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Limited state and local resources to accomplish all of
these goals
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> 1972-2008 b_le - g used nationwide; EPA grant funded

> 2003 =200¢ \ CWA/NRDC develop “blending 1s a bypass
POLICY G -br F“ A; EPA issues “no bacteria mixing zones” policy

2 JJc = e ”1 States pressured to change rules, deny permits
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é’cted CSO LTCP, Stormwater, NPDES permits, WWTP
— = -;d@SlgIl SSO remedies, TMDLs

-

Jowa League filed suit in 2011 to overturn EPA’s mandates
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> Comn! 3,4!;' Rejected Every EPA Position in

No Ui ain Terms

> :3/1 irmed Commumly Due Process Rights
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=— j‘)lllly to Select Treatment Processes
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Major Victory for Municipal Interests
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- _)::Ls_c_( ed that BLENDING PROHIBITION was a
\[ D RULE - procedurally improper - VACATED!!!

= = “‘B ef' rﬁnned that BACTERIA MZ PROHIBITION was a
?" -REVISED RULE — procedurally improper - VACATED!!!
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= 'Blendlng prohibition SUBSTANTIVELY improper
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- r e F rﬂ h a8 1nterpreted the CWA regime as
LEC mg] [it] from 1mposing any particular
tec _[mc gy on a discharger.”
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ah%r fore each facility has the discretion to select
,_,_a‘ﬁy technology design and process changes necessary
— ~_to meet the performance-based discharge limitations

~~and standards specified by the effluent guidelines.”
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Cities and Engineers: Plant Design is Your Call!
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| ate plant demgn or 1mpose internal unit

rocessmg design 1s allowable, pursuant to
“fé”; ;nay approve bacteria MZs

-:é-___—, Reopen state and federal orders, and schedules of
- compliance.

— Amend permits, TMDLs and LTCPs
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November 26, 2013

The Honorable Gina McCarthy
Adnunistrator

United States Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20460

— for Nationwide Consistency on Implementation of the 8 Circuit's Iowa League of

—?:T?A’s response: the decision is only

——
= binding in the 8" Circuit and will

= ~_continue to apply vacated rules
elsewhere.

55 peak
backups). xceededd:eAgenc \mdenheclem“ ater Act (C“A)am:l

mconsistent with both EPA’s rule and bypass rule (7 lIFSdS-M(Sd:Cu
2013)).
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Enyonce tells ‘you that the ILOC decision
Oniy=ap _g iés in the 8™ Circuit, they are
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: ﬂizonly allows single challenge to federal rules

2 ;»_;_—c;’rﬁ)f Circuit Court Decisions applied Nationwide
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_[j/J_U ISTYyou that'yo’ OUIC
LICT _,)* ed bypass” approval — say “no

G lalms bypasses are always permit violation;
jvﬂl be agreeing to ongoing non-compliance

,iBypass Rule NFA requirement will force you to
~ eliminate the blend/bypass and spend more $$$$$
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Jd mlnatlon of CSOs and save ~ $6 million in
,L) ecnsts associated with larger activated sludge unit.

P L'i’,_'zr' 1ed the request based on EPA’s position that
ylo _uc mg Was an illegal bypass.

“,.:»
B -

‘- -..‘ -

3 _;:v =1 ‘BC decision rendered just as Clairton was ready to begin
= construction.
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—j: PADEP revisiting the issue to allow Clairton to use the design,
_at a2 minimum, to process CSO-related flows.
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“/JJ 10) ’t ask, you don’t get.

— JJ ~W1th other municipal entities to ensure nationwide
= : plementation of the fowa League decision (e.g., D.C.
——— = -—’Clr Petltlon, WEF, Congressional Reps).
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— Submlt appropriate paperwork to EPA/State requesting

— revision of LTCP plans, NPDES permits, and consent
decrees.
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