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April 19.2016

Environmental Quality Board
P. 0. Box 8477
Harrisburg. PA 1 71054477

Re: Comments on the proposed Disinfection Requirements Rule (25 PA.
CODE Cii. 109)

The Pennsylvania Rural Water Association (PRWA) is a non-profit, non-government
organization representing the collective interests of its 830 publicly and privately owned rural
water and wastewater utility members heibre various state and national government agencies.
PRWA has established and maintains a reputation for integrity andtechnical excellence by
providing leadership in the operation, maintenance, and management of systems responsible for
providing safc drinking water and wastewater management - community, industrial, or
commercially operated.

The PRWA does not support the proposed l)isinfection Requirements Rule and respectfully
submits the following comments:

1. There is no direct public health issue being addressed by the proposed rule.1”

2. Although the PRWA agrees with the stated goal of the Department to address the
minimum detectable residual and low chlorine distribution disinfectant residuals, we do
not agree that the minimum residual should he set at 0.2 .mg/L.

3 fhe PRWA agrees that the current minimum distnhution system dctcctahle residual of
0.02 mg/I. is not valid, Instead, we believe the minimum residual should be set at 0.1
mg’L The turrcnt regulatory language should onit change the 0 02 mg/I to 0 1 mg/I
and keep all other existing language)””’

4. Increasing the minimum disinfectant level in the distribution system from the existing
0.02 rng/L to 0.1 mg/L (for both free & total chlorine) isa 5-fold increase from the
current level. A minimum value of 0.1 maiL is a responsible level given the
Department’s concerns regarding a detectable level. The 0.2 mg/L does not provide any
additional health benefits to our customers, but it does require additional capital
improvements & operating costs.

5. The PRWA agrees with the proposed rule that the compliance calculation Ibr systems
sen lug greater than 33 000 people is 95% in 2 censecutn e months and the compliance
calculation for systems seiving 33,000 or fewer people is 75% in 2 consecutive months.



I lowever. we are concerned that the increased residual monitoring (from once/month to
once/week) will increase small system operating costs.

6. The stated compliance benefits in the proposed rule are unfounded and the associated
compliance costs are dramatically underestimatedY° Ix XII xlii XIX

7. Disinfection byproducts (DI3Ps) are likely to increase at some utilities as a result of
increasing the distribution disinfection residual to 0.2 mg/lj. Setting the minimum
residual at 0.1 mg!L will allow time (‘or utilities to assess. impacts to DBPs.xtB

8. Taste & odor complaints uill likely increase ii’ the minimum distribution disinfection
residual is set at (L2 mg/L.

9. The option tbr I lererotrophie Plate Count (HPC) should be retained as an alternative
compliance criteria br surface water systems when the distribution disinfectant residual
is below the minimum required level. This is still allowed under the federal regulation
andvill reduce the number of instances where Public Notice (PN) is required.’’

10. Because no known health risks have been identified in this proposed rulemaking.
requiring water utilities to issue Tier 2 PN for failing to meet 0.2 mg/h will unnecessarily
erode public confidence in water quality. This is another justification for setting the
minimum distribution disinfection residual at 0.1 mg/h and continuing to allow HPC as
an alternative compliance method,

The PRW1\appreciates the opportunity to present these comments on this proposed rulemaking
and respectfully requests the EQB’s consideration.

Respcctfuily submitted,

9. Yre
Penny McCoy Erik A. Ross
Executive Director Governmental Relations
Pa Rutal \k atci Association (imerek (ToernTncnt Relations Inc
138 West Bishop Street The Locust Court Building
Beilefonte’, Pa. 16823 Suite 300
81 4-3539302 llarrisburg, PA. 17101
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Comments on Legionella & Legionnaires Disease and Mierohiolocical Water Quality in the Distribution System
and 1remise Plumbing Legionnaires’ Disease DL Jennifer Clanes, Corona Ens. Consulting. March 9,2016
Stakeholder Group Meeting
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Estimated Costs of Compliance with the Proposed Disinfection Requirements Rule - Jeff Hines, The Yofk Water
Cc., April 15, 2016 Stakehoider Group Meeting (Not yet posted)

Draft—Minitnurn Distribution System Disinfectant Residuals: Chlorine Residual Values Reported from Co
Drinking Water Distribution Systems Colorado Dept. Pubhc Health & the Environment, March 30, 20i6
Stakeholder Group Meeting (Not yet posted)

Aqua PA Disinfection Residual Measurements Presentation - Dr. Charles hertz. Aqua P4 March 9.2016
Stakeholder Group Meeting
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The Meanint’ and Quantification of a Detectable Residual - Tim Bartrand, Corona Ens. Consult ing. March 30,
2016 Stakeholder Group Meeting (Not yet posted)

“An Alternative Approach for Setting an interim Chlorine Residual Requirement - Jeff Rosen, Corona Ens.
Consulting. Consulting, March 30, 2016 Stakeholder Group Meeting (Not yet posted)

“ Costs & Benefits for the Disinfection Requirements Rule - Philadelphia Water Dept. March 9,2016 Stakeholder
Group Meeting
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v: Cost Analysis of Increased Disinfection Residual — The York Water Cc, April 15, 2016 Stakeholder Group
Meeting (Not yet posted)

1% The RTCR and Chlorine Residual Standard and its Operational Impacts on Lehigh County Authority Watcr
Sstems - Aurel Arndt. Lehigh County Authority, May 36, 201 5 TAC MeetingS
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impact of the Proposed Chapter 109 Update to Disinibetant Residual Requirements Mary Neutz. Suez (Unted)
Water, May 26.2015 TAC Meeting

1 u,\cs (ii., \ sli’t\l\t.DocuIILu Ii d\\i P
• Preouatuoi.pdt

“ The RTCR and Chlorine Residual Standard and its Operational impacts on the Utility Gary Burlingame,
Philadelphia Water Department. May 26, 2015 TAC Meeting

ti ‘ ‘‘i’ “ J Lo1sii_ J_ jti’ki
er i)u’,i: t:rn:: l’: sc::: •iiioopui

Impact of Pre-Drati Chapter 109 Revisions: The impacts are Comples and Require Proper Vetting David
Lewis, Columbia Water Company, May 26, 2015 TAC Meeting

U!n Chlorine Residual and Compltance Samples in Distribution Systems — Charles Hertz, Aqua PA, May 26, 2015
TAC Meeting
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Western Berks Water Authority Presentation Matthew Walbom, Western Berks ater Authority. May 26. 2015TAC Meeting
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Pre-Drafi Chapter 109 Resisions. One Water Utility’s Perspective — Dan Preston Heidi Palmer, North Pent’ Water
Authorit>, May 18,2015 MC Meeting
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Chapter 109 Update. Water Supplier Challenges and Unintended Consequences Jeff Hines. The York Water
Company, Mas 18. 2015 [AC Meeting
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RiCk and (‘hlorine Residuals Overall Look From A Utihtv Perspective — Shaton Fiitmann. Chester Water
4uthot its. May 18. 2015 TAC Meeting
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‘.“ Reference DBPs. IIPCs and a shared goal of Optimized Distribution Systems - i’im Bartrand3eff Rosen.
Corona Env. Consulting. April 5, 2016 Stakeholder Gioup Meeting (Not yet postedt

Reference: DI3Ps, H PCs and a shared goal olOptimized Distribution Systems- Tim Bartrand.Jeff’ Rosen, Corona
En’.. Consulting. April 15, 20’i6 Stakeholder Group Meeting (Not yet posted)
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