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ADDENDUM 

Application No. PA0021148 

Facility Type Sewage APS ID 1064579 

Major / Minor Major Authorization ID 1398267 

a 
Applicant and Facility Information 

 

Applicant Name 
Municipal Authority of Westmoreland 
County (MAWC) 

 
Facility Name Mt Pleasant Borough STP 

 

Applicant Address 124 Park & Pool Road   Facility Address 360 Clay Avenue   

 New Stanton, PA 15672   Mount Pleasant, PA 15666-1910  

Applicant Contact Norman Stout  Facility Contact Same as applicant  

Applicant Phone (724) 755-5921  Facility Phone Same as applicant  

Client ID 64197  Site ID 271476  

SIC Code 4952  Municipality Mount Pleasant Township  

SIC Description Trans. & Utilities - Sewerage Systems  County Westmoreland  

Date Published in PA Bulletin March 11, 2023  EPA Waived? No  

Comment Period End Date April 10, 2023  If No, Reason Major facility  

  

Purpose of Application Application for a renewal of an NPDES permit for discharge of treated Sewage   

A 

 

Internal Review and Recommendations 

The draft permit notification was published in the PA Bulletin on March 11, 2023. 
 
The comment period ended on April 10, 2023. Comments were received from US EPA Region III and the Municipal Authority 
of Westmoreland County. This NPDES Permit will be drafted a second time in order to address the changes made as a 
result of comments received.  
 
In an email dated March 20, 2023, the DEP received the following comments from US EPA Region III. The comments are 
reproduced below with DEP responses. The full correspondence can be found in Attachment A. 
 
Regarding RP 
Page 12 of the draft fact sheet states “Because MAWC elected to perform 10 additional samples, any samples that were 
considered to be “outliers” were removed from consideration.” EPA’s TSD guidance recommends using maximum 
concentrations using RP, as does PADEP’s SOP on Establishing WQBELs and Permit Conditions for Toxic Pollutants in 
NPDES Permits. Section 3.3.2 of the TSD guidance states that its statistical approach for RP assessments takes into 
account effluent variability and inherent uncertainty due to limited number of data, and uses the maximum concentration to 
evaluate RP. PADEP’s SOP states for sample sizes less than 10 the maximum reported effluent concentration should be 
used, and for sample sizes greater than or equal to 10 the average monthly effluent concentration (AMEC) should be used 
as determined by TOXCONC. It further states that “For sample sizes less than 10, the application manager may not remove 
data perceived to be outliers unless there are extenuating circumstances such as laboratory or sampling error that are 
documented in the fact sheet.  For sample sizes greater than or equal to 10, if outliers are suspected, the median rather than 
the AMEC should be used to determine whether a pollutant is a candidate for modeling.” In either case, the SOP does not 
instruct permit writers to remove data that are perceived to be outliers.  EPA’s concern is that removing outliers could remove 
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a valid high data point that would otherwise be used in the RP assessment. EPA’s Guidance for Data Quality Assessment 
(https://www.epa.gov/sites/default/files/2015-06/documents/g9-final.pdf) discusses some of the outlier tests that are available 
for use, but also provides a number of cautions. In section 4.4.1, it explains that outlier tests alone cannot determine whether 
a statistical outlier should be discarded within a data set. This decision should be based on judgmental or scientific grounds. 
It also explains that discarding an outlier from a data set should be done with extreme caution, particularly for environmental 
data sets, which often contain legitimate extreme values. If PADEP is going to remove outliers, the fact sheet should fully 
document the test(s) that was used and include a justification for the decision to discard any data value(s) such as those 
described in PADEP’s SOP. 
 
DEP Response: Based on EPA comments, RP for all toxic pollutant was re-evaluated according to DEP SOP 
“Establishing Water-Quality Based Effluent Limitations (WQBELs) and Permit Conditions for Toxic Pollutants in 
NPDES Permits for Existing Dischargers” (SOP No. BCW-PMT-037, Rev. May 20, 2021). For all toxics with 10 or more 
samples, the available data was analyzed to determine if outlier values were suspected. If no outliers were 
suspected, the samples were analyzed in TOX_CONC to determine the AMEC value. If outliers were suspected, the 
median of the samples was taken. Outlier values were not disregarded. Outliers were only suspected for Free 
Cyanide so the median value of the available samples for Free Cyanide was entered into the TMS. Outliers were not 
suspected for Total Copper, Dissolved Iron, Chloroform, Dichlorobromomethane, Benzo(k)fluoranthene, Bis(2-
Ethylhexyl)Phthalate, or Indeno(1,2,3-cd)Pyrene so the AMEC value was entered into the TMS for those parameters. 
The decision matrix can be found in the table below, TOX_CONC Modeling can be found in Attachment B, and TMS 
Modeling can be found in Attachment C.  
 

Parameter Are there more 
than 10 samples? 

Is an outlier 
suspected? 

AMEC or MEDIAN TMS Input Value 
(µg/L) 

Total Copper Yes No AMEC 11.56  

Free Cyanide Yes Yes MEDIAN 7 

Dissolved Iron Yes No AMEC 54.26 

Chloroform Yes No AMEC 19.6 

Dichlorobromomethane Yes No AMEC 5.06 

Benzo(k)fluoranthene Yes No AMEC 0.373 

Bis(2-Ethylhexyl)Phthalate Yes No AMEC 2.22 

Indeno(1,2,3-cd)Pyrene Yes No AMEC 0.47 

 
 
Regarding WET 
For the permit renewal, MAWC performed 3 chronic WET Tests at a TIWC of 95%. It is understood that MAWC did not 
acquire the plant until 2020 and the previous permittee had not performed a WET Test for 2019. The NPDES Test of 
Significant Toxicity (TST) Technical Document (https://www3.epa.gov/npdes/pubs/tst-techdoc.pdf) and the NPDES Test of 
Significant Toxicity Implementation Document (https://www3.epa.gov/npdes/pubs/wet_final_tst_implementation2010.pdf) 
explain that in order to evaluate Reasonable Potential (RP) using the TST, 4 WET tests are necessary. The documents state 
that a minimum of four valid WET tests are necessary to address effluent representativeness. Therefore, since there are only 
3 WET tests available, it is EPA’s expectation that the first WET test conducted during the first year of permit reissuance will 
be considered the fourth test necessary to complete the WET RP assessment using the current dilution series. PADEP will 
need to evaluate RP after the receipt of the fourth WET test and may need to amend the permit to include WET limits if RP is 
documented. 
 
DEP Response: MAWC submitted 2023 WET Testing to the DEP on May 17, 2023. In accordance with the above 
comment, DEP re-evaluated RP including 2023 WET Test (see Attachment D). RP was not established therefore no 
WET limits will be added to the permit. The TIWC remains 99% and the dilution series remains 25%, 50%, 74%, 99%, 
and 100%. 
 
Regarding the CSO Provisions in the LTCP, Fact Sheet, and Permit 

a. The draft NPDES permit did not include or authorize discharges from the CSO outfalls in Part A or Part C. Please 
revise the NPDES permit accordingly and include the CSO outfall numbers, receiving streams, and locations. 

 
DEP Response: The CSO Outfall list was left out in error and has been added back in the second draft of the NPDES 
Permit in Part A. I. F. The CSO Outfall names and locations have also been updated at MAWC’s request.  

https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.epa.gov%2Fsites%2Fdefault%2Ffiles%2F2015-06%2Fdocuments%2Fg9-final.pdf&data=05%7C01%7Cgrpolakosk%40pa.gov%7Ccec94d881fd549d331b208db297cf29c%7C418e284101284dd59b6c47fc5a9a1bde%7C0%7C0%7C638149389018641949%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=J3LCNC6LpPKPC3xFeo19jQdanVVgmm4lvTIQaH3pkqQ%3D&reserved=0
https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww3.epa.gov%2Fnpdes%2Fpubs%2Ftst-techdoc.pdf&data=05%7C01%7Cgrpolakosk%40pa.gov%7Ccec94d881fd549d331b208db297cf29c%7C418e284101284dd59b6c47fc5a9a1bde%7C0%7C0%7C638149389018799318%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=Dc%2FR7ellX%2FUyL%2F6u9XCw%2BR70KPFv3vC6o2bAIS%2FDKTY%3D&reserved=0
https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww3.epa.gov%2Fnpdes%2Fpubs%2Fwet_final_tst_implementation2010.pdf&data=05%7C01%7Cgrpolakosk%40pa.gov%7Ccec94d881fd549d331b208db297cf29c%7C418e284101284dd59b6c47fc5a9a1bde%7C0%7C0%7C638149389018799318%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=okge7%2FZZ3f1GKJFk22%2FnMe9gA6MRNpkRX%2FLPFyJmO2k%3D&reserved=0
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b. Mount Pleasant’s LTCP Update evaluated CSO control alternatives consistent with the 1994 CSO Policy. The LTCP 
states that MAWC intends to capture 94% by volume as its performance standard; however, the permit contains the 
85% capture WQBEL requirement. The permit needs to include the CSO performance standard for the selected 
controls in the approved LTCP. PADEP will need to revise the performance standard to 94% as defined in the LTCP 
and LTCP Update. 
 

DEP Response: The Performance Standard in Part C.II.C.2 of the NPDES Permit has been updated to 94% per the 
above comment. 
 

c. E. Coli monitoring must be included in post-construction compliance monitoring (PCCM)plans to verify compliance 
with the water quality standard and designated uses. The permit record must be revised to include a description of 
how PADEP intends to verify compliance with the E. Coli water quality standard for combined sewer discharges. 

 
DEP Response: Language was added in Part C.II.C.3 of the NPDES Permit to inform the permittee of the E. Coli 
monitoring requirement.  
 

d. The compliance schedule and CSO Water Quality-Based Effluent Limit condition, Part C.C.2, does not clearly state 
when the performance standard applies which will become effective during this upcoming permit cycle. PADEP 
should include the LTCP compliance date as part of the schedule and define when the performance standard 
becomes effective.    

 
DEP Response: A milestone was added to the LTCP Implementation Schedule in Part C.II.C.3 defining the LTCP 
Compliance Date and designating when the performance standard becomes effective.  
 
 
In a letter dated March 24, 2023, the DEP received the following comments from MAWC. The comments are reproduced 
below with DEP responses. The full correspondence can be found in Attachment E. 
 
Page 1 
Mt. Pleasant Borough STP is technically located in the municipality of Mt. Pleasant Township. 
 
DEP Response: This has been updated in all relevant locations. 
 
Page 3, 4 
Benzo(k)fluoranthene, Bis(2-ethylhexyl)Phthalate, and Indeno(1,2,3-cd)Pyrene were added to the effluent limitations even 
though all the sample results for these parameters were non-detect during the 10 weeks of effluent resampling. 
 
DEP Response: The resampling data does not replace the data provided in the renewal application, it is considered 
additional information. It should be noted that the effluent data reported on the NPDES Renewal application did not 
meet DEP criteria for resampling, as reflected in the Pre-Draft Letter dated June 28, 2022. MAWC elected to collect 
additional data anyway. 
 
Pages 5, 6 
The effluent limitations for TRC and CBOD were made significantly more stringent, but the justification for this change is 
unclear. What specific data for the model has changed since the previous permit? Did the input data for the stream itself 
change, or did the input data for the discharge change? 
 
DEP Response: There are many factors that affect CBOD5 limitations. First, at the time the last permit was issued 
for Mt. Pleasant Borough STP, the DEP was using an older version of the WQM modeling software to evaluate 
CBOD5, ammonia-nitrogen, and dissolved oxygen. The DEP now uses the most updated version of the software 
(WQM7.0). MAWC is advised to refer to Page 11 of the first Draft NPDES Fact Sheet for a comprehensive listing of 
model inputs. It should also be noted that Mt. Pleasant Borough STP can immediately comply with the updated 
CBOD5 effluent limitations, as determined by a review of past eDMR data. The most updated version of the TRC 
model was used for this permit renewal and likely explains the change in effluent limitations for TRC. 
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Page 6 
The BOD influent and TSS influent monitoring requirements were changed from “Report Daily Max” to “Report Weekly 
Average.” The DEP Influent & Process Control Supplemental Report form does not calculate maximum weekly averages. It 
only calculates the maximum daily value. Therefore, MAWC requests that the BOD influent and TSS influent monitoring 
requirements remain as “Report Daily Max.” 
 
DEP Response: The requested changes were made. 
 
Page 7 
The fact sheet states that the weekly average concentration limits for ammonia nitrogen were removed, but there are still 
values listed in this column in the effluent limitations table in Part A. 
 
DEP Response: The statement on Page 13 of the first Draft NPDES Fact Sheet may have been misleading. 
According to DEP SOP “Establishing Effluent Limitations for Individual Sewage Permits” (BCW-PMT-003, Rev. 
March 24, 2021), only average monthly mass loading limits are generally established for ammonia-nitrogen. 
Therefore, the previously-imposed average weekly mass loading limits were removed during this permit cycle. 
Average weekly concentration limits for ammonia-nitrogen will remain in the permit.  
 
Pages 3, 4, 7 
MAWC believes that a sample frequency of 1/week is excessive for non-conventional parameters (Total Copper, Free 
Cyanide, Benzo(k)fluoranthene, Dichlorobromomethane, Bis(2-ethylhexyl)Phthalate, Chloroform, Indeno(1,2,3-cd)Pyrene, 
Dissolved Iron, Total Zinc) that have been added to this permit for the first time. The sampling cost for Mt. Pleasant Borough 
STP is going to increase substantially when going from 0 samples per year to 52 samples per year for these parameters, 
especially since some of them are VOCs and SVOCs. 
 
DEP Response: For pollutants where only monitoring is required, DEP can decrease the sampling frequency from 
1/week to 1/month. This would apply to Dissolved Iron and Total Zinc. For pollutants that have a numeric effluent 
limitation, the sampling frequency must remain at 1/week. Thus, sampling for Total Copper, Free Cyanide, 
Chloroform, Dichlorobromomethane, Benzo(k)fluoranthene, Bis(2-Ethylhexyl)Phthalate, and Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene 
will remain at 1/week.  
 
Page 25 
The permit states that no stormwater shall be directly admitted to the sanitary sewers, but this is a combined sewer system. 
 
DEP Response: This language is a standard condition but has been removed in the second draft of the NPDES 
Permit for clarity.  
 
The permit states that no hauled-in waste can be accepted when the instantaneous flow exceeds 3.0 MGD, but the hydraulic 
design capacity of the plant (1.5 MGD) multiplied by a peaking factor of three is 4 MGD.  
 
DEP Response: Part C.I.C has been updated to reflect the correct value of 4.0 MGD.  
 
The CSO outfalls are not listed in Part A. 
 
DEP Response: The CSO Outfall list was left out in error and has been added back in the second draft of the NPDES 
Permit in Part A. I. F. The CSO Outfall names and locations have also been updated at MAWC’s request.  
  
Page 26 
MAWC is not responsible for street cleaning or cleaning storm sewers. This work is the responsibility of the municipality (Mt. 
Pleasant Borough). 
 
DEP Response: DEP acknowledges this comment. No changes will be made to the NPDES permit. 
 
Please provide clarification on the specific requirements for implementation of a pollution prevention program.  
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DEP Response: EPA Guidance Document “Combined Sewer Overflows: Guidance for Nine Minimum Controls” 
(1995) lists the following activities as potential components of a Pollution Prevention Plan: 

• Street cleaning: either mechanically or by flushing during dry periods 

• Public education programs to bring awareness to the issue and provide guidance on proper disposal of 
different types of wastes 

• Solid waste collection and recycling 

• Product ban/substitution 

• Control of product use (i.e. fertilizer, road salt) 

• Control of illegal dumping 

• Bulk refuse disposal 

• Hazardous waste collection 

• Water conservation 

• Commercial/industrial pollution prevention 
 
MAWC is advised to refer to the two following EPA Guidance documents in addition to the list above: “Stormwater 
Management for Industrial Activities: Developing Pollution Prevention Plans and Best Management Practices” 
(1992) and “Municipal Wastewater Management Fact Sheets – Storm Water Best Management Practices” (1993). If 
MAWC has specific questions about the Pollution Prevention Plan for Mt. Pleasant Borough STP, they may submit 
the plan to the DEP for review. 
 
Please provide clarification on the specific requirements for public notification. Does posting signs at each CSO outfall satisfy 
this requirement? 
 
DEP Response: EPA Guidance Document “Combined Sewer Overflows: Guidance for Nine Minimum Controls” 
(1995) states the following about the public notification minimum control: “the intent of the eighth minimum control, 
public notification, is to inform the public of the location of CSO outfalls, actual occurrences of CSOs, the possible 
health and environmental effects of CSOs, and the recreational or commercial activities (e.g. swimming and 
shellfish harvesting) curtailed as a result of CSOs. Public notification is of particular concern at beach and 
recreation areas directly or indirectly affected by CSOs. Potential risk is generally indicated by the exceedance of 
relevant water quality criteria.” 
 
While the selection of appropriate control measures is best left up to MAWC, the DEP recommends implementing a 
system to notify resident when a CSO event occurs, in addition to posting signs at each CSO outfall. The above-
referenced EPA Guidance also provides a list of potential control measures to implement for the Public Notification 
minimum control.  
 
Please provide clarification on the specific requirements for monitoring CSO outfalls to characterize impacts and efficacy of 
controls. Do twice weekly and post-rain event inspections of the outfall pipe to visually check for debris and other visible 
stream impacts satisfy this requirement? 
 
DEP Response: The ninth minimum control involves visual inspections and other simple methods to determine the 
occurrence and apparent impacts of CSOs. This minimum control is an initial characterization of the Combined 
Sewer System (CSS) to collect and document information on overflow occurrences and known water quality 
problems and incidents that reflect use impairments caused by CSOs. This minimum control is the precursor to the 
more extensive characterization and monitoring efforts to be conducted as part of the LTCP to assess changes in 
pollutant loadings or receiving water conditions. Chapter 10 of EPA’s manual “Combined Sewer Overflow – 
Guidance for Nine Minimum Controls (May 1995)” addresses the requirements associated with the ninth minimum 
control – Monitoring to Characterize CSO Impacts and the Efficacy of CSO Controls.  
 
In general, as long as MAWC is fulfilling the obligations as set forth in the previously-approved Nine Minimum 
Controls Plan, the requirements under this NMC are considered satisfied. However, MAWC must evaluate and 
determine if the information received through this monitoring requirement is working toward overall compliance 
with EPA’s CSO Control Policy.  
 
Pages 29-31 
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The Pretreatment Program section is written for continued implementation of an existing program, rather than for 
development of a new program. Mt. Pleasant Borough STP is not currently covered by an EPA-approved Pretreatment 
Program. 
 
DEP Response: For permittees with existing Pretreatment Programs, the DEP has elected to include the Part C 
Condition “POTW Pretreatment Program Implementation” per the recommendation of the EPA. It is expected that 
permittees with existing Pretreatment Programs will incorporate POTWs not previously covered under the 
Pretreatment Program into their existing ones.  
 
 
Page 32 
MAWC does not believe that Benzo(k)fluoranthene, Bis(2-ethylhexyl)Phthalate, and Indeno(1,2,3-cd)Pyrene should be 
included in the WQBELs table and TRE requirement because all of the sample results for these parameters were non-detect 
during the 10 weeks of effluent sampling. 
 
DEP Response: Refer to Attachment D for the updated modeling for Benzo(k)fluoranthene, Bis(2-
ethylhexyl)Phthalate, and Indeno(1,2,3-cd)Pyrene. 
 
Pages 32-33 
The Final WQBEL Compliance Report schedule for Mt. Pleasant Borough STP is more stringent than the schedule that was 
included in the draft permit for Jeannette WWTP. Why would these timeframes not be consistent for all facilities that are 
subject to this requirement? 
 
DEP Response: Compliance schedules are, to some extent, up to the discretion of the permit writer. Most 
compliance schedules last 2 years. MAWC may request a reasonable extension (with supporting justification and 
evidence) from the DEP if they feel that the compliance schedule associated with the new TRC limits to the TRE is 
not feasible.  
 
Page 39 
The stormwater outfalls listed in this table do not include two roof drains shown on the “Mount Pleasant Borough Sewage 
Treatment Plant Proposed Outfall Locations for the Municipal Authority of Westmoreland County” map that was included as 
an attachment to the permit renewal application. Are roof drain outfall pipes not required to be counted as stormwater 
outfalls? 
 
DEP Response: The roof drains were left out of the Draft NPDES Permit due to a miscommunication. Roof Drain 1 
will be added to the permit as Stormwater Outfall 024 and Roof Drain 2 will be added to the permit as Stormwater 
Outfall 025, to comply with the current numbering scheme. Stormwater Outfall 021 was removed from the permit at 
the request of Gibson-Thomas Engineering.  
 
Questions/Comments Regarding the Fact Sheet 
Pages 12-13 
Attachment E 
The CBOD5 output lists 17.85 mg/L, but the draft permit lists 17.0 mg/L. 
 
DEP Response: Page 13 of the Draft Fact Sheet indicates that any Mass Loading Limitations have been rounded 
according to DEP rounding guidance. DEP rounding guidance can be found in Chapter 5, Section C.2 of “Technical 
Guidance for the Development and Specification of Effluent Limitations and Other Permit Conditions in NPDES 
Permits” (362-0400-001).  
 
Attachment F 
Why is the “Chlorine Demand of Discharge” input 0? 
Why is the Decay Coefficient (K)” left blank? 
 
DEP Response: These are model defaults for the TRC_CALC program.  
 
Attachment J 
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For Total Copper, Dichlorobromomethane, Benzo(k)fluoranthene, bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate, and indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene, 
there is an extra sample result labeled 05/27/22 that was not part of this resampling. 
 
DEP Response: The sample result labeled 05/27/22 reflected the data provided on the NPDES Renewal Application. 
The NPDES Renewal Application data was still considered as part of the reasonable potential analysis.  
 
For Dichlorobromomethane, there is a missing sample results of 0.620 µg/L from 8/31/22. 
 
DEP Response: Previously, this has been identified as the “outlier” value for Dichlorobromomethane. It has been 
included in the new AMEC analysis.  
 
For Benzo(k)fluoranthene, bis(2-ethylhexyl)Phthalate, and Indeno(1,2,3-cd)Pyrene, the less than symbol was not included to 
show that these were all non-detect results.  
 
DEP Response: All of the comments on Attachment J of the previous Fact Sheet are addressed in the re-run of the 
TMS, which can be found in Attachment C of this Fact Sheet.  
 

 
DEP would also like to note that both the first draft of this NPDES Permit (issued on February 24, 2023) and in the 
enclosed draft of this NPDES permit includes an updated LTCP Compliance Schedule. MAWC requested an 
extension to the LTCP Implementation Schedule within their NPDES Permit Renewal Application in May 2022. DEP 
approved the new timeline on November 9, 2022 (as stated in the previous Fact Sheet).  
 
Upon review of the previous/current active NPDES Permit, it is clear that a CSO performance standard is not 
included in the permit and the only LTCP Implementation Schedule listed consists of Interim Milestones only, 
without indication of a Final Compliance Date in which DEP and EPA expect the permittee to comply with Water 
Quality Standards. Per a discussion between DEP and US EPA Region III personnel on July 12, 2023, extending 
Interim Milestones does not require an anti-backsliding analysis. Additionally, this second draft of the NPDES 
permit includes a CSO Performance Standard in Part C.II.C.2 and an LTCP Implementation Schedule with a Final 
Compliance Date in Part C.II.C.3. Including a CSO Performance Standard and a Final Compliance Date within the 
NPDES permit, makes the enclosed draft NPDES permit more stringent than the one that was previously issued. 
Thus, no anti-backsliding analysis has been conducted for this permit cycle.  
 
The permittee should note, however, that if an extension to the LTCP compliance schedule is proposed during this 
upcoming permit cycle, they must submit an application for a Major NPDES Amendment that includes appropriate 
justification for their requests. 
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ATTACHMENT A:  
EPA Correspondence (March 20, 2023) 
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ATTACHMENT B:  
TOX_CONC Model Results 
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ATTACHMENT C:  
TMS Revised Model Results 
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ATTACHMENT D:  
Re-Evaluation of WET Testing 
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ATTACHMENT E:  
MAWC Comment Letter (March 24, 2023) 
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