
JJLEJJJLPl
MAY l 9 1997

V ; ,;..";••'•• [ENVIRONMENTAL Q U A L I T Y B O ^ -

Mav8, 1997 ORIGINAL: #J799
i - ' ' COPIES. NO2VE

(PER JHJ)
Environmental Quality Board
P. O. Box 8477
Harrisburg, PA 17105-8477

COMMENTS ON THE PROPOSED WATER QUALITY ANTIDEGRADATION REGULATION

One of the main reasons I voted for Governor Ridge was his promise to cut back on excessive
environmental regulations. He asked you to help him fulfill that promise when he issued Executive Order

Governor Ridge's Executive Order requires any state regulation that is more stringent than its federal
counterpart to be brought into line with the federal standards unless there is a state law that requires a
stronger program or there is some overriding Pennsylvania interest that warrants tougher controls.

The proposed water quality antidegradation regulation ignores Governor's Executive Order. It includes
many elements that are substantially more stringent than the what is required by EPA's antidegradation
program without any justification other than a failed regulatory negotiation.

The Department of Environmental Protection should have drafted the proposed regulation to satisfy the
mandates of the Governor's executive order. Since it did not, you should change the regulation to do so
before you approve it as a final rule.

I urge you to amend the final regulation as follows:

Change the Exceptional Value Waters program so that it only applies to
outstanding waters on public lands.
The EV waters standard is the most glaring violation of the Governor's Executive Order contained in the
proposed regulation. EPA's program only applies to Outstanding National Resource Waters on public
lands, but DEP's proposal goes much further

The EV designation should be reserved for streams that are truly unique or exhibit statewide or national
significance. Many of the Pennsylvania streams currently classified as EV cannot meet that standard, and
the proposed regulation lets DEP continue to designate EV streams that could never meet such a standard.

Almost half of the streams now classified by DEP as EV waters are on private lands. DEP should not be
permitted to designate waters that flow through private lands for EV protection because of the extreme
restrictions the designation imposes on individuals and communities who wish to use the waters
responsibly to improve their quality of life.

Expand public participation in the EV designation decision.
If the final regulation allows the EV designation to be placed on private watershed lands, you should
provide for more public participation in the decision to designate EV waters. The proposed rulemaking
asks for more public input on technical issues, but it brushes aside any public discussion of the serious
economic and social impacts that the EV designation can have for the people who live and work in the
affected watershed.

The regulation should be changed to require DEP to get the people affected by an EV upgrade to buy into
it. Specifically:

* DEP should be required to inform the owners of private watershed lands that would be affected by a
new EV designation how it will limit what they can do on their property.



• The regulations should allow the affected property owners to decide whether they want the EV
designation.

• DEP should be required to get a formal commitment from the owners of the affected watershed lands
to preserve the resource at the strict EV standard before recommending the designation to the EQB.

Make general permits available on all Special Protection waters.
The proposed regulation allows general permits for minor discharges on HQ streams. This is a positive
step, but it should go further. Many private individuals own the minerals under EV watershed lands. If
their discharge qualifies for a general permit, they should be able to use that permit on both HQ and EV
streams. Otherwise they may not be able to extract the minerals economically.

Keep the "de minimis" permit threshold to ease the permitting burden.

I support the proposal to ease the permitting burden for minor discharges to HQ streams.

Change the High Quality Waters program to match federal standards.
DEP's proposal allows streams to qualify for HQ status if they have water quality that is "generally better"
than water quality standards. The EPA regulation, on the other hand, requires a stream to "exceed" water
quality standards before it can be elevated to HQ status. A stream should never qualify for Special
Protection if even one of its water quality parameters violates the required standard.

Use sound science to evaluate streams for Special Protection.

DEP should also be required to conduct a valid scientific investigation of water quality to determine if a
stream qualifies for Special Protection. It is bad science to rely on one grab sample to assess a stream.
While it may be a bureaucratic convenience, this limited sampling does not generate enough information
to accurately determine whether a stream's background condition exceeds water quality standards.

Change the Social and Economic Justification requirements for High Quality
Waters to match federal regulations.
The Department's proposal imposes the basic federal SEJ standard and adds a second "balancing test"
that has no federal counterpart. The balancing test should be removed from the final rule.

Eliminate the requirement for two public comment periods for permits on Special
Protection streams.

The proposed regulation requires NPDES permit applicants to solicit public comment on proposed
discharges to HQ and EV streams before applying for the permit. This is an unnecessary burden on the
permit applicant that is not required by the federal regulations. It also serves no purpose because the
department will also ask for public comments after the application is submitted. The requirement that
permit applicants must ask for public comments is costly, time-consuming and redundant, and it should be
eliminated.

Thank you for considering these comments. I hope that you will hold the DEP accountable for living up to
the requirements of the Governors Executive Order.

Sincerely.

^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^
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Harrisburg, PA 17105-8477

COMMENTS ON THE PROPOSED WATER QUALITY ANTIDEGRADATION REGULATION

One of the main reasons I voted for Governor Ridge was his promise to cut back on excessive
environmental regulations. He asked you to help him fulfill that promise when he issued Executive Order

Governor Ridge's Executive Order requires any state regulation that is more stringent than its federal
counterpart to be brought into line with the federal standards unless there is a state law that requires a
stronger program or there is some overriding Pennsylvania interest that warrants tougher controls.

The proposed water quality antidegradatton regulation ignores Governor's Executive Order. It includes
many elements that are substantially more stringent than the what is required by EPA's antidegradation
program without any justification other than a failed regulatory negotiation.

The Department of Environmental Protection should have drafted the proposed regulation lo satisfy the
mandates ef the Governor's executive order. Since it did not, you should change the regulation lo do so
before you approve it as a final rule.

I urge you to amend the final regulation as follows:

Change the Exceptional Value Waters program so that It only applies to
outstanding waters on public lands.
The EV waters standard is the most glaring violation of the Governor's Executive Order contained in the
proposed regulation. EPA's program only applies to Outstanding National Resource Waters on public
lands, but DEP's proposal goes much further.

The EV designation should be reserved for streams that are truly unique or exhibit statewide or national
significance. Many of the Pennsylvania streams currently classified as EV cannot meet that standard, and
the proposed regulation lets DEP continue to designate EV streams that could never meet such a standard

Ataost half of the stream? now ctasMffcd by DEP as EV waters are or. private lands. DEP should not be
permitted to designate waters that flow through private lands for EV protection because of the extreme
restrictions the designation imposes on individuals and communities who wish to use the waters
responsibly to improve their quality of life.

Expand public participation in the EV designation decision.
If the final regulation allows the EV designation to be placed on private watershed lands, you should
provide for more public participation in the decision to designate EV waters. The proposed rulemaking
asks for more public input on technical issues, but it brushes aside any public discussion of the serious
economic and social impacts that the EV designation can have for the people who live and work in the
affected watershed.

The regulation should be changed to require DEP lo get flic people affected by an EV upgrade to buy into
it Specifically:

• DEP should be required to iufonn the owners of private watershed lauds that would be affected by a
new EV designation how it will limit what they can do on their property.



• The regulations should allow the affected property owners to decide whether they want the EV
designation.

• DEP should be required to get a formal commitment from the owners of the affected watershed lands
(o preserve the resource at the strict EV standard before recommending the designation to the EQB.

Make general permits available on all Special Protection waters.
The proposed regulation allows general permits for minor discharges on HQ streams. This is a positive
step, but it should go further. Many private individuals own the minerals under EV watershed lands. If
their discharge qualifies for a general permit, they should be able to use that permit on both HQ and EV
streams. Otherwise they may not be able to extract the minerals economically.

Keep the "de minimis" permit threshold to ease the permitting burden.

I support the proposal to ease the permitting burden for minor discharges to HQ streams.

Change the High Quality Waters program to match federal standards.

DEP's proposal allows streams to qualify for HQ status if they have water quality that is "generally better"
than water quality standards. The EPA regulation, on the other hand, requires a stream to "exceed" water
quality standards before it can be elevated to HQ status. A stream should never qualify for Special
Protection if even one of its water quality parameters violates the required standard.

Use sound science to evaluate streams for Special Protection.

DEP should also be required to conduct a valid scientific investigation of water quality to determine if a
stream qualifies for Special Protection. It is bad science to rely on one grab sample to assess a stream.
While it may be a bureaucratic convenience, this limited sampling does not generate enough information
to accurately determine whether a stream's background condition exceeds water quality standards.

Change the Social and Economic Justification requirements for High Quality
Waters to match federal regulations.

The Department's proposal imposes the basic federal SEJ standard and adds a second "balancing test"
that has no federal counterpart. The balancing test should be removed from the final rule.

Eliminate the requirement for two public comment periods for permits on Special
Protection streams.

The proposed regulation requires NPDES permit applicants to solicit public comment on proposed
discharges to HQ and EV streams before applying for the permit. This is an unnecessary burden on the
permit applicant that is not required by the federal regulations. It also serves no purpose because the
department will also ask for public comments after the application is submitted. The requirement that
permit applicants must ask for public comments is costly, time-consuming and redundant, and it should be
eliminated.

Thank you for considering these comments. I hope that you will hold the DEP accountable for living up to
the requirements of the Governor's Executive Order.

Sincerely.
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Dear Sir,

As a concerned citizen and member of Trout Unlimited,
I would like to comment on PA's proposed antidegradation a
water quality standards which have been proposed. My prima
concern is that PA's proposed regulations will allow more
degradation of PA's waters than those of the EPA. The curr
regulations are much more desirable than the proposed regu

I believe that under definitions, the words "surface
water" should be replaced with "watersheds". I also do not
support deleting HQ and EV from the list of protected wate
uses. This would remove EPA oversight.

I also believe that requiring a stream to pass both a
chemistry and a biology test to qualify as high quality is
less restrictive and does not meet federal requirements.
Under level of protection, I believe the word "discharges"
should be replaced with the word activities.

I also oppose the minimal impact discharge provision.
A discharge cannot maintain and protect water quality if it
uses up to 25% of the assimilative capacity of the water.

Also there should be no mechanism for local residents
or local governments to have a veto power over EV,.decisions.
The water in question is always the water of the Commonwealth
and not the sole domain of local residents and governing

I believe that there are many weaknesses in the current
DEP proposal. We need consider only what is best for the
Commonwealth's residents and its resources. I believe these
proposed regulations need a complete overhaul. I will be
watching.

Thank you

Kt^d/j cl>*-*^«^>^-^__
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As a concerned citizen and member of Trout Unlimited,
I would like tb comment on PA's proposed antidegradation and
water quality standards which have been proposed. My primary
concern is that PA's proposed regulations will allow more
degradation of PA's waters than those of the EPA. The current
regulations are much more desirable than the proposed regula-

I believe that under definitions, the words "surface
water11 should be replaced with "watersheds". I also do not
support deleting HQ and EV from the list of protected water
uses. This would remove EPA oversight.

I also believe that requiring a stream to pass both a
chemistry and a biology test to qualify as high quality is
less restrictive and does not meet federal requirements.
Under level of protection, I believe the word "discharges"
should be replaced with the word activities.

I also oppose the minimal impact discharge provision.
A discharge cannot maintain and protect water quality if it
uses up to 25% of the assimilative capacity of the water.

Also there should be no mechanism for local residents
or local governments to have a veto power over EV ..decisions.
The water in question is always the water of the Commonwealth
and not the sole domain of local residents and governing
bodies.

I believe that there are many weaknesses in the current
DEP proposal. We need consider only what is best for the
Commonwealth's residents and its resources. I believe these
proposed regulations need a complete overhaul. I will be
watching.
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Thank you
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As a concerned citizen and member of Trout Unlimited,
I would like to comment on PA's proposed antidegradation and ORIGINAL: #1799
water quality standards which have been proposed. My primary
concern is that PA's proposed regulations will allow more
degradation of PA's waters than those of the EPA. The current
regulations are much more desirable than the proposed regula-

I believe that under definitions, the words "surface
water11 should be replaced with "watersheds". I also do not
support deleting HQ and EV from the list of protected water-
uses. This would remove EPA oversight.

I also believe that requiring a stream to pass both a
chemistry and a biology test to qualify as high quality is
less restrictive and does not meet federal requirements.
Under level of protection, I believe the word "discharges"
should be replaced with the word activities.

I also oppose the minimal impact discharge provision.
A discharge cannot maintain and protect water quality if it
uses up to 25% of the assimilative capacity of the water.

Also there should be no mechanism for local residents
or local governments to have a veto power over EV,decisions.
The water in question is always the water of the Commonwealth
and not the sole domain of local residents and governing

I believe that there are many weaknesses in the current
DEP proposal. We need consider only what is best for the
Commonwealth's residents and its resources. I believe these
proposed regulations need a complete overhaul. I will be
watching.

Thank you

q5* forces &d
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As a concerned citizen and member of Trout Unlimited,
I would like to ;comment on PA's proposed antidegradation and
water quality standards which have been proposed. My primary
concern is that PA's proposed regulations will allow more
degradation of PA's waters than those of the EPA. The current
regulations are much more desirable than the proposed regula-

I believe that under definitions, the words "surface
water" should be replaced with "watersheds". I also do not
support deleting HQ and EV from the list of protected water
uses. This would remove EPA oversight.

I also believe that requiring a stream to pass both a
chemistry and a biology test to qualify as high quality is
less restrictive and does not meet federal requirements.
Under level of protection, I believe the word "discharges"
should be replaced with the word activities.

I also oppose the minimal impact discharge provision.
A discharge cannot maintain and protect water quality if it
uses up to 25% of the assimilative capacity of the water.

Also there should be no mechanism for local residents
or local governments to have a veto power over EV decisions.
The water in question is always the water of the Commonwealth
and not the sole domain of local residents and governing

I believe that there are many weaknesses in the current
DEP proposal. We need consider only what is best for the
Commonwealth's residents and its resources. I believe these
proposed regulations need a complete overhaul. I will be
watching.
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As a concerned citizen and member of Trout Un
I would like to comment on PA's proposed antidegradation and
water quality standards which have been proposed. My primary
concern is that PA's proposed regulations will allow more
degradation of PA's waters than those of the EPA. The current
regulations are much more desirable than the proposed regula-

I believe that under definitions, the words "surface
water11 should be replaced with "watersheds". I also do not
support deleting HQ and EV from the list of protected water
uses. This would remove EPA oversight.

I also believe that requiring a stream to pass both a
chemistry and a biology test to qualify as high quality is
less restrictive and does not meet federal requirements.
Under level of protection, I believe the word "discharges"
should be replaced with the word activities.

I also oppose the minimal impact discharge provision,
A discharge cannot maintain and protect water quality if it
uses up to 25% of the assimilative capacity of the water.

Also there should be no mechanism for local residents
or local governments.to have a veto power over EV ..decisions.
The water in question is always the water of the Commonwealth
and not the sole domain of local residents and governing
bodies.

I believe that there are many weaknesses in the current
DEP proposal. We need consider only what is best for the
Commonwealth's residents and its resources. I believe these
proposed regulations need a complete overhaul. I will be
watching.

Thank you

LO^LJ^K—s
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Dear Sir,

As a concerned;;citizen and member of Trout Unlimited,
I would like to comment on PA's proposed antidegradation and
water quality standards which have been proposed. My primary
concern is that PA's proposed regulations will allow more
degradation of PA's waters than those of the EPA. The current
regulations are much more desirable than the proposed regula-

I believe that under definitions, the words "surface
water" should be replaced with "watersheds". I also do not
support deleting HQ and EV from the list of protected water
uses. This would remove EPA oversight.

I also believe that requiring a stream to pass both a
chemistry and a biology test to qualify as high quality is
less restrictive and does not meet federal requirements.
Under level of protection, I believe the word "discharges"
should be replaced with the word activities.

I also oppose the minimal impact discharge provision.
A discharge cannot maintain and protect water quality if it
uses up to 25% of the assimilative capacity of the water.

Also there should be no mechanism for local residents
or local governments to have a veto power over EV .decisions.
The water in question is always the water of the Commonwealth
and not the sole domain of local residents and governing
bodies.

I believe that there are many weaknesses in the current
DEP proposal. We need consider only what is best for the
Commonwealth's residents and its resources. I believe these
proposed regulations need a complete overhaul. I will be
watching.

Thank you

/S^L

%

U l l W B D f

MAY I 9 1997

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY BOARD



ORIGINAL: #1799
COPIES: NONE

(PERJHJ)

Dear Sir,

As a concerned citizen and member of Trout Unlimited,
I would like to comment on PA's proposed antidegradation and
water quality standards which have been proposed. My primary
concern is that PA's proposed regulations will allow more
degradation of PA's waters than those of the EPA. The current
regulations are much more desirable than the proposed regula-

I believe that under definitions, the words "surface
water" should be replaced with "watersheds", I also do not
support deleting HQ and EV from the list of protected water
uses. This would remove EPA oversight.

I also believe that requiring a stream to pass both a
chemistry and a biology test to qualify as high quality is
less restrictive and does not meet federal requirements.
Under level of protection, I believe the word "discharges"
should be replaced with the word activities.

I also oppose the minimal impact discharge provision.
A discharge cannot maintain and protect water quality if it
uses up to 25% of the assimilative capacity of the water.

Also there should be no mechanism for local residents
or local governments to have a veto power over EV,decisions.
The water in question is always the water of the Commonwealth
and not the sole domain of local residents and governing
bodies.

I believe that there are many weaknesses in the current
DEP proposal. We need consider only what is best for the
Commonwealth's residents and its resources. I believe these
proposed regulations need a complete overhaul. I will be
watching.

Thank you

ki^dA M^>
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Environmental Quality Board
P.O. Box 8477
Harrlsburg, PA 17105-8477

COMMENTS ON THE PROPOSED WATER QUALITY ANTIDEGRADATION REGULATION

One of the main reasons I voted for Governor Ridge was his promise to cut back on
excessive environmental regulations. He asked you to help him fulfill that promise when he
issued Executive Order 1996-1.

Governor Ridge's Executive Order requires any state regulation that is more stringent
than its federal counterpart to be brought into line with the federal standards unless there
is a state law that requires a stronger program or there is some overriding Pennsylvania
interest that warrants tougher controls.

The proposed water quality antidegradation regulation ignores the Governor's
Executive Order. It includes many elements that are substantially more stringent than the
what is required by EPA's antidegradation program without any justification other than a
failed regulatory negotiation.

The Department of Environmental Protection should have drafted the proposed
regulation to satisfy the mandates of the Governor's executive order. Since it did not, you
should change the regulation to do so before you approve it as a final rule.

I urge you to amend the final regulation as follows:

Change the Exceptional Value Waters program so that it only applies to outstanding
waters on public lands.

The EV waters standard is the most glaring violation of the Governor's Executive
Order contained in the proposed regulation. EPA's program only applies to Outstanding
National Resource Waters on public lands, but DEP's proposal goes much further.

The EV designation should be reserved for streams that are truly unique or exhibit
statewide or national significance. Many of the Pennsylvania streams currently classified as
EV cannot meet that standard, and the proposed regulation lets DEP continue to designate
EV streams that could never meet such a standard. * : i « > -i -;,> ,

Almost half of the streams now classified by DEP as EV waters are private lands. DEP
should not be permitted to designate waters that flow through private lands for EV
protection because of the extreme restrictions the designation imposes on individuals and
communities who wish to use the waters responsibly to improve their quality of life.

INDEPENDENT PRODUCER OF NATURAL GAS AND CRUDE OIL
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Expand public participation in the EV designation decision.

If the final regulation allows the EV designation to be placed on private watershed
lands, you should provide for more public participation in the decision to designate EV
waters. The proposed rulemaking asks for more public input on technical issues, but it
brushes aside any public discussion of the serious economic and social impacts that the EV
designation can have for the people who live and work in the affected watershed.

The regulation should be changed to require DEP to get the people affected by an EV
upgrade to buy into it. Specifically:

* DEP should be required to inform the owners of private watershed lands that
would be affected by a new EV designation how it will limit what they can do
on their property.

* The regulations should allow the affected property owners to decide whether
they want the EV designation.

* DEP should be required to get a formal commitment from the owners of the
affected watershed lands to preserve the resource at the strict EV standard
before recommending the designation to the EQB.

Make general permits available on all Special Protection waters.

The proposed regulation allows general permits for minor discharges on HQ streams.
This is a positive step, but it should go further. Many private individuals own the minerals
under EV watershed lands, If their discharge qualifies for a general permit, they should be
able to use that permit on both HQ and EV streams. Otherwise they may not be able to
extract the minerals economically.

Keep the **de minimis" permit threshold to ease the permitting burden.

I support the proposal to ease the permitting burden for minor discharges to HQ
streams.

Change the High Quality Waters program to match federal standards.

DEP s proposal allows streams to qualify for HQ status if they have water quality that
is "generally better" than water quality standards. The EPA regulation, on the other hand,
requires a stream to "exceed" water quality standards before it can be elevated to HQ
status. A stream should never qualify for Special Protection if even one of its water quality
parameters violates the required standard.

Use sound science to evaluate streams for Special Protection.
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DEP should also be required to conduct a valid scientific investigation of water quality
to determine if a stream qualifies for Special Protection. It is bad science to rely on one grab
sample to assess a stream. While it may be a bureaucratic convenience, this limited
sampling does not generate enough information to accurately determine whether a stream's
background condition exceeds water quality standards.

Change the Social and Economic Justification requirements for High Quality Waters
to match federal regulations.

The Department's proposal imposes the basic federal SEJ standard and adds a second
"balancing test" that has no federal counterpart. The balancing test should be removed from
the final rule.

Eliminate the requirement for two public comment periods for permits on Special
Protection streams.

The proposed regulation requires NPDES permit applicants to solicit public comment
on proposed discharges to HQ and EV streams before applying for the permit. This is an
unnecessary burden on the permit applicant that is not required by the federal regulations.
It also serves no purpose because the department will also ask for public comments after the
application is submitted. The requirement that permit applicants must ask for public
comments is costly, time-consuming and redundant, and it should be eliminated.

Thank you for considering these comments. I hope that you will hold the DEP
accountable for living up to the requirements of the Governor's Executive Order.

Sincerely,

SNYDEBTBROT1

Mark A. Karenchack
Assistant Secretary

97O5OO3.MISC
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3NYDER BROTHERS, INC. co?mS: ™S?m
P.O. Box 1022,409 Butler Road

Kittanning, PA 16201
Phone (412) 548-8101 FAX (412) 545-8243

May 13, 1997

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

COMMENTS ON THE PROPOSED WATER QUALITY ANTIDEGRADATION REGULATION

One of the main reasons I voted for Governor Ridge was his promise to cut back on
excessive environmental regulations. He asked you to help him fulfill that promise when he
issued Executive Order 1996-1.

Governor Ridge's Executive Order requires any state regulation that is more stringent
than its federal counterpart to be brought into line with the federal standards unless there
is a state law that requires a stronger program or there is some overriding Pennsylvania
interest that warrants tougher controls.

The proposed water quality antidegradation regulation ignores the Governor's
Executive Order. It includes many elements that are substantially more stringent than the
what is required by EPA's antidegradation program without any justification other than a
failed regulatory negotiation.

The Department of Environmental Protection should have drafted the proposed
regulation to satisfy the mandates of the Governor's executive order. Since it did not, you
should change the regulation to do so before you approve it as a final rule.

I urge you to amend the final regulation as follows:

Change the Exceptional Value Waters program so that it only applies to outstanding
waters on public lands.

The EV waters standard is the most glaring violation of the Governor's Executive
Order contained in the proposed regulation. EPA's program only applies to Outstanding
National Resource Waters on public lands, but DEP's proposal goes much further.

The EV designation should be reserved for streams that are truly unique or exhibit
statewide or national significance. Many of the Pennsylvania streams currently classified as
EV cannot meet that standard, and the proposed regulation lets DEP continue to designate
EV streams that could never meet such a standard. ;-; ? : o;: ;

Almost half of the streams now classified by DEP as EV waters are private lands. DEP
should not be permitted to designate waters that flow through private lands for EV
protection because of the extreme restrictions the designation imposes on individuals and
communities who wish to use the waters responsibly to improve their quality of life.

INDEPENDENT PRODUCER OF NATURAL GAS AND CRUDE OIL
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Expand public participation in the EV designation decision.

if the final regulation allows the EV designation to be placed on private watershed
lands, you should provide for more public participation in the decision to designate EV
waters. The proposed rulemaking asks for more public input on technical issues, but it
brushes aside any public discussion of the serious economic and social impacts that the EV
designation can have for the people who live and work in the affected watershed.

The regulation should be changed to require DEP to get the people affected by an EV
upgrade to buy into it. Specifically:

* DEP should be required to inform the owners of private watershed lands that
would be affected by a new EV designation how it will limit what they can do
on their property.

* The regulations should allow the affected property owners to decide whether
they want the EV designation.

* DEP should be required to get a formal commitment from the owners of the
affected watershed lands to preserve the resource at the strict EV standard
before recommending the designation to the EQB.

Make general permits available on all Special Protection waters.

The proposed regulation allows general permits for minor discharges on HQ streams.
This is a positive step, but it should go further. Many private individuals own the minerals
under EV watershed lands. If their discharge qualifies for a general permit, they should be
able to use that permit on both HQ and EV streams. Otherwise they may not be able to
extract the minerals economically.

Keep the "de minimis" permit threshold to ease the permitting burden.

I support the proposal to ease the permitting burden for minor discharges to HQ
streams.

Change the High Quality Waters program to match federal standards.

DEP s proposal allows streams to qualify for HQ status if they have water quality that
is "generally better" than water quality standards. The EPA regulation, on the other hand,
requires a stream to "exceed" water quality standards before it can be elevated to HQ
status. A stream should never qualify for Special Protection if even one of its water quality
parameters violates the required standard.

Use sound science to evaluate streams for Special Protection.
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DEP should also be required to conduct a valid scientific investigation of water quality
to determine if a stream qualifies for Special Protection. It is bad science to rely on one grab
sample to assess a stream. While it may be a bureaucratic convenience, this limited
sampling does not generate enough information to accurately determine whether a stream's
background condition exceeds water quality standards.

Change the Social and Economic Justification requirements for High Quality Waters
to match federal regulations.

The Department's proposal imposes the basic federal SEJ standard and adds a second
"balancing test" that has no federal counterpart. The balancing test should be removed from
the final rule.

Eliminate the requirement for two public comment periods for permits on Special
Protection streams.

The proposed regulation requires NPDES permit applicants to solicit public comment
on proposed discharges to HO and EV streams before applying for the permit. This is an
unnecessary burden on the permit applicant that is not required by the federal regulations.
It also serves no purpose because the department will also ask for public comments after the
application is submitted. The requirement that permit applicants must ask for public
comments is costly, time-consuming and redundant, and it should be eliminated.

Thank you for considering these comments. I hope that you will hold the DEP
accountable for living up to the requirements of the Governor's Executive Order.

Sincerely,

SNYDEp BROTHERS^ INC/

Amy Myf&wski Yj
/Administrative Assistant
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Environmental Quality Board
P.O. Box 8477
Harrisburg, PA 17105-8477

COMMENTS ON THE PROPOSED WATER QUALITY ANTIDEGRADATION REGULATION

One of the main reasons I voted for Governor Ridge was his promise to cut back on
excessive environmental regulations. He asked you to help him fulfill that promise when he
issued Executive Order 1996-1.

Governor Ridge's Executive Order requires any state regulation that is more stringent
than its federal counterpart to be brought into line with the federal standards unless there
is a state law that requires a stronger program or there is some overriding Pennsylvania
interest that warrants tougher controls.

The proposed water quality antidegradation regulation ignores the Governor's
Executive Order. It includes many elements that are substantially more stringent than the
what is required by EPA's antidegradation program without any justification other than a
failed regulatory negotiation.

The Department of Environmental Protection should have drafted the proposed
regulation to satisfy the mandates of the Governor's executive order. Since it did not, you
should change the regulation to do so before you approve it as a final rule.

I urge you to amend the final regulation as follows:

Change the Exceptional Value Waters program so that it only applies to outstanding
waters on public lands.

The EV waters standard is the most glaring violation of the Governor's Executive
Order contained in the proposed regulation. EPA's program only applies to Outstanding
National Resource Waters on public lands, but DEP's proposal goes much further.

The EV designation should be reserved for streams that are truly unique or exhibit
statewide or national significance. Many of the Pennsylvania streams currently classified as
EV cannot meet that standard, and the proposed regulation lets DEP continue to designate
EV streams that could never meet such a standard. \ , . , ,

Almost half of the streams now classified by DEP as EV waters are private lands. DEP
should not be permitted to designate waters that flow through private lands for EV
protection because of the extreme restrictions the designation imposes on individuals and
communities who wish to use the waters responsibly to improve their quality of life.

INDEPENDENT PRODUCER OF NATURAL GAS AND CRUDE OIL
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Expand public participation in the EV designation decision.

If the final regulation allows the EV designation to be placed on private watershed
lands, you should provide for more public participation in the decision to designate EV
waters. The proposed rulemaking asks for more public input on technical issues, but it
brushes aside any public discussion of the serious economic and social impacts that the EV
designation can have for the people who live and work in the affected watershed.

The regulation should be changed to require DEP to get the people affected by an EV
upgrade to buy into it. Specifically:

* DEP should be required to inform the owners of private watershed lands that
would be affected by a new EV designation how it will limit what they can do
on their property.

* The regulations should allow the affected property owners to decide whether
they want the EV designation.

* DEP should be required to get a formal commitment from the owners of the
affected watershed lands to preserve the resource at the strict EV standard
before recommending the designation to the EOB,

Make general permits available on all Special Protection waters.

The proposed regulation allows general permits for minor discharges on HO streams.
This is a positive step, but it should go further. Many private individuals own the minerals
under EV watershed lands. If their discharge qualifies for a general permit, they should be
able to use that permit on both HQ and EV streams. Otherwise they may not be able to
extract the minerals economically.

Keep the "de minimis" permit threshold to ease the permitting burden.

. I support the proposal to ease the permitting burden for minor discharges to HO
streams.

Change the High Quality Waters program to match federal standards.

DEP's proposal allows streams to qualify for HQ status if they have water quality that
is "generally better" than water quality standards. The EPA regulation, on the other hand,
requires a stream to "exceed" water quality standards before it can be elevated to HQ
status. A stream should never qualify for Special Protection if even one of its water quality
parameters violates the required standard.

Use sound science to evaluate streams for Special Protection.
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DEP should also be required to conduct a valid scientific investigation of water quality
to determine if a stream qualifies for Special Protection. It is bad science to rely on one grab
sample to assess a stream. While it may be a bureaucratic convenience, this limited
sampling does not generate enough information to accurately determine whether a stream's
background condition exceeds water quality standards.

Change the Social and Economic Justification requirements for High Quality Waters
to match federal regulations.

The Department's proposal imposes the basic federal SEJ standard and adds a second
"balancing test" that has no federal counterpart. The balancing test should be removed from
the final rule.

Eliminate the requirement for two public comment periods for permits on Special
Protection streams.

The proposed regulation requires NPDES permit applicants to solicit public comment
on proposed discharges to HQ and EV streams before applying for the permit. This is an
unnecessary burden on the permit applicant that is not required by the federal regulations.
It also serves no purpose because the department will also ask for public comments after the
application is submitted. The requirement that permit applicants must ask for public
comments is costly, time-consuming and redundant, and it should be eliminated.

Thank you for considering these comments. I hope that you will hold the DEP
accountable for living up to the requirements of the Governor's Executive Order.

Sincerely,

SNYDER BROTHERS, INC.

Lloyd W. Cravener
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Environmental Quality Board
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Harrisburg, PA 17105-8477

COMMENTS ON THE PROPOSED WATER QUALITY ANTIDEGRADATION REGULATION

One of the main reasons I voted for Governor Ridge was his promise to cut back on
excessive environmental regulations. He asked you to help him fulfill that promise when he
issued Executive Order 1996-1.

Governor Ridge's Executive Order requires any state regulation that is more stringent
than its federal counterpart to be brought into line with the federal standards unless there
is a state law that requires a stronger program or there is some overriding Pennsylvania
interest that warrants tougher controls.

The proposed water quality antidegradation regulation ignores the Governor's
Executive Order. It includes many elements that are substantially more stringent than the
what is required by EPA's antidegradation program without any justification other than a
failed regulatory negotiation.

The Department of Environmental Protection should have drafted the proposed
regulation to satisfy the mandates of the Governor's executive order. Since it did not, you
should change the regulation to do so before you approve it as a final rule.

I urge you to amend the final regulation as follows:

Change the Exceptional Value Waters program so that it only applies to outstanding
waters on public lands.

The EV waters standard is the most glaring violation of the Governor's Executive
Order contained in the proposed regulation. EPA's program only applies to Outstanding
National Resource Waters on public lands, but DEP's proposal goes much further.

The EV designation should be reserved for streams that are truly unique or exhibit
statewide or national significance. Many of the Pennsylvania streams currently classified as
EV cannot meet that standard, and the proposed regulation lets DEP continue to designate
EV streams that could never meet such a standard, vw : -^ - ^ * .> , j - • s?r r v • ,.;:

Almost half of the streams now classified by DEP as EV waters are private lands. DEP
should not be permitted to designate waters that flow through private lands for EV
protection because of the extreme restrictions the designation imposes on individuals and
communities who wish to use the waters responsibly to improve their quality of life.

INDEPENDENT PRODUCER OF NATURAL GAS AND CRUDE OIL
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Expand public participation in the EV designation decision.

If the final regulation allows the EV designation to be placed on private watershed
lands, you should provide for more public participation in the decision to designate EV
waters. The proposed rulemaking asks for more public input on technical issues, but it
brushes aside any public discussion of the serious economic and social impacts that the EV
designation can have for the people who live and work in the affected watershed.

The regulation should be changed to require DEP to get the people affected by an EV
upgrade to buy into it. Specifically:

* DEP should be required to inform the owners of private watershed lands that
would be affected by a new EV designation how it will limit what they can do
on their property.

* The regulations should allow the affected property owners to decide whether
they want the EV designation.

* DEP should be required to get a formal commitment from the owners of the
affected watershed lands to preserve the resource at the strict EV standard
before recommending the designation to the EQB.

Make general permits available on all Special Protection waters.

The proposed regulation allows general permits for minor discharges on HQ streams.
This is a positive step, but it should go further. Many private individuals own the minerals
under EV watershed lands. If their discharge qualifies for a general permit, they should be
able to use that permit on both HQ and EV streams. Otherwise they may not be able to
extract the minerals economically.

Keep tho "do mini mis" permit threshold to ease the permitting burden.

I support the proposal to ease the permitting burden for minor discharges to HQ
streams.

Change the High Quality Waters program to match federal standards.

DEP s proposal allows streams to qualify for HQ status if they have water quality that
is "generally better" than water quality standards. The EPA regulation, on the other hand,
requires a stream to "exceed" water quality standards before it can be elevated to HQ
status. A stream should never qualify for Special Protection if even one of its water quality
parameters violates the required standard.

Use sound science to evaluate streams for Special Protection.
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DEP should also be required to conduct a valid scientific investigation of water quality
to determine if a stream qualifies for Special Protection. It is bad science to rely on one grab
sample to assess a stream. While it may be a bureaucratic convenience, this limited
sampling does not generate enough information to accurately determine whether a stream's
background condition exceeds water quality standards.

Change the Social and Economic Justification requirements for High Quality Waters
to match federal regulations.

The Department's proposal imposes the basic federal SEJ standard and adds a second
"balancing test" that has no federal counterpart. The balancing test should be removed from
the final rule.

Eliminate the requirement for two public comment periods for permits on Special
Protection streams.

The proposed regulation requires NPDES permit applicants to solicit public comment
on proposed discharges to HO and EV streams before applying for the permit. This is an
unnecessary burden on the permit applicant that is not required by the federal regulations.
It also serves no purpose because the department will also ask for public comments after the
application is submitted. The requirement that permit applicants must ask for public
comments is costly, time-consuming and redundant, and it should be eliminated.

Thank you for considering these comments. I hope that you will hold the DEP
accountable for living up to the requirements of the Governor's Executive Order.

Sincerely,

SNYDER BROTHERS, INC.

i^ju o B^l^^
Ronald D. Piechowicz
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Environmental Quality Board
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Harrisburg, PA 17105-8477

COMMENTS ON THE PROPOSED WATER QUALITY ANTIDEGRADATION REGULATION

One of the main reasons I voted for Governor Ridge was his promise to cut back on
excessive environmental regulations. He asked you to help him fulfill that promise when he
issued Executive Order 1996-1.

Governor Ridge's Executive Order requires any state regulation that is more stringent
than its federal counterpart to be brought into line with the federal standards unless there
is a state law that requires a stronger program or there is some overriding Pennsylvania
interest that warrants tougher controls.

The proposed water quality antidegradation regulation ignores the Governor's
Executive Order. It includes many elements that are substantially more stringent than the
what is required by EPA's antidegradation program without any justification other than a
failed regulatory negotiation.

The Department of Environmental Protection should have drafted the proposed
regulation to satisfy the mandates of the Governor's executive order. Since it did not, you
should change the regulation to do so before you approve it as a final rule.

I urge you to amend the final regulation as follows:

Change the Exceptional Value Waters program so that it only applies to outstanding
waters on public lands.

The EV waters standard is the most glaring violation of the Governor's Executive
Order contained in the proposed regulation. EPA's program only applies to Outstanding
National Resource Waters on public lands, but DEP's proposal goes much further.

The EV designation should be reserved for streams that are truly unique or exhibit
statewide or national significance. Many of the Pennsylvania streams currently classified as
EV cannot meet that standard, and the proposed regulation lets DEP continue to designate
EV streams that could never meet such a standard.

Almost half of the streams now classified by DEP as EV waters are private lands. DEP
should not be permitted to designate waters that flow through private lands for EV
protection because of the extreme restrictions the designation imposes on individuals and
communities who wish to use the waters responsibly to improve their quality of life.

INDEPENDENT PRODUCER OF NATURAL GAS AND CRUDE OIL
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Expand public participation in the EV designation decision.

If the final regulation allows the EV designation to be placed on private watershed
lands, you should provide for more public participation in the decision to designate EV
waters. The proposed rulemaking asks for more public input on technical issues, but it
brushes aside any public discussion of the serious economic and social impacts that the EV
designation can have for the people who live and work in the affected watershed.

The regulation should be changed to require DEP to get the people affected by an EV
upgrade to buy into it. Specifically:

* DEP should be required to inform the owners of private watershed lands that
would be affected by a new EV designation how it will limit what they can do
on their property.

* The regulations should allow the affected property owners to decide whether
they want the EV designation.

* DEP should be required to get a formal commitment from the owners of the
affected watershed lands to preserve the resource at the strict EV standard
before recommending the designation to the EQB.

Make general permits available on all Special Protection waters.

The proposed regulation allows general permits for minor discharges on HQ streams.
This is a positive step, but it should go further. Many private individuals own the minerals
under EV watershed lands. If their discharge qualifies for a general permit, they should be
able to use that permit on both HQ and EV streams. Otherwise they may not be able to
extract the minerals economically.

Keep the "de minimis" permit threshold to ease the permitting burden.

I support the proposal to ease the permitting burden for minor discharges to HQ
streams.

Change the High Quality Waters program to match federal standards.

DEP's proposal allows streams to qualify for HQ status if they have water quality that
is "generally better" than water quality standards. The EPA regulation, on the other hand,
requires a stream to "exceed" water quality standards before it can be elevated to HQ
status. A stream should never qualify for Special Protection if even one of its water quality
parameters violates the required standard.

Use sound science to evaluate streams for Special Protection.
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DEP should also be required to conduct a valid scientific investigation of water quality
to determine if a stream qualifies for Special Protection. It is bad science to rely on one grab
sample to assess a stream. While it may be a bureaucratic convenience, this limited
sampling does not generate enough information to accurately determine whether a stream's
background condition exceeds water quality standards.

Change the Social and Economic Justification requirements for High Quality Waters
to match federal regulations.

The Department's proposal imposes the basic federal SEJ standard and adds a second
"balancing test" that has no federal counterpart. The balancing test should be removed from
the final rule.

Eliminate the requirement for two public comment periods for permits on Special
Protection streams.

The proposed regulation requires NPDES permit applicants to solicit public comment
on proposed discharges to HQ and EV streams before applying for the permit. This is an
unnecessary burden on the permit applicant that is not required by the federal regulations.
It also serves no purpose because the department will also ask for public comments after the
application is submitted. The requirement that permit applicants must ask for public
comments is costly, time-consuming and redundant, and it should be eliminated.

Thank you for considering these comments. I hope that you will hold the DEP
accountable for living up to the requirements of the Governor's Executive Order.

Sincerely,

SNYDER BROTHERS, INC.

Carol A. Toy

9705003.MISC





ORIGINAL: #1799

3NYDER BROTHERS, INC. COPIES NOOT^
P.O. Box 1022, 409 Butler Road

Kittannlng, PA 16201
Phone (412) 548-8101 FAX (412) 545-8243 _/^?\\

May 13. 1997 _.*>C

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

COMMENTS ON THE PROPOSED WATER QUALITY ANTIDEGRADATION REGULATION

One of the main reasons I voted for Governor Ridge was his promise to cut back on
excessive environmental regulations. He asked you to help him fulfill that promise when he
issued Executive Order 1996-1.

Governor Ridge's Executive Order requires any state regulation that is more stringent
than its federal counterpart to be brought into line with the federal standards unless there
is a state law that requires a stronger program or there is some overriding Pennsylvania
interest that warrants tougher controls.

The proposed water quality antidegradation regulation ignores the Governor's
Executive Order. It includes many elements that are substantially more stringent than the
what is required by EPA's antidegradation program without any justification other than a
failed regulatory negotiation.

The Department of Environmental Protection should have drafted the proposed
regulation to satisfy the mandates of the Governor's executive order. Since it did not, you
should change the regulation to do so before you approve it as a final rule.

I urge you to amend the final regulation as follows:

Change the Exceptional Value Waters program so that it only applies to outstanding
waters on public lands.

The EV waters standard is the most glaring violation of the Governor's Executive
Order contained in the proposed regulation. EPA's program only applies to Outstanding
National Resource Waters on public lands, but DEP's proposal goes much further.

The EV designation should be reserved for streams that are truly unique or exhibit
statewide or national significance. Many of the Pennsylvania streams currently classified as
EV cannot meet that standard, and the proposed regulation lets DEP continue to designate
EV streams that could never meet such a standard.

Almost half of the streams now classified by DEP as EV waters are private lands. DEP
should not be permitted to designate waters that flow through private lands for EV
protection because of the extreme restrictions the designation imposes on individuals and
communities who wish to use the waters responsibly to improve their quality of life.

INDEPENDENT PRODUCER OF NATURAL GAS AND CRUDE OIL
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Expand public participation in the EV designation decision.

If the final regulation allows the EV designation to be placed on private watershed
lands, you should provide for more public participation in the decision to designate EV
waters. The proposed rulemaking asks for more public input on technical issues, but it
brushes aside any public discussion of the serious economic and social impacts that the EV
designation can have for the people who live and work in the affected watershed.

The regulation should be changed to require DEP to get the people affected by an EV
upgrade to buy into it. Specifically:

* DEP should be required to inform the owners of private watershed lands that
would be affected by a new EV designation how it will limit what they can do
on their property.

* The regulations should allow the affected property owners to decide whether
they want the EV designation.

* DEP should be required to get a formal commitment from the owners of the
affected watershed lands to preserve the resource at the strict EV standard
before recommending the designation to the EOB.

Make general permits available on all Special Protection waters.

The proposed regulation allows general permits for minor discharges on HO streams.
This is a positive step, but it should go further. Many private individuals own the minerals
under EV watershed lands. If their discharge qualifies for a general permit, they should be
able to use that permit on both HO and EV streams. Otherwise they may not be able to
extract the minerals economically.

Keep the "de minimis" permit threshold to ease the permitting burden.

I support the proposal to ease the permitting burden for minor discharges to HO
streams.

Change the High Quality Waters program to match federal standards.

DEP s proposal allows streams to qualify for HO status if they have water quality that
is "generally better" than water quality standards. The EPA regulation, on the other hand,
requires a stream to "exceed" water quality standards before it can be elevated to HO
status. A stream should never qualify for Special Protection if even one of its water quality
parameters violates the required standard.

Use sound science to evaluate streams for Special Protection.
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DEP should also be required to conduct a valid scientific investigation of water quality
to determine if a stream qualifies for Special Protection. It is bad science to rely on one grab
sample to assess a stream. While it may be a bureaucratic convenience, this limited
sampling does not generate enough information to accurately determine whether a stream's
background condition exceeds water quality standards.

Change the Social and Economic Justification requirements for High Quality Waters
to match federal regulations.

The Department's proposal imposes the basic federal SEJ standard and adds a second
"balancing test" that has no federal counterpart. The balancing test should be removed from
the final rule.

Eliminate the requirement for two public comment periods for permits on Special
Protection streams.

The proposed regulation requires NPDES permit applicants to solicit public comment
on proposed discharges to HQ and EV streams before applying for the permit. This is an
unnecessary burden on the permit applicant that is not required by the federal regulations.
It also serves no purpose because the department will also ask for public comments after the
application is submitted. The requirement that permit applicants must ask for public
comments is costly, time-consuming and redundant, and it should be eliminated.

Thank you for considering these comments. I hope that you will hold the DEP
accountable for living up to the requirements of the Governor's Executive Order.

Sincerely,

SNYDER BROTHERS, INC.

Cmi a. jdU-b
Carol A. Schaub
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COMMENTS ON THE PROPOSED WATER QUALITY ANTIDEGRADATION REGULATION

One of the main reasons I voted for Governor Ridge was his promise to cut back on
excessive environmental regulations. He asked you to help him fulfill that promise when he
issued Executive Order 1996-1.

Governor Ridge's Executive Order requires any state regulation that is more stringent
than its federal counterpart to be brought into line with the federal standards unless there
is a state law that requires a stronger program or there is some overriding Pennsylvania
interest that warrants tougher controls.

The proposed water quality antidegradation regulation ignores the Governor's
Executive Order. It includes many elements that are substantially more stringent than the
what is required by EPA's antidegradation program without any justification other than a
failed regulatory negotiation.

The Department of Environmental Protection should have drafted the proposed
regulation to satisfy the mandates of the Governor's executive order. Since it did not, you
should change the regulation to do so before you approve it as a final rule.

I urge you to amend the final regulation as follows:

Change the Exceptional Value Waters program so that it only applies to outstanding
waters on public lands.

The EV waters standard is the most glaring violation of the Governor's Executive
Order contained in the proposed regulation. EPA's program only applies to Outstanding
National Resource Waters on public lands, but DEP's proposal goes much further.

The EV designation should be reserved for streams that are truly unique or exhibit
statewide or national significance. Many of the Pennsylvania streams currently classified as
EV cannot meet that standard, and the proposed regulation lets DEP continue to designate
EV streams that could never meet such a standard. — - ; : ^ *-

Almost half of the streams now classified by DEP as EV waters are private lands. DEP
should not be permitted to designate waters that flow through private lands for EV
protection because of the extreme restrictions the designation imposes on individuals and
communities who wish to use the waters responsibly to improve their quality of life.

INDEPENDENT PRODUCER OF NATURAL GAS AND CRUDE OIL
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Expand public participation in the EV designation decision.

If the final regulation allows the EV designation to be placed on private watershed
lands, you should provide for more public participation in the decision to designate EV
waters. The proposed rulemaking asks for more public input on technical issues, but it
brushes aside any public discussion of the serious economic and social impacts that the EV
designation can have for the people who live and work in the affected watershed.

The regulation should be changed to require DEP to get the people affected by an EV
upgrade to buy into it. Specifically:

* DEP should be required to inform the owners of private watershed lands that
would be affected by a new EV designation how it will limit what they can do
on their property.

* The regulations should allow the affected property owners to decide whether
they want the EV designation.

* DEP should be required to get a formal commitment from the owners of the
affected watershed lands to preserve the resource at the strict EV standard
before recommending the designation to the EQB.

Make general permits available on all Special Protection waters.

The proposed regulation allows general permits for minor discharges on HQ streams.
This is a positive step, but it should go further. Many private individuals own the minerals
under EV watershed lands. If their discharge qualifies for a general permit, they should be
able to use that permit on both HQ and EV streams. Otherwise they may not be able to
extract the minerals economically.

Keep the "de minimis" permit threshold to ease the permitting burden.

I support the proposal to ease the permitting burden for minor discharges to HQ
streams.

Change the High Quality Waters program to match federal standards.

DEP's proposal allows streams to qualify for HQ status if they have water quality that
is "generally better" than water quality standards. The EPA regulation, on the other hand,
requires a stream to "exceed" water quality standards before it can be elevated to HQ
status. A stream should never qualify for Special Protection if even one of its water quality
parameters violates the required standard.

Use sound science to evaluate streams for Special Protection.
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DEP should also be required to conduct a valid scientific investigation of water quality
to determine if a stream qualifies for Special Protection. It is bad science to rely on one grab
sample to assess a stream. While it may be a bureaucratic convenience, this limited
sampling does not generate enough information to accurately determine whether a stream's
background condition exceeds water quality standards.

Change the Social and Economic Justification requirements for High Quality Waters
to match federal regulations.

The Department's proposal imposes the basic federal SEJ standard and adds a second
"balancing test" that has no federal counterpart. The balancing test should be removed from
the final rule.

Eliminate the requirement for two public comment periods for permits on Special
Protection streams.

The proposed regulation requires NPDES permit applicants to solicit public comment
on proposed discharges to HQ and EV streams before applying for the permit. This is an
unnecessary burden on the permit applicant that is not required by the federal regulations.
It also serves no purpose because the department will also ask for public comments after the
application is submitted. The requirement that permit applicants must ask for public
comments is costly, time-consuming and redundant, and it should be eliminated.

Thank you for considering these comments. I hope that you will hold the DEP
accountable for living up to the requirements of the Governor's Executive Order.

Sincerely,

SNYDER BROTHERS, INC.

Yvonne M. Maus
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COMMENTS ON THE PROPOSED WATER QUALITY ANTIDEGRADATION REGULATION

One of the main reasons I voted for Governor Ridge was his promise to cut back on
excessive environmental regulations. He asked you to help him fulfill that promise when he
issued Executive Order 1996-1.

Governor Ridge's Executive Order requires any state regulation that is more stringent
than its federal counterpart to be brought into line with the federal standards unless there
is a state law that requires a stronger program or there is some overriding Pennsylvania
interest that warrants tougher controls.

The proposed water quality antidegradation regulation ignores the Governor's
Executive Order. It includes many elements that are substantially more stringent than the
what is required by EPA's antidegradation program without any justification other than a
failed regulatory negotiation.

The Department of Environmental Protection should have drafted the proposed
regulation to satisfy the mandates of the Governor's executive order. Since it did not, you
should change the regulation to do so before you approve it as a final rule.

I urge you to amend the final regulation as follows:

Change the Exceptional Value Waters program so that it only applies to outstanding
waters on public lands.

The EV waters standard is the most glaring violation of the Governor's Executive
Order contained in the proposed regulation. EPA's program only applies to Outstanding
National Resource Waters on public lands, but DEP's proposal goes much further.

The EV designation should be reserved for streams that are truly unique or exhibit
statewide or national significance. Many of the Pennsylvania streams currently classified as
EV cannot meet that standard, and the proposed regulation lets DEP continue to designate
EV streams that could never meet such a standard.

Almost half of the streams now classified by DEP as EV waters are private lands. DEP
should not be permitted to designate waters that flow through private lands for EV
protection because of the extreme restrictions the designation imposes on individuals and
communities who wish to use the waters responsibly to improve their quality of life.

INDEPENDENT PRODUCER OF NATURAL GAS AND CRUDE OIL
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Expand public participation in the EV designation decision.

If the final regulation allows the EV designation to be placed on private watershed
lands, you should provide for more public participation in the decision to designate EV
waters. The proposed rulemaking asks for more public input on technical issues, but it
brushes aside any public discussion of the serious economic and social impacts that the EV
designation can have for the people who live and work in the affected watershed.

The regulation should be changed to require DEP to get the people affected by an EV
upgrade to buy into it. Specifically:

* DEP should be required to inform the owners of private watershed lands that
would be affected by a new EV designation how it will limit what they can do
on their property.

* The regulations should allow the affected property owners to decide whether
they want the EV designation.

* DEP should be required to get a formal commitment from the owners of the
affected watershed lands to preserve the resource at the strict EV standard
before recommending the designation to the EQB.

Make general permits available on all Special Protection waters.

The proposed regulation allows general permits for minor discharges on HQ streams.
This is a positive step, but it should go further. Many private individuals own the minerals
under EV watershed lands. If their discharge qualifies for a general permit, they should be
able to use that permit on both HQ and EV streams. Otherwise they may not be able to
extract the minerals economically.

Keep the "de minimis" permit threshold to ease the permitting burden.

I support the proposal to ease the permitting burden for minor discharges to HQ
streams.

Change the High Quality Waters program to match federal standards.

DEP's proposal allows streams to qualify for HQ status if they have water quality that
is "generally better" than water quality standards. The EPA regulation, on the other hand,
requires a stream to "exceed" water quality standards before it can be elevated to HQ
status. A stream should never qualify for Special Protection if even one of its water quality
parameters violates the required standard.

Use sound science to evaluate streams for Special Protection.
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DEP should also be required to conduct a valid scientific investigation of water quality
to determine if a stream qualifies for Special Protection. It is bad science to rely on one grab
sample to assess a stream. While it may be a bureaucratic convenience, this limited
sampling does not generate enough information to accurately determine whether a stream's
background condition exceeds water quality standards.

Change the Social and Economic Justification requirements for High Quality Waters
to match federal regulations.

The Department's proposal imposes the basic federal SEJ standard and adds a second
"balancing test" that has no federal counterpart. The balancing test should be removed from
the final rule.

Eliminate the requirement for two public comment periods for permits on Special
Protection streams.

The proposed regulation requires NPDES permit applicants to solicit public comment
on proposed discharges to HQ and EV streams before applying for the permit. This is an
unnecessary burden on the permit applicant that is not required by the federal regulations.
It also serves no purpose because the department will also ask for public comments after the
application is submitted. The requirement that permit applicants must ask for public
comments is costly, time-consuming and redundant, and it should be eliminated.

Thank you for considering these comments. I hope that you will hold the DEP
accountable for living up to the requirements of the Governor's Executive Order.

Sincerely,

SNYDER BROTHERS, INC.

Kurt A. Walker

9705003.MISC





3NYDER BROTHERS INC. g ^ T S ^
P.O. Box 1022, 409 Butler Road (PER

Kittanning, PA 16201
Phone (412) 548-8101 FAX (412) 545-8243

May 13, 1997
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COMMENTS ON THE PROPOSED WATER QUALITY ANTIDEGRADATION REGULATION

One of the main reasons I voted for Governor Ridge was his promise to cut back on
excessive environmental regulations. He asked you to help him fulfill that promise when he
issued Executive Order 1996-1.

Governor Ridge's Executive Order requires any state regulation that is more stringent
than its federal counterpart to be brought into line with the federal standards unless there
is a state law that requires a stronger program or there is some overriding Pennsylvania
interest that warrants tougher controls.

The proposed water quality antidegradation regulation ignores the Governor's
Executive Order. It includes many elements that are substantially more stringent than the
what is required by EPA's antidegradation program without any justification other than a
failed regulatory negotiation.

The Department of Environmental Protection should have drafted the proposed
regulation to satisfy the mandates of the Governor's executive order. Since it did not, you
should change the regulation to do so before you approve it as a final rule.

I urge you to amend the final regulation as follows:

Change the Exceptional Value Waters program so that it only applies to outstanding
waters on public lands.

The EV waters standard is the most glaring violation of the Governor's Executive
Order contained in the proposed regulation. EPA's program only applies to Outstanding
National Resource Waters on public lands, but DEP's proposal goes much further.

The EV designation should be reserved for streams that are truly unique or exhibit
statewide or national significance. Many of the Pennsylvania streams currently classified as
EV cannot meet that standard, and the proposed regulation lets DEP continue to designate
EV streams that could never meet such a standard. ^^ ,

Almost half of the streams now classified by DEP as EV waters are private lands. DEP
should not be permitted to designate waters that flow through private lands for EV
protection because of the extreme restrictions the designation imposes on individuals and
communities who wish to use the waters responsibly to improve their quality of life.

INDEPENDENT PRODUCER OF NATURAL GAS AND CRUDE OIL
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Expand public participation in the EV designation decision.

If the final regulation allows the EV designation to be placed on private watershed
lands, you should provide for more public participation in the decision to designate EV
waters. The proposed rulemaking asks for more public input on technical issues, but it
brushes aside any public discussion of the serious economic and social impacts that the EV
designation can have for the people who live and work in the affected watershed.

The regulation should be changed to require DEP to get the people affected by an EV
upgrade to buy into it. Specifically:

* DEP should be required to inform the owners of private watershed lands that
would be affected by a new EV designation how it will limit what they can do
on their property.

* The regulations should allow the affected property owners to decide whether
they want the EV designation.

* DEP should be required to get a formal commitment from the owners of the
affected watershed lands to preserve the resource at the strict EV standard
before recommending the designation to the EQB.

Make general permits available on all Special Protection waters.

The proposed regulation allows general permits for minor discharges on HO streams.
This is a positive step, but it should go further. Many private individuals own the minerals
under EV watershed lands. If their discharge qualifies for a general permit, they should be
able to use that permit on both HQ and EV streams. Otherwise they may not be able to
extract the minerals economically.

Keep the "de minimis" permit threshold to ease the permitting burden.

I support the proposal to ease the permitting burden for minor discharges to HQ
streams.

Change the High Quality Waters program to match federal standards.

DEP's proposal allows streams to qualify for HQ status if they have water quality that
is "generally better1* than water quality standards. The EPA regulation, on the other hand,
requires a stream to "exceed" water quality standards before it can be elevated to HQ
status. A stream should never qualify for Special Protection if even one of its water quality
parameters violates the required standard.

Use sound science to evaluate streams for Special Protection.
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DEP should also be required to conduct a valid scientific investigation of water quality
to determine if a stream qualifies for Special Protection. It is bad science to rely on one grab
sample to assess a stream. While it may be a bureaucratic convenience, this limited
sampling does not generate enough information to accurately determine whether a stream's
background condition exceeds water quality standards.

Change the Social and Economic Justification requirements for High Quality Waters
to match federal regulations.

The Department's proposal imposes the basic federal SEJ standard and adds a second
"balancing test" that has no federal counterpart. The balancing test should be removed from
the final rule.

Eliminate the requirement for two public comment periods for permits on Special
Protection streams.

The proposed regulation requires NPDES permit applicants to solicit public comment
on proposed discharges to HO and EV streams before applying for the permit. This is an
unnecessary burden on the permit applicant that is not required by the federal regulations.
It also serves no purpose because the department will also ask for public comments after the
application is submitted. The requirement that permit applicants must ask for public
comments is costly, time-consuming and redundant, and it should be eliminated.

Thank you for considering these comments. I hope that you will hold the DEP
accountable for living up to the requirements of the Governor's Executive Order.

Sincerely,

SNYDER BROTHERS, INC.

0
Elmer A. Snyder
Chairman & CEO
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Environmental Quality Board
P.O. Box 8477
Harrisburg, PA 17105-8477

COMMENTS ON THE PROPOSED WATER QUALITY ANTIDEGRADATION REGULATION

One of the main reasons I voted for Governor Ridge was his promise to cut back on
excessive environmental regulations. He asked you to help him fulfill that promise when he
issued Executive Order 1996-1.

Governor Ridge's Executive Order requires any state regulation that is more stringent
than its federal counterpart to be brought into line with the federal standards unless there
is a state law that requires a stronger program or there is some overriding Pennsylvania
interest that warrants tougher controls.

The proposed water quality antidegradation regulation ignores the Governor's
Executive Order. It includes many elements that are substantially more stringent than the
what is required by EPA's antidegradation program without any justification other than a
failed regulatory negotiation.

The Department of Environmental Protection should have drafted the proposed
regulation to satisfy the mandates of the Governor's executive order. Since it did not, you
should change the regulation to do so before you approve it as a final rule.

I urge you to amend the final regulation as follows:

Change the Exceptional Value Waters program so that it only applies to outstanding
waters on public lands.

The EV waters standard is the most glaring violation of the Governor's Executive
Order contained in the proposed regulation. EPA's program only applies to Outstanding
National Resource Waters on public lands, but DEP's proposal goes much further.

The EV designation should be reserved for streams that are truly unique or exhibit
statewide or national significance. Many of the Pennsylvania streams currently classified as
EV cannot meet that standard, and the proposed regulation lets DEP continue to designate
EV streams that could never meet such a standard. ;: .--.. - :

Almost half of the streams now classified by DEP as EV waters are private lands. DEP
should not be permitted to designate waters that flow through private lands for EV
protection because of the extreme restrictions the designation imposes on individuals and
communities who wish to use the waters responsibly to improve their quality of life.

INDEPENDENT PRODUCER OF NATURAL GAS AND CRUDE OIL
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Expand public participation in the EV designation decision.

If the final regulation allows the EV designation to be placed on private watershed
lands, you should provide for more public participation in the decision to designate EV
waters. The proposed rulemaking asks for more public input on technical issues, but it
brushes aside any public discussion of the serious economic and social impacts that the EV
designation can have for the people who live and work in the affected watershed.

The regulation should be changed to require DEP to get the people affected by an EV
upgrade to buy into it. Specifically:

* DEP should be required to inform the owners of private watershed lands that
would be affected by a new EV designation how it will limit what they can do
on their property.

* The regulations should allow the affected property owners to decide whether
they want the EV designation.

* DEP should be required to get a formal commitment from the owners of the
affected watershed lands to preserve the resource at the strict EV standard
before recommending the designation to the EQB.

Make general permits available on all Special Protection waters.

The proposed regulation allows general permits for minor discharges on HO streams.
This is a positive step, but it should go further. Many private individuals own the minerals
under EV watershed lands. If their discharge qualifies for a general permit, they should be
able to use that permit on both HO and EV streams. Otherwise they may not be able to
extract the minerals economically.

Keep the "de minimi's" permit threshold to ease the permitting burden.

I support the proposal to ease the permitting burden for minor discharges to HO
streams.

Change the High Quality Waters program to match federal standards.

DEP s proposal allows streams to qualify for HO status if they have water quality that
is "generally better" than water quality standards. The EPA regulation, on the other hand,
requires a stream to "exceed" water quality standards before it can be elevated to HO
status. A stream should never qualify for Special Protection if even one of its water quality
parameters violates the required standard.

Use sound science to evaluate streams for Special Protection.
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DEP should also be required to conduct a valid scientific investigation of water quality
to determine if a stream qualifies for Special Protection. It is bad science to rely on one grab
sample to assess a stream. While it may be a bureaucratic convenience, this limited
sampling does not generate enough information to accurately determine whether a stream's
background condition exceeds water quality standards.

Change the Social and Economic Justification requirements for High Quality Waters
to match federal regulations.

The Department's proposal imposes the basic federal SEJ standard and adds a second
"balancing test" that has no federal counterpart. The balancing test should be removed from
the final rule.

Eliminate the requirement for two public comment periods for permits on Special
Protection streams.

The proposed regulation requires NPDES permit applicants to solicit public comment
on proposed discharges to HQ and EV streams before applying for the permit. This is an
unnecessary burden on the permit applicant that is not required by the federal regulations.
It also serves no purpose because the department will also ask for public comments after the
application is submitted. The requirement that permit applicants must ask for public
comments is costly, time-consuming and redundant, and it should be eliminated.

Thank you for considering these comments. I hope that you will hold the DEP
accountable for living up to the requirements of the Governor's Executive Order.

Sincerely,

SNYDER BROTHERS, INC.

Teri D. Emminger
Administrative Assistant
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Environmental Quality Board
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Harrisburg, PA 17105-8477

COMMENTS ON THE PROPOSED WATER QUALITY ANTIDEGRADATION REGULATION

One of the main reasons I voted for Governor Ridge was his promise to cut back on
excessive environmental regulations. He asked you to help him fulfill that promise when he
issued Executive Order 1996-1.

Governor Ridge's Executive Order requires any state regulation that is more stringent
than its federal counterpart to be brought into line with the federal standards unless there
is a state law that requires a stronger program or there is some overriding Pennsylvania
interest that warrants tougher controls.

The proposed water quality antidegradation regulation ignores the Governor's
Executive Order. It includes many elements that are substantially more stringent than the
what is required by EPA's antidegradation program without any justification other than a
failed regulatory negotiation.

The Department of Environmental Protection should have drafted the proposed
regulation to satisfy the mandates of the Governor's executive order. Since it did not, you
should change the regulation to do so before you approve it as a final rule.

I urge you to amend the final regulation as follows:

Change the Exceptional Value Waters program so that it only applies to outstanding
waters on public lands.

The EV waters standard is the most glaring violation of the Governor's Executive
Order contained in the proposed regulation. EPA's program only applies to Outstanding
National Resource Waters on public lands, but DEP's proposal goes much further.

The EV designation should be reserved for streams that are truly unique or exhibit
statewide or national significance. Many of the Pennsylvania streams currently classified as
EV cannot meet that standard, and the proposed regulation lets DEP continue to designate
EV streams that could never meet such a standard.

Almost half of the streams now classified by DEP as EV waters are private lands. DEP
should not be permitted to designate waters that flow through private lands for EV
protection because of the extreme restrictions the designation imposes on individuals and
communities who wish to use the waters responsibly to improve their quality of life.

INDEPENDENT PRODUCER OF NATURAL GAS AND CRUDE OIL
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Expand public participation in the EV designation decision.

If the final regulation allows the EV designation to be placed on private watershed
lands, you should provide for more public participation in the decision to designate EV
waters. The proposed rulemaking asks for more public input on technical issues, but it
brushes aside any public discussion of the serious economic and social impacts that the EV
designation can have for the people who live and work in the affected watershed.

The regulation should be changed to require DEP to get the people affected by an EV
upgrade to buy into it. Specifically:

* DEP should be required to inform the owners of private watershed lands that
would be affected by a new EV designation how it will limit what they can do
on their property.

* The regulations should allow the affected property owners to decide whether
they want the EV designation.

* DEP should be required to get a formal commitment from the owners of the
affected watershed lands to preserve the resource at the strict EV standard
before recommending the designation to the EQB.

Make general permits available on all Special Protection waters.

The proposed regulation allows general permits for minor discharges on HQ streams.
This is a positive step, but it should go further. Many private individuals own the minerals
under EV watershed lands. If their discharge qualifies for a general permit, they should be
able to use that permit on both HQ and EV streams. Otherwise they may not be able to
extract the minerals economically.

Keep the "de minimis" parrr.it threshold to ease the parmitting burden.

I support the proposal to ease the permitting burden for minor discharges to HQ
streams.

Change the High Quality Waters program to match federal standards.

DEP's proposal allows streams to qualify for HQ status if they have water quality that
is "generally better" than water quality standards. The EPA regulation, on the other hand,
requires a stream to "exceed" water quality standards before it can be elevated to HQ
status- A stream should never qualify for Special Protection if even one of its water quality
parameters violates the required standard.

Use sound science to evaluate streams for Special Protection.
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DEP should also be required to conduct a valid scientific investigation of water quality
to determine if a stream qualifies for Special Protection. It is bad science to rely on one grab
sample to assess a stream. While it may be a bureaucratic convenience, this limited
sampling does not generate enough information to accurately determine whether a stream's
background condition exceeds water quality standards.

Change the Social and Economic Justification requirements for High Quality Waters
to match federal regulations.

The Department's proposal imposes the basic federal SEJ standard and adds a second
"balancing test" that has no federal counterpart. The balancing test should be removed from
the final rule.

Eliminate the requirement for two public comment periods for permits on Special
Protection streams.

The proposed regulation requires NPDES permit applicants to solicit public comment
on proposed discharges to HQ and EV streams before applying for the permit. This is an
unnecessary burden on the permit applicant that is not required by the federal regulations.
It also serves no purpose because the department will also ask for public comments after the
application is submitted. The requirement that permit applicants must ask for public
comments is costly, time-consuming and redundant, and it should be eliminated.

Thank you for considering these comments. I hope that you will hold the DEP
accountable for living up to the requirements of the Governor's Executive Order.

Sincerely,

SNYDER BROTHERS. INC

Robert W. Smith
Safety Director
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COMMENTS ON THE PROPOSED WATER QUALITY ANTIDEGRADATION REGULATION

One of the main reasons I voted for Governor Ridge was his promise to cut back on
excessive environmental regulations. He asked you to help him fulfill that promise when he
issued Executive Order 1996-1.

Governor Ridge's Executive Order requires any state regulation that is more stringent
than its federal counterpart to be brought into line with the federal standards unless there
is a state law that requires a stronger program or there is some overriding Pennsylvania
interest that warrants tougher controls.

The proposed water quality antidegradation regulation ignores the Governor's
Executive Order. It includes many elements that are substantially more stringent than the
what is required by EPA's antidegradation program without any justification other than a
failed regulatory negotiation.

The Department of Environmental Protection should have drafted the proposed
regulation to satisfy the mandates of the Governor's executive order. Since it did not, you
should change the regulation to do so before you approve it as a final rule.

I urge you to amend the final regulation as follows:

Change the Exceptional Value Waters program so that it only applies to outstanding
waters on public lands.

The EV waters standard is the most glaring violation of the Governor's Executive
Order contained in the proposed regulation. EPA's program only applies to Outstanding
National Resource Waters on public lands, but DEP's proposal goes much further.

The EV designation should be reserved for streams that are truly unique or exhibit
statewide or national significance. Many of the Pennsylvania streams currently classified as
EV cannot meet that standard, and the proposed regulation lets DEP continue to designate
EV streams that could never meet such a standard. ; : v;-:>. • ; •..••-.

Almost half of the streams now classified by DEP as EV waters are private lands. DEP
should not be permitted to designate waters that flow through private lands for EV
protection because of the extreme restrictions the designation imposes on individuals and
communities who wish to use the waters responsibly to improve their quality of life.

INDEPENDENT PRODUCER OF NATURAL GAS AND CRUDE OIL
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Expand public participation in the EV designation decision.

If the final regulation allows the EV designation to be placed on private watershed
lands, you should provide for more public participation in the decision to designate EV
waters. The proposed rulemaking asks for more public input on technical issues, but it
brushes aside any public discussion of the serious economic and social impacts that the EV
designation can have for the people who live and work in the affected watershed.

The regulation should be changed to require DEP to get the people affected by an EV
upgrade to buy into it. Specifically:

* DEP should be required to inform the owners of private watershed lands that
would be affected by a new EV designation how it will limit what they can do
on their property.

* The regulations should allow the affected property owners to decide whether
they want the EV designation.

* DEP should be required to get a formal commitment from the owners of the
affected watershed lands to preserve the resource at the strict EV standard
before recommending the designation to the EQB.

Make general permits available on all Special Protection waters.

The proposed regulation allows general permits for minor discharges on HO streams.
This is a positive step, but it should go further. Many private individuals own the minerals
under EV watershed lands. If their discharge qualifies for a general permit, they should be
able to use that permit on both HQ and EV streams. Otherwise they may not be able to
extract the minerals economically.

Keep the "de minimis" permit threshold to ease the permitting burden.

I support the proposal to ease the permitting burden for minor discharges to HQ
streams.

Change the High Quality Waters program to match federal standards.

DEP's proposal allows streams to qualify for HQ status if they have water quality that
is "generally better" than water quality standards. The EPA regulation, on the other hand,
requires a stream to "exceed" water quality standards before it can be elevated to HQ
status. A stream should never qualify for Special Protection if even one of its water quality
parameters violates the required standard.

Use sound science to evaluate streams for Special Protection.
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DEP should also be required to conduct a valid scientific investigation of water quality
to determine if a stream qualifies for Special Protection. It is bad science to rely on one grab
sample to assess a stream. While it may be a bureaucratic convenience, this limited
sampling does not generate enough information to accurately determine whether a stream's
background condition exceeds water quality standards.

Change the Social and Economic Justification requirements for High Quality Waters
to match federal regulations.

The Department's proposal imposes the basic federal SEJ standard and adds a second
"balancing test" that has no federal counterpart. The balancing test should be removed from
the final rule.

Eliminate the requirement for two public comment periods for permits on Special
Protection streams.

The proposed regulation requires NPDES permit applicants to solicit public comment
on proposed discharges to HQ and EV streams before applying for the permit. This is an
unnecessary burden on the permit applicant that is not required by the federal regulations.
It also serves no purpose because the department will also ask for public comments after the
application is submitted. The requirement that permit applicants must ask for public
comments is costly, time-consuming and redundant, and it should be eliminated.

Thank you for considering these comments. I hope that you will hold the DEP
accountable for living up to the requirements of the Governor's Executive Order.

Sincerely,

SNYDER BROTHERS, INC.

Patricia Robinson
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COMMENTS ON THE PROPOSED WATER QUALITY ANTIDEGRADATION REGULATION

One of the main reasons I voted for Governor Ridge was his promise to cut back on
excessive environmental regulations. He asked you to help him fulfill that promise when he
issued Executive Order 1996-1.

Governor Ridge's Executive Order requires any state regulation that is more stringent
than its federal counterpart to be brought into line with the federal standards unless there
is a state law that requires a stronger program or there is some overriding Pennsylvania
interest that warrants tougher controls.

The proposed water quality antidegradation regulation ignores the Governor's
Executive Order. It includes many elements that are substantially more stringent than the
what is required by EPA's antidegradation program without any justification other than a
failed regulatory negotiation.

The Department of Environmental Protection should have drafted the proposed
regulation to satisfy the mandates of the Governor's executive order. Since it did not, you
should change the regulation to do so before you approve it as a final rule.

I urge you to amend the final regulation as follows:

Change the Exceptional Value Waters program so that it only applies to outstanding
waters on public lands.

The EV waters standard is the most glaring violation of the Governor's Executive
Order contained in the proposed regulation. EPA's program only applies to Outstanding
National Resource Waters on public lands, but DEP's proposal goes much further.

The EV designation should be reserved for streams that are truly unique or exhibit
statewide or national significance. Many of the Pennsylvania streams currently classified as
EV cannot meet that standard, and the proposed regulation lets DEP continue to designate
EV streams that could never meet such a standard.

Almost half of the streams now classified by DEP as EV waters are private lands. DEP
should not be permitted to designate waters that flow through private lands for EV
protection because of the extreme restrictions the designation imposes on individuals and
communities who wish to use the waters responsibly to improve their quality of life.

INDEPENDENT PRODUCER OF NATURAL GAS AND CRUDE OIL
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Expand public participation in the EV designation decision.

If the final regulation allows the EV designation to be placed on private watershed
lands, you should provide for more public participation in the decision to designate EV
waters. The proposed rulemaking asks for more public input on technical issues, but it
brushes aside any public discussion of the serious economic and social impacts that the EV
designation can have for the people who live and work in the affected watershed.

The regulation should be changed to require DEP to get the people affected by an EV
upgrade to buy into it. Specifically:

* DEP should be required to inform the.owners of private watershed lands that
would be affected by a new EV designation how it will limit what they can do
on their property.

* The regulations should allow the affected property owners to decide whether
they want the EV designation.

* DEP should be required to get a formal commitment from the owners of the
affected watershed lands to preserve the resource at the strict EV standard
before recommending the designation to the EQB.

Make general permits available on all Special Protection waters.

The proposed regulation allows general permits for minor discharges on HO streams.
This is a positive step, but it should go further. Many private individuals own the minerals
under EV watershed lands. If their discharge qualifies for a general permit, they should be
able to use that permit on both HO and EV streams. Otherwise they may not be able to
extract the minerals economically.

Keep the "de minimis" permit threshold to ease the permitting burden.

I support the proposal to ease the permitting burden for minor discharges to HO
streams.

Change the High Quality Waters program to match federal standards.

DEP's proposal allows streams to qualify for HO status if they have water quality that
is "generally better" than water quality standards. The EPA regulation, on the other hand,
requires a stream to "exceed" water quality standards before it can be elevated to HO
status. A stream should never qualify for Special Protection if even one of its water quality
parameters violates the required standard.

Use sound science to evaluate streams for Special Protection.
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DEP should also be required to conduct a valid scientific investigation of water quality
to determine if a stream qualifies for Special Protection. It is bad science to rely on one grab
sample to assess a stream; While it may be a bureaucratic convenience, this limited
sampling does not generate enough information to accurately determine whether a stream's
background condition exceeds water quality standards.

Change the Social and Economic Justification requirements for High Quality Waters
to match federal regulations.

The Department's proposal imposes the basic federal SEJ standard and adds a second
"balancing test" that has no federal counterpart. The balancing test should be removed from
the final rule.

Eliminate the requirement for two public comment periods for permits on Special
Protection streams.

The proposed regulation requires NPDES permit applicants to solicit public comment
on proposed discharges to HO and EV streams before applying for the permit. This is an
unnecessary burden on the permit applicant that is not required by the federal regulations.
It also serves no purpose because the department will also ask for public comments after the
application is submitted. The requirement that permit applicants must ask for public
comments is costly, time-consuming and redundant, and it should be eliminated.

Thank you for considering these comments. I hope that you will hold the DEP
accountable for living up to the requirements of the Governor's Executive Order.

Sincerely,

SNYDER BROTHERS, INC.

Aj<&
Daniel G. Boylstein
Controller
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COMMENTS ON THE PROPOSED WATER QUALITY ANTIDEGRADATION REGULATION

One of the main reasons I voted for Governor Ridge was his promise to cut back on
excessive environmental regulations. He asked you to help him fulfill that promise when he
issued Executive Order 1996-1.

Governor Ridge's Executive Order requires any state regulation that is more stringent
than its federal counterpart to be brought into line with the federal standards unless there
is a state law that requires a stronger program or there is some overriding Pennsylvania
interest that warrants tougher controls.

The proposed water quality antidegradation regulation ignores the Governor's
Executive Order. It includes many elements that are substantially more stringent than the
what is required by EPA's antidegradation program without any justification other than a
failed regulatory negotiation.

The Department of Environmental Protection should have drafted the proposed
regulation to satisfy the mandates of the Governor's executive order. Since it did not, you
should change the regulation to do so before you approve it as a final rule.

I urge you to amend the final regulation as follows:

Change the Exceptional Value Waters program so that it only applies to outstanding
waters on public lands.

The EV waters standard is the most glaring violation of the Governor's Executive
Order contained in the proposed regulation. EPA's program only applies to Outstanding
National Resource Waters on public lands, but DEP's proposal goes much further.

The EV designation should be reserved for streams that are truly unique or exhibit
statewide or national significance. Many of the Pennsylvania streams currently classified as
EV cannot meet that standard, and the proposed regulation lets DEP continue to designate
EV streams that could never meet such a standard.

Almost half of the streams now classified by DEP as EV waters are private lands. DEP
should not be permitted to designate waters that flow through private lands for EV
protection because of the extreme restrictions the designation imposes on individuals and
communities who wish to use the waters responsibly to improve their quality of life.

INDEPENDENT PRODUCER OF NATURAL GAS AND CRUDE OIL
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Expand public participation in the EV designation decision.

If the final regulation allows the EV designation to be placed on private watershed
lands, you should provide for more public participation in the decision to designate EV
waters. The proposed rulemaking asks for more public input on technical issues, but it
brushes aside any public discussion of the serious economic and social impacts that the EV
designation can have for the people who live and work in the affected watershed.

The regulation should be changed to require DEP to get the people affected by an EV
upgrade to buy into it. Specifically:

* DEP should be required to inform the owners of private watershed lands that
would be affected by a new EV designation how it will limit what they can do
on their property.

* The regulations should allow the affected property owners to decide whether
they want the EV designation.

* DEP should be required to get a formal commitment from the owners of the
affected watershed lands to preserve the resource at the strict EV standard
before recommending the designation to the EQB.

Make general permits available on all Special Protection waters.

The proposed regulation allows general permits for minor discharges on HO streams.
This is a positive step, but it should go further. Many private individuals own the minerals
under EV watershed lands. If their discharge qualifies for a general permit, they should be
able to use that permit on both HQ and EV streams. Otherwise they may not be able to
extract the minerals economically.

Keep the "de minimis" permit threshold to ease the permitting burden.

I support the proposal to ease the permitting burden for minor discharges to HQ
streams.

Change the High Quality Waters program to match federal standards.

DEP's proposal allows streams to qualify for HQ status if they have water quality that
is "generally better" than water quality standards. The EPA regulation, on the other hand,
requires a stream to "exceed" water quality standards before it can be elevated to HQ
status. A stream should never qualify for Special Protection if even one of its water quality
parameters violates the required standard.

Use sound science to evaluate streams for Special Protection.
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DEP should also be required to conduct a valid scientific investigation of water quality
to determine if a stream qualifies for Special Protection. It is bad science to rely on one grab
sample to assess a stream. While it may be a bureaucratic convenience, this limited
sampling does not generate enough information to accurately determine whether a stream's
background condition exceeds water quality standards.

Change the Social and Economic Justification requirements for High Quality Waters
to match federal regulations.

The Department's proposal imposes the basic federal SEJ standard and adds a second
"balancing test" that has no federal counterpart. The balancing test should be removed from
the final rule.

Eliminate the requirement for two public comment periods for permits on Special
Protection streams.

The proposed regulation requires NPDES permit applicants to solicit public comment
on proposed discharges to HQ and EV streams before applying for the permit. This is an
unnecessary burden on the permit applicant that is not required by the federal regulations.
It also serves no purpose because the department will also ask for public comments after the
application is submitted. The requirement that permit applicants must ask for public
comments is costly, time-consuming and redundant, and it should be eliminated.

Thank you for considering these comments. I hope that you will hold the DEP
accountable for living up to the requirements of the Governor's Executive Order.

Sincerely,

SNYDER BROTHERS, INC.

Donna Lastrar
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COMMENTS ON THE PROPOSED WATER QUALITY ANTIDEGRADATION REGULATION

One of the main reasons I voted for Governor Ridge was his promise to cut back on
excessive environmental regulations. He asked you to help him fulfill that promise when he
issued Executive Order 1996-1.

Governor Ridge's Executive Order requires any state regulation that is more stringent
than its federal counterpart to be brought into line with the federal standards unless there
is a state law that requires a stronger program or there is some overriding Pennsylvania
interest that warrants tougher controls.

The proposed water quality antidegradation regulation ignores the Governor's
Executive Order. It includes many elements that are substantially more stringent than the
what is required by EPA's antidegradation program without any justification other than a
failed regulatory negotiation.

The Department of Environmental Protection should have drafted the proposed
regulation to satisfy the mandates of the Governor's executive order. Since it did not, you
should change the regulation to do so before you approve it as a final rule.

I urge you to amend the final regulation as follows:

Change the Exceptional Value Waters program so that it only applies to outstanding
waters on public lands.

The EV waters standard is the most glaring violation of the Governor's Executive
Order contained in the proposed regulation. EPA's program only applies to Outstanding
National Resource Waters on public lands, but DEP's proposal goes much further.

The EV designation should be reserved for streams that are truly unique or exhibit
statewide or national significance. Many of the Pennsylvania streams currently classified as
EV cannot meet that standard, and the proposed regulation lets DEP continue to designate
EV streams that could never meet such a standard. -, r .; r w .;;-jr- ;:;-. *•::.:.

Almost half of the streams now classified by DEP as EV waters are private lands. DEP
should not be permitted to designate waters that flow through private lands for EV
protection because of the extreme restrictions the designation imposes on individuals and
communities who wish to use the waters responsibly to improve their quality of life.

INDEPENDENT PRODUCER OF NATURAL GAS AND CRUDE OIL
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Expand public participation in the EV designation decision.

If the final regulation allows the EV designation to be placed on private watershed
lands, you should provide for more public participation in the decision to designate EV
waters. The proposed rulemaking asks for more public input on technical issues, but it
brushes aside any public discussion of the serious economic and social impacts that the EV
designation can have for the people who live and work in the affected watershed.

The regulation should be changed to require DEP to get the people affected by an EV
upgrade to buy into it. Specifically:

* DEP should be required to inform the owners of private watershed lands that
would be affected by a new EV designation how it will limit what they can do
on their property.

* The regulations should allow the affected property owners to decide whether
they want the EV designation.

* DEP should be required to get a formal commitment from the owners of the
affected watershed lands to preserve the resource at the strict EV standard
before recommending the designation to the EQB.

Make general permits available on all Special Protection waters.

The proposed regulation allows general permits for minor discharges on HQ streams.
This is a positive step, but it should go further. Many private individuals own the minerals
under EV watershed lands. If their discharge qualifies for a general permit, they should be
able to use that permit on both HQ and EV streams. Otherwise they may not be able to
extract the minerals economically.

Keep the "de minimis" permit threshold to ease the permitting burden.

I support the proposal to ease the permitting burden for minor discharges to HQ
streams.

Change the High Quality Waters program to match federal standards.

DEP's proposal allows streams to qualify for HQ status if they have water quality that
is "generally better" than water quality standards. The EPA regulation, on the other hand,
requires a stream to "exceed* water quality standards before it can be elevated to HQ
status. A stream should never qualify for Special Protection if even one of its water quality
parameters violates the required standard.

Use sound science to evaluate streams for Special Protection.
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DEP should also be required to conduct a valid scientific investigation of water quality
to determine if a stream qualifies for Special Protection. It is bad science to rely on one grab
sample to assess a stream. While it may be a bureaucratic convenience, this limited
sampling does not generate enough information to accurately determine whether a stream's
background condition exceeds water quality standards.

Change the Social and Economic Justification requirements for High Quality Waters
to match federal regulations.

The Department's proposal imposes the basic federal SEJ standard and adds a second
"balancing test" that has no federal counterpart. The balancing test should be removed from
the final rule.

Eliminate the requirement for two public comment periods for permits on Special
Protection streams.

The proposed regulation requires NPDES permit applicants to solicit public comment
on proposed discharges to HQ and EV streams before applying for the permit. This is an
unnecessary burden on the permit applicant that is not required by the federal regulations.
It also serves no purpose because the department will also ask for public comments after the
application is submitted. The requirement that permit applicants must ask for public
comments is costly, time-consuming and redundant, and it should be eliminated.

Thank you for considering these comments. I hope that you will hold the DEP
accountable for living up to the requirements of the Governor's Executive Order.

Sincerely,

SNYDER BROTHERS, INC.

O^^u
David M. McCue
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COMMENTS ON THE PROPOSED WATER QUALITY ANTIDEGRADATION REGULATION

One of the main reasons I voted for Governor Ridge was his promise to cut back on
excessive environmental regulations. He asked you to help him fulfill that promise when he
issued Executive Order 1996-1.

Governor Ridge's Executive Order requires any state regulation that is more stringent
than its federal counterpart to be brought into line with the federal standards unless there
is a state law that requires a stronger program or there is some overriding Pennsylvania
interest that warrants tougher controls.

The proposed water quality antidegradation regulation ignores the Governor's
Executive Order. It includes many elements that are substantially more stringent than the
what is required by EPA's antidegradation program without any justification other than a
failed regulatory negotiation.

The Department of Environmental Protection should have drafted the proposed
regulation to satisfy the mandates of the Governor's executive order. Since it did not, you
should change the regulation to do so before you approve it as a final rule.

I urge you to amend the final regulation as follows:

Change the Exceptional Value Waters program so that it only applies to outstanding
waters on public lands.

The EV waters standard is the most glaring violation of the Governor's Executive
Order contained in the proposed regulation. EPA's program only applies to Outstanding
National Resource Waters on public lands, but DEP's proposal goes much further.

The EV designation should be reserved for streams that are truly unique or exhibit
statewide or national significance. Many of the Pennsylvania streams currently classified as
EV cannot meet that standard, and the proposed regulation lets DEP continue to designate
EV streams that could never meet such a standard. - vs >r , \ ^ u <̂  : :; ,

Almost half of the streams now classified by DEP as EV waters are private lands. DEP
should not be permitted to designate waters that flow through private lands for EV
protection because of the extreme restrictions the designation imposes on individuals and
communities who wish to use the waters responsibly to improve their quality of life.

INDEPENDENT PRODUCER OF NATURAL GAS AND CRUDE OIL
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Expand public participation in the EV designation decision.

If the final regulation allows the EV designation to be placed on private watershed
lands, you should provide for more public participation in the decision to designate EV
waters. The proposed rulemaking asks for more public input on technical issues, but it
brushes aside any public discussion of the serious economic and social impacts that the EV
designation can have for the people who live and work in the affected watershed.

The regulation should be changed to require DEP to get the people affected by an EV
upgrade to buy into it. Specifically:

* DEP should be required to inform the owners of private watershed lands that
would be affected by a new EV designation how it will limit what they can do
on their property.

* The regulations should allow the affected property owners to decide whether
they want the EV designation.

* DEP should be required to get a formal commitment from the owners of the
affected watershed lands to preserve the resource at the strict EV standard
before recommending the designation to the EQB.

Make general permits available on all Special Protection waters.

The proposed regulation allows general permits for minor discharges on HQ streams.
This is a positive step, but it should go further. Many private individuals own the minerals
under EV watershed lands. If their discharge qualifies for a general permit, they should be
able to use that permit on both HQ and EV streams. Otherwise they may not be able to
extract the minerals economically.

Keep the "de minimis" permit threshold to ease the permitting burden.

I support the proposal to ease the permitting burden for minor discharges to HQ
streams.

Change the High Quality Waters program to match federal standards.

DEP's proposal allows streams to qualify for HQ status if they have water quality that
is "generally better" than water quality standards. The EPA regulation, on the other hand,
requires a stream to "exceed" water quality standards before it can be elevated to HQ
status. A stream should never qualify for Special Protection if even one of its water quality
parameters violates the required standard.

Use sound science to evaluate streams for Special Protection.
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DEP should also be required to conduct a valid scientific investigation of water quality
to determine if a stream qualifies for Special Protection. It is bad science to rely on one grab
sample to assess a stream. While it may be a bureaucratic convenience, this limited
sampling does not generate enough information to accurately determine whether a stream's
background condition exceeds water quality standards.

Change the Social and Economic Justification requirements for High Quality Waters
to match federal regulations.

The Department's proposal imposes the basic federal SEJ standard and adds a second
"balancing test" that has no federal counterpart. The balancing test should be removed from
the final rule.

Eliminate the requirement for two public comment periods for permits on Special
Protection streams.

The proposed regulation requires NPDES permit applicants to solicit public comment
on proposed discharges to HQ and EV streams before applying for the permit. This is an
unnecessary burden on the permit applicant that is not required by the federal regulations.
It also serves no purpose because the department will also ask for public comments after the
application is submitted. The requirement that permit applicants must ask for public
comments is costly, time-consuming and redundant, and it should be eliminated.

Thank you for considering these comments. I hope that you will hold the DEP
accountable for living up to the requirements of the Governor's Executive Order.

Sincerely,

SNYDER BROTHERS, INC.

David E. Snyder
President

9705003.MISC
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COMMENTS ON THE PROPOSED WATER QUALITY ANTIDEGRADATION REGULATION

One of the main reasons I voted for Governor Ridge was his promise to cut back on
excessive environmental regulations. He asked you to help him fulfill that promise when he
issued Executive Order 1996-1.

Governor Ridge's Executive Order requires any state regulation that is more stringent
than its federal counterpart to be brought into line with the federal standards unless there
is a state law that requires a stronger program or there is some overriding Pennsylvania
interest that warrants tougher controls.

The proposed water quality antidegradation regulation ignores the Governor's
Executive Order. It includes many elements that are substantially more stringent than the
what is required by EPA's antidegradation program without any justification other than a
failed regulatory negotiation.

The Department of Environmental Protection should have drafted the proposed
regulation to satisfy the mandates of the Governor's executive order. Since it did not, you
should change the regulation to do so before you approve it as a final rule.

I urge you to amend the final regulation as follows:

Change the Exceptional Value Waters program so that it only applies to outstanding
waters on public lands.

The EV waters standard is the most glaring violation of the Governor's Executive
Order contained in the proposed regulation. EPA's program only applies to Outstanding
National Resource Waters on public lands, but DEP's proposal goes much further.

The EV designation should be reserved for streams that are truly unique or exhibit
statewide or national significance. Many of the Pennsylvania streams currently classified as
EV cannot meet that standard, and the proposed regulation lets DEP continue to designate
EV streams that could never meet such a standard.

Almost half of the streams now classified by DEP as EV waters are private lands. DEP
should not be permitted to designate waters that flow through private lands for EV
protection because of the extreme restrictions the designation imposes on individuals and
communities who wish to use the waters responsibly to improve their quality of life.

INDEPENDENT PRODUCER OF NATURAL GAS AND CRUDE OIL
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Expand public participation in the EV designation decision.

If the final regulation allows the EV designation to be placed on private watershed
lands, you should provide for more public participation in the decision to designate EV
waters. The proposed rulemaking asks for more public input on technical issues, but it
brushes aside any public discussion of the serious economic and social impacts that the EV
designation can have for the people who live and work in the affected watershed.

The regulation should be changed to require DEP to get the people affected by an EV
upgrade to buy into it. Specifically:

* DEP should be required to inform the owners of private watershed lands that
would be affected by a new EV designation how it will limit what they can do
on their property.

* The regulations should allow the affected property owners to decide whether
they want the EV designation.

* DEP should be required to get a formal commitment from the owners of the
affected watershed lands to preserve the resource at the strict EV standard
before recommending the designation to the EQB.

Make general permits available on all Special Protection waters.

The proposed regulation allows general permits for minor discharges on HO streams.
This is a positive step, but it should go further. Many private individuals own the minerals
under EV watershed lands. If their discharge qualifies for a general permit, they should be
able to use that permit on both HQ and EV streams. Otherwise they may not be able to
extract the minerals economically.

Keep the "de minimis" permit threshold to ease the permitting burden.

I support the proposal to ease the permitting burden for minor discharges to HQ
streams.

Change the High Quality Waters program to match federal standards.

DEP's proposal allows streams to qualify for HQ status if they have water quality that
is "generally better" than water quality standards. The EPA regulation, on the other hand,
requires a stream to "exceed" water quality standards before it can be elevated to HQ
status. A stream should never qualify for Special Protection if even one of its water quality
parameters violates the required standard.

Use sound science to evaluate streams for Special Protection.
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DEP should also be required to conduct a valid scientific investigation of water quality
to determine if a stream qualifies for Special Protection. It is bad science to rely on one grab
sample to assess a stream. While it may be a bureaucratic convenience, this limited
sampling does not generate enough information to accurately determine whether a stream's
background condition exceeds water quality standards.

Change the Social and Economic Justification requirements for High Quality Waters
to match federal regulations.

The Department's proposal imposes the basic federal SEJ standard and adds a second
"balancing test" that has no federal counterpart. The balancing test should be removed from
the final rule.

Eliminate the requirement for two public comment periods for permits on Special
Protection streams.

The proposed regulation requires NPDES permit applicants to solicit public comment
on proposed discharges to HQ and EV streams before applying for the permit. This is an
unnecessary burden on the permit applicant that is not required by the federal regulations.
It also serves no purpose because the department will also ask for public comments after the
application is submitted. The requirement that permit applicants must ask for public
comments is costly, time-consuming and redundant, and it should be eliminated.

Thank you for considering these comments. I hope that you will hold the DEP
accountable for living up to the requirements of the Governor's Executive Order.

Sincerely,

SNYDER BROTHERS, INC.

* / •

Charles H. Snyder, Sk

9705003.MISC
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One of the main reasons I voted for Governor Ridge was his promise to cut back on
excessive environmental regulations. He asked you to help him fulfill that promise when he
issued Executive Order 1996-1.

Governor Ridge's Executive Order requires any state regulation that is more stringent
than its federal counterpart to be brought into line with the federal standards unless there
is a state law that requires a stronger program or there is some overriding Pennsylvania
interest that warrants tougher controls.

The proposed water quality antidegradation regulation ignores the Governor's
Executive Order. It includes many elements that are substantially more stringent than the
what is required by EPA's antidegradation program without any justification other than a
failed regulatory negotiation.

The Department of Environmental Protection should have drafted the proposed
regulation to satisfy the mandates of the Governor's executive order. Since it did not, you
should change the regulation to do so before you approve it as a final rule.

I urge you to amend the final regulation as follows:

Change the Exceptional Value Waters program so that it only applies to outstanding
waters on public lands.

The EV waters standard is the most glaring violation of the Governor's Executive
Order contained in the proposed regulation. EPA's program only applies to Outstanding
National Resource Waters on public lands, but DEP's proposal goes much further.

The EV designation should be reserved for streams that are truly unique or exhibit
statewide or national significance. Many of the Pennsylvania streams currently classified as
EV cannot meet that standard, and the proposed regulation lets DEP continue to designate
EV streams that could never meet such a standard. - - • ! ! ; > • • • t ;

Almost half of the streams now classified by DEP as EV waters are private lands. DEP
should not be permitted to designate waters that flow through private lands for EV
protection because of the extreme restrictions the designation imposes on individuals and
communities who wish to use the waters responsibly to improve their quality of life.

INDEPENDENT PRODUCER OF NATURAL GAS AND CRUDE OIL
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Expand public participation in the EV designation decision.

If the final regulation allows the EV designation to be placed on private watershed
lands, you should provide for more public participation in the decision to designate EV
waters. The proposed rulemaking asks for more public input on technical issues, but it
brushes aside any public discussion of the serious economic and social impacts that the EV
designation can have for the people who live and work in the affected watershed.

The regulation should be changed to require DEP to get the people affected by an EV
upgrade to buy into it. Specifically:

* DEP should be required to inform the owners of private watershed lands that
would be affected by a new EV designation how it will limit what they can do
on their property.

* The regulations should allow the affected property owners to decide whether
they want the EV designation.

* DEP should be required to get a formal commitment from the owners of the
affected watershed lands to preserve the resource at the strict EV standard
before recommending the designation to the EQB.

Make general permits available on all Special Protection waters.

The proposed regulation allows general permits for minor discharges on HQ streams.
This is a positive step, but it should go further. Many private individuals own the minerals
under EV watershed lands. If their discharge qualifies for a general permit, they should be
able to use that permit on both HQ and EV streams. Otherwise they may not be able to
extract the minerals economically.

Keep the "de minimis" permit threshold to ease the permitting burden.

I support the proposal to ease the permitting burden for minor discharges to HQ
streams.

Change the High Quality Waters program to match federal standards.

DEP s proposal allows streams to qualify for HQ status if they have water quality that
is "generally better" than water quality standards. The EPA regulation, on the other hand,
requires a stream to "exceed" water quality standards before it can be elevated to HQ
status. A stream should never qualify for Special Protection if even one of its water quality
parameters violates the required standard.

Use sound science to evaluate streams for Special Protection.
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DEP should also be required to conduct a valid scientific investigation of water quality
to determine if a stream qualifies for Special Protection. It is bad science to rely on one grab
sample to assess a stream. While it may be a bureaucratic convenience, this limited
sampling does not generate enough information to accurately determine whether a stream's
background condition exceeds water quality standards.

Change the Social and Economic Justification requirements for High Quality Waters
to match federal regulations.

The Department's proposal imposes the basic federal SEJ standard and adds a second
"balancing test" that has no federal counterpart. The balancing test should be removed from
the final rule.

Eliminate the requirement for two public comment periods for permits on Special
Protection streams.

The proposed regulation requires NPDES permit applicants to solicit public comment
on proposed discharges to HQ and EV streams before applying for the permit. This is an
unnecessary burden on the permit applicant that is not required by the federal regulations.
It also serves no purpose because the department will also ask for public comments after the
application is submitted. The requirement that permit applicants must ask for public
comments is costly, time-consuming and redundant, and it should be eliminated.

Thank you for considering these comments. I hope that you will hold the DEP
accountable for living up to the requirements of the Governor's Executive Order.

Sincerely,

SNYDER BROTHERS, INC.UtzK BMUIMkMb, IIMU.

icelyn Lewis-Miller
ologist
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Gentlemen: '

4^9 Sharpless St.
West Chester, Pa« 19J82

(pERJHj)

Please consider this letter to be gy protest against the subject,

I am not at all satisfied with the continued effort on the part of DEP
to avoid reasonable protection for Pennsylvania waters* The persons
operating as the state's repreaagtativ** «r* still applying the dila-
tory tactics that h&?# twice within memory resulted in litigation which.
found the DSP at fault mad the SPA forced to step in.

And now the new proposal is, for all intents and purposes, worse! Such as:

HQ and EV need to stay as protected water uses, so that our best
streams will not be downgraded;

Contrary to Federal regs no weight is given to public lands in
the selection process;

• Another loophole allows discharges and degradation in EV waters;

• There is no integration of wetlands protection with antidegradation;
assessed

Waters not yet/wow* are protected at the lowest level. How long
are they expected to last under these conditions?

This proposal is loaded with items which are damaging to the environment.
It should not be given any credence in its present form. These regula-
tions should be rejected! -

I ask that ray feelings be conveyed to t^e members of the Board. Thank you.

Yours truly,_

1 @T1 w jg r 1

my ;

ENVIRONMENTAL QUAUrrROARr
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New Proposal/Water Quality Rules

Gentlemen:

Please consider this to be my protest against the subject.

I am not at all satisfied with the continued effort on the part of the DEP to avoid reasonable
protection for Pennsylvania waters. The persons operating as the states representatives
are still applying the dilatory tactics which have whithin memory resulted in litigation
which found the DEP at fault and the EPA forced to step in.

And now the new proposal is, for all intents and purposes, worse. Such as:

HQ and EV need to stay as protected water uses, so that our best streams will
not be downgraded;

Contrary to Federal regs no weight is given to public lands in the selection process;

Anotherloophole- allows discharges and degradation in EV waters;

There is no integration of wetlands protection with antidegradation;

Waters not yet assessed are protected at the lowest level. How long are they
expected to last under these conditions.

This proposal is loaded with items which are damaging to the environment. It should not
be given any credence in its present form- these regulationsshould be rejected!

I am asking that my feelings be conveyed to the members of the Board. Thank You.

Sincerely,Sincerely,

Lora Stevens
33 West Pothouse Rd.
Phoenixville, PA 19460

— _ i |
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY BOARD j
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Environmental Quality Board

P.O. BOX 8465
Harrisburg.PA 17105

New Proposal/Water Quality Rules

Gentlemen:

Please consider this to be my protest against the subject.

I am not at all satisfied with the continued effort on the part of the DEP to avoid reasonable
protection for Pennsylvania waters. The persons operating as the states representatives
are still applying the dilatory tactics which have whithin memory resulted in litigation
which found the DEP at fault and the EPA forced to step in.

And now the new proposal is, for all intents and purposes, worse. Such as:

HQ and EV need to stay as protected water uses, so that our best streams will
not be downgraded;

Contrary to Federal regs no weight is given to public lands in the selection process;

Anotherioophole- allows discharges and degradation in EV waters;

There is no integration of wetfands protection with antidegradation;

Waters not yet assessed are protected at the lowest level. How long are they
expected to last under these conditions.

This proposal is loaded with items which are damaging to the environment. It should not
be given any credence in its present form- these regulationsshould be rejected!

I am asking that my feelings be conveyed to the members of the Board. Thank You.

I MAY I
Phoenixville, PA 19460

use Rd. • Phoenixville, PA 19460 • P.O. Box 886 • Valley Forge, PA 19481 • (215)983-9353
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New Proposal Water Quality Rules

Gentlemen

Please consider this letter to be my protest against the subject

I airr not at all satisfied with the continued effort on the part of DEP
to avoid reasonable protection for Pennsylvania waters. The persons
operating as the state,s representatives are still applying the dilatory
tactics which have twice within memory resulted in litigation which found
the DEP at fault and the SPA forced to: step in.

And now the new propsal is for all intents and purposes Worse such as

HQ and EV need to stay as protected water uses, so that our best streams
will not be downgraded.

Contrary to Federal regs no weight is given to public lands in the selection
processo

Another loophole allows discharges and degradation in EV waters

There is no integration of wetlands protection with antidegradation

Waters not yet assessed are protected at the lowest level. How long are
they expected to last under these conditions?

This proposal is loaded with items which are damaging to the environment.
It should not be given any credence in its present form. These regulations
should be rejected.

I am asking that my feelings be conveyed to the members of the Board.
Thank you.

MAY 16I93T

^ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY BOARD

Yours truly

JO VMS fbtf+V* 4T0

3 3 2 6/fA*o«"£r <*&cC*
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New'Proposal Water Quality Rules

Gentlemen

Please consider this letter to be my protest against the subject

I am not at all satisfied with the continued effort on the part of DEP
to avoid reasonable protection for Pennsylvania waters. The persons
operating as the state,s representatives are still applying the dilatory
tactics which have twice within memory resulted in litigation which found
the DEP at fault and the EPA forced to: step in.

And now the new propsal is for all intents and purposes Worse such as

HQ and EV need to stay as protected water uses, so that our best streams
will not be downgraded.

Contrary to Federal regs no weight is given to public lands in the selection
process.

Another-loophole allows discharges and degradation in EV waters

There is no integration of wetlands protection with antidegradation

Waters not yet assessed are protected at the lowest level. How long are
they expected to last under these conditions?

This proposal is loaded with items which are damaging to the environment.
It should not be given any credence in its present form. These regulations
should be rejected*

I am asking that my feelings be conveyed to the members of the Board.
Thank you.

Yours truly
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Gentlemen

Please consider this letter to "Ere my protest against the subject

I anr not at all satisfied with the continued effort on the part of DEP
to avaid reasonable protection for Pennsylvania waters. The persons
operating- as the state/s representatives are still applying the dilatory
tactics which have twice within memory resulted in litigation which found
the DEP at fault and the EPA forced to: step in.

And now the new propsal is for all intents and purposes Worse such as

HQ and EV need to stay as protected water uses, so that our best streams
will not "be downgraded.

Contrary to Federal regs no weight is given to public lands in the selection
process.

Another loophole allows discharges and degradation in EV waters

There is no integration of wetlands protection with antidegradation

Waters ncrfr yet assessed are protected at*the lowest level. How long are
they expected to last under these conditions?

This proposal is loaded with items which are damaging to the environment.
It should not be given any credence in its present form. These regulations
should be rejected.

I am asking that my feelings be conveyed to the members of the Board.
Thank you.

Yours tru;ly
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Gentlemen ' ' ;

Please consider this letter to be my protest against the subject

I anr not at all satisfied with the continued effort on the part of DEP
to avcrid reasonable protection for Pennsylvania waters. The persons
operating as the state,s representatives are still applying the dilatory
tactics which have twice within memory resulted in litigation which found
the DEP at fault and the EPA forced to: step in.

And now the new propsal is for all intents and purposes Worse such as

HQ and EV need to stay as protected water uses, so that our best streams
will not be downgraded.

Contrary to Federal regs no weight is given to public lands in the selection
process.

Another loophole allows discharges and degradation in EV waters

There is no integration of wetlands protection with antidegradation

Waters not yet assessed are protected at the lowest level. How long are
they expected to last under these conditions?

This proposal is loaded with items which are damaging to the environment0
It should not be given any credence in its present form. These regulations
should be rejected.

I am asking that my feelings be conveyed to the members of the Board.
Thank you.
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Gentlemen

Please consider this letter to be my protest against the subject

I am not at all satisfied with the continued effort on the part of DEP
to avoid reasonable protection for Pennsylvania waters. The persons
operating as the state,s representatives are still applying the dilatory
tactics which have twice within memory resulted in litigation which found
the DEP at fault and the EPA forced to: step in.

And now the new propsal is for all intents and purposes Worse such as

HQ and EV need to stay as protected water uses, so that our best streams
will not be downgraded.

Contrary to Federal regs no weight is given to public lands in the selection
processo

Another loophole allows discharges and degradation in EV waters

There is no integration of wetlands protection with antidegradation

Waters not yet assessed are protected at the lowest level. How long are
they expected to last under these conditions?

This proposal is loaded with items which are damaging to the environment0
It should not be given any credence in its present form. These regulations
should be rejected,

I am asking that my feelings be conveyed to the members of the Board.
Thank you.
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Gentlemen

Please consider this letter to be my protest against the subject
I am not at all satisfied with the continued effort on the part of DEP
to avoid reasonable protection for Pennsylvania waters. The persons
operating as the state,s representatives are still applying the dilatory
tactics which have twice within memory resulted in litigation which found
the DEP at fault and the EPA forced to; step in.

And now the new propsal is for all intents and purposes Worse such as

HQ and EV need to stay as protected water uses, so that our best streams
will not be downgraded.

Contrary to Federal regs no weight is given to public lands in the selection
process.

Another loophole allows discharges and degradation in EV waters

There is no integration of wetlands protection with antidegradation

Waters not yet assessed are protected at the lowest level. How long are
they expected to last under these conditions?

This proposal is loaded with items which are damaging to the environment.
It should not be given any credence in its present form. These regulations
should be rejected.

I am asking that my feelings be conveyed to the members of the Board.
Thank you.

Yours truly
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Gentlemen

Please consider this letter to be my. protest against the subject
I am not at all satisfied with the continued effort on the part of DEP
to avoid reasonable protection for Pennsylvania waters. The persons
operating as the state,s representatives are still applying the dilatory
tactics which have twice within memory resulted in litigation which found
the DEP at fault and the EPA forced to: step in.

And now the new propsal is for all intents and purposes Worse such as

HQ and EV need to stay as protected water uses, so that our best streams
will not be downgraded.

Contrary to Federal regs no weight is given to public lands in the selection
process.

Another-loophole allows discharges and degradation in EV waters

There is no integration of wetlands protection with antidegradation

Waters not yet assessed are protected at the lowest level. How long are
they expected to last under these conditions?

This proposal is loaded with items which are damaging to the environment.
It should not be given any credence in its present form. These regulations
should be rejected.

I am asking-that my feelings be conveyed to the members of the Board.
Thank you.
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Gentlemen

Please consider this letter to be my protest against the subject
I anr not at all satisfied with the continued effort on the part of DEP
to avoid reasonable protection for Pennsylvania waters. The persons
operating as the state,s representatives are still applying the dilatory
tactics which have twice within memory resulted in litigation which found
the DEP at fault and the EPA forced to: step in.

And now the new propsal is for all intents and purposes Worse such as

HQ and EV need to stay as protected water uses, so that our best streams
will not be downgraded.

Contrary to Federal regs no weight is given to public lands in the selection
process.

Another loophole allows discharges and degradation in EV waters

There is no integration of wetlands protection with antidegradation

Waters not yet assessed are protected at the lowest level. How long are
they expected to last under these conditions?

This proposal is loaded with items which are damaging to the environment.
It should not be given any credence in its present form. These regulations
should be rejected.

I am asking that my feelings be conveyed to the members of the Board.
Thank you.

urs truly
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Gentlemen

Please consider this letter to be my protest against the subject
I anr not at all satisfied with the continued effort on the part of DEP
to avoid reasonable protection for Pennsylvania waters. The persons
operating as the state,s representatives are still applying the dilatory
tactics which have twice within memory resulted in litigation which found
the DEP at fault and the EPA forced to: step in.

And now the new propsal is for all intents and purposes Worse such as

HQ and EV need to stay as protected water uses, so that our best streams
will not be downgraded.

Contrary to Federal regs no weight is given to public lands in the selection
process•

Another4 loophole allows discharges and degradation in EV waters

There is no integration of wetlands protection with antidegradation

Waters not yet assessed are protected at the lowest level• How long are
they expected to last under these conditions?

This proposal is loaded with items which are damaging to the environment.
It should not be given any credence in its present form. These regulations
should be rejected.

I am asking that my feelings be conveyed to the members of the Board.
Thank you.

Yours truly
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New Proposal Water Quality Rules

Gentlemen

Please consider this letter to "Ere my protest against the subject

I am not at all satisfied with the continued effort on the part of DEP
to avaid reasonable protection for Pennsylvania waters. The persons
operating as the state,s representatives are still applying the dilatory
tactics which have twice within memory resulted in litigation which found
the DEP at fault and the EPA forced to: step in.

And now the new propsal is for all intents and purposes Worse such as

HQ and EV need to stay as protected water uses, so that our best streams
will not be downgraded.

Contrary to Federal regs no weight is given to public lands in the selection
process.

Another loophole allows discharges and degradation in EV waters

There is no integration of wetlands protection with antidegradation

Waters not yet assessed are protected at the lowest level. How long are
they expected to last under these conditions?

This proposal is loaded with items which are damaging to the environment.
It should not be given any credence in its present form. These regulations
should be rejected.

I am asking that my feelings be conveyed to the members of the Board.
Thank you.

Yours truly
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May 19, 1997

Mr. James Seif
Chairman
Environmmtal Quality Board
PO Box 8477
Harrisburg, PA 17105-8477

Dear Secretary Seif:

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the Department of Environmental Protection's
(DEP) proposed water quality antidegradaticai regulations. This is a very important
proposal and my comments are as follows:

This proposal should be subject to the Governor's Executive Order 1996-1, which requires the department
to revise all of its regulations to bring balance to Pennsylvania's environmental regulations. In several
instances, Pennsylvania's program exceeds federal standards. The DEP should adopt the federal language
that states water quality must "exceed" standards rather than what is contained in the proposal as
"generally better than" standards. This proposal of "generally better than" standards allows for judgement
calls by die department. If data indicates the stream does not meet even one water quality standard, the
stream should not qualify for a high quality or exceptional value designation.

Pennsylvania's exceptional value program should apply only to outstanding resource waters as contained in
the federal regulations. Currently, DEP's program is much broader in scope and includes streams that
would never qualify under the federal program.

The DEP must expand its public participation in regard to its assessment of high quality and exceptional
value waters. Notice by first class mail must be sent to any applicant with a pending permit, any existing
discharge permittees, the appropriate municipalities, planning commissions and all applicants that have
received planning or subdivision and land development approval within the last five years.

We support the department's efforts to reduce the permitting burden for applicants included in this
proposal. The provisions regarding dischargers with minimal impact are welcomed. We also endorse the
use of general permits on high quality streams and support the expansion of this practice to exceptional
value streams.

Thank you for considering these comments.

Sincerely,

S(rthurE.Gemmell
Owner of A. E Gemmell Builder

JJJTfT
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May 19, 1997

Mr, James Seif
Chairman
Environmental Quality Board
PO Box 8477
Harrisburg, PA 17105-8477

Dear Secretary Seif:

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the Department of Environmental Protection's
(DEP) proposed water quality antidegradation regulations. This is a very important
proposal and my comments are as follows:

This proposal should be subject to the Governor's Executive Order 1996-1, which requires the department
to revise all of its regulations to bring balance to Pennsylvania's environmental regulations. In several
instances, Pennsylvania's program exceeds federal standards. The DEP should adopt the federal language
that states water quality must "exceed" standards rather than what is contained in the proposal as
"generally better than" standards. This proposal of "generally better than" standards allows for judgement
calls by the department. If data indicates the stream does not meet even one water quality standard, the
stream should not qualify for a high quality or exceptional value designation.

Pennsylvania's exceptional value program should apply only to outstanding resource waters as contained in
the federal regulations. Currently, DEP's program is much broader in scope and includes streams that
would never qualify under the federal program.

The DEP must expand its public participation in regard to its assessment of high quality and exceptional
value waters. Notice by first class mail must be sent to any applicant with a pending permit, any existing
discharge permittees, the appropriate municipalities, planning commissions and all applicants that have
received planning or subdivision and land development approval within the last five years.

We support the department's efforts to reduce the permitting burden for applicants included in this
proposal The provisions regarding dischargers with minimal impact are welcomed. We also endorse the
use of general permits on high quality streams and support the expansion of this practice to exceptional
value streams.

ring these comments.Thank you for <

Sincerely,

Robert B. White
Owner of Bob White General Contracting
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May 19, 1997

Mr. James Seif
Chairman
Environmental Quality Board
PO Box 8477
Harrisburg, PA 17105-8477

Dear Secretary Seif:Dear Secretary sen.

value streams.

Hank you for considering these comments,

Sincerely,

Steven K. Misner
Owner of S. Misner Construction

{ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY BOARD
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S I E R R A C L U B Pennsylvania Chapter
- ^ ) P.O. Box 606
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May 19, 1999

The Honorable Arthur Hershey
Pennsylvania House of Representatives
Room 214 CA
Harrisburg, PA 17120

Original:
Coccordilli

Coccodrilli
Tyrrell

Sandusky

Dear Representative Hershey:

I am writing on behalf of the Pennsylvania Chapter of the Sierra Club to
urge your support for the final rulemaking on antidegradation that is before the
Environmental Quality Board. We believe that the Department of Environmental
Protection has effectively addressed the major deficiencies that USEPA
identified in Pennsylvania's antidegradation regulations.

The final rulemaking represents a substantial improvement over the 1997
proposed rulemaking, especially in the clarification of the criteria for waters
to qualify as High Quality and Exceptional Value streams. While we have some
specific outstanding concerns, we believe that the changes that DEP has made
from that earlier proposal ensure that Pennsylvania's program has the potential
to afford adequate protection to its lakes, rivers and streams.

Our support for this rulemaking is predicated on the understanding that the
DEP will be revising the Special Protection Handbook. We see that revision
process as an opportunity to ensure that the implementation of the
antidegradation regulation will be effective. We intend to be actively engaged
in that revision process.

Thank you for your attention.

Sincerely yours,

Mike Stibich
Chair, Sierra Club Pennsylvania Chapter

PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER
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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. TTie 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.
proposed regulation should be rejected by the Board.

The

Sincerely yours,

w^pjifr'
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Chairman
Environmental Quality Board
P.O. Box8477
Harrlsburg, 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. The
proposed regulation should be rejected by the Board.

Sincerely yours,



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 HO, 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. 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 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, T A ^ P & \ W V T ^ j w ^
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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" 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,

:y; r
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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 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.
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 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,

IMAUJ
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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,

8 f IS
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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 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 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 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. The
proposed regulation should be rejected by the Board.

erely youra-—v
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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 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 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 HCIor 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 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 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 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 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 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 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.
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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 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
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 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" 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
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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 Qjjality 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 HQLor 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.
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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 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
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 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 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 Qjiality 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 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 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 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 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 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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