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USER CHARGE RATES CALCULATION



October 7, 1999

CALCUh~TION OF 2000 USER CHARGE RATES

Determination of Total OM&R Cost

The 1999 Metropolitan Water Reclamation District of Greater
Chicago (District) Corporate Fund appropriates $301,800,000 for
the support of operations and maintenance to carry out wastewater
treatment and other functions. After subtracting the appropria­
tions of those items disallowed by the USEPA in the 1979 rate
calculations, it is determined that $283/935/982 of the 1999
budget was OM&R related. A breakdown of this total is shown in
Table 1.

The segregation of costs associated with wastewater treat­
ment from costs associated with other functions is based on dis­
cussions regarding the District's dedicated ad valorem tax reve­
nues/ which were held in September and October 1978/ between the
District staff and the USEPA staff. In these discussions / non­
OM&R budgeted line items were identified and eliminated.

For example, the non-OM&R items eliminated included the fol­
lowing programs:

4200
4210
4700
4800

Waterways Control and Stormwater Retention Reservoirs
Maintenance of Waterways
Flood and Pollution Control Design
Flood and Pollution Control Construction

These programs relate to corporate expenditures for water­
ways operation and maintenance and flood control design and con­
struction. The total of the above eliminated programs is
$13/600,466. In addition to this amount / a prorated portion of
Program 7000, General Support, is also eliminated because it is
the overhead support of the items eliminated from Program 4000.
The portion of Program 7000 thus eliminated is $4/563/552._ The
total of the eliminated funds considered to be non-OM&R related
is $18/164/018. Three additional funds, portions of the Ar~uity

and Benefit Fund ($22/826/920), the Reserve Claim Fund
($4/478,000)/ and the Construction and Working Cash Fund
($6/183/725) are added to the OM&R costs/ raising the total OM&R
cost from $283,935,982 to $317/424,624. These funds are added
because they relate to OM&R costs. The Annuity and Benefit Fund
provides for the District's pension program for retired employees
and employee disability payments. The Reserve Claim Fund is used
for the payment of workmen'S compensation, liability claims, and
other associated costs. This fund is also used to pay for repair
costs if a catastrophe were to strike the District's facilities.

Up until the 1960's, the Construction Fund had been used as
a repair and replacement funding mechanism. The use of this fund
was suspended because the District embarked on a major program to
upgrade its infrastructure, consisting primarily of expa.nsion
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METROPOLITAN WATER RECLAMATION DISTRICT OF GREATER CHICAGO

TABLE 1

TOTAL OM&R COST FOR 1999 & 2000

Budgeted Corporate Fund Programs
Directly Related to OM&R Costs 1998 Budget 1999 Budget

----------_.._-~--------------------------~._--

1000
2000
3000
4000
5000
7000

Collection
Treatment
Solids Processing
Flood and Pollution Control
Solids Utilization
General Support

$ 42,200,000
56,400,000
34,300,000
23,245,247
25,700,000
69,333,910

$ 65,200,
61,600,
34,800,
24,399,5
26,600,000 1

71,336,448 1 ,3

Sub-Total

Annuity and Benefit Fund

Reserve Cla~m Fund

construction & Working Cash Fund

Sub-Total

Total OM&R Cost

$ 251,179,157

22,609,035

4,365,812

8,577,995

$ 35,552,842

$ 286,731,999

$ 283,935,982

22,826,92

4,478, 0005

$ 33,488,645

$ 317,424,627

ISee Pages 45, 223 and 239 of the District's 1999 Budget. ._--
2Program total in Corporate Fund is $38,000,000. USEPA disallowed costs (Pro­
grams 4200, 4700, and 4800) are $13,600,466, leaving a net of $24,399,354
3Program total in Corporate Fund is $75,900,000. USEPA disallowed costs are
$4,563,552, leaving a net of $71,336,448. A prorated portion of program
7000, General Support, was eliminated as it was determined in the 1979 User
Charge Proposal that this portion was related to the overhead support of
items disallowed from Program 4000. This prorated portion is the .ratio of
the disallowed amount ($13,600,466) to the total for Programs 1000 through
5000 ($226,200,000) in the 1999 Budget.
4The 1999 Budget allocates $24,427,062 to the Annuity and Pension Fund.
Approximately 6.55% of the District's employees and their expenses are not
chargeable to the Corporate Fund. The 6.55% number represents the of
the salaries budgeted under Programs 4200, 4210, 4700 and 4800 against the
total salaries budgeted under Programs 1000, 2000, 3000, 4000 and 5000
5From Table lA on Page 3.
6From Table Ie on Page 6.
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METROPOLITAN WATER RECLAMATION DISTRICT OF GREATER CHICAGO

TABLE 1A

RESERVE CLAIM FUND

1999 Budget $12,600,000

Less 1998 Budget $10,800,000

Plus 1998 Actual Claims $ 2,678,000

Total $ 4,478,000

Note: Included for the User Charge System are actual
expenditures in 1998 plus the amount added to the fund
which is the difference in the budget appropriations for
1998 (Page 47 of 1998 Budget) and 1999 (Page 47 of 1999
Budget) . The total represents the funding required to
bring the fund up to the 1999 appropriated amount. The
data for actual claims was provided by the Finance
Department on April 13, 1999.
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METROPOJ..,ITAN WATER RECLAMATION DISTRICT OF GREATER CHICAGO

TABLE IB

CONSTRUCTION FUND COSTS

Budgeted Programs Directly
Related to OM&R Cost 1998 Budget

--------, ,------------------------'- ,-~--

1000 Collection

2000 Treatment

3000 Solids Processing

4000 Flood and Pollution Control

5000 Solids Utilization

Subtotal of Programs 1000 through 5000

Less ineligible portion of OM&R Cost
Applicable to programs 4200, 4210,
4700 and 4800

Eligible O~i&R Cost from Programs 1000
through 5000

Ratio of eligible to total program cost
$101,733,591 = 0.845
$120,411,659

7000 Plus General Support
(eligible portion)= 0.845 x 731,541

Total Eligible OM&R Cost

$ 16,796,2

53,246,268

30,738,745

18,678,068

952,346

$120,411,659

18,678,068

101,733,591

618,152

$102,351,743

Sources: BF3 recap by program provided by General Admin­
istration on August 10, 1999.
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and improvement of water reclamation plants, construction of new
water reclamation plants and collections systems and implementa­
tion of the Tunnel and Reservoir Plan, the District's solution to
combined sewer overflows. Funding for these maj or capi tal im­
provement projects in the Capital Improvements Bond Fund included
issuance of lonSj-term debt as authorized by the State of Illi­
nois.

Suspending use of the Construction Fund was appropriate at
the time, since funding for capital improvement projects came
through the issuance of long-term debt recovered under ad valorem
taxes, and replacement costs were recovered by way of the desig­
nated fixed asset replacement set aside in the Corporate Fund.
The designation for fixed asset replacement funding was negoti­
ated with the USEPA in the original User Charge System (UCS) as a
mechanism for identifying and recovering infrastructure replace­
ment cost:s, etc.

Beginning with 1997, it was determined that the eligible
portions of the Construction Fund and the financing charges for
related working cash funds would be included in the OM&R cost.
The eligible portion of the Construction Fund, etc. is now desig­
nated for "fixed asset replacement."

The Engineering Department has determined that the eligible
portion of the Construction Fund from the 1999 budget is
$14,665,415, as shown on Table 1D, Page 7. The 1999 Construction
Working Cash Fund is $3,558,812. (See Page 77 of the 1999
Budget). The total of these two funds is further adj ust.ed for
the Construction Fund revenues and ineligible 4000 Program costs,
and the eligible portion to be included in the OM&R costs was de­
termined to be $6,183,725, as shown on Table 1C.

Determination of Total Revenue to be Generated by User Charge
System in 1999

As shown in Table 2, revenues contained in the 1998 budget
derivedfrom sources other than the proposed User Charge system
total $96,801,713. Deducting this amount from the total OM&R
cost of $317,424,627 leaves $220,622,914 to be generated by the
User Charge system in 2000, a 1.5% change from the $217,282,747
which was to be generated in 1999. The revenue derived from
other sources from the sale or use of the District's assets and
other sources itemized in Table 2. Such revenues are used the
District's budget preparation process to offset the overall tax
levy and the amount to be generated by the User Charge system.

5



METROPOLITAN WATER RECLAMATION DISTRICT OF GREATER CHICAGO

TABLE 1C

DETERMINATION OF TOTAL OM&R COST
CONSTRUCTION FUND PORTION ADJUSTED FOR REVENUES

FROM OTHER SOURCES

Revenue/Cost Item

Net Assets Appropriable
Revenue from Current Services

Grants
Revenue from Personal Property

Replacement Tax
Reimbursement from Corporate Fund

for Payroll and Indirect Costs
Revenue from Money and Property

Investment Income and Misc.
Total Revenues Derived from

Other Sources

Construction Fund
Total Costs (from Table 1B on page 4)

Ratio of Revenues vs. Construction
Fund ($80,182,072/$102,351,743)

Eligible Construction Fund as
Furnished by Engineering Dept.
(From Table-lD on page 7)

Less Proportionate Share for Revenues
(0.7834 x $14,665,415)

Net Eligible Construction Fund

Net Eligible Portion of Construction Working
Cash ~Jnd = 0.845 x $3,558,812 as
explained on page 4 & 5

OM&R Cost to be Recovere,d for
Construction Fund

6

For 2000 from
1999 Budget

$ 67,691,300 00

$ 1,000,000.00

$ 4,679,072.00

$ 1,811,700.00

$ 5,000,000.00

$ 80,182,072.00

$ 102,351,743.00

0.7834

$ 14,665,415.00

$ 11,488,886.00

$ 3,176,529.00

$ 3,007,196.00

$ 6,183,725.00



METROPOLITAN WATER RECLAMATION DISTRICT OF GREATER CHICAGO

TABLE 1D

1999 CONSTRUCTION FUND REPLACEMENT COST

-
%

PROJECT PROJECT TITLE/ ELIGIBLE ELIGIBLE IN-HOUSE
NUMBER DESCRIPTION APPROPRIATION / COST

TOTAL
, Hanover WRP Lagoon Piping --

9.-516-~.Placement $ 1,200,000 100 $ 51,200
Mainstream P.S. Trashrake

96-111-2E • Controls Improvement $ 1,328,550 85 $ 901 950
I eWR!? Replace Grit Piping --

98-263-2P land Pumps $ 750,000 100 $ 65,000
!Egan v,'RP Steel Roof Decks

.-

94-453-2P I for Digesters A to D $ 2,367,000 100 $291,000
I

_.

97-155-2P ISWRP Water System Upgrade $ 570,000 100 $ 45,000
, Kirie WRP Replace Control

96-458-2P System $ 2,310,000 100 $146,000
ISWRP Replace Diffuser

96 -118 - 2P I Piping Battery C $ 550,000 100 $ 3EL 500
Egan WRP Expansion and

95-455-2P Replace Control Systems $ 691,000 30 $ 30,215

97-088-TM NSWRP Replace Fine Screens $ 3,000,000 100 $178,000
I NSWRP Replace Control

96-081-2E ! Panels $ 900,000 100 $ 63,000--

TOTALS $B,666,550 $998,865-
TOTAL $14,665,415

Source: Engineering Department memo dated June 28, 1999.

7



METROPOLITAN WATER RECLAMATION DISTRICT OF GREATER CHICAGO

TABLE 2

DETERMINATION OF TOTAL OM&R COST FOR 1998 AND 1999
ADJUSTED FOR REVENUES FROM OTHER SOURCES

AND FOR ADMINISTRATIVE COST

Revenue/Cost Item
For 1999 From

1998 Budget
For 2000 From

1999 Budget

Total OM&R Case
Less:
Net Assets Appropriable2

$286,731,999

35,686,697

$317, ,627

59,414,457

Revenue from Money and Property2 11,200,000

Revenue from Current Services
Other than User Charge and
Bond Fund Reimbursements2 161,000 181,000

Revenue from Personal Property
Replacement Tax" 18,753,500 18,,51C,256

Reimbursement from Bond Fund2

Revenue from Miscellaneous
Sources 2

3,451,000

2,497,055

3,970,000

3,0 ,000

Connect ion Impact Fee2 500,000

Administrative Cost 3
.

4 11,849,922 12,092,952

Subtotal of Revenues from Other
Sources and Administrative
Costs 81,299,174 108,894,665

Adjusted Total OM&R Cost $205,432,825 $208,5 ,962

Rounded Off Figure $205,433,000 $208,530,000
Sources: lprom Table 1 on page 2.

2Prom pages 81 and 82 of 1998 Budget and pages 81 and 82 of
1999 Budget.

3Does not include Fines which are addressed under Admin­
istrative costs and Extraordinary Monitoring and En­
forcement costs.

4The total of costs from pages 137 (4660, R&D), 196 (4660,
Law) and 210 (7393, Finance) of the 1999 Budget.
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Determination of 1999 User Charge Administration Cost for Each
User Charge Class

Table 3 presents the costs of administration of the User
Chargesystem, distributed according to class. The actual 1998
cost is $7,817,000. The 1999 budgeted cost of $12, 092,952 is
subtracted from the total OM&R cost of $220,622,914 resulting in
a net OM&R cost of $208,529,962 (rounded off $208,530,000) f which
must be collected by the User Charge system. Later, the actual
1998 administration cost for each class will be added to its re­
spective class cost to compute the final class cost and resulting
rates.

Unit Costs of Treatment

District operating records indicate that 521,859 MG of flow,
695,576 Kibs of BOD, and 1,036,289 Klbs of 5S were treated during
1998 (data from 1998 Water Reclamation Plant operating records as
compiled by the R&D Department). Operating cost accounting data
was used to determine the allocation of OM&R costs by parameter;
i.e., flow, BOD and S8. The result is that 28.123 percent of the
cost is attributed to flow, 37.328 percent to BOD, and .549
percent to SS (from Finance Department Report CMSR02 dated Janu­
ary 28, 1999). Using the foregoing data, the Unit Costs of
treatment are derived, as shown in Table 4.

These unit costs of treatment will be used in the subsequent
analysis for distributing costs by class and in distributing the
costs of treating Infiltration/Inflow (I/I) and storm water. The
basis of the District's User Charge system is its cost to treat
each gallon of flow, each pound of BOD, and each pound of 88.

Distribution of Equalized Assessed Valuations and Quantities by
Source

The source of loadings to the District and the assessed
valuations for these sources are shown in Table 5.

The District utilizes a 1997 total equalized assessed value
(EAV) for its service area of $73,860, 000, 000. This includes
railroad property. Through a review and evaluation of all tax
credits claimed by Large Commercial-Industrial and Tax-Exempt Us­
ers in 1998, based on their 1997 ad valorem property taxes, it
was established that the EAV of the Large Commercial-Industrial
sources was $5,681,492,905. The EAV of Tax-Exempt Users was
$5,520,177. These are based on the most recently updated veri­
fied User data in the District's files and is for tax year 1997
payable in 1998. Some Tax-Exempt Users pay property taxes on
their facilities, which they report on their annual certified
statements. Subtracting the EAV of the Large Commercial­
Industrial Users ($5,681,492,905) and the EAV of the Tax-Exempt
Users ($5,520,177) leaves a total EAVof $68,172,986,918 for the
Residential and Small Nonresidential Commercial-Industrial Users.

9



METROPOLITAN WATER RECLAMATION DISTRICT OF GREATER CHICAGO

TABLE 3

TOTAL COST FOR ADMINISTRATION
OF USER CHARGE AND SEWAGE AND WASTE CONTROL ORDINANCES

Cost to Adminjster pretreatment/Sewage
and WasteContro...l Qrdj nance

Final Enforcement-Sewage and Waste
Cantro1 Ordinance (Program 4662) Cos t s 1

,3

Law Department (Program 4662) Costs l

Total Cost to Administer Pretreatment/Sewage
and Waste Control Ordinance

Cost to .Admini.s.l&L.lIs.eL Charge Ordinance

Final user Charge (Program 4663) Costs l

Finance Department (Progr'am 7393) Costs l

Law Department (Program 4663) Costs l

Total Cost to Administer User Charge
Ordinance

Total Administration Costs (Sum of Costs
to Administer Pre,treatment/Sewage and
Waste Control and User Charge Ordinances)

$3,776, .00
G.OO

$3,776,972.00

$3,519,063.00
$ 159,271.00
$ 361,592.00

$4,039,926.00

$7,816,898.00

COMPUTATIONS OF COSTS FOR ADMINISTRATION OF USER CHARGE
AND SEWAGE AND WASTE CONTROL ORDINANCES

TabllJ aU on Of COS!:;LAssigned to User Classes by Pro;j ect Number

J?ro;j ec]: Number

Large Commercial-Industrial l
,3

Small Commercial-Industrial l

Tax-Exempe
Total COst Assigned to User

Class project Numbers

cornplltati,m of lloas-Ii gned Program Coses

Total Administration Costs for Sewage
and Waste Control and User Charge

Total Costs Assigned to User Class
Project Numbers

Total Costs not Assigned to User Class
Project Numbers

Table continued on following page

10

Cost 1997

$ 4,492,780.00
52,889.00
70,183.00

$ 4,615,852.00

$ 7,645,715.00

$ 4,615,852.00

$4,704 .00
48,604. 00
83,655.00

$4,836,793.00

$7,816,898.00

$4,836,793.00

$2,980,105.00



METROPOLITAN WATER RECLAMATION DISTRICT OF GREATER CHICAGO

TABLE 3 (Continued)

TOTAL COST FOR ADMINISTRATION
OF USER CHARGE AND SEWAGE AND WASTE CONTROL ORDINANCES

AJJocatioD of '"['otal Costs not Assigned to User
C1 asse s by Pro j e e L..--'N"-\....lm......b'"e....r~-'-t...o'--"A...p...p.....r ...Q~pur_]...,'a....t ...ei­

User Classeq

fio] eet Number

Large Co~mercial-

Industrial; 4,704,534 x 2,980,105/4,836,793

Small Commercial-

Industrial: 48,604 X 2,980,105/4,836,793

Tax-Exempt: 83,655 x 2,980,105/4,836,793

TOTAL

Administration CQ~t by Class

$

$

$

$

Cost Al 1 ,o..c~t...e..d

(1998)

2,898,616.00

29,947.00

51,543.00

2,980,106.00

Large Commercial­

Industrial

Small Commercial­

Industrial

Tax-Exempt

TOTAL

Rounded Off Figure"

$ 4,704,534 + $ 2,898,616 $ 7, 603.150.00

$ 48,604 + $ 29,947 $ 78, .551.00

$ 83,655 + $ 51,543 $ :;'35,198.00

$ 7 1116,899.00

$ 7 817,000.00

lThe program costs are taken from the District's Finance Department Cost ~~alysis

System Program Costs by organization and fund. The project costs are taken from
the District's Project Cost Accounting System (PCA) records for 1998.

2This figure includes both User Charge costs and Enforcement costs.

3The part of the 1998 Pretreatment Program Cost attributable to the Extraordinary
Monitoring and Enforcement (EME) activities was determined to be $2,309,502 and
is not included herein. The EME Charges are recovered from significant industrial
users in 15 federal pretreatment categories regulated for metals of concern (in­
cluding also civil penalties and late filing fees). In 1998, the total unrecovered
EME is $2,092,674, which must be recovered in 2000 by the User Charge System.
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METROPOLITAN WATER RECLAMATION DISTRICT OF GREATER CHICAGO

TABLE 4

UNIT COST OF TREATMENT

Total DistIict Loadings for 1998*

Volume
BOD '"
88

521,859
695,576

1,036,289

MG
Klbs
Klbs

Total OM&R Cost", $208,530,000

Allocation of Cost According to Parameters of Flow, BOD & SS**

Flow
BOD
55

Unit Costn-Qf Trea'bnent

28.123% x $208,530,000
37.328% x $208,530,000
34.549% x $208,530,000

== $58,644,892
= $77,840,078

$72,045,030

Volume
BOD
58 :::

$
$
$

58,644,892
77,840,078
72,045,030

/
/
/

521,859
695,576

1,036,289

MG
Klbs =
Klbs =

$
$
$

112.38
111.91

69.52

I MG

/ Klbs
I Klbs

*The 1998 District loadings are used in the calculation of 2000 rates, be­
cause this is the latest full year's operating data at the time the cal­
culations were made. (Source: R&D Department Water Reclamation Plant
1998 Operating Records.)

**percent distribution of cost-to-load parameters derived from the Finance
Department CMSR02 Report of January 28, 1999.
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METROPOLITAN WATER RECLAMATION DISTRICT OF GREATER CHICp.GO

TABLE 5

DISTRIBUTION OF EQUALIZED ASSESSED VALUATIONS AND QUANTITIES
BY SOURCES

Source

Residential and Small
Nonresidential Com­
mercial-Industrial

Large Comraercial­
Industrlal

Equalized Assessed
Valuation ($)

$68,172,986,918**

$ 5,681,492,905**

Volume
(MG)

283,944

30,035

BOD
(Klbs)

281,803

151,637

SS
KIbs)

397,840

56,773

Tax-Exempt*
(and Governrnental)

1/1, Rain and Recycle
(Table 6)

$ 5,520,177** 11,484

196,396

19,062

243,074

71, 557

510,119

Total (Approximate
Due to Roundoff) $73,860,000,000*** 521,859 695,576 L 036, 289

*The quantities shown on these lines constitute the billable flows and loads for
the classes indicated.

**EAV is based on actual tax credits reported to District Users. The tax credit
data was taken from the 1998 annual statements filed by the Users. This data is
verified by ad valorem tax bills submitted with the annual statements.
$25,623,533 in 1998 real estate taxes were claimed by Large Commercial-Industrial
Users for 1998, and the District's 1997 tax rate was 45.1 cents per $100 of EAV.
Therefore, $25,623,533/0 .. 4510 x $100 = $5,681,492,905, the imputed EAV of the
Large Colnmercial-Industrial Class. Similarly, Tax Exempt Users paid taxes of
$24,896 on certain pa.rcels which were not exempt. Based on this tax paid, the EAV
of the tax-exempt owned property was $24,896/0.4510 x $100 = $5,520,1770 Based on
this tax paid, the EAV of the Residential and Small Nonresidentlal Commercial­
Industrial Class is computed by deducting all other figures from the total EAV.

***Total EAV is for the year 1997 as supplied by the County Assessor, Multiplier =
2.1489.
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Allocation of Rain, 1/1 and Recycle

As stated earlier, the total quantities of flow, BOD and S8
are determined from District operating records. Following is an
explanation of how these quantities were allocated to the four
sources of Residential and Small Nonresidential Commercial­
Industrial, Large Commercial-Industrial, Tax-Exempt I and r/I I

Rain, and Recycle, as shown in Table 5.

It was noted that, in the rates for the years prior ta1E87,
the Recycle item was not included. This item was introduced in
the 1987 User Charge rate calculations for BOD and SS I because
failure to include this item results in disproportionately high
and improper assignment of BOD and SS concentrations and total
loadings to the Residential and Small Nonresidential Commercial­
Industrial (R&SNC- I) class. This item was designated "Recycle"
because, currently, samples of plant loadings include substantial
"loadings Il due to recycle of in-plant waste streams and thus do
not adequately reflect User-generated loadings. In the 199 cal­
culations, the recycle flow volume was established as 31.32 MGD
or 11 / 432 MG/year, based on an April 6 1 1999 memorandum from the
M&O Department providing the 1998 recycle flow volume.

The initial BOD and SS loadings assigned to the R&SNC-I
Class in Table 5, prior to the allocation of 1/1, Rain and Recy­
cle in Table 6, "are computed based on the volume for the R&SNC- I
Class listed in Table 5 (computed as in prior years), and the
standard domestic-values of 119 mg/L for BOD and 168 mg/L for SS
as specified in Section 7f of the User Charge Ordinance. I/I,
Rain and RecyclE~ flows in Table 6 were determined to be 196,396
MG per year.

Anc~sis of Dry- and Wet-Weather Flows

The method of determining dry and wet-weather flows in the
1999 and 2000 rate-setting process has been revised from the
method used in the rate calculations for 1998 and previous years.
For rate settings prior to 1982 I rain-attributed loads were de­
rived by extracting all loads received at a WRP on a day with
0.10 inches of precipitation or more, proj ecting the remaining
loads over 365 days, and subtracting this value from tot.al WRP
flows. This method, however I does not account for rain loads re­
ceived days after a storm due to the lag time required for flows
to arrive from the perimeter of a collection area.

In the 1982 through 1989 rate calculations, rain-attributed
flows were determined by an analysis of the daily plant operating
records for a previous year. For the 1986 through 1989 rate cal­
culations, the records for 1985 were used. Because the dry­
weather flow is thought: to be relatively stable l it was felt t.hat
a separate determination each year was not warranted. The month
in 1985 e~~ibiting the lowest total precipitation was identified.
The month of January 1985 was chosen because it has these charac-
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tvJETROPOLITAN WATER RECLAMATION DISTRICT OF GREATER CHICAGO

TABLE 6

ALLOCATION OF III, RAIN, AND RECYCLE

Flow BOD SS
Class Loadirlg~ (MG) % (Klbs) % (Klbs) %

Dry-Weather Loadings

Residential and Small
Nonresidenti-a.l Commercial-
Industrial+ 283,944 87.24 281,803 62.28 397,840 75.61

Large Conunercial- 30,035 9.23 151,637 33.51 56,773 10.79
Industrial+

Tax-Exempt (and 11,484 3.53 19,062 4.21 71,557 13.60
Governmental)

TOTAL 325,463 100 452,502 100 526,170 100

Allocating III, Rain
And Recycle

Residential and S:mall
Nonresidential Comrnercial-
Industrial 171,336 151,386 385,701

Large Conunercial- 18,127 81,454 55,042.
Industrial"

Tax-Exempt
(and Governmental) 6,933 10,233 69,376

TOTAL"" 196,396 243,074 510,119

GRAND TOTAL"''' *
(Approximate; roundoff) 521,859 695,576 1,036,289

+Residential and Small Nonresidential Commercial-Industrial (R&SNC-I) flows an:· derived by
subtracting rain, III and recycle figures as well as known Large Conunercial-Industrial
and Tax-Exempt loads from the grand totals. Standard domestic sewage concentrations of
119 mglL for BOD and 168 mg/L for SS are used (as specified in Section 7f of the User
Charge Ordinance) and have been applied to the volume so derived to establish R&SNC-I
BOD and SS loadings, respectively.

*These numbers were arrived at from the District's records of all 1998 User Charge Annual
Certified Statements.

"*Daily M&O Department records for the District's seven WRPs for the year 1998 show a total
volume trepted of 521,859 MG. The projected annual dry-weather volume is 923 x 365 days
= 336,895 MG. III, Rain and Recycle flows are equal to Total Flow (521,859 MG) minus
Dry-Weather. Flow (336,895 MG), or 184,964 MG plus Recycle (11,432 MG) = 196,3 MG. See
page 14 for an explanation of the Recycle item as first introduced in the 1987 User
Charge rate calculations. Totals may not equal sum of components due to rounding.

***Grand totals come from 1998 operating records as explained on page 12.
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teristics and, therefore, represented a baseline condition.
flow and pound loadings for each day during this month were
culated and tot:aled for the month. The monthly sums were
divided by t,he number of days in the month.

The
oal­
then

The difference between total dry-weather load and the total
load was considered to be the wet-weather or rain load. For the
1990 through 1998 rate calculations, the Rain and 1/1 flows were
determined by using 1988 plant operating data. The operating re­
cords from each WRP were screened to find the five lowest flow
days. These days were averaged and used as dry-weather flow for
each of the seven WRPs. The seven WRPs were tabulated to give a
District-wide daily dry-weather flow quantity of 911 million gal­
lons per day. The tabulated daily dry-weather flow was converted
into an annual volume.

Ho\\,ever, for the 1999 rate calculations, it was decided to
update the dry-weather flow quantity and methodology, because the
1988 data was now ten years old and the method did not account
for changes which may reasonably occur over time. Therefore, for
1999 and thereafter, the Oser Charge rate calculation will util­
ize the average of the five lowest days for each of the la five
years for which flow data is available to identify the average
dry-weather flmJ. WRP flow data is available for 1994 through
1998 for the 2000 rate calculations. For each WRP the five low­
est days for each year are averaged for each of the five avail­
able years. A summary of this tabulation is shown on Table 7.

Based on 1994 through 1998 Plant operating data, the average
daily dry~weather flow is 923.34 million gallons per day (MGD)
(rounded off to 923 MGD). The highest year is 1997 with a DWF of
939.90 MGD, while the lowest year was 1995 with 890.73 MGD.

The advantages of this method are as follows:

1. Each of the District's plants will have 25 data
points (five low days for each of the five years) .

2. This five-year average will be based on the most
current available WRP operating data. For the 2000
rate calculation, this will be 1994 through 1998.

3. By adopting this method for determining District
dry-weather flows, wide swings in the flow volume
from year to year will be avoided and stability
the rate calculation process is maintained.

Volumes attributed to III, Rain and Recycle are:

Flow ; 521,859 336,895 + 11,432 = 196,396 MG

16



METROPOLITAN WATER RECLAMATION DISTRICT OF GREATER CHICAGO

TABLE 7

DRY-WEATHER FLOW

1994 THROUGH 1998

5·Year

_Fwerage

Stickney 530.00 544.00 517.00 547.00 504.00 ':,28.40

North Side lS5.DO 112.00 203.90 173.06 198.00 174.39

Calumet 181.00 187.00 170.00 171.00 169.00 175.60

Egan 15,60 19.10 17.30 19.00 16.30 17 .46

Hanover 3,34 5.44 4.81 5.78 5.25 4.92

Kirie 20,72 22.18 19.00 22.99 22.69 21.52

Lemont 1. DO 1. 01 0.96 1. 07 1. 21 1. 05

Total 936.66 890.73 932.97 939.90 916.45 923 MGD

17



Distribution of 1/1, Rain, and Recycle OM&R Costs

As shown in Table 5 on page 13, there are four sources of
loadings to the Distx':l.ct I s WRPs. However, under the ad valorem
tax system, there are only two sources which contribute toward
OM&R costs: the Residential and Small Nonresidential Commercial­
Industrial User classes and the Large Commercial-Industrial User
class. Of t.he two remaining sources, namely, the Tax-Exempt
class, and III, Rain and Recycle, only the Tax-Exempt class
source can contribute toward the payment of the OM&R costs. The
OM&R costs to treat flows and loads from the remaining saurce,
1/1/ Raln, and Recycle are distributed to the Residential and
Small Nonresidential Commercial-Industrial, Large Commercial­
Industrial and Tax-Exempt classes in proportion to the dry­
weather loads and flows contributed by these three regu~l.atory

classes. ':'he results of the distribution of loads and flows are
shown in Table 6.

Calculation of Rates for the Large Commercial-Industrial and
Tax-Exempt Classes

After allocating the 1/1, Rain, and Recycle-attributed flows
to the three classes, a cost for each class is calculated by mul­
tiplying each class parameter quantity by the unit cost generated
in Table 4 on page 12. The results of these calculations are
shown ir:. ':'able 8. Please note that the class totals shown in­
clude the administrative cost for each class distributed to vol­
ume/ BOD and 55 in proportion to the total other costs, for each
parameter, for each class. These costs, totaling $216,348 .. 022
must be recovered by the District through the ad valorem (real
estate) tax system and User surcharges.

In summary, the total OM&R cost by class is:

Residential and Small Non­
residential Commercial­
Industrial

~arge Commercial-Industrial
Tax-Exempt

TOTAL

$154,192,868

46/874,189
15,280,965

$216/348,022

The Residential and Small Nonresidential Commercial­
Industrial classes' OM&R costs are collected through the Dis­
trict's dedicated ad valorem tax system. Using the equalized as­
sessed class value of $68/172,986 1918 for the Residential and
Small Nonresidential Commercial-Industrial classes as shown in
Table 5/ and the class OM&R cost of $154,192/868 for the Residen­
tial and Small Nonresidential Commercial- Industrial classes, as
shown in Table 8, the ad valorem residential OM&R rate for 2000
can be determined as follows:

$154,192,868/$68/172,986/918 = 0.226/$100 EAV

18



METROPOLITAN WATER RECLAMATION DISTRICT OF GREATER CHICAGO

TABLE 8

COST PE:R PARAMETER AND TOTAL COST PER USER CLASS FOR 2000 RATES

Class Flow (MG) BOD (KIbs) 88 (Klbs) TOTAL

Residential and Small
Nonresidential
Commercial-Industrial 455,280 433,189 $ 783,541

UNIT COST $ 112.38 $ 111.91 $ 69.52

COST $51,164,366 $ 48,478,181 $ 54,471,770 $15·~, 114.317

+ADMINISTRATION
COS':' $ 26,078 $ 24,709 $ 27,764 $ 78,551

CLASS TOTAL $51,190,444 $ 48,502,890 $ 54,499,534 $154,192,868

Large Commercial-
Industrial 48,162 233,091 111,815

UNIT COST $ 112.38 $ 111.91 $ 69.52

COST $ 5,412,446 $ 26,085,214 $ 7,773,379 $ 39, ,039

+ADMINrSTRATION
COST $ 1,047,888 $ 5,050,281 $ 1,504,981 $ 7 1 60.3 1 150

CLASS TOTAL $ 6,460,334 $ 31,135,495 $ 9,278,360 $ 46,874, :L89

Tax-Exempt
(and Governmental) 18,417 29,295 140,933

UNIT COST $ 112.38 $ 111. 91 $ 69.52

COST $ 2,069,702 $ 3,278,403 $ 9,797,662 $ 15,145,767

+ADMINISTRATION
COST $ 18,475 $ 29,265 $ 87,458 $ .198

CLASS TOTAL $ 2,088,177 $ 3,307,668 $ 9,885,120 $ 15.280.965

TOTAL COST $216" :\48,022
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This constitutes the OM&R rate for all classes under the ad
valorem tax system and represents 4.2 percent reduction from the
1999 rate of 0.235/$100 EAV.

In the collection of ad valorem tax revenues, the Cook
County TreasureJ~ has experienced a shortfall over the year."s due
to delinquencies. The actual extent of this shortfall is un­
known. To compensate for this shortfall, however, it is custom­
ary for taxing bodies to increase their tax levies by an amount
which approximates the shortfall. The District's budget for 1999
includes a 2.5 percent allowance for tax revenues uncollected in
the year of levy.

The calculation of the ad valorem residential OM&R rate of
0.226/$100 EAV is without the allowance for uncollectibles. This
rate adjusted by 2.5 percent for uncollectibles would be
0.220/$100 EAV. The adjusted ad valorem OM&R rate is 48.8 per­
cent (0.220/0.451) of the estimated total 1997 ad valorem tax
rate.

The User Charge rates for the Large Commercial- Industrial
class are equal to the total cost per parameter for this class
divided by the billable flow and loads, as shown in Tables 5 and
~. Using this data, the following rates are established for the
Large Commercial-Industrial User class:

Flow:
BOD:
88:

$ 6,460,334/30,035
$~1,135,495/151,637

$ 9,278,360/56,773

MG
Klbs
Klbs

=
=
==

$215.09/MG
$205.33/Klbs
$163.43/Klbs

The Tax-Exempt class OM&R costs must be fully collected by
the User Charge System. Using the total cost per parameter for
this class. divided by the billable flow as shown in Tables 5 and
8 the following rates are established for the Tax-Exempt User
class:

Flow:
BOD:
S8:

$ 2,088,177/11,484 MG
$ 3,307,668/19,062 Klbs
$ 9,885,120/71,557 Klbs

=
=
=

$181.83/MG
$173.52/Klbs
$138.14/Klbs

The proposed 2000 rates compare with current 1999 rates as
follows:

Class Parameters

Large Commercial­
Industrial

Flow $/MG
BOD $/Klbs
SS $/Klbs

2000

$215.09
$205.33
$163.43

20

1999

$205.63
$196.13
$160.40

% Change

+4.60
+4.69
+1.89



Class Parameters 2000 1999 % Change

Tax-Exempt

Flow ~;/MG $181.83 $175.13 +3.83
BOD $/Klbs $173.52 $167.04 +3.88
88 $/Klbs $138.14 $136.61 +1.12

OM&R Factor 0.488 0.451 +8.
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EXTRA.ORDINARY MONI'I'ORING AND ENFORCEMENT COSTS AND CHARGES
FOR THE YEAR 2000--DETERMINATION OF TIER ASSESSMENTS

Introduction

On October 6, 1994, the Board of Conunissioners (Board) of
the Metropolitan Water Reclamation District of Greater Chicago
(District) amended the User Charge Ordinance to include a new
User Charge parameter designated as Total Metals of Concern
(TMC). The intent of this amendment was to establish a more eq­
uitable distribution and recovery of District Pretreatment Pro­
gram costs incurred through extraordinary monitoring and enforce­
ment (EME) activities. EME Charges were reconunended to the Dis­
trict's Board after a series of meetings between the Dis t's
staff and representatives of the Chicagoland Chamber of Commerce
and the Illinois Manufacturers Association resulted in a consen­
sus regarding the equity and methodology by which such charges
would be assessed.

EME Charges apply only to those companies that are classi­
fied by the District as Significant Industrial Users (SIUs sub­
ject to categorical pretreatment standards for one or more of the
following metals of concern: cadmium, chromium, copper, lead,
nickel, and zinc. EME Charges have been assessed against this
segment of the industrial conununity since 1995.

For any given year, the amount of monies to be recovered is
based on the most recent and complete annual records available to
the District (e.g., 1999 billings based on 1997 costs, 2000 bill­
ings based on 1998 costs). The EME costs for 1998 to be recov­
ered in 2000 equals $2,092,674.34. The remainder of this report
details the methodology and provides the data on which these
costs are based.

Industrial User Category Definitions

Each industrial user within the District's jurisdiction
falls under one of the following category definitions.

1. TMC Categorical BIUs: SIUs subject to categorical
pretreatment standards that are regulated for one
or more of the six TMC metals. Industrial catego­
ries regulated under categorical pretreatment
st.andards for one or more of the TMC metals are
listed in Tabl~.

2. Non-TMC Categorical BIUs: SIUs subj ect to cate­
gorical pretreatment standards that are not regu­
lated for any of the six TMC metals.
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METROPOLITN~ WATER RECLAMATION DISTRICT OF GREATER CHICAGO

TABLE 9

INDUSTRIAL CATEGORIES REGULATED FOR
ONE OR MORE TMC METALS

Code of Federal Regulations
Category DescdJ2~t=i,"",o=n,-- ~P"-,a~r-=t---",-,N,-,=,u",,,mb~e,,",,-(~'

Electroplating

Organic Chemicals

Inorganic Chemicals

Petroleurn Refining

Iron & Steel

Nonferrous Metal Manufacturing

Leather Tanning & Finishing

Metal Finishing

Battery Manufacturing

Metal Molding & Casting

Coil Coating

Porcelain EnamE~ling

Aluminum Forming

Copper Forming

Electric & Electronic Products

Nonferrous Metal Forming & Metal Powders

23

40 CFR 413

40 CFR 414

40 CFR 415

40 CFR 419

40 CFR 420

40 CFR 421

40 CFR 425

40 CFR 433

40 CFR 461

40 CFR 464

40 CFR 465

40 CFR 466

40 CFR 467

40 CFR 468

40 CFR 469

40 CFR 471



3. Non-Categorical S~Us: SIUs that are significant,
as defined by the District's Sewage and Waste Con­
trolOrdinance (Ordinance), but are not regulated
by categorical pretreatment standards.

4. Non-S~Us: Industrial Users (IUs) which are not
srus and, therefore, do not fall under any of the
above defined categories.

All Industrial Waste Division (IWD) operations related to
IUs fall under one or more of these user categories.

Enforcement Activities

The relat_ive effort required to complete each task or opera­
tion under the District's Pretreatment Program has been defined
as an activi ty unit CAU). This is not measured in absolute time,
but can be considered relative time. In regards to Enforcement
Section activities, AUs have been subdivided into minimal accept­
able activity units (MAAUs) and extraordinary activity units
(EAUs) .

1. MAAUs:Activity units related to Pretreatment Pro­
gram enforcement operations that are the minimum
regulatory requirement even if all IUs are in full
and continuous compliance with the Ordinance.

2. BAUs: Activity units related to enforcement opera­
tions undertaken subsequent to an IU having been
found in violation of the Ordinance.

Minimum acceptable activi ties and extraordinary act t.ies
are listed in :rable 10. Tables 11 through 14 show the number,
unit effort, and AUs for each Enforcement Section operation showTI
on Table_ 1.0. Tables 11 through 14 are summarized as follows:

User Category
TMC Categorical SIUs
Non-TI>1C Categorical SIUs
Non-Categorical srus
Non SIUs

Totals:

MAAU
3,372.25

316.50
1,741.25

793.00
6,223.00

24

EAU
629.25
19.00

202.25
159.50

1,010.00

Total AUs
4,00 50

335.50
1,943.50

952.50
7,233.00



METROPOLITAJ."J WATER RECLAMATION DISTRICT OF GREATER CHICAGO

TABLE 10

ENFORCEMENT SECTION OPERATIONS CLASSIFIED ACCORDING TO
MINII1AL ACCEPTABLE ACTIVITIES AND EXTRAORDINARY ACTIVITIES

MINIMAL ACCEPTABLE ACTIVITIES

Review and Processing of
Discharge Authorization Requests

Review and Processing of
Continued Compliance Reports (RD-115s)

Review and Processing of
Spill Prevention, Control & Countermeasure Plans

Review and Processing of
Industrial vJaste Generation & Disposal Reports (RD-300s)

EXTRAORDINARY ACTIVITIES

Notices of Noncompliance

Cease and Desist Orders

Show Cause Recommendations

Legal Action Recommendations

Referrals to the Law Department

,~endrnents to Enforcement actions

Compliance Date Revisions

Compliance Meeting Notifications

Delinquent Report Notifications

Rescinding of Enforcement Actions

Acceptable Report Notifications

Enforcement Action Related Correspondence

Meeting or Hearing

Compliance Schedule Review

Statement of Compliance Review
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METROPOLITM~ WATER RECLAMATION DISTRICT OF GREATER CHICAGO

TABLE 11

1998 PRETREATMENT PROGRAM COST RECOVERY
MINIMAL ACCEPTABLE ACTIVITY UNITS

TMC CATEGORICAL SIUs

Activitv
DARs
RD-115s
SPCCs
IWGDs

Number
70

655
25

2,969

Unit Effort
7.00
3.00
7.00
0.25

Activity Units
490.00

1,965.00
175.00
742.25

3,372.25

NON-THC CATEGORICAL SIUs

Activity
DARs
RD-115s
SPCCs
IWGDs

Number
5

56
4

342

Unit Effort
7.00
3.00
7.00
0.25

Activity Units
35 00

168.00
28.
85.5.12

316.

NON-CATEGORICAL SIUs

Activity
DARs
RD-115s
SPCCs
IWGDs

Activitv
DARs
RD-115s
SPCCs
IWGDs

Number
49

342
18

985

Number
5
2
9

2,756

Unit Effort
7.00
3.00
7.00
0.25

NON-SIUs

Unit Effort
7.00
3.00
7.00
0.25

Activity Units
343.00

1,026.00
126.00
246.25

1,741.25

Activity Units
13 5.00

6.00
63.00

689.00
793.00

TOTAL MINIV~L ACCEPTABLE ACTIVITY UNITS:

26
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METROPOLITA.l\J v'vATER RECLAMATION DISTRICT OF GREATER CHICAGO

TABLE 12

1998 PRE'I'REATMENT PROGRAM COST RECOVERY
EXTRAORDINARY ACTIVITY UNITS - EFFLUENT METALS NONCOMPLIp~JCE

TMC CATEGORICAL SIUs

3

1"5C
2.Se:

.5

86
110.

ACTIVITY .TJNITS
61. 50

UNIT EFFORT
0.75
5.00
2.00
0.75
0.50
0.50
0.50
0.50
0.50
1. 00
2.00
1. 00
0.50

NUMBER
82

2
43

147
86

5
3
5
1
7
4
4

92

CEASE & DESIS'l' ORDERS
SHOW CAUSE RECOMMENDATION
REFERRAL TO LAW
AMENDMENT
NOTICE OF NONCOMPLIANCE
COMPLIANCE DATE REVISION
COMPLIANCE MEETING NOTIFICATION
TEN DAY LETTER
ENFORCEMENT ACTION RESCINDED
NOTIFICl',TION LETTEH
MEETING OR HEARING
COMPLIANCE SCHEDULE
STATEMENT OF COMPLIANCE

AC'1'IVITY

NON-TMC CATEGORICAL SIUs

ACT IVITX_. _
CEASE & DESIST ORDERS
NOTICE OF NONCOMPLIANCE
STATEMENT OF COMPLIAJ~CE

NUMBER
1
2
4

UNIT EFFORT
0.75
0.50
0.50

ACT I Vr't:L3INITS
c. 7:~

1 (.'

3. c:

NON-CATEGORICAL SIUs

_____ACTIVITY _
CEASE & DESIST ORDERS
AMENDMENT
NOTICE OF NONCOMPLIANCE
NOTIFICATION LETTER
STATEMENT OF COMPLIANCE

NUMBER
13
26
26

1
22

UNIT EFFORT
0.75
0.75
0.50
1. 00
0.50

ACTIVr.IT m;UTS
9.7S

19
13~OO

LOO
11. DC)
54.25

NON-SIUs

_____ ACTIVITY
CEASE & DESIST ORDERS
REFERRAL TO LAW
AMENDMENT
NOTICE OF NONCOMPLIANCE
COMPLIANCE DATE REVISION
TEN DAY LE'I'TER
NOTIFICATION LETTER
MEETING OR HEARING
STATEMENT OF COMPLIANCE

NUMBER
16

3
16
15

3
1
3
1

28

UNIT EFFORT
0.75
2.00
0.75
0.50
0.50
0.50
1. 00
2.00
0.50

ACTIVITY efNITS
12.00

"7
f.

1.50
0.50
3000
2.

58. 0

TOTAL EXTRAORDINARY ACTIVITY UNITS
FOR EFFLUENT METALS NONCOMPLIANCE: 499.:2";
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ME'I'ROPOLITAt"J WATER RECLAMATION DISTRICT OF GREATER CHICAGO

TABLE 13

1998 PRETREATMENT PROGRAM COST RECOVERY
EX'TRAORDINARY ACTIVITY UNITS - REPORTING NONCOMPLIANCE

TMC CATEGORICAL SIUs

____~p"'.cr:ryJTY
CEASE & DESIST ORDERS
REFERRAL '1'0 LAlli
NOTICE OF NONCOMPLIANCE
COMPLIANCE DATE REVISION
COMPLIANCE MEETING NOTIFICATION
TEN DAY LETTER
NOTIFICATION LETTER
ACCEPTABLE EEPORT NOTIFICATION
ENFORCEMENT ACTION RESCINDED
MEETING OR HE.~.ING

COMPLIANCE SCHEDULE
STATEMENT OF COMPLIANCE

NUMBER
56
10

6
1
1

10
51

2
4

15
6

62

UNIT EFFQRT
0.75
2.00
0.50
0.50
0.50
0.50
1. 00
0.50
0.50
2.00
1. 00
0.50

ACTIVIT! UNITS
42.0

-;; ;\
_i • 'J

1.
C.5C

51. C:
'1 .,-•
..1,.• 'J

:? . 'J
3C.CC

6.0
JL.PO

192.5C

NON-TMC CATEGORICAL SIUS

ACTIVITY
CEASE & DESIST ORDERS
NOTIFICATION LETTER
ENFORCEMENT ACTION RESCINDED
STATEMENT OF COMPLIANCE

NUMBER
5
4
1
4

UNIT EFFORT
0.75
1. 00
0.50
0.50

4.00
0.30

10.25

NON-CATEGORICAL SIUS

l\CTIVITY
CEASE & DESIST ORDERS
NOTICE OF NONCOMPLI.A.NCE
SHOW CAUSE RECOMMENDATION
REFERRAL TO LAltJ
COMPLI2lliCE DATE REVISION
TEN DAY LETTER
ENFORCEMENT ACTION RESCINDED
NOTIFICATION LETTER
MEETING OR HEARING
STATEMENT OF COMPLIANCE

ACTIVITY
CEASE & DESIST ORDERS
REFERRAL TO LAW
MEETING OR HEARING
COMPLIANCE DATE REVISION
NOTIFICATION LETTER
COMPLIANCE SCHEDULE REVIEW
STATEMENT OF COMPLIANCE

NUMBER
26

2
1
1
2
8
4

17
4

30

NON-SlUS

NUMBER
10

2
1
6

26
1

11

UNIT EFFORT
0.75
0.50
5.00
2.00
0.50
0.50
0.50
1. 00
2.00
0.50

UNIT EFFORT
0.75
2.00
2.00
0.50
1. 00
1. 00
0.50

ACTIVITY UNITS
19.5C

2. C

4 r··,!

2000

66.

ACTIVITY UNI'I'S
7.SC
4.UO
2.00
j , (iO

26.00
J.., 0

49

TOTAL EXTRAORDINARY ACTIVITY UNITS
FOR REPORTING NONCOMPLIANCE:

28

317. 5



METROPOLITM~ WATER RECLAMATION DISTRICT OF GREATER CHICAGO

TABLE 14

1998 PRETREATMENT PROGRAM COST RECOVERY
EXTRAORDINARY ACTIVITY UNITS - EFFLUENT NON-METALS NONCOMPL,IliliCE

TMC CATEGORICAL SIUS

_____ .A.CTIVITY . _
CEASE & DESIST ORDERS
REFERRAL TO LAW
AMENDMENT
NOTICE OF NONCOMPLIANCE
NOTIFICATION LETTER
TEN DAY LET'I'ER
MEETING OR HEARING
STATEMENT OF COMPLIANCE

NUMBER
13

4
7

21
3
1
1

30

UNIT EFFORT
0.75
2.00
0.75
0.50
1. 00
0.50
2.00
0.50

ACTIVITY 1jNITS
9-.7
R

ICi.S

0.50
2.0C

54.CO

NON-TMC CATEGORICAL SIUS

____..AC.TJ;VITY _
CEASE & DESIST ORDERS
NOTICE OF NONCOMPLIILl\lCE
STATEMENT OF COMPLIA.."'lCE

NUMBER
2
3
4

UNIT EFFORT
0.75
0.50
0.50

ACTIVITY UNITS
1.:10

"r.<i V'

NON-CATEGORICAL SIUS

__~__~. AC<..dT,-I...,VL,I",Tc..,YL· ----_.

CEASE & DESIST ORDERS
AMENDMENT
NOTICE OF NONCOMPLIANCE
COMPLIANCE DATE REVISION
NOTIFICA'I'ION LETTER
STATEMENT OF COMPLIANCE

Jl.CTIVITY
CEASE & DESIST ORDERS
AMENDMENT
NOTICE OF NONCOMPLIANCE
COMPLIANCE DATE REVISION
ENFORCEMENT ACTION RESCINDED
NOTIFICATION LETTER
COMPLIANCE SCHEDULE
STATEMENT OF COMPLIANCE

NUMBER
27
25
43

1
2

38

NON-SIUS

NUMBER
20

8
18

4
1
4
1

29

UNIT EFFORT
0.75
0.75
0.50
0.50
1. 00
0.50

UNIT EFFORT
0.75
0.75
0.50
0.50
0.50
1. 00
1. 00
0.50

ACTIVI'TY UNITS
20.25
18. ~15

21 ''=;c

0.50
2.00

.1..5.1..,,:112
82.0Q

ACTIViTY J;;'"NITS
15~OO

6.00
9+00
2.00
o.so

1.00
14.50
52.00

TOTAL EXTRAORDINARY ACTIVITY UNITS FOR
EFFLUENT NON-METALS NONCOMPLIANCE:

29

193 00



converting these values into percentages of total AUs al~Ows

one to observe t:he relative amount of activi ty for each User
category, as follows:

User CategorY--" _
TMC Categorical SIUs
Non-TMC Categorical SIUs
Non-Categorical SIUs
Non-SIUs

Totals:

MAAU
46.62%

4.38%
24.07%
10.96%
86.03%

EAU
8.70%
o.26 96

2.80%
2.21%

13 .97%

Total,A1Js
55,32%

4.64%
2 6 ~ %
13 .17%

100. %

By applyinlJ thes(:; percentages to the Enforcement Section's
portion of the total 1998 Pretreatment Program expenditures, the
following costs attributed to each of the four IU categories have
been determined.

Minimal Acceptable Activity Expenditures:

User Category
TMC Categorical SIUs
Non-TMC Categorical SIUs
Non-Categorical SIUs
Non-SIUs

Percent of
Total AUs

46.62%
4.38%

24.07%
10.96%

Expenditures
$900,965.08

84,646.65
465, .08
211,809.89

$1,662,5.70

Extraordinary Activity Expenditures:

User Category
TMC Categorical SIUs
Non-TMC Categorical SIUs
Non-Categorical SIUs
Non-SIUs

Percent of
Total AUs

8.70%
0.26%
2.80%
2.21%

Expenditures
$168, ,77

5, .69
54,112.02
42,709.84

$269,980.32

Sampling Activities

In regards to Field Surveillance Section activities, a total
of 44,557 samples were collected during 1998. Of that 1:otal,
34,237 samples were collected for trace metals.

Field Surveillance Section sampling activities
been subdivided into minimal acceptable sampling
(MASA) and extraordinary sampling activities (ESA).

(SA) have
activities

1. MASA: The minimum number of sampling events per'"
formed by the District at each categorical and non­
categorical SIU as required by federal pretreatment
program regulations i i. e., four samples, on sepa'"
rate days, from each final outfall (, A' stations)
and each regulated pretreatment process outfall
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'C' st:ations).
required.

For non-SIUs, there is no minimum

2. ESA: Includes sampling activities in response
i.ncidents of noncompliance by IUs and more frequent
sampling of IUs required for compliance with NPDES
permit limits and Part 503 sludge regulations.

MASAs may be summarized as follows:

User Category
TMC Categorical SIUs
Non-THC Categorical SIUs
Non-Categorical SIUs
Non-SlUs

Totals:

'A' Stations
494

55
274

o
823

'c' Stations
88
o
o

_0
88

IvIASJ:>,
~+C)x41

2,328
220

1, 096

3,644

Since all 1998 Field Surveillance Section sampling activi­
ties beyond MASA were extraordinary sampling events, the ESA is
the difference between the total number of samples collected and
the MASA. ESAs are sQ~arized as follows:

User Cat.egory
TMC Categorical SIUs
Non-TMC Categorical SIUs
Non-Categorical SIUs
Non-SICs

Totals:

MASA
2,328

220
1,096

o
3,644

ESA
17,141

499
7,637
5,316

30,593

Total SaI:lJP1}~p.

19,469
719

8,733
5,316

34,237

converting these values into percentages of the total 1998
sampling activity illustrates the following relative amount of
sampling activity for each User category.

____~C~1s~eLCategory
TMC Categorical SIUs
Non-THe Categorical SIUs
Non-Categorical SIUs
Non-SIUs

Totals:

MASA
6.80%
0.64%
3.20%
0.00%

10.64%

ESA
50.06%
1. 46%

22.31%
15.53%
89.36%

Total Sl"s
56.8

2.
25.51%
15.53%

100.00 9"

By applying these percentages to the total 1998 Pretreat.ment
Program (Program 4662) expenditures for the Field Surveillance
Section, the Analytical Laboratory Division, and the Environmen­
tal Monitoring and Research Division, the following costs attrib­
uted to each of the four IU categories have been determined.

User Category
TMC Categorical SIUs
Non-TMC Categorical SIUs
Non-Categorical SIUs
Non-SIUs

Minimal Acceptable Sampling Activity Expenditures:

Percent of
Total SAs

6.80%
0.64%
3.20%
0.00%

E:x;penditures
$273,543<98

25,745.32
128,726 58

_______~.O . Q0
$428,015.88
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User Category
TMC Categorical SIUs
Non-TMC Categorical SIUs
Non-Categorical SIUs
Non-SIUs

Extraordinary Sampling Activity Expenditures:

Percent of
Total SAs
50.06%

1.46%
22.31%
15.53%

Legal Activities

Expenditures
$2,013,766~44

58,731.50
897,465.63
624, 72Q->lJ3

$3,594,689.75

The remaining 1998 expenditures under Program 4662 were In­
curred by the Law Department. These expenditures were the ult
of extraordinary legal activi ties (ELAs); i. e., Show Cause and
judicial actions against industrial users found in violat of
the Ordinance. ELAs have been quantified by the number of Show
Cause and judicial action recommendations and referrals transmit­
ted to the Law Department. ELAs and associated 1998 expenditures
attributed to each of the four User categories are summarized as
follows:

User ·Category
TMC Categorical SIUs
Non-TMC Categorical SIUs
Non-Categorical SIUs
Non-SIUs

Totals:

ELA
71
o
2

_0
73

Percentage of
Total ELAs

97.26%
0.00%
2.74%
0.00%

100.00%

Expendi t uZ\:, e s
$127,601.64

3,594.78
0.00

$131,196.42

EME Cost for 2000

Tabl..§..-12 summarizes minimal and extraordinary expenditures
and quantifies 1998 total expenditures under Program 4662. Fi­
nally, Table 16 identifies 1998 Departmental expenditures under
Program 4662 and compares Program and EME costs.

The total EME cost. for 2000 is based on 1998 TMC Categcrical
SIU extraordinary expenditures minus accrued credits:

Extraordinary Activity Expenditures (EAE):
Extraordinary Sampling Expenditures (ESE):
Extraordinary Legal Expenditures (ELE):
Civil penalties collected in 1998:
Late filing fees collected in 1998:
Total ENE cost for 2000:

32

$168,1.77
2,013,766.44

127,601.64
(148, .51)

(68,515.QO)
$2,092,674.:34



METROPOLITAN WATER RECLAMATION DISTRICT OF GREATER CHICAGO

TABLE 15

PROGRAM 4662 - SEWAGE AND WASTE CONTROL
EXPENDITURES FOR 1998 BY USER CA'I'EGORY

USER CATEGORY USER_~ATEGORY

TMC Categorical SIUs $900,965.08 $168,133.77 $273,543.98 $2,013,766.44 $127,601.64

Non-TMC Categorical SIUs 84,646.65 5,024.69 25,745.32 58,731.50 0.00

Non-Categorical SIUs 465,170.08 54,112.02 128,726.58 897,465.63 3,594.78

$3,484,010.91

174,148.16

1, 549,069.09

w
w

Non-SIUs 211,809.89 42,709.84 0.00 624,726.18 0.00 879.245.91

TOTAL PRETREATMENT PROGRAM EXPENDITURES:

'MAAE' denotes Minimal Acceptable Activity Expenditures

'EAE' denotes Extraordinary Activity Expenditures

'MASE' denotes Minimal Acceptable Sampling Expenditures

'ESE' denotes Extraordinary Sampling Expenditures

'ELE' denotes Extraordinary Legal Expenditure

$6,086,474.07



METROPOLITAN WATER RECLAMATION DISTRICT OF GREATER CHICAGO

TABLE 16

PROGRAM 4662 - SEWAGE AND vvASTE CONTROL
DEPARTMENTAL FOR 1998

---------------"----_..._-_._,-----'-, .._._,-"~.~~.- ---~------------
- " ... _,.._--~---~--_._ .._---,------~_ .._._--
Section 1998

__Dem_____~___________J:ti~'-ision ______ Expenq:itu,re~

R & D Environmental Monitoring & Research Administrative 121 $46,619.54

R & D Environmental Monitoring & Research Wastewater Treatment Research 122 22,436.70

R & D Environmental Monitoring & Research Land Reclamation and
Soil Science-Stickney 123 1,110.12

R & D Environmental Monitoring & Research Biology-Stickney 124 3,123.93

R & D Environmental Monitoring & Research Toxic Substances 127 125,495.60w
~

R & D Analytical Laboratories Administrative 161 76,866.58

R & D Analytical Laboratories Stickney Analytical Laboratory 162 183,626.08

R & D Analytical Laboratories Industrial Waste
Analytical Laboratory 164 473,185.60

R & D Analytical Laboratories Egan Analytical Laboratory 166 782.85

R & D Analytical Laboratories Calumet Analytical Laboratory 167 38,888.43

R & D Industrial Waste Administrative 191 199,481. 22

R & D Industrial Waste Enforcement 192 1,733,090.80

R & D Industrial Waste Field Surveillance-Stickney 194 1,449,299.90

R & D Waste 195 416.,9

R & D Industrial Waste Field Surveillance-North Side 196 550,909.13



METROPOLITAN WATER RECLAMATION DISTRICT OF GREATER CHICAGO

TABLE 16

PROGRAM 4662 - SEWAGE AND WASTE CONTROL
DEPARTMENTAL EXPENDITURES FOR 1998

(continued)

R & D

Law

Law

Law
w
V1 Law

Law

Industrial Waste

Executive

Executive

General Litigation

Appeals, Claims & Environmental

Appeals, Claims & Environmental

Field surveillance-Kirie

Executive Office

Clerical Section

Litigation

Administrative

Industrial Waste

- - -_ .. _._----"--_.-._.~._-_.~- ----_.-----------
Section 1998

Number Expenditures

197 633,404.42

311 32,741.55

312 112.14

332 375.93

361 56,322.66

362 41,644.14

1998 TOTAL EXPENDITURES UNDER PROGRAM 4662: $6,086,474.07

1993
$7,061,571.91

Percentage decrease in expenditure. EMIl: Cost



IdE~ntification of TMC Categorical SIUs

As previously stated, EME Charges apply only to those
companies t,hat are classified by the District as Significant
Industrial Users (SIUs) subject to categorical pretreatment
standards for one or more of the following metals of concern:
cadmium, chromium, copper, lead, nickel, and zinc. By
definition, this group of industrial users is known as "T}.'[C
Categorical SIUs." A listing of industrial categories regulated
under categorical pretreatment standards for one or more of these
metals is provided in ~able 9.

For a given year, TMC Categorical SIUs are identified the
most recent and complete annual records available to the
District. In other words, companies subj ect to EME Charges for
2000 are initially based on the District's December 31, 98,
10cked-dOltJn listing of TMC Categorical SIUs. This preliminary
listing is then evaluated for currentness and companies be
removed for any of the following reasons.

1. T'he company is no longer in business.

2 . The company has moved outside the District's
jurisdiction.

3. The company no longer performs TMC regulated
processes.

4. The company performs TMC regulated processes but
no longer:' discharges a process waste (dry
operation) .

5. The company has been sold to a new business entity
(if the new company continues to perform TMC
Categorical processes, they assume the TMC
liability of the previous operation).

Based on a November 5, 1999, final lock-down date, 304
TMC Categorical SIUs are subject to EME Charges for 2000.

TMC LQading Determination

Once again, EME Charges are based on the most recent and
complete annual records available to the District. EME Charges
for 2000 are based on 1998 User Charge verified flow and 1998
average metals concentrations derived from District 22-hourto
26-hour composite sampling data.

TMC loadings are determined only for federally regulated
process wastestreams and limited to those metals for which
categorical pretreatment standards has been established.~s an
example, the TMC for a company federally regulated under 40 CPR
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425 (Leather Tanning and Finishing) is limited to that facility's
regulated chromium discharge loading. For companies federally
regulated under 40 CFR 433 (Metal Finishing) the TMC loading is
the surrunation of all six metals of concern (cadmium, copper,
chromium, nickel, lead, and zinc) .

If either User Charge verified flow or District composite
sampling data is unavailable, the best alternative data is used.
This ma:l include company self-reported data. All such deviiat.ions
from standard protocols are noted at the end of Table 17 as
found in t.he section entitled "Extraordinary Monitorinq and
Enforcement Charge Listing."

EME Charge Determination

Having calculated the metals loadings for each TMC Cat­
egorical User! individual EME Charges are computed as follO\II/5:

1. Rank THC Categorical SlUs by decreasing TMC load­
ing.

2. Divide listing into eight equal tiers.

3. Set Tier 8 (bottom Tier) charge equal to $1.000.00.

4. Subtract Tier 8 total charges from total EHE Costs.
The remainder provides the amount to be recovered
from Tiers 1 through 7 .

5. Divide amount to be recovered from Tiers 1 through
; by the number of users In Tiers 1 through 7 .
This provides the average payment per user.

6. Set Tier 4 equal to the average payment.

7. Set Tier 1 equal to 175% of the average payment.

8. Set 'rier 2 equal to 150% of the average payment.

9. Set Tier 3 equal to 125% of the average payment.

10. Set Tier 5 equal to 75% of the average payment.

11. Set Tier 6 equal to 50% of the average payment.

12. Set Tier 7 equal to 25% of the average payment.
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Fo:r 2000 there are 304 TMC Categorical Users subject EME
Charges. This results in 38 Industrial Users per tier.
Individual and total EME charges per tier are as follows:

Ti~.I:

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8

EME Charge
per Jlser

$13,517.59
11,586.50

9,655.42
7,724.33
5,793.25
3,862.16
1, 931. 08
1,000.00

'TOTAL:

Number of
Users/Tier

38
38
38
38
38
38
38
~

304

Total
$513,668.

440,287.
366,905.96
293,524.
220,143.50
146,762.08
73,38l.
38,000.00

$2,092,672.

Details concerning each company's TMC loading and EME
liability may be found in Table 17.
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EXTRAORDINARY MONITORING AND ENFORCEMENT
COST AND CHARGES for 2000

PREPARATION AND REVIEW DECLARATIONS

The Extraordinary
Cos t and Charges
pages 22 through
prepared by:

Monitoring and Enforcement
for 2000, as described on

54 of this report, were

~ /--;
/" ,.' r .

// " "./1/;,/ J. ,/

/' r j--/' jU'~/'~'..-I .<#'1:'. '-~ ,~,,'
_~~~ I' ~ate:
Timothy/F. Moscinski
Pollutlon Control Officer III

The Extraordinary Monitoring and Enforcement
Cost a.nd Charges for 2000, as described on
pages 22 through 54 of this report, have been
reviewed for content and accuracy and were
p epared under the direction of:

R'chard C. Sustich
Assistant Director
Research and Development
Industrial Waste Division

Date :---,'Ir-~--j!~a_\__

Louis Kollias
Assistant Director
Research and Development
Administ.ration Division
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EXTRAORDINARY MONITORING AND ENFORCEMENT
CHARGE LISTING



METROPOLITAN WATER RECLAMATION DISTRICT OF GREATER CHICAGO

TABLE 17

2000 EIGHT-TIER EXTRAORDINARY MONITORING AND ENFORCEMENT CHARGES
BASED ON 1999 TMC LOADINGS

A B F AS AT AU AV AW AX AY AZ BA BB BC BD
EME

CHARGE
1'00.2000

._.. S11,SIlUO

SI,g3i,08
S13,517.59
S7.724.33
57.724,33

511.5l16.50
$i.i3i.08
Sl.000.00

$1-1;586,§0
S7,724.33
SI,931.08
S7,7~~.3g

513,S17.5g
513.517.59

Sl,OOO.OO
$1,000.00

511,586.50
$1;000:00
$I,OOO~OO

-$5,793.25
51,931.08
$5,793:25

. $13,517.59
51,COO.Do

$i3~517.59
$13,5i'7.59
57,724.33
$3,862.16
55,793.25
$7,724.33

... $7,124.33

$9,655.42
-$3,862.16

$7,724:33
$li,5B6~50

s13,5i7,59
$3,862.16

. ··$3,862.i6

Sii,5Be.50
$9,655.42
51,931.08
h931.08

$13,517:59
. 53,862.f6

$9,655.42
$11,5Be.50
$1,931.08
51,724,33
$l,I)(j\).OO
$1,000.00

$13,517,59
$13,517.59
$9,655.42
SI.931.1)8

. $3.862.16
$11.586.50
$5.793.25

TOTAL
_______ CO_~~~N.Y_••__•• . CATJ. J).~II,,§I(~) ,l!lAMfI£~l

,A 8 DIcK CO 4:l3 lA 4
'AMI INC 43-3 2A 12
iAP I INDUSTRIES INC 433 1A 191
jA T A F!I"i1SHING CORP 413 lA 4
:ABLE CASTING. INC 433 2A 5
iABLEELECTROPOUShlNGCO 433 IA 13
IABOVE & BEYOND BLACK OXIDE INC 433 1A 4
'I ",CCENTMETAL i:iNtSHfNG CO 413 1 IA a
ACCURATE ANODIZING . 413 I lA 14

ACE ANoqlZING &IMPREGNATING INC 413 I lA [_. 4

I:g~:~7~:~~ING co ::; I 11 ." ~
iACME STEEL· CHICAGO FURNACE PLANT 420' 1A I 7
"ACME STEEL· RIVERDALE PLANT 4~0 '1 11 A 7

I
'ACTION PLATING CO'- .. 4;3 lA I 4
ADVANCE ENAMELING CO -413 1C 1
Al<z6NOB~Li::HEi4'i::,iLS,I",C 414! lA

I

.12
iAL BAA· \I!IIcMETTEPLATEAS 413 1A 4

. 'ALAM()GAOUf'I~IJINC_. 4~3 lC __3.
ALANSON MFG CO 433 lA: 1~5
ALlSRrrEANODIZINGCO 413 lA __ . 27._
ALLIED TUBE &:C(lNDUIT420 lA 4
ALLIED TlJBE& CONDUIT COAP 420 lA 46

IAlLOY CHROME INC . 413' '·----".,--7

1~~~w~rA~9}awgR~~~~c :~; ';} 1~9
tAMCO cORP OIl/OF LEG-GElT &filAri 4~~ 2A 4
AMCOENGlN'EERING CO· 433111 9
AMERiCAN NAMEPLATE co 433 lA ..15

f~~~g~ti~~~t~Jt~Q9 -·l :~r ~ ~. ·is()'
i~~~~~~'!~~~{h\~~i41Sind;al1aj I:ii1 ~~ --- ~1
AMERiCAN STANDARD CIRCUn-SINC 433 11\ - 4
AMiTRO'NCORi' . ,. .. .... 433 1A --196

!AMPEi.INc. 433 lA 65
.ANCHOR METAL FINISHII'-iG CO 433 2A 7
ANDREW CORP .. ... --433-'1A 4

ANDREW cORP . _1:33 lA I 4
ANODIZING SPEciALISTS LTD 413'-'A-- '--3

Ilfl~lif<)'OO E._~.= ...r
:AUT0f.1_A!'9.iI'!9~liJ-",~G. . 413 3~~- . 1/37
IAVIS COMMEHGIALANOQIZING 413 lA ' 96
B& r P(JlISHlNGINC 433 1II 4
'IlAANES PLATING CQFlP 413 1/\ '73

:1S~Lf\"lOODIN()\J$7~IAL INC m 2A 4
,fIElMON1PfATINGWORKS.INC 413 lAl '93
iaERTEAU·LOWEl\,PLATING WORKS, INC 413 lA 4
'BLACKSTONE MFG CO 433 4/\ 4

lig~t~\~!~~~;j~NC :~ i: +
iSOElNGPRECIsiONGEAR INC 433 lA 14

YSE"!-NO
25514
12900
11379
11375
21743
24781
25200
13583
11340
11166
12145
11001
12254
12253
11644
11047
12320
13505
11427
12749
12371
25378
11535
13950
11625
12000
2531.4
15939
13351
11136
I~Q7 -
25577
113(34
11172
214138
15669
25379
13000
10966
2.4~66

13103
12940
12920
10263
13513
12~38

12961
128.31
12623
13254
11138
10958
13048
11203
11892
15!j8D
25009

1

to;
4

2-
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23

II'> 24
0 25

26
27
28
29
3D,
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53
54
55
56
57
58



METROPOLITAN WATER RECLAMATION DISTRICT OF GREATER CHICAGO

TABLE 17

2000 EIGHT·TIER EXTRAORDINARY MONITORING AND ENFORCEMENT CHARGES
BASED ON 1998 TMC LOADINGS

A B F AS AT AU AV AW AX 1'.'1 AZ BA BB BC BD
TOTAL TMC EME

£AJ.LLQl[Tl:FIiSl
TOTAL FLOW CD CR CU NI I PB ZN TMC CHARGE

1 USER-NO ... . COM!'ANY .i!1~"'~!&l'l J.«;!P.rL.__ .(!,I:ll![Y!l.L jl:.'!.~_I'l.L .{I,BSlYR (hB$I!f)L_J.t::~-,'!LYBL jgLSlYR LBSIYR TIER FOR 2000
59 -iO:llI-- BOfiG WARNFR AUTtSMCli'iVEtNC; 43" 11'. 4 2".608.296, 0."9' 354 5.5'1 3.74 0.00' 913.5 , 2V14 5 $5,793.25

60 10312 ·BOYE NEWl.F CO 433 1A 8 1,f)::1!h342 0.00 D:Ol~ OgB '12.2a, 0.18 2.35: 15.15 5 $5,7113:25
131 11898 BRETFORD MFG INC 433 lA 10 3,457,256 0.061 0.75', 2.8Oi 0.69' 069: 1318i 18.17' 5 $5,793.25
62 11260 :BRETFORD MFG INC 433 11'. 4 12,146,240j 0.00 o.ooi 172] 0301 000' 1.42; 3.44' 7 $1,931.08

63 10314 •BREUER El.ECTRIC MFG CO 433 21'. 967,920; O.oo! 0.02' 0.37i 0.09; oooi 135; 1.82 7 $1,931.08
64 11186 ,BRIGHT METALS FINISHING CO 413 11'. 4.951,760, 004: 7.35' 95°1 7.14' 099' 409' 29.11 ! 5 $5,793.25
65 25265 'BRIJEN ELEQTRONICS 433 11'. 187 548,000' 001 003' 354~ 0.06i 0,031 031:1' 3.96: 6 $3,862.16
66 15695 \6RfSKlN tv1fGCO 4s''3 1/\ 10 7,519,300; 0.06:' 056i 357: 0.56! 73.621 133.70; 212.09': 2 $11,586.50
67 10870 'BRISKIN MFG. CO 433 II'. 6 7.119,300' 006[ O.95! 5.52! 1.01 128B! 37.17, 57.591 3 59,855.42

'c M P ANODIZING 2,513,300]
,

1.13i 2.85168 25289 433 lA B 004: 8.03' 4.21 019: 16.45[ 5 $5,793.25

69 13195 'CPS'ISTEMS 413 II'. 10 14,792,400] 012
1

062

1

7.28 5.06! 0.99: 2813] 42.191 4 $7,724.33
70 11807 ICALCO PLATING 413 31'. 12 4,181,320: 0.001 I 000, 0.00' 8 $1,000.00.1

16758171 11576 [CASTLE METAL FINISHING CORP 413 lA 11 16,101,000
1

819; 44.98 22.83, 14.23[ O.OO! 257.82 1 2 511,586.50
72 21828 CEN1RAL STEEL FABRICATORS INC 433 lA 8 i .074,882i 001! 0.00 1.04' 0.171 0001 176] 2.98 1 7 51,931.08
73 11548 'CENTUR'I PLATING CO 413 lA,2A 7 20,495,200 i 124: 13563 17081 108.42 i 0.00 1801: 280.38 2 $11,586.50
74 12925 CHEM·PLATE INDUSTRIES 413 11'.1 4 20,052,0001 o.oof 62.38, 22.24! 268

1

0001 134.29f 221.581 2 $11,586.50
75 11256 CHICAGO ALLIS MFG 433 lA 4 24,152,920, 0001 1011 6.45[ H).8S 3.221 65.471 87.02 1 3 $9.655.42
76 11064 CHICAGO ANODIZING CO 413 21'. 308 16,149,32O i 013 4929

1
9.43

1 2168j 0.40. 1051.. 91.45] 3 $9,655.42
77 10341 CHICAGO EXTRUDED METALS 468 4C 4 357,295

1 002i 0.60' 0.03 018

1

5.49 6.32j 6 $3,862.16
78 10342 [CHICAGO FAUCET CO 433 II'. 193 23,365,029! 0.19', 212.01) 134.261 336731 1.95 86.32 771.47! 1 513,517.59
79 13330 CHICAGO FINISHED METALS 465 lA 4 5.744,980! I 0.431 1.77

1
_ i ] 24.63 26.83! 5 $5,793.25

80 10347 !cHICAGO HARDWARE & FIXTURE 433 II'. 4 2,795.076j OOOi 026

1

091

1

0.281 000,

::;~1 8.
83

1
6 $3,862:16

~ 81 12808 'CHICAGO NAME PLATE CO 433 lA 4 3,997,900 OOOi 3.63 6.07

Jl
000

1

16.20., 5 $5,793.25
f-> 82 13354 iCHILO MFG & PLATING CO INC 433 lA 91 3,575.440

1

0.36
1

012

1

36.
351 0.00 21.65 91.60j 3 $9,655:42

83 12711 iCHRIS INi:JUSTRIES INC 433 lA 4 364,000 0.00, 0.03 0.13 0.02 0.001 014
1

0.32 8 $1,000.00
84 14522 ICIRCUIT ETCHING TECHNICS INC 433 lA 194 3,119,0001 003i 0.21 109.85 0.23 156 1.90 113.78 3 $9,655.42
85 12128 !CIRCUIT SYSTEMS, INC.:PLANl- 1 433 lA 8 48,776,0001 0001 1.221

235531
30.51 6.51 16068

1

434.45
1

1 $13,517.59
86 14472 ICIRCUIT SYSTEMS, INC.·PLANT 2 433 11'. 8 74,289,700, 062

1

1.
24

1
168.05 70..63 000, 7.1.~7 310.41 2

-
$11,586.50

87 10279 [CLAD.REX INC 433 2A 4 3,071,288; 0.10 0,31 1.02 044

1
0001 5.74 7.6i 6 $3,862.i6

88 12340 'COD'I METAL FINISHING INC 413 3A 187 3,777,400· 0.16 19441 10cj51 0.85 003 1 il§I5 1_

.1~:i~
2 $11,586:50

89 15230 jCOMMERCIALFINISHES CO INC 433 II'.' 4 993,400 0.02

0.
03

1

022
1

0c171 OOO! _

'_~~c~~I'
7 $1,931.08

90 16977 rOOPER FREDERICK LAMPS INC 433 2A 4
7,113.4

8°1 -(J001 0.47 68.05 0.53

~~~I
3 $9,655.42

91 25559 COOPER LIGHTING (formerly FAIL SAFE LIGHTING) 433 lA 11 6,346,643 0.00 0.11
- 1

0.85[ 3.71 6 $3,862.161.59,
92 10~14 CRAFTSMAN PLATING & TINNING 413 11'. 4 28,151,968) 10119

1 128.681 30687i 6339 21(30 233.85 855.57 1 1 $13,517.59
93 11603 iCRESCENT PLATING WORKS, INC 413 5A 220 20,719,6001 069\ 257.82 31.28, 13599 0.17 89.B61 515.81 1 $13,517.59

4i3
- .' . _. 1

j 0.00]94 12996 CRO-MATCO 2A 4 121,125, _ OOOi i 0.00, ·····1 8 $1,000.00
95 14380 :CYPRUS ROD 468 21A 4 40,700' 0001 0.07! 0.00' OOO! O.02J 0.09: 8 $1,000.00
96 13702 'iDASSINGER HARD CHROME 413 lA 7 683,200: 0.00[ i

12911
0.23'

4.47)
0.23 8 $1,000.00

97 10397 ;DAUBERT CHEMICAL CO INC 433 IC 4 1,346,400; O.OOi 0.03 1 0.90i 0.001 18.31 5 $5,793.25
98 24089 iDEHLER MFG CO INC 433 lA 4 2,980, 1451 002\

6.711 0821 QOO: o.ooi 2.63 10.19 6 53,862.16iDEMUTH STEEL PRODUCTS CO
I

0.001 $1,931.0899 10844 433 11'. 7 367,000 0.00 0.05, 0.18! 004
1 04°1

0.67) 7
100 12929 1DOVER INDUSTRIAL CHROME 413 lC 7 29,900

1 0.00 I j.
0.03, 0.03 8 $1,000.001

371j. 53431 019[ 8792 145.76 i 511,586.50101 14650 iDOWNEY B L CO INC 433 II'. 19 7,672,236 0.00' 051
1

2
I

1.25 1 i $1,931.08102 12058 IDYNABURRGHICAGO INC 413 II'. 4 2,340.000
1

I 0.00,

26,031 1.
25

1
7

103 11852 DYNACIRCUITS MFG CO 413 II'. 4 35,068,241, 0.29, 1171 5235[ 468i 0001 84.52 3 $9,65542
104 13627 IEAGLE ELECTRONICS 433 II'. 9 17,941,000i 0.001 0."4S! 30.22 4.49, 4. 19 1 6.281 45,64' 4 $7,724.33

1,05 25437 iEASCO ALUMINUI,,\. INC (formerly Dalton Alum',um) 467 11'. 62.794,600\ I 0.00' 43.47, 43.471 4 $7.72.4.33

1£6 24378 EPSA1, MANiJFACT\JRING CO 11'. 4 12,686,080 ' 000; 000' 2:22 0001 0.00 5.081 7,3~1 6 $3,~8~.16

107, 11408 ·EDSAL MFG90 ·'A 11,<lQr},l.'llB' G 1{) 010 3.i2 (i.90; 1.5:2 7.51 13.6(1, 5 $$,'7113i~S

lOll 23655 ·ElECTRO·CIRCUITS ,NC IA 8078.000 013' 0,1',3 B8-23 4:SE: 0,88
1

f).52 jJf.4jl S9;65S.4~

109 24756 ELECIRONIC INTERCONNECT CORP 1A 15,310,000 013' 128 157.05i 1.53 i 319' 6.?7! 169.95 2 $11 ,$86.50
110 12222 :ElECUlON1C PLATING CO 3A 21884,2361 402, 44,17 27.38 1 4~t28: 0.00 159521 2114.3ji' 2 $11,586.50
111 12469 iElk GROVE PLATING IA 188 15.181,8501 0.13[ 15504 12.92'

~~~f
0.251 326671 499.19 1 1 $13,517,59

112 11977 ]EMPIRE HARD CHROME lA 182 25312. 320 1 021 i 451.55 lO98i 084[ 1013

1

477.10' 1 $13,517.59
113 10427 ' ENAMElED STEEL & SIGN CO II'. 10 9,2001 0.00

. "

9.00) o.OOi B $1,000.00
114 11495 IENAMElERS & JAPANNERS INC - ELSTON 21'. 4 2241,234 1 0.00 0.00 0.431 0111 0.00' 400 4·54: 6 53,862.16

EN·CHRO PLATING INC lC 4 312,000 0.08 0.09 0.07: 076!
,

1.24: $1,931.08115 15546 0.071 018 7

COomerpl,mTM..a
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TABLE 17

2000 EIGHT-TIER EXTRAORDINARY MONITORING AND ENFORCEMENT CHARGES
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BO
EME

....J;A~;~..1
$5,793.25
5\.931 :OS'
51,9:I1.l111
53,862,"';
53,S6M6

$13,517,59
51,0011.00
$5,793,25

513,5i7.59
$1,931.08
$1,000.00
57,724.33
$9,655.42

$11,596,50'
$3,862.16
$9,655.42
$5,793,25
$9~655.42
$1,9'31.08
$1,000,00
$1,000.00
$1,931.08
$i,93{08

$13,5i7.59
$3,il62~16

·$9,655.42
55,793,25
S7,724.33
$7,724.33
57,724.33
S5,793.25

5i3,517.59
$9,655.42
$3,862.16
51,000.00

$13,5ii.59
$3,862.16
$3,862.1i;
$1,fl()().Ofl
$9,655,42
$3,862.16
$9,655.42
$9,655.42
$7,724.33
$9,855.42
57,724.33
$1,000.00

$13,Sli.5.~
$.1.~'0ll

$11,58$.5(1
$3,862.16
$3,862.1~

$11,586.50
$11,588.50

$7,724.33
$1,000.00
$9855,42

BCB88AAZ

7.71,

64.73
148

AX

4014
0.79
2.92

1

AW

CR CU . Nt 'I'll ZN TMC
!:!l,~IJL.iI,'!.~.!JL.d!:I.'t¥.!I!Ll.l.IJl.l¥!f!L .LI,!'!§.I!Fll {1.1!§£Yl!L TI!'ll

0.00 140[ 12281 000, 212! 15.81! 5
132 0.45'00-51 0001 098, 2.80' 7
000: 000: 000: ooo! 058' 0.56:, 7
1041 0.66[ 551! OOO! 041 i 7.621 6
OQ91 jz0i 04.1] OOOL 440[ 6.66[ 8

1,381.30; 146.82[ 157.32, 1.241 40.69: 1,727.541 1
0001 000, oooi 000, a.oa! O.ilQi 8
1,321 2.34! 1.65.1 O:OCll 22.99; 28.30i s
627t 1756

1 1830al 1i:~1 56553; ij5~::~I;

oooi 0001 60°1 000\ 0001 0.001 8
083! 26191 615! 045, 14.131 47.751 4
o 161 32621 25(j5j 003! 1083: 6,9.;i21 3 i

.:. :.8.1.• ]' :::: 1:..•. ::1' ~..r.~ 1i 9 12

1

1;f'~'~".·~_·.II~ _II
093 4.24 2.59 090 _~~~~~I .'
072 2524 .36.1. °llO 81491111.061 3

1
..•~.•••·~!.•. I.· H~jl' !E1ti n; !~;,

776751
1

-- .._- ogo 11~61 7,7~~~ ~ I

i~;~i ~ ~~ - ~~: ~.~~ ,.·_.·_•.·_42•..-8:~.9:'.·".:B.1 ~~:: ~
, . (),§5 1240 038 0,3,3 I 42.70 4

0,00 13.28 .' ,_g,~9 0.00 307<4j 48.04"

ri~~li ~.~i ~~~~, ~~~~~~~i,·.~~~ .. ~.·I'-'
2,09644 2;096.44 1

29 64 11.80 11.88Oj7 5.87 "60.01 3
0:0311'. 7.24 0.19 0.05 1,02" 8.54 6 I'

0.00 . ,~ i _()o02 .l! ,j .

B~:~~ 6~:~~ 8b:g~ ~~~ .9.~...•~.._.~...j..... 33~:~~. ~ 'I'

1042, 0.82 0001 0.00 0.66 11.92 6
i 0.00 I 0.00 B, 1

·~4·~.'~5341~ 2~:~; ~~; ~~;. ~;::: li~:~: [
5.74 2,13 0,00 57.21 69!1

i
3

22.91, 26.74 3.27 310 17.877400· 3
0.1'1 29.541 2.74 0.1911.891 7~45•• ,.·.5207.' 4

5268

1

' 6491 746 (JoDI' 8621 . 3
1,25 4.1.7.! 39.20 00 .. 000," 823/ 52'~1 4

• 0.011 8
1:59, ;?D2.25 2.8545[.77] 1

0.00' 000· 000, &

9 591 0 RR 254?:> :10800, 2
226 0.00 '792' 11.40 6
0981 0001 7.38' 6

OOOi 198,201 2
OOOi 159.~l!! 2
OOOi 51.381 4
OOOO.OO! 6
0.00 65.07, 3

0.61
0.24
0.00
0.00

0.11
0.09
(l05
3.58
0.04
0,00

0.36:
0.001
0.001

O,O~

0,00
002
0.09
000
001

6661
0.001
0.28
0.11
0,04'
0,02[

0.04
1

0.00
0.63'

I

AVAU
TOTALTMC

FLOW CO
.__ .J2e.YL_.J.IJ!!'!!E

2,166,000 OOO[
1,491.999: 000
1,505,000 i Oooi
1.977,5401 0001
3,519,570i 006i
7,070,0961 0.18:

2,800i So~!
1.651,400i uOui

75,176,80°, 125i
1,704,892 i 0.001

3:55D,4B~ g~1
3,797,OiJOl 0.031

26,69.E>,12q! 0.22]

.~:~!H;~I g6~1
8~:~;j:~16' .... O.o.•...Oo•.-.b..:I· -.' '.-

'6,000 .~. (JOO
92,4,00 0-01

120,000 0.00
···',174,360 0-01
84,939,100
17,675:500
2,278,934
54-38200
6,581,000 '

19,396,080
·5,471,800

9,563:300
. 93,066,160

7,253,750
.. 4"70,800

2,360,120
10,97}:100

553,520
1,793,600

78,000
18:133.000
.. 209,440
11,100,320
" ,677,480
2,116,840
2,720,1,25.,
,2,549,0001

32,500'
36,011.116

1~.000

42,596:,356 '
7,309,200
2.218,OOO~

139,791,400
7,427,640
7,106,000:

269,280!
27,187,217

I
f

I

AT

12

4
38
10
10
4
4

183
4
43
4

146
14
4

188
4
14
.8__ .
13
4
10
8

:213
7
7
5

28

If-l·
53'1
4

261
4

18,6
3
4

21
3
8
4
4

112
4
4
2

TOTII.L
{SAMPLES

5
4
6
4
4

198

1A

AS

4A
IA
lA
lA
2A
3A
lA
1A

.QI,JIgl@.
IA
IA
lA
lA
2A
2A
1A

F8A

..J.+-"U""S,:,E;;;R.:;;N",O:,+;","~=== __-"C=OMPANy ..._ •.._..J~11
116 14287 .ENGaSCORP 433
117 25323 'ETCH·A·DiE 43:;
178 25365 :EX'CELL MEtAL PRODUCTS 433
119 11212 iFlLMCOTEINC 433
120 24826 !FINISHING CO. INC, THE 433
121 11855 iFINISHING co. THE 413
122 25367 (FLUIDMANI\(:jEMENT 433
123 25554 iF9YALP91_~iTLLC(@j2.5O-oL9rr,b£tt(i Lr~:, Alsip) 433
124 13389 ,FORO MOTORCO· CHICAGO ASSEMBLY PLANT 433 3"
125 11905 1FOREST PLATING CO 413 2A
126 11350 IFORMWELl.i::"ORP 433 ,"
127 13338 IFOTQFABFlI9AT\ONCORP 433 1A
128 10439 IFRAMBURGANOCO 433 1A i
129 12719 GATTO INDUSTR!AL PLATING 433 1A I

130 i1900 GEM COAT INC 413 lA I
131 25242 GENERAL CIRCUITDIBIA DEI.TAPRECISION ,433 lA' II

132 13401' GENERAL FIRe EXTINGlJlSHER co ... , 433 lA
133 13393 GENERAL MOTORS; ELECTRO MOTivE 433 '"

134 11641. GENERAL TlJBE CORPORAtiON 4~_2~0~ l',,,A,,' 'j',-
135 12197 GEo·fiAECORP .....
136 11632 GRApH·ONINC'-
137 23696 GREENl.EE DtAMONDTOOL CO ~lC
138 11724 GRIFFIN PLATiNG co <4.13 _ -,- 11\
139 11837 GUTMANN I.EATHER CO, iNc - 425 2A
140 10204 HAl.l.CO TI-IE C P 414 'iA
141 10471. HANDYBLJTIONMACHiNEcO _433 lA
142 12184 HALJSNERHARD·CHROME-'NC- - ~lL iA -
143 11903 - HAYDoci(cA'sTERCO . - _433',A-"
144 11861 HEicOOHMITELl.C (lorrm8rlyOhrnlte Mfg Co) 433 lA
14513308 Hi·TEMP iNc ... .... .'" -,- _4J.L lA,2A'
146 2494<4 ,HOMAKMA.N'tJFA.C.TYf'iING CO 433 .. iA'-'
147 10487 iHORWEEN LEATHER CO 425 lA
148 li414 ltlIHRi~D.v:.MFi:i"f.oTNC 433 IA
149 25176 ,IDEAL CIRCUITS INC ~~"iA
150 10501 [il.LINOIS Tooi.wORK~f:CHfi6N-OMATIC- ~13 .. 2A
151 13717 [IMPERIAl. PLATING co iNC .43~ iA-
152 15918 [INTER CONNECTJ~rs.fgMSIi<c _". 433 iA
153 12402 IINTERNATIONAL PROCESSING CO OF AMERICA 413 1A

i~~ l~~~! I~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ERPLATING. :~~ 11-'
157 12424 IJ Lo METALPROD(jCTSCO . . ...... 4:)3 2A
158 13267 JACOB ANODIZING .. 413 1A
159 11062 JA~gSP,RECIQUS METAlSPl.ATING 433 lA
160 11396 JENSEN PLATING WORKS INC 413 2A

::~ m~~ Ij~~~E~~~~~~~~~~ INC ::; ~~
li~ 11099 !!<ALMUS&ASSqs'NC 413
164 :14910 ij(II.QBAf1CqMpACTINOCORP m
165 1 t 653 !j(l,EllUOO~S INC 433
je6 24431 .KN9WI..E$ ELECtRONICS Ie GROUP 4313
167 15505 'KaME'r OF AMERICA INC 433

m~:iE 1~~ir~lg~1~g~:~!:~gC m
171 10797 LAKE CITY PLATING WORKS 413
172 10885 LAKEWOOD ENGINEERING & MFG 433
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A B F AS AT AU AV AW AX AY AZ BA BB BC BD
TOTAL TMC EME

TOTAL flOW CO CR CU NI PI! ZN TMC CHARGE

1 J,1§!!!:!'!Q COMPANY _c__LC!~!L~!1§!i!?L."{~~_""~LESL "" .J~'iL ... ..I~t1!~F!l "LL!!~!!L (~~!lN21LJ_lL~SIY!!L "!~t!~i!!:'1, 1~~!!L ~1L&~t.rBL J:!~ FOR 2000
173 11177 LAMINATES & COMPOSIlES --,._. 465 1A 4' 11,837,729' 3.28; 14.22' 17.47 5 -"""$5,793.25

174 12068 'UTTELFUS~INQ 433 lA 5 95,28(),240 ' 4,ni 6662 18585, 350.441 000' 5~~iU)4! 1;154.61 ' 1 $13,511.59

11 13590 ;UHON I KESTER SOLDER 471 lC 3 4.000; I , I I 0,00' 0.00, 8 $1,000.00I

iMP C PRODUCTS CORP 003) 2.47[
,

165! OOO! 6401 12,77'176 12475 433 lA 8 3,410,880 1 2,22, 5 $5,793.25
177 13923 IMAGNETIC INSPECTION LABORATORY INC 433 lA 9 B,380,300' O·(j?i 19.71 i 7,06' 29491 000; 14,26' 70.59; 3 $9,655.42

178 13502 iMAJOR REFlECTOR PRODUCTS CO 433 2A 4 56.550,000 047! 18,87' 127,34: 1226; 8.49' 8159! 249.021 2 $11,566.50
179 11064 'MECH,TRONICS 413 2A,3A 16 7,837,544' 0..13\ 1438 8821 3.73! 1.11' 1837: 46.54' 4 $7,724:13

180 25413 :MEGO METAL FINISHiNG·ILLlNOIS LLC 433 2A 4 5,;m,165
r

000' 5,48 15.lti i 3.651
~~~!

573 30.52 1 4 $7,724.33

181 13483 IMEISE.L PLATING CO 413 lA 106 284,240 0,001
0001 I i 0.27 1 a $1,000.00

182 24882 IMETAL BOX INTERNATIONAL 433 lA 4 2,137,7841 0, 371 1.52: 0.91 1 0001 1.96 4.76 i 5 $3,862.16

183 25253 METAL IMPACT CORP 433 lA 7 5,398,4201 0.05 1 Q.23l 8,55: 0,36' 0·°°1 11539 124.511: 3 $9,655.42
184 10638 iME'THOOE ELECTRONICS 433 lC 4 18,000] 0,0°1 002' 000: 0.031 O,OO! 019 0.25: a $i,ooo.oo

185 10766 IMiDWAY.WIREiNC 420 lA 185 108,033,640 1 I 5,41 t
,

69,38' 436,99 511.ni 1 $13,517.59I
186 12951 iM1DWEST METAL FINISHING 413 2~ 11 1.009,800' OO3i I 0.341 0.361 7 $1,931.08

187 13289 IMIKE'S ANODIZING 413 2A 4 5,841.88°1 005l
3.31 8281 1661 0001 580j 19.10i 5 $5,793,25

188 24154 [MILTON (NTERPRISES 433 lA 8 923,010 0.G1 0.06 0.42!

:::1
0,001 0,70

1.
38

1

7 $l,931.li8

189 24946 iMORSE AUTOMOTIVECORP 433 iA 2 3,800 0.00 0,00' O,OOi 00°1 O.Q1
i

0.03 8 $1,000.00

190 13712 ,MOTOROLA INC 433 lA 4 51,716,0641

:::1
0.00: 1639, 0,00 0,00, 33,21 i 49.60, 4 $7,72U3

iMOTOR()LAI~CCO/vlMUNICATIONSBlDG 21'167'8401
1 335

1
$3,862.1619t 10448 433 2A 7 194

1
0,18 o,ooi 5.65

1
t1.12, 6

192 10201 IMULTIGRAPHICS INC 433 lC 1 4,000 0,00 00°1 ::] 0.00

00°1
0,00

0.001
8 $1,000.00

193 25052 iNACME STEEL PR()CESSING LLC 420 lA' 4 19,298,400

O:03f

0,00 2302

1

23-02 . 5 $5,793.25
194 13268 'NATIONAL CASTINGS, INC 464 lC 8 35,000 I 0,02 0,37 0.41 7 $1,931.08..,.
195 14912 !NATIONAL COATING TECHNOl.OGY 433 lA 8 553,000

_OO~
006

1
0,18 0,15: 0,34 0.75 7 $l,93i.06

W 195 12353 INATioNAL MATERIAL CORP 465 11\ 4 3,791,083 0.25 2.911 3.161 7 $1,93i.06
197 24395 INATIONAL TECHNOl.OGy INC 433 lA 4 52,499,560 0,44 4.38 418,1.4 1 4378j 7.44 227"1 496.951 1 $13,517.59

198 21811 iN.EW I.iETALCRAFrS iNC ... 433 lC,2C 2 19,5()Q 0,00 ooz, 0,08 1 0,00 0,00 0,04 0.15 8 $1,000.00
199 1.0987 ,NINA ENTERPRISES. INC 433

',15 _..

V
4 117,200 0.00, 0,04 1 001! . 0,01 om

5~:6~f
0.26, 8 $1,000.00

200 19614 ' NOBERi PLAilNG CO 413 .. 21'.
.

4 15,852,495 0,00 1.06, 170,151 149,93 3.04 380.2~ 1 $13,517.59
201 12622 . !Noi3ERT PLATiNG co .. 41;) iA 4 4,076,8()0 .. ()03

H~f
144BI 24.72 41i! 544j 49.94 4 $7,724.33

202 25406 1NORTH AMEFIICAN ELECTROl.ESS 433 1A 5 2,419,200 .. 000 0.65j 40,82
00°1

6.46 48.48 . 4 $7,724.33
203 13548 iNolt-rH~(5E.99B£': ,CiRQMMI\N 433 2A 4 461,388. 0,00 0,03 0,14

1

002

f

0,00 oig' li~8i 7 $1,931.06
204 -13547 INORTHROP GRUMMAN CORP 433 5A' 18 23.559,504 ooo! 0,201 31.44 6,09 0,00 13,16 50.89, 4 $7,'124.33
205 12461 rRTHWESTERN PLATING WORKS. 413 "2A 26 5,i31,28O 0.13' 47,67 51,87 97.! o.66! 87,82 197.8~~ 2 Sil,586.5o
206 24696 NUWAY INDUSTRIES INC <133 .. lA,2A.3A 12 3,181,244 1 0,42 2,20 2393

1
2,36 0,001 17.96 45.88 4 57,'124.33

207 13124 OMEGA PlATING INC .. 43~.
. lA 4 ,2,457,.5()() 000 0,14 617

1
033i 0,471 205 '9,16 6 $3,ll62.ii;

208 12979 'OMNI·CIRCUITS INC 413 1A 4 28,731 'OOO~ 000, 4.55 333071 2,88' 0,00

"~~
353.19/ 1 $13,517.59

209 11140 Jp &H PLATiNGC() INC . . 413 lA 324 28,336,5.90 .. 0,471 46,79 78,22 6428

1

1.89 "',. 318.81 2 $il,5Sil.50
16 I

.-.- \
$1,931:08210 10182 If' vS CHEMICALS INC (ILLINOIS) 415 3 3,801,600

(j081
0.79 1 0.79, 7

211 12126 ,PERFECTION PLATING INC 413 iA 6 10.030,20°1 184
1

5354
1 2978[ 0,92 6.78 92.941 3 $9,655.42

212 11920 ~PETERSEN FINISHING CORP 413. 2A 4 30,205,000 0.00 529
1

2O.4°i 9,32, 0,00 12,34 47.36j 4 $7,724.33
213 13153

l:~~~~~~if!f~INC ..

413 lA 1112 iO,711,380

f

. 0,63 41,90, 804i 536: 0,18 174.29 .230.39 2 $1',5116.50
'lA' 0.05

----'··1
60.16 51i;586'-50214 10799 413_ 182 5,849.360 19A61 8, 54 1 0}5 86,69! 174'1l9! 2---- ..

695, 171 $13,5i'1.5!l215 .. .25099 465 lA 4 25,766,200 253.36

!
948.52 [ 1

216 11176 IPRE FINisH METALS INC 465 lA 4 4.9.98,OOQI
096

1

113,09 1 91,08 1 204.16 1 2 $11,5ll6.50
PRECISIO£IN!~HINGCO INC 11\ t 30.53 1 $7,724,33217 13721 413 6 6,399,140 075] 1185

1
12,97, o,ooi 4,00 4

I r I 0.i4! $l,OOiJ:60218 13110 ,PRECISION FINISHING .413.. lA 4 762,960 0,01 I 0131 8
:PRECISION INSTRUMENT 11\ ,Y6~,!l12i

.,
310' 6,7ll'10635 433 8 000' 0,04' 185 1.79, 000, 6 53,662.16

i2127 pREClsioNPL,i,TiNG CO 413 lA 190 t:,,3_1/,_€}~9i 023: 12,30: 127.5S' 3 i6.6o] 1230, 2.'i. tg; 489,50, I $1.3,Sf'l.S9
'1)9i1;3 'P,<ECOAT M"TAlS 465 it; 13 3,42·0.495 : 34.,513 i 0.'(2; 1.1~! 42.40 4 $7,7:1:4,33
2145:"3 IPRC)-lE'C ME1'AtFINISHING COHP 433 ?A 9 246.84(), O.D1 ,- 003 016' 007' 000 018' 11)6 1 $1,931.06
25324 PULSAAINC 433 IA 8 (\65721 0.00 0,00, 0.28 001: 000 005, 0,34 7 51,931.08

224 13277 IQ CFINISHERS INC 433 lA 6 1,291',221·1 0.031 2.(J~; 028: 0.24, 0001 308] 5.66 6 $3,862.16
225 24330 ,QMAINC 433 IA 188 7,264,000 . 006

1
0,551 I2347[ 103! 00°1 497i 130.07 2 $11,586.511

226 10639 [QUAM NICHOLS CO 433 lA 4 8,343.040 000

1

OGO 196 0.001 0,00, 10.051 12.01 5 $5,793,25
227 15043 ',R & R RESEARCH D/B/A E J SOMERVILLE 433 2A 8 1,092.828 ' 0,02 15.89\ 035: 0,08 0071 068i 17.09 5 $5,793.25
228 13115 jR CINlJlJSTRIESINC 413 lA 4 8,280,360 0,21] 1,04 7181 5,39 0001 9.741 23,55 5 $5,793.25
229 11531 RSOWENS&CO 433 lA 4 15,902,680 0,131 0,00 29.71 ! 16.45 OOO[ 66,451 112.73 3 $9,655.42

CIOeme!f1',Ame-lI



METROPOLITAN WATER RECLAMATION DISTRICT OF GREATER CHICAGO

TABLE 17

2000 EIGHT·TlER EXTRAORDINARY MONITORING AND ENFORCEMENT CHARGES
BASED ON 1998 TMC LOADINGS

A B F liS liT AU AV AW IIX AY BA B8 8C BD
TOTAL TMC EME

TOTAt FLOW CO CR CU Nt ZN TMC CHARGE
1 USER·NO , .....•...•............• gg"M~I\.r4'!. (:1\11 Q!JT~tT\Sl !1l1\1,l,\'Lt;1l1 !~E'I'L., ..L.lLEl~R .11,~S{YR .lL!!!1L".Rl~1'"El§t.'YB1 .. I. JI,BJ:lIYRI iLBSIVRIt-!!§R F(JR~OOO

230 11244 READY METAL MFG CO 43:1 1'/\ ~. , , 1 ;;:"1 !~4':' (l00 (l28 527 (l94 13,17 HMS 5 "SS;79i"fs
2131 10645 REFLECTOR HARDWARE CORP .«:n //1 '~Ii • no;' on 1G? 1 37 010 8.94 12.89 5 $5,193:25
232 13232 'REGENCY METAL FINISHING nJ 1/\ 1'J;> n O~I 996 1 91 1 58 021 12.05 25.78 5 $5,793,25
233 12285 'REHBERGER A C CO 43J 1/1 • , 't ""1<) 'irJ;> 002 459 036 021 2.75! 7.95' 6 $3,962.16
234 12599 'REINEWALD PLATING 4'3 6/\ nA H; l' n V) ~ ~~( j 076 283 7335 27320 033 29.78 380.24 1 $13,517.$9
235 11241 ;RELIABLE PLATING CORP 41.'3 1/1 • ;)10HI01W1 21 C,6 17372 51 36 6416 000 17.35 328.16, 1 $13,517.59
2S6 24508 ;HELIANT 80LT 420 ,1\ ," ?:~ 0.00 7.25 7.25 6 $3,862,IS
237 25604 iREPUBUC TECHNOLOGIES {Iormerly R;;opubllC Er'9' S'~I~I 42u lC2C • 4.?~J : 000 2690' 26.90 5 $5,793.25
238 24347 'RIPPEL ARCHITECTURAl. METALS iNC 433 21\ 4 8636054 000 086 1383' a 43 3277 12.96' SO,86, 3 $9,655,42
239 11031 IRIVERDALE PLATING & HEAT TREATING. INC 413 lA 164 38.365.000 096 123.19 864 448 0321 90902: 1,04S.60l 1 $13,517.59
240 13581 IRIXSON·FIAEMAf'lK OIV 433 lA 4 1.866.410 003 0.12 319 0.17' 1.40' 4.37[ 9.29' 6 $3,862.16
241 14438 ,RYERSON COIL PICKliNG OiV 420 2A 3 13,227.100 , , ! 2,43'1 4920: 51.63' 4 $7,724.113
242 15773 :S & B FINISHING CO. INC 433 311.4A 28 5.086,400 0.13 038' 7.17; 106: 000] lB.71 1 27,45] 5 $5,793.25
243 10670 ;S & C ELECTRIC CO 433 11\ 4 145,936,904: 3.65' 86.42, 214.21 ; 187.44: 2313: 300631 815.41' 1 $13,517.59

I I 1 I 0001 0.691 a.69!244 13141 S & D WIRE CO INC 420 lA 2 564,000 : I
034[

7 $1,931.08
245 10658 SAFETY SOCKET SCREW CORP 433 lA 121 3,113,760 0.05' 0.36 2.00: 010, 4.491 1.35! 6 $3,862.16
246 11339 SAPORITO C J PLATING CO 413 lA 10 20,674.720 7880: 128.80: 52.76: 45.87[ 5. 17 1 191.221 502,631 1 $13,517:59
247 12272 SATE·L1TE MFG CO 433 lC S 51.480, 0.00 0.04 0.01 072: 0.00, 0.15; 0.93, 7 $1,931.08
248 12968 SCIENTIFIC Pl.ATlNG 413 2A 4 28.850,360 oooi 12.03 89.75; 3441, 14.201 987] 160.25, 2 $11,586.50
249 12394 scon Pl.IITING INC 413 111.2A 187 581.0S4 004 15.02 034 328 0.01 i 15.85: 34.54' 4 $7,124.33
250 13574 SENIOR FLEXONICS INC 433 3A 4 5S,374,275 0.00] 6.82, 9S.39 1461 [ O.OO~ 9347] 211.29: 2 $11,585.50
251 10877 SHURE BROTHERS, INC 433 lC 6 249.600 001, 1.93 004

1

006: 004J 1.68 1 3.75' 5 $3,8S2.16
01::> 252 10679 SIGNODE CORPORATION 4S5 lA 7 27,452,000:

i
0.00] ! I 7.78: USi 6 $3,85l.f5

01::> 253 25203 SINTER METALS INC 471 lA 4 3,941,9S0 i 0.001__ 6 $3,862.16533
1

~~I
5,331

254 11951 'SKILD Pl.ATING CORP 413 2A 4 949,960', 003

1
I

'] 0,03
1

8 $1,000.00
255 25445 SKY ELECTRONICS 433 lA 0 27,0001 0.00 0.00, 0001 0.00 0.00 0.00 8 $1,000.00

20,677,316:
-'1

158:14 125S 10683 SLOAN VALVE CO 433 lA 6 0.52 77.08: 1776

1

52.S0 2.41 2 $11,585.50
·SORINI RING MANUFACTURING CO INC

I
257 24585 433 1A 12 1,773,00°1 0.00 003

1

043 0.16 0.00 0.89 ~.51i 7 $1,931.08
258 13009 ,SOUTHHOl.LAND METAl. FINISHING 433 1A 4 16,826,000 3.37 7.86 22.03 0421. 0.00 i9~3 53.61 , 4 $7,124.33
259 13063 ·SOUTHWESTERN PLATING & POLISHING 413 1A S 19:3,9601 0.00 ---I ·1' - j 0.00 ...

-'LJ457j
. 0.00' 8 $1,000.00

260 11487 'SPECIFIED Pl.ATING CO 413 3A 194 12,168, 4721 0.20 3410

1

467,

i~;t
O·lOi 175.26 2 $11,586.50

2S1 14635 iSTAR ELECTRONICS INC 433 lA 193 16,861,000 0.14 0.98 lH431 .

6~~1
_.8.02

1
176.76 2 $11,686.50

262 24847 ·STERLING l.ABORATORIES INC 433 lA. .191 3,314.3881 0.03 .5233
1

32.84 5252 83.5S, 221.33 2 511,586.50
263 11799 STERLING LABS INC 413 lA 190 2,329.272 0.04 0601 22.83 57.77

~~~~ ..

1105

1

92.39 3 $9,655.42
264 25449 ;5TIFFEl.CO .. · .. 433 1A 11 2S,928.000 0.22 157

1
57.04 1.57, 10668 167.()9! 2 511,586.50

265 13790 1STREAMWOOD PLATING INC 413 iA 10 2.400.000

1

..
0.20 I T 0001 0.20: 8 $1,000.00

:STROMBECKER CORP . 2A 000\
I

8.861 $3,862.16266 1041;1 433 4 ... 2,917.040 0.05 0.94 O.OO! O.()Oj.' 7.87 6
267 25293 jSUN·CHEMICAl.CQRP 414 2A 4 6,225,610 1

13971 13,97 5 $5,793,25
019

1

0.00
1

268 25279 ISUNRISE ELECTRONICS 433 1A 193 _4,577,000 0.04
01'1

27.41 0.61
1 1.95) 30.31 4 $7,724.33

269 11014

r-'''''''''"'"' ,""
413 lA 4 1,189,320 0.00

.. 0.00
232

1
0.00 8 $1,000.00

270 10847 SWITCHCRAFTINC 433 lA -4 1.845.880 0.05 0.40 18.60 8.441 OOOj ---I 29.80 4 $7,724.33
271 12778 T'IV RSEAVICE CORP' 413 1,4, 7 '6,789,000

- "--
0.23 1.30 20.50 26.50 1.53 S1831 111.88 3 $9,655.42

THOMPSON STEEl. CO 5A
. THREE J'S IND'USTRIES INC

272 10134 420 4 4,078,096 0001 0.141 0001 299 3.1:1: '7 $1,931.08
14260 lA 4,247,000

.. I
273 433 7 0.89 42.72, 018

1 035f
1009

1

68.441 3 $9,655.42
274 11413 TIARA CORP 433 lA 1 4 I,S94,9S8 0.00 0.00 0.00 . 0.95 -I 7 $1,931.080.03, P7,
275 25018 TINGSTOL COMPANY 433 1~ 191 19,19S,883 0.17 06S' 1569! 3.80 8591 228.341 2 $11,586.50
276 11616 !fRlllASTEElDRUMCORP 433 11\ 11 9,378,705 0081 070 078 000, 12.28, 19,1S, 5 55.193.25/
217 13992 !TRI··POWflEflCOATING INC 433 1'" t6 13;612,320 ; q.o§l 028 171: O.OO( 1iJ.42j 22.5<1' 5 55,79325/
t~'7B H1l26 irRlUM!o'H INDUSlRlt'S 4;13 ! lA 47 6083.9091 0.0'1 3'5"1 1.35" O-C)O 12~S4i 60.~O ::1 59:65~.42'

279 1323~ V SPLAT\.NCl PO 413 lA. 189 33,899.3$01 1(}'j7.1 121,00 ?4f} 97 000' '2.69.15: 913.41 'I S13,SIMllc
280 24397 U S STANDf\F1DSIGN CORP 433 lA 6 15,000] 0001 0.04 0.00' 0.00 0051 0.11 [ 8 51.000.00

[UNION CARBIDE CORP, IJCAR EMULSION I
025;281 10720 414 lA 23 10,164.000: I 1644 16.70' 5 55,793,25

282 25321 fliNITECH:INOUSTR1ES 433 lA 23 _.861,7201 0.01' 0.04 1.89 771
1

O.OOi 1.79' 11.441 6 $3.862.16
283 25231 UNITED DISPl.AY CRAFT 433 2A 8 7.343,116, O.OS 024[ 8.88 147 0.00, 8021 18.68] 5 $5.793.25
284 24950 IUNITED ELECTRONICS CORP 433 2A 4 16529.0001 0.00 028

1
9S.08 882

1

2.481 .662[ 114.28] 3 59,S55.42
285 11380 UNITED METAl. FINISHERS INC 413 lA 288 8,956,080 0.15 1860

1

15.7S 1.49 022
1

7111
1

107.33, 3 $9.655.42
286 13676 Ul'oIrrED RE·MANUFACTIJRING CO INC 433 2A S 2.949.000 0.02 9.37, 1.18 0.20 0.00 4.481 15.251 5 $5.793.25

OOI'Ima'pl,e",a·~



METROPOLITAN WATER RECLAMATION DISTRICT OF GREATER CHICAGO

TABLE 17

2000 EIGHT·TIER EXTRAORDINARY MONITORING AND ENFORCEMENT CHARGES
BASED ON 1998 TMC LOADINGS

306 TOTALS~ :304 TMC CATeQORICAL SIUs 319 12;4~

TOTAL

b1- ..~ER.NQ... ~ ._"_~,~PA!!'L " .. CATl _Q.l!!b!'lI~~l~M!':"g~l

287 10735 IUNITYMANUFACTURINGCO 433' 1. 4
~ 13003 :UNIVERSALMETA.L FlNISl-iING 413 3. 16
289 13714 lV P ANODIZING INC 433 IA 241
~ 13053 !V PPLATiNG & PARISO iNC 413 I. 188
~ 25294 !VAPORCORP 433 lA,2A 8
29;< 11522 L\(ERTIFLEX CO 433 2A 8

~ ~.~~~~ j~~~e;s~~~~~rUCET CO :~;~: 1
8
4

~ 25267 ',WEBER·STE:PHEN PRODUCTS 433 4A 4

~ :~~~ [~~~~~~~PLATING INC :~; ~~ 1~
298 10899 IWESTERN CHAIN CO 433 lC 193
~ 1(J760_ I\'{ESTERNFlI.J~T'PROOFCO 413; 2Al 4

~ ~~;~; ~~~~Ltrsg~L~~~D~ERIOFlj>RINTE[jCIRClJITS :~~l~~:~~ :,~
g 13810 WIELAND METALS SERVICE CENTER INC _ 468 lA 4
~ 1.1701 YALE POUSf1ERS&PLATERS INC 413 lA 12
304 10770 ZEGERS INC 465 3A 4
~i0774' ZENITH ELECTRONics CORP [RAlJLAND) 469 lA--- 7 _..

A B F AS AT AU AV AW AX AY AZ BA BB BC BD
TOTAL TMC EME

FLOW CD CR CU NI PB ZN TMC CHARGE
IGPYI J!-.J:l.M'!U [lBS!YRl IlBS!YRl JI::!!~RI [U!l$!YRI '/UlSIYRI 'LBSlyRl TIER FDR211QO

13,769,408 0.11 ; 10.34 \7A6' 47.43 0.00' 1378 1 89.111 3 -_..- $9,655.42

7:569,760 006! 972[ 99.96', 732: aOl}; 1338: 120.46' 3 $9,655.42
4,229,000 0.14: 7.97\ 614: 899\ 0.92; 7.09 31.25', 4 $7,724.33
1.496,300 1.41 : 22.44: 34.43; 45461

407[ 32.31 i 140.12! 2 $11,586.>0
32,921,000; 027[ 2.47 [ 19.221 275! 577: 28831 59.31 1 3 $9,655,42
4,!l21,840j 0.04\ 0101 357

1
0161 5.13, 16.01 : 25.611 5 $5,793.25

4,502.96°1 0.08] 4.73 40·~~i 7361 3226: 4202: 126.93i 3 59,658.42
56,940] 0.001 001! 006

1
O.oli 0.00 0.68! 0.761 7 $1,931.08

4;4136'
786

1 O.07j 26 331
3.29,

.0.64( 000. 7.37! 39.701 4 $7,724.33
3,210,4115 0.00 I 225 2.251 7 .... $1,931.08
8,205,560 021! 256.90! 4749

1

80.B2 233 ?~J~! 415.8s1 1 _$13,517.59
.. 390.0001 OOB! 1053[ 0.12 1 45031

------1
4 $7,724,330.91 ! 0.01 56,69:

0.
29

1

,
14011 4B6[

4~~~61
221.941 $11,586.5034,293,298 1 134.991 14.01i 2

53,227,68]
I

0361
4572

1

.. 465.231 1 $13,517.59
5,393,240 0.13 0.31 7~~:1 054 2.38 78.8llj 3 $9,655.42
1,178,B40 ! 003 0031 ooo! 19°1 7 $1,931.08

().O4!
__ ...2.19!

4,607,680 4.77 6.301 13.91 0.00' 3.84 28.86: 5 $5,793.25

6, 160,00~1
0001

25.74 I 1~5J 121
11

37.86 4

I
$7,724,33

320,725,B48 235.39 853.2B 1;254,51' 1 $13517.59

5511,!i65,185 667 19,083 9,130 7,918 1,083\ la.su! 56,402 $2;092,;612.54



lROPOllTAN WATER RECLAMATION DISTRICT OF GREATER CHICAGO

TABLE 17

2000 EIGHT-TIER EXTRAORDINARY MONITORING AND ENFORCEMENT CHARGES
BASED ON 1998 TMC LOADINGS

Cell: ,0,2
Comment: Formerly U10402. Moved from 5700 Touhy Ave. In Sept 1998. Flows tlOm old facility used to determine EME flaw. ANALYTICAL DATA OBTAINED FROM U10402's STUDY 2/23-28/98. STUDIES AT THIS FACILITY LATER IN THE YEAR

CONSISTED OF GRAB SAMPLES ONLY.

C"":A4
Comment: VOLUME BASED ON UC VERIFIED FLOW SPUT (FROM 1998 APPROVED FLOW SPUT UST)

Cell: A8
Comment: COMPANY REGULATED AS 433 ON 6/3197.

Cell: A12
Comment: lA BATCH DISCHARGE REPORTED ON DAR = 5000PB X 2 DISCHARGES PER WEEK. APPEAL No. 980-002 ESTABLISHED TOTAL VOLUME "PEP YEAR" IS 636,500 GPy AND PROCESS VOLUME "PER '(EAR" = 39,420 GPY. PER D.

BYRON, USE TOTAL VOLUME CLEARED FOR 1998 (628,320) AND 39,420 GPY (AS ESTABLISHED BY THE APPEAL) FOR PROCESS FLOW. USE 39.420 GPY EVERY YEAR FOR PROCESS FLOW UNTIL ADVISED OTHERWISE.

Cell: ,0,15
Comment: VOL.UME BASED ON UC VERIFIED FLOW SPUT

Cell: A16
Comment: NO UC FLOW SPLIT. TOTAL. PLANT FLOW APPLIED TO STA lA. COMPANY IS OPEN BUT DOESN'T REALLY DO PL.ATlNG ANY MORE. PL.ATING TANKS ARE STILL ON SITE AND FILL.ED WITH PLATING SOLUTION

Cell: A17
Comment: COMPANY REPORTED TWO DISCHARGES IN 1998. TOTAL SHOWN.

Cell: A20
Comment: STA lC (BATCH) VOLUME BASED ON COMPANY REPORTING 4 DISCHARGES IN 1998. EACH DISCHARGE ESTIMATED @ 88 GAL.LONS. MEAN DATA FROM lC DATA FROM 1998 STUDIES.

II::>
0'1 C"II: A21

Comment: STA 1,0, (BATCH) VOLUME BASED ONRD-tI5 AVG (1st RPT=I,646GPD 2nd RPT= 5,315GPD) X 260 WORKING DAYS.

Cell:A22
Comment: STA 1,0, (BATCH) VOLUME BASED ON RD-115 AVG (151 RPT=3,542 GPD 2nd RPT= 1,464 GPD) X 2 DISCHARGES PER DAY X260 WORKING DAYS

Cell:A23
Comment: 1998 TOTAL FL.OW BASED ON 6129/98 RD-115 (68,941 GPD X 310 WORKING DAYS).

cell: A28
Comment: FORMERLY U11402. TOlal flow = RD·115 avg x260 working days (Iaken Irom 2/15/98 and 8/17/98 RD-115s). FEB 1998 INSPECTION VERIFIED 2,0, (OUTSIDE STATION) AS COMPANY'S FINAL. DISCHARGE POINT. ONLY DATA FROM 2123-27/98

USED TO COMPUTE EME; ALL OTHER DATA FROM YEAR CONSISTED OF ONE HOUR COMPOSITES.

Cell: A33
Comment: COMPANY MOVED FROM 2241 S INDIANA (10273) TO NEW FACIL.lTY AT 3941 S KEELER (25577) DURING (25577) DA ISSUED 11/1.99.

Cell: A35
Comment: VOLUME BASED ON UC VERIFIED FLOW SPLIT.

Cell:A37
Comment: No UC approved IIaw split for 1998. Total planl flaw applied 10 !A.

Cell:A42
Comment: COMPANY REPORTED ONE DISCHARGE PER DAY 4,925 GPB (24,625 PER WEEK) X 52 WEEKS STATION 1A DATA FROM 2/919B NOT USED TO COMPUTE FMF BECAUSE OF TCFl ANOMOI. Y

Cell:
COmn1l!nt: VOLUr~E ,BA~;"D Lie VERIFIED FLOW SPLiT

Call: A46
Comment: VOLUME FOR STA 1A BASED ON UC VERIFIED FlOW SPLIT

Cell: A55
Comment: No UC approved flaw split. Talall998 110'11 volume (applied to 11'.) lrom 8/14/98 RD-115 ,egutaled 110'11 8246 gpd x 253 working days.

Cell: A57

OOomNpl ame-~



METROPOLITAN WATER RECLAMATION DISTRICT OF GREATER CHICAGO

TABLE 17

2000 EIGHT·TIER EXTRAORDINARY MONITORING AND ENFORCEMENT CHARGES
BASED ON 1998 TMC LOADINGS

Comment: No UC approved 1I0w split for 1998. Total flow applied 10 lA

Cell: A59
Comment: APPEAL NO 990-056 ESTABLISHED FLOW SPUT FOR 1998's nO·9;o VOl IIMr ron STATION 1A ilSfO

Cell: A62
Comment: VOLUME BASED ON ue VERIFIED FLOW S,'LiT

APPEAL No 98d-082 HAD NO [FFECI ON EME THEREFOHE. NO ADJUSTMENTS WEnE !Mn!

Ce!!:M3
Comment: NO UC FLOV'; SPUT FOR 1998.

Cell:A70
Comment: PER APPEAL 990-005.1999 EME CALCULATED USING 1998 VOLUME APPLIED TO 1996 TMC LOADINGS TO EOUAL 15469 POUNDS FOR YEAR 2000. USED 1998 VOLUME AGAIN

Cell:A73
Comment: STATION '2A REPLACED STATION 1A ON MAY 1, 1998 FLO\rV PRORATED: IA FLOW '" 20,495.200~(120j365); 2A FLOW 20,495,2DO"(245i385).

Cell: A75
Comment: NO ue APPROVED FLOW SPLIT TOTAL PLANT FLOW USED

Cell: A76
Comment: NO UC flOW SPUT TOTAL PLANT FLOW APPLIE 0 TO STA 2A

Cell: An
It:> Comment: VOLUME BASED ON STA 4C TOTALIZER READINGS 8Y IWD FROM 116198 TO 1/18/99 =357.295 GPY
....:J

Cell: A78
Comment: 1998 VOLUME BASED ON ue VERIFIED FLOW SPLIT

Cell:A80
Comment: ue VERIFIED flOW SPLIT FOR 1998.

Cell: AB2
Comment: NO ue FLOW SPLIT. TOTAL PLANT FLOW APPLIED TO STA 1A.

Cell: A83
Comment: 1998 8atch discharge flows provided by company.

Cell: AB4
Comment: NO UC FLOW SPLIT. TOTAL PLANT FLOW APPUEDTO STA tAo

Cell: A85
Comment: 1998 VOLUME BASED ON ue VERIFIED flOW SPLIT.

Cell: ABS
Comment: 1998 FLOW BASED ON ue APPROVED FLOW SPLIT.

Cell: AB?
Comment: NO ue FLOW SPLIT TOTAL 1998 Pl.ANT FLOW APPLIED TO STA 2A.

C</!II, .0.91
O""'m","t: 11A lRANSFERR~D 7/30199 FROM UGHTING(15'%?S) ro GOOPFR UCiHT1NG (25559) NO 1998 tiC ~LOW :~P! 11' TOTIl,t PLANT FLOW AnpUFD TO STIl

Cell,A94
Comment: VOLUME BASED ON AVERAGE RD·115 PROCESS FLOW REPORTED ON 3/1019B ANDI012?198. [(493 + 457) 121 X 255 WORKING DAYS =121. t25 GPY.

Cell: A95
Comment: 1998 VOLUME BASED ON ue VERIFIED FLOW SPLIT FOR STA 21A (TOTALIZER READINGS).

Cell: A97

O'.)emarpl.eme-a



METROPOLITAN WATER RECLAMATION DISTRICT OF GREATER CHICAGO

TABLE 17

2000 EIGHT-TIER EXTRAORDINARY MONITORING AND ENFORCEMENT CHARGES
BASED ON 1998 TMC LOADINGS

Comment: PER UC APPEAL 950·032 (LTR 8/18/95), COMPANY GRANTED FLOW SPLIT TO ESTABLISH EME FOR DISCHARGE THROUGH STATION lC. lC VOLUME APPLIED TO DATA FROM lC.

Cell: A98
Comment: NO UC FLOW SPLIT. TOTAL Pl.ANT FLOW APPLIED TO lA

CSeIl: A100
Comment: STA 1C (BATCH) VOLUME BASED ON 1 ,ZJooIBATCH (DARI TIMES 23 DISCHARGES IN 1900

Cell: Al01
Comment: NO 1998 VC FLOW SPLIT TOTAl. Pl.ANT FLOW APPLIED TO STA lA

Celt: A102
Comment: STA lA (BATCH) VOl.UME BASED ON DAR INDICATED VOLUME THE OA HAS INCORPORATED THIS VOLUME 7.500 GAUBATCH DISCHARGED DAIl.Y X 312 WORKDAYS

Cell: A 105
Comment: COMPANY WAS U13255 IDALTON ALUMINUM 1 USED DATA FROM CLEARED 1998 DATA FROM EASCO THE DA WAS TRANSFERRED FROM DOl.TON ro FASCO ON 7/31/98 TOTAl. Fl.OW INDICATED IS FROM ENTIRE YEAR

COMPANY HAS NOT CHANGED OPERATIONS DATA FROM 5127/98 NOT USED··;>l HOUR COMPOSiTE (NOT BEl WEEN 22 AND 26 HOURS)

Cell: A107
Comment: 1998 VOLUME BASED ON UC VERIFIED FLOW SPLIT

Cell: Al09
Comment: NO UC flOW SPLIT TOTAL 1998 PLANT FLOW APPLIED TO STA lA.

Cell: A112
Comment: VOLUME BASED ON 1998 UC VERIFIED FLOW,

.t:>-
eo Cell: A113

Comment: STA lA (BATCH) VOl.UME BASED ON DAR REPORTED BATCH DISCHARGE VOLUME (2,300 GPB) X 4 DISCHARGES FOR 1998 =9200 GALLONS DISCHARGED PER YEAR.

Cell: A114
Comment: 1998 VOLUME BASED ON UC APPROVED FLOW SPLIT.

Cell:A115
Comment: STA 1C (BATCH) VOLUME BASED ON DAR SUBMITIED BY COMPANY 911/97. 1300 GPO X 240 WORKING DAYS

Cell: A117
Comment: USED 2/15/98 AND 10/29/98 RD-115 AVG PROCESS FLOW 5673 GPO X 263 WORKING DAYS.

Cell: A118
Comment: DA ISSUED ON 2/27/98. NO UC CLEARED DATA FOR 1998. USED 8/15/98 RD·115 AVG PROCESS FLOW 7000 GPO X PRORATED NUMBER OF WORKING DAYS (215) =1,.505,000 GPY NO DISTRICT SAMPLING DATA FOR 1998; USED

DATA SUPPLIED WITH RD-115

Cell: A119
Comment: NO UC FLOW SPLIT TOTAl. PLANT FLOW APPLIED TO STA 1.

Cell: A121
Comment: VOLUME BASED ON UC VERIFIED FLOW SPLIT.

Cell:A122
Comment: VOLUME BASED ON ONLY ONE DISCHARGE FROM STATION lC AND 2(; DURING 1998 DATA WAS OBTAINED FROM STATION lA (BATCH FLOWS THROUGH STATION lAI

Cell'A123
COmmenl: COMPANY MOVED 9/99 EME INCURRED AT OLD FACILITY 1248051 SENl TO NEW FACiliTY 1255541

Cell: A124
Comment: VOLUME BASED ON ue VERIFIED FLOW SPLIT.

Cell: A126
Commenl: NO BATCH DISCHARGES IN 1998.

Cell: A127
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Comment: NO UC FLOW SPLIT TOTAL 1998 PLANT FLOW APPLIED TO STA lA.

Cell: A129
Comment: NO ua FLOW SPUTTOTAL 1998 PLANT FLOW APPliED TO STA 1A

C.,U: 1\130
Comment: NO UC FLOW SPUT TOTAL 1999 PLANT FLOW APPUEDTO STA IA.

C.,II: A135
Comment: 1998 VOLUME BASED ON COMPANY SELF REPORTED BATCH DISCHARGE INFORMATION

Cell: A136
Commen!: DA ISSUED 9/14198 PROCESS FLOWS FROM ORIGINAL DAR USED TO DETERMINE FLOW (1200 GPO X 77 PRORATED NUMBER OF WORKING DAYS" 92,400 GPY)

Cell: A137
Commen!: 1998 VOLUME BASED ON 1,200 GAL X 2 BATCHESIWEEK X 50 WEEKS.

cell: 1\138
Comment: NO UC FLOW SPLIT TOTAL 1998 PLANT FLOW APPLIED TO STA A1.

Cell: A139
Comment: NO UC FLOW SPLIT TOTAL 1998 PLANT FLOW APPLIED TO STA 2A

Cell:A141
Comment: 1998 VOLUME BASED ON UC VERIFIED FLOW SPLIT.

II::> Cell: A142
\.0 Comment: NO UC FLOW SPLIT TOTAL 1998 PLANT FLOW APPLIED TO STA 1A.

Cell: A144
Comment: DA TRANSFERRED FROM UI1861 TO U25575 ON 7/8199.

NO UC FLOW SPUT. TOTAL PLANT FLOW APPLIED TO STA lA.

Cell: A145
Comment: 1998 VOLUME BASED ON UC VERIFIED FLOW SPUT,

Cell: A148
Comment: 1998 BASED ON UC VERIFIED FLOW SPLIT.

Cell: A150
Comment: NO UC FLOW DATA. USED AVG OF REGULATED PROCESS FLOWS REPORTED ON 4/98 & 10198 RD-115s (7738 GPD+ 9120 GPDjl2 X 280 WORKING DAYS.

Cell: A152
Comment: NO UC FLOW SPLIT TOTAL 1998 PLANT FLOW APPUEDTO STA lA.

Cell: A154
Comment: COMPANY REP STATED THAT 1000 TO 2000 GALLONS ARE DISCHARGED ONCE PER WEEK. 1500 GAL AVG X 52 WEEKS = 78000 GPY. THE CURRENT DA INDICATES COMPANY DISCHARGES 1,700 MAX PER BATCH DISCHARGE.

Cell: A156
Comment: WAS U21860 (SAME NAMEISAME ADDRESS). DATA FOR 1998 TAKEN FROM UC CLEARED VOLUME FOR U21860.

<''''.ll'''llffil<: "'~ lIe FLOW SP1.Jf TOTAL 1998 PU.l!,N1J~OWAPPt;EU TO ST/\ 2f~

Cell: A 159
Comment: NO ua FLOW SPLIT TOTAL 1998 PLANT FLOW APPlil"D TO STA lA

Cell: A159
Comment: NO UC FLOW SPLIT TOTAL 1998 PLANT FLOW APPLIED TO STA lA.

Cell: A160
Comment: NO UC DATA FOR 1998. USED AVG PROCESS FLOW FROM 4/98 AND 10198'5 RD-115 X 250 WORKING DAYSll0881 GPO X 250)
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cell: A161
Comment: NO UC DATA FOR 1998. USED AVG PROCESS FLOW FROM 4/98 AND 10/98'S RD·115 (10196 GPD X 250).

Cell: A162
Commen1: STA 1e (BATCH) VOLUME BASED ON REPORTED DISCHARGE OF 650 GAL PER WEEK

Cell: A164
Comment: STA 2A (BATCH) VOLUME BASED ON DiSCHARGE OF 300 GALLONS PER WEEK FROM COMPANY'S QUARTERLY BATCH DiSCHARGE SCHEDUI. E

Cell: A165
Comment: NO UC FlOW SPUTTOTAL 1998 PLANT FLOW APPUED TO STA4A

Cell:A168
Comment: 1998 VOLUME BASED ON UC VERIFIED FLOW SPLIT.

Cell: A175
Comment: STA lC (BATCH) VOLUME BASED ON APPROXIMATELY 1000 GALLONS DISCHARGED PER QUARTER, AS REPORTED BY COMPANY ON THEIR QUARTERLY BATCH DISCHARGE SCHEDULES.

Cell: A179
Comment: NO UC APPROVED FLOW SPLIT. APPLY HIGHEST DATA FROM EACH OUTLET (2A OR 3A) TO TOTAL PLANT FLOW.

Cell: A180
Comment: NO UC FLOW SPLIT, TOTAL PLANT FLOW APPLIED TO STATION 2A DATA.

Cell: A184
Comment: STA lC (BATCH) VOLUME BASED ON REPORTED DISCHARGE OF 500 GALLONS 3 TIMES PER MONTH.

lJl
o Cell:A185

Comment: NO UC APPROVED FLOW SPLIT. APPLIED TOTAL VOLUME TO STA IA. MASS LIMiT FOR CR+, PB. IN AT lA FOR 1998.

Cell: Al87
Comment: 1998 VOLUME FOR 2A BASED ON UC VERIFIED FLOW SPLIT.

Cell: AI89
Comment: BATCH DiSCHARGE 2X ANNUALLY (1900 GAL X 2 = 3800 GPY). DA NEEDS TO BE UPDATED TO REFLECT THE FACT THAT COMPANY DOES NOT BATCH DiSCHARGE TO lA DAILY (NOTIFIED DM ON 8/25/99). AS WAS THOUGHT FOR

ESTABLISHING 1997 FLOWS.

Cell: Al90
Comment: VOLUME BASED ON UC VERIFIED FLOW SPLIT.

Cell: Al91
Comment: 1998 VOLUME BASED ON UC VERIFIED FLOW SPLIT.

Cell: AI92
Comment: BATCH DISCHARGES VOLUME BASED ON COMPANY'S QUARTERLY SUBMITTED BATCH DISCHARGE SCHEDULE. 4000 GALLONS TOTAL DISCHARGED FOR 1998.

STARTING 1/1/99. 4C IS THE PRETREATMENT STATION AND STATION IC IS DEACTIVATED.

Cell: Al93
Comment: NO UC APPROVED FLOW SPLIT. TOTAL FLOW APPLIED TO I A.

c.n: AI94
Co""".,'l: ONE HATCH DISCIIAHGE TO STA IC UN m'(iS,~ L)!SCHAJ'lGE OCCUFlS ONCE EVf'cHV OR 3 YEAfi S

Cell: A196
Comment: NO UC APPROVED FLOW SPLIT. TOTAL FLOW APPLIED TO STI\ !A.

Cell: A198
Comment: COMPANY BATCH DISCHARGES THROUGH IC AND 2C EVERY TWO WEEKS. 250 GALLONS PER BATCH IS DISCHARGED TfiROUGH STATION lC AND 500 THROUGH SATION 2C. THEREFORE. 6,500 GALLONS PER YEAR ARE

DISCHARGED THROUGH 1C AND 13.000 GALLONS PER YEAR THROUGH 2C. TOTAL 19,500. RGURES OBTAINED FROM FIELD INSPECTION INTERVIEW WITH COMPANY REP.

Cell: AI99
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Comment: STA 1C (BATCH) VOLUME BASED ON 68 SCHEDULED BATCH DISCHARGES TIMES AVG 1723 GAL PER BATCH DATA FROM 217/98 NOT USED TO COMPUTE EME··ONE HOUR COMPOSITE.

Cel!: A202
Comment: DA fSSUED 7/8/98. USED DAR PROCESS FLOW j19,200 GPD X 126 WORKING DAYS) DATil, OBTAINED AT STATION 1!~ ON 10/26i9B NOT lJSFO!N COMPUTp,TIONS FOR EME DuE TO HIGH NICKE: ft.NO!V~OLY, /\Ll USED DATA WERE

ONE HOUR COMPOSITES

Cell: A204
Comment: 1998 VOLUME BASED ON UC VERIFIED FLOW SPUT

Cell: A205
Comment: NO UC FLOW SPUT TOTAL PLANT FLOW A.PPPLIED TO SrA 2A

Cel!: A206
Comment: NO UC FLOW SPUT HIGHEST CONCENTRTlONS FROM STA lA2A &3A APPLIED TO TOrAL PLANT FLOW

Cell: A206
Common!: NO UC FLOW SPUT TOT AI. PLANT FLOW APPLIeD TO 51 A 1A

Coli: A209
Commont: VOLUME BASED ON UC VERIFIED 1998 FLOW SPUT

Cell: A210
Commont: COMPANY DISCHARGES 24,370 GPB, 3X PER WEEK (24,370 X 156 DISCHARGES PER YEAR =3,801,600 GPY. OBTAINED FROM DAR AND FIELD REPORT NARRATIVES.

Coli: A212
Comment: NO UC FLOW SPLIT TOTAL PLANT FLOW APPLIED TO STA 2A

lJ1
f-' Cell: A216

Comment: NO UC FLOW SPLIT TOTAL PLANT FLOW APPLIED TO STA 1A

Cell: A218
Comment: NO UC FLOW SPLIT TOTAL PLANT FLOW APPLIED TO STA 1A

Coli: A219
Commont: VOLUME BASED ON UC VERIFIED FLOW SPLIT,

Cell: A220
Commont: VOLUME BASED ON UC VERIFIED FLOW SPLIT.

Coli: A221
Commen!: VOLUME BASED ON UC VERIFED FLOW SPUT.

Cell: A222
Comment: NO UC FLOW SPLIT TOTAL PLANT FLOW APPLIED TO STA 2A.

con: A224
Commont: UC APPROVED FLOW SPLIT (SEE UC LTR 6/9/95) FOR STATION lA FOR EVERY YEAR.

Cell: A229
Comment: VOLUME BASED ON UC VERIFIED FLOW SPLIT.

Cell:

Cell: A232
Comment: STA 2A (BATCH) VOLUME BASED ON 2500 gal/batell dlschalg€ x 4 limes per day )( 310 working days per year. Figures oblained from company reported v~ume and fnterviews with field office

Cell: A233
Comment: NO UC FLOW SPLIT TOTAL PLANT FLOW APPLIED TO STA 1A.

Cell: A234
Comment: NO UC FLOW SPLIT HIGHEST CONCENTRATIONS FROM STA 6A & 11A APPLIED TO TOTAL PLANT FLOW.

OOomerpl,lIme-a
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Cell: A235
Comment: NO UC FLOW SPLIT ALLOWED, TOTAL PLANT FLOW APPLIED TO STA 3A.

NOTE' 2A FLOWS TO 3A.

Cell: A236
Comment NO VC FLOW SPLIT TOTAL PLANT FLOW APPLIED TO ST. 1.

Cell: A237
Comment: FORMERLY U15095 REPUBLIC ENGINEERED STEEL CO. DA lRANSFERREO 9/13!99

NO lJC FLOW SPUT HIGHEST CONCENIRATIONS FROM STA 1C AND 2C (ONLY STATIONS SAMPLED llY DISTRICT iN 1996) APPLIED TO PROCESS FLOW OBTAINED FAOM COMPANY'S 1998 RO·115's ((255,857 +145.833) I? X 365
WORKING DAYS"c 73,308,425 GPY IN PAST YEARS, HIGHEsr CONCENTRATIONS OF DATA FROM STATIONS 5A AND 6A ARE APPLIED TO TOTAL PLA~n FLOW. AS CLEAAED BY UC

Celt: A240
Comment: VOLUME BASED ON UC VERIFIED FLOW SPLIT.

Cell: A242
Comment: NO UC FLOW SPLIT HiGHEST CONCENTRATiONS FROM STA 3A & 4A APPLIED TO TOTAL PLANT FLOW

Cell: A243
Comment: APPLIED UC VERIFIED FLOW SPLIT FOR STA 1A.

Cell: A245
Comment: NO UC FLOW SPLIT TOTAL PLANT FLOW APPLIED TO STA 1A

Cell: A246
Comment: NO UC FLOW SPLIT, TOTAL PLANT FLOW APPLIED TO STA lA. SPILL OCCURRED ON B/17198 AND 811919B DATA FROM THESE DAYS NOT USED TO CALCULATE EM E

lJ1
tv Cell: A247

Comment: STA 1C (BATCH) VOLUME BASED ON SELF·REPORTED DATA (165 GPD X 312 WORKDAYS),

Cell: A248
Comment: NO UC FLOW SPLIT TOTAL PLANT FLOW APPLIED TO STA 2A.

Cell: A249
Comment: NO UC FLOW DATA. COMPANY DID NOT FILE FOR 1998, STATION 2A BECAME THE FINAL OUTFALL BEGINNING MAY 4.1998. DISTRICT CONTINUOUS MONITORING SWITCHED FROM 1A T02A ON 514/98 STATION 2A, WHICH

RECEIVES ALL FLOW FROM THE FACILITY, IS LOCATED DOWNSTREAM OF STATION tA, IN ADDITION, COMPANY WAS GRANTED (LTR 11/8/95) A FlOW SPLIT BY WHICH A SUBMETER WOULD MEASURE PROCESS FLOW TO 1A PER
D. BYRON, STATION lA DATA (111/98 TO 5/319B) IS APPLIED TO THE PROCESS FLOW ESTABLISHED BY SUBMETER READINGS FOR THE 1/1198 TO 5/3198 SAMPLING PERIOD. INCOMING METER READINGS FOR PERIOD 514/9B TO
12131/9B is APPLIED TO ANALYTICAL DATA FROM STA 2A OBTAINED DURING THIS PERIOD.

Cell: A250
Comment: VOLUME BASED ON lJC VERIFIED FLOW SPLIT.

Cell: A251
Comment: STA lC (BATCH) VOLUME BASED ON 199B RD·115. X 312 WORKDAYS.

Cell: A252
Comment: UC APPROVED FLOW SPLIT.

Cell: A255
Comment: OA ISSUED 12/4/98, PRORATE PROCESS VOLUME FOR 27 WORKING DAYS TAKEN FROM DAR 11000 GPD X27 WORKING DAYS), NO SAMPLING DATA AVAILABLE FOR 1998. DEMINIMUS EME CHARGE.

Celt:"259
Comment: NO DISTRICT OAH FQR 199~ USlSO CmW~NY GEI;FF1\OPORTED RD' 15 DAH 1'0,11998

Cell: A263
Comment: NO UC FLOW SPLIT TOTAL PLANT FLOW APPLIED TO SrA 1A

Cell: A264
Comment: U25449 STARTED OPERATIONS AROUND AUGUST 199B. NEW FACILITY (U25449); OLD FACILiTY (U 13253).

UC APPROVED FLOW SPLIT (1A + 2A COMBINED) FOR OLD FACILITY TOTAL; 20,15B,600. ADDED THIS FIGURE TO TOTAL CLEARED FOR NEW FACILITY (6,769,400), TOTAL CLEARED; 26,92B,OOO FOR BOTH FACILITIES IN 199B. UC
APPROVED THIS SPLIT BECAUSE THE COMPANY FILED FOR 1998 FOR BOTH COMPANIES ON THE SAME RD-925,

COemerrl.eme-"



METROPOLITAN WATER RECLAMATION DISTRICT OF GREATER CHICAGO

TABLE 17

2000 EIGHT·TlER EXTRAORDINARY MONITORING AND ENFORCEMENT CHARGES
BASED ON 1998 TMC LOADINGS

..

USED DISTRICT DATA FROM NEW FACILTV INO DISTRICT 1998 DATA FOR OLD FACILITY) AND AVERAGED DATA WITH NEW COMPANY'S DATA FROM THEIR DAR DID NOT INCLUDE DISTRICT DATA FROM 12/4/98 (n-HOUR
COMPOSITE)

N01F 1997 DA lA FROM OLD COMPANY COMPARES CLOSELY TO NEW COMPANY'S DATA

Cell:A261
Comment: UC APPROVED FLOW SPLIT EME APPLlCt,BLE TO VOLUME THROUGH 2A ONLY FLOW SPLIT IS GOOD EVERY YEAR (SEE UC I.TR 3/19/99)

Cell: A270
Comment: VOLUME BASED ON UC VERIFIED FLOW SPliT

Cell: A272
Comment: NO UC FLOW SPLIT. TOTAL PLANT FLOW APPLIED TO STA SA.

Cell: A275
Comment: VOLUME BASED ON UC VERIFIED FLOW SPLIT.

Cell: A279
Comment: NO UC FLOW SPLIT. TOTAL PLANT FLOW APPLIED TO STA lA.

Cell: A280
Comment: FIELD NARRATIVE FROM 10198 INDICATED 1 BATCH DISCHARGE EVERY TWO WEEKS. COMPANY'S RD·1155 INDICATED 60 GPD OF PROCESS WATER DISCHARGED. VOLUME APPLICABLE TO UNSCHEDULED BATCH DISCHARGE (60

GPD AVG X 2S0 WORKING DAYS)

Cell: A281
lJ1 Comment: VOLUME BASED ON UC VERIFIED FLOW SPLIT.
lA!

Cell: A282
Comment: DA ISSUED 5/6/98. USED 2/98 AND 8/98 AVG RD·115 PROCESS FLOW 5160 GPD X (ORIRATED) 167 WORKING DAYS.

Cell: A283
Comment: NO UC FLOW SPLIT. APPLIED TOTAL FLOW TO STA 2A.

Cell: A284
Comment: NO UC FLOW SPLIT. TOTAL PLANT FLOW APPLIED TO STA 2A.

Cell: A285
Comment: NO UC FLOW SPLIT. TOTAL PLANT FLOW APPLIED TO STA lA.

Cell: A287
Comment: VOLUME BASED ON UC VERIFIED FLOW SPLIT.

Cell: A288
Comment: NO UC FLOW SPLIT TOTAL UC FLOW APPLIED TO STA 3A.

Cell: A289
Comment: NO UC FLOW SPLIT. TOTAL PLANT FLOW APPLIED TO STA lA.

Cell: A291
Comment: NO UC FLOW SPLIT TOTAL PLANT FLOW APPLIED TO STA fA DATP. P,VAiLABLE FROM BOTH STAT!':JNS lA AND 2A USE HIGHEST CONCENTFMTIONS APPLIED TO 10L~L FLOW

Cell:
Camtne:nt:

Cell: A295
Comment: VOLUME BASED ON UC VERIFIED FLOW SPLIT.

Cell: A296
Comment: PER APPEAL 990·088, UC APPROVED FLOW SPLIT FOR 1998.

Cell: A298
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Comment: STA 1C (BATCH) VOLUME BASED ON PRESIDENT OF COMPANY REPORTED TOTAL BATCH DISCHARGE VOLUME

Cell: A299
Comment: VOLUME BASED ON UC VERIFIED FLOW SPUT

~1:A300

Comment: NOTE: 1C flOWS TO 2A AND 2C FLOWS TO 3A FOR 1998, NO UC FLOW SPU r. TOOK HiGHEST CONCENT f1AnONS FP,OM 2A AND 3A AND APPLIED TO TOTAL FLOW

Cell: A301
comment: PER REQUEST FROM C O'CONNER, NAME REFLECTS RESPONSIBLE PAYER. NO UC FLOW DATA. USED AVO REGULATED PROC!t.SS FLOW REPORTED ON 2198 & 8/98 RD·1155 (22801 GPO X 360 WORKING DAYS) NO UC VERiFIED

FLOW SPUT APPI.IEDHIGHEST CONCENTRATIONS FROM STA 1A & 2A TO CALCULATED PROCESS FLOW

Cell: A302
Comment: STA 1A (BATCH) VOLUME BASED ON AVG 1998 RD-115 SELF·REPORTED FLOWS (3750 GPO & 5318 GPO) TIMES 260 WORK DAYS. COMPANY DID NOT SUBMIT BATCH DISCHARGE SCHEDULES IN 1998 COMPANY DID SUBMIT BATCH

DISCHARGE SCHEDULES FOR 1999 WHICH SHOWED 1891 GAUBATCH X 3 OR 4 DISCHARGES PER DAY TIMES 310 WORKING DAYS (" 1,834,735 TOTAL DISCHARGED FOR 1999).

Cell: A,304
Comment: NO UC VERIFIED FLOW SPLIT COMPANY WAS SAMPLED AT A STATION WHICH COMBINFO AU FlOWS THIS STATION IS DESIGNATED 3A 3A HAS SiNCE BEEN DEACTiVATED AND 1A IS ACTiVE!N 1999. DATA. IN LlMS !S UNDER

STATION3A.

QOernerpl.emOl·a


