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Chairman
Environmental Quality Board
P.O. Box 8477
Harrisburg, PA 17105-8477

Dear Sin

This letter is in reference to the antidegradation regulation proposal in the March
22, 1997, Pennsylvania Bulletin.

I am opposed to the allowance of general NPDES permits in our High Quality streams.
Oil and gas discharges have already done plenty of damage in the northwest part of
the state, and now you want to allow their discharges in HQ̂  streams. General permits
are not tracked by DEP, so they would have no way of knowing how much
degradation is taking place in any one watershed—until it was too late. The proposed
rules will significantly weaken existing protection for both High Quality and
Exceptional Value streams.

I am also very disappointed that DEP did not mention wetlands in their
antidegradation proposal. The current regulation, put into place by EPA, gives this
protection to wetlands. How can wetlands be given HQ,or EV protection if the criteria
to make a "surface water11 HQ.or EV are based on streams?

The proposed regulation has little good to recommend them and much bad,
proposed regulation should be rejected by the Board.

Sincerely yours,

The
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Chairman
Environmental Quality Board
P.O. Box8477
Harrisburg, PA 17105-8477

Dear Sin

This letter is in reference to the antidegradation regulation proposal in the March
22, 1997, Pennsylvania Bulletin.

I am opposed to the allowance of general NPDES permits in our High Quality streams.
Oil and gas discharges have already done plenty of damage in the northwest part of
the state, and now you want to allow their discharges in HQ. streams. General permits
are not tracked by DEP, so they would have no way of knowing how much
degradation is taking place in any one watershed-until it was too late. The proposed
rules will significantly weaken existing protection for both High duality and
Exceptional Value streams.

I am also very disappointed that DEP did not mention wetlands in their
antidegradation proposal. The current regulation, put into place by EPA, gives this
protection to wetlands- How can wetlands be given HQ ôr EV protection if the criteria
to make a "surface water" HQ.or EV are based on streams?

The proposed regulation has little good to recommend them and much bad.
proposed regulation should be rejected by the Board.

Sincerely yours,

The
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Chairman ;
Environmental duality Board
P. O. Box 8477
Harrisburg, PA 17105-8477

Dear Sin

This letter is in reference to the antidegradation regulation proposal in the March
22, 1997, Pennsylvania Bulletin.

I am opposed to the allowance of general NPDES permits in our High Quality streams.
Oil and gas discharges have already done plenty of damage in the northwest part of
the state, and now you want to allow their discharges in Hd streams. General permits
are not tracked by DEP, so they would have no way of knowing how much
degradation is taking place in any one watershed-until it was too late. The proposed
rules will significantly weaken existing protection for both High duality and
Exceptional Value streams.

I am also very disappointed that DEP did not mention wetlands in their
antidegradation proposal. The current regulation, put into place by EPA, gives this
protection to wetlands. How can wetlands be given Hdor EV protection if the criteria
to make a "surface water" Hdor EV are based on streams?

The proposed regulation has little good to recommend them and much bad. The
proposed regulation should be rejected by the Board.

Sincerely yours,
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Chairman ;
Environmental Quality Board
P.O. Box 8477
Hanisburg, PA 17105-8477

Dear Sin

This letter is in reference to the antidegradation regulation proposal in the March
22, 1997, Pennsylvania Bulletin.

I am opposed to the allowance of general NPDES permits in our High Quality streams.
Oil and gas discharges have already done plenty of damage in the northwest part of
the state, and now you want to allow their discharges in HQ. streams. General permits
are not tracked by DEP, so they would have no way of knowing how much
degradation is taking place in any one watershed-until it was too late. The proposed
rules will significantly weaken existing protection for both High duality and
Exceptional Value streams.

I am also very disappointed that DEP did not mention wetlands in their
antidegradation proposal. The current regulation, put into place by EPA, gives this
protection to wetlands. How can wetlands be given HQ, or EV protection if the criteria
to make a "surface water" HQor EV are based on streams?

The proposed regulation has little good to recommend them and much bad. The
proposed regulation should be rejected by the Board.

Sincerely yours,
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Chairman ;
Environmental Quality Board
P. 0. Box 8477
Harrisburg, PA 17105-8477

Dear Sin

This letter is in reference to the antidegradation regulation proposal in the March
22, 1997, Pennsylvania Bulletin.

I am opposed to the allowance of general NPDES permits in our High Quality streams.
Oil and gas discharges have already done plenty of damage in the northwest part of
the state, and now you want to allow their discharges in Hd streams. General permits
are not tracked by DEP, so they would have no way of knowing how much
degradation is taking place in any one watershed-until it was too late. The proposed
rules will significantly weaken existing protection for both High duality and
Exceptional Value streams.

I am also very disappointed that DEP did not mention wetlands in their
antidegradation proposal. The current regulation, put into place by EPA, gives this
protection to wetlands. How can wetlands be given Hdor EV protection if the criteria
to make a "surface water" Hdor EV are based on streams?

The proposed regulation has little good to recommend them and much bad.
proposed regulation should be rejected by the Board.

Sincerely yours,

The
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Chairman
Environmental Quality Board
P.O. Box 8477
Hanisburg, PA 17105-8477

Dear Sin

This letter is in reference to the antidegradation regulation proposal in the March
22, 1997, Pennsylvania Bulletin.

I am opposed to the allowance of general NPDES permits in our High Quality streams.
Oil and gas discharges have already done plenty of damage in the northwest part of
the state, and now you want to allow their discharges in HQ. streams. General permits
are not tracked by DEP, so they would have no way of knowing how much
degradation is taking place in any one watershed-until it was too late. The proposed
rules will significantly weaken existing protection for both High Quality and
Exceptional Value streams.

I am also very disappointed that DEP did not mention wetlands in their
antidegradation proposal. The current regulation, put into place by EPA, gives this
protection to wetlands. How can wetlands be given HQ.or EV protection if the criteria
to make a "surface water" HQ.or EV are based on streams?

The proposed regulation has little good to recommend them and much bad. The
proposed regulation should be rejected by the Board.

Sincerely yours,
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Chairman
Environmental Quality Board
P.O. Box 8477
Harrisburg, PA 17105-8477

Dear Sin

This letter is in reference to the antidegradation regulation proposal in the March
22, 1997, Pennsylvania Bulletin.

I am opposed to the allowance of general NPDES permits in our High Quality streams.
Oil and gas discharges have already done plenty of damage in the northwest part of
the state, and now you want to allow their discharges in HQ, streams. General permits
are not tracked by DEP, so they would have no way of knowing how much
degradation is taking place in any one watershed-until it was too late. The proposed
rules will significantly weaken existing protection for both High duality and
Exceptional Value streams.

I am also very disappointed that DEP did not mention wetlands in their
antidegradation proposal. The current regulation, put into place by EPA, gives this
protection to wetlands. How can wetlands be given HQ,or EV protection if the criteria
to make a "surface water" HQ.or EV are based on streams?

The proposed regulation has little good to recommend them and much bad. The
proposed regulation should be rejected by the Board.

Sincerely yours,
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Chairman
Environmental duality Board
P.O. Box 8477
Harrisburg, PA 17105-8477

Dear Sin

This letter is in reference to the antidegradation regulation proposal in the March
22, 1997, Pennsylvania Bulletin.

I am opposed to the allowance of general NPDES permits in our High Quality streams.
Oil and gas discharges have already done plenty of damage in the northwest part of
the state, and now you want to allow their discharges in HQ, streams. General permits
are not tracked by DEP, so they would have no way of knowing how much
degradation is taking place in any one watershed-until it was too late. The proposed
rules will significantly weaken existing protection for both High Quality and
Exceptional Value streams.

I am also very disappointed that DEP did not mention wetlands in their
antidegradation proposal. The current regulation, put into place by EPA, gives this
protection to wetlands. How can wetlands be given HQ.or EV protection if the criteria
to make a "surface water11 HCLor EV are based on streams?

The proposed regulation has little good to recommend them and much bad. The
proposed regulation should be rejected by the Board.

Sincerely yours,
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Chairman /
Environmental Quality Board
P.O. Box 8477
Hanisburg, PA 17105-8477

Dear Sin

This letter is in reference to the antidegradation regulation proposal in the March
22, 1997, Pennsylvania Bulletin.

I am opposed to the allowance of general NPDES permits in our High Quality streams.
Oil and gas discharges have already done plenty of damage in the northwest part of
the state, and now you want to allow their discharges in HQ. streams. General permits
are not tracked by DEP, so they would have no way of knowing how much
degradation is taking place in any one watershed-until it was too late. The proposed
rules will significantly weaken existing protection for both High Quality and
Exceptional Value streams.

I am also very disappointed that DEP did not mention wetlands in their
antidegradation proposal. The current regulation, put into place by EPA, gives this
protection to wetlands. How can wetlands be given HQ,or EV protection if the criteria
to make a "surface water11 HCLor EV are based on streams?

The proposed regulation has little good to recommend them and much bad. The
proposed regulation should be rejected by the Board.

Sincerely yours,
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Chairman
Environmental Quality Board
P.O. Box8477
Hanisburg, PA 17105-8477

Dear Sin

This letter is in reference to the antidegradation regulation proposal in the March
22, 1997, Pennsylvania Bulletin.

I am opposed to the allowance of general NPDES permits in our High Quality streams.
Oil and gas discharges have already done plenty of damage in the northwest part of
the state, and now you want to allow their discharges in Hd streams. General permits
are not tracked by DEP, so they would have no way of knowing how much
degradation is taking place in any one watershed-until it was too late. The proposed
rules will significantly weaken existing protection for both High Quality and
Exceptional Value streams.

I am also very disappointed that DEP did not mention wetlands in their
antidegradation proposal. The current regulation, put into place by EPA, gives this
protection to wetlands. How can wetlands be given H(% or EV protection if the criteria
to make a "surface water" HQ.or EV are based on streams?

The proposed regulation has little good to recommend them and much bad.
proposed regulation should be rejected by the Board.

Sincerely yours,

The
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Chairman
Environmental Quality Board
P.O. Box 8477
Harrisburg, PA 17105-8477

Dear Sin

This letter is in reference to the antidegradation regulation proposal in the March
22, 1997, Pennsylvania Bulletin.

I am opposed to the allowance of general NPDES permits in our High Qjiality streams.
Oil and gas discharges have already done plenty of damage in the northwest part of
the state, and now you want to allow their discharges in HQ. streams. General permits
are not tracked by DEP, so they would have no way of knowing how much
degradation is taking place in any one watershed-until it was too late. The proposed
rules will significantly weaken existing protection for both High Quality and
Exceptional Value streams.

I am also very disappointed that DEP did not mention wetlands in their
antidegradation proposal. The current regulation, put into place by EPA, gives this
protection to wetlands. How can wetlands be given HQ,or EV protection if the criteria
to make a "surface water" HQ.or EV are based on streams?

The proposed regulation has little good to recommend them and much bad.
proposed regulation should be rejected by the Board.

Sincerely yours,

The
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Chairman
Environmental Quality Board
P.O. Box 8477
Harrisburg, PA 17105-8477

Dear Sin

This letter is in reference to the antidegradation regulation proposal in the March
22, 1997, Pennsylvania Bulletin.

I am opposed to the allowance of general NPDES permits in our High Quality streams.
Oil and gas discharges have already done plenty of damage in the northwest part of
the state, and now you want to allow their discharges in HQ streams. General permits
are not tracked by DEP, so they would have no way of knowing how much
degradation is taking place in any one watershed-until it was too late. The proposed
rules will significantly weaken existing protection for both High Quality and
Exceptional Value streams.

I am also very disappointed that DEP did not mention wetlands in their
antidegradation proposal. The current regulation, put into place by EPA, gives this
protection to wetlands. How can wetlands be given HQ.or EV protection if the criteria
to make a "surface water" HQ.or EV are based on streams?

The proposed regulation has little good to recommend them and much bad. The
proposed regulation should be rejected by the Board.

Sincerely yours,
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Chairman
Environmental duality Board
P.O. Box 8477
Harrisburg, PA 17105-8477

Dear Sir:

This letter is in reference to the antidegradation regulation proposal in the March
22, 1997, Pennsylvania Bulletin.

I am opposed to the allowance of general NPDES permits in our High Quality streams.
Oil and gas discharges have already done plenty of damage in the northwest part of
the state, and now you want to allow their discharges in Hd streams. General permits
are not tracked by DEP, so they would have no way of knowing how much
degradation is taking place in any one watershed—until it was too late. The proposed
rules will significantly weaken existing protection for both High Quality and
Exceptional Value streams.

I am also very disappointed that DEP did not mention wetlands in their
antidegradation proposal. The current regulation, put into place by EPA, gives this
protection to wetlands. How can wetlands be given HClor EV protection if the criteria
to make a "surface water" Hdor EV are based on streams?

The proposed regulation has little good to recommend them and much bad. The
proposed regulation should be rejected by the Board.

Sincerely yours,
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Chairman
Environmental Quality Board
P. O. Box 8477
Harrisburg, PA 17105-8477

Dear Sir:

This letter is in reference to the antidegradation regulation proposal in the March 22,
1997, Pennsylvania Bulletin.

I am opposed to the allowance of general NPDES permits in our High Quality streams.
Oil and gas discharges have already done plenty of damage in the northwestern part
of the state, and now you want to allow their discharges in HQ streams. General
permits are not tracked by DEP, so they wouid have no way of knowing how much
degradation is taking place in any one watershed—until it was too late. The proposed
rules wiii significantly weaken existing protection for both High Quality and
Exceptional Value streams.

I am also very disappointed that DEP did not mention wetlands in their antidegradation
proposal. The current regulation, put into place by EPA, gives this protection to
wetlands. How can wetlands be given HQ or EV protection if the criteria to make a
"surface water designation for HQ or EV streams are based on the proposed
regulation?

The proposed regulation has little good to recommend it and much bad. The
proposed regulation should be rejected by the Board.

Sincerely yours,
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Chairman '
Environmental Quality Board
P. O. Box 8477
Harrisburg, PA 17105-8477

Dear Sir:

This letter is in reference to the antidegradation regulation proposal in the March 22,
1997, Pennsylvania Bulletin.

I am opposed to the allowance of general NPDES permits in our High Quality streams.
Oil and gas discharges have already done plenty of damage in the northwestern part
of the state, and now you want to allow their discharges in HQ streams. General
permits are not tracked by DEP, so they would have no way of knowing how much
degradation is taking place in any one watershed—until it was too late. The proposed
rules will significantly weaken existing protection for both High Quality and
Exceptional Value streams.

I am also very disappointed that DEP did not mention wetlands in their antidegradation
proposal. The current regulation, put into place by EPA, gives this protection to
wetlands. How can wetlands be given HQ or EV protection if the criteria to make a
"surface water" designation for HQ or EV streams are based on the proposed
regulation?

The proposed regulation has little good to recommend it and much bad. The
proposed regulation should be rejected by the Board.

Sincerely yours,
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Chairman
Environmental Quality Board
P.O. Box8477
Harrisburg, PA 17105-8477

Dear Sir:

This letter is in reference to the antidegradation regulation proposal in the March
22, 1997, Pennsylvania Bulletin.

I am opposed to the allowance of general NPDES permits in our High Quality streams.
Oil and gas discharges have already done plenty of damage in the northwest part of
the state, and now you want to allow their discharges in HQ, streams. General permits
are not tracked by DEP, so they would have no way of knowing how much
degradation is taking place in any one watershed—until it was too late. The proposed
rules will significantly weaken existing protection for both High duality and
Exceptional Value streams.

I am also very disappointed that DEP did not mention wetlands in their
antidegradation proposal. The current regulation, put into place by EPA, gives this
protection to wetlands. How can wetlands be given HQor EV protection if the criteria
to make a "surface water" HClor EV are based on streams?

The proposed regulation has little good to recommend them and much bad.
proposed regulation should be rejected by the Board.

Sincerely yours,
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Chairman
Environmental Quality Board
P.O. Box8477
Harrisburg, PA 17105-8477

Dear Sin

This letter is in reference to the antidegradation regulation proposal in the March
22, 1997, Pennsylvania Bulletin.

I am opposed to the allowance of general NPDES permits in our High Quality streams.
Oil and gas discharges have already done plenty of damage in the northwest part of
the state, and now you want to allow their discharges in HQ. streams. General permits
are not tracked by DEP, so they would have no way of knowing how much
degradation is taking place in any one watershed-until it was too late. The proposed
rules will significantly weaken existing protection for both High duality and
Exceptional Value streams.

I am also very disappointed that DEP did not mention wetlands in their
antidegradation proposal. The current regulation, put into place by EPA, gives this
protection to wetlands. How can wetlands be given HCLor EV protection if the criteria
to make a "surface water11 HQ.or EV are based on streams?

The proposed regulation has little good to recommend them and much bad.
proposed regulation should be rejected by the Board.

Sincerely yours.

The
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Chairman
Environmental Qjiality Board
P. O. Box 8477
Harrisburg, PA 17105-8477

Dear Sir:

This letter is in reference to the antidegradation regulation proposal in the March
22, 1997, Pennsylvania Bulletin.

I am opposed to the allowance of general NPDES permits in our High Qjiality streams.
Oil and gas discharges have already done plenty of damage in the northwest part of
the state, and now you want to allow their discharges in HQ. streams. General permits
are not tracked by DEP, so they would have no way of knowing how much
degradation is taking place in any one watershed—until it was too late. The proposed
rules will significantly weaken existing protection for both High Quality and
Exceptional Value streams.

I am also very disappointed that DEP did not mention wetlands in their
antidegradation proposal. The current regulation, put into place by EPA, gives this
protection to wetlands. How can wetlands be given HQ.or EV protection if the criteria
to make a "surface water11 HQ ôr EV are based on streams?

The proposed regulation has little good to recommend them and much bad. The
proposed regulation should be rejected by the Board.

Sincerely yours,
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Chairman
Environmental duality Board
P.O. Box 8477
Harrisburg, PA 17105-8477

Dear Sin

This letter is in reference to the antidegradation regulation proposal in the March
22, 1997, Pennsylvania Bulletin.

I am opposed to the allowance of general NPDES permits in our High Quality streams.
Oil and gas discharges have already done plenty of damage in the northwest part of
the state, and now you want to allow their discharges in HQ. streams. General permits
are not tracked by DEP, so they would have no way of knowing how much
degradation is taking place in any one watershed-until it was too late. The proposed
rules will significantly weaken existing protection for both High Quality and
Exceptional Value streams.

I am also very disappointed that DEP did not mention wetlands in their
antidegradation proposal. The current regulation, put into place by EPA, gives this
protection to wetlands. How can wetlands be given HQ.or EV protection if the criteria
to make a "surface water" HQ ôr EV are based on streams?

The proposed regulation has little good to recommend them and much bad.
proposed regulation should be rejected by the Board.

The

Sincerely yours,
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Chairman
Environmental Qjiality Board
P. O. Box 8477
Harrisburg, PA 17105-8477

Dear Sir:

This letter is in reference to the antidegradation regulation proposal in the March
22, 1997, Pennsylvania Bulletin.

I am opposed to the allowance of general NPDES permits in our High Quality streams.
Oil and gas discharges have already done plenty of damage in the northwest part of
the state, and now you want to allow their discharges in HQ. streams. General permits
are not tracked by DEP, so they would have no way of knowing how much
degradation is taking place in any one watershed-until it was too late. The proposed
rules will significantly weaken existing protection for both High Quality and
Exceptional Value streams.

I am also very disappointed that DEP did not mention wetlands in their
antidegradation proposal. The current regulation, put into place by EPA, gives this
protection to wetlands. How can wetlands be given HQ.or EV protection if the criteria
to make a "surface water" HQ.or EV are based on streams?

The proposed regulation has little good to recommend them and much bad. The
proposed regulation should be rejected by the Board.

Sincerely yours,
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Chairman /
Environmental Qjiality Board
P.O. Box8477
Harrisburg, PA 17105-8477

Dear Sin

This letter is in reference to the antidegradation regulation proposal in the March
22, 1997, Pennsylvania Bulletin.

I am opposed to the allowance of general NPDES permits in our High Quality streams.
Oil and gas discharges have already done plenty of damage in the northwest part of
the state, and now you want to allow their discharges in HQ. streams. General permits
are not tracked by DEP, so they would have no way of knowing how much
degradation is taking place in any one watershed-until it was too late. The proposed
rules will significantly weaken existing protection for both High Quality and
Exceptional Value streams.

I am also very disappointed that DEP did not mention wetlands in their
antidegradation proposal. The current regulation, put into place by EPA, gives this
protection to wetlands. How can wetlands be given HQ,or EV protection if the criteria
to make a "surface water11 HQ_or EV are based on streams?

The proposed regulation has little good to recommend them and much bad.
proposed regulation should be rejected by the Board.

The

Sincerely yours,
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Chairman ,"
Environmental Quality Board
P. O. Box 8477
Harrisburg, PA 17105-8477

Dear Sir:

This letter is in reference to the antidegradation regulation proposal in the March
22, 1997, Pennsylvania Bulletin.

I am opposed to the allowance of general NPDES permits in our High Quality streams-
Oil and gas discharges have already done plenty of damage in the northwest part of
the state, and now you want to allow their discharges in HQ. streams. General permits
are not tracked by DEP, so they would have no way of knowing how much
degradation is taking place in any one watershed-until it was too late. The proposed
rules will significantly weaken existing protection for both High Quality and
Exceptional Value streams.

I am also very disappointed that DEP did not mention wetlands in their
antidegradation proposal. The current regulation, put into place by EPA, gives this
protection to wetlands. How can wetlands be given HQ,or EV protection if the criteria
to make a "surface water" HQ,or EV are based on streams?

The proposed regulation has little good to recommend them and much bad.
proposed regulation should be rejected by the Board.

Sincerely yours,

The
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Chairman ,"
Environmental Quality Board
P.O. Box8477
Hanisburg, PA 17105-8477

Dear Sin

This letter is in reference to the antidegradation regulation proposal in the March
22, 1997, Pennsylvania Bulletin.

I am opposed to the allowance of general NPDES permits in our High Quality streams.
Oil and gas discharges have already done plenty of damage in the northwest part of
the state, and now you want to allow their discharges in HQ, streams. General permits
are not tracked by DEP, so they would have no way of knowing how much
degradation is taking place in any one watershed-until it was too late. The proposed
rules will significantly weaken existing protection for both High Quality and
Exceptional Value streams.

I am also very disappointed that DEP did not mention wetlands in their
antidegradation proposal. The current regulation, put into place by EPA, gives this
protection to wetlands. How can wetlands be given HCLor EV protection if the criteria
to make a "surface water11 Hdor EV are based on streams?

The proposed regulation has little good to recommend them and much bad. The
proposed regulation should be rejected by the Board.

Sincerely yours,

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY BOARD
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Chairman
Environmental duality Board
P.O. Box8477
Harrisburg, PA 17105-8477

Dear Sin

This letter is in reference to the antidegradation regulation proposal in the March
22, 1997, Pennsylvania Bulletin.

I am opposed to the allowance of general NPDES permits in our High Quality streams.
Oil and gas discharges have already done plenty of damage in the northwest part of
the state, and now you want to allow their discharges in Hd streams. General permits
are not tracked by DEP, so they would have no way of knowing how much
degradation is taking place in any one watershed—until it was too late. The proposed
rules will significantly weaken existing protection for both High duality and
Exceptional Value streams.

I am also very disappointed that DEP did not mention wetlands in their
antidegradation proposal. The current regulation, put into place by EPA, gives this
protection to wetlands. How can wetlands be given Hdor EV protection if the criteria
to make a "surface water11 Hdor EV are based on streams?

The proposed regulation has little good to recommend them and much bad.
proposed regulation should be rejected by the Board.

Sincerely yours,

The
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Chairman
Environmental duality Board
P.O. Box8477
Harrisburg, PA 17105-8477

This letter is in reference to the antidegradation regulation proposal in the March
22, 1997, Pennsylvania Bulletin.

I am opposed to the allowance of general NPDES permits in our High Quality streams.
Oil and gas discharges have already done plenty of damage in the northwest part of
the state, and now you want to allow their discharges in Hd streams. General permits
are not tracked by DEP, so they would have no way of knowing how much
degradation is taking place in any one watershed—until it was too late. The proposed
rules will significantly weaken existing protection for both High duality and
Exceptional Value streams.

I am also very disappointed that DEP did not mention wetlands in their
antidegradation proposal. The current regulation, put into place by EPA, gives this
protection to wetlands. How can wetlands be given HClor EV protection if the criteria
to make a "surface water" Hdor EV are based on streams?

The proposed regulation has little good to recommend them and much bad. The
proposed regulation should be rejected by the Board.

Sincerely yours,
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Chairman
Environmental Quality Board
P.O. Box 8477
Harrisburg, PA 17105-8477

Dear Sin

This letter is in reference to the antidegradation regulation proposal in the March
22, 1997, Pennsylvania Bulletin.

I am opposed to the allowance of general NPDES permits in our High Quality streams.
Oil and gas discharges have already done plenty of damage in the northwest part of
the state, and now you want to allow their discharges in HQ. streams. General permits
are not tracked by DEP, so they would have no way of knowing how much
degradation is taking place in any one watershed-until it was too late. The proposed
rules will significantly weaken existing protection for both High Quality and
Exceptional Value streams.

I am also very disappointed that DEP did not mention wetlands in their
antidegradation proposal. The current regulation, put into place by EPA, gives this
protection to wetlands. How can wetlands be given HQ,or EV protection if the criteria
to make a "surface water11 HQ.or EV are based on streams?

The proposed regulation has little good to recommend them and much bad. The
proposed regulation should be rejected by the Board.

Sincerely yours,
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Chairman
Environmental Quality Board
P.O. Box 8477
Harrisburg, PA 17105-8477

Dear Sin

This letter is in reference to the antidegradation regulation proposal in the March
22, 1997, Pennsylvania Bulletin.

I am opposed to the allowance of general NPDES permits in our High Quality streams.
Oil and gas discharges have already done plenty of damage in the northwest part of
the state, and now you want to allow their discharges in HQ, streams. General permits
are not tracked by DEP, so they would have no way of knowing how much
degradation is taking place in any one watershed-until it was too late. The proposed
rules will significantly weaken existing protection for both High Quality and
Exceptional Value streams.

I am also very disappointed that DEP did not mention wetlands in their
antidegradation proposal. The current regulation, put into place by EPA, gives this
protection to wetlands. How can wetlands be given HQ,or EV protection if the criteria
to make a "surface water" HCLor EV are based on streams?

The proposed regulation has little good to recommend them and much bad. The
proposed regulation should be rejected by the Board.

Sincerely yours
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Chairman
Environmental Quality Board
P.O. Box 8477
Harrisburg, PA 17105-8477

Dear Sin

This letter is in reference to the antidegradation regulation proposal in the March
22, 1997, Pennsylvania Bulletin.

I am opposed to the allowance of general NPDES permits in our High Quality streams.
Oil and gas discharges have already done plenty of damage in the northwest part of
the state, and now you want to allow their discharges in HQ. streams. General permits
are not tracked by DEP, so they would have no way of knowing how much
degradation is taking place in any one watershed-until it was too late. The proposed
rules will significantly weaken existing protection for both High Quality and
Exceptional Value streams.

I am also very disappointed that DEP did not mention wetlands in their
antidegradation proposal. The current regulation, put into place by EPA, gives this
protection to wetlands. How can wetlands be given Hdor EV protection if the criteria
to make a "surface water11 Hdor EV are based on streams?

The proposed regulation has little good to recommend them and much bad. The
proposed regulation should be rejected by the Board.

Sincerely yours,
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Chairman
Environmental duality Board
P.O. Box 8477
Hanisburg, PA 17105-8477

Dear Sin

This letter is in reference to the antidegradation regulation proposal in the March
22, 1997, Pennsylvania Bulletin.

I am opposed to the allowance of general NPDES permits in our High Qjiality streams.
Oil and gas discharges have already done plenty of damage in the northwest part of
the state, and now you want to allow their discharges in HQ, streams. General permits
are not tracked by DEP, so they would have no way of knowing how much
degradation is taking place in any one watershed-until it was too late. The proposed
rules will significantly weaken existing protection for both High Quality and
Exceptional Value streams.

I am also very disappointed that DEP did not mention wetlands in their
antidegradation proposal. The current regulation, put into place by EPA, gives this
protection to wetlands. How can wetlands be given HQ,or EV protection if the criteria
to make a "surface water" HClor EV are based on streams?

The proposed regulation has little good to recommend them and much bad-
proposed regulation should be rejected by the Board.

Sincerely yours,

The
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Chairman ;•
Environmental Quality Board
P, O. Box 8477
Harrisburg, PA 17105-8477

Dear Sir:

This letter is in reference to the antidegradation regulation proposal in the March 22,
1997, Pennsylvania Bulletin.

I am opposed to the allowance of general NPDES permits in our High Quality streams.
Oil and gas discharges have already done plenty of damage in the northwestern part
of the state, and now you want to allow their discharges in HQ streams. General
permits are not tracked by DEP, so they would have no way of knowing how much
degradation is taking place in any one watershed—until it was too late. The proposed
rules will significantly weaken existing protection for both High Quality and
Exceptional Value streams.

I am also very disappointed that DEP did not mention wetlands in their antidegradation
proposal. The current regulation, put into place by EPA, gives this protection to
wetlands. How can wetlands be given HQ or EV protection if the criteria to make a
"surface water" designation for HQ or EV streams are based on the proposed
regulation?

The proposed regulation has little good to recommend it and much bad. The
proposed regulation should be rejected by the Board.

Sincerely yours,
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Chairman
Environmental duality Board
P.O. Box8477
Harrisburg, PA 17105-8477

Dear Sin

This letter is in reference to the antidegradation regulation proposal in the March
22, 1997, Pennsylvania Bulletin.

I am opposed to the allowance of general NPDES permits in our High Quality streams.
Oil and gas discharges have already done plenty of damage in the northwest part of
the state, and now you want to allow their discharges in HQ, streams. General permits
are not tracked by DEP, so they would have no way of knowing how much
degradation is taking place in any one watershed-until it was too late. The proposed
rules will significantly weaken existing protection for both High duality and
Exceptional Value streams.

I am also very disappointed that DEP did not mention wetlands in their
antidegradation proposal. The current regulation, put into place by EPA, gives this
protection to wetlands. How can wetlands be given HQ, or EV protection if the criteria
to make a "surface water" HQ.or EV are based on streams?

The proposed regulation has little good to recommend them and much bad.
proposed regulation should be rejected by the Board.

Sincerely yours,

The
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Chairman
Environmental Qjiality Board
P.O. Box8477
Harrisburg, PA 17105-8477

Dear Sir.

This letter is in reference to the antidegradation regulation proposal in the March
22, 1997, Pennsylvania Bulletin.

I am opposed to the allowance of general NPDES permits in our High Qjiality streams.
Oil and gas discharges have already done plenty of damage in the northwest part of
the state, and now you want to allow their discharges in HQ. streams. General permits
are not tracked by DEP, so they would have no way of knowing how much
degradation is taking place in any one watershed—until it was too late. The proposed
rules will significantly weaken existing protection for both High duality and
Exceptional Value streams.

I am also very disappointed that DEP did not mention wetlands in their
antidegradation proposal. The current regulation, put into place by EPA, gives this
protection to wetlands. How can wetlands be given HQ.or EV protection if the criteria
to make a "surface water11 HQor EV are based on streams?

The proposed regulation h
proposed regulation shoul

Sincerely yours,

ttle good to recommend them and much bad.
by the Board.

The
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Chairman
Environmental duality Board
P. 0. Box 8477
Harrisburg, PA 17105-8477

Dear Sir:

This letter is in reference to the antidegradation regulation proposal in the March
22, 1997, Pennsylvania Bulletin.

I am opposed to the allowance of general NPDES permits in our High Quality strcuns.
Oil and gas discharges have already done plenty of damage in the northwest part of
the state, and now you want to allow their discharges in HQ, streams. General permits
are not tracked by DEP, so they would have no way of knowing how much
degradation is taking place in any one watershed-until it was too late. The proposed
rules will significantly weaken existing protection for both High Quality and
Exceptional Value streams.

I am also very disappointed that DEP did not mention wetlands in their
antidegradation proposal. The current regulation, put into place by EPA, gives this
protection to wetlands. How can wetlands be given HCLor EV protection if the criteria
to make a "surface water" HQ.or EV are based on streams?

The proposed regulation has little good to recommend them and much bad. The
proposed regulation should be rejected by the Board.

Sincerely yours,
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Chairman
Environmental Quality Board
P. O. Box 8477
Harrisburg, PA 17105-8477

Dear Sir:

This letter is in reference to the antidegradation regulation proposal in the March
22, 1997, Pennsylvania Bulletin.

I am opposed to the allowance of general NPDES permits in our High Quality streams.
Oil and gas discharges have already done plenty of damage in the northwest part of
the state, and now you want to allow their discharges in HQ, streams. General permits
are not tracked by DEP, so they would have no way of knowing how much
degradation is taking place in any one watershed-until it was too late. The proposed
rules will significantly weaken existing protection for both High Quality and
Exceptional Value streams.

I am also very disappointed that DEP did not mention wetlands in their
antidegradation proposal. The current regulation, put into place by EPA, gives this
protection to wetlands. How can wetlands be given HQ or EV protection if the criteria
to make a "surface water" HQor EV are based on streams?

The proposed regulation has little good to recommend them and much bad. The
proposed regulation should be rejected by the Board.

Sincerely you
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Chairman
Environmental duality Board
P.O.Box 8477
Harrisburg, PA 17105-8477

Dear Sir:

This letter is in reference to the antidegradation regulation proposal in the March
22, 1997, Pennsylvania Bulletin.

I am opposed to the allowance of general NPDES permits in our High Quality streams.
Oil and gas discharges have already done plenty of damage in the northwest part of
the state, and now you want to allow their discharges in H(% streams. General permits
are not tracked by DEP, so they would have no way of knowing how much
degradation is taking place in any one watershed—until it was too late. The proposed
rules will significantly weaken existing protection for both High Quality and
Exceptional Value streams.

I am also very disappointed that DEP did not mention wetlands in their
antidegradation proposal. The current regulation, put into place by EPA, gives this
protection to wetlands. How can wetlands be given HQ. or EV protection if the criteria
to make a "surface water" Hdor EV are based on streams?

The proposed regulation has little good to recommend them and much bad.
proposed regulation should be rejected by the Board.

Sincerely yours,

The
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Chairman
Environmental Quality Board
P.O. Box 8477
Harrisburg, PA 17105-8477

Dear Sin

This letter is in reference to the antidegradation regulation proposal in the March
22, 1997, Pennsylvania Bulletin.

I am opposed to the allowance of general NPDES permits in our High Quality streams.
Oil and gas discharges have already done plenty of damage in the northwest part of
the state, and now you want to allow their discharges in HQ streams. General permits
are not tracked by DEP, so they would have no way of knowing how much
degradation is taking place in any one watershed—until it was too late. The proposed
rules will significantly weaken existing protection for both High Quality and
Exceptional Value streams,

I am also very disappointed that DEP did not mention wetlands in their
antidegradation proposal. The current regulation, put into place by EPA, gives this
protection to wetlands. How can wetlands be given HQor EV protection if the criteria
to make a "surface water" HQor EV are based on streams?

The proposed regulation has little good to recommend them and much bad.
proposed regulation should be rejected by the Board.

Sincerely yours,

The
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Chairman
Environmental duality Board
P. O. Box 8477
Harrisburg, PA 17105-8477

Dear Sin

This letter is in reference to the antidegradation regulation proposal in the March
22, 1997, Pennsylvania Bulletin.

I am opposed to the allowance of general NPDES permits in our High Quality streams.
Oil and gas discharges have already done plenty of damage in the northwest part of
the state, and now you want to allow their discharges in HQ. streams. General permits
are not tracked by DEP, so they would have no way of knowing how much
degradation is taking place in any one watershed-until it was too late. The proposed
rules will significantly weaken existing protection for both High Quality and
Exceptional Value streams.

I am also very disappointed that DEP did not mention wetlands in their
antidegradation proposal. The current regulation, put into place by EPA, gives this
protection to wetlands. How can wetlands be given HQ, or EV protection if the criteria
to make a "surface water" HQ.or EV are based on streams?

The proposed regulation has little good to recommend them and much bad. The
proposed regulation should be rejected by the Board.

Sincerely yours,
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Chairman
Environmental Quality Board
P.O. Box8477
Harrisburg, PA 17105-8477

Dear Sir.

This letter is in reference to the antidegradation regulation proposal in the March
22, 1997, Pennsylvania Bulletin.

I am opposed to the allowance of general NPDES permits in our High Quality streams.
Oil and gas discharges have already done plenty of damage in the northwest part of
the state, and now you want to allow their discharges in HQ. streams. General permits
are not tracked by DEP, so they would have no way of knowing how much
degradation is taking place in any one watershed-until it was too late. The proposed
rules will significantly weaken existing protection for both High Quality and
Exceptional Value streams.

I am also very disappointed that DEP did not mention wetlands in their
antidegradation proposal. The current regulation, put into place by EPA, gives this
protection to wetlands. How can wetlands be given HCXor EV protection if the criteria
to make a "surface water" HQ,or EV are based on streams?

The proposed regulation has little good to recommend them and much bad. The
proposed regulation should be rejected by the Board.

Sincerely yours,
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Chairman
Environmental duality Board
P. 0. Box 8477
Harrisburg, PA 17105-8477

Dear Sir:

This letter is in reference to the antidegradation regulation proposal in the March
22, 1997, Pennsylvania Bulletin.

I am opposed to the allowance of general NPDES permits in our High Quality streams.
Oil and gas discharges have already done plenty of damage in the northwest part of
the state, and now you want to allow their discharges in Hd streams. General permits
are not tracked by DEP, so they would have no way of knowing how much
degradation is taking place in any one watershed-until it was too late. The proposed
rules will significantly weaken existing protection for both High duality and
Exceptional Value streams.

I am also very disappointed that DEP did not mention wetlands in their
antidegradation proposal. The current regulation, put into place by EPA, gives this
protection to wetlands. How can wetlands be given Hdor EV protection if the criteria
to make a "surface water11 Hdor EV are based on streams?

The proposed regulation has little good to recommend them and much bad.
proposed regulation should be rejected by the Board.

Sincerely yours,
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Chairman
Environmental duality Board
P.O. Box8477
Harrisburg, PA 17105-8477

Dear Sir:

This letter is in reference to the antidegradation regulation proposal in the March
22, 1997, Pennsylvania Bulletin.

I am opposed to the allowance of general NPDES permits in our High Quality streams.
Oil and gas discharges have already done plenty of damage in the northwest part of
the state, and now you want to allow their discharges in HQ. streams. General permits
are not tracked by DEP, so they would have no way of knowing how much
degradation is taking place in any one watershed-until it was too late. The proposed
rules will significantly weaken existing protection for both High duality and
Exceptional Value streams.

I am also very disappointed that DEP did not mention wetlands in their
antidegradation proposal. The current regulation, put into place by EPA, gives this
protection to wetlands. How can wetlands be given Hd or EV protection if the criteria
to make a "surface water" Hdor EV are based on streams?

The proposed regulation has little good to recommend them and much bad. The
proposed regulation should be rejected by the Board.

Sincerely yours,

/5>
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Chairman
Environmental Quality Board
P. O. Box 8477
Harrisburg, PA 17105-8477

Dear Sir:

This letter is in reference to the antidegradation regulation proposal in the March
22, 1997, Pennsylvania Bulletin.

I am opposed to the allowance of general NPDES permits in our High Quality streams.
Oil and gas discharges have already done plenty of damage in the northwest part of
the state, and now you want to allow their discharges in HQ_ streams. General permits
are not tracked by DEP, so they would have no way of knowing how much
degradation is taking place in any one watershed—until it was too late. The proposed
rules will significantly weaken existing protection for both High Quality and
Exceptional Value streams.

I am also very disappointed that DEP did not mention wetlands in their
antidegradation proposal. The current regulation, put into place by EPA, gives this
protection to wetlands. How can wetlands be given HCL or EV protection if the criteria
to make a "surface water" HQ.or EV are based on streams?

The proposed regulation has little good to recommend them and much bad.
proposed regulation should be rejected by the Board.

Sincerely yours,
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Chairman
Environmental Quality Board
P.O. Box 8477
Hanisburg, PA 17105-8477

Dear Sir:

This letter is in reference to the antidegradation regulation proposal in the March
22, 1997, Pennsylvania Bulletin.

I am opposed to the allowance of general NPDES permits in our High Quality streams.
Oil and gas discharges have already done plenty of damage in the northwest part of
the state, and now you want to allow their discharges in HQ. streams. General permits
are not tracked by DEP, so they would have no way of knowing how much
degradation is taking place in any one watershed-until it was too late. The proposed
rules will significantly weaken existing protection for both High Quality and
Exceptional Value streams.

I am also very disappointed that DEP did not mention wetlands in their
antidegradation proposal. The current regulation, put into place by EPA, gives this
protection to wetlands. How can wetlands be given Hdor EV protection if the criteria
to make a "surface water11 HQ,or EV are based on streams?

The proposed regulation has little good to recommend them and much bad. The
proposed regulation should be rejected by the Board.

Sincerely yours,
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Chairman
Environmental duality Board
P. O. Box 8477
Harrisburg, PA 17105-8477

Dear Sin

This letter is in reference to the antidegradation regulation proposal in the March
22, 1997, Pennsylvania Bulletin.

I am opposed to the allowance of general NPDES permits in our High Quality streams.
Oil and gas discharges have already done plenty of damage in the northwest part of
the state, and now you want to allow their discharges in HQ. streams. General permits
are not tracked by DEP, so they would have no way of knowing how much
degradation is taking place in any one watershed-until it was too late. The proposed
rules will significantly weaken existing protection for both High duality and
Exceptional Value streams.

I am also very disappointed that DEP did not mention wetlands in their
antidegradation proposal. The current regulation, put into place by EPA, gives this
protection to wetlands. How can wetlands be given Hdor EV protection if the criteria
to make a "surface water" Hdor EV are based on streams?

The proposed regulation has little good to recommend them and much bad. The
proposed regulation should be rejected by the Board.

Sincerely yours,
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Chairman
Environmental Quality Board
P.O. Box8477
Harrisburg, PA 17105-8477

Dear Sir:

This letter is in reference to the antidegradation regulation proposal in the March
22, 1997, Pennsylvania Bulletin.

I am opposed to the allowance of general NPDES permits in our High Quality streams.
Oil and gas discharges have already done plenty of damage in the northwest part of
the state, and now you want to allow their discharges in HQ streams. General permits
are not tracked by DEP, so they would have no way of knowing how much
degradation is taking place in any one watershed—until it was too late. The proposed
rules will significantly weaken existing protection for both High Quality and
Exceptional Value streams.

I am also very disappointed that DEP did not mention wetlands in their
antidegradation proposal. The current regulation, put into place by EPA, gives this
protection to wetlands. How can wetlands be given HQor EV protection if the criteria
to make a "surface water" HQor EV are based on streams?

The proposed regulation has little good to recommend them and much bad.
proposed regulation should be rejected by the Board.

Sincerely yours,

The
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Chairman
Environmental Quality Board
P.O. Box 8477 i
Harrisburg, PA 17105-8477

Dear Sin

This letter is in reference to the antidegradation regulation proposal in the March
22, 1997, Pennsylvania Bulletin.

I am opposed to the allowance of general NPDES permits in our High duality streams.
Oil and gas discharges have already done plenty of damage in the northwest part of
the state, and now you want to allow their discharges in HQ. streams. General permits
are not tracked by DEP, so they would have no way of knowing how much
degradation is taking place in any one watershed—until it was too late. The proposed
rules will significantly weaken existing protection for both High Quality and
Exceptional Value streams.

I am also very disappointed that DEP did not mention wetlands in their
antidegradation proposal. The current regulation, put into place by EPA, gives this
protection to wetlands. How can wetlands be given HQ_or EV protection if the criteria
to make a "surface water" HQ.or EV are based on streams?

The proposed regulation has little good to recommend them and much bad.
proposed regulation should be rejected by the Board.

The

Sincerely yours,
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Chairman
Environmental duality Board
P.O. Box 8477
Harrisburg, PA 17105-8477

Dear Sir:

This letter is in reference to the antidegradation regulation proposal in the March
22, 1997, Pennsylvania Bulletin.

I am opposed to the allowance of general NPDES permits in our High Quality streams.
Oil and gas discharges have already done plenty of damage in the northwest part of
the state, and now you want to allow their discharges in HQ, streams. General permits
are not tracked by DEP, so they would have no way of knowing how much
degradation is taking place in any one watershed-until it was too late. The proposed
rules will significantly weaken existing protection for both High Quality and
Exceptional Value streams.

I am also very disappointed that DEP did not mention wetlands in their
antidegradation proposal. The current regulation, put into place by EPA, gives this
protection to wetlands. How can wetlands be given HQ, or EV protection if the criteria
to make a "surface water11 HQ.or EV are based on streams?

The proposed regulation has little good to recommend them and much bad.
proposed regulation should be rejected by the Board.

Sincerely yours,

The
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Chairman
Environmental Qjiality Board
P.O. Box 8477
Harrisburg, PA 17105-8477

Dear Sin

This letter is in reference to the antidegradation regulation proposal in the March
22, 1997, Pennsylvania Bulletin.

I am opposed to the allowance of general NPDES permits in our High Quality streams.
Oil and gas discharges have already done plenty of damage in the northwest part of
the state, and now you want to allow their discharges in HQ streams. General permits
are not tracked by DEP, so they would have no way of knowing how much
degradation is taking place in any one watershed-until it was too late. The proposed
rules will significantly weaken existing protection for both High Quality and
Exceptional Value streams.

I am also very disappointed that DEP did not mention wetlands in their
antidegradation proposal. The current regulation, put into place by EPA, gives this
protection to wetlands. How can wetlands be given HClor EV protection if the criteria
to make a "surface water11 HQ.or EV are based on streams?

The proposed regulation has little good to recommend them and much bad.
proposed regulation should be rejected by the Board.

Sincerely yours,

The
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Chairman
Environmental Quality Board
P. O. Box 8477
Hanisburg, PA 17105-8477

Dear Sin

This letter is in reference to the antidegradation regulation proposal in the March
22, 1997, Pennsylvania Bulletin.

I am opposed to the allowance of general NPDES permits in our High Qjiality streams.
Oil and gas discharges have already done plenty of damage in the northwest part of
the state, and now you want to allow their discharges in HQ. streams. General permits
are not tracked by DEP, so they would have no way of knowing how much
degradation is taking place in any one watershed-until it was too late. The proposed
rules will significantly weaken existing protection for both High Quality and
Exceptional Value streams.

I am also very disappointed that DEP did not mention wetlands in their
antidegradation proposal- The current regulation, put into place by EPA, gives this
protection to wetlands. How can wetlands be given HQ. or EV protection if the criteria
to make a "surface water11 HQ.or EV are based on streams?

The proposed regulation has little good to recommend them and much bad.
proposed regulation should be rejected by the Board.

Sincerely yours,

The
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Chairman
Environmental duality Board
P.O. Box8477
Harrisburg, PA 17105-8477

Dear Sin

This letter is in reference to the antidegradation regulation proposal in the March
22, 1997, Pennsylvania Bulletin.

I am opposed to the allowance of general NPDES permits in our High Quality streams.
Oil and gas discharges have already done plenty of damage in the northwest part of
the state, and now you want to allow their discharges in Hd streams. General permits
are not tracked by DEP, so they would have no way of knowing how much
degradation is taking place in any one watershed—until it was too late. The proposed
rules will significantly weaken existing protection for both High Quality and
Exceptional Value streams,

I am also very disappointed that DEP did not mention wetlands in their
antidegradation proposal. The current regulation, put into place by EPA, gives this
protection to wetlands. How can wetlands be given HQ,or EV protection if the criteria
to make a "surface water" HClor EV are based on streams?

The proposed regulation has little good to recommend them and much bad. The
proposed regulation should be rejected by the Board.

Sincerely yours,



ORIGINAL: #1799

Chairman
Environmental duality Board
P. O-Box 8477
Harrisburg, PA 17105-8477

Dear Sir:

This letter is in reference to the antidegradation regulation proposal in the March
22, 1997, Pennsylvania Bulletin.

I am opposed to the allowance of general NPDES permits in our High Qjiality streams.
Oil and gas discharges have already done plenty of damage in the northwest part of
the state, and now you want to allow their discharges in HQ, streams. General permits
are not tracked by DEP, so they would have no way of knowing how much
degradation is taking place in any one watershed—until it was too late. The proposed
rules will significantly weaken existing protection for both High duality and
Exceptional Value streams.

I am also very disappointed that DEP did not mention wetlands in their
antidegradation proposal. The current regulation, put into place by EPA, gives this
protection to wetlands. How can wetlands be given Hdor EV protection if the criteria
to make a "surface water" Hdor EV are based on streams?

The proposed regulation has little good to recommend them and much bad.
proposed regulation should be rejected by the Board.

The

Sincerely yours,
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Chairman
Environmental Quality Board
P.O. Box8477
Harrisburg, PA 17105-8477

Dear Sin

This letter is in reference to the antidegradation regulation proposal in the March
22, 1997, Pennsylvania Bulletin.

I am opposed to the allowance of general NPDES permits in our High Quality streams.
Oil and gas discharges have already done plenty of damage in the northwest part of
the state, and now you want to allow their discharges in HQ, streams. General permits
are not tracked by DEP, so they would have no way of knowing how much
degradation is taking place in any one watershed-until it was too late. The proposed
rules will significantly weaken existing protection for both High duality and
Exceptional Value streams.

I am also very disappointed that DEP did not mention wetlands in their
antidegradation proposal. The current regulation, put into place by EPA, gives this
protection to wetlands. How can wetlands be given HClor EV protection if the criteria
to make a "surface water" HQor EV are based on streams?

The proposed regulation has little good to recommend them and much bad. The
proposed regulation should be rejected by the Board.

Sincerely yours,
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Chairman
Environmental Quality Board
RO. Box8477
Harrisburg, PA 17105-8477

Dear Sin

This letter is in reference to the antidegradation regulation proposal in the March
22, 1997, Pennsylvania Bulletin.

I am opposed to the allowance of general NPDES permits in our High Quality streams.
Oil and gas discharges have already done plenty of damage in the northwest part of
the state, and now you want to allow their discharges in HQ, streams. General permits
are not tracked by DEP, so they would have no way of knowing how much
degradation is taking place in any one watershed-until it was too late. The proposed
rules will significantly weaken existing protection for both High Qjuality and
Exceptional Value streams.

I am also very disappointed that DEP did not mention wetlands in their
antidegradation proposal. The current regulation, put into place by EPA, gives this
protection to wetlands. How can wetlands be given HQ,or EV protection if the criteria
to make a "surface water11 HQ.or EV are based on streams?

The proposed regulation has little good to recommend them and much bad.
proposed regulation should be rejected by the Board.

Sincerely yours,

The
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Chairman
Environmental Quality Board
P. O. Box 8477 i
Harrisburg, PA 17105-8477
Dear Sin

This letter is in reference to the antidegradation regulation proposal in the March
22, 1997, Pennsylvania Bulletin.

I am opposed to the allowance of general NPDES permits in our High Quality streams.
Oil and gas discharges have already done plenty of damage in the northwest part of
the state, and now you want to allow their discharges in HQ. streams. General permits
are not tracked by DEP, so they would have no way of knowing how much
degradation is taking place in any one watershed—until it was too late. The proposed
rules will significantly weaken existing protection for both High Quality and
Exceptional Value streams.

I am also very disappointed that DEP did not mention wetlands in their
antidegradation proposal. The current regulation, put into place by EPA, gives this
protection to wetlands. How can wetlands be given HQ, or EV protection if the criteria
to make a "surface water11 HCLor EV are based on streams?

The proposed regulation has little good to recommend them and much bad. The
proposed regulation should be rejected by the Board.

Sincerely yours,
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Chairman
Environmental duality Board
P.O. Box 8477
Harrisburg, PA 17105-8477

Dear Sin

This letter is in reference to the antidegradation regulation proposal in the March
22, 1997, Pennsylvania Bulletin.

I am opposed to the allowance of general NPDES permits in our High Quality streams.
Oil and gas discharges have already done plenty of damage in the northwest part of
the state, and now you want to allow their discharges in HQ, streams. General permits
are not tracked by DEP, so they would have no way of knowing how much
degradation is taking place in any one watershed—until it was too late. The proposed
rules will significantly weaken existing protection for both High Quality and
Exceptional Value streams.

I am also very disappointed that DEP did not mention wetlands in their
antidegradation proposal. The current regulation, put into place by EPA, gives this
protection to wetlands. How can wetlands be given HQ, or EV protection if the criteria
to make a "surface water" HQ_or EV are based on streams?

The proposed regulation has little good to recommend them and much bad.
proposed regulation should be rejected by the Board.

Sincerely yours,

The
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Chairman
Environmental duality Board
P.O. Box 8477
Harrisburg, PA 17105-8477

This letter is in reference to the antidegradation regulation proposal in the March
22, 1997, Pennsylvania Bulletin.

I am opposed to the allowance of general NPDES permits in our High Quality streams.
Oil and gas discharges have already done plenty of damage in the northwest part of
the state, and now you want to allow their discharges in HQ. streams. General permits
are not tracked by DEP, so they would have no way of knowing how much
degradation is taking place in any one watershed—until it was too late. The proposed
rules will significantly weaken existing protection for both High duality and
Exceptional Value streams.

I am also very disappointed that DEP did not mention wetlands in their
antidegradation proposal. The current regulation, put into place by EPA, gives this
protection to wetlands. How can wetlands be given Hdor EV protection if the criteria
to make a "surface water" Hdor EV are based on streams?

The proposed regulation has little good to recommend them and much bad. The
proposed regulation should be rejected by the Board.

Sincerely yours,
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Chairman
Environmental Quality Board
P.O. Box8477
Harrisburg, PA 17105-8477

Dear Sin

This letter is in reference to the antidegradation regulation proposal in the March
22, 1997, Pennsylvania Bulletin.

I am opposed to the allowance of general NPDES permits in our High Quality streams.
Oil and gas discharges have already done plenty of damage in the northwest part of
the state, and now you want to allow their discharges in Hd streams. General permits
are not tracked by DEP, so they would have no way of knowing how much
degradation is taking place in any one watershed-until it was too late. The proposed
rules will significantly weaken existing protection for both High Quality and
Exceptional Value streams.

I am also very disappointed that DEP did not mention wetlands in their
antidegradation proposal. The current regulation, put into place by EPA, gives this
protection to wetlands. How can wetlands be given Hdor EV protection if the criteria
to make a "surface water" HCLor EV are based on streams?

The proposed regulation has little good to recommend them and much bad.
proposed regulation should be rejected by the Board.

Sincerely yours,

The
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Chairman
Environmental Quality Board
P. O. Box 8477
Harrisburg, PA 17105-8477

Dear Sin

This letter is in reference to the antidegradation regulation proposal in the March
22, 1997, Pennsylvania Bulletin.

I am opposed to the allowance of general NPDES permits in our High Quality streams.
Oil and gas discharges have already done plenty of damage in the northwest part of
the state, and now you want to allow their discharges in HQ. streams. General permits
are not tracked by DEP, so they would have no way of knowing how much
degradation is taking place in any one watershed-until it was too late. The proposed
rules will significantly weaken existing protection for both High Quality and
Exceptional Value streams.

I am also very disappointed that DEP did hot mention wetlands in their
antidegradation proposal. The current regulation, put into place by EPA, gives this
protection to wetlands. How can wetlands be given HQor EV protection if the criteria
to make a "surface water" HQ.or EV are based on streams?

The proposed regulation has little good to recommend them and much bad.
proposed regulation should be rejected by the Board.

Sincerely yours,
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Chairman
Environmental Quality Board
P. O. Box 8477
Harrisburg, PA 17105-8477

Dear Sin

This letter is in reference to the antidegradation regulation proposal in the March
22, 1997, Pennsylvania Bulletin.

I am opposed to the allowance of general NPDES permits in our High Quality streams.
Oil and gas discharges have already done plenty of damage in the northwest part of
the state, and now you want to allow their discharges in HQ streams. General permits
are not tracked by DEP, so they would have no way of knowing how much
degradation is taking place in any one watershed-until it was too late. The proposed
rules will significantly weaken existing protection for both High Quality and
Exceptional Value streams.

I am also very disappointed that DEP did not mention wetlands in their
antidegradation proposal. The current regulation, put into place by EPA, gives this
protection to wetlands. How can wetlands be given HClor EV protection if the criteria
to make a "surface water11 HClor EV are based on streams?

The proposed regulation has little good to recommend them and much bad.
proposed regulation should be rejected by the Board.

Sincerely yours,

The
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Chairman
Environmental Quality Board
P.O. Box 8477
Harrisburg, PA 17105-8477

Dear Sin

This letter is in reference to the antidegradation regulation proposal in the March
22, 1997, Pennsylvania Bulletin.

I am opposed to the allowance of general NPDES permits in our High Quality streams.
Oil and gas discharges have already done plenty of damage in the northwest part of
the state, and now you want to allow their discharges in HQ, streams. General permits
are not tracked by DEP, so they would have no way of knowing how much
degradation is taking place in any one watershed—until it was too late. The proposed
rules will significantly weaken existing protection for both High Quality and
Exceptional Value streams.

I am also very disappointed that DEP did not mention wetlands in their
antidegradation proposal. The current regulation, put into place by EPA, gives this
protection to wetlands. How can wetlands be given HQor EV protection if the criteria
to make a "surface water" HQLor EV are based on streams?

The proposed regulation has little good to recommend them and much bad. The
proposed regulation should be rejected by the Board.

Sinperely yours, ^^^
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Chairman
Environmental Quality Board
P.O. Box8477
Harrisburg, PA 17105-8477

Dear Sir:

This letter is in reference to the antidegradation regulation proposal in the March
22, 1997, Pennsylvania Bulletin.

I am opposed to the allowance of general NPDES permits in our High Quality streams.
Oil and gas discharges have already done plenty of damage in the northwest part of
the state, and now you want to allow their discharges in HQ. streams. General permits
are not tracked by DEP, so they would have no way of knowing how much
degradation is taking place in any one watershed—until it was too late. The proposed
rules will significantly weaken existing protection for both High Quality and
Exceptional Value streams.

I am also very disappointed that DEP did not mention wetlands in their
antidegradation proposal. The current regulation, put into place by EPA, gives this
protection to wetlands. How can wetlands be given HQ, or EV protection if the criteria
to make a "surface water11 HQ_or EV are based on streams?

The proposed regulation has little good to recommend them and much bad.
proposed regulation should be rejected by the Board.

The
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Chairman
Environmental Quality Board
P.O. Box8477
Harrisburg, PA 17105-8477

Dear Sin

This letter is in reference to the antidegradation regulation proposal in the March
22, 1997, Pennsylvania Bulletin.

I am opposed to the allowance of general NPDES permits in our High duality streams.
Oil and gas discharges have already done plenty of damage in the northwest part of
the state, and now you want to allow their discharges in Hd streams. General permits
are not tracked by DEP, so they would have no way of knowing how much
degradation is taking place in any one watershed—until it was too late. The proposed
rules will significantly weaken existing protection for both High duality and
Exceptional Value streams,

I am also very disappointed that DEP did not mention wetlands in their
antidegradation proposal. The current regulation, put into place by EPA, gives this
protection to wetlands. How can wetlands be given Hd or EV protection if the criteria
to make a "surface water" Hdor EV are based on streams?

The proposed regulation has little good to recommend them and much bad.
proposed regulation should be rejected by the Board.

Sincerely yours,

The
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Chairman
Environmental Quality Board
P.O. Box 8477
Harrisburg, PA 17105-8477

Dear Sir:

This letter is in reference to the antidegradation regulation proposal in the March
22, 1997, Pennsylvania Bulletin.

I am opposed to the allowance of general NPDES permits in our High Qjiality streams.
Oil and gas discharges have already done plenty of damage in the northwest part of
the state, and now you want to allow their discharges in Hd streams. General permits
are not tracked by DEP, so they would have no way of knowing how much
degradation is taking place in any one watershed-until it was too late. The proposed
rules will significantly weaken existing protection for both High duality and
Exceptional Value streams.

I am also very disappointed that DEP did not mention wetlands in their
antidegradation proposal The current regulation, put into place by EPA, gives this
protection to wetlands. How can wetlands be given HClor EV protection if the criteria
to make a "surface water" HQ.or EV are based on streams?

The proposed regulation has little good to recommend them and much bad. The
proposed regulation should be rejected by the Board.

Sincerely yours,
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Chairman
Environmental Quality Board
P. O. Box 8477 s
Harrisburg, PA 17105-8477

Dear Sin

This letter is in reference to the antidegraciation regulation proposal in the March
22, 1997, Pennsylvania Bulletin.

I am opposed to the allowance of general NPDES permits in our High duality streams.
Oil and gas discharges have already done plenty of damage in the northwest part of
the state, and now you want to allow their discharges in HQ_ streams. General permits
are not tracked by DEP, so they would have no way of knowing how much
degradation is taking place in any one watershed—until it was too late. The proposed
rules will significantly weaken existing protection for both High Quality and
Exceptional Value streams.

I am also very disappointed that DEP did not mention wetlands in their
antidegradation proposal. The current regulation, put into place by EPA, gives this
protection to wetlands. How can wetlands be given HQ, or EV protection if the criteria
to make a "surface water" HCLor EV are based on streams?

The proposed regulation has little good to recommend them and much bad.
proposed regulation should be rejected by the Board.

Sincerely yours,

The
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Chairman
Environmental Quality Board
P.O. Box 8477 i
Harrisburg, PA 17105-8477

Dear Sin

This letter is in reference to the antidegradation regulation proposal in the March
22, 1997, Pennsylvania Bulletin.

I am opposed to the allowance of general NPDES permits in our High Quality streams.
Oil and gas discharges have already done plenty of damage in the northwest part of
the state, and now you want to allow their discharges in HQ. streams. General permits
are not tracked by DEP, so they would have no way of knowing how much
degradation is taking place in any one watershed—until it was too late. The proposed
rules will significantly weaken existing protection for both High Quality and
Exceptional Value streams.

I am also very disappointed that DEP did not mention wetlands in their
antidegradation proposal. The current regulation, put into place by EPA, gives this
protection to wetlands. How can wetlands be given HQ, or EV protection if the criteria
to make a "surface water" HQ.or EV are based on streams?

The proposed regulation has little good to recommend them and much bad.
proposed regulation should be rejected by the Board.

The

Sincerely yours,
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Chairman
Environmental Quality Board
P.O. Box 8477
Harrisburg, PA 17105-8477

Dear Sir:

This letter is in reference to the antidegradation regulation proposal in the March
22, 1997, Pennsylvania Bulletin.

I am opposed to the allowance of general NPDES permits in our High duality streams.
Oil and gas discharges have already done plenty of damage in the northwest part of
the state, and now you want to allow their discharges in HQ_ streams. General permits
are not tracked by DEP, so they would have no way of knowing how much
degradation is taking place in any one watershed-until it was too late. The proposed
rules will significantly weaken existing protection for both High Quality and
Exceptional Value streams.

I am also very disappointed that DEP did not mention wetlands in their
antidegradation proposal. The current regulation, put into place by EPA, gives this
protection to wetlands. How can wetlands be given HQ. or EV protection if the criteria
to make a "surface water11 HQ,or EV are based on streams?

The proposed regulation has little good to recommend them and much bad.
proposed regulation should be rejected by the Board.

Sincerely yours,

The
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Chairman
Environmental duality Board
RO. Box 8477
Harrisburg, PA 17105-8477

Dear Sir:

This letter is in reference to the antidegradation regulation proposal in the March
22, 1997, Pennsylvania Bulletin.

I am opposed to the allowance of general NPDES permits in our High Quality streams.
Oil and gas discharges have already done plenty of damage in the northwest part of
the state, and now you want to allow their discharges in HQ. streams. General permits
are not tracked by DEP, so they would have no way of knowing how much
degradation is taking place in any one watershed-until it was too late. The proposed
rules will significantly weaken existing protection for both High duality and
Exceptional Value streams.

I am also very disappointed that DEP did not mention wetlands in their
antidegradation proposal. The current regulation, put into place by EPA, gives this
protection to wetlands. How can wetlands be given HQ, or EV protection if the criteria
to make a "surface water" HQ.or EV are based on streams?

The proposed regulation has little good to recommend them and much bad.
proposed regulation should be rejected by the Board.

Sincerely yours,

The
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Chairman
Environmental Quality Board
P. 0, Box 8477 i
Harrisburg, PA 17105-8477

Dear Sir:

This letter is in reference to the antidegradation regulation proposal in the March
22, 1997, Pennsylvania Bulletin.

I am opposed to the allowance of general NPDES permits in our High Quality streams.
Oil and gas discharges have already done plenty of damage in the northwest part of
the state, and now you want to allow their discharges in HQ, streams. General permits
are not tracked by DEP, so they would have no way of knowing how much
degradation is taking place in any one watershed—until it was too late. The proposed
rules will significantly weaken existing protection for both High Quality and
Exceptional Value streams.

i am also very disappointed that DEP did not mention wetlands in their
antidegradation proposal. The current regulation, put into place by EPA, gives this
protection to wetlands. How can wetlands be given HQ, or EV protection if the criteria
to make a "surface water" HQ.or EV are based on streams?

The proposed regulation has little good to recommend them and much bad.
proposed regulation should be rejected by the Board.

Sincerely yours,

The
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Chairman
Environmental duality Board
P. O. Box 8477 i
Harrisburg, PA 17105-3477

This letter is in reference to the antidegradation regulation proposal in the March
22, 1997, Pennsylvania Bulletin.

I am opposed to the allowance of general NPDES permits in our High Quality streams.
Oil and gas discharges have already done plenty of damage in the northwest part of
the state, and now you want to allow their discharges in HQ, streams. General permits
are not tracked by DEP, so they would have no way of knowing how much
degradation is taking place in any one watershed—until it was too late. The proposed
rules will significantly weaken existing protection for both High Quality and
Exceptional Value streams.

I am also very disappointed that DEP did not mention wetlands in their
antidegradation proposal. The current regulation, put into place by EPA, gives this
protection to wetlands. How can wetlands be given HQ. or EV protection if the criteria
to make a "surface water" HQ_or EV are based on streams?

The proposed regulation has little good to recommend them and much bad. The
proposed regulation should be rejected by the Board.

Sincerely yours,
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Chairman
Environmental Quality Board
P.O. Box 8477
Harrisburg, PA 17105-8477

Dear Sin

This letter is in reference to the antidegradation regulation proposal in the March
22, 1997, Pennsylvania Bulletin.

I am opposed to the allowance of general NPDES permits in our High Quality streams.
Oil and gas discharges have already done plenty of damage in the northwest part of
the state, and now you want to allow their discharges in HQ, streams. General permits
are not tracked by DEP, so they would have no way of knowing how much
degradation is taking place in any one watershed—until it was too late. The proposed
rules will significantly weaken existing protection for both High Quality and
Exceptional Value streams.

I am also very disappointed that DEP did not mention wetlands in their
antidegradation proposal. The current regulation, put into place by EPA, gives this
protection to wetlands. How can wetlands be given HQ. or EV protection if the criteria
to make a "surface water11 HQ.or EV are based on streams?

The proposed regulation has little good to recommend them and much bad. The
proposed regulation should be rejected by the Board.

Sincerely yours,
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Chairman
Environmental Quality Board
P. O. Box 8477
Harrisburg, PA 17105-8477

Dear Sir:

This letter is in reference to the antidegradation regulation proposal in the March
22, 1997, Pennsylvania Bulletin.

I am opposed to the allowance of general NPDES permits in our High duality streams.
Oil and gas discharges have already done plenty of damage in the northwest part of
the state, and now you want to allow their discharges in HQ, streams. General permits
are not tracked by DEP, so they would have no way of knowing how much
degradation is taking place in any one watershed—until it was too late. The proposed
rules will significantly weaken existing protection for both High Quality and
Exceptional Value streams.

I am also very disappointed that DEP did not mention wetlands in their
antidegradation proposal. The current regulation, put into place by EPA, gives this
protection to wetlands. How can wetlands be given Hdor EV protection if the criteria
to make a "surface water" Hdor EV are based on streams?

The proposed regulation has little good to recommend them and much bad. The
proposed regulation should be rejected by the Board.

Sincerely yours,
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Chairman
Environmental Quality Board
P.O. Box 8477
Harrisburg, PA 17105-8477

Dear Sir:

This letter is in reference to the antidegradation regulation proposal in the March
22, 1997, Pennsylvania Bulletin.

I am opposed to the allowance of general NPDES permits in our High duality streams.
Oil and gas discharges have already done plenty of damage in the northwest part of
the state, and now you want to allow their discharges in HQ. streams. General permits
are not tracked by DEP, so they would have no way of knowing how much
degradation is taking place in any one watershed—until it was too late. The proposed
rules will significantly weaken existing protection for both High Quality and
Exceptional Value streams.

I am also very disappointed that DEP did not mention wetlands in their
antidegradation proposal. The current regulation, put into place by EPA, gives this
protection to wetlands. How can wetlands be given HQ, or EV protection if the criteria
to make a "surface water" HQor EV are based on streams?

The proposed regulation has little good to recommend them and much bad.
proposed regulation should be rejected by the Board.

Sincerely yours,

The
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Chairman /
Environmental Quality Board
P.O. Box 8477
Hanisburg, PA 17105-8477

Dear Sin

This letter is in reference to the antidegradation regulation proposal in the March
22, 1997, Pennsylvania Bulletin.

I am opposed to the allowance of general NPDES permits in our High Quality streams.
Oil and gas discharges have already done plenty of damage in the northwest part of
the state, and now you want to allow their discharges in HCl streams. General permits
are not tracked by DEP, so they would have no way of knowing how much
degradation is taking place in any one watershed-until it was too late. The proposed
rules will significantly weaken existing protection for both High Quality and
Exceptional Value streams.

I am also very disappointed that DEP did not mention wetlands in their
antidegradation proposal. The current regulation, put into place by EPA, gives this
protection to wetlands. How can wetlands be given HCl or EV protection if the criteria
to make a "surface water11 HCl or EV are based on streams?

The proposed regulation has little good to recommend them and much bad. The
proposed regulation should be rejected by the Board.

Sincerely yours,
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Chairman ,'
Environmental Quality Board
P.O. Box 8477
Harrisburg, PA 17105-8477

Dear Sir:

This letter is in reference to the antidegradation regulation proposal in the March
22, 1997, Pennsylvania Bulletin.

I am opposed to the allowance of general NPDES permits in our High Quality streams.
Oil and gas discharges have already done plenty of damage in the northwest part of
the state, and now you want to allow their discharges in HQ, streams. General permits
are not tracked by DEP, so they would have no way of knowing how much
degradation is taking place in any one watershed—until it was too late. The proposed
rules will significantly weaken existing protection for both High Quality and
Exceptional Value streams.

I am also very disappointed that DEP did not mention wetlands in their
antidegradation proposal. The current regulation, put into place by EPA, gives this
protection to wetlands. How can wetlands be given HCLor EV protection if the criteria
to make a "surface water" HQ.or EV are based on streams?

The proposed regulation has little good to recommend them and much bad.
proposed regulation should be rejected by the Board.

Sincerely yours,

The
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Environmental Quality Board
P. O. Box 8477
Harrisburg, PA 17105-8477
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Dear Sir:

This letter is in reference to the antidegradation regulation proposal in the March 22,
1997, Pennsylvania Bulletin.

I am opposed to the allowance of general NPDES permits in our High Quality streams.
Oil and gas discharges have already done plenty of damage in the northwestern part
of the state, and now you want to allow their discharges in HQ streams. General
permits are not tracked by DEP, so they would have no way of knowing how much
degradation is taking place in any one watershed—until it was too late. The proposed
rules will significantly weaken existing protection for both High Quality and
Exceptional Value streams.

I am also very disappointed that DEP did not mention wetlands in their antidegradation
proposal. The current regulation, put into place by EPA, gives this protection to
wetlands. How can wetlands be given HQ or EV protection if the criteria to make a
"surface water designation for HQ or EV streams are based on the proposed
regulation?

The proposed regulation has little good to recommend it and much bad. The
proposed regulation should be rejected by the Board.

Sincerely yours,
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Chairman
Environmental Quality Board
P.O. Box 8477
Harrisburg, PA 17105-8477

Dear Sin

This letter is in reference to the antidegradation regulation proposal in the March
22, 1997, Pennsylvania Bulletin.

I am opposed to the allowance of general NPDES permits in our High Quality streams.
Oil and gas discharges have already done plenty of damage in the northwest part of
the state, and now you want to allow their discharges in HQ. streams. General permits
are not tracked by DEP, so they would have no way of knowing how much
degradation is taking place in any one watershed-until it was too late. The proposed
rules will significantly weaken existing protection for both High Quality and
Exceptional Value streams.

I am also very disappointed that DEP did not mention wetlands in their
antidegradation proposal. The current regulation, put into place by EPA, gives this
protection to wetlands. How can wetlands be given HQ, or EV protection if the criteria
to make a "surface water" HQ_or EV are based on streams?

The proposed regulation has little good to recommend them and much bad.
proposed regulation should be rejected by the Board.

Sincerely yours,

The
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Chairman
Environmental Quality Board
P.O. Box 8477
Harrisburg, PA 17105-8477

Dear Sin

This letter is in reference to the antidegradation regulation proposal in the March
22, 1997, Pennsylvania Bulletin.

I am opposed to the allowance of general NPDES permits in our High duality streams.
Oil and gas discharges have already done plenty of damage in the northwest part of
the state, and now you want to allow their discharges in HQ, streams. General permits
are not tracked by DEP, so they would have no way of knowing how much
degradation is taking place in any one watershed—until it was too late. The proposed
rules will significantly weaken existing protection for both High Quality and
Exceptional Value streams.

I am also very disappointed that DEP did not mention wetlands in their
antidegradation proposal. The current regulation, put into place by EPA, gives this
protection to wetlands. How can wetlands be given HQ,or EV protection if the criteria
to make a "surface water11 HQor EV are based on streams?

The proposed regulation has little good to recommend them and much bad. The
proposed regulation should be rejected by the Board.

Sincerely yours,
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Chairman
Environmental Qjiality Board
P.O. Box 8477
Harrisburg, PA 17105-8477

Dear Sin

This letter is in reference to the antidegradation regulation proposal in the March
22, 1997, Pennsylvania Bulletin.

I am opposed to the allowance of general NPDES permits in our High Qjiality streams.
Oil and gas discharges have already done plenty of damage in the northwest part of
the state, and now you want to allow their discharges in HQ. streams. General permits
are not tracked by DEP, so they would have no way of knowing how much
degradation is taking place in any one watershed—until it was too late. The proposed
rules will significantly weaken existing protection for both High Quality and
Exceptional Value streams.

I am also very disappointed that DEP did not mention wetlands in their
antidegradation proposal. The current regulation, put into place by EPA, gives this
protection to wetlands. How can wetlands be given HQor EV protection if the criteria
to make a "surface water" HQ.or EV are based on streams?

The proposed regulation has little good to recommend them and much bad. The
proposed regulation should be rejected by the Board.

Sincerely yours,
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Chairman
Environmental Quality Board
P. O. Box 8477
Harrisburg, PA 17105-8477

Dear Sir:

This letter is in reference to the antidegradation regulation proposal in the March
22, 1997, Pennsylvania Bulletin.

I am opposed to the allowance of general NPDES permits in our High Quality streams.
Oil and gas discharges have already done plenty of damage in the northwest part of
the state, and now you want to allow their discharges in H(X streams. General permits
are not tracked by DEP, so they would have no way of knowing how much
degradation is taking place in any one watershed-until it was too late. The proposed
rules will significantly weaken existing protection for both High Quality and
Exceptional Value streams.

I am also very disappointed that DEP did not mention wetlands in their
antidegradation proposal. The current regulation, put into place by EPA, gives this
protection to wetlands. How can wetlands be given Hdor EV protection if the criteria
to make a "surface water11 Hdor EV are based on streams?

The proposed regulation has little good to recommend them and much bad.
proposed regulation should be rejected by the Board.

The

Sincerely yours,
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Chairman
Environmental duality Board
P.O. Box8477
Harrisburg, PA 17105-8477

Dear Sin

This letter is in reference to the antidegradation regulation proposal in the March
22, 1997, Pennsylvania Bulletin.

I am opposed to the allowance of general NPDES permits in our High Quality streams-
Oil and gas discharges have already done plenty of damage in the northwest part of
the state, and now you want to allow their discharges in Hd streams. General permits
are not tracked by DEP, so they would have no way of knowing how much
degradation is taking place in any one watershed—until it was too late. The proposed
rules will significantly weaken existing protection for both High duality and
Exceptional Value streams.

I am also very disappointed that DEP did not mention wetlands in their
antidegradation proposal. The current regulation, put into place by EPA, gives this
protection to wetlands. How can wetlands be given Hdor EV protection if the criteria
to make a "surface water" Hdor EV are based on streams?

The proposed regulation has little good to recommend them and much bad. The
proposed regulation should be rejected by the Board.

Sincerely yours,
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Chairman •'
Environmental Quality Board
P.O. Box 8477
Harrisburg, PA 17105-8477

Dear Sir:

This letter is in reference to the antidegradation regulation proposal in the March
22, 1997, Pennsylvania Bulletin.

I am opposed to the allowance of general NPDES permits in our High Quality streams.
Oil and gas discharges have already done plenty of damage in the northwest part of
the state, and now you want to allow their discharges in HQ, streams. General permits
are not tracked by DEP, so they would have no way of knowing how much
degradation is taking place in any one watershed-until it was too late. The proposed
rules will significantly weaken existing protection for both High Quality and
Exceptional Value streams.

I am also very disappointed that DEP did not mention wetlands in their
antidegradation proposal. The current regulation, put into place by EPA, gives this
protection to wetlands. How can wetlands be given HQ,or EV protection if the criteria
to make a "surface water" HQ.or EV are based on streams?

The proposed regulation has little good to recommend them and much bad.
proposed regulation should be rejected by the Board.

Sincerely yours,

The
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Chairman
Environmental duality Board
P. O. Box 8477
Harrisburg, PA 17105-8477

Dear Sin

This letter is in reference to the antidegradation regulation proposal in the March
22, 1997, Pennsylvania Bulletin.

I am opposed to the allowance of general NPDES permits in our High. Quality streams.
Oil and gas discharges have already done plenty of damage in the northwest part of
the state, and now you want to allow their discharges in HQ. streams. General permits
are not tracked by DEP, so they would have no way of knowing how much
degradation is taking place in any one watershed—until it was too late. The proposed
rules will significantly weaken existing protection for both High Quality and
Exceptional Value streams.

I am also very disappointed that DEP did not mention wetlands in their
antidegradation proposal. The current regulation, put into place by EPA, gives this
protection to wetlands. How can wetlands be given Hdor EV protection if the criteria
to make a "surface water" Hdor EV are based on streams?

The proposed regulation has little good to recommend them and much bad. The
proposed regulation should be rejected by the Board.

Sincerely yours,
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Chairman
Environmental Quality Board
P.O. Box8477
Harrisburg, PA 17105-8477

Dear Sin

This letter is in reference to the antidegradation regulation proposal in the March
22, 1997, Pennsylvania Bulletin.

I am opposed to the allowance of general NPDES permits in our High Quality streams.
Oil and gas discharges have already done plenty of damage in the northwest part of
the state, and now you want to allow their discharges in HQ, streams. General permits
are not tracked by DEP, so they would have no way of knowing how much
degradation is taking place in any one watershed-until it was too late. The proposed
rules will significantly weaken existing protection for both High Quality and
Exceptional Value streams.

I am also very disappointed that DEP did not mention wetlands in their
antidegradation proposal. The current regulation, put into place by EPA, gives this
protection to wetlands. How can wetlands be given HO, or EV protection if the criteria
to make a "surface water" HCLor EV are based on streams?

The proposed regulation has little good to recommend them and much bad.
proposed regulation should be rejected by the Board.

Sincerely yours,
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Chairman
Environmental duality Board
RO. Box 8477
Harrisburg, PA 17105-8477

Dear Sin

This letter is in reference to the antidegradation regulation proposal in the March
22, 1997, Pennsylvania Bulletin.

I am opposed to the allowance of general NPDES permits in our High Quality streams.
Oil and gas discharges have already done plenty of damage in the northwest part of
the state, and now you want to allow their discharges in Hd streams. General permits
are not tracked by DEP, so they would have no way of knowing how much
degradation is taking place in any one watershed—until it was too late. The proposed
rules will significantly weaken existing protection for both High duality and
Exceptional Value streams.

I am also very disappointed that DEP did not mention wetlands in their
antidegradation proposal. The current regulation, put into place by EPA, gives this
protection to wetlands. How can wetlands be given Hdor EV protection if the criteria
to make a "surface water" Hdor EV are based on streams?

The proposed regulation has little good to recommend them and much bad.
proposed regulation should be rejected by the Board.

Sincerely yours,
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Chairman ,'
Environmental Qjiality Board
RO. Box8477
Harrisburg, PA 17105-8477

Dear Sin

This letter is in reference to the antidegradation regulation proposal in the March
22, 1997, Pennsylvania Bulletin.

I am opposed to the allowance of general NPDES permits in our High Quality streams.
Oil and gas discharges have already done plenty of damage in the northwest part of
the state, and now you want to allow their discharges in Hd streams. General permits
are not tracked by DEP, so they would have no way of knowing how much
degradation is taking place in any one watershed-until it was too late. The proposed
rules will significantly weaken existing protection for both High duality and
Exceptional Value streams.

I am also very disappointed that DEP did not mention wetlands in their
antidegradation proposal. The current regulation, put into place by EPA, gives this
protection to wetlands. How can wetlands be given HQ»or EV protection if the criteria
to make a "surface water" HQ.or EV are based on streams?

The proposed regulation has little good to recommend them and much bad.
proposed regulation should be rejected by the Board.

Sincerely yours,

The
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Chairman
Environmental Quality Board
P.O. Box 8477
Harrisburg, PA 17105-8477

Dear Sir:

This letter is in reference to the antidegradation regulation proposal in the March
22, 1997, Pennsylvania Bulletin.

I am opposed to the allowance of general NPDES permits in our High Quality streams-
Oil and gas discharges have already done plenty of damage in the northwest part of
the state, and now you want to allow their discharges in Hd streams. General permits
are not tracked by DEP, so they would have no way of knowing how much
degradation is taking place in any one watershed-until it was too late. The proposed
rules will significantly weaken existing protection for both High Quality and
Exceptional Value streams.

I am also very disappointed that DEP did not mention wetlands in their
antidegradation proposal. The current regulation, put into place by EPA, gives this
protection to wetlands. How can wetlands be given HQ,or EV protection if the criteria
to make a "surface water11 HCLor EV are based on streams?

The proposed regulation has little good to recommend them and much bad.
proposed regulation should be rejected by the Board.

The

Sincerely yours. ^^ .
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Chairman
Environmental Quality Board
P.O. Box8477
Harrisburg, PA 17105-8477

Dear Sin

This letter is in reference to the antidegradation regulation proposal in the March
22, 1997, Pennsylvania Bulletin.

I am opposed to the allowance of general NPDES permits in our High Quality streams.
Oil and gas discharges have already done plenty of damage in the northwest part of
the state, and now you want to allow their discharges in HQ, streams. General permits
are not tracked by DEP, so they would have no way of knowing how much
degradation is taking place in any one watershed—until it was too late. The proposed
rules will significantly weaken existing protection for both High Quality and
Exceptional Value streams.

I am also very disappointed that DEP did not mention wetlands in their
antidegradation proposal. The current regulation, put into place by EPA, gives this
protection to wetlands. How can wetlands be given HQ.or EV protection if the criteria
to make a "surface water11 HQ^or EV are based on streams?

The proposed regulation has little good to recommend them and much bad. The
proposed regulation should be rejected by the Board.

Sincerely veurs,
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Chairman
Environmental Quality Board
P. O. Box 8477
Harrisburg, PA 17105-8477

Dear Sin

This letter is in reference to the antidegradation regulation proposal in the March
22, 1997, Pennsylvania Bulletin.

I am opposed to the allowance of general NPDES permits in our High Quality streams.
Oil and gas discharges have already done plenty of damage in the northwest part of
the state, and now you want to allow their discharges in HQ, streams. General permits
are not tracked by DEP, so they would have no way of knowing how much
degradation is taking place in any one watershed-until it was too late. The proposed
rules will significantly weaken existing protection for both High Quality and
Exceptional Value streams.

I am also very disappointed that DEP did not mention wetlands in their
antidegradation proposal. The current regulation, put into place by EPA, gives this
protection to wetlands. How can wetlands be given HQor EV protection if the criteria
to make a "surface water" HQ.or EV are based on streams?

The proposed regulation has little good to recommend them and much bad. The
proposed regulation should be rejected by the Board,

Sincerely yours,
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Chairman ;
Environmental Quality Board
P.O. Box8477
Harrisburg, PA 17105-8477

Dear Sin

This letter is in reference to the antidegradation regulation proposal in the March
22, 1997, Pennsylvania Bulletin.

I am opposed to the allowance of general NPDES permits in our High Quality streams.
Oil and gas discharges have already done plenty of damage in the northwest part of
the state, and now you want to allow their discharges in HQ, streams. General permits
are not tracked by DEP, so they would have no way of knowing how much
degradation is taking place in any one watershed-until it was too late. The proposed
rules will significantly weaken existing protection for both High Quality and
Exceptional Value streams.

I am also very disappointed that DEP did not mention wetlands in their
antidegradation proposal. The current regulation, put into place by EPA, gives this
protection to wetlands. How can wetlands be given HQ.or EV protection if the criteria
to make a "surface water" HQ,or EV are based on streams?

The proposed regulation has little good to recommend them and much bad.
proposed regulation should be rejected by the Board.

Sincerely yours,

The
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Chairman ,
Environmental Quality Board
P.O. Box8477
Harrisburg, PA 17105-8477

Dear Sin

This letter is in reference to the antidegradation regulation proposal in the March
22, 1997, Pennsylvania Bulletin.

I am opposed to the allowance of general NPDES permits in our High Quality streams.
Oil and gas discharges have already done plenty of damage in the northwest part of
the state, and now you want to allow their discharges in HQ, streams. General permits
are not tracked by DEP, so they would have no way of knowing how much
degradation is taking place in any one watershed-until it was too late. The proposed
rules will significantly weaken existing protection for both High Quality and
Exceptional Value streams.

I am also very disappointed that DEP did not mention wetlands in their
antidegradation proposal. The current regulation, put into place by EPA, gives this
protection to wetlands. How can wetlands be given HQ.or EV protection if the criteria
to make a "surface water11 HQ,or EV are based on streams?

The proposed regulation has little good to recommend them and much bad. The
proposed regulation should be rejected by the Board.

Sincerely yours,
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Chairman ,'
Environmental duality Board
P. O. Box 8477
Harrisburg, PA 17105-8477

Dear Sir:

This letter is in reference to the antidegradation regulation proposal in the March
22, 1997, Pennsylvania Bulletin.

I am opposed to the allowance of general NPDES permits in our High Quality streams.
Oil and gas discharges have already done plenty of damage in the northwest part of
the state, and now you want to allow their discharges in HQ. streams. General permits
are not tracked by DEP, so they would have no way of knowing how much
degradation is taking place in any one watershed-until it was too late. The proposed
rules will significantly weaken existing protection for both High duality and
Exceptional Value streams.

I am also very disappointed that DEP did not mention wetlands in their
antidegradation proposal. The current regulation, put into place by EPA, gives this
protection to wetlands. How can wetlands be given Hdor EV protection if the criteria
to make a "surface water" HQ,or EV are based on streams?

The proposed regulation has little good to recommend them and much bad. The
proposed regulation should be rejected by the Board.

Sincerely yours,
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Chairman
Environmental duality Board
P.O. Box8477
Harrisburg, PA 17105-8477

Dear Sin

This letter is in reference to the antidegradation regulation proposal in the March
22, 1997, Pennsylvania Bulletin.

I am opposed to the allowance of general NPDES permits in our High Quality streams.
Oil and gas discharges have already done plenty of damage in the northwest part of
the state, and now you want to allow their discharges in HQ. streams. General permits
are not tracked by DEP, so they would have no way of knowing how much
degradation is taking place in any one watershed-until it was too late. The proposed
rules will significantly weaken existing protection for both High Quality and
Exceptional Value streams.

I am also very disappointed that DEP did not mention wetlands in their
antidegradation proposal. The current regulation, put into place by EPA, gives this
protection to wetlands. How can wetlands be given HQ,or EV protection if the criteria
to make a "surface water11 HQ.or EV are based on streams?

The proposed regulation has little good to recommend them and much bad. The
proposed regulation should be rejected by the Board.

Sincerely yours,
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Chairman ;
Environmental duality Board
P. O. Box 8477
Harrisburg, PA 17105-8477

Dear Sin

This letter is in reference to the antidegradation regulation proposal in the March
22, 1997, Pennsylvania Bulletin.

I am opposed to the allowance of general NPDES permits in our High Quality streams.
Oil and gas discharges have already done plenty of damage in the northwest part of
the state, and now you want to allow their discharges in HQ, streams. General permits
are not tracked by DEP, so they would have no way of knowing how much
degradation is taking place in any one watershed-until it was too late. The proposed
rules will significantly weaken existing protection for both High Quality and
Exceptional Value streams.

I am also very disappointed that DEP did not mention wetlands in their
antidegradation proposal. The current regulation, put into place by EPA, gives this
protection to wetlands. How can wetlands be given H&or EV protection if the criteria
to make a "surface water" HQor EV are based on streams?

The proposed regulation has little good to recommend them and much bad. The
proposed regulation should be rejected by the Board.

Sincerely yours,

^,/r^J-
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Mr. James Seif
Chairman
Environmental Quality Board ;
16th Floor, Rachel Carson Building
P.O. Box 8477
Harrisburg, PA 17105-8477 \ I

Re: Proposed Antidegradation Regulations (Revisions to PA Code Chapters 92,93,
and 95 published on January 21,1997

Dear Mr. Seif:

I am writing to express my opposition to the proposed new antidegradation
regulations for Pennsylvania. The proposal weakens the protections that exist under the
current regulations promulgated for Pennsylvania by the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency and does not ensure that this state's highest quality waters will not be degraded.

As a member of Trout Unlimited, I am acutely aware of the ecological damage
that can be done by any degradation of water quality. Pennsylvania is home to many
outstanding trout streams that attract anglers from all over the world. These waters and
their fisheries are threatened from a variety of sources, including coal mining and its after
effects, increased development, polluted run-off, and industrial pollution. These sources
are so pervasive and diverse that unless we make protecting high water quality a top
priority, we will lose it.

I understand that Pennsylvania Trout is submitting comments on the regulations
pointing out their specific shortcomings. The regulations should not be adopted unless all
of the problems pointed out in those comments are fixed. The existing regulation is
vastly preferable to the new proposal as it is now written.

Sincerely,
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Chairman
Environmental Quality Board
P.O. Box 8477
Harrisburg, PA 17105-8477

Dear Sin

This letter is in reference to the antidegradation regulation proposal in the March
22, 1997, Pennsylvania Bulletin.

I am opposed to the allowance of general NPDES permits in our High Quality streams.
Oil and gas discharges have already done plenty of damage in the northwest part of
the state, and now you want to allow their discharges in HQ. streams. General permits
are not tracked by DEP, so they would have no way of knowing how much
degradation is taking place in any one watershed-until it was too late. The proposed
rules will significantly weaken existing protection for both High duality and
Exceptional Value streams.

I am also very disappointed that DEP did not mention wetlands in their
antidegradation proposal. The current regulation, put into place by EPA, gives this
protection to wetlands. How can wetlands be given HClor EV protection if the criteria
to make a "surface water11 Hdor EV are based on streams?

The proposed regulation has little good to recommend them and much bad.
proposed regulation should be rejected by the Board.

The

Sincerely yours,
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Chairman
Environmental Quality Board
P. O. Box 8477 i
Harrisburg, PA 17105-8477

Dear Sir.

This letter is in reference to the antidegradation regulation proposal in the March
22, 1997, Pennsylvania Bulletin.

I am opposed to the allowance of general NPDES permits in our High Quality streams.
Oil and gas discharges have already done plenty of damage in the northwest part of
the state, and now you want to allow their discharges in HQ. streams. General permits
are not tracked by DEP, so they would have no way of knowing how much
degradation is taking place in any one watershed—until it was too late. The proposed
rules will significantly weaken existing protection for both High Quality and
Exceptional Value streams.

I am also very disappointed that DEP did not mention wetlands in their
antidegradation proposal. The current regulation, put into place by EPA, gives this
protection to wetlands. How can wetlands be given HClor EV protection if the criteria
to make a "surface water" HQ_or EV are based on streams?

The proposed regulation has little good to recommend them and much bad.
proposed regulation should be rejected by the Board.

Sincerely yours,

The
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Chairman
Environmental Quality Board
P.O. Box 8477
Harrisburg, PA 17105-8477

Dear Sin

This letter is in reference to the antidegradation regulation proposal in the March
22, 1997, Pennsylvania Bulletin.

I am opposed to the allowance of general NPDES permits in our High Quality streams.
Oil and gas discharges have already done plenty of damage in the northwest part of
the state, and now you want to allow their discharges in HQ. streams. General permits
are not tracked by DEP, so they would have no way of knowing how much
degradation is taking place in any one watershed—until it was too late. The proposed
rules will significantly weaken existing protection for both High duality and
Exceptional Value streams.

I am also very disappointed that DEP did not mention wetlands in their
antidegradation proposal. The current regulation, put into place by EPA, gives this
protection to wetlands. How can wetlands be given HCLor EV protection if the criteria
to make a "surface water11 Hdor EV are based on streams?

The proposed regulation has little good to recommend them and much bad-
proposed regulation should be rejected by the Board.

Sincerely yours,

The
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Chairman
Environmental duality Board
P.O. Box 8477
Harrisburg, PA 17105-8477

Dear Sin

This letter is in reference to the antidegradation regulation proposal in the March
22, 1997, Pennsylvania Bulletin.

I am opposed to the allowance of general NPDES permits in our High Quality streams.
Oil and gas discharges have already done plenty of damage in the northwest part of
the state, and now you want to allow their discharges in Hd streams. General permits
are not tracked by DEP, so they would have no way of knowing how much
degradation is taking place in any one watershed-until it was too late. The proposed
rules will significantly weaken existing protection for both High duality and
Exceptional Value streams.

I am also very disappointed that DEP did not mention wetlands in their
antidegradation proposal. The current regulation, put into place by EPA, gives this
protection to wetlands. How can wetlands be given Hdor EV protection if the criteria
to make a "surface water" Hdor EV are based on streams?

The proposed regulation has little good to recommend them and much bad.
proposed regulation should be rejected by the Board.

The

Sincerely yours,
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Chairman
Environmental Quality Board
P.O. Box 8477
Harrisburg, PA 17105-8477

Dear Sin

This letter is in reference to the antidegradation regulation proposal in the March
22, 1997, Pennsylvania Bulletin.

I am opposed to the allowance of general NPDES permits in our High Quality streams.
Oil and gas discharges have already done plenty of damage in the northwest part of
the state, and now you want to allow their discharges in HQ, streams. General permits
are not tracked by DEP, so they would have no way of knowing how much
degradation is taking place in any one watershed-until it was too late. The proposed
rules will significantly weaken existing protection for both High Qjiality and
Exceptional Value streams,

I am also very disappointed that DEP did not mention wetlands in their
antidegradation proposal. The current regulation, put into place by EPA, gives this
protection to wetlands. How can wetlands be given HQ.or EV protection if the criteria
to make a "surface water" Hdor EV are based on streams?

The proposed regulation has little good to recommend them and much bad. The
proposed regulation should be rejected by the Board,

Sincerely yours,
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Chairman
Environmental Quality Board
P. O. Box 8477 i
Harrisburg, PA 17105-8477

Dear Sir:

This letter is in reference to the antidegradation regulation proposal in the March
22, 1997, Pennsylvania Bulletin.

I am opposed to the allowance of general NPDES permits in our High duality streams.
Oil and gas discharges have already done plenty of damage in the northwest part of
the state, and now you want to allow their discharges in HQ. streams. General permits
are not tracked by DEP, so they would have no way of knowing how much
degradation is taking place in any one watershed-until it was too late. The proposed
rules will significantly weaken existing protection for both High Quality and
Exceptional Value streams.

I am also very disappointed that DEP did not mention wetlands in their
antidegradation proposal. The current regulation, put into place by EPA, gives this
protection to wetlands. How can wetlands be given HQ. or EV protection if the criteria
to make a "surface water" HQ.or EV are based on streams?

The proposed regulation has little good to recommend them and much bad.
proposed regulation should be rejected by the Board.

Sincerely yours,

The

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY BOARD
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Chairman /
Environmental Quality Board
P.O.Box 8477
Harrisburg, PA 17105-8477

Dear Sin

This letter is in reference to the antidegradation regulation proposal in the March
22, 1997, Pennsylvania Bulletin.

I am opposed to the allowance of general NPDES permits in our High Quality streams.
Oil and gas discharges have already done plenty of damage in the northwest part of
the state, and now you want to allow their discharges in HQ, streams. General permits
are not tracked by DEP, so they would have no way of knowing how much
degradation is taking place in any one watershed-until it was too late. The proposed
rules will significantly weaken existing protection for both High Quality and
Exceptional Value streams.

I am also very disappointed that DEP did not mention wetlands in their
antidegradation proposal. The current regulation, put into place by EPA, gives this
protection to wetlands. How can wetlands be given HQ.or EV protection if the criteria
to make a "surface water" HQ,or EV are based on streams?

The proposed regulation has little good to recommend them and much bad. The
proposed regulation should be rejected by the Board.

Sincerely yours,
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Chairman
Environmental Quality Board
P.O. Box8477
Harrisburg, PA 17105-8477

Dear Sin

This letter is in reference to the antidegradation regulation proposal in the March
22, 1997, Pennsylvania Bulletin.

I am opposed to the allowance of general NPDES permits in our High Quality streams.
Oil and gas discharges have already done plenty of damage in the northwest part of
the state, and now you want to allow their discharges in HQ. streams. General permits
are not tracked by DEP, so they would have no way of knowing how much
degradation is taking place in any one watershed—until it was too late. The proposed
rules will significantly weaken existing protection for both High Quality and
Exceptional Value streams.

I am also very disappointed that DEP did not mention wetlands in their
antidegradation proposal. The current regulation, put into place by EPA, gives this
protection to wetlands. How can wetlands be given HQ,or EV protection if the criteria
to make a "surface water" HQ.or EV are based on streams?

The proposed regulation has little good to recommend them and much bad.
proposed regulation should be rejected by the Board.

Sincerely yours,

The
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Chairman
Environmental Quality Board
P.O. Box8477
Harrisburg, PA 17105-8477

Dear Sir:

This letter is in reference to the antidegradation regulation proposal in the March
22, 1997, Pennsylvania Bulletin.

I am opposed to the allowance of general NPDES permits in our High Quality streams.
Oil and gas discharges have already done plenty of damage in the northwest part of
the state, and now you want to allow their discharges in HQ. streams. General permits
are not tracked by DEP, so they would have no way of knowing how much
degradation is taking place in any one watershed—until it was too late. The proposed
rules will significantly weaken existing protection for both High Quality and
Exceptional Value streams.

I am also very disappointed that DEP did not mention wetlands in their
antidegradation proposal. The current regulation, put into place by EPA, gives this
protection to wetlands. How can wetlands be given HQ.or EV protection if the criteria
to make a "surface water11 HQ_or EV are based on streams?

The proposed regulation has little good to recommend them and much bad.
proposed regulation should be rejected by the Board.

Sincerely yours,

The
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Chairman
Environmental duality Board
P. O. Box 8477
Harrisburg, PA 17105-8477

Dear Sir.

This letter is in reference to the antidegradation regulation proposal in the March
22, 1997, Pennsylvania Bulletin.

I am opposed to the allowance of general NPDES permits in our High Quality streams.
Oil and gas discharges have already done plenty of damage in the northwest part of
the state, and now you want to allow their discharges in HQ. streams. General permits
are not tracked by DEP, so they would have no way of knowing how much
degradation is taking place in any one watershed-until it was too late. The proposed
rules will significantly weaken existing protection for both High Quality and
Exceptional Value streams.

I am also very disappointed that DEP did not mention wetlands in their
antidegradation proposal. The current regulation, put into place by EPA, gives this
protection to wetlands. How can wetlands be given HQ. or EV protection if the criteria
to make a "surface water" HQ.or EV are based on streams?

The proposed regulation has little good to recommend them and much bad.
proposed regulation should be rejected by the Board.

The

Sincerely yours,
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Chairman ^
Environmental Quality Board
P. O. Box 8477
Harrisburg, PA 17105-8477

Dear Sir:

This letter is in reference to the antidegradation regulation proposal in the March 22,
1997, Pennsylvania Bulletin.

I am opposed to the allowance of general NPDES permits in our High Quality streams.
Oil and gas discharges have already done plenty of damage in the northwestern part
of the state, and now you want to allow their discharges in HQ streams. General
permits are not tracked by DEP, so they would have no way of knowing how much
degradation is taking place in any one watershed—until it was too late. The proposed
rules will significantly weaken existing protection for both High Quality and
Exceptional Value streams.

I am also very disappointed that DEP did not mention wetlands in their antidegradation
proposal. The current regulation, put into place by EPA, gives this protection to
wetlands. How can wetlands be given HQ or EV protection if the criteria to make a
"surface water" designation for HQ or EV streams are based on the proposed
regulation?

The proposed regulation has little good to recommend it and much bad. The
proposed regulation should be rejected by the Board.

Sincerely yours,



Chairman
Environmental Quality Board
P.O. Box8477
Harrisburg, PA 17105-8477

Dear Sir:

This letter is in reference to the antidegradation regulation proposal in the March
22, 1997, Pennsylvania Bulletin.

I am opposed to the allowance of general NPDES permits in our High Quality streams.
Oil and gas discharges have already done plenty of damage in the northwest part of
the state, and now you want to allow their discharges in HQ. streams. General permits
are not tracked by DEP, so they would have no way of knowing how much
degradation is taking place in any one watershed—until it was too late. The proposed
rules will significantly weaken existing protection for both High Quality and
Exceptional Value streams.

I am also very disappointed that DEP did not mention wetlands in their
antidegradation proposal. The current regulation, put into place by EPA, gives this
protection to wetlands. How can wetlands be given HCLor EV protection if the criteria
to make a "surface water" HQ.or EV are based on streams?

The proposed regulation has little good to recommend them and much bad.
proposed regulation should be rejected by the Board.

The

Sincerely yours,
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Chairman
Environmental Quality Board
P.O. Box8477
Harrisburg, PA 17105-8477

Dear Sir:

This letter is in reference to the antidegradation regulation proposal in the March
22, 1997, Pennsylvania Bulletin.

I am opposed to the allowance of general NPDES permits in our High duality streams.
Oil and gas discharges have already done plenty of damage in the northwest part of
the state, and now you want to allow their discharges in HQ. streams. General permits
are not tracked by DEP, so they would have no way of knowing how much
degradation is taking place in any one watershed-until it was too late. The proposed
rules will significantly weaken existing protection for both High Quality and
Exceptional Value streams.

I am also very disappointed that DEP did not mention wetlands in their
antidegradation proposal. The current regulation, put into place by EPA, gives this
protection to wetlands. How can wetlands be given HCL or EV protection if the criteria
to make a "surface water" Hdor EV are based on streams?

The proposed regulation has little good to recommend them and much bad.
proposed regulation should be rejected by the Board.

Sincerely yours,

The
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Chairman
Environmental Quality Board
P. O. Box 8477
Harrisburg, PA 17105-8477

Dear Sir:

This letter is in reference to the antidegradation regulation proposal in the March
22, 1997, Pennsylvania Bulletin.

I am opposed to the allowance of general NPDES permits in our High Quality streams.
Oil and gas discharges have already done plenty of damage in the northwest part of
the state, and now you want to allow their discharges in HQ. streams. General permits
are not tracked by DEP, so they would have no way of knowing how much
degradation is taking place in any one watershed—until it was too late. The proposed
rules will significantly weaken existing protection for both High Quality and
Exceptional Value streams.

I am also very disappointed that DEP did not mention wetlands in their
antidegradation proposal. The current regulation, put into place by EPA, gives this
protection to wetlands. How can wetlands be given HQor EV protection if the criteria
to make a "surface water" HQ.or EV are based on streams?

The proposed regulation has little good to recommend them and much bad. The
proposed regulation should be rejected by the Board.

Sincerely yours,
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Chairman
Environmental duality Board
P. O. Box 8477
Harrisburg, PA 17105-8477

Dear Sir:

This letter is in reference to the antidegradation regulation proposal in the March
22, 1997, Pennsylvania Bulletin.

I am opposed to the allowance of general NPDES permits in our High duality streams.
Oil and gas discharges have already done plenty of damage in the northwest part of
the state, and now you want to allow their discharges in Hd streams. General permits
are not tracked by DEP, so they would have no way of knowing how much
degradation is taking place in any one watershed—until it was too late. The proposed
rules will significantly weaken existing protection for both High duality and
Exceptional Value streams.

I am also very disappointed that DEP did not mention wetlands in their
antidegradation proposal. The current regulation, put into place by EPA, gives this
protection to wetlands. How can wetlands be given Hd or EV protection if the criteria
to make a "surface water" Hdor EV are based on streams?

The proposed regulation has little good to recommend them and much bad.
proposed regulation should be rejected by the Board.

The

Sincerely yours,
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Chairman
Environmental Quality Board
P. O. Box 8477
Harrisburg, PA 17105-8477

Dear Sir:

This letter is in reference to the antidegradation regulation proposal in the March 22,
1997, Pennsylvania Bulletin,

I am opposed to the allowance of general NPDES permits in our High Quality streams.
Oil and gas discharges have already done plenty of damage in the northwestern part
of the state, and now you want to allow their discharges in HQ streams. General
permits are not tracked by DEP, so they would have no way of knowing how much
degradation is taking place in any one watershed—until it was too late. The proposed
rules will significantly weaken existing protection for both High Quality and
Exceptional Value streams.

I am also very disappointed that DEP did not mention wetlands in their antidegradation
proposal. The current regulation, put into place by EPA, gives this protection to
wetlands. How can wetlands be given HQ or EV protection if the criteria to make a
"surface water" designation for HQ or EV streams are based on the proposed
regulation?

The proposed regulation has little good to recommend it and much bad. The
proposed regulation should be rejected by the Board.

Sincerely yours,
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Chairman /
Environmental Quality Board
P. O. Box 8477
Harrisburg, PA 17105-8477

Dear Sir.

This letter is in reference to the antidegradation regulation proposal in the March
22, 1997, Pennsylvania Bulletin.

I am opposed to the allowance of general NPDES permits in our High Quality streams.
Oil and gas discharges have already done plenty of damage in the northwest part of
the state, and now you want to allow their discharges in HQ. streams. General permits
are not tracked by DEP, so they would have no way of knowing how much
degradation is taking place in any one watershed—until it was too late. The proposed
rules will significantly weaken existing protection for both High duality and
Exceptional Value streams.

I am also very disappointed that DEP did not mention wetlands in their
antidegradation proposal. The current regulation, put into place by EPA, gives this
protection to wetlands. How can wetlands be given HClor EV protection if the criteria
to make a "surface water" HClor EV are based on streams?

The proposed regulation has little good to recommend them and much bad. The
proposed regulation should be rejected by the Board.

Sincerely yours,
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Chairman
Environmental duality Board
P.O. Box 8477
Harrisburg, PA 17105-8477

Dear Sin

This letter is in reference to the antidegradation regulation proposal in the March
22, 1997, Pennsylvania Bulletin.

I am opposed to the allowance of general NPDES permits in our High Quality streams.
Oil and gas discharges have already done plenty of damage in the northwest part of
the state, and now you want to allow their discharges in H(X streams. General permits
are not tracked by DEP, so they would have no way of knowing how much
degradation is taking place in any one watershed—until it was too late. The proposed
rules will significantly weaken existing protection for both High Quality and
Exceptional Value streams.

I am also very disappointed that DEP did not mention wetlands in their
antidegradation proposal. The current regulation, put into place by EPA, gives this
protection to wetlands. How can wetlands be given HQor EV protection if the criteria
to make a "surface water" HQ.or EV are based on streams?

The proposed regulation has little good to recommend them and much bad.
proposed regulation should be rejected by the Board.

Sincerely yours,

The
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Chairman
Environmental duality Board
P.O. Box8477
Harrisburg, PA 17105-8477

Dear Sir:

This letter is in reference to the antidegradation regulation proposal in the March
22, 1997, Pennsylvania Bulletin.

I am opposed to the allowance of general NPDES permits in our High Quality streams.
Oil and gas discharges have already done plenty of damage in the northwest part of
the state, and now you want to allow their discharges in HCL streams. General permits
are not tracked by DEP, so they would have no way of knowing how much
degradation is taking place in any one watershed-until it was too late. The proposed
rules will significantly weaken existing protection for both High duality and
Exceptional Value streams.

I am also very disappointed that DEP did not mention wetlands in their
antidegradation proposal. The current regulation, put into place by EPA, gives this
protection to wetlands. How can wetlands be given Hdor EV protection if the criteria
to make a "surface water" Hdor EV are based on streams?

The proposed regulation has little good to recommend them and much bad. The
proposed regulation should be rejected by the Board.

Sincerely yours,
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Chairman
Environmental duality Board
P. 0. Box 8477
Harrisburg, PA 17105-8477

Dear Sin

This letter is in reference to the antidegradation regulation proposal in the March
22, 1997, Pennsylvania Bulletin.

I am opposed to the allowance of general NPDES permits in our High Quality streams.
Oil and gas discharges have already done plenty of damage in the northwest part of
the state, and now you want to allow their discharges in HQ. streams. General permits
are not tracked by DEP, so they would have no way of knowing how much
degradation is taking place in any one watershed—until it was too late. The proposed
rules will significantly weaken existing protection for both High duality and
Exceptional Value streams.

I am also very disappointed that DEP did not mention wetlands in their
antidegradation proposal. The current regulation, put into place by EPA, gives this
protection to wetlands. How can wetlands be given Hdor EV protection if the criteria
to make a "surface water" HCLor EV are based on streams?

The proposed regulation has little good to recommend them and much bad.
proposed regulation should be rejected by the Board.

Sincerely yours,

The
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Chairman
Environmental Quality Board
P.O. Box 8477
Harrisburg, PA 17105-8477

Dear Sin

This letter is in reference to the antidegradation regulation proposal in the March
22, 1997, Pennsylvania Bulletin.

I am opposed to the allowance of general NPDES permits in our High Qjiality streams.
Oil and gas discharges have already done plenty of damage in the northwest part of
the state, and now you want to allow their discharges in HQ. streams. General permits
are not tracked by DEP, so they would have no way of knowing how much
degradation is taking place in any one watershed—until it was too late. The proposed
rules will significantly weaken existing protection for both High duality and
Exceptional Value streams.

I am also very disappointed that DEP did not mention wetlands in their
antidegradation proposal. The current regulation, put into place by EPA, gives this
protection to wetlands. How can wetlands be given HClor EV protection if the criteria
to make a "surface water" HQ.or EV are based on streams?

The proposed regulation has little good to recommend them and much bad.
proposed regulation should be rejected by the Board.

The

Sincerely yours,
1
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Chairman
Environmental Quality Board
P.O. Box8477
Harrisburg, PA 17105-8477

Dear Sir:

This letter is in reference to the antidegradation regulation proposal in the March
22, 1997, Pennsylvania Bulletin.

I am opposed to the allowance of general NPDES permits in our High duality streams.
Oil and gas discharges have already done plenty of damage in the northwest part of
the state, and now you want to allow their discharges in HQ. streams. General permits
are not tracked by DEP, so they would have no way of knowing how much
degradation is taking place in any one watershed-until it was too late. The proposed
rules will significantly weaken existing protection for both High Quality and
Exceptional Value streams.

I am also very disappointed that DEP did not mention wetlands in their
antidegradation proposal. The current regulation, put into place by EPA, gives this
protection to wetlands. How can wetlands be given HQ,or EV protection if the criteria
to make a "surface water" HCLor EV are based on streams?

The proposed regulation has little good to recommend them and much bad.
proposed regulation should be rejected by the Board.

Sincerely yours,

The
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Chairman
Environmental Quality Board
P.O. Box8477
Harrisburg, PA 17105-8477

Dear Sin

This letter is in reference to the antidegradation regulation proposal in the March
22, 1997, Pennsylvania Bulletin.

I am opposed to the allowance of general NPDES permits in our High Quality streams.
Oil and gas discharges have already done plenty of damage in the northwest part of
the state, and now you want to allow their discharges in HQ. streams. General permits
are not tracked by DEP, so they would have no way of knowing how much
degradation is taking place in any one watershed-until it was too late. The proposed
rules will significantly weaken existing protection for both High duality and
Exceptional Value streams.

I am also very disappointed that DEP did not mention wetlands in their
antidegradation proposal. The current regulation, put into place by EPA, gives this
protection to wetlands. How can wetlands be given HClor EV protection if the criteria
to make a "surface water" HQ,or EV are based on streams?

The proposed regulation has little good to recommend them and much bad.
proposed regulation should be rejected by the Board.

Sincerely yours,

The
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Chairman /
Environmental Quality Board
P.O. Box8477
Harrisburg, PA 17105-8477

Dear Sin

This letter is in reference to the antidegradation regulation proposal in the March
22, 1997, Pennsylvania Bulletin.

I am opposed to the allowance of general NPDES permits in our High Qjiality streams.
Oil and gas discharges have already done plenty of damage in the northwest part of
the state, and now you want to allow their discharges in HQ. streams. General permits
are not tracked by DEP, so they would have no way of knowing how much
degradation is taking place in any one watershed—until it was too late. The proposed
rules will significantly weaken existing protection for both High duality and
Exceptional Value streams.

I am also very disappointed that DEP did not mention wetlands in their
antidegradation proposal. The current regulation, put into place by EPA, gives this
protection to wetlands. How can wetlands be given H&or EV protection if the criteria
to make a "surface water" Hdor EV are based on streams?

The proposed regulation has little good to recommend them and much bad. The
proposed regulation should be rejected by the Board.

Sincerely yours,
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Chairman ,'
Environmental duality Board
P.O. Box 8477
Harrisburg, PA 17105-8477

Dear Sir:

This letter is in reference to the antidegradation regulation proposal in the March
22, 1997, Pennsylvania Bulletin.

I am opposed to the allowance of general NPDES permits in our High Quality streams.
Oil and gas discharges have already done plenty of damage in the northwest part of
the state, and now you want to allow their discharges in HQ. streams. General permits
are not tracked by DEP, so they would have no way of knowing how much
degradation is taking place in any one watershed—until it was too late. The proposed
rules will significantly weaken existing protection for both High duality and
Exceptional Value streams.

I am also very disappointed that DEP did not mention wetlands in their
antidegradation proposal. The current regulation, put into place by EPA, gives this
protection to wetlands. How can wetlands be given Hdor EV protection if the criteria
to make a "surface water" Hdor EV are based on streams?

The proposed regulation has little good to recommend them and much bad.
proposed regulation should be rejected by the Board.

Sincerely yours,

The



ORIGINAL: #1799
COPIES: NONE

(PERJHJ)

DIJJLLU.
MAY i S ISS"

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALilYBOAp

Chairman
Environmental Quality Board
P.O. Box8477
Harrisburg, PA 17105-8477

Dear Sir:

This letter is in reference to the antidegradation regulation proposal in the March
22, 1997, Pennsylvania Bulletin.

I am opposed to the allowance of general NPDES permits in our High Quality streams.
Oil and gas discharges have already done plenty of damage in the northwest part of
the state, and now you want to allow their discharges in HQ, streams. General permits
are not tracked by DEP, so they would have no way of knowing how much
degradation is taking place in any one watershed—until it was too late. The proposed
rules will significantly weakefi existing protection for both High Quality and
Exceptional Value streams.

I am also very disappointed that DEP did not mention wetlands in their
antidegradation proposal. The current regulation, put into place by EPA, gives this
protection to wetlands. How can wetlands be given HQ.or EV protection if the criteria
to make a "surface water" HQ.or EV are based on streams?

The proposed regulation has little good to recommend them and much bad.
proposed regulation should be rejected by the Board.

Si

The
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Chairman
Environmental Quality Board
P.O. Box 8477
Harrisburg, PA 17105-8477

Dear Sir:

This letter is in reference to the antidegradation regulation proposal in the March
22, 1997, Pennsylvania Bulletin.

I am opposed to the allowance of general NPDES permits in our High Quality streams.
Oil and gas discharges have already done plenty of damage in the northwest part of
the state, and now you want to allow their discharges in Hd streams. General permits
are not tracked by DEP, so they would have no way of knowing how much
degradation is taking place in any one watershed—until it was too late. The proposed
rules will significantly weaken existing protection for both High Quality and
Exceptional Value streams.

I am also very disappointed that DEP did not mention wetlands in their
antidegradation proposal. The current regulation, put into place by EPA, gives this
protection to wetlands. How can wetlands be given HQ,or EV protection if the criteria
to make a "surface water" HQor EV are based on streams?

The proposed regulation has little good to recommend them and much bad. The
proposed regulation should be rejected by the Board.

Sincerely yours,


