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a 

Application Type Renewal 
NPDES PERMIT FACT SHEET 

ADDENDUM 

Application No. PA0008869 

Facility Type Industrial APS ID 979646 

Major / Minor Major Authorization ID 1249673 

a 
Applicant and Facility Information 

 

Applicant Name Pixelle Specialty Solutions LLC  Facility Name Spring Grove Pulp & Paper Mill  

Applicant Address 228 S Main Street   Facility Address 228 S Main Street   

 Spring Grove, PA 17362-1000   Spring Grove, PA 17362-1000  

Applicant Contact Jacob Kintz  Facility Contact Jacob Kintz  

Applicant Phone (717) 225-7411  Facility Phone (717) 225-7411  

Client ID 346090  Site ID 249607  

SIC Code 2621  Municipality Spring Grove Borough  

SIC Description Manufacturing - Paper Mills  County York  

Date Published in PA Bulletin December 9, 2023  EPA Waived? No  

Comment Period End Date January 8, 2023  If No, Reason        

Purpose of Application NPDES Renewal.   

A 

 

Internal Review and Recommendations 

A draft permit was prepared on November 17, 2023 and published in the Pennsylvania Bulletin on December 9, 2023 for public 
comments for 30 days.  During this 30-day public commenting period, DEP has received a number of comments from different 
entities.  DEP has attempted to address these draft permit comments in the Comment / Response Document attached to this 
Fact Sheet Addendum (Attachment A).  As part of the comment response, DEP has requested Pixelle on May 20, 2024 to 
collect influent and effluent samples given the age of the pending application package.  On December 10, 2024 and March 20, 
2025 , Pixelle submitted an updated permit renewal application package.  Using information provided in the updated application 
package, DEP has re-evaluated a reasonable potential analysis (Attachment B), the chemical additive analysis (Attachment 
C), and additional information (Attachment D).  All draft permit comments will be included in Attachment E.     
 
Given the changes made, and as a result of the comment/response and re-evaluation, DEP has prepared a revised draft permit 
and will republish in the Pennsylvania Bulletin for public comments for another 30 days.       
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ATTACHMENT A – Comment / Response Document 
 

 

Comment / Response Document 
For 

Draft NPDES Permit No. PA0008869 
 

 
Applicant Name: Pixelle Specialty Solutions, LLC (formerly P.H. Glatfelter Company) 

Facility Name: Spring Grove Mill (formerly P.H. Glatfelter Company Spring Grove Mill) 

Municipality/County: Spring Grove Borough / York 

Facility Type: Major Industrial Wastewater Facility ≥ 250 MGD 

  
 
GENERAL DISCUSSION 
 
The Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) has prepared the draft National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 
System (NPDES) permit for Pixelle Specialty Solutions (Pixelle).  The draft permit was electronically sent out on November 17, 
2023.  A public notice of the draft permit was published in the Pennsylvania Bulletin on December 9, 2023.  Following the 
publication of the notice, a 30-day comment period was provided for interested persons to submit written comments on the draft 
permit.  Per permittee’s request under 25 Pa Code §92a.82(d), the comment period was extended for 15 days.  As such, the draft 
permit comment period was extended to January 22, 2024.  During the comment period, a number of comments were received 
that necessitated the development of this document.  These comments were submitted by the following individuals/organizations:  
 

Commenters: 
 
(1) Jennifer Fulton 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency  
Clean Water Branch 
US EPA Mid-Atlantic Region  
Four Penn Center 
1600 JFK Blvd. 
Philadelphia, PA 19103-2029 
 

(2) Jonas Pantalone 
Environmental Engineer - Water 
Pixelle Specialty Solutions 
Spring Grove Mille 
228 S. Main Street 
Spring Grove, PA 17362-1000 
 

(3) Lori Kier 
Senior Water Attorney 
Environmental Integrity Project 
1000 Vermont Ave NW, Suite 1100 
Washington, DC 20005 
 

 
 
Throughout this document, the numbers listed above will be used to identify the individual who made the comment.  The number 
will be listed in parentheses following the comment.  DEP’s response will be listed following the comment. 
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GENERAL COMMENTS 
 
Comment:    Permit should be based on current data and DEP should immediately require Pixelle to update its permit application 

or verify in writing that all of the information in the application remain correct. (3)   
 
Response: For years, Pixelle has repeatedly confirmed that there has not been any change to the facility or discharge that would 

result in changes to be made in the application.  Therefore, DEP did not require further information from Pixelle when 
reviewing the application.  However, DEP has agreed that influent and effluent samples to be recollected given that 
the application data is old.  Ultimately, DEP has requested Pixelle to recollect the influent and effluent data and also 
has requested Pixelle to re-submit the application package in case Pixelle can provide any new information since the 
application template has been updated.    

 
Comment:    DEP should make permit applications, draft permits and draft fact sheet publicly available.  (3)   
 
Response: A public review of documents including permit documents, reports, applications, and correspondence that are 

associated with this facility are available at the PA DEP Southcentral Regional Office (“SCRO”), 909 Elmerton 
Avenue, Harrisburg, PA 17110.  To make an appointment for file reviews, contact the SCRO File Review Coordinator 
at 717.705.4700.     

 
 
PART A – EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS, MONITORING, RECORDKEEPING AND REPORTING REQUIREMENTS 
 
Comment:   Pixelle requests that the Department increase the thermal variance limits developed by the 316(a) thermal variance 

study conducted by Glatfelter in 2001. Since the issuance of the permit, Pixelle has observed an increase in upstream 
water and ambient air temperatures. Pixelle has collected and shared with DEP temperature data upstream of the 
mill that indicates in situ Codorus Creek temperature is increasing. Additionally, ambient air temperature as measured 
at York Aviation (York Airport) is increasing. As a result, maintaining existing downstream temperature requires 
additional cooling compared to the 2001 baseline. Pixelle would like to discuss how increased upstream temperature 
and increased ambient air temperature would influence the 316(a) thermal variance. (2)  

 
Response: DEP has determined that the relaxation of thermal variance limits based on the study previously conducted by Pixelle 

is not warranted given the age of this study.  The draft permit includes the thermal variance study requirement that 
would allow Pixelle to further examine ambient temperature and to demonstrate that such relaxation can be 
warranted.   

   
Comment:   The hourly instream temperature change limit on Page 40 of the Draft Permit (line G) and on Page 48 of the Fact 

Sheet was not listed on the Part A tables in the Draft Permit. The previous permit had the hourly instream temperature 
listed on the tables. Pixelle is seeking clarification. (2)  

 
Response: The hourly instream temperature change limit has moved from Part A to Part C of the permit.  Regardless, the facility 

is still required to achieve compliance with the same requirements in accordance with narrative requirements under 
25 Pa Code §96.6(b).  No change will be made from the draft permit.     

 
Comment:  DEP should consider developing WQBELs that are designed to ensure compliance with applicable water quality 

standards. (3)  
 
Response: For the current temperature impairment status on the receiving stream, while DEP has acknowledged that Pixelle is 

the main source of this impairment, a TMDL has not yet been developed to address this impairment.  In case the 
TMDL is developed, DEP will reopen this permit to include any wasteload allocation that is developed in the TMDL 
for this facility.  As far as the reasonable potential analysis, DEP has included input and output data of the computer-
based water quality models in the original fact sheet (starting on page 68).  Further, the original draft permit includes 
a requirement to conduct a biological monitoring study as part of the thermal variance to demonstrate that the 
variance can still be warranted under current biological and water quality conditions of the receiving stream.        

 
Comment:   Pixelle believes that the significant decrease in the color limits in the draft permit is unjustified and inappropriate. 

Page 40 of the Fact Sheet states that “these effluent limits are stringent than existing effluent limits, particularly due 
to the fact that actual background color data was used as opposed to the default value of 10 PCU.” 10 PCU was 
used as the default upstream background value while drafting the previous permit. Since then, data from Pixelle’s 
DMRs were used to obtain actual upstream background concentrations of 17.6 PCU in the summer and 15.2 PCU 
in the winter. When applying these higher upstream color backgrounds, TMS produced lower average monthly and 
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daily maximum limits. It appears that higher background color and/or additional color inputs upstream of the mill is 
the main justification for lowering Pixelle’s color limitations. Additionally, the daily maximum color reduction in the 
draft permit is disproportionate to the monthly average color reduction. Fact sheet discussion includes comparing 
new standards to submitted data, stating that violations would have occurred if proposed permit parameters are 
implemented. Pixelle believes that color parameters need to be reevaluated. Pixelle is seeking clarification. (2)   

 
Response:  During any permit renewal application review process, DEP revisits all existing effluent limits to ensure that existing 

limits are still appropriate for water quality protection.  The existing effluent limits appeared to be developed using 
default values and asked the permittee to collect ambient color data during the permit term.  The ambient data was 
available for DEP to use to appropriately develop effluent limits.  No change will be made from the draft permit.        

 
Comment:  Pixelle is unsure why the existing chloroform limits have become more stringent. As stated on page 38 of the Fact 

Sheet, “a review of past DMR data showed Chloroform has been consistently not detected in effluent at a 
concentration of 0.001 mg/L.” Pixelle has demonstrated continuous compliance with this requirement and uses an 
analytical method with a method detection limit (MDL) five times smaller than the state water quality criteria for human 
health. Pixelle has not had a detectable chloroform concentration since July 25, 2011. The measured value on this 
date is 0.002 mg/l (which is possibly the MDL at that time). Based on the data supplied to DEP, Pixelle believes that 
measuring chloroform is not necessary. Pixelle requests that chloroform monitoring be removed from the NPDES 
permit.  (2)  

 
Response: The requirement to monitor for chloroform is in accordance with federal effluent guidelines under Subpart B of 40 

CFR §430.22.  All monitoring points associated with process wastewater have therefore included chloroform 
requirements, whether it is monitoring-only or numerical effluent limits.  No change will be made from the draft permit.      

 
Comment:   Pixelle requests that the monitoring frequency for Total Cadmium, Total Manganese, Total Nickel, and Total Zinc on 

pages 4 and 5 of the draft Permit be amended from weekly to 2 times per month. As we stated during the conversation 
that occurred with PADEP on 1/8/2024, Pixelle believes that 2 times per month sampling would be satisfactory. Total 
Aluminum has become a constituent with a limit, with a 1/week monitoring frequency. As we stated during the 
conversation that occurred with PADEP on 1/8/2024, Pixelle believes that 2 times per month sampling would be 
satisfactory. (2) 

 
Response: As per phone conversation, DEP has agreed to change the sampling frequency from 1/week to 2/month for Total 

Cadmium, Total Manganese, Total Nickel and Total Zinc.  The draft permit will be modified to reflect this change.   
 
Comment:   Page 45 of the Fact Sheet indicates that “the facility is not considered a non-significant (sic) discharger” and that 

“consequently the requirement to monitor for Total Nitrogen and its major constituents is not necessary in the 
upcoming permit renewal.” Page 4 of the Draft Permit still has Total Nitrogen, NH3-N and Total Kjeldahl Nitrogen 
parameters listed as monitoring requirements for Outfall 001. As we stated during the conversation that occurred 
with PADEP on 1/8/2024, Pixelle believes that Total Nitrogen and Total Kjeldahl Nitrogen should be removed from 
the Permit. (2) 

 
Response: As per phone conversation, DEP has agreed to remove nutrient monitoring from the permit.  This was a typographical 

error made during the development of the draft permit as the fact sheet has already discussed the removal of this 
requirement from the permit.  The draft permit will be modified to remove nutrient monitoring from the permit. 

 
Comment:   Draft permit does not contain sufficient record that nutrients will be adequately treated. (3) 
 
Response: Under Chesapeake Bay TMDL section of the original fact sheet (page 45 of the fact sheet), DEP has explained, 

based on the review of the data, that there is a net sink for TN and TP.  The data analysis is provided starting on 
page 117 of the original fact sheet.    

 
Comment: Page 42 of the Fact Sheet indicates that “the upcoming permit renewal will continue to include 0.035 pg/L as Part A 

numerical effluent limit in accordance with 40 CFR §122.44(i)(1), but will contain Part C condition that will allow 
Glatfelter to use 10 pg/L as the MDL. This means if dioxin is not detected in effluent samples at 10 pg/L, Glatfelter 
will still be in compliance with the permit requirement despite the fact that Glatfelter would fail to analyze the data 
down to 0.035 pg/L.” This condition is not currently written into Part C of the draft Permit. Pixelle requests language 
in Part C to indicate that 2,3,7,8-TCDD results reported below the MDL are in compliance with the Permit. (2)  
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Response: The above-referenced Part C condition was excluded from the permit by mistake.  The draft permit will be modified 
to include such condition that allows the permittee to comply with the MDL rather than the actual effluent limits as the 
limits are significantly low that the values may not be achievable by the laboratory.    

 
Comment:   Page 43 of the Fact Sheet indicates that “the existing monitoring requirement for BOD5 will be removed from the 

permit as BOD5 is not a parameter of concern for this type of discharge.” Page 6 of the Draft Permit still has BOD5 
listed as a monitoring requirement for Outfall 002. Pixelle believes this to be a typo and requests that the BOD5 
requirement be removed from the permit tables to be more consistent with the Fact Sheet. As we stated during the 
conversation that occurred with PADEP on 1/8/2024, Pixelle believes that the BOD5 monitoring parameter should 
be removed from the Permit. (2) 

 
Response: As per phone conversation, DEP has agreed to remove BOD5 monitoring from the permit for Outfall 002.  This was 

a typographical error made during the development of the draft permit as the fact sheet has already discussed the 
removal of this requirement from the permit.  The draft permit will be modified to remove BOD5 monitoring 
requirement for Outfall 002.    

 
Comment:   Page 43 of the Fact Sheet indicates that the “existing pH limits of 6.0-9.0 derived from Pa Code §95.2(1) will therefore 

remain in the permit.” The maximum limit for pH (9.0) is missing on page 6 of the Draft Permit. Pixelle believes this 
to be a typo and requests that the pH maximum limit be amended on the permit tables to be more consistent with the 
Fact Sheet. As we stated during the conversation that occurred with PADEP on 1/8/2024, Pixelle believes that the 
maximum pH should be 9.0. (2) 

 
Response: As per phone conversation, DEP has agreed that the maximum pH limit of 9.0 SU was missing from the permit and 

it is considered a typographical error made during the development of the draft permit as the fact sheet has already 
discussed the removal of this requirement from the permit.  The draft permit will be modified to include the maximum 
pH limit of 9.0 SU.    

 
Comment:   Pixelle believes the maximum limits for 2,3,7,8-TCDD and 2,3,7,8-TCDF on pages 7 and 9 of the draft Permit are 

typos. The ‘Parameter’ column of the table indicates that the TCDD and TCDF parameters are measured in pg/L. 
The previous permit had limits of 10.0 pg/L and 31.9 pg/L for TCDD and TCDF, respectively. The newly issued draft 
Permit changed those values to 0.01 pg/L and 0.319 pg/L, respectively. Pixelle believes that an unnecessary unit 
conversion was applied to the existing permit limits. Pixelle requests that the limits be returned to the original values 
of 10.0 pg/L and 31.9 pg/L for 2,3,7,8-TCDD and 2,3,7,8-TCDF, respectively. As we stated during the conversation 
that occurred with PADEP on 1/8/2024, Pixelle believes that concentrations of 10.0 pg/L and 31.9 pg/L should be 
reflected in the Permit. (2) 

 
Response:  DEP has agreed that the unit conversion was improperly made during the development of the draft permit.  The draft 

permit will therefore be modified to include these limits using the proper unit conversion.   
 
Comment:   Dioxin Limit should be lower as Pixelle is able to achieve 1 pg/L and 4 pg/L. (3) 

 
Response:  The sample result provided by Pixelle is non-detected at 1 pg/L and 4 pg/L; this does not necessarily mean that the 

lab used by Pixelle can achieve the level of 1 pg/L.  The EPA analytical method 1613 has the MDL of 10 pg/L for 
2,3,7,8-TCDD.  Therefore, DEP believes that using the MDL provided by the EPA analytical method 1613 is 
reasonable.  No change will be made to the permit.          

 
Comment:   The current NPDES Permit requires 1/year testing of the stormwater sites, however in the draft Permit, “the monitoring 

frequency has increased from 1/year to 2/year to be consistent with the NPDES PAG-03 General Permit 
requirement.” Pixelle has demonstrated through successive testing that these outfalls are not a major concern for 
several parameters, of which have consequentially been removed from the annual sampling requirement (BOD5, Oil 
& Grease, Total Kjeldahl Nitrogen, Total Manganese, and Total Phosphorus). Pixelle is seeking clarification on the 
new monitoring frequency of 2/year.  The draft Permit references “DEP’s Annual Report template” that is attached to 
the permit. Pixelle is unable to locate the attachment. Pixelle would like the ability to review the template prior to 
issuance of the permit. (2) 

 
Response: Per permittee’s request, the annual stormwater monitoring report will be attached to the draft permit.  As discussed 

in the fact sheet, the monitoring frequency has changed to reflect the requirements for the NPDES PAG-03 General 
Permit.  DEP believes that 2/year sampling would provide a better understanding of characteristics of stormwater 
discharges from this site.  No change will be made to the proposed stormwater requirements specified in the draft 
permit.   
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Comment: Page 36 of the Fact Sheet indicates that “it would be reasonable for Pixelle to collect, for the subsequent permit 

renewal application, instream data of CBOD5, NH3-N, and DO as well as other stream characteristics further 
upstream from Spring Grove and Jackson Township discharge locations. A new Part C permit condition is 
recommended to inform that default values will be considered for the next permit renewal unless site-specific data is 
collected and submitted along with the next permit renewal application.” Pixelle would like to know where the default 
values are located and how are they determined. Additionally, Pixelle would like to understand the requirements 
regarding data collection. For example, how often should sampling occur, how long should the data collection take 
place and what are “other stream characteristics” that are described? These are a few examples, but certainly not 
exhaustive. A better understanding of the request is necessary. (2) 

 
Response: As discussed in the fact sheet, when DEP conducted a reasonable potential analysis using WQM 7.0 for CBOD5, 

NH3-N and DO, the fate coefficient of variation for dissolved oxygen (reaeration rate) and ambient concentration of 
these parameters were based on the historical sampling results.  DEP also used Width/Depth Stream ratio of 40 (WD 
ratio).  Please refer to DEP’s technical guidance no. 391-2000-007 (Technical Reference Guide WQM 7.0 for 
Windows Wasteload Allocation Program for Dissolved Oxygen and Ammonia Nitrogen version 1.0) for WQM 7.0 
modeling default values.  Also, the stream velocity was adjusted based on the dye studies.  These stream velocity 
and WD ratio can be reviewed through a field data collection.  Dissolved oxygen reaeration rate as well as ambient 
concentrations should be obtained based on at least one-year field data collection that would consider potential 
seasonal changes.              

 
 
PART C – OTHER REQUIREMENTS 
 
Comment: The Instream Monitoring Program described on page 42 of the Fact Sheet suggests “A continuation of this monitoring 

requirement is recommended.” Pixelle is seeking clarification on this requirement because the Instream Monitoring 
Program concluded in the Spring of 2010. The final instream monitoring results were received at the Department. 
Part C.II.D of the current NPDES permit allows for the discontinuation of monitoring at a specific station if “following 
four sampling events, there are no exceedances of state water quality standards for any parameter at a specific 
monitoring station.” After five sampling events, all monitoring stations except the spring adjacent to the No. 19 lagoon 
met the criteria to discontinue monitoring. The spring itself is currently being sampled quarterly for a more extensive 
list of parameters as part of the ongoing long-term lagoon closure program being overseen by the Department's 
Bureau of Waste Management. Therefore, further sampling of the spring for the Instream Monitoring Program 
requirements of the NPDES permit became redundant and Glatfelter requested to be released from the further 
monitoring. As such, Pixelle does not believe that further sampling should be required. (2) 

 
Response: DEP has considered your draft permit comment and determined that instream monitoring for Total Boron, Total 

Cadmium, Total Iron, pH, Ammonia-Nitrogen, Total Aluminum, Chloride, Total Manganese, Sulfate, Total Dissolved 
Solids, COD and Fluoride at five different stream locations is no longer needed.  However, DEP may under 40 CFR 
122.41(h) request instream data for such pollutants in the future to ensure that the existing conditions are still 
maintained, and to determine compliance with the permit.     

 
Comment:   Part C.V. of the draft permit proposes requirements for the permittee to support continuation of their thermal variance 

for the subsequent permit renewal to conform to CWA § 316(a).  However, the fact sheet explains that the last 
variance study was conducted in 2001.  Is there any other study or permit application information used to renew the 
thermal variance?  CWA § 316(a) and the regulations at 40 CFR § 122.21(m)(6) provide for variances from thermal 
effluent limitations in NPDES permits.  The Implementation of Clean Water Act Section 316(a) Thermal Variances in 
NPDES Permits (Review of Existing Requirements) memo clarifies the expectations for granting and renewing a 
thermal variance.  PADEP should take into perspective the memo to develop permit requirements regarding the 
renewal of the thermal variance and document that in the fact sheet.  (1) 

 
Response:  For the upcoming permit renewal, Pixelle will be required to conduct a biology monitoring study to support continuation 

of the thermal variance.   
 
Comment:  Part C.V. of the draft permit proposes requirements for PADEP to make their final best technology available (BTA) 

determination for the cooling water intake structure(s) to conform to CWA §316(b) and additional information is needed 
to justify this proposal.  The fact sheet explains that the permittee has not provided enough information for PADEP to 
make a final BTA determination and that PADEP intends to make a final BTA determination for the subsequent permit 
renewal to conform to CWA § 316(b).  Based on this information, EPA offers the following questions, comments, and 
recommendations. 

https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww3.epa.gov%2Fregion1%2Fnpdes%2Fmerrimackstation%2Fpdfs%2Far%2FAR-338.pdf&data=05%7C02%7Cjikim%40pa.gov%7C4f93f40c3fe1457cfa8a08dbffe5243a%7C418e284101284dd59b6c47fc5a9a1bde%7C0%7C0%7C638385131842889176%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=7fzX%2BIOE0bkUiI97%2BmGgR%2BdCBQ6LkgxOcthUn9a0KNs%3D&reserved=0
https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww3.epa.gov%2Fregion1%2Fnpdes%2Fmerrimackstation%2Fpdfs%2Far%2FAR-338.pdf&data=05%7C02%7Cjikim%40pa.gov%7C4f93f40c3fe1457cfa8a08dbffe5243a%7C418e284101284dd59b6c47fc5a9a1bde%7C0%7C0%7C638385131842889176%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=7fzX%2BIOE0bkUiI97%2BmGgR%2BdCBQ6LkgxOcthUn9a0KNs%3D&reserved=0
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a. Did the permittee submit the “MODULE 5 – COOLING WATER INTAKE STRUCTURE” of the “INDIVIDUAL 
NPDES PERMIT APPLICATION FOR INDUSTRIAL WASTE FACILITIES” as part of their permit application 
submittal? 

b. What are the unknowns for PADEP to make a final BTA determination? 
c. How is the CWIS designed, operated, maintained, and monitored to conform to applicable requirements?   

 
EPA expects that, at least, PADEP is aware of this information to use it as the final BTA determination for this permit 
renewal.  Henceforth, the final BTA determination is subject to revisions following the data gathering, characterization, 
and assessment requirements proposed to either justify it or make a new one.  (1) 
 

Response:  DEP addresses this comment as follows:  
 

a. Did the permittee submit the “MODULE 5 – COOLING WATER INTAKE STRUCTURE” of the “INDIVIDUAL 
NPDES PERMIT APPLICATION FOR INDUSTRIAL WASTE FACILITIES” as part of their permit application 
submittal?  
– Yes, Pixelle has provided Module 5 as an update to the permit renewal application.   
 

b. What are the unknowns for PADEP to make a final BTA determination?  

– As of the date of this fact sheet addendum, there is no impingement and entrainment data that would allow DEP 

to determine the BTA.   

 

c.  How is the CWIS designed, operated, maintained, and monitored to conform to applicable requirements? 

– Pixelle has two (2) CWISs; CWIS 01 is the intake located near the southeast corner of Mill Pond.  This intake 

structure consists of a sea curtain, bar screen, and traveling screen system.  CWIS 01 is primarily used for process 

water, with less than 5% used for cooling water makup in the Pulpmill cooling towers.  CWIS 02 is the intake located in a 

small cove in the northeast corner of the Mill Pond.  This intake structure consists of a skimmer screen, bar screen 

and a traveling screen system.  CWIS 02 is used for non-contact cooling, boiler water makeup, and Co-Gen Cooling 

Tower makeup.  Both intake structures operate 24 hours /7 days /365 days.   

 
OTHER COMMENTS 
 
Comment:   Page 32 of the draft Permit indicates that Pixelle is to “report hauled-in residual wastes on a monthly basis to DEP 

on the “Hauled In Residual Wastes” Supplemental Report (3800-FM-BCW0450) as an attachment to the DMR.” 
Pixelle requests clarification of the Department’s definition of “hauled-in residual wastes” and specifically requests 
that any such definition not be applied to materials generated at Pixelle’s Spring Grove facility. (2) 

 
Response:  Under 25 Pa Code 287.1, residual waste is defined as garbage, refuse, other discarded material or other waste, 

including solid, liquid, semisolid or contained gaseous materials resulting from industrial, mining and agricultural 
operations and sludge from an industrial, mining or agricultural water supply treatment facility, wastewater treatment 
facility or air pollution control facility, if it is not hazardous.  
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ATTACHMENT B – Reasonable Potential Analysis 
 

 
WQM 7.0 for CBOD5, NH3-N and Dissolved Oxygen 
 
WQM 7.0 is a water quality model designed to assist DEP to determine appropriate permit requirements for CBOD5, NH3-N and 
DO.  DEP’s guidance no. 391-2000-007 provides the technical methods contained in WQM 7.0 for conducting wasteload allocation 
and for determining recommended NPDES effluent limits for point source discharges.  DEP updated this model (ver. 1.1) to include 
the new ammonia criteria that has been approved by US EPA as part of the 2017 Triennial Review.  The main factors in this model 
are the discharge flowrate, streamflow, and physical conditions of the discharge location such as river-mile and elevation of the 
streambank.  These factors are not expected to be altered since the last permit reissuance or since the original renewal application 
was submitted.  However, since the revised renewal application has updated temperature and pH effluent data, DEP has re-
utilized this model by slightly adjusting the inputs using this data.  No change to the effluent limits was recommended by the model.  
See the modeling efforts below.  
 

 
 
 
Toxics 
 
DEP utilizes a Toxics Management Spreadsheet (last modified on March 2021 ver. 1.3) to facilitate calculations necessary for 
completing a reasonable potential analysis and determining WQBELs for toxic pollutants.  The worksheet combines the 
functionality of DEP’s Toxics Screening Analysis worksheet and PENTOXSD.  Since the original permit renewal application was 
submitted, no changes to the discharge flowrate, streamflow, and physical conditions of the discharge location such as river-mile 
and elevation of the streambank are expected.  However, once again, since the revised renewal application contains updated toxic 
pollutant effluent data, DEP has reutilized TMS by adjusting effluent input using this data.  Based on the model, effluent limits are 
needed for Total Aluminum and Bis(2-Ethylhexyl)Phthalate and monitoring requirement is needed for Total Cadmium.  See the 
modeling efforts below.      
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ATTACHMENT C – Chemical Additive Analysis 
 
During the original permit renewal application, DEP has asked the permittee if any update is needed on the chemical additive 
information from the original permit renewal application given the date of the application submitted by the permittee.  The permittee 
indicated that there has not been any change.  As a result, DEP reviewed a number of chemicals that were used at the plant that 
were identified on the original permit renewal application.  However; those chemicals were used in wastewater treatment; therefore, 
they were not considered chemical additives.  When Pixelle updated the application package, Pixelle indicated that further internal 
review is needed for chemical additives.  A few months later after the updated application package was submitted, Pixelle provided 
additional information associated with chemical additives was submitted.  DEP has therefore determined to reconduct a chemical 
additive analysis based on the submitted additional information.   
 

A. Chemical Additives on approved list (Chemical Additives Notification Form) 

Chemical Name Intended Use(s) 
Maximum Allowable 
Usage Rate (gal/day) 

Proposed Usage Rate 
(gal/day) 

56% Acetic Acid Acid wash boil outs 10.9 6636 

Elimin-Ox Oxygen scavenger 17.4 10536 

KR-153SL Biocide 0.4 232 

3D Trasar 3DT222 
Cooling water corrosion 

inhibitor 1.0 585 

Nalco 7221 Iron dispersant 19.1 11591 

Nalco 7330 Biocide 2.3 1424 

Nalco 8338 Corrosion inhibitor 5.9 3567 

Nalkat 2020 Settling aid/coagulant 0.1 44 

 
As shown above, the usage rate for all chemical additives are significantly higher than the allowable usage rate.  Pixelle 
indicated that presumably there would be 90% degradation at point of application.  Even that is true, the usage rate for 
these chemical additives are still higher than the allowable usage rate.  Based on this, the upcoming draft permit will 
include a new Part C language that requires Pixelle to either reduce the rate or consider alternate chemical additives that 
can replace these chemical additives.  Monitoring these chemical additives is not reasonable as there is currently no 
analytical method to specifically monitor these chemical additives.     
  

B. Chemical Additives not on approved list (New Chemical Additives Request Form) 

Pixelle has also submitted New Chemical Additives Request Forms for a number of chemical additives that are currently 

not on the approved list.  In general, these forms should be reviewed by the Bureau of Clean Water so that they can be 

included in the approved list before these chemical additives can be used.  Therefore, the following chemical additives will 

be identified in the upcoming draft permit and DEP will include a new Part C language that requires Pixelle to have these 

chemical additives on the approved list before they can be used.   

 

Chemical Name Intended Use(s) 

Dilute Acetic Acid 56% Acid wash boil outs 

K-RO-3007B UF/RO CIP Additive 

Nalco 22305 Scale Inhibitor 

Nalstrip 2634 Alkaline Cleaner 

 

 

The Part C Chemical Additive Condition will remain unchanged in the upcoming draft permit but above-mentioned languages will 
be newly included in the condition.     
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ATTACHMENT D – ADDITIONAL INFORMATION 
 

A. 316 (a) & 316(b) Requirements 

Pixelle updated the application package and provided the following information regarding cooling water intake structures:  
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As indicated on Question no. 10, Pixelle has not conducted any impingement and/or entrainment studies.  The update 

application package does not include any new studies.  As such, DEP has determined that the requirement to conduct a 

biological monitoring study for 316(a) thermal variance and impingement/entrainment studies for 316(b) cooling water 

intake structure needs to remain unchanged in the draft permit.   

 

B. Per-and polyfluoroalkyl substances (PFAS)  

The updated permit renewal application contained effluent, influent and stream data for PFAS-related compounds.  The 

in-stream data was collected just upstream of Mill Cooling Towers.  The data is shown below.   

 

Effluent  Results In-Stream Results Influent Results 
 

PFOA (ng/L) 2.8 PFOA (ng/L) 3.6 PFOA (ng/L) <5.0 
 

PFOS (ng/L) 1.1 PFOS (ng/L) 2.3 PFOS (ng/L) <5.0 
 

PFBS ng/L 4.2 PFBS ng/L 2.8 PFBS ng/L 9.8 
 

HFPO-DA (ng/L) <4.1 HFPO-DA (ng/L) <3.9 HFPO-DA (ng/L) <20 
 

   

While data shows PFAS levels in effluent are below DEP’s target Quantitation Limits, an annual monitoring requirement 

for PFOA, PFOS, HFPO-DA and PFBS is still recommended.  This permitting approach is consistent with DEP’s SOP no. 

BCW-PMT-032.   

    

C. Whole Effluent Toxicity Testing (WETT) 

The updated permit renewal application contains four (4) WETT results conducted previously.  However, these results 

were also submitted as part of the original permit renewal application.  As discussed in the original draft permit fact sheet, 

given the nature of this discharge and the fact that WETT was conducted over 20 years ago, another set of chronic WETT 

will be appropriate to further ensure water quality protection. 
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