
0.03 Exempt and
1L0042234 | PINEWOOD MHP ' required to monitor
CEDAR BLUFF UTILITIES, INC 0.07 Exempt
IL0059391 | STP
ILO065072 | MEDINA UTILITIES INC-EAST STP 0.165 Exempt
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Average
Downstream 10-digit . . Design Exemption/Permit
Segment ID HUC ID EELli NEDIES FEEE ee Flow Limit Status
(MGD)
1L0028916 | GERMANTOWN HILLS STP #1 0.2 Exempt
MOUNT ALVERNO NOVITIATE-E 0.0088 Exempt
IL0059030 | PEOR
IL0071358 | TRICO, INC., MILL POINT MHP 0.015 limit 400
SENECA PETROLEUM-POWLEY B B
ILG840039 | SAND
IL AMERICAN WATER-PEORIA N N
1L0001961 | MN
IL AMERICAN WATER-PEORIA 0142 B
IL0002011 | SAN '
IL0024163 | CATERPILLAR INC.- PEORIA 0.006 Exempt
PMP FERMENTATION 326 N
IL0025615 | PRODUCTS, INC '
GRANDVIEW MOBILE HOME
IL0026972 | PARK 0025 | Exempt
IL0037800 | PEORIA CSOS na -
IL0046213 | EAST PEORIA STP #3 1.2 001, 002- limit 400
IL0077321 | CATERPILLAR TRAILS PWD WTP 0.065 -
ILG580262 | GERMANTOWN HILLS WWTP #2 0.2 Exempt
ILG551081 | PEKIN COUNTRY CLUB 0.01 Exempt
IL0072451 | ILLINOIS&MIDLAND RAILROAD na -
ILG580252 | SOUTH PEKIN STP 0.15 Exempt
HOLLIS CONSLDTD GRD SCH 0.005 Exempt
IL0044636 | STP
LIMESTONE WALTERS SCHOOL 0.004 Exempt
IL0055816 | STP
COYOTE CREEK HOMEOWNERS 0.03 Exempt
IL0074560 | ASSN
1L0001830 | CATERPILLAR INC.-MAPLETON 0.061 limit 400
1L0001953 | AVENTINE RENEWABLE ENERGY 34.09 -
MIDWEST GENERATION- 0.036 Exempt
1L0002232 | POWERTON
D-05 07130003 | 1L0002291 | CATERPILLAR INC.-EAST PEORIA 1.424 -
03 IL0002526 | KEYSTONE STEEL AND WIRE 8.392 -
IL0002909 | MGP INGREDIENTS OF ILLINOIS 5.45 -
IL0021237 | CREVE COEUR WWTP 1.55 001, AO1- limit 400
001, 003, 004,
37 005, 006, AO1-
1L0021288 | PEORIA SD STP limit 400
DEGUSSA/GOLDSCHMIDT 0323 N
IL0023728 | CHEMICAL '
1L0027910 | CARMI WWTP 1.4 limit 400
4.92 001, 002, 005,
IL0028576 | EAST PEORIA STP #1 : 007, A02- limit 400
IL0034495 | PEKIN STP #1 4.5 001, 002- limit 400
IL0037729 | PEKIN PAPERBOARD Na -
IL0037800 | PEORIA CSOS Na -
ARCHER DANIELS MIDLAND- 63.21 _
IL0061930 | PEORIA
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Average
Downstream 10-digit . . Design Exemption/Permit
Segment ID HUC ID PR 1 e Flow Limit Status
(MGD)
EXCEL FOUNDRY & MACHINE, 0.0026 -
IL0063827 | INC.
ILO067563 | AMOCO OIL-PEORIA TERMINAL 3.32 --
IL0070122 | AIR LIQUIDE INDUSTRIAL US LP 0.009 Exempt
CONAGRA INTERNATIONAL-N 0.0296 _

IL0073270 | PEKIN

Source: NPDES Data provided by IEPA on 7/25/2011
na — No reported design flows
“—* No information provided
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Figure 5-4. llinois River main stem watershed cluster segments and stations.
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Within the Illinois River main stem watershed cluster, two watershed plans have been developed for
smaller, 12-digit subwatersheds including Partridge Creek and Tenmile Creek, discussed bel ow.

5.1.1 Partridge Creek

Partridge Creek originates north of the Village of Metamora and flows northwest for approximately 12
milesto Upper PeoriaLake. Including all tributaries that drain to Partridge Creek, the system is composed
of 73.5 miles and drains approximately 18,000 acres of land (TCRPC 2004b). The Partridge Creek
watershed is dominated by row crops with urbanization concentrated around Village of Metamora (2009
estimated census population 3,437). Partridge Creek has been classified for overall and aquatic life use.
Potential sources of impacts include agriculture, hydromodification, municipal point sources, resource
extraction and urban runoff/storm sewers (TCRPC 2004b).

5.1.2 Tenmile Creek

The Tenmile Creek watershed covers approximately 11,027 acres and flows ten miles northwest from
Washington Township to Peoria Lake (TCRPC 2004c). Predominating land use includes deciduous
forests and cultivated crops; urban development surrounds Germantown Hills. The 2004 Tenmile
Watershed Restoration Plan identified the lack of stormwater management as the primary cause of water
quality degradation in the watershed (TCRPC 2004c). Additionally, specific concerns associated with
stormwater were identified by the Watershed Restoration Plan. These concernsinclude: increased
volumes of stormwater flows generated from human aterations; soil erosion and soil washed from the
watershed to Peoria Lake; and, alack of stable stream channels contributing to downstream
sedimentation, loss of aquatic life and property damage (TCRPC 2004c). Tenmile Creek has been
classified for overall and aquatic life use; however, concerns include agriculture, hydromodification,
municipal point sources, resource extraction and urban runoff/storm sewers (TCRPC 2004c).

5.2 Watershed Linkage Analysis

Due to the concern surrounding sedimentation, the lllinois River watershed has been a focus of severa
detailed studies, including those by the lllinois State Water Survey (ISWS) that eva uated sources of
environmenta degradation and sediment throughout the watershed. As discussed in more detail below,
the high rate of sedimentation isrelated to the geology of the Peoria Lake region, which is surrounded by
highly erodible loess bluffs and moraine deposits. In addition, ateration of the tributary watersheds has
resulted in degradation of riparian habitat along stream corridors. Typically, thisisaresult of agricultural
practices. The results are increased sheet and rill erosion in formerly riparian areas that had trapped
sediments before entering tributary waters.

Along the main stem, problems are not limited to sedimentation as additional issues such as flooding,
degradation of aquatic habitats, and water-based recreation also need to be addressed (Demissie et al.
1999). Water quality within the lllinois River has been subjected to many impacts associated with
development, including waste discharges from urban areas, water-level control for navigation, and
sediment and chemical inflow from agricultural and urban watersheds (Demissie et al. 2004). Both point
and nonpoint sources of pollution have been identified as potentially impacting the water quality within
the watershed.

Three locations along the main stem have been sampled by the Illinois EPA and are discussed in detail
within this section. These sitesinclude; the lllinois River at Hennepin (D-16); Illinois River at Peoria
Intake (D-30); and lllinois River at Pekin (D-05). In addition, Illinois EPA data collected at unimpaired
sites at Marseilles (D-23) and Lacon (D-09) areincluded in longitudinal profiles and discussion.
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5.2.1 Total Suspended Solids

Erosion and sedi mentation have long been recognized as principal causes for many of the environmental
and ecological problemsin the Illinois River watershed (Demissie et al. 2004). Many of these problems
were identified by the USACE (2007) and include:

Loss of ecological integrity due to sedimentation of backwaters and side channels, degradation of
tributary streams, and loss of floodplain and riparian habitat functions.

On average, the backwater lakes along the Illinois River have lost 73 percent of their capacity.
Some lakes have filled with sediment at an average rate as high as 0.74 inches per year.

Lakes along the main stem of theriver are also rapidly filling, with Peoria Lake losing nearly 80
percent of its capacity (TCRPC 2002).

Primary sources of sediment to Lake Peoriaare (1) Upper lllinois River watershed; (2) watershed
tributaries which drain directly to the lake; and (3) shoreline erosion.

Water clarity isthe primary factor limiting submersed aquatic plants. During periods of high
turbidity, aguatic plant growth islimited, since suspended sediments interfere with light
penetrations into the water.

The USACE (2007) explains that many of these problems are associated with the historical development
of the watershed, including the following:

Between 1902 and 1923, drainage districts greatly modified the landscape, removing
approximately one-third of the terrestrial and aquatic life habitat from the floodplain for
agricultural purposes. By 1929, 38 organized drainage and levee districts and three private levees
enclosed roughly 200,000 acres of the Illinois River Valley. Levees erected in the 20th century
isolated and facilitated the drainage of aimost al of the lakes and wetlands al ong the lower river.
The levees affected the hydrology and sediment transport processes of the river as they increased
flood stages by reducing the space available for water flow, storage, and sediment deposition.
Beginning in the 1950s, many farmers dramatically changed their farming operations, from
diversified livestock and grain farms to specialized farms with primarily corn and soybean
production. Thisresulted in a 67 percent increase in acres under row crops between 1945 and
1986.

In many areas, storm flows are now higher than occurred under pre-development conditions due
to land use changes and increased efficiency brought about by channelization in urban and rural
areas. Channelization increases peak flows as it alows flood waves to pass more quickly through
the basin, increasing the volume and the erosive force of the water. Increased bed and bank
migration have resulted from higher energy flows and erosive forces of these stream systems,
resulting in streams that are more structurally simple and homogeneous than in the past.

Some degree of channelization has occurred in amost every Illinois River tributary. The highest
degree of channelization occursin Farm Creek, which includes agricultural channelization as well
as flood control. Transportation channelization is a'so common in the study area, with many
roadways and railroad grades located in parallel corridors as streams. The results are nearly
aways a straightened stream channel that cannot migrate into the hardened structure and is forced
into more sensitive areas.

Recent studies show that the Illinois River Bluffs have been subject to intense devel opment
pressures and since 1969 over 10,000 acres of forest land have been lost dong theriver.
Furthermore, 80 percent of new housing projectsin Peoria County built between 1993 and 2000
were within 500 feet of forested bluff area (TCRPC undated).
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In addition to the direct impacts of excessive sediment loading (e.g., impact on biota, recreation, and
water supplies), other pollutants such as fecal coliform and phosphorus can be transported into the Illinois
River by sediment.

Figure 5-5 presents the longitudinal TSS profile of the Illinois River main stem project area. As shown,
median TSS concentrations gradually increase from sites furthest upstream to the downstream most
location at Pekin. It can be noted that sediments tend to be less concentrated in the lllinois River itsalf, but
because of its much greater water volume, the total sediment load is very high (IDNR 2010).

Additionally, worsening sediment conditions moving downstream are likely due to the cumulative effect
of watershed and tributary loading.

Mainstem lllinois River
Longitudinal Profile
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Figure 5-5. lllinois River main stem longitudinal TSS profile.

Asshown in Figure 5-6, median TSS concentrations in the tributaries are generally below target levels;
however, of particular concern, concentrations within Big Bureau Creek, Farm Creek and Kickapoo
Creek do exceed target concentrations. It should be noted that both Farm Creek and Kickapoo Creek are
located immediately upstream of the lllinois River monitoring location at Pekin. It islikely that loads
from these two tributaries contribute to the high TSS concentrations observed at Pekin.
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Illinois River Tributaries
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Figure 5-6. lllinois River tributary longitudinal TSS profile.

The ISWS created a sediment budget for the lllinois River (Demissie et al. 2004) that relied on USGS
suspended sediment data, average annual flows, and estimates of channel erosion. The study included the
development of sediment rating curvesto ensure annual sediment yields were not underestimated.
Sediment data from 44 stations in the Illinois River watershed were used to develop regiona calculations
to estimate sediment yield for periods of time when data were not available. ISWS researchers further
determined that bed load contributions of five to 25 percent were appropriate for the streamsin this
watershed (Simons and Senturk 1977; Nakato 1981). Bed load estimates and sediment concentrations
were summed to determine an average annual sediment yield.

An analysis of TSS data provided by Illinois EPA combined with the flow estimates described in Section
4.4 ispresented in Table 5-4 for tributary streams with long-term flow data. The magnitude of loads
between the two different approachesis similar, as are the contributing load proportions. This finding
supports the use of the existing ISWS sediment budget to represent current sediment loadsin the
watershed, as well as the relative importance for implementation priority.

Table 5-4. Sediment load comparison

Average Annual ISWEn,:;\l/JZrIage
Stream Station (tToSni }'Oeif) Sediment Yield
y Load (tons/year)
Kickapoo Creek DL-01 497,031 424,000
Big Bureau Creek DQ-03 129,374 252,000
West Bureau Creek DQD-01 44,570
Farm Creek DZZP-03 35,721 44,100

a. Represents the entire Big Bureau Creek watershed, which is larger than the area drained by stations DQ-03 and
DQD-01.
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lllinois River at Hennepin (Site D-16)

Since monitoring began in 1977, TSS in the lllinois River at Hennepin has sporadically exceeded the
target (Figure 5-7), with median TSS concentrations exceeding the target only in 1995. No long-term
trend is apparent, although median TSS concentrations have generally increased over the past six years.
Seasonally, TSSis greatest in the spring and summer. The high loads in the spring may be related to the
plowing and planting of agricultura fields occurs during these months, increasing the opportunity for

sheet and rill erosion.

Further analysis pairing the TSS concentrations with flow conditions (Figure 5-8) reveals elevated TSS
concentrations during high flows and dightly lower concentrations during mid-range and lower flow
conditions. Elevated TSS concentrations during high flows are consistent with significant loads coming
from stream bank and gully erosion. Many high flow events occur during the spring, which is consistent

with the seasonal pattern.

Total Suspended Solids (mg/L)
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Figure 5-7. Annual TSS concentrations, lllinois River at Hennepin, 1977 - 2010.
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Site: D-16

Illinois River at Hennepin
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Figure 5-8. TSS water quality duration curve, lllinois River at Hennepin, 1981 — 2010.

lllinois River at Peoria Intake (Site D-30)

Since water quality monitoring at the Peoriaintake began in 1977, annual median TSS concentrations
have sporadically exceeded the criteria (Figure 5-9), with no apparent long-term trends. Analysis of
seasonal TSS data indicates increased concentrations occurring during the spring and summer.

Further analysis pairing the TSS concentrations with flow conditions occurring from 1979 to 2010
(Figure 5-10), reveals elevated T'SS concentrations exceeded target concentrations during al flow
regimes. Elevated concentrations during high flow periods are likely due to bank, channel, and gully
erosion, whereas increased concentrations during moist and mid-range conditions may be due to sheet and

rill erosion.
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Illinois River at Peoria Intake
Annual Variation (1977- 2010)
Site: D-30
1,000 1
jn
) h I I 25-75th
£ 100 ] [ ] 1 1 Percentile
é ] Miﬂﬂﬁ thluhﬁ@ E - Median
@ Y
° 10th-90th
5 Percentile
o -
2 ——Median Annual
” Target
8 10 7
(o] ]
°
MNOODOAdANMTULONVDNDOANNMITOHLONDNIDOANMTWONWOWDO
SEEELEEREEEEEEREEEEEEEEERE R
Figure 5-9. Annual TSS concentrations, lllinois River at Peoria Intake, 1977 - 2010.
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Figure 5-10. TSS water quality duration curve, lllinois River at Peoria Intake, 1979 — 2010.
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lllinois River at Pekin (Site D-05)

Since water quality monitoring began in 1977, annual concentrations of TSSin Illinois River at Pekin
have sporadically exceeded the TSS target prior to 2004 (Figure 5-11). In the last seven years, the annua
median TSS concentrations have typically been below the TSS target.

Analysis of seasona trends shows elevated TSS concentrations exceeding the target concentration
throughout the year. TSS concentrations are slightly higher during the cultivating and harvesting months
of April through September compared to the remai ning months of the year. Plowing and planting of
agricultural fields during the spring months increases the opportunity for watershed erosion and may
contribute to the TSS concentrationsin the Illinois River at Pekin.

Further analysis pairing the TSS concentrations (Figure 5-12) with flow conditions recorded between
1979 and 2010 shows elevated TSS concentrations occurred in al flow regimes. In particular, unlike the
other sites on the Illinois River, e evated TSS concentrations occurred during mid-range flows compared
to the high flows. Figure 5-12 illustrates that a significant number of runoff events occurring during these
periods. The high TSS concentrations at Pekin during mid-range and moist flows may therefore be due to
precipitation events that occur locally but are not large enough to increase the flow in the main stem of
theriver.

Illinois River at Pekin
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Figure 5-11. Annual TSS concentrations, lllinois River at Pekin, 1977 - 2010.
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Illinois River at Pekin
WQ Duration Curve (1979 — 2010)
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Figure 5-12. TSS water quality duration curve, lllinois River at Pekin, 1979 - 2010.

5.2.2 Fecal Coliform

Asshown in Figure 5-13, counts of fecal coliform within the lllinois River main stem are elevated,
especialy at Marseilles (upstream of the project area) and at Pekin, the furthest downstream location.
Fecal coliform steadily decreases from Marseilles to Peoria, where the lowest median fecal coliform
counts occur. This may be due to the settling of the bacteria as the river widens and velocities decrease; it
aso indicates the lack of major sources of bacteriathrough this stretch. Downstream of Peoria, median
countsin the Illlinois River are near the geometric mean standard, and over 25 percent of the samples
exceed 400 counts/100 mL. Due to the increased urbanization in and around Peoria and Pekin, it islikely
that urban runoff, CSOs, and SSOs contribute to elevated fecal coliform counts that occur at Pekin.

As shown in Figure 5-14, tributary fecal coliform counts often exceed the instream geometric mean
standards. Of greatest concern, the median count in Senachwine Creek exceeds 400 counts/100 mL while
nearly 50 percent of the samplesin Farm Creek exceed 400 counts/100 mL. It islikely that fecal coliform
loads from both Farm Creek and Kickapoo Creek contribute significantly to elevated concentrations at
Pekin.
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Mainstem lllinois River
Longitudinal Profile
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Figure 5-13. lllinois River main stem longitudinal fecal coliform profile (1974-2010).
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Figure 5-14. 1lli

nois River tributary longitudinal fecal coliform profile (1974-2010).
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Additiona presentations of the fecal coliform datafor the sites at Hennepin, Peoria Intake, and Pekin are
shown in Figure 5-15 to Figure 5-26. The following observations are apparent from these figures:

(Figure 5-17).
flow conditions (Figure 5-22, Figure 5-23).

levels of bacteriato the River during rainfall events.

Fecal califormis only consistently above the standards at Hennepin during high flow periods
Fecal coliform at the Peoriaintake is highest in the fall (October to December) and during high
Numerous CSOs are tributary to the main stem of the Illinois. These point sources contribute high

Fecal coliform at the Pekin intake is highest in the fall (October to December) and during low

flows (Figure 5-25, Figure 5-26). Similar to TSS, the fecal coliform counts at Pekin during low
flows may be due to precipitation events that occur locally but are not large enough to increase
the flow in the main stem of theriver. However, they could aso indicate dry weather sourcesin
the area, such asleaking sewers and SSOs. Fecal coliform at Pekin may also be affected by local

point sources.
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Figure 5-15. Annual fecal coliform concentrations, lllinois River at Hennepin, 1977 - 2010.
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Illinois River at Hennepin
Monthly Variation (1977— 2010)
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Figure 5-16. Seasonal fecal coliform data, lllinois River at Hennepin, 1977 - 2010.
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Figure 5-17. Fecal coliform water quality duration curve, lllinois River at Hennepin, 1981 — 2010.
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Figure 5-18. Annual fecal coliform concentrations, lllinois River at Lacon, 1977 - 2010.
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Figure 5-19. Seasonal fecal coliform data, lllinois River at Lacon, 1977 - 2010.
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Illinois River at Lacon
WQ Duration Curve (1981 — 2010)
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Figure 5-20. Fecal coliform water quality duration curve, lllinois River at Lacon, 1978 — 2010.
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Figure 5-21. Annual fecal coliform concentrations, lllinois River at Peoria Intake, 1977 - 2010.
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Flow Duration Interval (%)
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Figure 5-22. Seasonal fecal coliform data, lllinois River at Peoria Intake, 1977 — 2010.
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Figure 5-23. Fecal coliform water quality duration curve, lllinois River at Peoria Intake, 1979 — 2010.
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Illinois River at Pekin
Annual Variation (1977 — 2010)
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Figure 5-24. Annual fecal coliform concentrations, lllinois River at Pekin, 1977 - 2010.
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Figure 5-25. Seasonal fecal coliform, lllinois River at Pekin, 1977 — 2010.
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lllinois River at Pekin
WQ Duration Curve (1979 — 2010)
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Figure 5-26. Fecal coliform water quality duration curve, lllinois River at Pekin, 1979 — 2010.

5.2.3 Phosphorus

Asshown in Figure 5-27, concentrations of phosphorus are significantly higher than the target along the
length of the lllinois River from Marseillesto Pekin. The fact they are so high at Marseilles indicates
significant sources upstream of the project area. However, sources within the project area are large
enough to keep the concentrations high. As discussed in each of the tributary sections (Sections 6 to 11),
both point and nonpoint sources have been identified as a concern within several of the tributaries, and of
particular concern is runoff that occurs during high flow conditions and high loads from point sources
during low flow conditions. Tributary concentrations are shown in Figure 5-28. Of particular concern,
median phosphorus concentrations in Big Bureau Creek, Farm Creek and Kickapoo Creek exceed the
instream target concentrations with sporadic concentrationsin these three tributaries reaching four to
nearly eight times the target concentrations. Big Bureau Creek concentrations are likely to contribute
significantly to elevated concentrations at Hennepin, while Farm Creek and Kickapoo contribute
significantly to elevated concentrations Pekin.
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Mainstem lllinois River
Longitudinal Profile
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Figure 5-27. lllinois River main stem longitudinal phosphorus profile.
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Figure 5-28. lllinois River tributary longitudinal phosphorus profile.
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lllinois River at Hennepin (Site D-16)

Since monitoring began in 1984, median annua concentrations of phosphorusin Illinois River at
Hennepin have consistently exceeded the target phosphorus concentration (Figure 5-29). Analysis of
seasonal trends shows the potential for both point and nonpoint sources of phosphorus. Phosphorus
concentrations have consistently exceeded criteriathroughout the year with limited variability from
season to season. The likelihood of point and nonpoint sources of pollution is confirmed by water quality
duration curves (Figure 5-30) which illustrate phosphorus exceedances in dl types of flow conditions, but
particularly elevated concentrations are seen during low flow conditions. Point source pollution is often
indicated by elevated pollutant concentrations during low flow conditions and dry seasons as instream
dilution is minimal.
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Figure 5-29. Annual phosphorus concentrations, lllinois River at Hennepin, 1984 - 2010.
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Illinois River at Hennepin
WQ Duration Curve (1984 — 2010)
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Figure 5-30. Phosphorus water quality duration curve, lllinois River at Hennepin, 1981 — 2010.

lllinois River at Peoria Intake (Site D-30)

Since monitoring began in 1969, median annual concentrations of phosphorusin Illinois River at Peoria
Intake have consistently exceeded the target phosphorus concentration (Figure 5-31). Analysis of seasonal
trends shows potential for point and nonpoint sources of pollution. Phosphorus concentrations have
consistently exceeded criteria throughout the year with limited concentration variability from season to
season. Likelihood of point and nonpoint sources of pollution is confirmed by the water quality duration
curve (Figure 5-32) which shows phosphorus exceedances in al types of flow conditions.

Thislocation is likely affected by both upstream and local point sources, as well as both watershed and

tributary phosphorus loads. Additional point sources may also contribute to e evated instream
concentrations.
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Illinois River at Peoria Intake
Annual Variation (1969 — 2010)
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Figure 5-31. Annual phosphorus concentrations, lllinois River at Peoria Intake, 1969 - 2010.
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Figure 5-32. Phosphorus water quality duration curve, lllinois River at Peoria Intake, 1979 — 2010.
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lllinois River at Pekin (Site D-05)

Since monitoring began in 1980, median annua concentrations of phosphorusin Illinois River at Pekin
have consistently exceeded the target phosphorus concentration (Figure 5-33). The seasonal patterns and
water quality duration curves are similar to the other sites, with concentrations aways in excess of the
target and especially high during the summer and low flows (Figure 5-34).
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Figure 5-33. Annual phosphorus concentrations, lllinois River at Pekin, 1980 - 2010.
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Illinois River at Pekin

WQ Duration Curve (1980 — 2010)
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Figure 5-34. Phosphorus water quality duration curve, lllinois River at Pekin, 1980 — 2010.

5.2.4 Nitrogen

Similar to phosphorus, nitrogen is elevated along the length of the Illinois River main stem (Figure 5-35),
with median concentrations well above the target concentration. The concentrations are high upstream of
the project area but do not decrease significantly moving downstream, suggesting significant sources
within the project area. Tributary nitrogen concentrations are presented in Figure 5-36; each tributary has
median concentrations in exceedance of the instream target. Interestingly, the furthest upstream location
in Sandy Creek as well asthe furthest downstream location in Crow Creek does not exceed target
concentrations. Despite this, nitrogen loads from the tributaries are significant and it is likely that the
[llinois River is unable to recover due to the continuous loading.
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Mainstem lllinois River
Longitudinal Profile
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Figure 5-35. lllinois River main stem longitudinal nitrogen profile.
Illinois River Tributaries
3 % Longitudinal Profile
o 9]
o o
>
100.00 ] T g ] < =
=5 = 3 S & i
aQ m I o O ® S
7] o ) < 2 o o
%’ o 3z = o &) 1)
= S O = g
10.00 4| - R £ | g g}
=l I - T T - - : 25-75th
= - K
E /\ Percentile
[se}
© - = Median
N L]
S | T LT
£ 1007 ! 10th-90th
] x | Percentile
o™ © (o)) o
N i Q [i] @ Q| —Target
a a a a
0.10 ’J_-‘ T
0.01 T T T T T T T T T T
o o> ok o o GO G o\ o NEREENE N
000 o o o° o° 0\1\ 0\‘\ o0 o0 O/L’L? oV

Upstream to Downstream (Not to Scale)

Figure 5-36. lllinois River tributary longitudinal nitrogen profile.
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Additional presentations of the nitrogen data for the sites at Hennepin, Peoria Intake, and Pekin are shown
in Figure 5-37 to Figure 5-42. The following observations are apparent from these figures:

e Median annua concentrations of nitrogen in at all three sites have consistently exceeded the
criteria

e Anaysisof seasona trends shows that nitrogen concentrations are typically highest during the
winter and spring (January to June). This coincides with periods when agricultural fields are
fertilized with either manure or chemical fertilizers. During this time, winter snow melt or spring
rains also wash nitrogen from the fields and into tributaries and the Illinois River.

e Anaysisof water quality duration curves, such as shown in Figure 5-38, indicates that nitrogen
concentrations are typically highest during moist and high flow conditions. Thisis consistent with
alarge nonpoint source which is washed into waterways during precipitation events. Note,
however, that targets are also always exceeded during low flow periods which suggest the
presence of significant point sources, as well.
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Figure 5-37. Annual nitrogen concentrations, lllinois River at Hennepin, 1977 - 2010.
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Illinois River at Hennepin
WQ Duration Curve (1981- 2010)
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Figure 5-38. Nitrogen water quality duration curve, lllinois River at Hennepin, 1981 - 2010.
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Figure 5-39. Annual nitrogen concentrations, lllinois River at Peoria Intake, 1977 - 2010.
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Illinois River at Peoria Intake
WQ Duration Curve (1979- 2010)
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Figure 5-40. Nitrogen water quality duration curve, lllinois River at Peoria Intake, 1979 — 2010.
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Figure 5-41. Annual nitrogen concentrations, lllinois River at Pekin, 1977 - 2010.
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Illinois River at Pekin
WQ Duration Curve (1979 — 2010)
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Figure 5-42. Nitrogen water quality duration curve, lllinois River at Pekin, 1979 — 2010.

5.2.5 Manganese (Site D-30)

Since monitoring began in 1999, median annual concentrations of manganese in lllinois River at
Hennepin have not exceeded the target manganese concentration (Figure 5-43). However, afew samples
have exceeded the target and resulted in the need for aTMDL. Analysis of seasonal trends shows dightly
€levated manganese concentrations from April through September, similar to typically seasona TSS
trends, and the water quality duration curve (Figure 5-44) indicates these occur during low flow periods.
Manganese exceedances during low flow conditions indicate that groundwater and natural soil conditions
are likely sources. Manganese is naturally occurring in the watershed' s glacial soils which are transported

to waterbodies during runoff events.
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Illinois River at Peoria Intake
Annual Variation (1999- 2005)
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Figure 5-43. Annual manganese concentrations, lllinois River at Peoria Intake, 1999 - 2005.
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Figure 5-44. Manganese water quality duration curve, lllinois River at Peoria Intake, 1999 — 2005.
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5.2.6

Total Dissolved Solids (Site D-30)

Since monitoring began in 2006, median annual concentrations of total dissolved solids at the Illinois
River at Hennepin site have not exceeded the target total dissolved solids concentration (Figure 5-45).
However, afew samples have exceeded the target and resulted in the need for aTMDL. Analysis of
seasonal trends shows that total dissolved solidslevels do not vary much throughout the year. Total
dissolved solids exceedances during mid-range and dry flow conditions indicate that stormwater and
wastewater are likely sources.

Total Dissolved Solids (mg/L)
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Figure 5-45. Annual total dissolved solids concentrations, lllinois River at Peoria Intake, 2006 - 2008.
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Illinois River at Peoria Intake
WQ Duration Curve (2006 - 2008)
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Figure 5-46. Total dissolved solids water quality duration curve, lllinois River at Peoria Intake, 2006 - 2008.

5.3 lllinois River at Hennepin TMDL and LRS (Site D-16)

Table 5-5 summarizes the lllinois River at Hennepin watershed and pollutant sources. The Illinois River
at Hennepin watershed includes one bacteria impaired segment. Figure 5-47 presents the fecal coliform
load duration curve and Table 5-6 presents the TMDL for the Illinois River at Hennepin assessment site.
LRSs are presented in Sections 5.3.2 and 5.3.3 for TSS and nutrients, respectively.
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Table 5-5. lllinois River at Hennepin summary table.

Upstream Characteristics *

Drainage Area

12,756 square miles

Peoria D-16 Watershed Area

178 square miles

Sampling Station

D-16

Listed Segments

D-16

cultivated crops (67 percent); deciduous forests (nine percent);
developed land including low, medium, and high intensity (eight

Land Use percent); developed open space (five percent); wetlands (three
percent); pasture/hay (two percent); grasslands/herbaceous (one
percent); other (five percent). b

Soil Type 64% B, 26% B/D, 4% C, 3% No Data, 1% A, <1% C/D, <1% D,

<1% A/D
Erodible Soils 14% Highly Erodible, 0% Not Highly Erodible, 86% Not
Assessed
Animal Unit Density 5,900 °

Key Sources

agricultural and urban runoff; NPDES facilities; CSOs/SSOs;
watershed, streambank and gully erosion, bluff erosion;
hydromodification; tributary loads; animal agriculture; livestock

Princeton, City of STP (IL0020575)

Ladd STP (1L0021491)

Granville STP (1L0022331)

Depue STP (IL0023523)

Malden STP (IL0024791)

Tiskilwa STP (1L0025160)

Hennepin Pwd STP (1L0025313)

Lasalle WWTP (1L0029424)

Peru STP #1 (IL0030660)

Spring Valley STP (1L0031216)

NPDES Facilities

Bureau Junction STP (IL0033120)

Lake Arispie Water Co STP (I1L0042625)

Prairie View Nursing Home STP (IL0067024)

Peru STP #2 (1L0075507)

Maple Acres MHP (ILG551015)

Cedar Point STP (ILG580008)

Lamoille, Village Of STP (ILG580127)

Dalzell STP (ILG580130)

Ohio, Village Of STP (ILG580190)

Wyanet STP (ILG580245)

NPDES Facility Disinfection Exemption ©

12 of the facilities above have disinfection exemptions

Fecal Coliform Exceedance Summaryd

Six facilities have exceedances averaging 409 to 1,269
cfu/100mL

MS4 Communities

None

Granville STP (IL0022331)

LaSalle WWTP (IL0029424)

CSO/SSO Communities

Peru STP #1 (1L0030660)

Spring Valley STP (1L0031216)

CSO/SSO Overflows

There have been 1,450 reported CSOs between 2007 and 2010.
The LaSalle WWTP SSO has discharged 21 out of 36 months
between 2008 and 2010.

a. Does not include information for area upstream of the Middle lllinois River watershed.

b. Does not include tributary watershed clusters
c. See Table 5-3 for exemption and permit specifics.

d. See Appendix A for DMR Exceedance Summary Table (2005-2010)
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53.1

Bacteria TMDL

Figure 5-47 presents the load duration curve and TMDL for fecal coliform at the Illinois River at
Hennepin assessment site. Table 5-6 summarizes the TMDL and required reductions. Reductionsin
bacteria are only needed during high and moist flow conditions. The data suggest that there is alack of
significant point sources between Marseilles and Peoria; therefore control of runoff from urban and
agricultural land usesin combination with reductionsin bacterialoading from tributary watersheds is
needed to achieve the reductions necessary. Six of the 24 facilities have in the past exceeded their permit
limits or the instantaneous 400 cfu/100 mL standard.

Fecal Coliform (G-org per day)

1

lllinois River at Hennepin
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Figure 5-47. Fecal coliform load duration curve, lllinois River at Hennepin (D-16).
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Table 5-6. Fecal coliform TMDL, lllinois River at Hennepin (D-16).

. . . Moist bt Dry Low

Sl (215 Uk (Pl Al (A9 Conditions Eﬁ)nvgs Conditions Flows
Pollutant | TMDL Component 0-10% 10-40% 40-60% 60-90% 90-100%
Current Load 962,391 280,586 68,673 40,824 9,884
LA 297,221 161,328 93,529 60,352 35,138
Focal | WLA: NPDES Facilities 409 409 195 195 195
Coliform | WLA: CSOs* 17,342 0 0 0 0
(G- Total WLA® 17,751 409 195 195 195
orglday)  mu5s (10%) 34,997 17,971 10,414 6,728 3,926
TMDL=LA+WLA+MOS 349,969 179,708 104,138 67,275 | 39,259
TMDL Reduction %° 63.64% 35.95% 0% 0% 0%

a. Note that the Load Allocation includes all upstream area
b. Note that the WLA is based on point sources in the Middle lllinois River watershed
c. Note that the TMDL is based on the median allowable load in each flow regime and reduction is based on the
observed 90th percentile load in each flow regime
d. Note that CSOs are only allowed to discharge at this level 4 times per year.
e. Note that daily load reductions are based on the instantaneous water quality standard; the seasonal geometric
standard also needs to be met.

5.3.2

Total Suspended Solids LRS

TSSload reductions are presented in Table 5-7 for the Illinois River at Hennepin using the volume
weighted target for TSS presented in Section 3. No sediment reductions are needed to meet the sediment

target.
Table 5-7. TSS LRS, lllinois River at Hennepin.
Volume Weighted Reduction Needed
Stream Station TSS Results LR(?T]T?[get to Achieve
(mg/L) 9 LRS Target
lllinois River at Hennepin D-16 58 59.3 0%
5.3.3 Nutrient LRS

Figure 5-48 and Figure 5-49 present the load duration curve for total phosphorus and nitrate nitrogen,
respectively, at the lllinois River at Hennepin assessment site. Table 5-8 and Table 5-9 summarize the
LRS and required reductions. Reduction of nutrients loadings from the tributary watersheds, specificaly
Big Bureau, should be a primary implementation focus, in addition to controlling point sources,
CS0g/SSOs, and urban and agricultural runoff. In addition, upstream loadings coming from outside of the
watershed should be further evaluated to determine their potential impact.

-115- August 9, 2012



Middle lllinois River TMDL

lllinois River at Hennepin

Load Duration Curve (1984 - 2010)
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Figure 5-48. Total phosphorus load duration curve, lllinois River at Hennepin (D-16).
Table 5-8. Total phosphorus LRS, lllinois River at Hennepin (D-16).
. a High Moist Mid-Range Dry Low
SEHIE DA HRS Flows Conditions Flows Conditions Flows
Pollutant LRS Component 0-10% 10-40% 40-60% 60-90% 90-100%
Total Current Load 63,809 29,571 20,214 13,096 | 14,127
Phosphorus LRS Target 13,890 7,132 4,133 2,670 1,558
(Ibs/day) LRS Reduction % 78.23% 75.88% 79.55% 79.61% | 88.97%

a. Note that the LRS is based on the median allowable load in each flow regime and reduction is based on median

observed load in each flow regime
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lllinois River at Hennepin
Load Duration Curve (19871- 2010)
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Figure 5-49. Nitrogen load duration curve, lllinois River at Hennepin (D-16).
Table 5-9. Nitrogen LRS, lllinois River at Hennepin (D-16).
. a High Moist Mid-Range Dry Low
Stiginen [ s Brs Flows Conditions Flows Conditions Flows
Pollutant LRS Component 0-10% 10-40% 40-60% 60-90% 90-100%
Current Load 1,045,151 556,002 244,874 115,959 57,749
’E‘lboszlg';;? LRS Target 346,855 | 178,109 103,212 66,677 38,910
LRS Reduction % 66.81% 67.97% 57.85% 42.50% 32.62%

a Note that the LRS is based on the median allowable load in each flow regime and reduction is based on median
observed load in each flow regime
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5.4 lllinois River at Peoria Intake TMDL and LRS (Site D-30)

Table 5-10 summarizes the lllinois River at Peoria Intake (Site D-30) watershed and pollutant sources.
The lllinois River at Peoria Intake (Site D-30) watershed includes one bacteria, one TDS, and one
manganese impaired segment. Figure 5-50, Figure 5-51, and Figure 5-52 present the |oad duration curves
and Table 5-11, Table 5-12, and Table 5-13 present the TMDLs for the lllinois River at Peoria Intake
(Site D-30) at the D-30 assessment site. LRSs are presented in Sections 5.4.4 and 5.4.5 for TSS and

nutrients, respectively.

Table 5-10. lllinois River at Peoria Intake (Site D-30) summary table.

Upstream Characteristics *

Drainage Area

13,900 square miles

Peoria D-30 Watershed Area

1,574 square miles

Sampling Station

D-30

Listed Segments

D-30

cultivated crops (70 percent); deciduous forests (13 percent);
developed land including low, medium, and high intensity (four

Land Use percent); developed open space (four percent); pasture/hay (four
percent); wetlands (two percent); other (three percent).
Soil Type 71% B, 17% B/D, 6% C, 4% No Data, 2% A,
<1% C/D, <1% D, <1% A/D
Erodible Soils 18% Highly Erodible, <1% Not Highly Erodible, 81% Not
Assessed
Animal Unit Density 9,100"

Key Sources

agricultural and urban runoff; NPDES facilities; CSOs/SSOs;
MS4s; watershed, streambank and gully erosion, bluff erosion;
hydromodification; tributary loads; animal agriculture; livestock b

NPDES Facilities

Noveon Inc-Henry (1L0001392)

Caterpillar Inc-Mossville (1L0001414)

Princeton, City Of STP (1L0020575)

Ladd STP (1L0021491)

Metamora North STP (1L0021539)

Toluca STP (1L0021695)

Wenona STP (1L0021792)

Granville STP (IL0022331)

Chillicothe Sd STP (1L0023159)

Depue STP (1L0023523)

Caterpillar Inc.- Peoria (1L0024163)

Malden STP (1L0024791)

Oglesby STP (1L0024996)

Tiskilwa STP (1L0025160)

Hennepin Pwd STP (1L0025313)

Putnam County Junior Hs (1L0026573)

Grandview Mobile Home Park (1L0026972)

Germantown Hills STP #1 (IL0028916)

Kewanee STP (1L0029343)

Lacon WWTP (IL0029378)

Lasalle WWTP (1L0029424)

Peru STP #1 (1L0030660)

Spring Valley STP (IL0031216)

Bureau Junction STP (1L0033120)
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Upstream Characteristics *

Washburn STP (1L0039411)

Pinewood MHP (1L0042234)

Lake Arispie Water Co STP (IL0042625)

Camp Manitoumi-Low Point (ILO053066)

Lake Wildwind MHP-Metamora (1L0053864)

Hpa - Jubilee College Historic (IL0054674)

Mount Alverno Novitiate-E Peor (IL0059030)

Cedar BIuff Utilities, Inc STP (IL0059391)

Oak Ridge Sd STP (IL0060461)

Medina Utilities Inc-East STP (IL0065072)

Prairie View Nursing Home STP (IL0067024)

Henry STP (IL0070548)

Trico, Inc., Mill Point MHP (ILO071358)

Peru STP #2 (1L0075507)

Maple Acres MHP (ILG551015)

Cedar Point STP (ILG580008)

Brimfield Sd STP (ILG580050)

Dunlap STP (ILG580099)

Lamoille, Village Of STP (ILG580127)

Dalzell STP (ILG580130)

Ohio, Village Of STP (ILG580190)

Sparland STP (ILG580226)

Wyanet STP (ILG580245)

Germantown Hills WWTP #2 (ILG580262)

Elmwood STP (ILG582012)

c

NPDES Facility Disinfection Exemption

32 of the facilities above have disinfection exemptions

Fecal Coliform Exceedance Summary d

Thirteen facilities above have exceedances averaging between
409 to 15,495 cfu/100mL

MS4 Communities

City of East Peoria (IRL400331): 0.38 square miles

Medina Township (IRL400085): 22.29 square miles

City of Peoria (IRL400424): 10.05 square miles

Peoria Heights (ILR400425): 5.97 square miles

Washington Township (IRL400665): 8.4 square miles

CSO/SSO Communities

East Peoria STP#1

Bureau Junction STP (1L0033120)

Granville STP (1L0022331)

LaSalle WWTP (I1L0029424)

Oglesby STP (1L0024996)

Peoria SD STP (1L0021288)

Peru STP #1 (IL0030660)

Spring Valley STP (1L0031216)

Washington STP #2 (I1L0042412)

Wenona STP (1L0021792)

CSO/SSO Overflows

There have been 1,591 reported overflows from the multiple
outfalls at CSOs listed above from 2007-2010. The East Peoria
SSO has overflowed 3 times in the past 5 years. The LaSalle
WWTP SSO discharged 21 out of 36 months from 2008-2010.

a. Does not include information for area upstream of the Middle lllinois River watershed.

b. Does not include tributary watershed clusters
c. See Table 5-3 for exemption and permit specifics.

d. See Appendix A for DMR Exceedance Summary Table (2005-2010)
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5.4.

1 Bacteria TMDL

Figure 5-50 presents the load duration curve and TMDL for fecal coliform at the Illinois River at Peoria
Intake assessment site. Table 5-11 summarizes the TMDL and required reductions. Reductions in bacteria

loading are not needed at this location.
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Figure 5-50. Fecal coliform load duration curve, lllinois River at Peoria Intake (D-30).
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Table 5-11. Fecal coliform TMDL, lllinois River at Peoria Intake (D-30).

bAIIE: Mid-Range oIy Low
Station D 30 TMDL® High Flows Condition Condition
s Flows S Flows
Pollutant TMDL Component 0-10% 10-40% 40-60% 60-90% 90-100%
Current Load 216,822 156,993 53,217 21,437 6,835
LA? 320,091 188,997 100,685 58,883 36,609
WLA: NPDES Facilities 733 733 350 350 350
WLA: CSOs"® 21,762 0 0 0 0
Fecal Coliform | WLA: MS4 1,014 642 343 200 125
Communities
(G-org/day) b
Total WLA 23,509 1,375 693 550 475
MOS (10%) 38,178 21,153 11,264 6,604 4,120
TMDL=LA+WLA+MOS 381,778 211,525 112,642 66,037 41,204
TMDL Reduction %° 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%

a. Note that the Load Allocation includes all upstream area
b. Note that the WLA is based on point sources in the Middle lllinois River Watershed
c. Note that the TMDL is based on the median allowable load in each flow regime and reduction is based on the
observed 90th percentile load in each flow regime

d. Note that CSOs are only allowed to discharge at this level 4 times per year.

e. Note that daily load reductions are based on the instantaneous water quality standard; the seasonal geometric
standard also needs to be met.

5.4.2

Manganese TMDL

Figure 5-51 presents the load duration curve and TMDL for manganese at the Illinois River at Peoria

Intake assessment site. Table 5-12 summarizes the TMDL and required reductions. Pollutant reductions
are needed under dry and low flow conditions. Reductions in TSS within the Illinois River should help to
reduce manganese | oading, as manganese is typically bound to sediment particles. It is aso possible that
local groundwater has concentrations of manganese that are contributing to the impairment under lower
flow conditions. Additional monitoring could be warranted to further eval uate the impairment.
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[llinois River at Peoria Intake
Load Duration Curve (1999 — 2005)
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Figure 5-51. Manganese load duration curve, lllinois River at Peoria Intake (D-30).
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Table 5-12. Manganese TMDL, lllinois River at Peoria Intake (D-30).

Station D 30 TMDL® FT(!J?I:S Co'r\:l(;)ilt?éns Mlglc?vavgge Congmons Fll_g\\/,vvs
Pollutant TMDL Component 0-10% 10-40% 40-60% 60-90% 90-100%
Current Load 14,158 16,788 7,830 9,735 4,906
LA? 63,068 23,012 11,206 6,151 3,400
Total WLA: NPDES Facilities 343 343 311 311 311
Manganese Total WLA® 343 343 311 311 311
(Ibs/day) MOS (10%) 7,046 2,595 1,280 718 412
TMDL=LA+WLA+MOS 70,456 25,950 12,797 7,181 4,124
TMDL Reduction % 0% 0% 0% 26.24% 15.94%

a. Note that the Load Allocation includes all upstream area

b. Note that the WLA is based on point sources in the Middle lllinois River watershed
c. Note that the TMDL is based on the maximum allowable load in each flow regime and reduction is based on
maximum observed load in each flow regime

5.4.3

Total Dissolved Solids TMDL

Figure 5-52 presents the load duration curve and TMDL for total dissolved solids at the Illinois River at
Peoria Intake assessment site. Table 5-13 summarizes the TMDL and required reductions. Total dissolved
solids reductions are not required.

lllinois River at Peoria Intake
Load Duration Curve (2006 - 2008)
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Figure 5-52. Total dissolved solids load duration curve, lllinois River at Peoria Intake (D-30).
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Table 5-13. Total dissolved solids TMDL, lllinois River at Peoria Intake (D-30).

Station D 30 TMDL® Fl-I|(I)gv:s Cow(;)ilt?;ns Mllglol:\\,/\?gdge Conlg;t);ons FII_(())VV\;IS

Pollutant TMDL Component 0-10% 10-40% 40-60% 60-90% 90-100%
Current Load 44,640 36,083 15,227 11,536 N/A
LA® 105,113 38,354 18,677 10,252 5,667
Total Dissolved | WLA: NPDES Facilities 571 571 519 519 519
Solids Total WLA® 571 571 519 519 519
(tons/day)  ["vi0s (10%) 11,743 4,325 2,133 1,197 687
TMDL=LA+WLA+MOS 117,427 43,250 21,329 11,968 6,873
TMDL Reduction %° 0% 0% 0% 0% N/A

a. Note that the Load Allocation includes all upstream area

b. Note that the WLA is based on point sources in the Middle Illinois River watershed

c. Note that the TMDL is based on the maximum allowable load in each flow regime and reduction is based on
maximum observed load in each flow regime

d. Note that there is only one observed exceedance of the TMDL. That exceedance occurs at the 53% during mid-
range flows. The percent reduction of load required to meet the standard on that day is 5.84%

5.4.4 Total Suspended Solids LRS

TSSload reductions are presented in Table 5-14 for the Illinois River at Peoria using the volume
weighted target for TSS presented in Section 3, Water Quality Indicators and Targets. A small reduction
in TSSis needed in order to achieve the TSS standards. Focus should be placed on controlling bluff,
bank, channel, and gully erosion.

Table 5-14. TSS LRS, lllinois River at Peoria.

Volume Weighted Reduction Needed
Stream Station TSS Results LR(?T]T?[?et to Achieve
(mg/L) 9 LRS Target
lllinois River at Peoria D-30 63 59.3 6%
5.4.5 Nutrient LRS

Figure 5-53 and Figure 5-54 present the load duration curve for total phosphorus and nitrate nitrogen,
respectively, at the lllinois River at Peoria Intake assessment site. Table 5-15 and Table 5-16 summarize
the LRS and required reductions. Reduction of nutrients loadings from the tributary watersheds should be
a primary implementation focus, in addition to controlling point sources, CSOs/SSOs, and urban and
agricultura runoff.
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lllinois River at Peoria Intake
Load Duration Curve (1979 - 2010)
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Figure 5-53. Total phosphorus load duration curve, lllinois River at Peoria Intake (D-30).
Table 5-15. Total phosphorus LRS, lllinois River at Peoria Intake (D-30).
. a High Moist Mid-Range Dry Low
SEHIE DISUHRS Flows Conditions Flows Conditions Flows
Pollutant LRS Component 0-10% 10-40% 40-60% 60-90% 90-100%
Total Current Load 55,370 36,734 24,266 14,628 10,720
Phosphorus LRS Target 15,152 8,395 4,471 2,621 1,635
(Ios/day) LRS Reduction % 72.63% 77.15% 81.58% 82.08% 84.75%

a. Note that the LRS is based on the median allowable load in each flow regime and reduction is based on median
observed load in each flow regime
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lllinois River at Peoria Intake
Load Duration Curve (1979- 2010)
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Figure 5-54. Nitrogen load duration curve, lllinois River at Peoria Intake (D-30).
Table 5-16. Nitrogen LRS, lllinois River at Peoria Intake (D-30).
. a High Moist Mid-Range Dry Low
SEHIE DISUHRS Flows Conditions Flows Conditions Flows
Pollutant LRS Component 0-10% 10-40% 40-60% 60-90% 90-100%
NOZNO3 Current Load 1,157,994 645,579 263,768 104,502 60,787
(Ibs/day) LRS Target 378,381 209,643 111,639 65,450 40,838
LRS Reduction % 67.32% 67.53% 57.68% 37.37% 32.82%

a. Note that the LRS is based on the median allowable load in each flow regime and reduction is based on median
observed load in each flow regime

5.5

lllinois River at Pekin TMDL and LRS (Site D-05)

Table 5-17 summarizes the Illinois River at Pekin watershed and pollutant sources. The Illinois River at
Pekin watershed includes one bacteriaimpaired segment. Figure 5-55 presents the fecal coliform load

duration curve and Table 5-18 presentsthe TMDL for the lllinois River at Pekin at the D-05 assessment
site. LRSs are presented in Sections 5.5.2 and 5.5.3 for TSS and nutrients, respectively.
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Table 5-17. lllinois River at Pekin summary table.

Upstream Characteristics ®

Drainage Area

14,585 square miles

Peoria D-05 Watershed Area

1,994 square miles

Sampling Station

D-05

Listed Segments

D-05

Land Use

cultivated crops (66 percent); deciduous forests (15 percent);
developed land including low, medium, and high intensity (seven
percent); developed open space (five percent); pasture/hay (five
percent); wetlands (two percent).

Hydrologic Soil Group

72% B, 15% B/D, 7% C, 4% No Data, 1% A,
<1% C/D, <1% D, <1% A/D

Erodible Soils

21% Highly Erodible, <1% Not Highly Erodible, 78% Not Assessed

Animal Unit Density

4,600°

Key Sources

agricultural and urban runoff; NPDES facilities; CSOs/SSOs; MS4s;
watershed, streambank and gully erosion, bluff erosion;
hydromodification; tributary loads; animal agriculture; livestock®

NPDES Facilities

Noveon Inc-Henry (1L0001392)

Caterpillar Inc-Mossville (IL0001414)

Caterpillar Inc.-East Peoria (1L0002291)

Princeton, City Of STP (IL0020575)

Creve Coeur WWTP (IL0021237)

Peoria Sd STP (1L0021288)

Ladd STP (1L0021491)

Metamora North STP (1L0021539)

Toluca STP (IL0021695)

Wenona STP (1L0021792)

Oaklane Acres Homeowners Assoc (IL0022152)

Granville STP (IL0022331)

Chillicothe Sd STP (IL0023159)

Depue STP (IL0023523)

Caterpillar Inc.- Peoria (1L0024163)

Malden STP (IL0024791)

City Of Washington STP #1 (1L0024881)

Oglesby STP (IL0024996)

Tiskilwa STP (1L0025160)

Hennepin Pwd STP (I1L0025313)

Putnam County Junior Hs (1L0026573)

Grandview Mobile Home Park (1L0026972)

Carmi WWTP (1L0027910)

East Peoria STP #1 (IL0028576)

Germantown Hills STP #1 (IL0028916)

Kewanee STP (1L0029343)

Lacon WWTP (IL0029378)

Lasalle WWTP (1L0029424)
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Upstream Characteristics 2

Morton STP #3 (1L0030007)

Peru STP #1 (IL0030660)

Spring Valley STP (1L0031216)

Bureau Junction STP (1L0033120)

Pekin STP #1 (1L0034495)

Peoria CSOs (I1L0037800)

Washburn STP (IL0039411)

Pinewood MHP (I1L0042234)

Washington STP #2 (I1L0042412)

Lake Arispie Water Co STP (IL0042625)

East Peoria STP #3 (IL0046213)

Sundale Hills STP (IL0047384)

Washington Estates Inc STP (IL0047406)

Camp Manitoumi-Low Point (ILO053066)

Norwood School District #63 STP (1L0053813)

Lake Wildwind MHP-Metamora (IL0053864)

Hpa - Jubilee College Historic (ILO054674)

Mount Alverno Novitiate-E Peor (1L0059030)

Cedar Bluff Utilities, Inc STP (1L0059391)

Oak Ridge Sd STP (1L0060461)

Medina Utilities Inc-East STP (IL0065072)

Prairie View Nursing Home STP (IL0067024)

Henry STP (IL0070548)

Trico, Inc., Mill Point MHP (IL0O071358)

Peru STP #2 (1LO075507)

Maple Acres MHP (ILG551015)

Sundale Sewer Corp-Highland (ILG551039)

Pekin Country Club (ILG551081)

Cedar Point STP (ILG580008)

Brimfield Sd STP (ILG580050)

Dunlap STP (ILG580099)

Lamoille, Village Of STP (ILG580127)

Dalzell STP (ILG580130)

Ohio, Village Of STP (ILG580190)

Sparland STP (ILG580226)

Wyanet STP (ILG580245)

Germantown Hills WWTP #2 (ILG580262)

Elmwood STP (ILG582012)

Hanna City Sd STP (ILG582022)

NPDES Facility Disinfection Exemption ©

38 of the facilities above have disinfection exemptions

Fecal Coliform Exceedance Summary d

Twenty-two facilities have exceedances averaging 409 to 36,250
cfu/100mL
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Upstream Characteristics 2

MS4 Communities

Village of Bartonville (IRL400287): 5.62 square miles

Kickapoo Township (IRL400073): 26.96 square miles

Limestone Township (IRL400078): 9.11 square miles

Medina Township (IRL400085): 26.98 square miles

City of Peoria (IRL400424): 45.62 square miles

Village of Morton (IRL400392): 3.54 square miles

Cincinnati Township (IRL400683): 0.01 square miles

City of East Peoria (IRL400331): 20.53 square miles

City of North Pekin (IRL400403): 1.12 square miles

City of Pekin (IRL400423): 8.6 square miles

Village of South Pekin (IRL400515): 0 square miles

Washington Township (IRL400665): 37.53 square miles

Bellevue (ILR400165): 1.64 square miles

Creve Coeur (ILR400322): 4.4 square miles

Marguette Heights (ILR400381): 1.61 square miles

Peoria Heights (ILR400425): 6.71 square miles

West Peoria (ILR400506): 1.26 square miles

Peoria City Township (ILR400599): 2.13 square miles

ILDOT Roads (ILR400493): 2.68 square miles

Tazewell County (IRL400271): 0.1 square miles

Peoria County Roads (IRL400267): 0.72 square miles

CSO/SSO Communities

Bureau Junction STP (1L0033120)

East Peoria STP #1 (1L0028576)

Granville STP (1L0022331)

Kewanee STP (1L0029343)

Lasalle WWTP (IL0029424)

Oglesby STP (IL0024996)

Pekin STP #1 (1L0034495)

Peoria CSOs (I1L0037800)

Peru STP #1 (IL0030660)

Spring Valley STP (IL0031216)

Wenona STP (1L0021792)

CSO/SSO Overflows

There have been 3,275 reported overflows from the multiple outfalls

at CSOs listed above between 2007 and 2010.The East Peoria SSO
has discharged 3 times in the past 5 years. The Kenawee STP SSO

has discharged once in the past five years. The LaSalle WWTP SSO
has discharged 21 out of 36 months from 2008-2010.

a. Does not include information for area upstream of the lllinois Peoria Watershed.

b. Does not include tributary watershed clusters
c. See Table 5-3 for exemption and permit specifics.

d. See Appendix A for DMR Exceedance Summary Table (2005-2010)
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5.5.1 Bacteria TMDL

Figure 5-55 presents the load duration curve and TMDL for fecal coliform at the Illinois River at Pekin
assessment site. Table 5-18 summarizesthe TMDL and required reductions. Fairly consistent reductions
in bacterialoadings are needed across all flow conditions. The data suggest significant sources of bacteria
originating between Peoria and Pekin. Tributary load reductions from Kickapoo Creek and Farm Creek
are needed. Local point sources and dry weather sources such as leaking sewers and SSOs should be
further investigated during implementation. Control of CSOsin the Peoria area and Farm Creek
watershedsis also needed.

Urban stormwater is also asignificant source of bacteriato this site, including regulated stormwater from
M$S4s. Urban stormwater management is needed to reduce bacteria level s from these sources, including
education programs.

lllinois River at Pekin
Load Duration Curve (1979 — 2010)

Site: D-05
100,000,000 37— - .
3 -High Moist Mid-Range Dry Low
1 Flows Conditions Flows Conditions Flows
10,000,000 5 < All Data

¢ Runoff Event

1,000,000

&

] + May-Oct
= i
g 100,000 — oot
@ ] Percentile
; 10,000 —Single Sample)
o ' E Maximum
S 1 ——Geomean
E 1,000 ; Standard
S ' 3 <
S ]
(@]
% 100 4
o E
()
LL

10 1
1 . : . . .

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Flow Duration Interval (%)

Figure 5-55. Fecal coliform load duration curve, lllinois River at Pekin (D-05).
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Table 5-18. Fecal coliform TMDL, lllinois River at Pekin (D-05).

. c . Moist Mid-Range Dry
Station D 05 TMDL High Flows Conditions Flows Conditions Low Flows
Pollutant | TMDL Component 0-10% 10-40% 40-60% 60-90% 90-100%
Current Load 1,284,330 951,586 402,892 257,804 206,136
LAZ 331,480 194,751 103,696 60,309 37,190
WLA: NPDES 2,201 2,201 1,186 1,186 1,186
Facilities
Fecal [y a: csOs® 22,405 0 0 0 0
Coliform -
G WLA: MS4s 4,447 2,802 1,492 868 535
org/day) | Total WLAP 29,053 5,003 2,678 2,054 1,721
MOS (10%) 40,059 22,195 11,819 6,929 4,324
gMD'-:'-A"WLAJ’MO 400,592 221,949 118,193 69,292 43,235
TMDL Reduction %° 68.81% 76.68% 70.66% 73.12% 79.03%

a. Note that the Load Allocation includes all upstream area
b. Note that the WLA is based on point sources in the Middle lllinois River watershed
c. Note that the TMDL is based on the median allowable load in each flow regime and reduction is based on the
observed 90th percentile load in each flow regime
d. Note that CSOs are only allowed to discharge at this level 4 times per year.
e. Note that daily load reductions are based on the instantaneous water quality standard; the seasonal geometric
standard also needs to be met.

5.5.2

Total Suspended Solids LRS

TSS load reductions are presented in Table 5-19 for the Illinois River at Pekin using the volume weighted
target for TSS presented in Section 3, Water Quality Indicators and Targets. Reduction of TSS loadings
from the tributary watersheds, particularly Kickapoo Creek and Farm Creek, should be a primary
implementation focus, in addition to controlling local channel, bluff, and gully erosion.

Table 5-19. TSS LRS, lllinois River at Pekin.

Volume Weighted

Reduction Needed

Stream Station TSS Results LR(iT?[?et to Achieve
(mg/L) 9 LRS Target
Illinois River at Pekin D-05 97 59.3 39%

5.5.3

Nutrient LRS

Figure 5-56 and Figure 5-57 present the load duration curve for total phosphorus and nitrate nitrogen,
respectively, at the lllinois River at Pekin assessment site. Table 5-20 and Table 5-21 summarize the LRS
and required reductions. Reduction of nutrients |oadings from the tributary watersheds, particularly
Kickapoo Creek and Farm Creek, should be a primary implementation focus, in addition to controlling
point sources, CSOSSSOs, and urban and agricultural runoff.
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lllinois River at Pekin
Load Duration Curve (1980 - 2010)
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Figure 5-56. Total phosphorus load duration curve, lllinois River at Pekin (D-05).
Table 5-20. Total phosphorus LRS, lllinois River at Pekin (D-05).
. a High Moist Mid-Range Dry Low
SlEine) (DI ERS Flows Conditions Flows Conditions Flows
Pollutant LRS Component 0-10% 10-40% 40-60% 60-90% 90-100%
Total Current Load 57,442 39,986 23,510 15,986 11,727
Phosphorus LRS Target 15,899 8,809 4,691 2,750 1,716
(Ibs/day) LRS Reduction % 72.32% 77.97% 80.05% 82.80% 85.37%

a. Note that the LRS is based on the median allowable load in each flow regime and reduction is based on median

observed load in each flow regime
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lllinois River at Pekin
Load Duration Curve (1979 - 2010)
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Figure 5-57. Nitrogen load duration curve, lllinois River at Pekin (D-05).
Table 5-21. Nitrogen LRS, lllinois River at Pekin (D-05).
. a High Moist Mid-Range Dry Low
SEHIE DI HRS Flows Conditions Flows Conditions Flows
Pollutant LRS Component 0-10% 10-40% 40-60% 60-90% 90-100%
NOZNO3 Current Load 1,134,229 579,990 286,464 106,380 47,284
(Ibs/day) LRS Target 397,027 219,975 117,141 68,675 42,850
LRS Reduction % 65.00% 62.07% 59.11% 35.44% 9.38%

a. Note that the LRS is based on the median allowable load in each flow regime and reduction is based on median
observed load in each flow regime

5.6

lllinois River at Lacon LRS (Site D-09)

Table 5-22 summarizes the Illinois River at Lacon watershed and pollutant sources. The Illinois River at
Lacon watershed does not include any bacteriaimpaired segments. LRSs for the lllinois River at Lacon at
the D-09 are presented in Sections 5.6.1 and 5.6.2 for TSS and nutrients, respectively.
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Table 5-22. lllinois River at Lacon summary table.

Upstream Characteristics *

Drainage Area

13,202 square miles

Peoria D-09 Watershed Area

1,089 square miles

Sampling Station

D-09

Listed Segments

D-09

cultivated crops (74 percent); deciduous forests (10 percent);
developed land including low, medium, and high intensity (three

Land Use
percent); developed open space (four percent); pasture/hay
(three percent); wetlands (two percent); other (four percent).
Soil Type 72% B, 18% B/D, 5% C, 3% No Data, 1% A, <1% C/D, <1% D,
<1% A/D
Erodible Soils 16% Highly Erodible, 84% Not Assessed
Animal Unit Density 8,400b

Key Sources

agricultural and urban runoff; NPDES facilities; CSOs/SSOs;
watershed, streambank and gully erosion, bluff erosion;
hydromodification; tributary loads; animal agriculture; livestock b

NPDES Facilities

Noveon Inc-Henry (1L0001392)

Dynegy Midwest Gen-Hennepin (IL0001554)

American Nickeloid Co-Peru (IL0001724)

Cf Industries - Peru (IL0001783)

United Suppliers-Henry (1L0002518)

Isg Hennepin Inc. (1L0002631)

Princeton STP (IL0020575)

Ladd STP (1L0021491)

Wenona STP (I1L0021792)

Granville STP (IL0022331)

Depue STP (IL0023523)

Malden STP (1L0024791)

Oglesby STP (1L0024996)

Tiskilwa STP (1L0025160)

Hennepin Pwd STP (1L0025313)

Putnam County Junior Hs (1L0026573)

Lasalle WWTP (1L0029424)

Peru STP #1 (1L0030660)

Spring Valley STP (IL0031216)

Bureau Junction STP (1L0033120)

Lake Arispie Water Co STP (1L0042625)

Beecher STP (I1L0049522)

Cherry WTP (IL0051705)

New Jersey Zinc Company, Inc. (IL0052183)

Dover WTP (1L0063363)

Bradford Pig Palace (IL0064319)

Central Limestone Co-Morris (ILO065056)

Princeton WTP (IL0O065757)

Prairie View Nursing Home STP (IL0067024)

J&D Rentals And Sales (1L0070424)

Henry STP (IL0070548)

Sublette WTP (1L0073652)

Peru STP #2 (IL0075507)

Mark WTP (1L0076848)

Maple Acres MHP (ILG551015)
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Upstream Characteristics *

Cedar Point STP (ILG580008)

Lamoille STP (ILG580127)

Dalzell STP (ILG580130)

Ohio STP (ILG580190)

Sparland STP (ILG580226)

Wyanet STP (ILG580245)

Seatonville WTP (ILG640144)

Magnolia WTP (ILG640187)

Cc

NPDES Facility Disinfection Exemption 15 of the facilities above have disinfection exemptions

Eight facilities above have exceedances averaging 409 to 3,375

Fecal Coliform Exceedance Summary d cfu/100mL

MS4 Communities None

Bureau Junction STP (IL0033120)

Granville STP (IL0022331)

Lasalle WWTP (1L0029424)

CS0O/SSO Communities Oglesby STP (1L0024996)

Peru STP #1 (IL0030660)

Spring Valley STP (1L0031216)

Wenona STP (1L0021792)

There have been 3,296 reported overflows from the multiple
outfalls at CSOs listed above between 2007 and 2010. The
LaSalle WWTP SSO has discharged 21 out of 36 months from
2008-2010.

CSO Overflows

a. Does not include information for area upstream of the lllinois Peoria Watershed.
b. Does not include tributary watershed clusters

c. See Table 5-3 for exemption and permit specifics.

d. See Appendix A for DMR Exceedance Summary Table (2005-2010)

5.6.1 Total Suspended Solids LRS
TSSload reductions are presented in Table 5-23 for the lllinois River at Lacon using the volume weighted
target for TSS presented in Section 3, Water Quality Indicators and Targets. Reductions in sediment are
not needed in order to meet the sediment target.

Table 5-23. TSS LRS, lllinois River at Lacon.

. Reduction Needed
Stream Station Volume Weighted LRS Target to Achieve
TSS Results (mg/L)
LRS Target
(mg/L)
lllinois River at Lacon D-09 59 59.3 0%

5.6.2 Nutrient LRS

Figure 5-58 and Figure 5-59 present the load duration curve for total phosphorus and nitrate nitrogen,
respectively, at the lllinois River at Lacon assessment site. Table 5-24 and Table 5-25 summarize the LRS
and required reductions. Reduction of nutrients |oadings from the tributary watersheds, specifically Big
Bureau, should be a primary implementation focus, in addition to controlling point sources, CSOs/SSOs,
and urban and agricultural runoff.

-135- August 9, 2012



Middle lllinois River TMDL

Illinois River at Lacon
Load Duration Curve (1981 — 2010)
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Figure 5-58. Total phosphorus load duration curve, lllinois River at Lacon (D-09).
Table 5-24. Total phosphorus LRS, lllinois River at Lacon (D-09).
. a High Moist Mid-Range Dry Low
Stiginen DI RS Flows Conditions Flows Conditions Flows
Pollutant LRS Component 0-10% 10-40% 40-60% 60-90% 90-100%
Total Current Load 61,293 29,564 22,082 14,721 13,905
Phosphorus LRS Target 14,375 7,382 4,278 2,763 1,613
(Ibs/day) LRS Reduction % 76.55% 75.03% 80.63% 81.23% | 88.40%

a. Note that the LRS is based on the median allowable load in each flow regime and reduction is based on median
observed load in each flow regime
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[llinois River at Lacon
Load Duration Curve (1981 — 2010)

Site: D-09
10,000,000.00 = - -
JHigh Moist Mid-Range Dry Low
TFlows Conditions Flows Conditions Flows
19 &
1,000,000.00 g
EANG
100,000.00 3 ©= & AllData
3 % ¢ Runoff Event
i < & |+ Jan-June
10,000.00 5 .
3 ~——Median
1 T Target
B
S 1,000.00 3
P 3
2 ]
s ]
S 10000 1
o ]
le) ]
z ]
10.00
1.00 T T T T
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
Flow Duration Interval (%)
Figure 5-59. Nitrogen load duration curve, lllinois River at Lacon (D-09).
Table 5-25. Nitrogen LRS, lllinois River at Lacon (D-09).
. a High Moist Mid-Range Dry Low
SEHIEU DI RS Flows Conditions Flows Conditions Flows
Pollutant LRS Component 0-10% 10-40% 40-60% 60-90% 90-100%
NO2ZNO3 Current Load 960,507 545,211 240,692 111,686 47,258
(Ibs/day) LRS Target 358,982 184,336 106,820 69,008 40,270
LRS Reduction % 62.63% 66.19% 55.62% 38.21% 14.79%

a. Note that the LRS is based on the median allowable load in each flow regime and reduction is based on median
observed load in each flow regime
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6. Big Bureau Creek

The Big Bureau Creek watershed cluster covers approximately 520 square miles in the northwest region
of the project area (Figure 6-1). The drainage area can be further delineated into thirteen 12-digit HUCs,
Table 6-1 details area per 12-digit HUC associated with the Big Bureau Creek watershed cluster.
Counties with jurisdiction within the Big Bureau Creek watershed cluster include: Bureau, LaSalle and
Lee. The Big Bureau Creek watershed drainsinto Goose Lake which then drainsinto Senachwine Lake
and the Illinois River. The watershed has been afocus of detailed studiesincluding the 2006 Inventory
and Evaluation Report (1& E Report) by the lllinois Department of Natural Resources (IDNR 2006).

Big Bureau Creek and itstributary West Bureau Creek have elevated concentrations of bacteria, TSS and
nutrients. A watershed source assessment and linkage analysis are presented in this section. A TMDL will
be developed for fecal coliform bacteriaand LRSswill be developed for TSS, phosphorus, and nitrate

plus nitrate nitrogen.

Table 6-1. Big Bureau Creek 12-digit HUC subwatersheds.

10-digit HUC Azl 12-Digit Watershed Name Area -
HUC (acres) (sg. mi.)
07130001 04 01 Lime Creek 17,180 26.8
02 West Bureau Creek 39,007 60.9
01 Pike Creek 20,649 323
02 Town of Sublette - Big Bureau Creek 41,006 64.1
07130001 05 03 Masters Fork 35,335 55.2
04 Town of Greenoak - Big Bureau Creek 10,195 15.9
05 Epperson Run - Big Bureau Creek 22,491 35.1
01 Town of Arlington - Brush Creek 24,522 38.3
07130001 06 02 Town of Malden - East Big Bureau Creek 25,799 40.3
03 Brush Creek - East Big Bureau Creek 21,162 33.1
01 Pond Creek - Big Bureau Creek 25,382 39.7
07130001 07 02 Rocky Run - Big Bureau Creek 17,487 27.3
03 Old Channel - Big Bureau Creek 21,074 329

Total 321,074 502
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Figure 6-1. Big Bureau Creek watershed cluster segments and stations.
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6.1 Source Assessment

Point and nonpoint sources have impacted the water quality within Big Bureau Creek and poor water
quality has been shown to degrade aguatic life within the creek. For example, the 2004 macroinvertebrate
biological integrity (MBI) study determined a very poor rating in the furthest upstream site, fair to good
ratings in the middle reach and an exceptiona rating at the furthest site downstream. Similar to the MBI
scores, fish quality IBI also showed improving quality in the downstream reaches (IDNR 2006). Overall,
the I& E Report indicates astrong spatial trend as the stream quality also improves downstream.

Figure 6-2 presents the land uses within the Big Bureau Creek watershed cluster. Land uses are
predominately agricultural and contain relatively little developed land within its drainage area.
Predominating land use includes cultivated crops (80 percent) and deciduous forests (9 percent). The
largest area of development occurs around Princeton. Due to the dominance of crop land, this watershed
provides atypical example of water quality that can occur in heavily agriculture areas. Specifically, some
of the most significant channel erosion in the state occursin this watershed and research has shown
annually, nearly 1.2 million tons of soil becomes detached and 15 percent of that |oad leaves the
watershed and washes downstream (TCRPC 2009). Of concern, the 1& E Report identified 44 eroding
stream banks that exceeded 10 feet, seven of these exceeded 19 feet in height. Additionally, 109 gullies
were identified by the 1& E Report along the main stem of the creek (IDNR 2006). Such sediment |oad
washing from the Big Bureau Creek watershed cluster has led to infill and sedimentation of Goose Lake
and adds to the sediment load to the Illinois River. To mitigate such consequences, the Wetlands Initiative
was awarded an EPA grant in 2008 to analyze the market feasibility of grade control land and wetland
restoration.

Additional concerns were identified in the Lee County reaches of Big Bureau Creek by the 1& E Report.
Concerns include significantly degraded and poor to very poor habitat quality. Much of this area has been
channelized and riparian zones are either inadequate or non-existent; and at the time of the I1& E Report,
cattle were able to access significant portions of the creek, further degrading stream banks, riparian zones
and accelerating runoff. Additionally, the 1& E Report identified active tile lines, raw sewage outlets,
active stream dumping and alack of canopy cover. Despite such conditions, as the stream flows into
Bureau County, the overall habitat conditions improved dramatically (IDNR 2006).

A tota of 14 NPDES facilities are permitted within the Big Bureau Creek watershed cluster, thisincludes
ten sewage treatment plants. Locations of NPDES within the watershed cluster are identified in Figure 6-2
and listed in Table 6-3. Additionally, CSOs are permitted in Bureau Junction (IL0033120). Furthermore
the I& E Report identified 16 cattle operations along the main stem of the creek; impacting approximately
26,188 feet of the stream (IDNR 2006).

The Big Bureau Creek watershed has a significant amount of animal agriculture activitiesin the
watershed. Table 6-2 presents the total number of animals and equivalent animal units within the
watershed, area weighted using County statistics.

Table 6-2. Livestock populations in Big Bureau Creek watershed.

Counties Cattle Poultry Horses Sheep Hogs
Bureau 6,655 6,415 421 575 41,653
La Salle 167 10 9 19 134
Lee 866 163 56 70 5,378
Total Number of

Animals 7,688 6,588 486 663 47,165
Equivalent

Animal Units 7,688 132 972 66 18,866

Source: USDA 2007-2009
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Figure 6-2. Big Bureau Creek watershed cluster land use.
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Table 6-3. NPDES facilities within the Big Bureau Creek watershed cluster.

AETEEE Exemption/Permit
10-digit HUC ID Permit ID NPDES Facility Name Design Flow i
Limit Status
(MGD)
CENTRAL LIMESTONE CO-

07130001 04 1L0065056 MORRIS - -
ILG580190 | OHIO, VILLAGE OF STP 0.0766 Exempt
ILG580127 LAMOILLE, VILLAGE OF STP 0.063 Exempt
IL0073652 SUBLETTE WTP -- --

07130001 05 1L0020575 PRINCETON, CITY OF STP 2.15 001, AO1- limit 400
IL0065757 PRINCETON WTP - --
ILG551015 MAPLE ACRES MHP 0.0259 Exempt
1L0024791 MALDEN STP 0.05 Exempt

07130001 06
1L0063363 DOVER WTP -- --
IL0067024 g?ﬁIRIE VIEW NURSING HOME 0.02 Exempt

07130001 07 ILG580245 | WYANET STP 0.25 Exempt
1L0025160 TISKILWA STP 0.12 Exempt
1L0033120 BUREAU JUNCTION STP 0.071 Exempt
1L0042625 LAKE ARISPIE WATER CO STP 0.05 Exempt

“—* Not applicable
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Figure 6-3. Big Bureau Creek watershed cluster NPDES facilities.
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6.2 Watershed Linkage Analysis

6.2.1 Bacteria

Data collected within the Big Bureau watershed between 1979 and 2010 indicate fecal coliform
exceedances throughout the watershed. Within the Big Bureau Creek watershed, the |& E Report found
that concentrations of feca bacteria decreased with downstream distance, suggesting that the primary
sources of bacteriaare located in the headwaters. Potential sources of bacteria observed during the I& E
Report included raw sewage outlets and cattle access points (IDNR 2006). Sixteen cattle operations were
identified by the |& E Report along the main stem of Big Bureau Creek, and as noted, some of these
operations allowed direct access to the creek. Additionally, wastewater treatment facilities can be ongoing
sources of bacteria, namely fecal coliform. Of particular concern, the Princeton treatment plant has been
inviolation of permit limitations for feca coliform.

Bacteria have been sampled in three locations within the Big Bureau Creek watershed. These are: Big
Bureau Creek at Princeton (DQ-03), West Bureau Creek at Wyanet (Site DQD-01), and Big Bureau
Creek at Outlet (DQ-04). Figure 6-4 summarizes the annual trends in fecal coliform concentrationsin Big
Bureau Creek at Princeton. Asistypical of fecal coliform, concentrations fluctuate considerably but there
do not appear to be any significant long-term trends. West Bureau Creek shows similar trends, although
fecal coliform concentrations are generdly lower.

As shown in Figure 6-5 and Figure 6-6, seasonal trends are evident at sampling locations near Princeton
and Wyanet, with highest counts at both sites occurring between July and September. This suggests a
constant source of bacteria, like awastewater treatment plant or cattle in the creek, which is unrelated to
flow and has the largest impact during low flow periods. Sampling is limited at the outlet of Big Bureau
Creek (Figure 6-7), making it impracticable to analyze seasonal trends at this location.

Big Bureau Creek at Princeton
Annual Variation (1979 — 2010)
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Figure 6-4. Annual fecal coliform concentrations, Big Bureau at Princeton, 1979 - 2010.

-144-

August 9, 2012



Middle lllinois River TMDL

Big Bureau Creek at Princeton
Monthly Variation (1979 — 2010)
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Figure 6-5. Seasonal fecal coliform concentrations, Big Bureau Creek at Princeton , 1979-2010.

West Bureau Creek at Wyanet
Monthly Variation (1980 — 2010)
Site: DQD-01
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Figure 6-6. Seasonal fecal coliform concentrations, West Bureau Creek at Wyanet, 1980-2010.
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Big Bureau Creek at Outlet
Monthly Variation (2009 — 2010)
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Figure 6-7. Seasonal fecal coliform concentrations, Big Bureau Creek at Outlet, 2009-2010.

Water quality duration curves were developed for each of the monitoring stations. Evaluation of the
available fecal coliform data within Big Bureau Creek and West Bureau Creek indicates nonpoint and
potentialy point sources of fecal coliform pollution. The Big Bureau Creek at Princeton and West Bureau
Creek water quality duration curves (Figure 6-8 and Figure 6-9) indicate that al flow regimes are
contributing to exceedances, athough high flow events are the largest contributor. As shown in Figure
6-8 and Figure 6-9, both runoff events and non-runoff events show exceedances of the standards;
however, runoff eventstypically correspond to exceedances during the high flow and moist conditions.
Sources of bacteria during high flow events are typically derived from urban and rural runoff, the wash-
off of wastes from failing septic systems, and in-stream bacteria re-suspension. The City of Princeton
wastewater treatment facility has had numerous permit limits exceedances for fecal coliform bacteria
during the last three years, and is alikely source of bacteria during low flow and dry conditions. In
addition, cattle in and adjacent to the creek may also be a source of fecal coliform bacteria. Based on data
contai ned within the Source Assessment, approximately 3,000 cattle are found within the Big Bureau
Creek drainage area versus 1,400 cattle within the West Bureau drainage area. No strong correl ation
between the estimated number of cattle within each watershed and the monitored fecal coliform datawas
found (see Section 2.1.2). There are no identified permit exceedances within the West Bureau watershed.
Bureau Junction has a permitted CSO (I1L0033120), which may be a minor source of bacteria during
runoff events within this watershed. The facility has had one reported overflow in the past few years
which lasted 30 minutes.
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Big Bureau Creek at Princeton
WQ Duration Curve (1979 — 2010)
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Figure 6-8. Fecal coliform water quality duration curve, Big Bureau Creek at Princeton, 1979 - 2010.

West Bureau Creek at Wyanet
WQ Duration Curve (1980 — 2010)
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Figure 6-9. Fecal coliform water quality duration curve, West Bureau Creek at Wyanet, 1980 — 2010.
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Big Bureau Creek
WQ Duration Curve (2009 — 2010)
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Figure 6-10. Fecal coliform water quality duration curve, Big Bureau Creek at Outlet, 2009 - 2010.

6.2.2 Total Suspended Solids

Totd suspended solids (TSS) generaly include both organic and inorganic materials that are suspended in
the water column. TSSis often considered an indication of water clarity and istypically directly related to
runoff events (i.e., higher TSS concentrations are associated with more runoff). In general, areas of
accumulated fine-grained sediment or sand and gravel substrate buried by feet of ‘muck’ in Big Bureau
Creek tended to be located immediately downstream of alivestock operation or large bank and gully
erosion locations (IDNR 2006).

It is estimated by the |& E Report that nearly 1.2 million tons of soil becomes detached each year in the
Big Bureau Creek watershed (IDNR 2006). Although stream bank erosion was found to account for 24
percent and gully erosion accounted for eight percent of the sediment that |eaves the watershed, sheet and
rill erosion accounts for the mgjority of watershed erosion within watershed (IDNR 2006). Contributions
from bank erosion are proportionally higher in this watershed relative to other watersheds in the region.
This may be due to the fact that 44 eroding stream banks were identified that exceeded 10 feet, and seven
of these exceeded 19 feet in height (IDNR 2006). In total, it is estimated that 8,528 feet of stream length
of Big Bureau Creek is significantly affected by bank or bluff erosion. Furthermore, 109 gullies were
identified by the |& E Report along the main stem of the creek (IDNR 2006). Finally, numerous knick
points (a sharp change in streambed slope) were identified, with the majority between Princeton and
Tiskilwa; knick points were commonly found adjacent to large bluffs (IDNR 2006).

TSS has been sampled in three locations within the Big Bureau Creek watershed including: Big Bureau
Creek at Princeton (DQ-03), West Bureau Creek at Wyanet (Site DQD-01) and, Big Bureau Creek at
Outlet (DQ-04). Analysis of the data at DQ-04 is not included due to alimited data, LRSs are provided
for thissite in Section 6.5. Figure 6-11 summarizes the annual variation of TSS concentrations over time.
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TSS concentrations vary year to year, but often fall at or below the target concentration. There does not
appear to be any significant long-term trends, although TSS concentrations sampled during the past 10
years are somewhat lower than in the previous 10 years. Only slight seasonal trends are evident at
sampling locations near Princeton and Wyanet, with dightly higher concentrations at both sites typically
occurring between July and September. Sampling is more limited at the outlet of Big Bureau Creek and
no definitive pattern could be determined.

The TSSwater quality duration curve (Figure 6-12) developed for Big Bureau Creek shows a direct
relationship between TSS and flow; as flow increases, so does TSS. Moreover, TSS concentrations during
runoff events are typically elevated and correlated with moist conditions and high flows. This relationship
indicates high flow, runoff events as the primary cause of elevated TSS loading, specifically bank and in-
stream sources. As discussed above, varying forms of erosion have been identified as a source of
sediment to the Big Bureau Creek watershed, especialy bluff and bank erosion. In addition to high flow
exceedances, the water quality duration curve developed for West Bureau Creek (Figure 6-13) shows
increasing concentrations in both high flow and low flow conditions.
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Figure 6-11. Annual TSS concentrations, Big Bureau at Princeton, 1977 - 2010.
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Big Bureau Creek at Princeton
WQ Duration Curve (1977 — 2010)
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Figure 6-12. TSS water quality duration curve, Big Bureau Creek at Princeton, 1977 — 2010.

West Bureau Creek at Wyanet
WQ Duration Curve (1979 — 2010)
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Figure 6-13. TSS water quality duration curve, West Bureau Creek at Wyanet, 1979 — 2010.
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Big Bureau Creek
WQ Duration Curve (2009 — 2010)
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Figure 6-14. TSS water quality duration curve, Big Bureau Creek at Outlet, 2004 — 2010.

6.2.3 Nutrients

Elevated concentrations of nutrients are commonly detected in the watershed. Similar to other water
quality concerns, nitrogen was found to be more elevated in upstream reaches of Big Bureau Creek. This
again indicates that significant sources are located near the headwaters and are potentially a function of
land practices (IDNR 2006); specific nutrient generating land practices include application of fertilizer
and spreading of manure on fields.

Wastewater treatment facilities can be ongoing sources of nutrients. Two sewage treatment plants have
had violations in effluent limitations (ammonia as nitrogen) within the last three years including the
Village of Princeton and Prairie View Nursing Home STP. The plants do not have limits for phosphorus
and are therefore likely discharging TP at concentrations between 4 and 7 mg/L (USGS 1999).
Additionally, 16 cattle operations were identified along the main stem of Big Bureau Creek by the I& E
Report (IDNR 2006).

Nutrients have been sampled in three locations within the Big Bureau Creek watershed including: Big
Bureau Creek at Princeton (DQ-03), West Bureau Creek at Wyanet (Site DQD-01) and, Big Bureau
Creek at Outlet (DQ-04). Analysis of the data at DQ-04 is not included due to alimited data, LRSs are
provided for this sitein Section 6.5. Figure 6-15 and Figure 6-16 summarize annua phosphorus
concentrations. Mean annual phosphorus concentrations are higher in Big Bureau Creek than West
Bureau Creek, exceeding the in-stream target in all but two years. Figure 6-17 and Figure 6-18 summarize
the annual nitrogen data for Big Bureau Creek and West Bureau Creek, respectively. Annual mean
concentrations of nitrate exceed the instream water quality target for Big Bureau Creek and West Bureau
Creek in dl but one year on West Bureau Creek.
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Total Phosphorus (mg/L)

Big Bureau Creek at Princeton
Annual Variation (1978 — 2010)
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Figure 6-15. Annual phosphorus concentrations, Big Bureau at Princeton, 1978 - 2010.
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West Bureau Creek at Wyanet
Annual Variation (1984 — 2010)
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Figure 6-16. Annual phosphorus concentrations, West Bureau at Wyanet, 1984 - 2010.
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Figure 6-17. Annual nitrogen concentrations, Big Bureau at Princeton, 1977 - 2010.
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West Bureau Creek at Wyanet
Annual Variation (1979 — 2010)
Site: DQD-01
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Figure 6-18. Annual nitrogen concentrations, West Bureau at Wyanet, 1979 - 2010.

Nutrient concentrations are typically elevated throughout the year, with the highest phosphorus seen | ater
in the year (July-September) and the highest nitrogen concentrations typically seen in spring (April-June).
It isevident that thereis little variation in nitrogen concentrations within early season concentrations
relative to the substantial range of concentrations shown from July through December. Elevated median
concentrations occurring during spring and early summer likely correspond to spring rains and snowmelt
paired with land use activities such as fertilizer application on lawns and farm fields. Such trends also
indicate nonpoint source pollution as a significant source of nitrate.

Phosphorus concentrationsin Big Bureau Creek are elevated July through December. In generdl, this
period corresponds to decreasing precipitation and runoff events. Due to the lack of relationship with
rainfall, these analyses indicate point sources as the most significant source of phosphorusin Big Bureau
Creek. The source assessment identifies numerous wastewater or sewage treatment plants within the Big
Bureau Creek watershed cluster. The high concentration of WWTPs further indicates a probability of
point source pollution being the leading cause of elevated phosphorus concentrations. Seasond
phosphorus data for West Bureau Creek shows the opposite trends with higher concentrations occurring
during the spring months, which indicates spring snowmelt and rainfall as a significant source of
nutrients.

Further analysis of nutrient concentrations and flow conditions in Big Bureau Creek at Princeton indicates
a probable mixture of point and nonpoint sources of nutrients. Data analyzed on Big Bureau Creek shows
increasing phosphorus concentrations with decreasing flows (Figure 6-19). These figures show only a
dlight relationship between phosphorus concentrations and runoff events; the magjority of runoff events
correspond with near average concentrations of phosphorus. These resultsindicate a constant source of
phosphorus, which islikely related to the two sewage treatment plants upstream of the sampling point.
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Additional potential low flow sourcesinclude cattle operations and wastewater or sewage effluents
identified in the I& E Report (IDNR 2006). Data analyzed on West Bureau Creek shows higher
phosphorus concentration during high flow conditions, thus indicating runoff and nonpoint sources as the
primary source of phosphorus in that watershed (Figure 6-20).

In contrast to phosphorus data, as shown in Figure 6-21 though Figure 6-22, nitrogen concentrations are

most often elevated during high flow, moist conditions and mid-range flows. Concentrations also increase
during the winter and spring. It may therefore be that fertilizers applied during the spring are washing into
the stream during snowmelt and rainfall events.
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Figure 6-19. Phosphorus water quality duration curve, Big Bureau Creek at Princeton, 1978 — 2010.
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West Bureau Creek at Wyanet
WQ Duration Curve (1984 — 2010)
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Figure 6-20. Phosphorus water quality duration curve, West Bureau Creek, 1984 — 2010.

Big Bureau Creek at Princeton
WQ Duration Curve (1977 — 2010)
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Figure 6-21. Nitrogen water quality duration curve, Big Bureau Creek at Princeton, 1977 — 2010.
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West Bureau Creek at Wyanet
WQ Duration Curve (1979 — 2010)
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Figure 6-22. Nitrogen water quality duration curve, West Bureau Creek at Wyanet, 1979 — 2010.
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6.3 West Bureau Creek TMDL and LRS (site DQD-01)

Table 6-4 summarizes the West Bureau Creek watershed and pollutant sources. The West Bureau Creek

watershed includes one bacteriaimpaired segment. Figure 6-23 presents the fecal coliform load duration
curve and Table 6-5 presents the TMDL for the West Bureau Creek at the Wyanet assessment site. LRSs
are presented in Sections 6.3.2 and 6.3.3 for TSS and nutrients, respectively.

Table 6-4. West Bureau Creek summary table.

Upstream Characteristics

Drainage Area 86 square miles
Sampling Station DQD-01
Listed Segments DQD-01

cultivated crops (90 percent); developed open space (four
percent); deciduous forests (three percent); developed land

Land Use including low, medium, and high intensity (one percent);
pasture/hay (one percent); other (one percent).
Soil Type 77% B, 19% BID, 1% C, 3% A, <1% C/D, <1% A/D, 0% D
Erodible Soils 14% Highly Erodible, 86% Not Assessed
Animal Unit Density 5,100; 59 per square mile
streambank, bluff, and gully erosion; urban and agricultural
Key Sources stormwater runoff; livestock access to waterways; animal
agriculture; untreated sewage; NPDES facilities
NPDES Facilities Ohio, Village Of STP (ILG580190)
NPDES Facility Disinfection Exemption * This facility has a disinfection exemption

This facility has not exceeded the 400 cfu/100 mL standard

Fecal Coliform Exceedance Summary j according to DMR data from 2005-2010

MS4 Communities None

CSO/SSO Communities None

a. See Table 6-3 for exemption and permit specifics.
b. See Appendix A for DMR Exceedance Summary Table (2005-2010)

6.3.1 Bacteria TMDL

Figure 6-23 presents the load duration curve and TMDL for fecal coliform at the West Bureau Creek at
Wyanet assessment site. Table 6-5 summarizesthe TMDL and required reductions. Bacteriaload
reductions are needed across al flow conditions, with higher reductions needed under higher flow
conditions. Watershed runoff and livestock are believed to be the primary non-natural sources of bacteria
in the watershed. As such, recommended actions include urban stormwater management and agricultural
best management practices such as manure management to limit runoff and prevent bacteria being
conveyed to the Creek. Livestock exclusion fencing should be used to limit cattle activitiesin and near the
Creek. Failing septic systems and other potential sources of untreated sewage should be further
investigated and evaluated to determine proper implementation activities.
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West Bureau Creek at Wyanet
Load Duration Curve (1980 — 2010)
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Figure 6-23. Fecal coliform load duration curve, West Bureau Creek at Wyanet (DQD-01).
Table 6-5. Fecal coliform TMDL, West Bureau Creek at Wyanet (DQD-01).
. a High Moist Mid-Range Dry Low
S RODER LR Flows Conditions Flows Conditions Flows
Pollutant TMDL Component 0-10% 10-40% 40-60% 60-90% 90-100%
Current Load 201,537 2,843 814 96 11
LA? 2,067 601 233 42 7
Fecal Colif WLA: NPDES Facilities 3 3 1 1 1
ecal Coliform
(G-org/day) Total WLA 3 3 1 1
MOS (10%) 230 67 26 1
TMDL=LA+WLA+MOS 2,298 671 260 48 9
TMDL Reduction %" 98.86% 76.40% 68.11% 50.51% 15.15%

a. Note that the TMDL is based on the median allowable load in each flow regime and reduction is based on the
observed 90th percentile load in each flow regime
b. Note that daily load reductions are based on the instantaneous water quality standard; the seasonal geometric
standard also needs to be met.
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6.3.2 Total Suspended Solids LRS

TSS load reductions are presented in Table 6-6 for West Bureau Creek at DQD-01 using the volume
weighted target for TSS presented in Section 3. Stream, bluff, and gully restoration activities are needed
to address the TSS reductions. Cattle exclusion fencing should also be promoted to limit cattle activities
that can lead to back failure.

Table 6-6. TSS LRS, West Bureau Creek (DQD-01).

Volume Weighted Reduction Needed
Stream Station TSS Results LR(?T]T?[?et to Achieve
(mg/L) 9 LRS Target
West Bureau Creek DQD-01 281 50.4 82%

6.3.3 Nutrient LRS

Figure 6-24 and Figure 6-25 present the load duration curve for total phosphorus and nitrate nitrogen,
respectively, at the West Bureau Creek at Wyanet assessment site. Table 6-7 and Table 6-8 summarize the
LRS and required reductions. Nutrient load reductions are highest under higher flow conditions,
indicating that runoff and nonpoint sources should be the focus of implementation activities. Fertilizer
and manure management in the agricultural land uses and urban stormwater best management practices
can be used to achieve nutrient reductions. Untreated sewage sources should also be investigated and
eliminated.
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West Bureau Creek at Wyanet
Load Duration Curve (1984 - 2010)

Site: DQD-01
10,000.000 5
1. High Moist Mid-Range Dry Low
:’Flows Conditions Flows Conditions Flows
1,000.000 %
=
g < All Data
E + Runoff Event
£100.000 + July-Dec
E ] —NMedian
g’. —Target
=
o
T 10.000 4
= 1
|—
1.000 4 >
0.100 T T ‘ . T
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
Flow Duration Interval (%)
Figure 6-24. Total phosphorus load duration curve, West Bureau Creek at Wyanet (DQD-01).
Table 6-7. Total phosphorus LRS, West Bureau Creek at Wyanet (DQD-01).
. a High Moist Mid-Range Dry Low
SEUIE IPIOIRIOIR EIRS Flows Conditions Flows Conditions Flows
Pollutant LRS Component 0-10% 10-40% 40-60% 60-90% 90-100%
Total Current Load 166 29 7 2 1
Phosphorus LRS Target 91 27 10 2 0.4
(Ibs/day) LRS Reduction % 44.98% 8.03% 0% 0% | 32.23%

a. Note that the LRS is based on the median allowable load in each flow regime and reduction is based on median
observed load in each flow regime
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West Bureau Creek at Wyanet
Load Duration Curve (1979 - 2010)
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Figure 6-25. Nitrogen load duration curve, West Bureau Creek at Wyanet (DQD-01).
Table 6-8. Nitrogen LRS, West Bureau Creek at Wyanet (DQD-01).
. a High Moist Mid-Range Dry
SICHUTIROIRIIR RS Flows Conditions Flows Conditions Lo AT
Pollutant LRS Component 0-10% 10-40% 40-60% 60-90% 90-100%
Current Load 15,919 4,917 1,066 52 1
'E:l?szlngg LRS Target 2,278 665 257 47 9
LRS Reduction % 85.69% 86.48% 75.86% 9.11% 0%

a. Note that the LRS is based on the median allowable load in each flow regime and reduction is based on median
observed load in each flow regime

6.4 Big Bureau Creek TMDL and LRS (Site DQ-03)

Table 6-9 summarizes the Big Bureau Creek at Princeton watershed and pollutant sources. The Big
Bureau Creek at Princeton watershed includes one bacteriaimpaired segment. Figure 6-26 presents the
fecal coliform load duration curve and Table 6-10 presents the TMDL for the Big Bureau Creek at the
Princeton assessment site. LRSs are presented in Sections 6.4.2 and 6.4.3 for TSS and nutrients,

respectively.
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Table 6-9. Big Bureau Creek at Princeton summary table.

Upstream Characteristics

Drainage Area

196 square miles

Sampling Station

DQ-03

Listed Segments

DQ-03

cultivated crops (85 percent); deciduous forests (five
percent); developed land including low, medium, and

Land Use high intensity (three percent); developed open space
(five percent); pasture/hay (two percent).
Soil Type 80% B, 18% B/D, 1% C, 1% A, <1% No Data, <1% C/D,
<1% D, <1% A/D
Erodible Soils 10% Highly Erodible, 90% Not Assessed

Animal Density Unit

10,000; 51 per square mile

Key Sources

streambank, bluff, and gully erosion; urban and
agricultural stormwater runoff; livestock access to
waterways; animal agriculture; untreated sewage;
NPDES facilities

City of Princeton STP (IL0020575)

NPDES Facilities

Maple Acres MHP (ILG551015)

Village of Lamoille STP (ILG580127)

NPDES Facility Disinfection Exemption *

Two of the facilities above have disinfection exemptions

Fecal Coliform Exceedance Summary b

The City of Princeton STP had 7 fecal exceedances
between 2005 and 2010 averaging 1,269 cfu/100 mL

MS4 Communities

None

CSO/SSO Communities

None

a. See Table 6-3 for exemption and permit specifics.

b. See Appendix A for DMR Exceedance Summary Table (2005-2010)

6.4.1 Bacteria TMDL

Figure 6-26 presents the load duration curve and TMDL for fecal coliform at the Big Bureau Creek at

Princeton assessment site. Table 6-10 summarizes the TMDL and required reductions. Pollutant load

reductions are needed across al flow conditions, indicating both point and nonpoint sources will need to

be reduced. Watershed runoff, point sources and livestock are believed to be the primary non-natural

sources of bacteriain the watershed. Recommended actions include urban stormwater management and
agricultural best management practices such as manure management. Livestock exclusion fencing should
be used to limit cattle activities in and near the Creek. Failing septic systems and other potentia sources
of untreated sewage should be further investigated and evaluated to determine proper implementation

activities. Point source violations should be addressed through NDPES permitting programs.

-163-

August 9, 2012



Middle lllinois River TMDL

Big Bureau Creek at Princeton
Load Duration Curve (1979 — 2010)
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Figure 6-26. Fecal coliform load duration curve, Big Bureau Creek at Princeton (DQ-03).
Table 6-10. Fecal coliform TMDL, Big Bureau Creek at Princeton (DQ-03).
. a High Moist Mid-Range Dry Low
Sl O R Flows Conditions Flows Conditions Flows
Pollutant TMDL Component 0-10% 10-40% 40-60% 60-90% 90-100%
Current Load 601,320 7,245 7,083 306 97
LA 4,576 1,265 494 63 1
) WLA: NPDES Facilities 101 101 34 34 18
Fecal Coliform Total WLA 101 101 34 34 18
(G-org/day)
MOS (10%) 520 152 59 11 2
TMDL=LA+WLA+MOS 5,196 1,517 587 108 21
TMDL Reduction %" 99.14% 79.06% 91.71% 64.83% 78.72%

a. Note that the TMDL is based on the median allowable load in each flow regime and reduction is based on the
observed 90th percentile load in each flow regime
b. Note that daily load reductions are based on the instantaneous water quality standard; the seasonal geometric
standard also needs to be met.
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6.4.2 Total Suspended Solids LRS

TSS load reductions are presented in Table 6-11 for Big Bureau Creek at DQ-03 using the volume
weighted target for TSS presented in Section 3. Stream, bluff, and gully restoration activities are needed
to address the TSS reductions. Cattle exclusion fencing should also be promoted to limit cattle activities
that can lead to back failure.

Table 6-11. TSS LRS, Big Bureau Creek (DQ-03).

Volume Weighted Reduction Needed
Stream Station TSS Results LR(?T]T?[?et to Achieve
(mg/L) 9 LRS Target
Big Bureau Creek DQ-03 231 59.3 74%

6.4.3 Nutrient LRS

Figure 6-27 and Figure 6-28 present the load duration curve total phosphorus and nitrate nitrogen,
respectively, at the Big Bureau Creek at Princeton assessment site. Table 6-12 and Table 6-13 summarize
the LRS and required reductions. Nutrient load reductions are needed across all flow conditions with the
highest TP reductions needed under low flow conditions and the highest nitrogen load reductions needed
under high flow conditions. The Princeton STP and other point sources are identified as significant
sources of phosphorus to the creek, and as such should be considered for phosphorus limits. Monitoring
of the effluent from these point sources will provide further information on the extent of phosphorus
loadings. Nonpoint sources of both nitrogen and phosphorus include watershed runoff and animal
agriculture activities. Both agricultural and urban stormwater best management practices should be
utilized to limit nutrient loadings. Exclusion fencing and manure management should a so be used to
mitigate for the effects of livestock on nutrient loads. Untreated sewage sources should also be
investigated and eliminated.
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Big Bureau Creek at Princeton
Load Duration Curve (1978 — 2010)
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Figure 6-27. Total phosphorus load duration curve, Big Bureau Creek at Princeton (DQ-03).
Table 6-12. Total phosphorus LRS, Big Bureau Creek at Princeton (DQ-03).
. a High Moist Mid-Range Dry Low
SIEHEU RO REIERS Flows Conditions Flows Conditions Flows
Pollutant LRS Component 0-10% 10-40% 40-60% 60-90% 90-100%
Total Current Load 473 74 49 33 28
Phosphorus LRS Target 206 60 23 4 1
(Ibs/day) LRS Reduction % 56.44% 18.39% 52.51% 86.89% | 97.12%

a. Note that the LRS is based on the median allowable load in each flow regime and reduction is based on median
observed load in each flow regime
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Big Bureau Creek at Princeton
Load Duration Curve (1977 — 2010)
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Figure 6-28. Nitrogen load duration curve, Big Bureau Creek at Princeton (DQ-03).
Table 6-13. Nitrogen LRS, Big Bureau Creek at Princeton (DQ-03).
. a High Moist Mid-Range Dry Low
SEUE PO 8RS Flows Conditions Flows Conditions Flows
Pollutant LRS Component 0-10% 10-40% 40-60% 60-90% 90-100%
Current Load 34,855 8,670 2,679 139 34
NO2NO3
(lbs/day) LRS Target 5,150 1,503 582 107 20
LRS Reduction % 85.23% 82.66% 78.28% 23.13% 40.77%

a. Note that the LRS is based on the median allowable load in each flow regime and reduction is based on median

observed load in each flow regime
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6.5 Big Bureau Creek LRS (Site DQ-04)

Table 6-14 summarizes the Big Bureau Creek watershed and pollutant sources. The Big Bureau Creek
watershed includes one bacteriaimpaired segment. LRSs are presented for the Big Bureau Creek at the
outlet assessment site in Sections 6.5.1 and 6.5.2 for TSS and nutrients, respectively.

Table 6-14. Big Bureau Creek (DQ-04) summary table.

Upstream Characteristics

Drainage Area

502 square miles

Sampling Station

DQ-04

Listed Segments

DQ-03 and DQD-01 are upstream of Site DQ-04

cultivated crops (80 percent); deciduous forests (nine percent);
developed land including low, medium, and high intensity (two

Land Use percent); developed open space (four percent); pasture/hay (two
percent); wetlands (two percent); other (one percent).
Soil Type 80% B, 17% B/D, 1% C, 1% A, <1% No Data,
<1% C/D, <1% D, <1% A/D
Erodible Soils 15% Highly Erodible, 85% Not Assessed

Animal Unit Density

28,000; 56 per square mile

Key Sources

streambank, bluff, and gully erosion; urban and agricultural
stormwater runoff; livestock access to waterways; animal
agriculture; untreated sewage; NPDES facilities; CSOs

Princeton STP (IL0020575)

Malden STP (IL0024791)

Tiskilwa STP (IL0025160)

Bureau Junction STP (1L0033120)

Lake Arispie Water Co STP (I1L0042625)

Beecher STP (1L0049522)

Dover WTP (1L0063363)

NPDES Facilities

Central Limestone Co-Morris (ILO065056)

Princeton WTP (IL0065757)

Prairie View Nursing Home STP (IL0067024)

Sublette WTP (1L0073652)

Maple Acres MHP (ILG551015)

Lamoille STP (ILG580127)

Ohio STP (ILG580190)

Wyanet STP (ILG580245)

NPDES Facility Disinfection Exemption ?

Nine of the facilities above have disinfection exemptions

Fecal Coliform Exceedance Summary b

The City of Princeton STP had 7 fecal exceedances from 2005 to
2010 averaging 1,269 cfu/100 mL

MS4 Communities

None

CSO/SSO Communities

Bureau Junction STP (1L0033120)

CSO Overflows

No information is available for SSO overflows from Bureau
Junction STP

a. See Table 6-3 for exemption and permit specifics.

b. See Appendix A for DMR Exceedance Summary Table (2005-2010)
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6.5.1 Total Suspended Solids LRS
TSSload reductions are presented in Table 6-15 for Big Bureau Creek at DQ-04 using the volume
weighted target for TSS presented in Section 3. Reductions in sediment are not needed in order to meet
the sediment target. Additional monitoring is needed to fully understand the sediment budget.

Table 6-15. TSS LRS, Big Bureau Creek (DQ-04).

Volume Weighted Reduction Needed
Stream Station TSS Results LR(?nT?[?et to Achieve
(mg/L) 9 LRS Target
Big Bureau Creek DQ-04 50 59.3 0%

6.5.2 Nutrient LRS

Figure 6-29 and Figure 6-30 present the load duration curve for total phosphorus and nitrate nitrogen,
respectively, at the Big Bureau Creek assessment site. Table 6-16 and Table 6-17 summarize the LRS and
required reductions. Nutrient load reductions are found predominantly under higher flow conditions,
athough there are limited data. Additional monitoring is needed at this site to fully understand the
nutrient budget. Tributary nutrient |oads should be addressed in the headwater areas including West
Bureau Creek and downstream of Princeton. CSOs should be monitored and evaluated to determine their
overall effect on Big Bureau Creek.
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Figure 6-29. Total phosphorus load duration curve, Big Bureau Creek at the mouth (DQ-04).
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Table 6-16. Total phosphorus LRS, Big Bureau Creek at the mouth (DQ-04).

Station DQ 04 LRS" Fl-Ig%vhs Co'r\lﬂgilt?éns Mllcilc?va\}rs‘ge Con[(;'i‘t)gons Fll_oo\\/lvvs
Pollutant LRS Component 0-10% 10-40% 40-60% 60-90% 90-100%
Total Current Load 1,188 309 48 15 N/A
Phosphorus LRS Target 529 155 61 12 2
(Ibs/day) LRS Reduction % 55.43% 50.05% 0% 21.80% 0%

a. Note that the LRS is based on the median allowable load in each flow regime and reduction is based on median
observed load in each flow regime

Big Bureau Creek

WQ Duration Curve (2009 — 2010)
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Figure 6-30. Nitrogen load duration curve, Big Bureau Creek at the mouth (DQ-04).
Table 6-17. Nitrogen LRS, Big Bureau Creek at the mouth (DQ-04).
. a High Moist Mid-Range Dry Low
SIEHIEU RO RS Flows Conditions Flows Conditions Flows
Pollutant LRS Component 0-10% 10-40% 40-60% 60-90% 90-100%
Current Load 71,126 23,824 3,280 127 N/A
NO2NO3
(lbs/day) LRS Target 13,223 3,861 1,525 295 57
LRS Reduction % 81.41% 83.79% 0% 0% 0%

a. Note that the LRS is based on the median allowable load in each flow regime and reduction is based on median
observed load in each flow regime
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7. Farm Creek

Located east of Peoria, the Farm Creek watershed cluster has atotal drainage area of 62 square miles and
can be further delineated into two 12-digit HUCs (Figure 7-2). Table 7-1 details area per 12-digit HUC
associated with the Farm Creek watershed cluster. The entire watershed cluster islocated within Tazewell

County.

Farm Creek isimpaired due to elevated concentrations of TSS, phosphorus, and chloride. A watershed
source assessment and linkage analysis are presented in this section. To address the impairments, a
TMDL has been developed for chloride, while aLRS is devel oped for TSS, phosphorus, and nitrate plus
nitrite nitrogen. Bacteria analyses are included in the linkage anaysis as downstream waters are impaired
for bacteria

s

Figure 7-1. View of Farm Creek.

Table 7-1. Farm Creek 12-digit HUC subwatersheds.

- 12-digit _ Area
10-digit HUC 12-Digit Watershed N :
igi HUC igit Watershed Name o) T
01 Ackerman Creek-Farm Creek 24,971 39.0
07130001 16 02 Coal Creek-Farm Creek 14,452 22.6
Total 39,423 62
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Figure 7-2. Farm Creek watershed cluster segments and stations.
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7.1 Source Assessment

The Farm Creek watershed cluster has amix of land use (Figure 7-3); predominating land use includes
cultivated crops (38 percent), deciduous forests (21 percent), developed land including low, medium and
high intensity (22 percent), and pasture/hay (five percent). The largest area of development surrounds
East Peoria and includes Washington and Morton. It should be noted that from 1987-1997, the amount of
cropland acres decreased by six percent while the amount of irrigated acreage increased by 44 percent
(TCRPC 2001).

Stormwater runoff may be a significant source of pollutants to the Farm Creek watershed cluster.
Regulated M S4s within the watershed cluster include: Tazewell County, City of East Peoria, and Village
of Morton. In addition to stormwater point sources, atotal of nine NPDES facilities are permitted within
the Farm Creek watershed cluster, this includes eight sewage treatment plants. Locations of NPDES
facilities within the watershed cluster areidentified in Figure 7-3 and listed in Table 7-2. In addition,
there are four permitted SSOs within the watershed.

Table 7-2. NPDES facilities within the Farm Creek watershed cluster.

Average . .
10-digit HUC ID Permit ID NPDES Facility Name Sesinm Hay | = GO e
Limit Status
(MGD)
OAKLANE ACRES —
1L0022152 OMEOWMERS ASSOC 0.015 limit 400
1L0024881 CITY OF WASHINGTON STP #1 0.6 Exempt
IL0030007 MORTON STP #3 0.95 001, 002, AQ2-
limit 400
1L0042412 WASHINGTON STP #2 15 001, AO1- limit 400
1L0047384 SUNDALE HILLS STP 0.275 001, 003- limit 400
07130001 16 001- exempt and
WASHINGTON ESTATES INC required to
1L0047406 STP 0.2 monitor/ A01- limit
400
IL0074632 V-MIX CONCRETE INC 0.045 N/A
001, 002, 005,
1L0028576 EAST PEORIA STP #1 4.22 007 AQ2. fimit 400
SUNDALE SEWER CORP-
ILG551039 C GHLAND 0.053 Exempt

Farm Creek watershed has a limited amount of animal agriculture activities in the watershed. Table 7-3
presents the total number of animals and equivalent animal units within the watershed, area weighted
using County statitics.

Table 7-3. Livestock populations in Farm Creek watershed.

Counties Cattle Poultry Horses Sheep Hogs
Tazewell 842 46 95 75 6,830
Total Number of

Animals 842 46 95 75 6,830
Equivalent

Animal Units 842 1 189 7 2,732

Source: USDA 2007-2009
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Figure 7-3. Farm Creek watershed cluster land use.
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Figure 7-4. Farm Creek watershed cluster NPDES facilities.
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The 2001 Farm Creek Watershed Management Plan presented macroinvertebrate sampling completed
within the watershed. At the time of sampling, the majority of organisms collected (95 percent) were from
the order Diptera (TCRPC 2001). Dipterais a generally tolerant fly larva and their presence indicates
poor water quality. Although overall diversity was low, it can be noted that certain stream segments
contained intolerant to moderately tolerant species. Additionally, a higher degree of diversity was
associated with the presence of less tolerant species (TCRPC 2001).

In regards to erosion and sedimentation, it has been indicated that the streams in Farm Creek watershed
do not appear to be approaching any type of re-establishment of equilibrium, and, without interdiction, it
is thought that the streams will continue to degrade and enlarge for many years to come. Results from an
erosion study completed by the USDA and NRCS were also presented within the 2001 Farm Creek
Watershed Management Plan. In total, the study found that an estimated 203,650 tons of sediment are
eroded within the watershed annually; of this, it was found that 33,600 tons were washed from the Farm
Creek watershed to the lllinois River (TCRPC 2001). In addition to these reports, a watershed restoration
plan has been devel oped for Ackerman Creek, asmaller 12-digit subwatershed. This watershed plan is
discussed below.

7.1.1 Ackerman Creek

The Ackerman Creek watershed which istributary to Farm Creek covers approximately 7,408 acres
southeast of Peoria (TCRPC 2004a). Predominating land use includes deciduous forests and cultivated
crops, deciduous forests, and development including low, medium and high intensity. The 2004
Ackerman Creek Watershed Restoration Plan identified devel opment, specifically, development aong the
ridges and bluffs, as a primary cause of erosion, gullying, sedimentation and reduced water quality
(TCRPC 20044a). Erosion concerns were aso identified in farm fields, construction sites and bluffs. In
total, it is estimated that the Ackerman Creek watershed contributes 16,000 tons of sediment to Farm
Creek (TCRPC 20044). Ultimatdly this sediment load may wash to the Illinois and Mississippi Rivers.
Ackerman Creek has been classified for overall, swimming, and aquatic life use; however, concerns to
designated uses across Illinois include agriculture, hydromodification, municipal point sources, resource
extraction and urban runoff/storm sewers (I1linois EPA 2002 asin TCRPC 2004a).

7.2 Watershed Linkage Analysis

7.2.1 Bacteria

Counts of fecal coliform are elevated and highly variable within Farm Creek (Figure 7-5). Analysis of the
seasonal trends within the Farm Creek watershed cluster (Figure 7-6) revealsthe potential for both
nonpoint and point source pollution. Concentrations of fecal coliform peak during spring and summer
months and decrease during fall and winter (October-March). Such trends indicate runoff from nonpoint
sources or M$4 systems, including spring snowmelt and rainfall events, as a potentially significant source
of pollution.

Evaluation of data collected on Farm Creek with flow shows fecal coliform is most elevated and most
variable during high flow conditions (Figure 7-7). Although counts are somewhat lower during low flow
conditions, they continue to exceed the geometric mean standard. The elevated counts during high flows
are most likely from rural runoff from cropland as well as urban sources from East Peoria. In addition, an
estimated 840 cattle within the drainage area and four permitted SSOs within this watershed contribute
bacterialoads during SSO events. In the past five years only three SSO overflows have occurred. The low
flow exceedances are likely due to avariety of sourcesincluding wastewater treatment facilities, and
nonpoint urban sources. Of concern during low flow conditions, five sewage treatment plants have had
reported bacteria violations within the last three years.
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Farm Creek at East Peoria
Annual Variation (1979 — 2010)
Site: DZZP-03
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Figure 7-5. Annual fecal coliform concentrations, Farm Creek at East Peoria, 1979 - 2010.

Farm Creek at East Peoria
Monthly Variation (1979 — 2010)
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Figure 7-6. Seasonal fecal coliform data, Farm Creek at East Peoria, 1979-2010.
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Farm Creek at East Peoria
WQ Duration Curve (1979 — 2010)
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Figure 7-7. Fecal coliform water quality duration curve, Farm Creek at East Peoria, 1979 - 2010.

7.2.2 Total Suspended Solids

Erosion and sedimentation are of concern throughout the Illinois River drainage, including Farm Creek.
Results from an erosion study completed by the USDA and NRCS were presented within the 2001 Farm
Creek Watershed Management Plan. In total, the study found that 55 percent of the sediment that eroded
within the watershed originated from gully erosion, 34 percent from sheet and rill erosion, nine percent
from streambank erosion and two percent from ephemeral (channel) erosion (TCRPC 2001). In addition
to the effects of erosion and sedimentation, the Farm Creek watershed has a so undergone extensive sand
and gravel mining. During the 1980s, Freesen Incorporated mined approximately 30,000 cubic yards of
sediment from the Farm Creek Channel (Bhowmik et a. 2001). It islikely that mining efforts
dramatically atered hydrology within the channel.

Mean annual concentrations of TSSin Farm Creek are below the TSStarget for al but one year (Figure
7-8) and there do not appear to be any long-term trends. Analysis of TSS data collected on Farm Creek
shows extreme variability and sporadically elevated concentrations in exceedance of the target throughout
the year (Figure 7-8). Further analysis pairing the TSS concentrations with flow conditions (Figure 7-9)
reveals significantly elevated TSS concentrations during high flows and dramatically lower
concentrations during lower flow conditions. Elevated concentrations during high flows, confirmed by the
water quality duration curve (Figure 7-9), indicates that streambank and gully erosion are the major
sources of sediment. Watershed erosion is also contributing to the sediment loads as indicated by target
exceedances during moist to dry flow conditions.

Therelatively high proportion of developed lands in the Farm Creek watershed (22 percent) islikely
contributing to the streambank and gully erosion problems. High rates of channel erosion can often be
associated with water flow and sediment dynamics being out of balance. This may result from land use
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activitiesthat either ater flow regimes, adversely affect the floodplain and streamside riparian areas, or a
combination of both. Hydrology is a major driver for both upland and stream channel erosion. The results
from the 2001 Farm Creek Watershed Management Plan provides information confirming that hydrology
based erosion is amajor concernin Farm Creek, specifically related to stream bank and gully erosion.

The importance of hydrology in addressing sediment concernsin the Farm Creek watershed is further
supported based on rel ationships between flow, velocity, shear stress, and stream power. Increased
sediment transport occurs from elevated velocities associated with higher stream flow. Impaired streams,
such as Farm Creek, will mobilize more sediment even if flows are held constant, due to decreased
resistance associated with the greater silt fraction in the channel substrate.

The combined effect of these factors highlights the need to consider not only direct sediment loads to the
stream, but also the importance of hydrology, channel substrate, and bank conditions. These relationships
also point out the role that the floodplain and riparian zones play in providing bank and channel stability.
Finally, land use and / or floodplain management changes that alter hydrology in the watershed can
further exacerbate sediment problems through the resultant effect on stream habitat.

Farm Creek at East Peoria
Annual Variation (1979 — 2010)

Site: DZZP-03
1,000 -
o
> D 25-75th
% 100 1 | Percentile
2 11 [ H | I = Median
3
e} -
g o H i 10th-90th
S L Percentile
(=5 i
2 ™ I I ™ T ——Median Annual
2 Target
S 11 u g
E 10 E I ll'l
: | [

1979 |

1980 |

1981 |

1982 |

1983 |

1984 |

1985 |

1986 |

1987 |

1988 |

1989 |

1990 |

1991 |

1992 |

1993 |

1994 |

1995 |

1996 |

1997 |

1998 |

1999 |

2000 |

2001 |

2002 |

2003 |

2004 |

2005 |

2006 |

2007 |

2008 |

2009 |
2010

Figure 7-8. Annual TSS concentrations, Farm Creek at East Peoria, 1979 - 2010.
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Farm Creek at East Peoria
WQ Duration Curve (1979 — 2010)
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Figure 7-9. TSS water quality duration curve, Farm Creek at East Peoria, 1979 — 2010.

7.2.3 Nutrients

Nutrient concentrations within Farm Creek, including phosphorus and nitrogen, have been consistently
elevated since monitoring began in 1979 and 1984 respectively (Figure 7-10 and Figure 7-12). Nitrate
concentrations are highly variable and the annual mean exceeds the in-stream target in all but two years;
mean annual phosphorus always exceeds the in-stream target. This watershed contains a mix of
agricultural, forested and urbanized land. Nutrients are commonly washed from fields after the
application of fertilizers and can be found at high concentrationsin urban stormwater. In addition to
agricultural and urban runoff, five permitted facilities have exceeded effluent limitations for nutrient
related parameters within the last three years. There are also four permitted SSOs within this watershed.

Analysis of the seasonal trends within the Farm Creek watershed cluster reveals the potentia for both
nonpoint and point source pollution. Concentrations of phosphorus and nitrogen are elevated throughout
the year, with lower concentrations seen during summer months (Figure 7-11). High concentrations of
phosphorus and nitrogen in the winter and during high flow periodsis likely associated with the runoff of
applied fertilizers, as well as other sources of nutrients.

The elevated phosphorus concentrations that occur during low flow conditions indicate a likelihood of
point source pollution. Thisimplication is warranted as eight of the nine NPDES permitted facilities are
sewage treatment facilities. The sewage treatment facilities do not have permit limits for nitrate nitrogen
or total phosphorus.
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Farm Creek at East Peoria
Annual Variation (1984 — 2010)
Site: DZZP-03
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Figure 7-10. Annual phosphorus concentrations, Farm Creek at East Peoria, 1984 - 2010.
Farm Creek at East Peoria
Monthly Variation (1984 — 2010)
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Figure 7-11. Seasonal phosphorus data, Farm Creek at East Peoria, 1984-2010.
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Farm Creek at East Peoria
Annual Variation (1979 — 2010)
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Figure 7-12. Annual nitrogen concentrations, Farm Creek at East Peoria, 1979 - 2010.
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Figure 7-13. Phosphorus water quality duration curve, Farm Creek at East Peoria, 1984 - 2010.
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Farm Creek at East Peoria
WQ Duration Curve (1979 — 2010)
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Figure 7-14. Nitrogen water quality duration curve, Farm Creek at East Peoria, 1979 - 2010.

7.2.4 Chloride

With high levels of development and impervious surfaces in the Farm Creek watershed, it islikely that
roadways and other impervious surfaces are a significant source of chloride. The application and handling
of chloride-based de-icing agents during the winter can negatively impact the water quality of local
waterbodies which receive the snow melt or runoff from nearby impervious surfaces. In addition to
nonpoint sources such as de-icing agents; septic systems, fertilizers, and landfill leachate can also contain
elevated levels of chloride.

Figure 7-15 summarizes the annual chloride concentrations between 1999 and 2005. Variability increased
in 2003 and 2005, however, median concentration have stayed fairly even. Analysis of seasonal trends
shows dightly elevated concentrations of chloridein the fall and winter (Figure 7-16). This corresponds
to periods of snowfall and potential application of de-icing salts on roadways. De-icing road salts
(typically magnesium or sodium chloride) readily dissolve and wash into nearby waterbodies.

Additiondly, astrong trend is revealed by the anaysis of chloride data with flow. Figure 7-17 shows
elevated concentrations of chloride during low flow periods. Elevated concentrations during low flow
conditions generally indicates a constant point source of pollution as this period generally corresponds to
dry weather conditions when runoff from nonpoint sourcesin minimal. Lower concentrations occurring
during high flow event islikely aresult of increased dilution by flow and in contrast, exceedances of
chloride during low flow (as shown in Figure 7-17) indicates a diminished stream flow dilution.
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Farm Creek at Farmdale
Annual Variation (1999 — 2005)
Site: DZZP-03
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Figure 7-15. Annual chloride concentrations, Farm Creek at East Peoria, 1999- 2005.
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Figure 7-16. Seasonal chloride data, Farm Creek at East Peoria, 1999 — 2005.

-184- August 9, 2012



Middle lllinois River TMDL

Farm Creek at East Peoria
WQ Duration Curve (1999 — 2005)
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Figure 7-17. Chloride water quality duration curve, Farm Creek at East Peoria, 1999 - 2005.

7.3 Farm Creek TMDL and LRS

Table 7-4 summarizes the Farm Creek watershed and pollutant sources. The Farm Creek watershed
includes one chloride impaired segment. Figure 7-18 presents the chloride load duration curve and Table
7-5 presentsthe TMDL for the Farm Creek at the East Peoria assessment site. LRSs are presented in
Sections 7.3.2 and 7.3.3 for TSS and nutrients, respectively.
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Table 7-4. Farm Creek summary table.

Upstream Characteristics

Drainage Area

62 square miles

Sampling Station

DzZP-03

Listed Segments

DZZP-03

cultivated crops (38 percent); developed land including low,
medium, and high intensity (22 percent); deciduous forests (21

Land Use percent); developed open space (12 percent); pasture/hay (five
percent); grassland/herbaceous (one percent); other (one
percent).
Soil Type 86% B, 12% B/D, 2% No Data, <1% C
Erodible Soils

27% Highly Erodible, 73% Not Assessed

Animal Unit Density

3,800; 61 per square mile

Key Sources

watershed, streambank, and gully erosion; urban and agricultural
stormwater runoff; NPDES facilities; MS4s; SSOs;
hydromodification; deicing agents

NPDES Facilities

Oaklane Acres Homeowners Assoc (1L0022152)

V-Mix Concrete Inc (ILO074632)

Sundale Sewer Corp-Highland (ILG551039)

Washington Estates Inc STP (IL0047406)

Sundale Hills STP (1L0047384)

City Of Washington STP #1 (1L.0024881)

Morton STP #3 (IL0030007)

Washington STP #2 (I1L0042412)

East Peoria STP #1 (IL0028576)

NPDES Facility Disinfection Exemption

Three of the facilities above have disinfection exemptions

Fecal Coliform Exceedance Summaryb

Six facilities above have exceedances averaging 827 to 36,250
cfu/100mL

MS4 Communities

Village of Morton (IRL400392): 3.56 square miles

City of East Peoria (IRL400331): 13.37 square miles

Washington Township (IRL400665): 29.44 square miles

Creve Coeur (ILR400322): 0.58 square miles

Tazewell County Roads (IRL400271): 0.48 square miles

ILDOT Roads (ILR400493 ): 0.06 square miles

CSO/SSO Communities

East Peoria STP #1 (IL0028576)

Washington STP #2 (1L0042412)

SSO Overflows

There have been 3 reported overflows from East Peoria in the
past five years

a. See Table 7-2 for exemption and permit specifics.

b. See Appendix A for DMR Exceedance Summary Table (2005-2010)

7.3.1 Chloride TMDL

The Farm Creek watershed includes one chloride impaired segment. Figure 7-18 presents the chloride
load duration curve and Table 7-5 presents the TMDL and allocations. Chloride load reductions are only
needed during dry conditions. Judicia use of deicing agents in the watershed is heeded to help control the
chloride load. Additional source assessment work is needed to further evaluate potentia chloride sources
including point sources and shallow groundwater.
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Farm Creek at East Peoria
Load Duration Curve (1999 — 2005)

Site: DZZP-03
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Figure 7-18. Chloride load duration curve, Farm Creek at East Peoria (DZZP-03).
Table 7-5. Chloride TMDL, Farm Creek at East Peoria (DZZP-03).
. ab High Moist Mid-Range Dry Low
St P27 g msbl Flows Conditions Flows Conditions Flows
Pollutant TMDL Component 0-10% 10-40% 40-60% 60-90% 90-100%
Current Load 71,629 39,372 34,985 110,366 1,487
LA 867,193 19,749 5,286 1,951 150
WLA: NPDES Facilities 32,547 32,547 16,301 16,301 16,301
) WLA: SSOs 0°¢ 0 0 0 0
ngng'g;')des WLA: MS4s 3,046,645 69,384 18,570 6,856 526
Total WLA 3,079,192 101,931 34,870 23,156 16,827
MOS (10%) 438,487 13,520 4,462 2,790 1,886
TMDL=LA+WLA+MOS 4,384,872 135,200 44,618 27,897 18,863
TMDL Reduction % 0% 0% 0% 74.72% 0%

a. Note that the TMDL is based on the maximum allowable load in each flow regime and reduction is based on

maximum observed load in each flow regime

b. Note that Farm Creek flows were adjusted to account for NPDES design flows during all flow regimes
c. Note that both facilities in Farm Creek are SSOs and are not allowed to discharge.
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7.3.2 Total Suspended Solids LRS

TSS load reductions are presented in Table 7-6 for Farm Creek using the volume weighted target for TSS
presented in Section 3, Water Quality Indicators and Targets. Streambank stabilization and gully
restoration is needed to mitigate for excessive sediment loads in Farm Creek. Development and
stormwater standards may need to be updated to protect the bluffs and ridges aong Farm Creek from
potentially harmful development activities that can result in gully formation along the bluffs. Further
analysis of hydrologic conditions within Farm Creek is aso needed to fully understand existing
hydromadifications and implications on biotic habitat.

Table 7-6. TSS LRS, Farm Creek.

Volume Weighted Reduction Needed
Stream Station TSS Results LR(?T]T?[?et to Achieve
(mg/L) 9 LRS Target
Farm Creek DZZP-03 511 59.3 88%

7.3.3 Nutrient LRS

Nutrient LRSs have been developed for the Farm Creek watershed. Figure 7-19 and Figure 7-20 present
the load duration curve and LRSs for total phosphorus and nitrate nitrogen, respectively, at the Farm
Creek at East Peoria assessment site. Table 7-7 and Table 7-8 summarize the LRS and required
reductions. Nutrient load reductions are needed for the majority of flow conditions. Agricultural and
urban best management practices are needed to provide water quality treatment such as fertilizer and
manure management and low impact development practicesin urban areas. Control of SSOsis also
needed.
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Farm Creek at East Peoria
Load Duration Curve (1984 — 2010)
Site: DZZP-03
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Figure 7-19. Total phosphorus load duration curve, Farm Creek at East Peoria (DZZP-03).
Table 7-7. Total phosphorus LRS, Farm Creek at East Peoria (DZZP-03).
f a,b High Moist Mid-Range Dry Low
SICHIE rd SO Flows Conditions Flows Conditions Flows
Pollutant LRS Component 0-10% 10-40% 40-60% 60-90% 90-100%
Total Current Load 223 62 19 4 1
Phosphorus LRS Target 60 17 7 3 2
(Ibs/day) LRS Reduction % 73.10% 72.92% 64.52% 21.49% 0%

a. Note that the LRS is based on the median allowable load in each flow regime and reduction is based on median
observed load in each flow regime
b. Note that Farm Creek flows were adjusted to account for NPDES design flows during all flow regimes
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Farm Creek at East Peoria

Load Duration Curve (1979 — 2010)
Site: DZZP-03
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Figure 7-20. Nitrogen load duration curve, Farm Creek at East Peoria (DZZP-03).
Table 7-8. Nitrogen LRS, Farm Creek at East Peoria (DZZP-03).
. ab High Moist Mid-Range Dry Low
Sl PP (08 X Flows Conditions Flows Conditions Flows
Pollutant LRS Component 0-10% 10-40% 40-60% 60-90% 90-100%
NO2NO3 Current Load 2,793 1,150 205 36 8
(Ibs/day) LRS Target 1,500 422 169 83 55
LRS Reduction % 46.29% 63.33% 17.48% 0% 0%

a. Note that the LRS is based on the median allowable load in each flow regime and reduction is based on median
observed load in each flow regime
b. Note that Farm Creek flows were adjusted to account for NPDES design flows during all flow regimes
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8. Kickapoo Creek

The Kickapoo Creek watershed cluster (Figure 8-2) has atotal drainage area of 307 square miles and
consists of nine 12-digit HUCs. Table 8-1 details the area per 12-digit HUC associated with the Kickapoo
Creek watershed cluster. Counties with jurisdiction within this watershed cluster include Peoria, Knox,
and Fulton. Kickapoo Creek isimpaired due to elevated concentrations of bacteria. A watershed source
assessment and linkage analysis are presented in this section. To address the bacteriaimpairment, a
TMDL for fecal coliform bacteriais presented in Section 8.3. A LRSis aso presented for TSS,
phosphorus and nitrate plus nitrite nitrogen.

Figure 8-1. View of Kickapoo Creek.

Table 8-1. Kickapoo Creek 12-digit HUC subwatersheds.

A 12-digit _ Area

10-digit HUC 12-Digit Watershed Name :
HUC (acres) | (sg.mi.)
01 Kickapoo Creek 32,035 50.1
07130003 01 02 Jubilee Creek 22,378 35.0
03 Hickory Run 21,884 34.2
01 Walnut Creek 16,418 25.7
02 West Fork Kickapoo Creek 20,137 31.5
03 Clark Branch 19,814 31.0
07130003 02 04 Nixon Run - Kickapoo Creek 25,273 39.5
05 Big Hollow Creek - Kickapoo Creek 20,786 32.5
06 Dry Run - Kickapoo Creek 17,511 27.4

Total 196,236 307
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IEPA Sampling Stations
— 303 (d) Segments STARK

Lakes

MAR

——— |EPA Streams
——— Interstate
—I Municipal Boundaries
[j Counties

[ JnRresHuc 12

E Kickapoo Creek SubWatershed

KNOX
0713000307102

Farmington Hanna City

[———

FULTON

071300030101

Figure 8-2. Kickapoo Creek watershed cluster sampling stations and listed segment.
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8.1 Source Assessment

The Kickapoo Creek watershed cluster has amix of land use (Figure 8-3); predominating land use
includes: cultivated crops (48 percent); deciduous forests (24 percent); developed land including low,
medium, and high intensity (12 percent); pasture/hay (eight percent); devel oped open space (five percent);
and other (two percent). Development within the Kickapoo Creek watershed cluster surrounds Peoria.

M S4s operating under the State General Stormwater Permit within the watershed cluster include: the City
and County of Peoria, Peoria City Township, the Village of Bartonville, Kickapoo Township, Limestone
Township, Medina Township, Bellevue, Peoria Helghts, West Peoria, and ILDOT.

A total of 11 NPDES facilities are permitted within the Kickapoo Creek watershed cluster, thisincludes
seven sewage treatment plants. NPDES facilities are listed in Table 8-2 and delineated in Figure 8-4. The
Kickapoo Creek watershed has a significant amount of animal agriculture activities in the watershed.
Table 8-3 presents the total number of animals and equivalent animal units within the watershed, area

weighted using County statistics.

Table 8-2. NPDES facilities within the Kickapoo Creek watershed cluster.

Average . .
10-digit HUC ID | Permit ID NPDES Facility Name Besior Sy | D EEHEnm!
Limit Status
(MGD)
0.095 Exempt
07130003 01 ILG580099 Dunlap STP _ xemp
1L0054674 HPA - Jubilee College Historic 0.002 Exempt
1L0066486 IL DNR - Jubilee College State Park 0.14 001, 002- limit 400
ILG580050 Brimfield SD STP 0.14 Exempt
ILG582012 Elmwood STP 0.37 Exempt
001- exempt and
200 required to
07130003 02 ’ monitor/ 004, 005-
1L0029343 Kewanee STP limit 400
ILG582022 Hanna City SD STP 0.274 Exempt
1L0053813 Norwood School District #63 STP 0.0025 Exempt
1L0002526 Keystone Steel & Wire 8.392 -
“—* Not applicable
Table 8-3. Livestock populations in Kickapoo Creek watershed.
Counties Cattle Poultry Horses Sheep Hogs
Peoria 7,331 568 492 467 9,339
Fulton 47 3 2 2 107
Knox 366 7 11 9 1,904
Total Number of
Animals 7,744 578 505 478 11,350
Equivalent
Animal Units 7,744 12 1,010 48 4,540
Source: USDA 2007-2009
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Figure 8-3. Kickapoo Creek watershed cluster land use.
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NPDES Facilities
Type
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Figure 8-4. Kickapoo Creek watershed cluster NPDES facilities.
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8.2 Watershed Linkage Analysis

8.2.1 Bacteria

Fecal coliform in Kickapoo Creek has been elevated since monitoring began in 1979. Bacteria sources
within the watershed include agricultura activities and permitted dischargers. Cattle make up the mgjority
of the livestock within the Kickapoo Creek with an estimated 7,750 animal units; in addition Jubilee
College State Park has documented fecal coliform bacteria violations within the last three years. .

Figure 8-5 summarizes the annual fecal coliform data. Median counts have increased during the past ten
years. Annua analysis of bacteria data shows strong seasona trends, with highest counts of fecal coliform
typically observed during the summer Fecal coliform peaks during the wet season, and decreases dightly
during dry months (October-March) indicating runoff as the dominant source (Figure 8-6). Further
anaysis of the flow trends within the Kickapoo Creek watershed cluster reveals pollution predominately

associated with higher flows, and likely runoff events (Figure 8-7).

Kickapoo Creek at Bartonville
Annual Variation (1979 — 2010)
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Figure 8-5. Annual fecal coliform concentrations, Kickapoo Creek, 1979 - 2010.

-196-

August 9, 2012



Middle lllinois River TMDL

Kickapoo Creek at Bartonville
Monthly Variation (1979 — 2010)
Site: DL-01
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Figure 8-6. Seasonal fecal coliform, Kickapoo Creek at Bartonville, 1979-2010.
Kickapoo Creek at Bartonville
WQ Duration Curve (1979 — 2010)
Site: DL-01
100,000 3= . : ®
High% Moist Mid-Range Dry Low
Flows Conditions Flows Conditions Flows
@ 5 @ * < All Data
10,000 & ¢ Runoff Event
=
E *s PR SN % o + May-Oct
S & & @ ® 4 84 <& Y
= %@ ® $ @, % — Median
5 1,000 'ﬁ@ L oo s % ZS 4 Q)@ \VQ-)@
E 2 -4 %‘e’ & & & - —Acute
5 - < & 7 1 . % o Standard
e & g NP & - % L D ko) —Geomean
0 % 8% & RiES ObG  p——p Standard
E 100 g @Q—) N e &
3 oo 00 EE P S5% 5 |&
R R i,
& & & &
® &
10 - PLD @360 &
D RO < <&
1 T T T -
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
Flow Duration Interval (%)

Figure 8-7. Fecal coliform water quality duration curve, Kickapoo Creek, 1979 — 2010.
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8.2.2 Total Suspended Solids

Since monitoring began in 1979, TSS has sporadically exceeded the criteria (Figure 8-8). Elevated TSSis
of particular concern due to the occurrence of sedimentation within the lllinois River. Analysis of TSS
data shows strong seasonal trends. The highest concentrations of TSS occur during the wet spring months.
Plowing and planting of agricultura fields occurs during the spring months, increasing the opportunity for
watershed erosion during spring snowmelt and rainfall events. Additionaly, analysis of flows indicates
that TSSisdramaticaly elevated during high flow conditions relative to the other flow regimes (Figure
8-9). Elevated TSS during high flows indicates watershed, gully, and stream bank erosion as significant

sources.
Kickapoo Creek at Bartonville
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Figure 8-8. Annual TSS concentrations, Kickapoo Creek, 1979 - 2010.
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Kickapoo Creek at Bartonville
WQ Duration Curve (1979 — 2010)
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Figure 8-9. TSS water quality duration curve, Kickapoo Creek, 1979 - 2010.

8.2.3 Nutrients

Nutrients, including phosphorus and nitrogen have been consistently elevated in Kickapoo Creek since
monitoring began in 1979 and 1984 respectively (Figure 8-10 and Figure 8-11). Phosphorus shows only
dlight seasonal trends with somewhat elevated concentrations occurring from April through September. In
contract, analysis of nitrogen (nitrite plus nitrate) data shows strong seasonal trends with dramatically
elevated concentrations from January through June.

Analysis of nutrient concentrations related to flow conditions shows an overwhelming trend of elevated
concentrations during high flows and moist conditions.

Concentrations of phosphorus are dightly elevated during dry flow conditions (Figure 8-12). Slightly
€elevated phosphorus concentrations occurring during low flow conditions indicates point source
pollution, although in this case wastewater is only a small portion of the phosphorus |oading issue relative
to runoff asindicated by dramatically el evated concentrations during high flow conditions. Indicating
some concern, three NPDES permitted facilities have documented violations in effluent limitations for
BOD, which is often related to nutrients.

Concentrations of nitrate also tend to be elevated during early spring. This corresponds to atime period of
fertilizer application when crop fields are typically bare and have limited protection against spring
snowmelt and rainfall events. Additionally Figure 8-12 through Figure 8-13 show that a mgjority of
nutrient exceedances during high flow correspond to runoff events. Increased variability in nitrate
concentrations occurs during dry conditions; presumably, thisis related to the longer periods of dry
weather (and lower concentrations) with intermittent runoff events washing elevated concentrations into
the Creek.
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Kickapoo Creek at Bartonville
Annual Variation (1984 — 2010)
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Figure 8-10. Annual phosphorus concentrations, Kickapoo Creek, 1984 - 2010.

Kickapoo Creek at Bartonville
Annual Variation (1979 — 2010)
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Figure 8-11. Annual nitrogen concentrations, Kickapoo Creek, 1979 - 2010.
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Flow Duration Interval (%)

Kickapoo Creek at Bartonville
WQ Duration Curve (1984 — 2010)
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Figure 8-12. Phosphorus water quality duration curve, Kickapoo Creek, 1984 — 2010.
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Figure 8-13. Nitrogen water quality duration curve, Kickapoo Creek, 1979 — 2010.
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8.3 Kickapoo Creek TMDL and LRS

Table 8-4 summarizes the Kickapoo Creek watershed and pollutant sources. The Kickapoo Creek
watershed includes one bacteriaimpaired segment. Figure 8-14 presents the fecal coliform load duration
curve and Table 8-5 presents the TMDL for the Kickapoo Creek at the Bartonville assessment site. LRSs
are presented in Sections 8.3.2 and 8.3.3 for TSS and nutrients, respectively.

Table 8-4. Kickapoo Creek summary table.

Upstream Characteristics

Drainage Area

307 square miles

Sampling Station

DL-01

Listed Segments

DL-01

Land Use

cultivated crops (48 percent); deciduous forests (24 percent);
developed land including low, medium, and high intensity (12
percent); pasture/hay (eight percent); developed open space (five
percent); other (two percent).

Hydrologic Soil Group

78% B, 14% C, 5% B/D, <1% A, <1% D, 1% No Data

Erodible Soils

34% highly erodible, 66% not assessed

Animal Units

13,000; 42 per square mile

Key Sources

watershed, streambank, and gully erosion; urban and agricultural
stormwater runoff; animal agriculture; MS4s; NPDES facilities

NPDES Facilities

Kewanee STP (1L0029343)

Norwood School District #63 STP (1L0053813)

HPA - Jubilee College Historic (1L0054674)

Brimfield SD STP (ILG580050)

Dunlap STP (ILG580099)

Elmwood STP (ILG582012)

Hanna City SD STP (ILG582022)

IL DNR - Jubilee College State Park (IL0066486)

Keystone Steel & Wire (IL0002526)

a

NPDES Facility Disinfection Exemption

Eight of the facilities above have disinfection exemptions

Fecal Coliform Exceedance Summary b

Three facilities above have exceedances averaging 2,703 to
15,495 cfu/100mL

MS4 Communities

Village of Bartonville (IRL400287): 1.98 square miles

Kickapoo Township (IRL400073): 26.86 square miles

Limestone Township (IRL400078): 9.07 square miles

Medina Township (IRL400085): 5.05 square miles

City of Peoria (IRL400424): 28.24 square miles

Bellevue (ILR400165): 1.64 square miles

Peoria Heights (ILR400425): 0.84 square miles

West Peoria (ILR400506): 1.26 square miles

Peoria City Township (ILR400599): 1.68 square miles

ILDOT Roads (ILR400493): 1.06 square miles

Peoria County Roads (IRL400267): 0.56 square miles

CS0O/SSO Communities

Kewanee STP

SSO Overflows

The Kewanee STP SSO has overflowed once in the past 5 years.
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& See Table 8-2 for exemption and permit specifics.

b See Appendix A for DMR Exceedance Summary Table (2005-2010)

8.3.1

Bacteria TMDL

A fecal coliform bacteria TMDL has been devel oped for Kickapoo Creek. Figure 8-14 presents the feca
coliform load duration curve at the Bartonville assessment site and Table 8-5 summarizes the TMDL and
required reductions. Pollutant reductions are needed for all flow conditions, except under low flows.
Watershed runoff and livestock are believed to be the primary non-natural sources of bacteriain the
Kickapoo Creek watershed. As such, recommended actions include urban stormwater management and
agricultural best management practices such as manure management to limit runoff and prevent bacteria
being conveyed to the Creek. Point sources with bacteria limit violations should also be addressed
through the NPDES permitting program.

10,000,000

Kickapoo Creek at Bartonville
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Figure 8-14. Fecal coliform load duration curve, Kickapoo Creek at Bartonville (DL-01).
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Table 8-5. Fecal coliform TMDL, Kickapoo Creek at Bartonville (DL-01).

Station DL 01 TMDL® FT(;?/:S Com;)iltit)ns Mlld:I(I?vavgge Con[cimons Fll_gvv:s

Pollutant TMDL Component 0-10% 10-40% 40-60% 60-90% 90-100%
Current Load 602,867 12,248 1,499 6,367 52

LA 4,555 1,255 480 118 9

WLA: NPDES Facilities 116 116 44 44 44

Fecal Coliform | WLA: MS4s 1,628 449 172 42 3
(G-org/day) Total WLA 1,744 565 216 86 47
MOS (10%) 700 202 77 23 6
TMDL=LA+WLA+MOS 6,999 2,022 773 227 62

TMDL Reduction %" 98.84% 83.49% 48.42% 96.44% 0%

a. Note that the TMDL is based on the median allowable load in each flow regime and reduction is based on the
observed 90th percentile load in each flow regime.

b. Note that daily load reductions are based on the instantaneous water quality standard; the seasonal geometric
standard also needs to be met.

8.3.2 Total Suspended Solids LRS

TSS load reductions are presented in Table 8-6 for Kickapoo Creek using the volume weighted target for
TSS presented in Section 3, Water Quality Indicators and Targets. Kickapoo Creek has the highest
volume weighted TSS reduction of all the lllinois River tributaries. To achieve this reduction, a focused
effort is needed in this watershed to reduce watershed erosion from both urban and agricultural sources
including conservation tillage, grassed waterways, and buffers. Stream restoration activities should be
conducted once hydrol ogic conditions are improved through the use of urban and agricultural stormwater
best management practices. Gullies should be inventoried and restored.

Table 8-6. TSS LRS, Kickapoo Creek.

Volume Weighted Reduction Needed
Stream Station TSS Results LR(?T]T?[?et to Achieve
(mg/L) 9 LRS Target
Kickapoo Creek DL-01 1,430 59.3 96%
8.3.3 Nutrient LRS

Nutrient LRSs have been developed for the Kickapoo Creek watershed. Figure 8-15 and Figure 8-16
present the load duration curve for total phosphorus and nitrate nitrogen, respectively, at the Kickapoo
Creek assessment site. Table 8-7 and Table 8-8 summarize the LRS and required reductions. Nutrient
load reductions are not needed during the lower flow conditions, as such controlling watershed runoff is a
high priority activity in this watershed from both urban and agricultural land uses.
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Kickapoo Creek at Bartonville
Load Duration Curve (1984 — 2010)
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Figure 8-15. Total phosphorus load duration curve, Kickapoo Creek at Bartonville (DL-01).
Table 8-7. Total phosphorus LRS, Kickapoo Creek at Bartonville (DL-01).
. a High Moist Mid-Range Dry Low
SEHIEU IR U S Flows Conditions Flows Conditions Flows
Pollutant LRS Component 0-10% 10-40% 40-60% 60-90% 90-100%
Total Current Load 1,148 119 26 8 2
Phosphorus LRS Target 278 80 31 9 2
(Ios/day) LRS Reduction % 75.81% 32.45% 0% 0% 0%

a. Note that the LRS is based on the median allowable load in each flow regime and reduction is based on median
observed load in each flow regime.
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Kickapoo Creek at Bartonville
Load Duration Curve (1979 — 2010)
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Figure 8-16. Nitrogen load duration curve, Kickapoo Creek at Bartonville (DL-01).
Table 8-8. Nitrogen LRS, Kickapoo Creek at Bartonville (DL-01).
. a High Moist Mid-Range Dry
SEiE [Pl O [LRS Flows Conditions Flows Conditions Lo Hievss
Pollutant LRS Component 0-10% 10-40% 40-60% 60-90% 90-100%
NOZNO3 Current Load 19,838 6,270 963 52 5
(Ibs/day) LRS Target 6,937 2,004 766 225 61
LRS Reduction % 65.03% 68.04% 20.44% 0% 0%

a. Note that the LRS is based on the median allowable load in each flow regime and reduction is based on median
observed load in each flow regime.
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0. Senachwine Creek

The Senachwine Creek watershed cluster has a total drainage area of 90 square miles and can be further
delineated into three 12-digit HUCs (Figure 9-1). Table 9-1 details area per 12-digit HUC associated with
the Senachwine Creek watershed cluster. Counties with jurisdiction within the Senachwine Creek
watershed cluster include: Marshall, Woodford and Peoria. Senachwine Creek is unimpaired. A
watershed source assessment and linkage analysis are presented in this section. A LRS is presented for
TSS, phosphorus and nitrate plus nitrite nitrogen.

Senachwine Creek originates near Camp George, Illinois whereit flows for approximately 29 miles and
outlets into the Illinois River at Chillicothe, Illinois. Water quality data collected between 1999 and 2010
indicate potentially elevated concentrations of TSS, phosphorus, and nitrate plus nitrite nitrogen. A LRS
has been devel oped to address dl the aforementioned constituents.

Table 9-1. Senachwine Creek 12-digit HUC subwatersheds.

o 12-digit i Area
10-digit HUC 12-Digit Watershed Name :
HUC (acres) | (sq.mi.)
01 Saratoga Church - Senachwine Creek 16,875 26.4
07130001 14 02 Little Senachwine Creek - Senachwine Creek 20,141 31.5
03 Gilfillan Creek - Senachwine Creek 21,120 33.0
Total 58,136 90
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Figure 9-1. Senachwine Creek watershed cluster segments and stations.
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9.1 Source Assessment

This particular watershed cluster islargely agricultural and containsrelatively little developed land within
its drainage area (Figure 9-2). Predominating land use includes cultivated crops (70 percent) and
deciduous forests (19 percent). With an estimated 2009 population of 6,004, the largest area of

devel opment within the Senachwine Creek watershed cluster is centered around Chillicothe. There are no
regulated point sources within this watershed.

The Senachwine Creek watershed has a significant amount of animal agriculture activitiesin the
watershed. Table 9-2 presentsthe total number of animals and equivalent animal units within the
watershed, area weighted using County statistics.

Table 9-2. Livestock populations in Senachwine Creek watershed.

Counties Cattle Poultry Horses Sheep Hogs

Marshall 757 27 76 55 1,225

Peoria 894 69 60 57 1,138

Stark 1 0 0 0 5

Total Number of

Animals 1,652 96 136 112 2,369

Equivalent

Animal Units 1,652 2 273 11 947
Source: USDA 2007-2009
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Figure 9-2. Senachwine Creek watershed cluster land use.
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9.2 Watershed Linkage Analysis

9.2.1 Total Suspended Solids

Limited TSS data are available in Senachwine Creek compared to several of the other Illinois River
tributaries. Since monitoring began in 1999, median annual concentrations of TSS in Senachwine Creek
are below the median annual TSStarget (Figure 9-3). Anaysis of TSS data collected on Senachwine
Creek shows limited variability and no concentrations in exceedance of the target throughout the year.
However, 2009 and 2010 sampling from other tributariesin the study areareveal that they are lower than
the median from all previous years sampled. This suggests that the limited data for Senachwine Creek
may not fully represent the sediment issues within the watershed. Further analysis pairing the TSS
concentrations with flow conditions ( Figure 9-4) reveals elevated TSS concentrations during high flows
and dightly lower concentrations during lower flow conditions. Elevated TSS concentrations during high
flows tend to correspond to periods of heavy rain and may indicate stream bank and gully erosion as
significant sources of sediment.

The USACE (2008) reported that excessive agricultural development in the Senachwine Creek watershed
has caused increased stream bank and bed erosion and stream fragmentation and excessive sediment
delivery from Senachwine Creek to the lllinois River is systematically degrading floodplain and
backwater habitatsin the vicinity of the confluence with the lllinois River.

Senachwine Creek
Annual Variation (1999 — 2010)
Site: DM-01
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]
o
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Figure 9-3. Annual TSS concentrations, Senachwine Creek, 1999 - 2010.
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Senachwine Creek
WQ Duration Curve (1999 — 2010)

Site: DM-01
100 - - -

High Moist Mid-Range Dry Low

Flows Conditions Flows Conditions Flows

@ &

N
N7
=l & AlID
=) ata
é ®® N
ﬁ & ~ * Runoff Event
]
@ & + Apr-Sept
5 10
S —Median
Q. NN
" v
a ——Median
= & Annual Target
8 & &
1

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90%  100%

Flow Duration Interval (%)

Figure 9-4. TSS water quality duration curve, Senachwine Creek, 1999 - 2010.

9.2.2 Nutrients

Aswith TSS, there are only four years with nutrient data for Senachwine Creek. The median annual
phosphorus concentration for 2009 exceeds the target whereasiit is below the target for 2010 (Figure 9-5).
Median annual concentrations of nitrogen exceed the nitrogen target in both 2009 and 2010 (Figure 9-6).
Long-term trends could not be distinguished from the limited available data; continued monitoring would
be necessary to determine such trends.

Analysis of seasona trends shows dightly higher phosphorus concentrations between the months of April
and June compared to the later summer months of July through September. Nitrogen concentrations are
elevated during the entire growing season, with higher concentrations during high flow periodslikely
associated with runoff from applied fertilizers, as well as other nonpoint sources of nutrients.

Elevated concentrations during high flow periods are also confirmed in water quality duration curves
(Figure 9-7 and Figure 9-8). The monitoring data identify phosphorus concentrations exceeding the target
concentrations during high flow and moist conditions. Nitrogen concentrations have exceeded target
concentrations during high flow, moist, and mid-range flow conditions. Further analysis pairing the
nitrogen concentrations with flow conditions reveals elevated nitrogen concentrations during high flows
and significantly lower concentrations during lower flow conditions. Elevated nutrient concentrations
during high flow periods are likely associated with the runoff of fertilizers, as well as other nonpoint
sources of nutrients such as animal waste from field pastures.
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Senachwine Creek
Annual Variation (1999 — 2010)
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Figure 9-5. Annual phosphorus concentrations, Senachwine Creek, 1999 — 2010.
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Figure 9-6. Annual nitrogen concentrations, Senachwine Creek, 1999 — 2010.
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Figure 9-7. Phosphorus water quality duration curve, Senachwine Creek, 1999 - 2010.
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Figure 9-8. Nitrogen water quality duration curve, Senachwine Creek, 1999 - 2010.
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9.3 Senachwine Creek LRS

Table 9-3 summarizes the Senachwine Creek watershed and pollutant sources. LRSs are presented in
Sections 9.3.1 and 9.3.2 for TSS and nutrients, respectively.

Table 9-3. Senachwine Creek summary table.
Upstream Characteristics

Drainage Area 90 square miles
Sampling Station DM-01
Listed Segments None

cultivated crops (70 percent); deciduous forests (19
percent); developed open space (four percent);

Land Use pasture/hay (three percent); developed land including
low, medium, and high intensity (two percent); other
(two percent).
Soil Type 88% B, 5% B/D, 4% C, 2% No Data, 1% A, <1% D
Erodible Soils 32% Highly Erodible, 68% Not Assessed
Animal Units 2,900; 32 per square mile

agricultural activities; watershed runoff; livestock;

Key Sources streambank and gully erosion

NPDES Facilities None
MS4 Communities None
CSO/SSO Communities None

9.3.1 Total Suspended Solids LRS

TSSload reductions are presented in Table 9-4 for Senachwine Creek using the volume weighted target
for TSS presented in Section 3, Water Quality Indicators and Targets. No sediment reductions are needed
to meet the sediment target. Additional monitoring is needed to fully understand Senachwine Creek’s
sediment budget.

Table 9-4. TSS LRS, Senachwine Creek.

Volume Weighted LRS Target Reduction Needed
Stream Station TSS Results (m /L? to Achieve
(mg/L) 9 LRS Target
Senachwine Creek DM-01 33 59.3 0%

9.3.2 Nutrient LRS

Nutrient LRSs have been developed for the Senachwine Creek watershed. Figure 9-9 and Figure 9-10
present the load duration curve for total phosphorus and nitrate nitrogen, respectively, at the Senachwine
Creek assessment site. Table 9-5 and Table 9-6 summarize the LRS and required reductions. Total
phosphorus reductions are not needed. Nitrogen reductions are needed during high and moist flow
conditions. Fertilizer management is needed for agricultural lands and watershed runoff controls should
be implemented.
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Senachwine Creek
Load Duration Curve (1999 - 2010)
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Figure 9-9. Total phosphorus load duration curve, Senachwine Creek (DM-01).
Table 9-5. Total phosphorus LRS, Senachwine Creek (DM-01).
. a High Moist Mid-Range Dry Low
Station DM 01 LRS Flows | Conditions Flows Conditions Flows
Pollutant LRS Component 0-10% 10-40% 40-60% 60-90% 90-100%
Total Current Load 91 10 4 1 N/A
Phosphorus LRS Target 95 30 13 4 1
(Ibs/day) LRS Reduction % 0% 0% 0% 0% N/A

a. Note that the LRS is based on the median allowable load in each flow regime and reduction is based on median
observed load in each flow regime.
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Senachwine Creek
Load Duration Curve (1999 - 2010)
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Figure 9-10. Nitrogen load duration curve, Senachwine Creek (DM-01).
Table 9-6. Nitrogen LRS, Senachwine Creek (DM-01).
. a High Moist Mid-Range Dry Low
S LY Flows Conditions Flows Conditions Flows
Pollutant LRS Component 0-10% 10-40% 40-60% 60-90% 90-100%
Current Load 10,929 4,334 274 28 N/A
’Ellbosz/:j\lg/? LRS Target 2,368 757 317 103 23
LRS Reduction % 78.34% 82.53% 0% 0% 0%

a. Note that the LRS is based on the median allowable load in each flow regime and reduction is based on median
observed load in each flow regime.
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10. Crow Creek and Snag Creek LRS

Located in east of Peoria County, the Crow Creek and Snag Creek watershed cluster has atotal drainage
areaof 212 sguare miles and can be further delineated into seven 12-digit HUCs (Figure 10-1). Table
10-1 details area per 12-digit HUC associated with this watershed cluster. Counties with jurisdiction
within the Crow Creek and Snag Creek watershed cluster include: Marshall and Woodford. The Crow
Creek and Snag Creek watershed has potentially elevated concentrations of TSS, phosphorus, and nitrate
plus nitrite nitrogen, for all of which aL LRS has been devel oped. A watershed source assessment and
linkage analysis are presented in this section.

Table 10-1. Crow Creek and Snag Creek 12-digit HUC subwatersheds.

A 12-digit _ Area

10-digit HUC 12-Digit Watershed Name -
HUC (acres) | (sqg.mi.)
01 South Branch Crow Creek 22,865 35.7
02 Hallenback Creek - South Branch Crow Creek 20,019 31.3

07130001 12

03 North Branch Crow Creek 19,600 30.6
04 Bell Plain-Crow Creek 20,025 31.3
01 Snag Creek 18,806 29.4
07130001 15 02 Coon Creek-Richland Creek 20,142 315
03 Richland Creek 14,043 21.9
Total 135,500 212
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Figure 10-1. Crow Creek and Snag Creek watershed cluster segments and stations.
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10.1 Source Assessment

The Crow Creek and Snag Creek watershed cluster islargely agricultural and contains very little
developed land within its drainage area (Figure 10-2). Predominating land use includes cultivated crops
(77 percent), deciduous forests (10 percent) and pasture/hay (five percent). With an estimated 2009
population of 1,249 and 1,111, the largest areas of development within the Crow Creek and Snag Creek
watershed cluster are centered near Toluca and Washburn, respectively.

A total of four NPDES facilities are permitted in the Crow Creek/Snag Creek watershed cluster, this
includes three sewage treatment plants. Locations of NPDES within the watershed cluster are identified in
Figure 10-2 and listed in Table 10-2.

Table 10-2. NPDES facilities within the Crow Creek and Snag Creek watershed cluster.

10-digit HUC 8 - Average Design | Exemption/Permit
D Permit ID NPDES Facility Name Flow (MGD) Limit Status
0.3 002- limit 400

07130001 12 1L0021695 TOLUCA STP

IL0035807 | LAROSE WTP -

0.138 Exempt and

0713000115 | 1L0039411 | WASHBURN STP ) required to monitor

1L0053066 CAMP MANITOUMI-LOW POINT 0.015 limit 400

“—" Not applicable

The Crow Creek and Snag Creek watershed has a significant amount of animal agriculture activities in the
watershed. Table 10-3 presents the total number of animals and equivalent animal units within the
watershed, area weighted using County statistics.

Table 10-3. Livestock populations in Crow Creek and Snag Creek watershed.

Counties Cattle Poultry Horses Sheep Hogs
Marshall 1,248 44 126 91 2,020
Woodford 1,228 0 105 290 18,979
Total Number of

Animals 2,476 44 231 381 20,999
Equivalent

Animal Units 2,476 1 462 38 8,399

Source: USDA 2007-2009
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Figure 10-2. Crow Creek and Snag Creek watershed cluster land use.

-221-

August 9, 2012



Middle lllinois River TMDL

NPDES Facilities
Type
A  STP Qutfall

WTP Iron Filter Backwash
PUTNAM
Lakes

—— |EPA Streams

Interstate
[ Municipal Boundaries

___} Counties

[ nresHuc 12

D Snag and Crow Creek Subwatershed

MARSHALL

N BR, Crow Creek

Washburn

R, Crow creek EGS!

LA SALLE

&

et

L
|
Toluca

“H €2
00394

4

9

1L0053066

o 071300011502

WOODFORD

5 Miles

%
%
oy
00011202~ <.
%
071300011501

071300011201
inc)nk

Figure 10-3. Crow Creek and Snag Creek watershed cluster NPDES facilities.
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10.2 Watershed Linkage Analysis
10.2.1 Total Suspended Solids

Crow Creek was monitored in 2009 and 2010. Median annual concentrations of TSS were well below the
TSStarget (Figure 10-4). Given the short monitoring period, no long-term trends can be distinguished.
Analysis of TSS data collected on Crow Creek shows limited variability and no concentrationsin
exceedance of the median annual TSS target throughout the year (Figure 10-4). However, as noted
previoudy, 2009 and 2010 may not have been fully representative years for sampling. Further analysis
pairing the TSS concentrations with flow conditions (Figure 10-5) reveals elevated TSS concentrations
during high flows and dightly lower concentrations during lower flow conditions. Elevated TSS
concentrations during high flows tend to correspond to periods of heavy ,rain and may indicate stream
bank and gully erosion as significant sources of sediment.
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Figure 10-4. Annual TSS concentrations, Crow Creek, 2009 — 2010.
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Crow Creek East
WQ Duration Curve (2009 — 2010)
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Figure 10-5. TSS water quality duration curve, Crow Creek, 2009 - 2010.

10.2.2 Nutrients

The median annual concentrations of phosphorus within Crow Creek did not exceed the target phosphorus
concentration in 2009 or 2010 (Figure 10-6). Given the short monitoring period, no long-term trends can
be distinguished. The median annual concentrations of nitrogen within Crow Creek significantly

exceeded the nitrogen target in both monitoring years (Figure 10-7).

Analysis of available seasonal phosphorus dataillustrates slightly higher phosphorus concentrations
between the months of April and June compared to the summer months. Analysis of seasonal nitrogen
trendsillustrates elevated nitrogen concentrations during the growing season between April and
September. High concentrations during early spring may correspond to runoff events including snowmelt
and spring rains that wash-off fertilizer that has been applied to fields. The increased variability in
phosphorus concentration may also be attributed to intermittent runoff events washing nutrients into Crow
Creek.

Elevated phosphorus concentrations during high flow periods are aso confirmed in water quality duration
curves (Figure 10-8). Elevated concentrations during high flow periods are likely associated with runoff
from applied fertilizers, aswell as other sources of nutrients such as animal waste in pastures. The
nitrogen water quality duration curve (Figure 10-9) reveal s elevated nitrogen concentrations during all
monitored flow conditions. Elevated concentrations during high flow periods likely correspond to runoff
events. Elevated nitrogen concentrations during mid-range flows, as well as the consistency of elevated
concentrations, indicate point source pollution as ancther cause of elevated concentrations. Point sources,
such as wastewater treatment facilities, can be ongoing sources of nutrients and their contributions,
relative to instream flow, can be more significant during low flow periods.
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Figure 10-6. Annual phosphorus concentrations, Crow Creek, 2009 — 2010.
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Figure 10-7. Annual nitrogen concentrations, Crow Creek, 2009 — 2010.
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Crow Creek East
WQ Duration Curve (2009 — 2010)
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Figure 10-8. Phosphorus water quality duration curve, Crow Creek, 2009 - 2010.
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Figure 10-9. Nitrogen water quality duration curve, Crow Creek, 2009 - 2010.
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10.3 Crow Creek and Snag Creek LRS

Table 10-4 summarizes the Crow Creek and Snag Creek watershed and pollutant sources. LRSs for the
Crow Creek and Snag Creek watershed are presented in Sections 10.3.1and 10.3.2 for TSS and nutrients,

respectively.

Table 10-4. Crow Creek and Snag Creek summary table.
Upstream Characteristics

Drainage Area 212 square miles
Sampling Station DO-01
Listed Segments None

cultivated crops (77 percent); deciduous forests (10 percent);
developed open space (two percent); pasture/hay (five

Land Use percent); developed land including low, medium, and high
intensity (four percent); wetland (one percent); other (one
percent).
Soil Type 70% B, 16% B/D, 4% C, 8% No Data, 2% A, <1% D, <1% A/D,
<1% C/D
Erodible Soils 21% Highly Erodible, 3% Not Highly Erodible, 76% Not
Assessed
Animal Units 11,000; 52 per square mile
agricultural runoff; streambank and gully erosion; NPDES

Key Sources facilities

Toluca STP (1L0021695)

Larose WTP (IL0O035807)

NPDES Facilities
Washburn STP (IL0039411)

Camp Manitoumi-Low Point (ILO053066)

NPDES Facility Disinfection Exemption * One of the facilities above has a disinfection exemption

Two facilities above have exceedances averaging 1,454 to

Fecal Coliform Exceedance Summary b 6.780 cfu/100mL

MS4 Communities None

CSO/SSO Communities None

a. See Table 10-2 for exemption and permit specifics.
b. See Appendix A for DMR Exceedance Summary Table (2005-2010)

10.3.1 Total Suspended Solids LRS

TSS load reductions are presented in Table 10-5 for Crow Creek and Snag Creek using the volume
weighted target for TSS presented in Section 3, Water Quality Indicators and Targets. No sediment
reductions are needed to meet the sediment target. Additional monitoring is needed to fully understand the
sediment budget.

Table 10-5. TSS LRS, Crow Creek and Snag Creek
Volume Weighted Reduction Needed
Stream Station TSS Results LR(?nTz;\[?et to Achieve
(mg/L) 9 LRS Target
Crow Creek and Snag Creek DO-01 27 59.3 0%
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10.3.2 Nutrient LRS

Nutrient LRSs have been developed for the Crow Creek watershed. It is assumed that similar reductions
will be needed for the Snag Creek watershed. Figure 10-10 and Figure 10-11 present the load duration
curve for total phosphorus and nitrate nitrogen, respectively, at the Crow Creek East assessment site.
Table 10-6 and Table 10-7 summarize the LRS and required reductions. No reductions are required for
total phosphorus. Nitrogen reductions are needed during high, moist, and mid-range flow conditions.
Fertilizer management is needed for agricultural lands and watershed runoff controls should be

implemented.
Crow Creek East
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Figure 10-10. Total phosphorus load duration curve, Crow Creek East (DO-01).
Table 10-6. Total phosphorus LRS, Crow Creek East (DO-01).
. a High Moist Mid-Range Dry Low
SEHE DO T s Flows Conditions Flows Conditions Flows
Pollutant LRS Component 0-10% 10-40% 40-60% 60-90% 90-100%
Total Current Load 92 28 3 N/A N/A
Phosphorus LRS Target 116 34 13 3 0.3
(Ibs/day) LRS Reduction % 0% 0% 0% N/A N/A

a. Note that the LRS is based on the median allowable load in each flow regime and reduction is based on median
observed load in each flow regime.
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Crow Creek East

WQ Duration Curve (2009 - 2010)
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Figure 10-11. Nitrogen load duration curve, Crow Creek East (DO-01).
Table 10-7. Nitrogen LRS, Crow Creek East (DO-01).
. a High Moist Mid-Range Dry Low
e i Flows Conditions Flows Conditions Flows
Pollutant LRS Component 0-10% 10-40% 40-60% 60-90% 90-100%
Current Load 12,459 4,633 1,455 N/A N/A
’Ellbosz/:j\lg/? LRS Target 2,899 859 315 70 8
LRS Reduction % 76.73% 81.45% 78.32% 0% 0%

a. Note that the LRS is based on the median allowable load in each flow regime and reduction is based on median
observed load in each flow regime.
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11. Sandy Creek LRS

Located in the northeast region of the project area, the Sandy Creek watershed cluster has atotal drainage
areaof 144 sguare miles and can be further delineated into four 12-digit HUCs (Figure 11-1). Table 11-1
details area per 12-digit HUC associated with the Sandy Creek watershed cluster. Counties with
jurisdiction within the Sandy Creek watershed cluster include: LaSalle, Marshdl, and Putnam. A
watershed source assessment and linkage analysis are presented in this section. LRSs are devel oped for
TSS, phosphorus, and nitrate plus nitrite nitrogen.

Table 11-1. Sandy Creek 12-digit HUC subwatersheds.

12-digit Area
10-digit HUC 9 12-Digit Watershed Name
HUC i
(acres) (sg. mi.)
01 Headwaters Sandy Creek 24,222 37.8
07130001 10 02 Little Sandy Creek 21,248 33.2
03 Judd Creek - Sandy Creek 22,010 34.4
04 Shaw Creek - Sandy Creek 24,543 38.3
Total 92,023 144
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Figure 11-1. Sandy Creek watershed cluster segments and stations.
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11.1 Source Assessment

The Sandy Creek watershed cluster is largely agricultural and contains very little developed land within
its drainage area (Figure 11-2). Predominating land use includes cultivated crops (81 percent of tota
subwatershed area) and deciduous forests (8 percent of total subwatershed areq). The largest area of
devel opment within the Sandy Creek watershed cluster is centered near Wenona.

Stormwater runoff associated with developed areas including Wenona, Lostant, Magnolia, and Varna can
contribute sediment and nutrient loads to Sandy Creek. A tota of three NPDES facilities are permitted
within the Sandy Creek watershed cluster. Locations of NPDES facilities within the watershed cluster are
identified in Figure 11-2 and listed in Table 11-2. Two communities with permitted CSOs areinthis
watershed.

Table 11-2. NPDES facilities within the Sandy Creek watershed cluster.

Average . ;
10-digit HUC ID | Permit ID NPDES Facility Name Design Flow | EXémption/Permit
Limit Status
(MGD)
001- exempt/ AO1-
07130001 0o |1E0021792 | WENONA STP 019 limit 400
IL0024996 | OGLESBY STP 0.879 limit 400
ILG640187 | MAGNOLIA WTP 0.006

“—* Not applicable

Sandy Creek watershed has a significant amount of animal agriculture activitiesin the watershed. Table
11-3 presents the total number of animals and equivalent animal units within the watershed, area weighted
using County statitics.

Table 11-3. Livestock populations in Sandy Creek watershed.

Counties Cattle Poultry Horses Sheep Hogs

La Salle 687 40 39 76 553
Marshall 1,234 44 125 90 1,998
Putnam 85 12 13 0 0
Total Number of

Animals 2,006 95 176 166 2,551
Equivalent

Animal Units 2,006 2 352 17 1,020

Source: USDA 2007-2009
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Figure 11-2. Sandy Creek watershed cluster land use.
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Figure 11-3. Sandy Creek watershed cluster NPDES facilities.
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11.2 Watershed Linkage Analysis

11.2.1 Total Suspended Solids

Data were collected in 2009 and 2010 in Sandy Creek. Median annual concentrations of TSS were below
the TSStarget (Figure 11-4). However, as noted previously 2009 and 2010 may not have been fully
representative years for sampling. Given the short monitoring period, no long-term trends can be
distinguished. Analysis of available TSS data shows little to no variability and no concentrationsin
exceedance of the target during spring and summer months. Further analysis pairing the TSS
concentrations with flow conditions (Figure 11-5) reveals elevated TSS concentrations during high flows
and dightly lower concentrations during lower flow conditions. Elevated TSS concentrations during high
flows tend to correspond to periods of heavy rain and may indicate stream bank and gully erosion as
significant sources of sediment.

Sandy Creek
Annual Variation (2009 — 2010)
Site: DP-02

100 1

25-75th
Percentile

= Median

10th-90th

_ Percentile
| —Median Annual

Target

=
o

Total Suspended Solids (mg/L)
1

2009
2010

Figure 11-4. Annual TSS concentrations, Sandy Creek, 2009 — 2010.
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Sandy Creek
WQ Duration Curve (2009 — 2010)
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Figure 11-5. TSS water quality duration curve, Sandy Creek, 2009 - 2010.

11.2.2 Nutrients

Median annual phosphorus concentrations within Sandy Creek have not exceeded the target phosphorus
concentration (Figure 11-6) based on data collected in 2009 and 2010. Given the short monitoring period,
no long-term trends can be distinguished. The median annual concentrations of nitrogen have
significantly exceeded the nitrogen target (Figure 11-7). The elevated annua nitrogen concentrations are
likely linked to nutrient sources on agricultural lands.

Analysis of available seasonal dataillustrates dightly higher phosphorus concentrations in the spring
compared to summer months. Nitrogen concentrations are el evated throughout the growing season.
Elevated concentrations during high flow periods are also confirmed in the water quality duration curve
(Figure 11-8 and Figure 11-9). Elevated concentrations during high flow periods are likely associated
with runoff from applied fertilizers, as well as other sources of nutrients such as animal waste from
pastures and fields.
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Figure 11-6. Annual phosphorus concentrations, Sandy Creek, 2009 — 2010.
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Figure 11-7. Annual nitrogen concentrations, Sandy Creek, 2009 — 2010.
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Sandy Creek
WQ Duration Curve (2009 — 2010)
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Figure 11-8. Phosphorus water quality duration curve, Sandy Creek, 2009 - 2010.
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Figure 11-9. Nitrogen water quality duration curve, Sandy Creek, 2009 - 2010.
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11.3 Sandy Creek LRS

Table 11-4 summarizes the Sandy Creek watershed and pollutant sources. LRSs are presented in Sections
and 11.3.1 and 11.3.2 for TSS and nutrients, respectively.

Table 11-4. Sandy Creek summary table

Upstream Characteristics

Drainage Area 144 square miles
Sampling Station DP-02
Listed Segments None

cultivated crops (81 percent); deciduous forests (eight percent);
developed land including low, medium, and high intensity (four

Land Use
percent); developed open space (three percent); pasture/hay
(three percent); other (one percent).
Soil Type 66% B, 18% B/D, 8% No Data, 3% C, 4% A,
<1% A/D, <1% C/D
Erodible Soils 19% Highly Erodible, 81% Not Assessed
Animal Units 3,400; 24 per square mile
Wenona STP (1L0021792)
NPDES Facilities Oglesby STP (1L0024996)
Magnolia WTP (ILG640187)
NPDES Facility Disinfection Exemption # Wenona STP has a disinfection exemption

Wenona STP has exceed the standard on 4 occasions between

. b
Fecal Coliform Exceedance Summary 2005 and-2010 averaging 3,375 cfu/100 mL when exceeding

MS4 Communities None

Oglesby STP (IL0024996)

CSO/SSO Communities
Wenona STP (I1L0021792)

There have been 141 reported overflows from the multiple

CSO Overflows outfalls at CSOs listed above from 2007-2010

a. See Table 11-2 for exemption and permit specifics.
b. See Appendix A for DMR Exceedance Summary Table (2005-2010)

11.3.1 Total Suspended Solids LRS
TSS load reductions are presented in Table 11-5 for Sandy Creek using the volume weighted target for

TSS presented in Section 3, Water Quality Indicators and Targets. Sediment reductions are not required to
meet the sediment target. Additional monitoring is needed to fully understand the sediment budget.

Table 11-5. TSS LRS, Sandy Creek.

Volume Weighted LRS Target Reduction Needed
Stream Station TSS Results (m /L? to Achieve
(mg/L) 9 LRS Target
Sandy Creek DP-02 22 59.3 0%
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11.3.2 Nutrient LRS

Nutrient LRSs have been developed for the Sandy Creek watershed. Figure 11-10 and Figure 11-11
present the load duration curve for total phosphorus and nitrate nitrogen, respectively, at the Sandy Creek
assessment site. Table 11-6 and Table 11-7 summarize the LRS and required reductions. There are no
required reductions for total phosphorus. Nitrogen reductions are needed during high and moist flow
conditions. Fertilizer management is needed for agricultural lands and watershed runoff controls should
be implemented. The impact of CSOs may be significant and should be further evaluated as part of long
term control plans.
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Figure 11-10. Total phosphorus load duration curve, Sandy Creek (DP-02).
Table 11-6. Total phosphorus LRS, Sandy Creek (DP-02).
. a High Moist Mid-Range Dry Low
SIEUCI) PRI LR Flows Conditions Flows Conditions Flows
Pollutant LRS Component 0-10% 10-40% 40-60% 60-90% 90-100%
Total Current Load 105 27 8 N/A N/A
Phosphorus LRS Target 151 48 20 7 1
(Ibs/day) LRS Reduction % 0% 0% 0% N/A N/A

a. Note that the LRS is based on the median allowable load in each flow regime and reduction is based on median
observed load in each flow regime.
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Figure 11-11. Nitrogen load duration curve, Sandy Creek (DP-02).
Table 11-7. Nitrogen LRS, Sandy Creek (DP-02).
. a High Moist Mid-Range Dry Low
SIEUCI) PRI LR Flows Conditions Flows Conditions Flows
Pollutant LRS Component 0-10% 10-40% 40-60% 60-90% 90-100%
Current Load 14,061 5,527 244 N/A N/A
’Ellbosz/:j\lg/? LRS Target 3,778 1,208 505 165 37
LRS Reduction % 73.13% 78.14% 0% 0% 0%

a. Note that the LRS is based on the median allowable load in each flow regime and reduction is based on median
observed load in each flow regime.
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12. Lake Depue

Lake Depue is 524 acres and is aformer oxbow lake (Figure 12-1). The Village of Depueisonits
northern shore and, according to the 2000 Census, has a population of 1,842. The shorelineis
approximately 11 mileslong and the lake averages 2.3 feet in depth. It is a backwater lake of the Illinois
River and depth fluctuates with the Illinois River levels. It is connected to the Illinois River at the western
end by anarrow shallow channel and separated from the river by alow lying peninsula.

Lake Depue has been identified by the lllinois EPA asimpaired by aguatic algae, dissolved oxygen,
phosphorus, siltation/sedimentation, and total suspended solids. The lllinois TP standard for lakes and
waters draining into lakesis 0.05 mg/L. This report presentsa TP TMDL for Depue Lake. Lake Depueis
aso listed for other impairments; however this TMDL only addresses the aesthetic quality and aquatic life
impairments. A LRS s presented for TSSin Section 12.2.2.

The Depue/New Jersey Zinc/Mobil Chemical site, aprimary zinc smelting facility currently listed asa
federa clean-up site, islocated in close proximity to the lake. In addition to zinc smelting, the site also
produced phosphate fertilizers. This facility is no longer in production, and site clean-up activities have
begun under an Interim Consent Decree. A surface water treatment plant is now in operation to treat
surface water discharged from the property to Lake Depue (U.S. EPA 2011).

12.1 Water Quality Analysis

Nutrient sources to Lake Depue include runoff from developed and undevel oped land uses, loading
associated with Illinois River floodwaters, point sources, and internal loading. Internal loading is likely
due to phosphorus release from bottom sediments through chemical reactions and physical disturbances.
The Village of Depueis served by a WWTP which dischargesinto Lake Depue. The facility does not
have nutrient limits.

Additionally, the 303(d) assessment found Lake Depue to be impacted by contaminated sediments,
municipal point source discharge, other recreational pollution sources, crop production (crop land or dry
land), urban runoff/storm sewers, and runoff from forests, grasslands and parklands. Of significant
concern to Lake Depue isthe Depue/New Jersey Zinc/Mobil Chemical site, currently listed as afedera
clean-up site. According to EPA Region 5, industrial activities began at this sitein 1903 and included zinc
smelting and production of sulfuric acid. In 1967, and with the growing demand for phosphate fertilizers,
adiammonium phosphate (DAP) fertilizer plant was constructed by Depue/New Jersey Zinc.
Manufacturing continued until operations ceased in 1987, and plants were later demolished in 1991.
Several sources of contamination have been identified, these include aresidue pile, awaste pile, lithopone
waste material ridges, a cinder fill area, contaminates soils, lagoons/cooling ponds, and the gypsum stack.
To remediate such concerns, in 1995, an Interim Consent Decree required remedial investigations,
including arigorous dust monitoring and dust control program as well as the construction of awater
treatment plant to treat surface water discharged from the property to Lake Depue (U.S. EPA 2011).

Three locations have been sampled within the lake between 1995 and 2007 (Figure 12-1). Table 12-1
summarizes the water quality data. Total phosphorus concentrations exceeded the in-lake standard at all
of the three monitoring locations. Figure 12-2 and Figure 12-3 summarize the average annual phosphorus
and chlorophyll-a data, respectively.
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Table 12-1. Surface Water Quality Means, Lake Depue, 1995 — 2007.

Surface Water Quality Mean
(April - October)
Parameter RDU-1 RDU-2 RDU-3
TP (mg/L) 0.50 0.46 0.74
Chl-a (pg/L) 145.89 159.48 284.26
Secchi depth (inch) 8.93 9.29 6.94
TSS (mg/L) 95.74 68.58 158.80

Tota phosphorus concentrationsin Lake Depue generally increase throughout the growing season, with
the highest concentrations occurring in August (Figure 12-4). Chlorophyll-a shows a similar seasond
trend (Figure 12-5). Thistime period corresponds to low flow, warm temperature months. Under low
flow conditions, point sources and interna loading will have a strong effect on in-lake phosphorus
concentrations.

Thereisa positive relationship between TP and chlorophyll-a, indicating that algae, as measured by
chlorophyll-a concentration, is dependent on TP concentrations (Figure 12-6). Therefore, reducing TP
will result in lower chlorophyll-a concentrations and algae. In addition, a positive relationship exists
between TP and TSS (Figure 12-7), which also indicates that efforts to reduce TP may also reduce TSS.
However, reductionsin dissolved phosphorus sources derived from wastewater and manure will not
reduce TSS concentrations. During 2007, dissolved phosphorus accounted for 40-80 percent of the total
phosphorus concentration in the lake.
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Figure 12-1. Lake Depue sampling stations.

-244- August 9, 2012



Middle lllinois River TMDL

Lake Depue et
Average Annual Total Phosphorus o A
A” Sites ——Mumeric Criteria
14 1 Standard Error
1.2 I
10 -
)
o
£
= 08 T
2
T ? s
2 |
z 06 } | ‘ 1
2 | o = g
= ] o
L — T :
et N I
00
1995 1998 2001 2007
Figure 12-2. Lake Depue average annual total phosphorus concentrations.
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Figure 12-3. Lake Depue average annual chlorophyll-a concentrations.
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Figure 12-4. Lake Depue seasonal TP concentrations.
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Figure 12-5. Lake Depue seasonal chlorophyll-a data.
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Figure 12-6. Lake Depue relationship between phosphorus and chlorophyll-a concentrations.
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Figure 12-7. Correlation between TSS and TP in Lake Depue, all data.
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Dissolved oxygen and temperature depth profiles were taken at three locations in Lake Depue. Figure
12-8 is arepresentative dissolved oxygen depth profile measured during 1995. The dissolved oxygen
depth profile from 1995 indicates that the deeper portion of the lake stratifies during the early growing
season and isrelatively mixed during in spring and fall. Based on dissolved oxygen data, the lake is
weakly stratified. Stratification tendsto occur during June or August, and does not typically persist. It is
likely that during stratification, phosphorusis released from the low oxygen sediments into the water
column, creating an additional internal phosphorus load.

Lake Depue
Dissolved Oxygen Profile
Site: RDU-1

Dissolved Oxygen (mg/L)
12 14

——4/24/1995
14 —m—6/14/2995
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Figure 12-8. Lake Depue dissolved oxygen depth profile, 1995.

12.1.1 Critical Conditions and Internal Loading

The critical conditions for Depue Lake occur when thereis limited interaction with the Illinois River,
typically occurring during the dry, summer months. During this time, the impact of wastewater
discharging to the lake and internal |oading of phosphorus both can contribute to high concentrations of
phosphorus in the lake and associated al gae concentrations.

The Depue STP discharges into Lake Depue at an average rate of 0.45 MGD (based on six years of
monitoring). Although phosphorusis not monitored in the effluent, an average concentration of 4 mg/L
can be used to estimate current phosphorus loadings from wastewater treatment facilities. The current
phosphorus load to the lake by the Depue STP is estimated at 5,500 |bs/year, or 15 Ibs/day. During this
time, the Depue STP accounts for an estimated 70 percent of the total phosphorus load to the lake.

Internal loading of phosphorus can become a significant factor affecting the water quality of alake during
critica conditions. Internal phosphorusloading in lakes can be exasperated by the following factors:
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Anoxic conditions at the soil water interface which releases phosphorusinto the water

column;

Mixing of the sediments by wind action, boating, or benthic fisheries; and

Presence of certain aquatic plants such as curlyleaf pondweed which dies during mid-summer

releasing large amounts of phosphorus into the water column.

The amount of phosphorus bound to the sediment can be used as an indicator of the potential for internal
phosphorus loading from the sediments. Phosphorus sediment data were collected in Depue Lake in 2001
and 2007 and are summarized in Table 12-2. The highest concentration of sediment phosphorus occurs at
RDU-3, which coincides with the highest water column phosphorus concentrations. In-lake sediment
phosphorus concentrations reflect the high water column phosphorus concentration. Illinois EPA sampled
sediment phosphorus concentrations in nine other lakes and results ranged from 597 to 1,390 mg/kg
although water column phosphorus concentrations were lower than Lake Depue. In the future asin-lake
management strategies and restoration plans are devel oped, a comprehensive evaluation of internal

loading should be conducted.
Table 12-2. Sediment phosphorus data, Lake Depue.
TP Sediment Concentration
Sample (mg/kg)
Date
RDU-1 RDU-2 RDU-3
8/7/2001 1,260 2,390
9/4/2001 1,550
6/13/2007 1,230 1,170 2,050

12.2 Lake Depue TMDL and LRS

12.2.1 Total Phosphorus TMDL

Lake Depueisimpaired for total phosphorus and dissolved oxygen. The empirical Vollenweider Lake
Model (Vollenweider 1975) was utilized to determine the annual phosphorus |oading to the lake under
existing conditions and the allowable phosphorus load in order to meet in-lake standards. This model

describes the in-lake nutrient concentration of alake as afunction of the nutrient loading, mean depth,

and hydraulic residence time based on evaluation of many temperate | akes.

The Vollenweider Lake Model is expressed as.

where:

L
p_Lp

_q_51+ z/qs

P =in-lake total phosphorus concentration
Lp = annual total phosphorus load / |ake surface area
gs = surface overflow rate = /T
Z = mean lake depth
T = hydraulic residencetime
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The equation was solved for annual total phosphorus load using the variables described in Table 12-3.
Inflow or outflow data are not available for Lake Depue. A review of historical flow records (Lee and
Stall 1976) indicates that on average, between 1940 and 1974, the Peoria Pool of the lllinois River higher
than at or equal to the average Lake Depue elevation for al but 36.5 days per year, or 90 percent of the
time. It is assumed that when the Illinois River is at or above the average |ake eevation that the lake is
fully mixed with inflow from the lllinois River.

Using the watershed to lake volume ratio, a hydraulic residence time of 0.05 days was determined. The
watershed includes the direct drainage areato the lake as well as the watershed area of the Illinois River.
The flow connection between the Illinois River and Lake Depue is unknown, although the Illinois River is
connected to the lake though a side channel inlet and when the Illinois River ishigh, the lake isfully
inundated with River water.

Table 12-4 presents the total phosphorus TMDL and all ocations.

Table 12-3. In-lake model inputs.
Variable Value

0.57 (existing conditions)
0.05 (in-lake standard)

In-lake total phosphorus concentration (ug/L)

Lake surface area (acres) 524
Mean depth (ft) 2.3
Hydraulic residence time (day) 0.05

Table 12-4. Phosphorus TMDL, Lake Depue.

Total

Pollutant TMDL Component Phosphorus

(Ibs/day)
Current Load 34,885.2
LA 2,766.3
Total WLA: NPDES Facilities 4.0
Phosphorus Total WLA 4.0
(Ios/day) MOS (10%) 307.8
TMDL Target 3,078.1
TMDL Reduction (%) 91.2%

A significant reduction in TP loads is needed to comply with the TMDL. The mgjority of thisload
reduction will need to be from nonpoint sources, specifically reductionsin TP within the Illinois River
main stem. The Depue STP does not currently have a TP limit; the TMDL proposes a technol ogy based
limit of 1 mg/L. Thiswill require the Depue STP to reduce TP |oads from approximately 15 Ibs/day to 4
Ibs/day during mid-range to low flow conditions. Monitoring of the effluent from the Depue STP could
indicate that less or more reductions are needed to comply with the WLA. Additional data collected on
Lake Depue could aso aid in future management plans including bathymetry, hydrologic interaction with
the Illinois River (timing, flow, volume, elevations), sediment oxygen demand, |ake stage, flow budget,
and monitoring of the tributaries and of the Depue STP.
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Dissolved Oxygen TMDL: Nutrient Enrichment and Oxygen

Lake Depueisalso listed as being impaired due to dissolved oxygen, which is considered to be a side-
effect of the phosphorus impairment. Excessive phosphorus loadings are believed to be exerting negative
effects on the aguatic ecosystem by increasing algal and aquatic plant life production (Sharpley et .
1994). As agae and aquatic plants die off, they consume oxygen resulting in depressed oxygen levelsin
thelake. lllinois EPA believes that attaining the in-lake total phosphorus target of 0.05 mg/L will result in
shifting plant production back to natural levels, which in turn will result in dissolved oxygen meeting the
water quality standard.

Phosphorusis critical for plant growth and is often the limiting nutrient. The form that can be readily used
by plants and therefore can stimulate nuisance algae blooms is orthophosphate. The amount of
phosphorustied up in the nucleic acids of food and waste is actually quite low. This organic materia is
eventually converted to orthophosphate by bacteria.

Phosphorus levelsin water are related to oxygen levelsin that nutrient enrichment promotes the growth of
nuisance algae that subsequently dies and serves asfood for bacteria. Oxygen is used by bacteria that
consume dead organic matter. Plant photosynthesis produces oxygen, but at night, respiration reverses the
process and consumes oxygen. Under these conditions, oxygen can be depleted unlessit is replenished
from the air. Conversely, oxygen concentrations can become supersaturated during the day, due to
abnormally high amounts of photosynthesis. The significant swing in diurnal dissolved oxygen levels
causes stress to both fish and invertebrate communities.

Inputs of phosphorus originate from both point and nonpoint sources. Most of the phosphorus discharged
by point sourcesis soluble. Another characteristic of point sourcesisthey have a continuous impact and
are human in origin, for instance, effluents from municipal sewage treatment plants and permitted
industrial discharges. The contribution from failed on-site wastewater treatment systems can also be
significant, especialy if they are concentrated in asmall area. The phosphorus concentration in raw waste
water is generaly 8-10 mg/l and after secondary treatment is generally 4-6 mg/l.

The non-point sources of phosphatesinclude: natural decomposition of rocks and minerals, stormwater
runoff, agricultural runoff, erosion and sedimentation, atmospheric deposition, and direct input by
animals/wildlife.! Phosphorus load from rural stormwater varies depending on land use and management
practices and includes contributions from livestock feedlots and pastures and row crop agriculture. Crop
fertilizer includes granular inorganic types and organic types such as manure or sewage sludge. Pasture
land is especially a concern if the livestock have access to the stream. Large feedlots with manure storage
lagoons create the potential for overflows and accidental spills.

A characteristic of phosphorus discharged by nonpoint sources is that the impact isintermittent and is
most often associated with stormwater runoff. Sedimentation can impact the physical attributes of the
stream and act as a transport mechanism for phosphorus. Phosphorus from nonpoint sourcesis generally
insoluble or particulate, and most of this phosphorus is bound tightly to soil particles and enters streams
from erosion, although some comes from tile drainage.

Erosion is worse on streams without any riparian buffer zone and streams that are channelized because
they no longer have afunctioning flood plain and cannot expel sediment during flooding. Additionally,

1 Mr. Brian Oram, PG, Phosphatein Water , Water Research Center, www.water-reseearch.net/phosphate.htm

-251- August 9, 2012



Middle lllinois River TMDL

phosphorus transport to the stream decreases with decreased sedimentation. Oxygen levels must also be
considered, because phosphorus is released from sediment at higher rates under anoxic conditions;
therefore as mentioned earlier, lack of tree and shade not only increase water temperature and
photosynthesis but aso decrease oxygen levels and create anoxic conditions.

Various BMPs such asriparian buffers, and agricultural tile management not only reduce soil erosion, but
can aso reduce the sediment and associated phosphorus load within runoff with entrapment. BMPsto
reduce total phosphorus can also affect sediment. BMPs that serve to restrain overland flow and allow
infiltration will reduce total phosphorus loads and allow sediment time to settle out many of the BMPs
proposed will reduce both total phosphorus and sediment.

Considering the linkages between phosphorus and oxygen outlined above, it is expected that the measures
taken to reduce the loads of phosphorus from identified point sources and nonpoint source to meet the
WLAsand LAsin thisTMDL, will improve the fluctuations and oxygen levels and increase the biotic
integrity scores for fish and macroinvertebrate communities in the impaired water bodies.

12.2.2 Total Suspended Solids LRS

The methods previously described for determining TSS LRSs are not applicable to the backwater 1akes
since the volume weighted TSS targets are derived to provide targets for streams under a variety of flow
conditions. The lllinois River Basin Restoration Comprehensive Plan with Integrated Environmental
Assessment (USACE 2007) is used to derive LRS reductions for the backwater lakes.

TSS load reductions are presented in Table 12-5 for Depue Lake using the objective presented in the
Illinois River Basin Restoration Comprehensive Plan with Integrated Environmental Assessment
(USACE 2007) for sediment reduction to the lllinois River that states “reduce total sediment delivery to
the Illinois River by at least 20 percent by 2055 (reduction to an average of 9.7 million tons per year
above Valley City, based on ISWS estimate of delivery for WY 1981 to 2000)”. This objectiveis
identified by the USACE to mitigate for sediment loads from the basin that have resulted in increasing
turbidity and filling backwater areas, side channels and islands.

Table 12-5. Lake Depue TSS LRS.

TSS Load Reduction
Needed to Achieve
Lake Station LRS Target

Lake Depue RDU-1 20%
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13. Senachwine Lake

Senachwine Lakeis a 3,324 acre lake that forms part of the Illinois River valley. Monitoring data
indicates that the maximum depth of thislake is eight feet deep. To the north, it is connected to Goose
Lake by a shallow channel and both are backwaters of the lllinois River. Senachwine Lake receives
drainage from avery large watershed including the Big Bureau Creek watershed, in addition to inflow
from the Illinois River through side channels under lower flow conditions and backwater during higher
flow conditions.

Senachwine Lake has been identified by the lllinois EPA asimpaired by aquatic algae, dissolved oxygen,
phosphorus, siltation/sedimentation, and total suspended solids. The Illinois TP standard for lakes and
waters draining into lakesis 0.05 mg/L. A TP TMDL and TSS LRS will be developed for Senachwine
Lake.

13.1 Water Quality Analysis

Three locations were sampled within the Senachwine Lake during 2001 (Figure 13-1). Table 13-1
summarizes the water quality data. Total phosphorus concentrations exceeded the in-lake standard at all
of the three monitoring locations. The 303(d) assessment found contaminated sediments, crop production
(crop land or dry land) and urban runoff/storm sewers as potential sources of impairment to Senachwine
Lake.

Table 13-1. Surface Water Quality Means, Senachwine Lake, 2001.

Surface Water Quality Mean
(May - October)
Parameter RDZX-1 RDZX-2 RDZX-3
TP (mg/L) 0.67 0.59 0.44
Chl-a (pg/L) 174.33 155.58 118.85
Secchi depth (inch) 5.20 5.25 5.0
TSS (mg/L) 237.80 197.75 121.0

Total phosphorus concentrations in Senachwine Lake generally decline throughout the growing season,
with the highest concentrations occurring in the spring (Figure 13-2). This pattern is reflective of spring
phosphorus concentrations in the Illinois River and Big Bureau Creek which have high TP loadsin the
spring. It istherefore apparent that Senachwine Lake' s water quality is very dependent on the lllinois
River. Spring flows and their associated phosphorus |oads are having a significant effect on the water
quality of the lake. Nonpoint sources of phosphorusin the drainage area and spring phosphorus loads
from the Illinois River will need to be reduced to improve the quality of this lake. Figure 13-3 and Figure
13-4 summarize the annual transparency and chlorophyll-a data, respectively.

Thereisa positive relationship between TP and chlorophyll-a, indicating that algae, as measured by
chlorophyll-a concentration, is dependent on TP concentrations (Figure 13-5). Therefore, reducing TP
will result in lower chlorophyll-a concentrations and algae. In addition, a positive relationship exists
between TP and TSS (Figure 13-6), which indicates that effortsto reduce TP may also reduce TSS; the
opposite aso holds true. On average, dissolved phosphorus accounts for 46 percent of the total
phosphorus in the lake, therefore source reductions of both dissolved and particul ate phosphorus are
needed.

TSS concentrations in the lake are high, with the highest average annua concentrations occurring in the
southern portion of the lake near the confluence with the Illinois River. Sampling point RDZX-3, located
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in the northern portion of the lake, has the lowest TSS concentrations, likely aresult of Goose Lake
upstream that allows sediment from Big Bureau Creek to settle.

Dissolved oxygen concentrations measured in 2001 were less than 6.0 mg/L during the month of July at
two of the three monitoring locations. This third site averaged 8.1 mg/L dissolved oxygen. The low
dissolved oxygen is the result of decaying algae, a processthat consumes the oxygen in the lake. During
low flow conditionsin July, TPincreasesin the lake as aresult of point source dischargers, particularly in
the Big Bureau Creek watershed, and internal loading. Anincrease in chlorophyll-a is aso measured at
thistime. It is possible that the sediments may become anoxic during the summer, resulting in release of
phosphorus from the sediment into the water column, thus increasing the internal load of the lake.
Phosphorus reductions will decrease the chlorophyll-a concentration in the lake, which will in turn
increase the dissolved oxygen in the lake.
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®  Stations
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1. Senachwine Lake sampling stations.

Figure 13
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Figure 13-2. Senachwine Lake phosphorus data.
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Figure 13-3. Senachwine Lake Secchi depth data.
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Figure 13-4. Senachwine Lake chlorophyll-a data.
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Figure 13-5. Senachwine Lake relationship between chlorophyll-a and total phosphorus.
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Figure 13-6. Relationship between TP and TSS, Senachwine Lake.

13.2 Senachwine Lake TMDL and LRS

13.2.1 Total Phosphorus TMDL

Senachwine Lake isimpaired for total phosphorus and dissolved oxygen. Figure 13-7 presents the |oad
duration curve for inflows to Senachwine Lake derived from Illinois River flows. Table 13-2 presents the
total phosphorus TMDL and alocations. The presented reductions are based on Illinois River gage D-16,

upstream of Senachwine Lake.
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Senachwine Lake Drainage Area
TMDL Load Duration Curve
1,000,000.0 5
i High Moist Mid-Range Dry Low
1 Flows Conditions Flows Conditions Flows
100,000.0 49554 S
> . TSR &b e -
3 \ & TET e T o B e L | o AlData
310,000.0 B * - ST =9 + RunoffData
E \___________ + July-Dec
_g- S —Median
o 1,000.0 5 —Standard
£ ] =
o
®
=
= 1000 -
10.0
1.0 T T T ‘ ‘
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
Flow Duration Interval (%)
Figure 13-7. Phosphorus load duration curve, Senachwine Lake.
Table 13-2. Phosphorus TMDL, Senachwine Lake.
. a High Moist Mid-Range Dry Low
S Rz UIIR Flows Conditions Flows Conditions Flows
Pollutant TMDL Component 0-10% 10-40% 40-60% 60-90% 90-100%
Current Load ° 63,809 29,571 20,214 13,096 14,127
LA 8,051 4,306 2,440 1,526 831
WLA: NPDES Facilities 152 152 143 143 143
WLA: CSOs 478 0 0 0 0
Total Phosphorus I
(Ibs/day) Total WLA 630 152 143 143 143
MOS (10%) 965 495 287 185 108
TMDL Target 9,646 4,953 2,870 1,854 1,082
TMDL Reduction %" 84.88% 83.25% 85.80% 85.84% 92.34%

a. Note that the TMDL is based on the median allowable load in each flow regime and reduction is based on median
observed load in each flow regime
b. Note that the current load and percent reductions are based on total phosphorus concentration data from the
nearest lllinois River gage upstream of Senachwine Lake, D-16.
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Dissolved Oxygen TMDL: Nutrient Enrichment and Oxygen

Senachwine Lakeis also listed as being impaired due to dissolved oxygen, which is considered to be a
side-effect of the phosphorus impairment. Excessive phosphorus |oadings are believed to be exerting
negative effects on the aquatic ecosystem by increasing algal and aguatic plant life production (Sharpley
et a. 1994). Asalgae and aquatic plants die off, they consume oxygen resulting in depressed oxygen
levelsin the lake. Illinois EPA believes that attaining the in-lake total phosphorus target of 0.05 mg/L will
result in shifting plant production back to natural levels, which in turn will result in dissolved oxygen
meeting the water quality standard.

Phosphorusis critical for plant growth and is often the limiting nutrient. The form that can be readily used
by plants and therefore can stimulate nuisance algae blooms is orthophosphate. The amount of
phosphorustied up in the nucleic acids of food and waste is actually quite low. This organic materia is
eventually converted to orthophosphate by bacteria.

Phosphorus levelsin water are related to oxygen levelsin that nutrient enrichment promotes the growth of
nuisance algae that subsequently dies and serves asfood for bacteria. Oxygen is used by bacteria that
consume dead organic matter. Plant photosynthesis produces oxygen, but at night, respiration reverses the
process and consumes oxygen. Under these conditions, oxygen can be depleted unlessit is replenished
from the air. Conversely, oxygen concentrations can become supersaturated during the day, due to
abnormally high amounts of photosynthesis. The significant swing in diurnal dissolved oxygen levels
causes stress to both fish and invertebrate communities.

Inputs of phosphorus originate from both point and nonpoint sources. Most of the phosphorus discharged
by point sourcesis soluble. Another characteristic of point sourcesisthey have a continuous impact and
are human in origin, for instance, effluents from municipal sewage treatment plants and permitted
industrial discharges. The contribution from failed on-site wastewater treatment systems can also be
significant, especialy if they are concentrated in asmall area. The phosphorus concentration in raw waste
water is generaly 8-10 mg/l and after secondary treatment is generally 4-6 mg/l.

The non-point sources of phosphatesinclude: natural decomposition of rocks and minerals, stormwater
runoff, agricultural runoff, erosion and sedimentation, atmospheric deposition, and direct input by
animals/wildlife.? Phosphorus load from rural stormwater varies depending on land use and management
practices and includes contributions from livestock feedlots and pastures and row crop agriculture. Crop
fertilizer includes granular inorganic types and organic types such as manure or sewage sludge. Pasture
land is especially a concern if the livestock have access to the stream. Large feedlots with manure storage
lagoons create the potential for overflows and accidental spills.

A characteristic of phosphorus discharged by nonpoint sourcesis that the impact isintermittent and is
most often associated with stormwater runoff. Sedimentation can impact the physical attributes of the
stream and act as a transport mechanism for phosphorus. Phosphorus from nonpoint sourcesis generally
insoluble or particulate, and most of this phosphorus is bound tightly to soil particles and enters streams
from erosion, although some comes from tile drainage.

Erosion is worse on streams without any riparian buffer zone and streams that are channelized because
they no longer have afunctioning flood plain and cannot expel sediment during flooding. Additionally,

2 Mr. Brian Oram, PG, Phosphate in Water , Water Research Center, www.water-reseearch.net/phosphate.htm
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phosphorus transport to the stream decreases with decreased sedimentation. Oxygen levels must also be
considered, because phosphorus is released from sediment at higher rates under anoxic conditions;
therefore as mentioned earlier, lack of tree and shade not only increase water temperature and
photosynthesis but aso decrease oxygen levels and create anoxic conditions.

Various BMPs such asriparian buffers, and agricultural tile management not only reduce soil erosion, but
can aso reduce the sediment and associated phosphorus load within runoff with entrapment. BMPsto
reduce total phosphorus can also affect sediment. BMPs that serve to restrain overland flow and allow
infiltration will reduce total phosphorus loads and allow sediment time to settle out many of the BMPs
proposed will reduce both total phosphorus and sediment.

Considering the linkages between phosphorus and oxygen outlined above, it is expected that the measures
taken to reduce the loads of phosphorus from identified point sources and nonpoint source to meet the
WLAsand LAsin thisTMDL, will improve the fluctuations and oxygen levels and increase the biotic
integrity scores for fish and macroinvertebrate communities in the impaired water bodies.

13.2.2 Total Suspended Solids LRS

The methods previously described for determining TSS LRSs are not applicable to the backwater 1akes
since the volume weighted TSS targets are derived to provide targets for streams under a variety of flow
conditions. The lllinois River Basin Restoration Comprehensive Plan with Integrated Environmental
Assessment (USACE 2007) is used to derive LRS reductions for the backwater lakes.

TSS load reductions are presented in Table 13-3 for Senachwine Lake using the objective presented in the
Illinois River Basin Restoration Comprehensive Plan with Integrated Environmental Assessment
(USACE 2007) for sediment reduction to the lllinois River that states “reduce total sediment delivery to
the Illinois River by at least 20 percent by 2055 (reduction to an average of 9.7 million tons per year
above Valley City, based on ISWS estimate of delivery for WY 1981 to 2000)”. This objectiveis
identified by the USACE to mitigate for sediment loads from the basin that have resulted in increasing
turbidity and filling backwater areas, side channels and islands.

Table 13-3. Senachwine Lake TSS LRS.

TSS Load Reduction
Needed to Achieve
Lake Station LRS Target

Senachwine Lake RDzX-1 20%
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14. Public Participation

Illinois EPA TMDL staff held workgroup meetings at the Tri-County Regional Planning Commission
(TCRPC) office in Peoria, IL, throughout the TMDL process. Members of the workgroup included the
TCRPC, the USGS, City of Peoria, ISWS, USACE and NRCS. The workgroup provided dataincluding
GI S shapefiles and numerous relevant watershed related documents. Any information gathered during
these work group meetings were shared with stakeholder organizations. TCRPC provided
recommendations to create LRSs for pollutants in watersheds with high pollutant loads despite not having
numeric water quality standardsthat Illinois EPA requires for TMDL alocations. LRS development can
be useful for determining load capacities and reductions needed. Thisinformation can be used in project
development for watershed plans and implementation projects and may increase prioritization for
funding.

TCRPC staff created a social resource inventory and an education strategy to guide the process of TMDL
education throughout the region. These documents identified stakeholder groups including elected
officials, watershed practitioners, and environmenta organizations. TCRPC a so provided the North
Central Illinois Council of Governments with the information necessary to report the project start-up to
their board. In addition, TCPRC distributed the TMDL fact sheet provided by Illinois EPA to the above
organizations. TCRPC posted press releases in local media sources, sent notices out by email to
stakeholders, and reported on the upcoming meeting to the lllinois River Valley Council of Governments,
North Central Illinois Council of Governments, Peoria Lakes Basin Alliance, and Natural Resources and
Y our Devel opment Taskforce. The meetings attracted media coverage from WMBD-TV in Peoria,
WCBU-FM in Peoria, the LaSalle News Tribune, and the Bureau County Republican based in Princeton.
A solid attendance was seen at both the Peoriaand Princeton public meetings on September 2, 2010; 26
individuals attended the Peoria meeting at the Peoria Public Library (Lakeview Branch) and 23
individuals attended the Princeton meeting at the Princeton City Hall. Stakeholders provided input on the
watershed characterization report. A summary of public comments from the Illinois EPA meetings held in
Peoria and Princeton was submitted to Illinois EPA from TCRPC staff.

TCRPC provided implementation information for the Stage 3 Final TMDL report. They included future
implementation activities as well as details on current watershed i mplementation projects. Illinois EPA
and U.S. EPA staff met with a representative of the USACE for project descriptions of al the current and
upcoming projectsin the watershed. Illinois EPA and U.S. EPA staff presented information on the Middle
lllinois River TMDL on October 5, 2011 at the 13" Biennial Governor’s Conference on the Management
of the Illinois River System. The session wasttitled Illinois River TMDL: Focusing on Implementationin a
Local, Sate, and Federal Partnership. An exhibit was also on display for information and outreach
opportunities with stakehol ders.

The Final TMDL public meeting occured on November 17, 2011. Public notices were sent out and the
public comment period closed on December 16, 2011. Comments received on the draft TMDL were
compiled by IEPA and are presented in Appendix B. The goal isto create a plan that the regional
stakeholders will feel confident in implementing. The interest in improving lllinois River water quality
among elected officials and stakeholders helped spur the Illinois River TMDL study, and TCRPC will
continue to keep the region engaged in thisimportant effort. TCRPC staff is currently coordinating a
meeting with local governments to communicate the need for some sanitary sewer operations to reapply
for disinfection exemptions. Thislevel of regional communication will be necessary if individua
jurisdictions, business, and/or facilities are going to be involved in plan implementation.
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15. Implementation and Reasonable Assurance

The focus of the implementation plan for the Middle Illinois River TMDL isto meet the fishable /
swimmable goals of the CWA. The implementation plan isintended to address all TMDLs and LRSsin
the Middle Illinois River watershed, specifically related to the following pollutants: feca coliform
bacteria, total dissolved solids, manganese, chloride, total suspended solids, and nutrients.

15.1 Existing Implementation Activities

Numerous implementation efforts have been initiated in the watershed by the USACE, TCRPC, the City
of Peorig, NRCS, and others (e.g., 8519 projects, wetlands initiatives). These efforts include the
following, amongst others:

= Central Illinois Committee on NPDES Phase 2 Stormwater Regulations (CICN)
= Village of Morton Stormwater Utility
= TCRPC, Watershed Plans and Implementation Activities
e Low Impact Development Research
* DNR
= |EPA 319 Watershed Planning and Implementation Activities (http://rmms-
spaced.ad.uiuc.edu/RMM S-ArcGI S/(S(ju3tx255000) s545udxjitf 1) )/Home.aspx)
o Implementing Best Management Practicesin the Mossville Bluffs Watershed 2009
e Big Bureau Creek Watershed-based Plan, 2008.
= Environmental Ordinance Adoption
= Mossville Bluffs Best Management Practices Program
» NRCS Mississippi River Basin Cooperative Conservation Partnership (MRBI-CCPI) Big Bureau
Creek Targeted Subwatershed Project
Agricultural Activities
Peoria Lakes Basin Alliance
ACOE - Illinois River Basin Restoration Comprehensive Plan with Integrated A ssessment
ACOE Section 519 Senachwine Creek Critical Restoration Project
Peoria Clean Water Committee (Combined Sewer Overflow Investigation)
Watermarks
The Natural Resources and Y our Development Task Force
Base Flood Elevation Revision
Springdale Cemetery / Turkey Creek Project

15.1.1 Illinois Basin Restoration Comprehensive Plan with Integrated Environmental
Assessment (USACE 2007) - Projects in the TMDL Watershed

Thisreport represents afinal response to the Comprehensive Plan portion of the Illinois River Basin
Restoration authority required by Section 519(b) of the Water Resources Development Act (WRDA)
2000 and to the lllinois River Ecosystem Restoration Feasibility Study conducted under Section 216 of
the 1970 Flood Control Act as areview of the completed 9-Foot Channel Navigation Project. Section 519
al so provides ongoing authority to evaluate and implement Critical Restoration Projects. This report
assesses the total basin restoration needs and makes recommendations regarding continuing
implementation under the existing authority and conducting some further eval uations of ways to improve
implementation. The USACE and Illinois Department of Natural Resources (sponsor) worked in close
coordination with numerous other state and Federal agenciesin developing the plan.
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This Comprehensive Plan provides the vision, goals, objectives, desired future, and identifies the
preferred aternative plan to restore the ecological integrity of the Illinois River Basin System. This plan
documents the need for and potential scope of the four components called for in Sec 519 (b)(3): a
restoration program; along-term resource monitoring program; a computerized inventory and analysis
system; and a program to encourage sediment removal technol ogy, sediment characterization, sediment
transport, and beneficial uses of sediment. An implementation framework and criteria are also presented
to guide the identification, selection, study and implementation of restoration projects, monitoring and
adaptive management activities, and further system investigations.

The following projects are taking place in the Middle Illinois River watershed:

Tenmile Creek- bluff lined watershed contributing significant loads of sediment to the Illinois
River. IDNR finalized awatershed restoration plan in 2004. The USACE is working with ISWS
to identify critical areas for restoration. Invasive species have led to erosion and habitat lossin the
bluff regions. An overload of sediment from this region contributes to the decline in ecological
habitat of the Illinois River. It also discharges immediately upstream of the Peoria Riverfront
Restoration Project.

Senachwine Creek- sediment reductions needed in watershed. Back in 1994, the Peoria County
SWCD with the 319 Program installed BM Ps throughout the watershed for sediment reductions.
In 2010, local partners secured USDA grant funding for the Senachwine Creek Watershed
through the Mississippi River Basin Healthy Watershed Initiative. This program aims to install
farming BMP' s through the Environmenta Quality Incentives Program. Thereis a need for more
sediment reduction measures and in-stream and riparian habitat restoration. The USACE is
modeling and delineating project areas.

Crow Creek West- another bluff lined watershed contributing significant loads of sediment to the
Illinois River. Crow Creek West Watershed Committee, Marshall/Putnam SWCD, Bureau SWCD
and NRCS finalized a watershed resource plan for Crow Creek West. The USACE islooking into
doing a project here that fits in with the resource plan.

Turkey Creek —In 2008, Tri-County Regiona Planning Commission partnered with Illinois EPA
through Section 319 of the Clean Water Act to complete stream channel stabilization and hillside
restoration in Turkey Creek of Historic Springdale Cemetery. The goal of stream channel
stabilization was to reduce erosion and improve water quality by protecting the stream from the
energy of water flowing downstream. A number of Best Management Practices (BMPs) were
installed to achieve this goal including gabion baskets, rock riffles, and log revetment. The
objective of hillside restoration was to increase the growth of vegetation that grows on the forest
floor. V egetation slows down stormwater runoff during rainstorms, which therefore reduces the
amount of stormwater that flows into lakes, rivers and streams. Opening up the dense forest
canopy by removing undesirable tree species allows sunlight to reach the ground so that
vegetation can grow. For both facets of the project, there were two additiona goals. They wereto
incorporate a variety of stream stabilization techniques (BMPs) to enable the project to be used as
an educational site, and to provide practices that were compatible with the aesthetic requirements
of the public in ahistorical cemetery.

Peoria Riverfront- dredge and construct a 21 acres island. Apparently work has begun on this
project and the outer island has been built.

Pekin Lake North and South Units- restoration of backwaters to mimic natural flows. Thisisa
water management project to restore backwaters and their critical habitats for aguatic life. The
South project will focus on forest and wetland restoration in this floodplain region. This has been
partialy done and is currently on hold due to lack of funding.

Middle Peoria Pool Backwater Restoration- restoration of backwaters in the Peoria pool.

Monitoring has been done and the implementation plan is currently being developed.
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e Tri-County Stormwater Video — In 2004 Tri-County Regional Planning Commission partnered
with anumber of local Phase II NPDES communities and Bradley University to create an
educational video focused on stormwater issues. This video was played on public access channels
and is available for viewing on Tri-County Regiona Planning Commission’s website.

15.1.2 River Bluff Restoration

The following information was derived from the Tri-County Regiona Planning Committee's Mossville
Bluff Watershed Management Plan and ISWS/TCRPC Draft Ten Mile Creek TMDL/LRS
Implementation Plan.

The lllinois River bluff areas are being rapidly dissected by steep gradient streams draining the uplands
through the lllinois River bluff area and into the floodplain and the Illinois River. The highest rates of
erosion occur within these steep slopes along the Illinois River. The tributaries make up for approximately
four percent of the total drainage area, but deliver 40 percent of more of the sediment deposited in the
Peoria Lakes.

River bluffs are comprised of soilsthat are sensitive to erosion. Historical dope stability was the result of
native plants of the prairies and savannas. The fibrous root systems provided infiltration of most rainfall
events. Post-settlement fire suppression and overgrazing have changed the structure of the bluffs.
Excessive tree-canopy density has shaded out crucial native grasses and sedges. The woodlands have lost
their groundcover and the newer trees and plants do not hold soil or let water infiltrate as needed in this
area.

Houses and associated infrastructure have not been designed, sited and built to sustain the long-term
integrity for the bluffs or the houses. Contemporary stormwater practices have disrupted the natura
model. Stormwater practices shed rainwater from lawns, roofs, streets, driveways and parking lots and
direct this water down ravines. This has resulted in severe degradation of the bluff and ravine system. In
only 20 to 25 years time, huge channels 20 to 30 feet wide and 10 to 15 feet deep have been eroded and
much due to the discharges from concrete storm sewers. Soil erosion will continue to threaten and
undermine homes and infrastructure.

Water management practices must emulate the Natural Rainwater Management Model. Prairie and
savanna restorations are a vegetation management practice that provides a stable landscape and
infiltration of stormwater, thereby reducing runoff and soil erosion. Controlled burning is used to
maintain this landscape very inexpensively.

Restoration work has been done at Robinson Park, Detweiller Park, The Farm Creek Watershed and the
Mossville Bluffs watershed. Other BMPs include buffers and easements, open spaces and greenways,
minimizing impervious surfaces, encouraging mixed-use development, cluster devel opment, reducing
runoff from lawns/roofs, streets and infiltration of ravine runoff. For more information on these practices
and codes/ordinances, please refer to the Mossville Bluffs Watershed Management Plan.

Ten Mile Creek watershed is located in Tazewell and Woodford Counties on the eastern bluffs of the
Illinois River. It drains over 11,000 acres of flat fertile upland, steeply sloping forested Illinois bluffs and
Illinois River floodplain. Ten Mile Creek has a proposed implementation project to reduce sedimentation
from its steep mainstem channel. High stream power and intense channel downcutting occursin this
watershed and reducing the sediment transport would result in considerable reductions in sediment rates
in the lllinois River. The Comprehensive Plan to Restore the Illinois River System (USACE 2007)
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identifies Ten Mile Creek as one of sixteen critical restoration areas. The Ten Mile Creek Watershed Plan
(TCRPC) and the Ten Mile Creek Stream and Watershed A ssessment (USACE and IDNR) identified
potential restoration locations. ISWS and TCRPC have proposed the Ten Mile Creek TMDL/LRS
Implementation Project. For grade control and habitat enhancement, construction of riffle and pool
structures is proposed in four target reaches (approximately 11 miles total). Funding for this project has
not been secured.

15.1.3 New Locally Led Surface Water Quality Monitoring Program

The 2009 Regional Stormwater Plan for Peoria, Tazewell, and Woodford Counties identified a great need
for localized data collection on water quality of surface waters of the region. Practitioners are concerned
that despite best efforts to implement best management practices in the watershed, alack of data could
lead to misguided efforts with aless than efficient approach to improving water quality. In response to
this need, Tri-County Regional Planning Commission has partnered with Bradley University, Illinois
Central College, the Heart of Illinois Sierra Club, and the National Great Rivers Research and Education
Center (River Watch program) to form the IL River Action League program that aims to engage citizens
of various capabilities in water quality monitoring. This program is currently in itsinfancy and isin need
of funding; however, loca partners thus far have developed protocol and assembled monitoring kits to
launch atest run of citizen-based data collection with both Girl Scout organizations and middle school
teachers. This program will continue to evolve as partners find resources for implementation. Partners
anticipate that this program will serve as a mechanism to provide long term data collection where datais
publically available viainternet mapping platforms.

15.1.4 Mississippi River Basin Initiative (MRBI) Program Project in Big Bureau and
Senachwine Watersheds

The federa grant program, called the MRBI, is designated to improve the health of the Mississippi River
Basin by helping producers voluntarily implement conservation practices that prevent, control and trap
nutrient and sediment runoff from agricultural 1and from entering surface and ground water; and restore
and protect wetlands. Big Bureau Creek and Senachwine Creek watershed are within a USDA priority
subwatershed within the Middle lllinois River TMDL.

The Big Bureau Creek and Senachwine Creek Targeted Subwatershed Initiative was sel ected through a
competitive process under the MRBI Cooperative Conservation Partnership Initiation. Nineteen projects
were selected nationwide. CCPI funding is administered by NRCS directly to eligible agricultural
producers through the Conservation Stewardship Program, Environmental Quality Incentives Program
and Wildlife Habitat Incentives Program. Thisis an extraordinary financial and technical assistance
commitment by the NRCS to the priority areas above and beyond the regular conservation working lands
programs.

Earth Team volunteers and private partners are working hand in hand with NRCS stage in USDA Service
Centers and field officesin nearly every county. These partnership efforts which will be carried out
through local watershed partners will strengthen access to much needed resources and directly benefiting
landowners and communities at the local level.

Information for the Big Bureau Creek project is from Pam Horwitz who is the executive director of the
American Corn Growers Association, the principle project sponsor for the Big Bureau Creek Targeted

Watershed Initiative and an Earth Team volunteer. Melissa Eaton of the Tri-County Regional Planning
Commission provided information on the Senachwine Creek project.
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Friends of the Big Bureau Creek watershed group was formed to partner with the U.S. Department of
Agriculture Natural Resources Conservation as a Coalition for Clean Water. The group includes the
American Corn Growers Association, Prairie River RC& D, the Wetlands Initiative, Environmental
Defense Fund, Prairie Rivers Network and Pheasants Forever. Senachwine Creek partners include the Tri-
County Regiona Planning Commission, Environmental Defense Fund, lowa Soybean Association, and
the Peoria County Soil and Water Conservation District.

In support of these projects, the Illinois EPA has agreed to partner with the watershed groups for the
monitoring component. Big Bureau Creek and Senachwine Creek are tributaries to and within the lllinois
River watershed, which has been designated as a high priority watershed by NRCS for the MRBI. As part
of thisTMDL, Illinois EPA is monitoring for nitrate nitrogen, total phosphorus, total suspended solids
and fecal coliform bacteria.

Monitoring stationsin the Bureau Creek watershed include two stations on the Big Bureau Creek and one
on West Bureau Creek. Additional monitoring stations have been added for the Big Bureau River MRBI
Project: East Bureau Creek, Big Bureau Creek, Pike Creek and Lime Creek. In addition to this,
continuous monitoring equipment was placed at stations Big Bureau Creek, Pike Creek and East Bureau
Creek starting in August 2011. One monitoring station was added upstream in the Senachwine River
watershed for atotal of two stations.

Three monitoring sitesin the Big Bureau Creek watershed and one in Senachwine were sampled six times
in June and July of 2009. Biweekly (2x/month) sampling started in April 2010 and monthly data has been
taken since October. The addition of five sampling stations in this project area during and after
implementation actions will provide necessary datato verify improvements. Continuous and monthly data
is planned until at least July 2012 for the stations in the MRBI watershed. 1llinois EPA provides staff for
all monthly sampling and is providing the three continuous monthly samplers. All monitoring follows
Illinois EPA’ s Quality Assurance Project Plan as approved by U.S. EPA and the Monitoring Strategy that
is currently being developed in anticipation of this program.

15.2 Implementation Activities

Point and nonpoint sources in both urban and agricultural regions have been identified as sources of
pollutants in the watershed. In addition, in-stream sources including erosion of stream banks and bluffsis
asignificant source of sediment in the watershed.

Table 15-1 summarizes the TMDL and LRS pollutant reduction requirements and potential sources. The
range of pollutant reductions represents the pollutant reductions acorss all flow conditions as presented in
the TMDLs and LRSs.

The following sections describe the different activities that could be used to implement the TMDLs and
LRSs.
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Table 15-1. TMDL and LRS summary of pollutants and potential sources.

Pollutant
Reduction
Watershed Requirement
Cluster Pollutants of Concern (%) Potential Sources
Fecal Coliform 0-79
Manganese 0-26 agricultural and urban runoff; NPDES facilities;
o Total dissolved solids 0 MS4s; CSOs/SSOs; watersheq, streambank
lllinois River and gully erosion, bluff erosion;
Total suspended solids 0-39 hydromodification; tributary loads; animal
Nitrogen 9-68 agriculture; livestock
Phosphorus 72 -89
Fecal Coliform 15-99 streambank, bluff, and gully erosion; urban
Big Bureau Total suspended solids 0-82 and agricultural stormwater runoff; livestock
Creek : ) access to waterways; animal agriculture;
Nitrogen 9-86 untreated sewage; NPDES facilities; CSOs
Phosphorus 8-97
Chloride 75 .
watershed, streambank, and gully erosion;
Farm Creek Total suspended solids 88 urban and a}grlcu.ltural s.tormwalter runoff;
; ) NPDES facilities; MS4s; SSOs;
Nitrogen 17 - 63 o e
hydromodification; deicing agents
Phosphorus 21-73
Fecal Coliform 97 -100
. watershed, streambank, and gully erosion;
Kickapoo Creek Total suspended solids 96 urban and agricultural stormwater runoff;
Nitrogen 20 - 65 animal agriculture; MS4s; NPDES facilities
Phosphorus 32-76
) Total suspended solids 0 ) o
Senachwine - agricultural activities; watershed runoff;
Creek Nitrogen 78 -83 livestock; streambank and gully erosion
Phosphorus 0
Total suspended solids 0 ]
Crow Creek and ] agricultural runoff; streambank and gully
Snag Creek Nitrogen 77-81 erosion; NPDES facilities
Phosphorus 0
Total suspended solids 0 bank and aull ] cultural
] streambank and gully erosion; agricultura
Sandy Creek Nitrogen 73-78 runoff: NPDES facilities; CSOs
Phosphorus 0
Phosphorus 91 lllinois River inflows; NPDES facilities;
Lake Depue watershed runoff
Total suspended solids 20
Senachwine Phosphorus 83 -92 lllinois River inflows; NPDES facilities;
Lake Total suspended solids 20 watershed runoff

15.2.1 Future Anticipated Activities in the Watershed

The following activities have been identified as future anticipated activities within the watershed. These
activities apply to avariety of pollutant sources.

= Conduct the next phase of the geomorphic studies completed on Senachwine, Partridge, and
Tenmile Creeks. Thisincludes site specific engineering and construction of stream channel

stabilization/naturalization practices that address the new predictions of meteorological trends as
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well as potential |anduse changes and resultant geomorphol ogic responses by addressing systemic
causes of unnatural rates of fluvial processes and resultant stream instability.

Initiate stream and watershed geomorphic analysis using Illinois River Basin Geomorphic
Assessment (IRBGA) protocols on priority stream systems including Partridge and Farm Creek
and Kickapoo Creek.

Implement along-term monitoring program where datais accessible and useful to regiona and
local watershed and stormwater practitioners. A likely source for reliable, long-term datais the
River Action League, a volunteer, citizen-based water quality monitoring program created and
supported by Tri-County Regional Planning Commission and Bradley University.

Conduct reconnaissance level studiesto determine appropriate monetary allocation of runoff
management versus stream channel stabilization projects in priority watersheds. Description:
Watershed stabilization can be accomplished by modifying streamsto resist increased erosive
velocities or decreasing the velocity and volume of runoff from the landscape. It is anticipated
that the optimum economic sol ution would involve a combination of stream rehabilitation and
runoff management. What is unknown is to what degree actions should be pursued in the
watershed versus stream rehabilitation to have optimum impact on watershed stability. This study
would quantify the relationship between runoff conditions and rates of stream erosion to develop
astrategy to prioritize watersheds and sites for implementing controls.

Replicate workshops conducted through the TCRPC and IEPA program entitled Implementing
BMPsin the Mossville Bluffs Water shed. These workshops educate landowners on urban
stormwater best management practices and ravine stabilization technol ogies.

Improve current development ordinances, stormwater regulations, and environmental protection
ordinances to prevent poor environmenta practices. Example of ordinances to consider include:
City of Peoria s Stream Buffer Ordinance, City of East Peoria s Steep Slope Ordinance, and
model low impact development and stormwater ordinances created by Tri-County Regional
Planning Commission.

Educate planners, engineers, and devel opers on Low Impact Devel opment and Best Management
Practices approved by the U.S. EPA aswell as the impacts of non-point source pollutants on local
water bodies.

Construct a demonstration stream stabilization and regional stormwater best management practice
sitein unique areas of topography including bluffs and smaller gullies. Monitor and measure the
effectiveness of these projects.

Target wetland restoration of hydric soils and edge-of-tile nutrient management in locations
where soil and water level conditions are conducive to this habitat.

15.2.2 Implementation Activities for Agricultural Sources

Agriculturd activities have been identified as a primary source of bacteria, sediment, and nutrientsin the
watershed. These activitiesinclude row crop agriculture and animal agriculture. The following is a partial
list of activities that can be used to mitigate the effects agricultural activities:

Riparian Area Management - Management of riparian areas protects stream banks and river banks
with a buffer zone of vegetation, either grasses, legumes, or trees.

Manure Collection and Storage - Collecting, storing, and handling manure in such a way that
nutrients or bacteria do not run off into surface waters or leach down into ground water.
Conservation Tillage — Use of tillage practices and residue management to control erosion and
surface transport of pollutants from fields used for crop production.

Contour Row Crops - Farming with row patterns and field operations aligned at or nearly
perpendicular to the slope of the land.
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Manure Nutrient Testing - If manure application is desired, sampling and chemica analysis of
manure should be performed to determine nutrient content for establishing the proper manure
application rate in order to avoid overapplication and run-off.

Drift Fences - Drift fences (short fences or barriers) can be installed to direct livestock movement.
A drift fence paralé to astream keeps animals out and prevents direct input of bacteria to the
stream and prevents livestock from destabilizing stream banks.

15.2.3 Implementation Activities for Urban Sources

Urban sources of pollutants are primarily related to stormwater runoff. Sediment, nutrients, bacteria,
chloride, and total dissolved solids are commonly associated with stormwater runoff from urban areas. In
addition, higher runoff flow volumes and peak discharges are found in developed areas, which can
degrade habitat and lower the assimilative capacity of the water body. Urban development and
deforestation near streams and bluffs also contribute to impairments in the urban area. The following isa
partid list of activates that can be used to mitigate the effects urban pollutant sources:

Green Infrastructure Retrofitting and Development (Pollution Prevention) - The use of green
infrastructure, especialy those practices which reduce the volume of runoff from urban areas, can
address pollutant loads from existing developed areas and prevent additional stormwater runoff
volumes from contributing to many of the sources below.

Local Stormwater Regulations and Land Use Planning — Local land use planning requirements
and stormwater regul ations can be strengthened to more fully address the activities that are
causing impairments including:

0 Bluff and channel setbacks and buffers
0 Stormwater volume control for new developments
0 Protection of bluff regions from stormwater discharges

NPDES Permitting and Compliance - Although several NPDES facilities have been found to be
in violation of their permit limits for bacteria, the majority of facilities discharge effluent that
meets water quality standards. WLAs set for TP in this TMDL will be implemented through
NPDES permitting.

=  Combined Sewer Overflows — Control of CSOs through long term control plans and
elimination of untreated wastewater discharges

= Municipa Separate Stormwater Systems (M S4s) — Control of stormwater collected in
separated municipal systems. Requirements include 6 minimum measures.

0 Public education and outreach on stormwater impacts
Public involvement and participation
Illicit discharge detection and elimination

Construction site stormwater runoff control

o O O o

Post construction stormwater management in new development and redevel opment
o Poallution prevention/good housekeeping for municipal operations

Projects or activities carried out to comply with the 6 minimum control measures are not
eligible for Section 319 funding. However, there may be some activities that promote
opportunities to implement the watershed approach that are 319-eligible that could indirectly
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benefit the six minimum measures as well as nonpoint source projects. See IEPA webpage for
further detail, or contact IEPA 319 staff for further information.

Channel, Gully, and Bluff Restoration - Identification, stabilization, and restoration of degraded
stream banks, gullies, and bluffs through use of engineering controls, vegetative stabilization,
restoration of riparian areas, and watershed management.

Pet Clean-up/Education - Education programs for pet owners can improve water quality of runoff
from urban areas.

Septic Management/Public Education - Programs for management of septic systems can provide a
systematic approach to reducing septic system pollution. Education on proper maintenance of
septic systems as well as the need to removeiillicit discharges could aleviate some anthropogenic
sources of bacteria and nutrients.

lllinois EPA NPDES Disinfection Exemptions

Forty-eight facilitiesin the Middle Illinois River watershed have chlorination exemptions (Table 15-2). A
facility may have to reapply for the disinfection exemption for two reasons:

Facilities are required to reapply at the next permit renewal if they are on the Agencies statewide
list of facilities that are within three miles of a stream impaired for primary contact due to fecal
coliform bacteria. (There are some facilities on the 3 Mile List that have already renewed their
disinfection exemption.)

Facilities must reapply at the time of their next permit renewal if required due to the TMDL
process.

Table 15-2. NPDES facilities with chlorination exemptions

Fecal limit/ Reapplication | Reapply due
Permit ID NPDES Facility Name exempt status | dueto TMDL | to 3 Mile List
1L0070122 Air Liquide Industrial US LP Exempt no
ILG580050 Brimfield SD STP Exempt no
1L0033120 Bureau Junction STP Exempt - Yes
1L0024163 Caterpillar Inc.- Peoria Exempt yes
1L0059391 Cedar Bluff Utilities, Inc STP Exempt yes
ILG580008 Cedar Point STP Exempt no
1L0024881 City of Washington STP #1 Exempt - Yes
Exempt and
required to
1L0024619 Country Club Manor Condos monitor no
1L0074560 Coyote Creek Homeowners Assn Exempt no
ILG580130 Dalzell STP Exempt -- Yes
ILG580099 Dunlap STP Exempt no
ILG582012 Elmwood STP Exempt no
1L0028916 Germantown Hills STP #1 Exempt yes
ILG580262 Germantown Hills WWTP #2 Exempt - Yes
1L0026972 Grandview Mobile Home Park Exempt yes
1LG582022 Hanna City SD STP Exempt yes
1L0044636 Hollis Consolidated Grade School STP Exempt no
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Fecal limit/ Reapplication | Reapply due
Permit ID NPDES Facility Name exempt status | due to TMDL | to 3 Mile List
1L0054674 HPA - Jubilee College Historic Exempt -- Yes
lllinois DOT 1-80 Bureau County Rest
1L0024309 Area Exempt yes
Exempt and
required to
1L0021491 Ladd STP monitor no
1L0042625 Lake Arispie Water Co STP Exempt yes
1L0053864 Lake Wildwind MHP-Metamora Exempt yes
ILG580127 Lamoille, Village of STP Exempt no
1L0055816 Limestone Walters School STP Exempt no
Exempt and
required to
1L0075221 Lostant WWTP monitor no
1L0024791 Malden STP Exempt no
ILG551015 Maple Acres MHP Exempt - Yes
Exempt and
required to
1L0078000 McNabb WWTP monitor no
1L0065072 Medina Utilities Inc-East STP Exempt yes
1L0023221 Mendota STP Exempt -- Yes
1L0002232 Midwest Generation- Powerton Exempt yes
1L0059030 Mount Alverno Novitiate- E Peoria Exempt yes
1L0053813 Norwood School District #63 STP Exempt - Yes
1L0060461 Oak Ridge SD STP Exempt yes
ILG580190 Ohio, Village of STP Exempt -- Yes
ILG551081 Pekin Country Club Exempt yes
Exempt and
required to
1L0042234 Pinewood MHP? monitor yes
IL0067024 Prairie View Nursing Home STP Exempt -- Yes
Exempt and
required to
1L0026573 Putman County Junior HS monitor no
ILG580252 South Pekin STP Exempt yes
ILG580226 Sparland STP Exempt no
ILG551039 Sundale Sewer Corp-Highland Exempt yes
1L0025160 Tiskilwa STP Exempt -- Yes
Exempt and
required to
1L0039411 Washburn STP monitor no
Exempt and
required to
1L0047406 Washington Estates Inc STP monitor no
1L0021792 Wenona STP Exempt no
ILG580245 Wyanet STP Exempt yes

a. This facility is required to monitor for fecal coliform, but no DMR data for fecal coliform were located and the facility

will be required to reapply for the exemption.
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The following language is taken from Title 35 1ll. Adm. Code Part 378- Effluent Disinfection Exemptions
(http://www.ilga.gov/commission/j car/admincode/035/03500378sections.html) and describes the
conditions under which an exception may be granted.

Assessment of Waters for Protected Status (Section 378.204)
The permitee shall conduct surveys necessary to determine whether affected waters currently support
or have the potential to support primary contact activities. The permitee shall determine and
document the following:

a. Whether the water body segments have potential for primary contact use. For example, such

segments must have water depths that would ordinarily permit swimming during the months
of May through October;

b. Whether the water body segments are free of obstacles to primary contact activities, such as
unsuitable access to the streambank or existence of logs, log jams or other debriswhich
render the water body hazardous or unattractive to swimmers;

¢. Whether the adjacent land use to water body segments would discourage primary contact
activities; or

d. Whether the water bodies are being used for primary contact activities. The permitee shall
make inquiries of local residents, land owners, or local law enforcement officials. The
permitee shall also make alist of all downstream access areas and water-based activities of
the water body segmentsin question.

The permitee shal conduct surveys necessary to determine whether any affected waters which flow
through or adjacent to parks or residential areas have the potential to attract the public and create a
risk of incidental or accidental contact. Such water bodies are protected by the seasonal fecal coliform
standard of 35 Ill. Adm. Code 302.209(a) unless the permitee can demonstrate that accessislimited
by such impediments as fences or steep banks.

The Agency shall review the information provided by the permitee and determine whether it is
accurate and complete in accordance with requirements of this Section Subpart C contains the Fecal
Coliform Die-off Model section with equations and application information. Application information
includes a sketch of the stream and watersit flows into, an average fecal coliform concentration
upstream and an average concentration of fecal coliform from effluent prior to disinfection (average
of three monthsis preferable, but a minimum of four samplesin 30 days is acceptable).

15.3 Monitoring

Multi ple best management practices will likely be needed to address the water quality impairments found
in the Middle lllinois River watershed. Water quality monitoring should be implemented to monitor BMP
success, and to determine if additional best management practices are needed to achieve water quality
standards. In addition, additional monitoring is needed in the following watershed clusters to more fully
understand the sediment and nutrient contributions from these tributaries: Senachwine Creek, Crow Creek
and Snag Creek, and Sandy Creek. Monitoring of nutrients in wastewater effluent is also needed to better
understand their contribution to phosphorus and nitrogen loading in the watershed and inform permitting
authorities.

Further monitoring of impaired lakesis needed to fully understand their nutrient cycling. Data collection

could include bathymetry, hydrologic interaction with the lllinois River (timing, flow, volume, and
elevations), sediment oxygen demand, lake stage, flow budget, and monitoring of the tributaries.
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15.4 Reasonable Assurance

U.S. EPA requires reasonable assurance that TMDLs will be achieved and water quality standards will be
met. The primary strategy for attaining water quality standardsin the Middle Illinois River watershed isto
implement agricultural and urban stormwater best management practices and in-stream restoration.
However, landowner participation may be limited due to resistance to change and upfront costs.
Educational efforts and cost sharing programs will likely increase participation to levels needed to protect
water quality. The following sections discuss the programs that are available to assist landowners and
local entities in implementing best management practices.

A more complete description of implementation and reasonable assurance for the Middle Illinois River
watershed will describe how the programs below, and others, might contribute to water quality
improvements to support the goals of the TMDL and other discrete watershed plans and efforts being
undertaken in the Middle Illinois River watershed.

15.4.1 Environmental Quality Incentives Program (EQIP)

Several cost share programs are available to landowners who voluntarily implement resource
conservation practices. The most comprehensive is the NRCS Environmental Quality Incentives Program
(EQIP) which offers cost sharing and incentives to farmers who utilize approved conservation practicesto
reduce pollutant loading from agricultural lands.

» The program will pay $10 for one year for each acre of farmland that is managed under a
nutrient management plan (up to 400 acres per farm).

» Useof vegetated filter strips will earn the farmer $100/ac/yr for three years (up to 50 acres
per farmer).

= The program will also pay 60 percent of the cost to construct grassed waterways, riparian
buffers, and windbreaks.

»  Use of residue management will earn the farmer $15/ac for three years (up to 400 acres per
farm).

= Instalation of drainage contral structures on tile outlets will earn the farmer $5/ac/yr for three
years for the effected drainage area as well as 60 percent of the cost of each structure.

= The program will pay 75 percent of the construction cost for a composting facility.

= Sixty percent of the fencing, controlled access points, spring and well development, pipeline,
and watering facility costs are covered by the program.

=  Waste storage facilities and covers for those facilities have a 50 percent cost share for
construction.

» Prescribed grazing practices will earn the farmer $10/ac/yr for three years (up to 200 acres
per farmer).

In order to participate in the EQIP cost share program, al best management practices must be constructed
according to the specifications listed for each conservation practice. A demonstration of how this program
could be targeted to specific areasin the TMDL isthe Big Bureau Creek Targeted Subwatershed Project
which will focus on various practices such as Nutrient Management plans, livestock practices and
rotational grazing systems, Tile drainage water management systems, wetland restoration, filter strips, dry
dams and reduced tillage.
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15.4.2 Conservation Reserve Program (CRP)

The Farm Service Agency of the USDA supports the Conservation Reserve Program (CRP) which rents
land that is converted from crop production to grass or forestland for the purposes of reducing erosion and
protecting sensitive waters. This program is available to farmers who establish vegetated filter strips or
grassed waterways. The program typically provides 50 percent of the upfront cost to establish vegetative
cover for up to 15 years.

15.4.3 Conservation 2000

In 1995 the lllinois General Assembly passed the Conservation 2000 bill providing $100 millionin
funding over a 6-year period for the promotion of conservation efforts. In 1999, legislation was passed to
extend the program through 2009. Conservation 2000 currently funds several programs applicable
through the Illinois Department of Agriculture.

Conservation Practices Program (CPP)

The Conservation Practices Cost Share Program provides monetary incentives for conservation practices
implemented on land eroding at one and one-half times or more the tolerable soil oss rate. Payments of
up to 60 percent of initia costs are paid through the local conservation districts. The program will cost
share cover crops, filter strips, grassed waterways, no-till systems, and pasture planting, amongst other
best management practices. Other sediment control options such as contour farming and installation of
stormwater ponds are also covered. Practices funded through this program must be maintained for at |east
10 years.

Streambank Stabilization Restoration Program

Conservation 2000 also funds a streambank stabilization and restoration program aimed at restoring
highly eroding streambanks. Research efforts are also funded to assess the effectiveness of vegetative and
bi oengi neering techniques.

Sustainable Agriculture Grant Program (SARE)

The Sustainable Agricultura Grant Program funds research, education, and outreach efforts for
sustainable agricultural practices. Private landowners, organizations, educational, and governmental
ingtitutions are al eligible for participation in this program.

15.4.4 Nonpoint Source Management Program (NSMP)

Illinois EPA receives federal funds through Section 319(h) of the Clean Water Act to help implement
Illinois Nonpoint Source (NPS) Pollution Management Program. The purpose of the Program is to work
cooperatively with local units of government and other organizations toward the mutual goal of protecting
the quality of water in Illinois by controlling NPS pollution. The program emphasizes funding for
implementing cost-effective corrective and preventative best management practices on awatershed scale;
funding is dso available for best management practices on a non-watershed scale and the devel opment of
information/education NPS pollution control programs.

The maximum federal funding available is 60 percent, with the remaining 40 percent coming from loca
match. The program period istwo years unless otherwise approved. Thisis areimbursement program.
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Section 319(h) funds are awarded for the purpose of implementing approved NPS management projects.
The funding will be directed toward activities that result in the implementation of appropriate BMPs for
the control of NPS pollution or to enhance the public’s awareness of NPS pollution.

15.4.5 Agricultural Loan Program

The Agricultura Loan Program offered through the Illinois State Treasury office provides |ow-interest
loansto assist farmers who implement soil and water conservation practices. These loans will provide
assistance for the construction, equipment, and maintenance costs that are not covered by cost share
programs.

15.4.6 lllinois Conservation and Climate Initiative (ICCI)

The Illinois Conservation and Climate Initiative (ICCI) isajoint project of the State of Illinois and the
Delta Pollution Prevention and Energy Efficiency (P2/E2) Center that alows farmers and landownersto
earn carbon credits when they use conservation practices. These credits are then sold to companies or
agenciesthat are committed to reducing their greenhouse gas emissions. Conservation tillage earns 0.5
metric tons (1.1 US ton) of carbon per acre per year (mt/ac/yr), grass plantings (applicable to filter strips
and grassed waterways) earn 0.75 mt/ac/yr, and trees planted at a density of at least 250 stems per acre
earn somewhere between 3.5 to 5.4 mt/ac/yr, depending on the species planted and age of the stand.
Current exchange rates are avail able online at http://chicagoclimatex.com. Administrative fees of
$0.14/mt plus 8 percent are subtracted from the sale price. Program enrollment occurs through the P2/E2
Center which can be found online at http://p2e2center.org/. The requirements of the program are verified
by athird party before credits can be earned.
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Appendix A
Note — When Average Design Flow and Maximum Design Flow are equal, a Maximum Design Flow was not reported.
Table A-1. NPDES fecal coliform WLAs.
Average WLA (G-Org/day)
Design Mid-Range to Low
Flow Maximum Design Flow Conditions |[High and Moist Flow
Permit ID | NPDES Facility Name | (MGD) Flow (MGD) (40-100%) Conditions (0-40%)
IL0001392 INOVEON INC-HENRY 0.947 -- 14.338 14.338
CATERPILLAR INC-
1L0001414 [IMOSSVILLE 2.480 -- 37.549 37.549
CATERPILLAR INC.-
1L0002291 [EAST PEORIA 1.424 -- 21.560 21.560
PRINCETON, CITY OF
IL0020575 [STP 2.150 6.330 32.553 95.841
CREVE COEUR
1L0021237 [WWTP 1.550 4.850 23.468 73.433
1L0021288 |PEORIA SD STP 37.000 60.000 560.210 908.448
1L0021491 |Ladd STP 0.365 2.850 5.526 43.151
METAMORA NORTH
IL0021539 [STP 0.360 1.440 5.451 21.803
1L0021695 |[TOLUCA STP 0.300 -- 4.542 4.542
1L0021792 [WENONA STP 0.190 0.480 2.877 7.268
OAKLANE ACRES
HOMEOWNERS
1L0022152 |ASSOC 0.015 0.060 0.227 0.908
1L0022331 |GRANVILLE STP 0.289 0.504 4.376 7.631
I1L0023159 |CHILLICOTHE SD STP 0.800 2.000 12.113 30.282
I1L0023523 |DEPUE STP 0.480 0.960 7.268 14.535
CATERPILLAR INC.-
1L0024163 |PEORIA 0.006 -- 0.091 0.091
1L0024791 [MALDEN STP 0.050 0.125 0.757 1.893
CITY OF
1L0024881 WASHINGTON STP #1 0.600 0.600 9.084 9.084
1L0024996 |OGLESBY STP 0.879 1.224 13.309 18.532
I1L0025160 |TISKILWA STP 0.120 0.600 1.817 9.084
1L0025313 |[HENNEPIN PWD STP 0.300 0.750 4.542 11.356
PUTNAM COUNTY
I1L0026573 |[JUNIOR HS 0.010 0.025 0.151 0.379
GRANDVIEW MOBILE
1L0026972 [HOME PARK 0.025 0.062 0.379 0.939
IL0027910 |[CARMI WWTP 1.400 3.200 21.197 48.451
1L0028576 |EAST PEORIA STP #1 4.220 8.440 63.894 127.788
GERMANTOWN HILLS
I1L0028916 |[STP #1 0.200 0.500 3.028 7.570
1L0029343 |[Kewanee STP 2.000 5.000 30.282 75.704
1L0029378 |[LACON WWTP 0.320 1.150 4.845 17.412
1L0029424 |[LASALLE WWTP 3.330 5.000 50.419 75.704
IL0030007 [MORTON STP #3 0.950 2.380 14.384 36.035
IL0030660 |PERU STP #1 3.000 4.530 45.422 68.588
1L0031216 [Spring Valley STP 1.100 2.500 16.655 37.852
BUREAU JUNCTION
IL0033120 [STP 0.071 0.178 1.075 2.695
1L0034495 |PEKIN STP #1 4.500 8.700 68.134 131.725
1L0039411 WASHBURN STP 0.138 1.130 2.089 17.109
1L0042234 |PINEWOOD MHP 0.030 0.050 0.454 0.757
1L0042412 [WASHINGTON STP #2 1.500 3.000 22.711 45.422
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Table A-1. NPDES fecal coliform WLAs.
Average WLA (G-Org/day)
Design Mid-Range to Low
Flow Maximum Design Flow Conditions |[High and Moist Flow

Permit ID | NPDES Facility Name | (MGD) Flow (MGD) (40-100%) Conditions (0-40%)
LAKE ARISPIE

1L0042625 |[WATER CO STP 0.050 0.125 0.757 1.893

1L0046213 |[EAST PEORIA STP #3 1.200 2.400 18.169 36.338

1L0047384 [SUNDALE HILLS STP 0.275 0.688 4.164 10.417
WASHINGTON

1L0047406 |[ESTATES INC STP 0.200 0.300 3.028 4.542
CAMP MANITOUMI-

1L0053066 [LOW POINT 0.015 0.072 0.227 1.090
Norwood School

1L0053813 |District #63 STP 0.003 0.063 0.038 0.946
LAKE WILDWIND

1L0053864 [MHP-METAMORA 0.050 0.125 0.757 1.893
HPA - Jubilee College

1L0054674 |Historic 0.002 0.005 0.030 0.076
MOUNT ALVERNO

1L0059030 [NOVITIATE-E PEOR 0.009 0.022 0.133 0.333
CEDAR BLUFF

1L0059391 |UTILITIES, INC STP 0.070 0.175 1.060 2.650

1L0060461 |OAK RIDGE SD STP 0.014 0.356 0.218 5.390
BRADFORD PIG

1L0064319 |PALACE 0.000 - 0 0
MEDINA UTILITIES

IL0065072 |INC-EAST STP 0.165 0.330 2.498 4.996
PRAIRIE VIEW

1L0067024 |[NURSING HOME STP 0.020 0.050 0.303 0.757

1L0070548 |[HENRY STP 0.300 0.750 4.542 11.356
TRICO, INC., MILL

1L0071358 |POINT MHP 0.015 0.060 0.227 0.908

1L0075507 |PERU STP #2 1.000 -- 15.141 15.141

ILG551015|MAPLE ACRES MHP 0.026 0.065 0.392 0.981
SUNDALE SEWER

ILG551039|CORP-HIGHLAND 0.053 0.132 0.802 1.999
PEKIN COUNTRY

ILG551081|CLUB 0.010 0.025 0.151 0.379

ILG580008|Cedar Point STP 0.050 0.125 0.757 1.893

ILG580050|Brimfield SD STP 0.140 0.520 2.120 7.873

ILG580099|Dunlap STP 0.095 0.240 1.438 3.634
LAMOILLE, VILLAGE

ILG580127|OF STP 0.063 0.243 0.954 3.679

ILG580130|Dalzell STP 0.110 0.275 1.665 4.164
OHIO, VILLAGE OF

ILG580190|STP 0.077 0.191 1.160 2.892

ILG580226|SPARLAND STP 0.105 0.260 1.590 3.937

ILG580245|WYANET STP 0.250 0.625 3.785 9.463
GERMANTOWN HILLS

ILG580262 |WWTP #2 0.200 0.500 3.028 7.570

ILG582012|EImwood STP 0.370 1.180 5.602 17.866

ILG582022|Hanna City SD STP 0.274 0.685 4.149 10.371
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Table A-2. MS4 fecal coliform WLAs.
Watershed WLA (G-Org/day)
Area (sq High Flows Moist Mid-Range Dry Low
Operator Name Permit ID mile) Conditions Flows Conditions | Flows
Village of Bartonville | IRL400287 5.72 120.79 76.11 40.53 23.57| 14.53
Kickapoo Township | IRL400073 27.43 579.57 365.19 194.45 113.09| 69.74
Limestone Township| IRL400078 9.26 195.73 123.33 65.67 38.19| 23.55
Medina Township IRL400085 27.45 580.07 365.50 194.62 113.19| 69.80
City of Peoria IRL400424 46.41 980.71 617.95 329.03 191.36| 118.01
Village of Morton IRL400392 3.60 76.01 47.89 25.50 14.83 9.15
Cincinnati Township | IRL400683 0.01 0.21 0.13 0.07 0.04 0.03
City of East Peoria IRL400331 20.89 441.39 278.12 148.09 86.13| 53.11
City of North Pekin IRL400403 1.14 24.09 15.18 8.08 4.70 2.90
City of Pekin IRL400423 8.74 184.78 116.43 61.99 36.05| 22.23
Washington
Township IRL400665 38.18 806.74 508.33 270.67 157.42| 97.07
Bellevue ILR400165 1.67 35.28 22.23 11.84 6.88 4.25
Creve Coeur ILR400322 4.48 94.67 59.65 31.76 18.47| 11.39
Marquette Heights ILR400381 1.64 34.69 21.86 11.64 6.77 4.17
Peoria Heights ILR400425 6.83 144.31 90.93 48.42 28.16| 17.36
West Peoria ILR400506 1.29 27.16 17.11 9.11 5.30 3.27
Peoria City
Township ILR400599 2.17 45.80 28.86 15.37 8.94 5.51
ILDOT Roads ILR400493 2.68 57.61 36.30 19.33 11.24 6.93
Tazewell County IRL400271 0.10 2.20 1.39 0.74 0.43 0.27
Peoria County
Roads IRL400267 0.72 15.44 9.73 5.18 3.01 1.86
Table A-3. NPDES manganese WLAs.
WLA (Ibs/day)
Mid-Range to |High and Moist
Average Maximum Low Flow Flow
Design Design Flow |Conditions (40-| Conditions (O-
Permit ID NPDES Facility Name |Flow (MGD) (MGD) 100%) 40%)
1L0001392 NOVEON INC-HENRY 0.947 -- 1.19 1.19
CATERPILLAR INC-
1L0001414 MOSSVILLE 2.48 -- 3.10 3.10
Dynegy Midwest Gen --
1L0001554 Hennepin 218 - 272.89 272.89
AMERICAN
1L0001724 NICKELOID CO-PERU 0.0436 -- 0.05 0.05
CF INDUSTRIES -
1L0001783 PERU 0.003 -- 0.00 0.00
UNITED SUPPLIERS-
1L0002518 HENRY 0.011 -- 0.01 0.01
1L0002631 ISG HENNEPIN INC. 7.246 -- 9.07 9.07
PRINCETON, CITY OF
IL0020575 STP 2.15 6.33 2.69 7.92
1L0021491 Ladd STP 0.365 2.85 0.46 3.57
METAMORA NORTH
1L0021539 STP 0.36 1.44 0.45 1.80
1L0021695 TOLUCA STP 0.3 -- 0.38 0.38
1L0021792 WENONA STP 0.19 0.48 0.24 0.60
1L0022331 GRANVILLE STP 0.289 0.504 0.36 0.63
1L0023159 CHILLICOTHE SD STP 0.8 2 1.00 2.50
1L0023523 DEPUE STP 0.48 0.96 0.60 1.20
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Table A-3. NPDES manganese WLAs.
WLA (Ibs/day)
Mid-Range to |High and Moist
Average Maximum Low Flow Flow
Design Design Flow |Conditions (40-| Conditions (0-
Permit ID NPDES Facility Name |Flow (MGD) (MGD) 100%) 40%)

CATERPILLAR INC.-

1L0024163 PEORIA 0.006 - 0.01 0.01

1L0024791 MALDEN STP 0.05 0.125 0.06 0.16

1L0024996 OGLESBY STP 0.879 1.224 1.10 1.53

1L0025160 TISKILWA STP 0.12 0.6 0.15 0.75

1L0025313 HENNEPIN PWD STP 0.3 0.75 0.38 0.94
PUTNAM COUNTY

1L0026573 JUNIOR HS 0.01 0.025 0.01 0.03
GRANDVIEW MOBILE

1L0026972 HOME PARK 0.025 0.062 0.03 0.08
GERMANTOWN HILLS

1L0028916 STP #1 0.2 0.5 0.25 0.63

1L0029343 Kewanee STP 2 5 2.50 6.26

1L0029378 LACON WWTP 0.32 1.15 0.40 1.44

1L0029424 LASALLE WWTP 3.33 5 4.17 6.26

1LO030660 PERU STP #1 3 4.53 3.76 5.67

1L0031216 Spring Valley STP 1.1 25 1.38 3.13
BUREAU JUNCTION

1L0033120 STP 0.071 0.178 0.09 0.22

1L0035807 LAROSE WTP N/A N/A N/A N/A

1L0039411 WASHBURN STP 0.138 1.13 0.17 1.41

1L0042234 PINEWOOD MHP 0.03 0.05 0.04 0.06
LAKE ARISPIE

1L0042625 WATER CO STP 0.05 0.125 0.06 0.16

IL0051705 Cherry WTP N/A N/A N/A N/A
NEW JERSEY ZINC

1L0052183 COMPANY, INC. N/A N/A N/A N/A
CAMP MANITOUMI-

1L0053066 LOW POINT 0.015 0.072 0.02 0.09
LAKE WILDWIND

1L0053864 MHP-METAMORA 0.05 0.125 0.06 0.16
HPA - Jubilee College

1L0054674 Historic 0.002 0.005 0.00 0.01
MOUNT ALVERNO

1L0059030 NOVITIATE-E PEOR 0.0088 0.022 0.01 0.03
CEDAR BLUFF

1L0059391 UTILITIES, INC STP 0.07 0.175 0.09 0.22

1L0060461 OAK RIDGE SD STP 0.0144 0.356 0.02 0.45

IL0063363 DOVER WTP N/A N/A N/A N/A
BRADFORD PIG

1L0064319 PALACE 0 - 0.00 0.00
CENTRAL
LIMESTONE CO-

1L0065056 MORRIS N/A N/A N/A N/A
MEDINA UTILITIES

1L0065072 INC-EAST STP 0.165 0.33 0.21 0.41

IL0065757 PRINCETON WTP N/A N/A N/A N/A
IL DNR - Jubilee

1L0066486 College State Park 0.14 0.048 0.18 0.06
PRAIRIE VIEW

1L0067024 NURSING HOME STP 0.02 0.05 0.03 0.06

1L0068047 HOPEWELL WTP N/A N/A N/A N/A
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Table A-3. NPDES manganese WLAs.
WLA (Ibs/day)
Mid-Range to |High and Moist
Average Maximum Low Flow Flow
Design Design Flow |Conditions (40-| Conditions (0-
Permit ID NPDES Facility Name |Flow (MGD) (MGD) 100%) 40%)
J&D RENTALS AND
1L0070424 SALES N/A N/A N/A N/A
IL0070548 HENRY STP 0.3 0.75 0.38 0.94
TRICO, INC., MILL
1L0071358 POINT MHP 0.015 0.06 0.02 0.08
1L0073652 SUBLETTE WTP N/A N/A N/A N/A
ILO075507 PERU STP #2 1 -- 1.25 1.25
IL0076848 MARK WTP 0.005 -- 0.01 0.01
ILO077224 METAMORA PWS 0.031 -- 0.04 0.04
CATERPILLAR TRAILS
1L0077321 PWD WTP 0.065 - 0.08 0.08
ILG551015 MAPLE ACRES MHP 0.0259 0.0648 0.03 0.08
ILG580008 Cedar Point STP 0.05 0.125 0.06 0.16
ILG580050 Brimfield SD STP 0.14 0.52 0.18 0.65
ILG580099 Dunlap STP 0.095 0.24 0.12 0.30
LAMOILLE, VILLAGE
ILG580127 OF STP 0.063 0.243 0.08 0.30
ILG580130 Dalzell STP 0.11 0.275 0.14 0.34
OHIO, VILLAGE OF
ILG580190 STP 0.0766 0.191 0.10 0.24
ILG580226 SPARLAND STP 0.105 0.26 0.13 0.33
ILG580245 WYANET STP 0.25 0.625 0.31 0.78
GERMANTOWN HILLS
ILG580262 WWTP #2 0.2 0.5 0.25 0.63
ILG582012 Elmwood STP 0.37 1.18 0.46 1.48
ILG640144 Seatonville WTP 0.005 - 0.01 0.01
ILG640187 MAGNOLIA WTP 0.006 -- 0.01 0.01
SENECA
PETROLEUM-
ILG840039 POWLEY SAND N/A N/A N/A N/A
“—* No information provided
Table A-4. NPDES TDS WLAs.
WLA (tons/day)
Mid-Range to High and Moist
Average Maximum Low Flow Flow
Design Design Flow Conditions Conditions
Permit ID NPDES Facility Name | Flow (MGD) (MGD) (40-100%) (0-40%)
1L0001392 NOVEON INC-HENRY 0.947 -- 1.98 1.98
CATERPILLAR INC-
1L0001414 MOSSVILLE 2.48 -- 5.17 5.17
Dynegy Midwest Gen --
IL0001554 Hennepin 218 -- 454.82 454.82
AMERICAN
1L0001724 NICKELOID CO-PERU 0.0436 - 0.09 0.09
CF INDUSTRIES -
1L0001783 PERU 0.003 - 0.01 0.01
UNITED SUPPLIERS-
1L0002518 HENRY 0.011 - 0.02 0.02
1L0002631 ISG HENNEPIN INC. 7.246 -- 15.12 15.12
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Table A-4. NPDES TDS WLAs.

WLA (tons/day)

Mid-Range to High and Moist
Average Maximum Low Flow Flow
Design Design Flow Conditions Conditions
Permit ID NPDES Facility Name | Flow (MGD) (MGD) (40-100%) (0-40%)

PRINCETON, CITY OF

1L0020575 STP 2.15 6.33 4.49 13.21

1L0021491 Ladd STP 0.365 2.85 0.76 5.95
METAMORA NORTH

1L0021539 STP 0.36 1.44 0.75 3.00

1L0021695 TOLUCA STP 0.3 - 0.63 0.63

1L0021792 WENONA STP 0.19 0.48 0.40 1.00

1L0022331 GRANVILLE STP 0.289 0.504 0.60 1.05
CHILLICOTHE SD

1L0023159 STP 0.8 2 1.67 4.17

1L0023523 DEPUE STP 0.48 0.96 1.00 2.00
CATERPILLAR INC.-

1L0024163 PEORIA 0.006 - 0.01 0.01

1L0024791 MALDEN STP 0.05 0.125 0.10 0.26

1L0024996 OGLESBY STP 0.879 1.224 1.83 2.55

1L0025160 TISKILWA STP 0.12 0.6 0.25 1.25

1L0025313 HENNEPIN PWD STP 0.3 0.75 0.63 1.56
PUTNAM COUNTY

1L0026573 JUNIOR HS 0.01 0.025 0.02 0.05
GRANDVIEW MOBILE

1L0026972 HOME PARK 0.025 0.062 0.05 0.13
GERMANTOWN

1L0028916 HILLS STP #1 0.2 0.5 0.42 1.04

1L0029343 Kewanee STP 2 5 4.17 10.43

1L0029378 LACON WWTP 0.32 1.15 0.67 2.40

1L0029424 LASALLE WWTP 3.33 5 6.95 10.43

1LO030660 PERU STP #1 3 4.53 6.26 9.45

1L0031216 Spring Valley STP 11 25 2.29 5.22
BUREAU JUNCTION

1L0033120 STP 0.071 0.178 0.15 0.37

1L0035807 LAROSE WTP N/A N/A N/A N/A

1L0039411 WASHBURN STP 0.138 1.13 0.29 2.36

1L0042234 PINEWOOD MHP 0.03 0.05 0.06 0.10
LAKE ARISPIE

1L0042625 WATER CO STP 0.05 0.125 0.10 0.26

IL0051705 Cherry WTP N/A N/A N/A N/A
NEW JERSEY ZINC

1L0052183 COMPANY, INC. N/A N/A N/A N/A
CAMP MANITOUMI-

1L0053066 LOW POINT 0.015 0.072 0.03 0.15
LAKE WILDWIND

1L0053864 MHP-METAMORA 0.05 0.125 0.10 0.26
HPA - Jubilee College

1L0054674 Historic 0.002 0.005 0.00 0.01
MOUNT ALVERNO

1L0059030 NOVITIATE-E PEOR 0.0088 0.022 0.02 0.05
CEDAR BLUFF

1L0059391 UTILITIES, INC STP 0.07 0.175 0.15 0.37

1L0060461 OAK RIDGE SD STP 0.0144 0.356 0.03 0.74

1L0063363 DOVER WTP N/A N/A N/A N/A
BRADFORD PIG

1L0064319 PALACE 0 - 0.00 0.00
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Table A-4. NPDES TDS WLAs.

WLA (tons/day)
Mid-Range to High and Moist
Average Maximum Low Flow Flow
Design Design Flow Conditions Conditions
Permit ID NPDES Facility Name | Flow (MGD) (MGD) (40-100%) (0-40%)
CENTRAL
LIMESTONE CO-
1L0065056 MORRIS N/A N/A N/A N/A
MEDINA UTILITIES
1L0065072 INC-EAST STP 0.165 0.33 0.34 0.69
1L0065757 PRINCETON WTP N/A N/A N/A N/A
IL DNR - Jubilee
1L0066486 College State Park 0.14 0.048 0.29 0.10
PRAIRIE VIEW
1L0067024 NURSING HOME STP 0.02 0.05 0.04 0.10
1L0068047 HOPEWELL WTP N/A N/A N/A N/A
J&D RENTALS AND
1L0070424 SALES N/A N/A N/A N/A
1L0070548 HENRY STP 0.3 0.75 0.63 1.56
TRICO, INC., MILL
1L0071358 POINT MHP 0.015 0.06 0.03 0.13
1L0073652 SUBLETTE WTP N/A N/A N/A N/A
1L0075507 PERU STP #2 1 -- 2.09 2.09
1L0076848 MARK WTP 0.005 -- 0.01 0.01
1L0077224 METAMORA PWS 0.031 - 0.06 0.06
CATERPILLAR
1L0077321 TRAILS PWD WTP 0.065 -- 0.14 0.14
ILG551015 MAPLE ACRES MHP 0.0259 0.0648 0.05 0.14
ILG580008 Cedar Point STP 0.05 0.125 0.10 0.26
ILG580050 Brimfield SD STP 0.14 0.52 0.29 1.08
ILG580099 Dunlap STP 0.095 0.24 0.20 0.50
LAMOILLE, VILLAGE
ILG580127 OF STP 0.063 0.243 0.13 0.51
ILG580130 Dalzell STP 0.11 0.275 0.23 0.57
OHIO, VILLAGE OF
ILG580190 STP 0.0766 0.191 0.16 0.40
ILG580226 SPARLAND STP 0.105 0.26 0.22 0.54
1LG580245 WYANET STP 0.25 0.625 0.52 1.30
GERMANTOWN
ILG580262 HILLS WWTP #2 0.2 0.5 0.42 1.04
ILG582012 Elmwood STP 0.37 1.18 0.77 2.46
ILG640144 Seatonville WTP 0.005 - 0.01 0.01
ILG640187 MAGNOLIA WTP 0.006 -- 0.01 0.01
SENECA
PETROLEUM-
ILG840039 POWLEY SAND N/A N/A N/A N/A
“—* No information provided
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Table A-5. NPDES chloride WLAs.
WLA (tons/day)
Mid-Range High and
Average to Low Flow | Moist Flow
Design Maximum Design Flow | Conditions | Conditions
Permit ID NPDES Facility Name Flow (MGD) (MGD) (40-100%) (0-40%)
OAKLANE ACRES
1L0022152 |HOMEOWNERS ASSOC 0.015 0.06 31.30 125.18
CITY OF WASHINGTON
1L0024881 |STP #1 0.6 0.6 1251.81 1251.81
1L0028576 EAST PEORIA STP #1 4.22 8.44 8804.37 17608.75
ILO030007 |MORTON STP #3 0.95 2.38 1982.03 4965.50
1L0042412 |WASHINGTON STP #2 15 3 3129.52 6259.03
1L0047384 SUNDALE HILLS STP 0.275 0.688 573.74 1435.41
WASHINGTON ESTATES
1L0047406 |INC STP 0.2 0.3 417.27 625.90
1L0074632 |V-MIX CONCRETE INC 0.045 - 93.89 93.89
SUNDALE SEWER CORP-
ILG551039 |HIGHLAND 0.053 0.132 110.58 275.40
“—* No information provided
Table A-6. MS4 chloride WLAs.
WLA (Ibs/day)
Watershed . .
Operator Area (sq High Flows Com(i)ilt?(t)ns MIgISVE\‘/rs]ge Con[gmons FII_(()JVV\YS
Name Permit ID mile)
Village of
Morton IRL400392 3.60 228114.10 5194.49 1389.85 512.76 38.84
City of East
Peoria IRL400331 13.52 857538.17 19527.40 5224.81 1927.59 | 146.02
Washington
Township IRL400665 29.78 | 1888654.15 43007.43 11507.20 4245.34 | 321.60
Creve
Coeur ILR400322 0.59 37335.78 850.19 227.48 83.92 6.36
Tazewell
County
Roads IRL400271 0.48 30944.20 704.64 188.54 69.56 5.27
ILDOT
Roads ILR400493 0.06 4051.33 92.25 24.68 9.11 0.69
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Table A-7. NPDES Total phosphorus WLAs.

WLA (Ibs/day)
Mid-Range High and
Maximum to Low Flow Moist Flow
Average Design Design Flow Conditions | Conditions (0-
Permit ID NPDES Facility Name Flow (MGD) (MGD) (40-100%) 40%)
Dynegy Midwest Gen --
1L0001554 | Hennepin 218 -- 90.96 90.96
AMERICAN NICKELOID
1L0001724 | CO-PERU 0.0436 - 0.02 0.02
1L0001783 | CF INDUSTRIES - PERU 0.003 - 0.00 0.00
1L0002631 | ISG HENNEPIN INC. 7.246 - 3.02 3.02
PRINCETON, CITY OF
IL0020575 | STP 2.15 6.33 17.94 52.83
1L0021491 | Ladd STP 0.365 2.85 3.05 23.78
1L0022331 | GRANVILLE STP 0.289 0.504 241 4.21
1L0023523 | DEPUE STP 0.48 0.96 4.01 8.01
1L0024791 | MALDEN STP 0.05 0.125 0.42 1.04
IL0025160 | TISKILWA STP 0.12 0.6 1.00 5.01
1L0025313 | HENNEPIN PWD STP 0.3 0.75 2.50 6.26
1L0029424 | LASALLE WWTP 3.33 5 27.79 41.73
IL0030660 | PERU STP #1 3 4.53 25.04 37.80
1L0031216 | Spring Valley STP 1.1 2.5 9.18 20.86
IL0033120 | BUREAU JUNCTION STP 0.071 0.178 0.59 1.49
LAKE ARISPIE WATER CO
1L0042625 | STP 0.05 0.125 0.42 1.04
IL0051705 | Cherry WTP N/A N/A N/A N/A
NEW JERSEY ZINC
1L0052183 | COMPANY, INC. N/A N/A N/A N/A
1L0063363 | DOVER WTP N/A N/A N/A N/A
CENTRAL LIMESTONE
IL0065056 | CO-MORRIS N/A N/A N/A N/A
ILO065757 | PRINCETON WTP N/A N/A N/A N/A
PRAIRIE VIEW NURSING
1L0067024 | HOME STP 0.02 0.05 0.17 0.42
IL0073652 | SUBLETTE WTP N/A N/A N/A N/A
ILO075507 | PERU STP #2 1 -- 8.35 8.35
1L0076848 | MARK WTP 0.005 - 0.04 0.04
ILG551015 | MAPLE ACRES MHP 0.0259 0.0648 0.22 0.54
ILG580008 | Cedar Point STP 0.05 0.125 0.42 1.04
LAMOILLE, VILLAGE OF
ILG580127 | STP 0.063 0.243 0.53 2.03
ILG580130 | Dalzell STP 0.11 0.275 0.92 2.29
ILG580190 | OHIO, VILLAGE OF STP 0.0766 0.191 0.64 1.59
ILG580245 | WYANET STP 0.25 0.625 2.09 5.22
ILG640144 | Seatonville WTP 0.005 - 0.04 0.04

“—" No information provided
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Table A-8. CSO/SSO pathogen WLAs.

Number Maximum 4 Times
of CSO | permitted | Downstream | per Year
NPDES Regulated | or CSO flow Receiving WLA (G-
Facility Name Permit ID Outfalls SSO (MGD) Water org/day)?
Big Bureau
Bureau Junction STP 1L0033120 1 CSO 13.6 Creek 206
East Peoria STP #1 1L0028576 4 SSO 0 Farm Creek 0
lllinois River
Granville STP 1L0022331 3 Cso 13.6 Main Stem 206
Kickapoo
Kewanee STP 1L0029343 1 SSO 0 Creek 0
b
2 €SO 27.1 lllinois River 410
Lasalle WWTP 1L0029424 SSO 0 Main Stem 0
lllinois River
Metamora North STP 1L0021539 1 SSO 0 Main Stem 0
Oglesby STP 1L0024996 7 CSO NIA Sandy Creek 0
lllinois River
Pekin STP #1 1L0034495 4 Cso 278.3 Main Stem 4,214
lllinois River
Peoria CSOs 1L0037800 16 Cso 42.5 Main Stem 643
lllinois River
Peoria SD STP 1L0021288 1 SSO 0 Main Stem 0
lllinois River
Peru STP #1 1L0030660 22 CSso 986.6 Main Stem 14,938
lllinois River
Spring Valley STP 1L0031216 8 CsO 118.1 Main Stem 1,788
Washington STP #2 1L0042412 4 SSO 0 Farm Creek 0
Wenona STP 1L0021792 1 CSO NIA Sandy Creek 0
a. The CSO will be allowed to discharge the above daily G-org/day only four times during one year.
Table A-9. CSO/SSO TP WLAs.
Number Maximum 4 Times
of CSO | permitted per Year
NPDES Regulated | or CSO flow Downstream WLA
Facility Name | Permit ID Qutfalls SSO (MGD) Receiving Water | (Ibs/day)?®
Granville STP 1L0022331 3 CSO 13.6 Senachwine Lake 113
2° Cso 27.1 226
Lasalle WWTP | 1L0029424 1 SSO 0 Senachwine Lake 0
Peru STP #1 1L0030660 22 CSO 986.6 Senachwine Lake 8234
Spring Valley
STP 1L0031216 8 CsoO 118.1 Senachwine Lake 986

a. The CSO will be alowed to discharge the above daily Ibs/day only four times during one year.
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Table A-10. NPDES Fecal Coliform Exceedance Summary (DMR Data 2005-2010).

Average Exceeded
Exceedance Standard
Design # of Value (cfu/100 or Permit
NPDES ID NPDES Facility Name Flow Exceedances MI) Standard Limit
PRINCETON, CITY OF
IL0020575 STP 2.15 7 1,269 400 | standard
permit
1L0021237 CREVE COEUR WWTP 1.55 6 1,237 400 | limit
permit
1L0021288 PEORIA SD STP 37.00 14 4,171 400 | limit
METAMORA NORTH permit
IL0021539 STP 0.36 10 5,140 400 | limit
permit
IL0021695 TOLUCA STP 0.30 5 6,780 400 | limit
permit
IL0021792 WENONA STP 0.19 4 3,375 400 | limit
OAKLANE ACRES
HOMEOWNERS permit
IL0022152 ASSOC 0.02 37 6,994 400 | limit
permit
1L0023523 DEPUE STP 0.48 1 409 400 | limit
permit
IL0028576 EAST PEORIA STP #1 4.22 16 36,250 400 | limit
permit
1L0029343 Kewanee STP 14 15,495 400 | limit
permit
I1L0029424 LASALLE WWTP 3.33 5 884 400 | limit
permit
ILO030007 MORTON STP #3 0.95 6 827 400 | limit
permit
ILO030660 PERU STP #1 3.00 7 691 400 | limit
permit
IL0031216 Spring Valley STP 1.10 727 400 | limit
IL0037729 PEKIN PAPERBOARD 8 7,330 400 | standard
1L0042234 PINEWOOD MHP 0.03 5 5,100 400 | standard
permit
1L0042412 WASHINGTON STP #2 1.50 10 3,950 400 | limit
permit
1L0046213 EAST PEORIA STP #3 1.20 2 7,000 400 | limit
permit
1LO047384 SUNDALE HILLS STP 0.28 17 5,722 400 | limit
WASHINGTON permit
IL0047406 ESTATES INC STP 0.20 24 5,150 400 | limit
CAMP MANITOUMI- permit
ILO053066 LOW POINT 0.02 7 1,454 400 | limit
IL DNR - Jubilee permit
1L0066486 College State Park 0.14 3 2,703 400 | limit
permit
IL0070548 HENRY STP 0.30 9 2,433 400 | limit
permit
ILO075507 PERU STP #2 1.00 7 987 400 | limit
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Table A-11. Reported CSO/SSO maximum flows
Reported
NPDES ID Facility Name Type | Outfall Description Maéll(;r\lNum
(MGD)
1L0033120 | BUREAU JUNCTION STP | CSO | 0020 | CSO- STP overflow 13.6
SSO-MH30 (SPRINGFIELD 00
IL0028576 | EAST PEORIA STP #1 SSO | 0030 | ROAD) )
IL0028576 | EAST PEORIA STP #1 SSO | 0040 | SSO-WOODLAWN LIFT STATION 0.0
SSO-KERFOOT ST STORAGE 0.0
IL0028576 | EAST PEORIA STP #1 SSO | 0080 | TANK
IL0028576 | EAST PEORIA STP #1 SSO | 0110 | SSO-EAST OAKWOOD AVE 0.0
1L0022331 | GRANVILLE STP CSO | 0020 | CSO-STP OVERFLOW 10.0
1L0022331 | GRANVILLE STP CSO | 0040 | CSO-GRANVILLE INTERCEPTOR 2.4
1L0022331 | GRANVILLE STP CSO | 0050 | CSO-HOPKINS AVENUE 1.2
IL0029343 | Kewanee STP SSO | 003 -- 0.0
1L0029424 | LASALLE WWTP CSO | 0030 | CSO-CREVE COEUR STREET 17
1L0029424 | LASALLE WWTP CSO | 0061 | CSO-UNION STREET (006A) 10
1L0029424 | LASALLE WWTP SSO | 002 -- 0.0
IL0021539 | Metamora North STP SSO A0l -- 0.0
CS0-400 FT EAST JORDAN & Not
IL0024996 | OGLESBY STP CSO | 0020 ALICE Reported
CS0-600 FT NE CLARK & Not
IL0024996 | OGLESBY STP CSO | 0030 SCHOOL Reported
CS0-400 FT JONES&I.C. R Nortt q
IL0024996 | OGLESBY STP CSO | 0050 | RAILROAD eporte
CS0-400 FT NW Not
IL0024996 | OGLESBY STP CSO | A010 | FLORENCE&SPRING Reported
CS0-400 FT NE Not
IL0024996 | OGLESBY STP CSO | BO10 | FLORENCE&SPRING Reported
CSO-TREATMENT PLANT R eNgrtted
IL0024996 | OGLESBY STP c C010 | BYPASS P
CSO-SECONDARY TREATMENT | Not q
IL0024996 | OGLESBY STP C D010 | BYPASS eporte
CSO-STATE STREET LIFT 732
IL0034495 | PEKIN STP #1 CSO | 0030 | STATION )
CSO-CAROLINE STREET 44.0
IL0034495 | PEKIN STP #1 CSO | 0040 | OVERFLOW :
CSO-COURT STREET 66.4
1L0034495 | PEKIN STP #1 CSO | 0050 | OVERFLOW
CSO-FAYETTE STREET 04.7
1L0034495 | PEKIN STP #1 CSO | 0060 | OVERFLOW )
Not
IL0037800 | PEORIA CSOS CSO | 0010 | CSO GREEN STREET Reported
Not
IL0037800 | PEORIA CSOS CSO | 0030 | CSO SPRING STREET Reported
Not
IL0037800 | PEORIA CSOS CSO | 0080 | CSO HAMILTON STREET Reported
Not
IL0037800 | PEORIA CSOS CSO | 0090 | CSO FULTON STREET Reported
Not
IL0037800 | PEORIA CSOS CSO | 0100 | CSO LIBERTY STREET Reported
Not
IL0037800 | PEORIA CSOS CSO | 0110 | CSO HARRISON STREET Reported
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Table A-11. Reported CSO/SSO maximum flows
Reported
NPDES ID Facility Name Type | Outfall Description Maéllg\:vum
(MGD)
Not
IL0037800 | PEORIA CSOS CSO | 0130 CSO WALNUT STREET Reported
Not
IL0037800 | PEORIA CSOS CSO | 0140 CSO STATE STREET Reported
Not
IL0037800 | PEORIA CSOS CSO | 0160 CSO CEDAR STREET Reported
Not
IL0037800 | PEORIA CSOS CsSO | 0170 CSO SOUTH STREET Reported
Not
IL0037800 | PEORIA CSOS CSO | 0180 CSO SANGER STREET Reported
Not
IL0O037800 | PEORIA CSOS CsSO | 0190 CSO DARST STREET Reported
Not
IL0037800 | PEORIA CSOS CSO | 0200 CSO MAIN STREET Reported
Not
IL0037800 | PEORIA CSOS CSO | A060 CSO OLD EATON STREET Reported
Not
ILO037800 | PEORIA CSOS CSO | A070 CSO FAYETTE STREET Reported
Not
IL0037800 | PEORIA CSOS CSO | B060 CSO NEW EATON STREET Reported
IL0O037800 | PEORIA CSOS CSO | All All combined sewer overflows 42.5
. 002- Emergency High Level 0.0
1L0021288 | Peoria SD STP SSO | 002 Bypass
IL0030660 | PERU STP #1 CSO | 0030 CSO FRUIT ST (IR-1) 37.6
IL0030660 | PERU STP #1 CSO | 0040 CSO CHURCH ST(IR-2) 335
IL0030660 | PERU STP #1 CSO | 0050 CSO GREEN ST (IR-3) 42.2
IL0030660 | PERU STP #1 CSO | 0060 CSO PIKE ST (IR-5) 53.2
IL0030660 | PERU STP #1 CSO | 0070 CSO S. PEORIA ST (IR-6A) 43.0
IL0030660 | PERU STP #1 CSO | 0080 CSO PUTNAM ST (IR-7A) 75.0
IL0030660 | PERU STP #1 CSO | 0090 CSO GRANT ST (IR-8A) 63.7
IL0030660 | PERU STP #1 CsSO | 0100 CSO STATE ROUTE 251 (IR-9A) 67.2
IL0030660 | PERU STP #1 CsSO | 0110 CSO BUFFALO ST (IMC-1) 55.8
IL0030660 | PERU STP #1 CSO | 0120 CSO CALHOUN ST (IR-4) 14.2
IL0030660 | PERU STP #1 CSO | 0130 CSO STATE ROUTE 251 (IR-9) 190.9
IL0030660 | PERU STP #1 CSO | 0140 CSO FARM ST (IR-10) 45.3
IL0030660 | PERU STP #1 CSO | 0150 CSO 6TH ST (WR-4A) 72.4
IL0030660 | PERU STP #1 CSO | 0160 CSO EAST 9TH ST (ER-2A) 1.2
IL0030660 | PERU STP #1 CsSO | 0170 CSO 9TH ST (ER-C5) 1.2
IL0O030660 | PERU STP #1 CSO | 0180 CSO EAST 9TH ST (ER-2A) 2.6
IL0030660 | PERU STP #1 CSO | 0190 CSO BRUNNER ST (WR-6) 42.3
IL0030660 | PERU STP #1 CSO | 0200 CSO 6TH ST (WR-4) 35.1
IL0030660 | PERU STP #1 CSO | 0210 CSO 6TH ST (ER-4) 37.3
IL0O030660 | PERU STP #1 CSO | 0220 CSO 12TH ST (WR-3) 23.3
IL0030660 | PERU STP #1 CSO | 0230 CSO NO PEORIA ST (WR-1) 47.1
CSO WESTCLOX AVENUE (ER- 25
IL0030660 | PERU STP #1 CSO | 0240 1A)
IL0031216 | SPRING VALLEY STP CSO | 0020 CSO-OAKDALE AVENUE 21.9
IL0031216 | SPRING VALLEY STP CSO | 0030 CSO-TERRY STREET 21.9
IL0031216 | SPRING VALLEY STP CSO | 0040 CSO-PLANT INLET STRUCTURE 9.1
IL0031216 | SPRING VALLEY STP CSO | 0050 CSO-ILLINOIS STREET 5.8
IL0031216 | SPRING VALLEY STP CSO | 0060 CSO-CAROLINE STREET 21.9
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Table A-11. Reported CSO/SSO maximum flows
Reported
NPDES ID Facility Name Type | Outfall Description Maéllg\:vum
(MGD)
IL0031216 | SPRING VALLEY STP CSO | 0080 CSO-CLEVELAND STREET 21.9
IL0031216 | SPRING VALLEY STP CSO 0100 CSO-THIRD STREET 13.0
IL0031216 | SPRING VALLEY STP CSO | 0110 CSO-POWER STREET 2.6
1L0042412 | WASHINGTON STP #2 SSO | 002 -- 0.0
1L0042412 | WASHINGTON STP #2 SSO | 003 -- 0.0
1L0042412 | WASHINGTON STP #2 SSO | 004 - 0.0
1L0042412 | WASHINGTON STP #2 SSO | 005 -- 0.0
CSO-Emergency Lift Station Not
1L0021792 | WENONA STP CSO | 0030 Outfall Reported
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Appendix B Stage Three Responsiveness Summary

This responsiveness summary responds to substantive questions and comments on the Middle Illinois
Wiatershed Total Maximum Daily Load received during the public comment period from August 16, 2011
through February 16, 2012. The summary includes questions and comments from the August 16, 2011
public meeting as discussed below.

What are a TMDL and LRS?

A Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) is the sum of the allowable amount of a pollutant that a water
body can receive from al contributing sources and still meet water quality standards or designated uses.
Each contributing source of the pollutant will be assigned an amount of pollutant which it cannot exceed
if the TMDL isto be met. Thisamount iscalled an “allocation.” A TMDL is developed for each water
that isimpaired by pollutants that have numeric water quality standards. Some pollutants do not have
numeric standards. Target criteriawill be used to develop Load Reduction Strategies (LRSs) for these
pollutants to address the impacts of nonpoint source |oads.

ThisTMDL/LRS isfor the Middle Illinois River watershed. The report details the watershed
characteristics, impairments, sources, |oad and wastel oad allocations, and reductions for each impaired
segment in the watershed. The Illinois EPA implements the TMDL program in accordance with Section
303(d) of the Federal Clean Water Act and regulations thereunder.

Background

The project area begins on the lllinois River near Hennepin, where the river moves towards the south and
continues past Peoria, ending in Pekin. The watershed covers nearly 2,100 square miles and includes land
within the Bureau, Putnam, LaSalle, Marshall, Woodford, Peoria and Tazewell Counties. Major
tributaries along this stretch of the Illinois River include Big Bureau Creek, Senachwine Creek, Crow
Creek East, Sandy Creek, Farm Creek and Kickapoo Creek. The mainstem segments of the Illinois River
that are impaired for primary contact designated use due to fecal coliform bacteria are D-05, D-09, D-16,
and D-30. Kickapoo Creek (DL-01) and Big Bureau Creek (DQ-01 and DQD-01) are also impaired due
to fecal coliform. There are two backwater lakes that are impaired for aguatic life use and aesthetic
quality use due to phosphorus, siltation/sedimentation and total suspended solids.

The Clean Water Act and USEPA regulations require that states develop TMDLs for waters that do not
meet water quality standards and have been placed on the Section 303(d) List. |EPA has developed
TMDL dlocations for parameters with numeric water quality standards such as fecal coliformin streams
and phosphorusin lakes. Load Reduction Strategies (LRSs) have been developed for other parameters,
such astotal suspended solids, that do not have a numeric standard.

Public Meetings

On September 2, 2010 public meetings were held at the Peoria Public Library at 2 p.m. and Princeton
City Hall at 6 p.m. The purpose of the meetings was to provide the public with an opportunity to
comment on the August 2, 2010 Illinois River Watershed Characterization & Source Assessment Report
(Stage 1),_and to provide additional datato further inform the TMDL process. Public meetings were also
held August 16, 2011 at 1:30 p.m. in Peoriaand 6 p.m. in Princeton to provide the public with the
opportunity to comment on the Draft Illinois River Total Maximum Daily Load Report (Stage 3).
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The lllinois EPA provided public notices for all meetings by placing adisplay ad in the local newspaper
in the watershed; The Journal Star. The public notice gave the date, time, location, and purpose of the
meetings. It also provided references to obtain additional information about this specific site, the TMDL
Program, and other related issues. Individuals and organizations were also sent the public notice by first
class mail. Tri-County Regional Planning Committee sent out notices and information to everyone on
their mailing list. The draft TMDL Report was available for review on the Agency’ s web page at
http://www.epa.state.il.us/water/tmdl . Approximately 25 people attended the first meeting and 15
attended the second meeting for the Stage 1 meeting. 40 people attended the first meeting and 20
attended the second meeting for the Stage 3 meeting.

Comments
Bacteria

Comment: IsFarm Creek not impaired for fecal coliform? Does Farm Creek have an exemption from
primary contact use? Our group questions the “exempted” status listed on page 172 for Farm Creek, as
the Farmdale Dam U.S. Army Corps of Engineers recreation area at the edge of East Peoria has several
public use trails that directly cross the creek. Mountain bicyclists, hikers, people walking dogs, regularly
are in contact with Farm Creek when using this popular recreation area. We hope measures can be taken
to address the pollution impacts and problems from the Farm Creek drainage. (Heart of Illinois Serra
Club)

Response: Farm Creek has elevated fecal coliform bacteria but the segment is not assessed for primary
contact recreation designated use. Morton STP #3 included Farm Creek (downstream of their facility)
and the lllinois River inits die-off equations for the chlorination exemption application. The other
facilities on Farm Creek also had exemptions for their facilities at their outfalls to 100 feet downstream-
Sundale Hills, Washington Estates, Washington STP#1, Washington STP #2 and Sundale Sewer.

Through the assessment process, the entire stream segment was not assessed for primary contact
designated use because of these exemptions. 1llinois EPA is evaluating exemptions statewide and through
this process, some facilities had year-round exemptions revoked and were granted seasonal exemptions:
Sundale Hills, Morton STP #3, Washington #2, and Washington STP #3. Seasonal exemptions apply May
through October.

Washington Estates had a monitoring requirement put in their permit, and Washington STP #1 was
regranted the exemption based on new data and other information provided for the reapplication process.
Farm Creek was removed as an ambient stream that receives regular monitoring in 2007. It nowison
the Intensive Basin Survey lists and monitoring takes place approximately every five years and does not
include fecal coliform sampling or primary contact analysis.

Comment: Was wildlife considered as a potential source of fecal coliform during the devel opment of the
TMDL?

Response: It isa potential source for all locations where there iswildlife. There are practices that can be
put in place to minimize the effect of wildlife on water. For example, there are shoreline areas that can be
naturalized with vegetation that deter animals such as waterfowl from occupying those areas.

Comment: Isit possible to conduct a seasonal assessment of the bacteria contribution made by
waterfowl ?

Response: Detailed bacterial source tracking is not within the scope of the TMDL. The sources identified
in any particular water sample using microbial source tracking are highly dependent on when and where
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individual samples are collected, and is not a replacement for the TMDL study process. Researchis
ongoing to improve the accuracy and utility of microbial source tracking techniques.

Comment: Thereisagraph on Page 49 that plots the correlation between livestock and fecal coliform.
The correlation is very weak and does not provide enough confidence that the correlation should even be
used in the draft report. (lllinois Farm Bureau) The correlation between the number of cattlein the area
and the fecal coliform on Page 146 is 0.0555 which is not sufficiently strong to raise that correlation.
This should be deleted. (Illinois Farm Bureau, Bureau County FB)

Response:  This graphic has been removed. Text on page 49 has been modified to state: No strong
correlation between animal unit density and fecal coliform counts by water shed was found. Text on page
146 has been modified to state: No strong correlation between the estimated number of cattle within each
watershed and the monitored fecal coliform data was found (see Section 2.1.2). Text on page 195 citing
the correlation was removed.

Comment: Isthe 60 milligram bacteria value awater quality target or awater quality standard?

Response: The water quality standard for fecal coliformis a geometric mean of 200 cfu/100ml in at |least
5 samples takenin a 30 day period. The instantaneous standard of 400 cfu/100ml, cannot be exceeded in
more than 10% of samples.

Comment: GPSD has six permitted outfalls. Outfall 004 isto Kickapoo Creek approximately 100 yards
upstream of its confluence with the Illinois River. Asindicated in the Stage 3 draft report, there have
been no discharges from this outfall in the past four years. Additionally, Outfall 004 islocated
approximately 1.5 miles downstream of the IEPA sample location. With no dischargesto Kickapoo
Creek, GPSD requests that any reference to GPSD as a pollutant source to Kickapoo Creek be deleted.
(Greater Peoria Sanitary District)

Response:  Information regarding Outfall 004 has been updated throughout the document to indicate that
Outlet 004 is below the Kickapoo Creek sampling station and therefore not a pollutant source to
Kickapoo Creek.

Comment: Table8-2 listsal GPSD outfalls as NPDES dischargesto Kickapoo Creek. On Outfall 004
discharges to Kickapoo Creek, GPSD requests all other outfalls be deleted from thistable. Also, inthis
table, Wilder Waite Elementary School (1L0023809) is no longer an NPDES discharger. GPSD
connected this facility to a public sewer in 2005. (Greater Peoria Sanitary District)

Response:  Information regarding Outfall 004 has been updated throughout the document to indicate that
Outlet 004 is below the Kickapoo Creek sampling station and therefore not a pollutant source to
Kickapoo Creek. 1L0023809 has been removed from Table 8-2.

Comment: Section 8.2.1 on Page 195 discusses elevated fecal coliform levelsin Kickapoo Creek. The
last sentence in the first paragraph states. “ ... in addition there are two NPDES per mitted facilities with
documented fecal coliform bacteria violations within the last two years: Jubilee College Sate Park and
Peoria SD sewage treatment plant.” GPSD does not discharge to Kickapoo Creek. Pleas delete any
reference to GPSD permit violations or discharges contributing to elevated fecal coliform levelsin
Kickapoo Creek. (Greater Peoria Sanitary District)

Response:  Information regarding Outfall 004 has been updated throughout the document to indicate that

Outlet 004 is below the Kickapoo Creek sampling station and therefore not a pollutant source to
Kickapoo Creek.
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Comment: Are there multiple sampling points along Kickapoo Creek? If thereis just one sampling point
along Kickapoo Creek, isthere any datathat indicate whether bacteria comes from urban sources or rura
sources? GPSD conducted monthly water quality monitoring at 8 locations along the length of Kickapoo
Creek, including fecd coliform, solids and nutrient data. The data collected indicate elevated levels of
fecal coliform bacteriawell upstream of the GPSD service area. If interested, we would be willing to
share thisinformation with IEPA. (Greater Peoria Sanitary District)

Response: 1llinois EPA has one ambient station on Kickapoo Creek that monitorsfor bacteria. Data
collected by GPSD were not available to I1linois EPA when we solicited data in the Stage 1 process of the
TMDL and was therefore not used in the report.

Comment: There are also some pollutant contributions from failing septic systems. (Lee County Farm
Bureau, Bureau County Farm Bureau)

Response:  County health departments regul ate septic systems and may have any information on failing
ones. There are systemsthat are not reported asfailing or are discharging illegally to waters, soitis
very difficult to account for these. For fecal coliform TMDLSs, we include an estimate of the failing septic
systems in the water shed based on US statistics and census information. There will be implementation
actionsin thefinal report. These actions will include educating the public on how they can maintain
properly working systems.

Comment: Peoria bacteria sources in the second paragraph on Page 31 should include Farm Creek and
Kickapoo Creek which also enter the main stem in the urbanized area of Peoria. (City of Peoria)

Response: On page 130, the tributaries are specifically mentioned in the report.

Comment: Will local agencies, such as county health departments, be able to work with IEPA during
implementation planning to address existing problems/concerns?

Response: Yes. Illinois EPA welcomes participation by all interested local stakeholders.

Comment: A sewage lift plant in Sparland is apparently out of compliance. Will IEPA enforce the
NPDES regulations that pertain to this? (meeting)

Response: A violation notice was issued to the Village of Sparland on May 18, 2004 (W-2004-00277).
From an investigation conducted by the lllinois EPA on April 15, 2004, it was deter mined the Village
allowed raw sewage to discharge fromtheir sanitary sewer systemand it is deposited on land in a
manner that causes or threatened to cause water pollution in waters of the Sate. A written response or a
Compliance Commitment Agreement (CCA) was mandated. In response, the Village of Sparland
replaced a defective pump with a new pump. They are currently working to get a loar/ grant to help the
Village update their system. Illinois EPA rejected the CCA and it was considered for referral to the
Office of the Attorney General, the Sate’ s Attorney and USEPA for enforcement action. The Village does
not have the funding for system improvements and was supposed to be in the process of raising sewer
rates. Because there was never a raisein the sewage fee, the Agency decided to go forward with
enforcement action in June of 2012.
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Peoria’'s CSOs and LTCP

Comment: |sthe maximum flow rate CSO for City of Peoriain Table 2-2 from the CSO monitoring
study? Because the CSO discharges from Peoria are high rate for a short period of time, avaluein MGD
may not be very useful. |Isthis meant to be MGY ? The values seem awfully high where they are listed,
for instance Peru STP. A value of MGY (or MG/event) may prove to be more useful. (City of Peoria)

Response:  The City did not provide the requested CSO information and ther efore Peoria CSOs were not
given flow ratesin the draft TMDL. The values have been updated to represent flow provided by the City
of Peoria during the public comment process. A Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) requires a daily
load and the values are intended to be MGD. Values were cal culated using maximum reported discharges
and these were applied to daily events.

Comment: The event occurrence for Peoria for 2010 in Table 2-3 appears to be abnormally high. 1tis2 -
3 times greater than previous years reporting and the CSO Long Term Control Plan (LTCP) modeled

results for Sanger, South, Cedar, Fayette, Eaton, and Spring Street outfalls. Thisillustrates the difference
in using CSO flows from any given year compared to modeled long term flow estimates. (City of Peoria)

Response: This data was taken from the DMR that is provided by the City of Peoria.

Comment: Eaton and Fayette seem to show no fecal coliform concentrationin Table 4-7. These are
listed as excess flow facilities. Arethey being double counted as CSOs and excess flow facilities? What
was the source of datato create thistable? What were the years applicable to the data? (City of Peoria)

Response: Outfalls 006 and 007 do not have an average fecal coliform count because they do not have
limits for fecal coliformin their permit and therefore do not provide data.

Comment: There does not appear to be awaste load all ocation for Peoria CSOsin Table A-1. The City's
comments regarding coordination between the LTCP and the TMDL are provided in the section below.
(City of Peoria) Would it be more accurate to present the maximum permitted flow in Table A-8 as

M G/event rather than MGD because some events last afew hours and otherslast several days? Thistable
seems to assume that a CSO would only occur in one 24-hour period. (City of Peoria)

Response: The City did not provide the data needed for inclusion in the draft TMDL. Data recently
provided by the City have been used to calculate a CSO wasteload allocation in the final TMDL. The
TMDL must give daily loads in the allocations.

Comment: The draft report does not contain location specific estimates for Peoria' s Combined Sewer
Overflows (CSOs). We have summarized the CSO characteristics for Peoria and attached those datato
these comments. The City of Peoriais currently in the process of developingaCSO LTCP and is
working with Illinois EPA and U.S. EPA to choose the appropriate level of control to be achieved by the
LTCP. Because that process has not been completed, the volume and character of any remaining CSO
flowsis not known. The City has proposed alevel of control, but that has not yet been accepted by the
agencies. In addition, it should be noted that the level of control specified inthe final LTCP will not be
achieved until the specified activities have been fully implemented. Such implementation could take 15-
20 years or longer, during which time the City CSO discharges likely will occur with greater frequency
and at different pollutant concentrations than will ultimately be achieved at the end of the LTCP
implementation period. The draft report should account for the gradual improvements that will occur
during the LTCP implementation period and any CSO permit issued to the City of Peoria should
authorize discharges in accordance with an approved LTCP.
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During the 2007 monitoring effort the City consistently observed upstream concentrations of
bacteriawell in excess of in-stream standards. The range of fecal coliform concentrations was 10
cfu/100ml to >60,000 cfu/100ml. This suggests significant impairment upstream of Peoria. When these
concentrations are applied to the flowsin the lllinois River at the time of sampling, the calculated
bacterial loads ranged from 2.7E+14 to 2.7E+15. These results are detailed in the draft LTCP (Appendix
1). Thecitizen’s committee formed for the LTCP expressed concern that Peoriawould be required to
expend significant sums of money to abate CSO while the upstream loads would continue and the
impairment of the Illinois River go unchanged. The City strongly desires that the TMDL study will result
in recommendations that will create sufficient upstream improvements so that CSO abatement
improvements are noticeable.

It appears that CSOs in Peoria (along with all other CSO locations) are assumed to be abated to 4
overflows. During the recent public meeting on the draft report, inquiry was made as to what event or
condition the 4 overflows apply. The City was told the 4 overflows are related to “worst case” conditions.
It is unclear what this means. The City understands that federal CSO policy establishes 4 untreated
overflows per typical year as along term average and, as such, isthe minimum level of control under the
presumptive basis of compliance. In this sense 4 untreated overflows is the maximum frequency alowed
under federal policy, atype of “worst case”. Isthisthe intent of “worst case” alluded to in the meeting?
If so, use of the long term model would be the appropriate basis for estimating CSO flows and loads
because the long term model reflects along term profile of CSO characteristics. The model reflects what
federal LTCP methodol ogy defines as the typical year; the typical year is the basis from which CSO
control options are evaluated.

IEPA should be aware that the federa presumptive level of control of 4 untreated CSOs per
typical year may not be the level of control selected and ultimately included in the approved LTCP
adopted for the City's CSOs. The TMDL should include sufficient flexibility to allow the City to
discharge from its CSO outfalls in accordance with the approved L TCP, whatever level of control is
chosen. It should also be noted that the level of control likely will reflect the number of overflows that
will occur during atypical year. For Peoria, thetypical year approved by the agencies was 1949.
Selection of atypical year level of control, however, will not establish a maximum frequency of annual
CSO discharges that can occur—the frequency of CSO discharges will necessarily vary in accordance
with the intensity and volume of rainfall in a given year and may frequently exceed the typical year
frequency established in the approved LTCP. Asaresult, the TMDL should not assume that 4 overflows
per year (or any other frequency chosen in the City’s LTCP) represent the CSO volume that the City will
be allowed to discharge. The TMDL should recognize that the typical year frequency will be exceeded
and any NPDES permit implementing the TMDL should not be construed to establish a maximum CSO
discharge frequency at the typical year level.

Alternatively, the TMDL report may suggest that the “worst case” reference reflects Illinois River
flows asthe TMDL method seems to be based upon in-stream flows at the 90+ percentile high flow
conditions. In-stream flow conditions are determined by several factors unrelated to local Peoria
conditions and are largely irrelevant in the federal guidelines that define how any LTCP assessment
should be performed. Therefore, it isimportant that the TMDL and the LTCP are developed in ways
which allow for the two studiesto be co-related in order for TMDL requirements to be relevant for CSO
control assessments.

Because IEPA has stated that the TMDL is based upon worst case conditions, the City has also
provided aload alocation assessment based upon the wettest year in the period of record for the Peoria
area. Thisyear, 1990, shows the highest precipitation and resulting run-off. Therefore, the loadings for
this year, when combined with controls ultimately negotiated with IEPA and USEPA, will define worst
case loadings that are appropriate to usein the TMDL. Again, please keep in mind that the reductionsin
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CSO volume and frequency will only occur over time and that the level of control specified inthe LTCP
likely will not be achieved until full implementation after 15-20 years or more.

Response:  The TMDL accountsfor all point sourcesin the watershed. Any reductionswill be identified
in the final report. CSOs have NPDES permits and are required to develop and implement a Long-Term
Control Plan (LTCP) that includes attainment of water quality standards. The TMDL will not alter the
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System requirement, and that process will continue. The TMDL
will include information on these LTCPs for citiesin this watershed, and there will be an exchange of
information to ensure consistency and synergy between NPDES and TMDL actions and
recommendations.

Comment: GPSD’s design flows are 37 MGD DAF and 60 MGD DMF through full treatment. The
GPSD NPDES Permit (1L0021288) aso alows an additional 94MGD during excess flow events for a
total flow of 154 MGD (Outfall A0L). GPSD requeststhis higher flow value (154 MGD) be considered
inany TMDL development. (Greater Peoria Sanitary District)

Response:  Section 4.5.2 explains that both the average and maximum design flows are used to determine
the WLAs. Loadings associated with excess flows are allowed as long as they are in compliance with all
permit requirements. Excess flows are required to meet both the geometric mean of 200 cfu/100ml in at
least 5 samplestaken in a 30 day period and the instantaneous standard of 400 cfu/100ml which cannot
be exceeded in more than 10% of samples.

Comment: GPSD requests that the second sentence in the last paragraph on Page 101, “Local point
sources of phosphorus may include the Peoria SD STP, though the facility does not currently report total
phosphor us effluent concentrationsin it DMR reports.” be deleted. The Peoria SD STPislocated
approximately 6 miles downstream of the Peoria Intake sample location. The Peoria SD STP cannot be a
source of phosphorus at thislocation. Additionally GPSD has been reporting total phosphorus
concentrationsin its DMR since September 2010. (Greater Peoria Sanitary District)

Response: We will make correctionsin the final document.
Conservation Tillage/Landuse

Comment: Compare the old soil conservation numbers done by earlier Transect Surveys by the local Soil
and Water Conservation District and the 2011 Soil Transect Survey. Each county has more than 500 data
points that are entered into the Transect Survey for the county to determine how agriculture is doing with
those positive practices. The same data points are reviewed about every three years by driving a specific
route through the county to check to seeif specific fields have conservation tillage practices. (Lee County
Farm Bureau, Illinois Farm Bureau) More than 90 % of the fieldsin Illinois have a soil loss that isless
than “T”, the tolerable soil loss. (Lee County Farm Bureau, 11linois Farm Bureau, Bureau County Farm
Bureau)

Response:  According to the 2006 USDA Transect Surveys, around 85 percent of the acresin Illinois
were at or below T or tolerable soil loss levels

(http://www.agr.state.il.us/Environment/L andWater/Transect%20Survey2000.html). That still leaves 3
million acres that exceed the tolerable soil losslevels. The state' s goal isto bring as much land as
possible below the tolerance level because that means soil is being replenished asrapidly asit is being
lost. Thetolerablelevel varies according to the soil type, but it generally falls between 3 and 5 tons of
eroded soil per acre annually. Specifically for the countiesin the TMDL water shed, 94-99 percent of all
the acreswere at or below T levels. Although T levels are better in this area of the state, there are still
improvements that could be made.
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Comment: The statement “Thetrend islikely related to land use practices such astilling fields and
exposing soil to spring rains.” isincorrect and should be deleted from Page 36. (I1linois Farm Bureau,
Bureau County FB)

Response: Because agricultural landuse in the Middle Illinois River watershed is approximately 70
percent, relating erosion from agricultural use would seem applicable. According to USDA documents, it
can be reasonabl e to expect tilling fields and exposing bare soil to spring rain is a source of erosion
absent any more precise information on conservation practices and prevention practicesin the
watershed. We look forward to working with the farming community to fine tune our implementation
planning to focus on areas in need of additional help with these issues.

Comment: The discussion of tile drainage on Page 20 isincorrect. The draft report needsto reflect a
better understanding of drainage and how it works. (lllinois Farm Bureau, Bureau County FB) What is
meant by tile management in the first sentence of the first paragraph on Page 2517 (Illinois Farm Bureau,
Bureau County FB)

Response: The report discussestile drains and that seemsto berelevant sinceit isatile drained
watershed. Tile management is referring to drainage water management. It isthe practice of using a
water control structureinamain or lateral drain to vary the depth of the draining outlet.

Comment: Agriculture supports voluntary, incentive-based programs that have a strong educational
component. Agriculture has and will continue to work with Soil and Water Conservation Districts and
others at thelocal level to educate farmers about BMPs. The challenge is that the programs of the United
States Department of Agriculture, Soil and Water Conservation Districts, the Illinois Department of
Agriculture, and the lllinois Department of Natural Resources have had neither sufficient funding for
these positive programs nor enough staff needed to implement them. (lllinois Farm Bureau, Lee County
Farm Bureau, Bureau County Farm Bureau)

Response: Thank you for your comment and we concur that fully staffing these programs would benefit
thelllinois River.

Comment: This second paragraph on Page 45 isincorrect and the entire paragraph should be deleted. It
ignores the increase in conservation tillage that farmers have made. Soil loss for the watershed is less
than the tolerable soil loss according to the IDOA and SWCD Transect Survey. The draft report needs to
reflect abetter understanding of modern agricultural practices. An example of alack of understanding of
modern agriculture is the phrase that "tractors pulverize the soil”. (Illinois Farm Bureau, Bureau County
FB)

Response: This paragraph, taken from Walker, 1984, has been eliminated. The previous paragraph has
been modified as follows: Sheet and rill erosion occurs more frequently in areas that lack or have sparse
vegetation, such as cropland during certain parts of the year and construction sites.

Comment: There are many incorrect statements in the last paragraph on Page 198. Due to conservation
tillage, fields are not bare in the spring since they have crop residue on the surface. (Illinois Farm Bureau,
Bureau County FB)

Response:  Conventional tilling ranges from 2-48% for the countiesin thiswatershed. Counties such as
Marshall (29%6), Bureau (4%), Peoria (6%) and Putnam (7%) have much more conservation tillage
compared to Tazewell (21%) and Woodford (48%). There are till improvements that could be madein
the watershed.
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Comment: The paragraph on Page 86 regarding the total suspended solids in the system raises alot of
guestions. The draft report states that high spring loads may be due to planting in the spring; however,
agriculture continues to increase the use of conservation tillage practices. Did the IEPA consider that
spring rains may be the main factor that should be correlated to total suspended solids? (Illinois Farm
Bureau, Bureau County FB) In the second paragraph on Page 89, the draft report should take into
consideration the spring rainfall. Agriculture has increased the use of conservation tillage thereby
decreasing sheet and rill erosion. This should be acknowledged. Stating that agriculture “may contribute
to total suspended solids’ is an unfair statement not backed by data. (Illinois Farm Bureau, Bureau
County FB)

Response: Rainfall isnot considered a source of the elevated levels of total suspended solids. Rainfall
does not contain the suspended solids until after it becomes surface runoff and carries eroded particles of
sail init. While much of the land has conservation tillage, surface runoff gtill existsin these areas as
well, just at a lower level than conventional tillage. In order to make improvements in agricultural areas
in the water shed, more information would make this attainable. GISmap coverages that have land
enrolled in conservation services/programs or land practicing conservation tillage would be useful. This
could help identify areas where future potential exists. Illinois EPA does not have any coverages with
this information.

Comment: What is the source of the datafor Table 1-8, “Percent composition of Hydrologic Soil Groups
per watershed” and Table 1-9, “Percent of highly erodible versus not highly erodible soils per
watershed”? (lllinois Farm Bureau, Bureau County FB)

Response:  The source has been added as a note to Table 1-8 and 1-9. The source of the data is:
Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS). 2007. Soil Survey Geographic (SSURGO) Database.
http://soil s.usda.gov/survey/geography/ssurgo/.

Comment: Soil erosion for agriculture is down by 40 % since 1982 and yet total phosphorusisup. Why
isthetotal phosphorus number higher? (Lee County Farm, Bureau County Farm Bureau)

Response: Documentation that cites a 40 percent decrease in soil erosion for agriculture has not been
provided, and therefore no comment can be made on this statement.

Comment: The lllinois State Water Survey has stated in several reports that 40 % to 60 % of the sediment
load in streams comes from streambanks. The draft report refers to the ISWS and yet throughout,
statements about streambank erosion are forgotten and not even mentioned as an issue. This paintsan
incorrect picture of the watershed. Streambanks could be a source of phosphorus, but it is extremely
expensive to fix. (Lee County Farm Bureau, Illinois Farm Bureau, Bureau County Farm Bureau)

Response: A discussion on streambank stabilization techniques will be in the TMDL implementation plan
for thewatershed. There are alot of channelized tile drained streams in this watershed that can increase
velocities and peak flows and contribute to streambank erosion. Many natural streams meander, have
floodplains and have vegetated areas surrounding it. Most streamsin agricultural areas do not have
these characteristics. We believe these areas can still be improved, but it will take a cooperative effort of
all partiesto identify and persuade stakeholders to take actions where limit resources can be put to best
use to improve the water shed.

-303- August 9, 2012



Middle lllinois River TMDL

Nutrients/Fertilizer Application

Comment: What will IEPA do to address phosphorus as it pertains to NPDES regulations? Is there a
numeric water quality standard for phosphorus in streams?

Response: Right now there is no numeric water quality standard for phosphorus. Thisisin development
along with our narrative standard. Most facilities were not required to monitor for phosphorusin their
effluent. Currently Illinois EPA requires all major facilities have monitoring in their NPDES permit
renewals. If afacility is upgrading, they will automatically receive a phosphorus permit limit of 1 mg/L.

Comment: The third sentence on Page 98 stating that “ sources within the area are large enough to keep
the phosphorus concentrations high” is an incorrect implication. It should be deleted. (Illinois Farm
Bureau, Bureau County FB)

Response: This was explaining that there are high levels upstream of the watershed, but tributary loads
are also high in the watershed. They both are contributing.

Comment: Most of the phosphorusin the lllinois River is from Chicago and not from nonpoint sources.
The statements and implication made on Page 249 that the phosphorus in the system is coming mainly
from nonpoint sources should be deleted. Dr. David of the U of | has stated that about 70 % of the
phosphorus load in the lllinois River is from point sources, not nonpoint sources. (Illinois Farm Bureau,
Bureau County FB) Thereis not sufficient recognition of the existing pollutants that are coming into the
Middle lllinois River Watershed from upstream. There should be some kind of accounting for water that
flows into the Middle Illinois from upstream. (lllinois Farm Bureau, Lee County Farm Bureau, Bureau
County Farm Bureau)

Response: There are eight 8-digit HUC water sheds upstream of the Middle Illinois water shed.
According to the SPARROW model created by USGS, those water shed contribute phosphorus yield
varying from 43 kg/km2 (Kankakee) to 341 kg/km2(DesPlaines). The Lower Illinois-Senachwine Lake
HUC contributes 52 kg/km2. Point sources contribute 38% of the upstream load compared to 16% in the
Lower Illinois. Fertilizers contribute 37% upstream and 58% in the Lower Illinois.

Comment: Thelast paragraph on Page 223 has many incorrect statements and should be deleted. Most of
the phosphorus concentrations are not going to be due to runoff from applied fertilizers and pastures. The
first paragraph on Page 151 isincorrect and should be deleted. The draft report incorrectly states that
elevated concentrations of nutrients are afunction of application of fertilizer and spreading manure on
fields. Thisshould be deleted. Delete references on Page 179 to “ nutrients being commonly washed from
fields’. Thisisincorrect and nutrients are rarely washed from fields after application. (lllinois Farm
Bureau, Bureau County FB)

Response: Both point and honpoint sources are mentioned in the report. Relating the elevated nutrientsin
the watershed to fertilizer and manure used in the farmfieldsis not unrealistic since thereisfarmland in
thearea. Approximately 70 percent of land in the watershed is used for agricultural purposes. Most
farmers use fertilizerson their crops soit is a potential source. Claiming that fertilizers are not
occurring in surface runoff of farmfieldsis not realistic.

Comment: The draft report mentions many times that farmers fertilize in the spring when in actuality,
farms use split application of fertilizer—applying some in the fall, some in the spring, and some later
when the crop is up. (Lee County Farm Bureau, I1linois Farm Bureau, Bureau County FB)

Response:  Thank you for the comment.

-304- August 9, 2012



Middle lllinois River TMDL

Comment: The University of Illinois has stated that Illinois farmers are applying less phosphorus than
they remove with the crops and therefore phosphorus levelsin the soils of Illinois are at deficit levels. The
University of lllinois has aso stated that there is more nitrogen being removed in the crops than is applied
to the fieldsin many areas of the state. Farmers have increased their nitrogen use efficiency. (lllinois
Farm Bureau, Lee County Farm Bureau, Bureau County FB)

Response: We agree and appreciate that fertilizer use has begun to be used more effectively than past
practices.

Comment: The statements made in the draft report that farmers are misusing fertilizers should be del eted.
Farmers are making a more efficient use of fertilizers, and have reduced the amount of fertilizer they are
using per acre. (Illinois Farm Bureau, Lee County Farm Bureau, Bureau County FB)

Response: The report does not state that fertilizers are being misused, but that fertilizer management is
needed to control nutrient loading. We agree that farmers are more efficiently using fertilizers for crop
production.

Designated Uses/Assessment

Comment: In the study it mentions that the purpose of the Illinois River isfor recreational use and
drinking water. Transportation and agriculture (economic activity) is not considered as an Illinois River
use. These extremely important uses should be included. (Bureau County Farm Bureau) The TMDL is
looking at the designated use of recreation. Why isn’t there a Designated Use of Agriculture or Industry?
Asafollow up question, how are agriculture and industrial uses of the waterway taken into consideration
for the TMDL development? Knowing both ag and industry view the river(s) as aresource.

Response: “ Designated uses’ are recognized uses of Waters of the Sate established by state and federal
water quality programs under the Federal Clean Water Act. The use of water that iswithdrawn for
Agricultural and industrial uses are considered in the water supply use where applicable. Water that is
returned to the river through a conveyance after useis considered a discharge, subject to NPDES
permits. Water returned through surface runoff (such as might be the case with irrigation) is considered
nonpoint source runoff.

Comment: Thereis not sufficient data to correlate aquatic life impacts to agriculture on Page 52. It
should be deleted. (I1linois Farm Bureau, Bureau County FB)

Response: Page 52 contains information on the nutrient criteria that USEPA established. The intent of
developing ecoregional nutrient criteriaisto represent conditions of surface waters that are minimally
impacted by human activities and thus protect against the adverse effects of nutrient overenrichment from
cultural eutrophication.

Comment: Describing the relationship in the second paragraph on Page 31, from the three Illinois River
locations on Figure 1-20 as a“trend” may be an overstatement of the reliability of only three locations
over areach of the river that extends more than 60 miles. (City of Peoria)

Response: In this watershed the Agency has three ambient stations on the Illinois River. We collect data
approximately nine times per year. The Agency believes these samples represent water in these segments
of theriver. The sentence has been rephrased to state that fecal coliform concentrations are lowest at the
Peoria Intake.
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Comment: Why do all streams have the same numeric water quality standards/targets? Shouldn’t
streams have individual standards/targets based on their unique individual characteristics?

Response: Targets for phosphorus and TSSdo differ per area. There are two phosphor us targets and
three TSStargets that apply in thiswatershed. Nitrate-nitrogen targets have an ecoregional approach
and the entire Middle lllinois River watershed isin one ecoregion. Fecal coliformis a statewide water
quality standard approved by the Illinois Pollution Control Board.

Data
Comment: The meaning of Table 4-8 isunclear. How was thisinformation derived? (City of Peoria)

Response: Table 4-8 is using the information from the load duration curve analysis and explaining how
the analysis takes into account seasonality and critical conditions.

Comment: What was the source of datato create Table 5-3? What were the years applicable to the data?
(City of Peoria)

Response: The most recent NPDES permit i nformation was used. A source has been added to thistable.

Comment: What was the source of datato create Figures 5-13 and 5-14? What were the years applicable
to the data? (City of Peoria)

Response:  |EPA sampling data from 1974 to 2010 wer e used to create longitudinal summaries of fecal
coliformdata in Figures 5-13 and 5-14.The captions have been updated to reflect the applicable years of
data.

Comment: How were livestock numbers derived for use in the modeling efforts? Assuming it was a
database or citation what year of data was used? Were National Agriculture Statistics used for the TMDL
modeling efforts?

Response: National Agricultural Statistic Service- http: //www.nass.usda.gov/. We used area weighted
county statistics. A source has been added to each table which includes livestock data.

Comment: During the devel opment of the TMDL was land use changes looked at? For instance the
increased number of homes in the watershed or number of people in the watershed? Were demographics
considered? If soin any of these instances, what databases where used to collect thisinformation?

Response: US Census data was used for county population statistics from 1990, 2000 and 2009
(estimated) to seeif there are changes taking place or expected. Those are listed in the report.

Other Comments

Comment: The E.D. Edwards Power Plant islisted in Table 5-3 as having an average design flow of
0.007 MGD. A project was completed on November 28, 2007, that effectively terminated the sewage
treatment discharge to the lllinois River. Appropriate permits were secured from and prior notification
was provided to the IEPA. All sanitary wastewater generated at the E.D. Edwards Power Plant is directed
to aforcemain that is contributory to and treated by the GPSD.

Table 5-17 should be revised to diminate the E.D. Edward Power Plant as a source of feca
coliform impairments to segment D-05 of the Middle Illinois River watershed. Other non-sanitary
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wastewater flows from the E.D. Edwards Power Plant (NPDES Permit 1L0001970 operating permit) are
Outfals 001, 002, 003, and 004. Outfal 001 consists of discharges from the facility ash pond system that
predominately consist of untreated I1linois River water used for ash sluicing. Outfall 002 is primarily
comprised of untreated Illinois River water used for once-through heat exchanger cooling. Outfall 003 is
the lllinois River water used for backwashing of the raw water intake screens. Outfall 004 isa
stormwater only discharge from various plant years that is contributory to the Illinois River via an
unnamed tributary managed by the Pekin and LaMarsh Drainage & Levee District. With the exception of
Outfal 004, al of these discharges will have some incidental fecal coliforms as aresult on the untreated
Illinois River source water used.

Table A-1in Appendix A listsE. D. Edwards Power Plant and it is our opinion that this facility
should be deleted from the table. Other non-sanitary wastewater flows from the E.D. Edwards Power
Plant (NPDES Permit 1L0001970 operating permit) are Outfalls 001, 002, 003, and 004. Outfall 001
consists of discharges from the facility ash pond system that predominately consist of untreated Illinois
River water used for ash sluicing. Ouitfall 002 is primarily comprised of untreated Illinois River water
used for once-through heat exchanger cooling. Outfall 003 isthe Illinois River water used for
backwashing of the raw water intake screens. Outfall 004 is a stormwater only discharge from various
plant years that is contributory to the lllinois River viaan unnamed tributary managed by the Pekin and
LaMarsh Drainage & Levee District. With the exception of Outfall 004, al of these discharges will have
some incidental fecal coliforms as aresult of the untreated I1linois River source water used. (Ameren)

Response: Wewill change the final report accordingly.

Comment: The load reductions on Page 258 are extreme and cannot be achieved no matter what is done
to change the watershed. (11linois Farm Bureau, Bureau County FB)

Response:  For this waterbody to meet the water quality standard for phosphorus, those reductions are
needed. Thislakeisa backwater of the Illinois River and receivesriver water.

Comments:. Will preparation of this TMDL study enable local governments to access any additional
government funding?

Response: Having a completed TMDL prioritizes a water body/ water shed to receive funds from several
programs including CWA Section 319 and Farm Bill funds.

Comment: What impactswill the TMDL study have on existing permits?

Response: Major dischargerswill have to monitor for phosphorus and nitrogen. Some sewage treatment
facilitieswith chlorination exemptions will have to reapply for the chlorination exemption. These
changes will occur beginning with the next permit cycle.

Comment: The lllinois River is atremendous natural resource for our area that continues to be severely
impacted from upstream pollution, too much silt run-off, and irresponsible civic practices like the City of
Peoria Sewage overflow from their combined sewers. A voluntary effort to control erosion and sediment
runoff from urban and rural areas does not really appear to be adequate. Stronger controls are needed for
construction site erosion control, farm land erosion control, steep slope, and stream bank erosion. We
look to your agency to set higher standards to protect our river for now and for future generations. (Heart
of lllinois Sierra Club)
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Response:  Both nonpoint and point sources have an effect of the watershed. Implementation will address
both. Thereisno regulatory authority over nonpoint sources. The implementation plan will have
suggested actions to reduce impairment fromall sources.

Comment: Heart of Illinois Group Sierra Club thanks |EPA for the inclusion of comments regarding
Lake Depue, beginning on page 241. We remain very concerned about the Superfund Site at Depue,
which continues to allow heavy metals and other pollutants into the lllinois River. While | realize from
|EPA answersto my questions during the first round of TMDL public meetings, that heavy metals
pollution concerns are not part of this process, we sincerely hope that IEPA will continue with pertinent
action recommendations for TMDL and LRS related issues as identified from Lake Depue. Measuresto
reduce specific pollutant levels could help reduce total suspended solids, as pointed out in your report. We
encourage IEPA to proceed with requirements that address these i ssues and that will reduce the pollution
load down river. (Heart of Illinois Sierra Club)

Response:  Thank you for your comment.

Comment: In mid-February, 2012, Illinois American Water will begin chloramine treatment for the
Peoria city public water supply necessitated because of river water treatment concerns. This treatment
method has raised local public concern, particularly because of the great extent of very old homes with
lead pipes in impoverished areas of Peoria. While thisis not part of the TMDL and LRS process, we
appreciate IEPA looking into additional end-of-pipe water testing in the oldest parts of the city. Peoria
already has one of the highest child lead poisoning levelsin the entire state. We do not want to have
problems with chloramine water treatment such as occurred in Washington, D.C. some years ago, which
resulted in dangerous lead levels a end of tap. Peoria citizens certainly hope there will be no problems
from the chloramine water treatment, but if our river water quality was improved, perhaps this change
would not have had to occur and the additional worries for lead pipe homes could have been avoided.
(Heart of Illinois Sierra Club)

Response:  After the switch to chloramines, Illinois American Water — Peoria’ s monitoring schedule for
lead/copper was increased to 100 distribution sites every six months. Thisincreased monitoring starts
with the July — December 2012 sample period. The water systemwill be required to monitor every six
months for two years, before the Agency will consider allowing a reduced monitor schedule for
lead/copper. Also, past sample locations were reviewed and a recommendation was made to add sample
sites to provide coverage to certain areas of the distribution system. We are currently working with
I1linois American Water Company staff to update the sample site plan before the next round of samples
are collected.

Comment: What was the determining factor or factors for selecting the uppermost segment of the Illinois
River as opposed to the northernmost point of the Illinois River near Chicago?

Response: We have developed and are currently developing TMDLs in that uppermost area near
Chicago- six to be exact. This TMDL began with two segments impaired for fecal- D-05 and D-30. In
the middle of the process, segment D-16 became impaired so that will be included.

Comment: Silica Sand Company leaches silicainto the Little Vermilion. Isthis having an effect
downstream?

Response:  Silica Sand Company currently has permit limits for total suspended solids. They are meeting
their limits. This study did not look into silica.
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Typo

Comment: The following items are missing from the list of abbreviations: G-Org/day, MGD and N/A.
(City of Peorid).

Response: These items have been added to the acronyms and abbreviations section

Comment: The precipitation range for Figure 1-6 should be 1.0 —1.5", not 1 —2". Thereisa separate
rangefor 1.5—-2.0". (City of Peoria)

Response: This figure has been updated.
Comment: Bookmark report.

Response: Bookmarks have been updated.
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