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ACTION: Final rule.

SUMMARY: The Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA or the Ageucy) is
finalizing revisions to the 1989 Total
Coliform Rule {TCR). The Revised Total
Coliform Ruls {RTCR) offers a
meaningful opportunity for greater
poblic health protection beyond the
1989 TCR. Under the RTCR there is no
longer a monthly maximum
contaminant level {MCL] violation for
multiple total coliform detections.
Instead, the revisions require systems
that have an indication of coliform
contamination in the distribution
system to assess the problem and take
corrective action that may reduce cases
of illnesses aud deaths due to potential
fecal contamination and waterborne
pathogen exposure. This final rule also
updates provisions in other rules that
reference analytical methods and other
requirements in the 1989 TCR (e.g.,

Public Netification and Ground Water
Rules). These revisions are in
accordance with the 1996 Safe Drinking
Water Act (SDWA} Amendments, which
reqnire EPA to review and revise, as
appropriats, each national primary
drinking water regulation no less often
than every six years, These revisions
alse conform with the SDWA provision
that vequires any revision to “maintain,
or provide for greater, protection of the
health of persons,” As with the 1989
TCR, the RTCR applies to all public
water systems.

DATES: This final rule is effective on
April 15, 2013. For judicial purposes,
this final rule is promulgated as of
February 13, 2013. The compliance date
for the rule requirements is April 1,
2016. The Incorporation by reference of
certain pnblications listed in the rule is
approved by the Director of the Federal
Register (FR} as of April 15, 2013.
ADDRESSES: EPA has established a
docket for this action under Docket 1D
No. EPA-HQ-0OW-2008-0878. All
docnments in the docket are listed on
the hitp://wwwv.regnlations.gov Web
site. Although listed in the index, some
informatiou is not publicly available,
e.g., Confidential Busiuess Information
or other information whose disclosure is
restricted by statute. Certain other
material, such as copyrighted material,
is not placed on the Internet and will be
poblicly availabie only in hard copy
form. Publicly availabie docket

materials are available either
electronically throngh hitp://
www.regulotions.gov or in hard copy at
the Water Docket, EPA/DC, EPA Woest,
Room 3334, 1301 Constitution Ave.
NW,, Washington, DC. The Pnblic
Reading Room is open from 8:30 a.m. to
4:30 p.m., Monday through Friday,

-exclnding legal holidays. The telephone

nnmber for the Public Reading Room is
(202} 566—1744, and the telephone
number for the Water Docket is (202)
5662426,

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Sean Conley, Standards and Risk
Management Division, Office of Ground
Water aud Drinking Water (MC—4607M),
Environmental Protection Ageucy, 1200
Pennsylvania Ave. NW., Washingtou,
DC 20460; telephone nomber: (202)
564-1781; email address:
conley.sean@epa.gov. For general
information, contact the Safe Drinking
Water Hotline, telephone number: {800)
426-4791. The Safe Drinking Water
Hotline is open Monday through Friday,
exclnding legal holidays, from 10 a.m.
to 4 p.m. Eastern tims.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:
I, General Information
A, Regulated Categories and Entities

Entities potentially regulated by the
RTCR ars all public water systems
(PWSs). Regulated categories and
entities include the following:

Category

Examples of regulated entities

Industry

Federal, State, Tribal, and local governments

Privately-owned community water systems (CWSs}, transient non-com-
munity water systems (TNGWSs), and non-iransient non-community
water systems (NTNCWSs).

Publicly-owned CWSs, TNCWSs, and NTNCWSs.

This table is not intended to be
exhaustive, but rather provides a guide
for readers regarding entities regnlated
by this action. This table lists the types
of entities that EPA is now aware could
potentially be regulated by this action.
Other types of entities not listed in the
table could also be regulated. To
determine whether your facility is
regulated by this action, you should
carefully examine the definition of
“public water system” in § 141.2 and
the section entitled “Coverage” in
§141.3 in title 40 of the Code of Federal
Regulations (CFR), and the applicability
criteria in § 141.851{b} of this rule. If
you have questions regarding the
applicability of this action to a
particular entity, consnlt the person
listed in the preceding FOR FURTHER
INFORMATION CONTACT section.

B. Copies of This Document and Other
Related Information

This document is available for
download at [INSERT WEBSITE
ADDRESS]. For other related
information, see preceding discussion
on docket. EPA also prepared a
Response to Comments Document that
addresses the comments received during
the comment pericd (to access this
document, search for Docket ID No.
EPA-HQ-OW--2008-0878 in
www.regulations.gov).

C. Executive Summary

EPA is finalizing the Revised Total
Coliform Rule (RTCR). The RTCR
maintains the purpose of the 1989 Total
Coliform Rule (TCR) to protect public
heaith by ensuring the integrity of the
drinking water distribution system and
monitoring for the presence of microbiat

contamination, EPA anticipates greater
public health protection under the
RTCR, as it requires public water
systems {(PWSs) that are vulnerable to
microbial contamination to identify and
fix problems, and it establishes criteria
for systems to qualify for and stay on
reduced monitoring, thersby providing
iucentives for improved water system
operation,

The RTCR, as with the 1989 TCR, is
the only microbial drinking water
regulation that applies to all PWSs,
Systems are required to meet a legal
limit (i.e., maximum contaminant level
(MCL)} for E. coli, as demonstrated by
required monitoring. The RTCR
specifies the frequency and timing of
the microbial testing by water systems
based on population served, system
type, and source water type. The rule
also requires public notification when
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there is a potential health threat as
indicated by monitoring results, and
when the system fails to identify and fix
problems as required.

The entities potentially affected by
the RTCR are PWSs that are classified as
community water systems (CWSs) {e.g.,
systems that provide water to year-
round residents in places like homes or
apartment buildings) or non-community
water systems (NCWSs) (e.g., systems
that provide water to people in locations
snch as schools, office buildings,
restaurants, etc.); State primacy
agencies; and local and tribat
governments. The RTCR applies to
approximately 155,000 PWSs that serve
approximately 310 million (M)
individuals.

The RTCR establishes a health goal
{maximum contaminant level goal, or
MCLG} and an MCL for E. coli, a more
specific indicator of fecal contamination
and potential harmful pathogens than
total coliforms. EPA replaces the MCLG
and MCL for total coliforms with a
treatment technique for coliforms that
requires assessment and correclive
action. Many of the organisms detected
by total coliform methods are not of
fecal origin and do not have any direct
public health implication.

Under the treatment technique for
coliforms, total coliforms serve as an
indicator of a potential pathway of
contamination into the distribution
system. A PWS that exceeds a specified
frequency of total coliform occurrence
must conduct an assessment to
determine if any sanitary defects exist (a
sanitary defect is defined by the RTCR
as a “'defect that could provide a
pathway of entry for microbial
contamination into the distribution
system or that is indicative of a failure
or imminent failure of a barrier that is
already in place”); if any are found, the
systemn must correct them, In addition,
under the treatment technique
requirements, a PWS that incurs an E.
coli MCL violation must conduct an
assessment and correct any sanitary
defects found.

The RTCR links monitoring frequency
to compliance monitoring results and
system performance. It provides criteria
that well-operated small systems must
meet to qualify for aud stay on reduced
monitoring. It requires increased
monitoring for high-risk small systems
with unacceptable compliance history.
It also reguires soms new monitoring
requiremeuts for seasonal systems (such
as slate and national parks}].

The RTCR eliminates public
notification requirements based only on
the presence of total coliforms. Total
coliforms in the distribution system may
indicate a potential pathway for

contamination but by themselves do not
indicate a health threat. Instead, the
RTCR requires public notification when
an E. coli MCL violation occnrs,
indicating a potential health threat, or
when a PWS fails to conduct the
required assessment and corrective
action,

IEPA believes that the provisions of
the RTCR will improve public health
protectiou by requiring assessment and
corrective action aud providing
incentives for improved operation. The
estimated net incremeutal cost of the
RTCR is $14 million annually at either
a three or seven percent discount rate,
This represents total increased costs
relative to 1989 TCR provisions. PWSs
are estimated to incur approximately 97
percent of the rule’s net annualized
present value cosis at the three percent
disconnt rate. States and other primacy
agencies incur the remaining costs.

Abbreviations Used in This Document

AGI—Acute Gastrointestinal [llness

AIDS—Acquired Immune Deficiency
Syndromse

AlP—Agresment in Principle

AWWA--American Water Works Association

ATP—Alternate Test Procedure

BAT—Best Available Technology

C—Celsius

CCR—Consumer Confidence Report

CDC-Centers for Disease Control and
Prevention

CFR—Code of Federal Hegulations

COI—Cost of Nlness

CWS—Community Water. System

DBP—Disinfection Byproduct

DWC—Drinking Water Committes

EA—Economic Analysis

EC-MUG—EC Medium with MUG

EPA—United States Environmental
Protection Agency

ERS—Economic Research Service

ETV—Environmental Technology
Verification

FR—Federal Register

GWR—Ground Water Rule

GWUDI—Ground Water Under the Direct
Influence of Surface Water

HRRCA—Health Risk Reductiou and Cost
Analysis

HUS—Hemolytic Uremic Syndrome

ICR—Information Collection Request

IESWTR—Interim Enhanced Surface Water
Treatment Rule

M—Million

MCEL—Maximum Contaminant Level

MCLG—Maximum Contaminant Level Goal

mg/L—Milligrams per Liter

ml—Milliliters

MRDL—Maximum Residual Disinfectant
Level :

MUG—4-methylumbelliferyl-Beta-D-
glucuronide

NCWS—Non-community Water System

NDWAC—Nationsl Drinkiug Water Advisory
Council

NPDWR—National Primary Drinking Water
Regulation

NTNCWS—Non-Transient Nen-Community
Water System

NTU—Nephelometric Turbidity Unit

OMB---Office of Management and Budget

O&M—COperation and Maintenance

PN-—Public Notification

PWS—Public Water System

RFA—Regulatory Flexibility Act

RTCR—Revised Total Coliform Rule

SAB—Science Advisory Board

SBA-—Small Business Administration

SDWA—Safe Drinking Water Act

SDWIS-—Safe Drinking Water Information
System

SDWIS/FED-—Safe Drinking Water
Information System Federal Version

50P—Standard Operating Procedure

Stage 1 DBPR—Stage 1 Disinfectants and
Disinfection Byproducts Rule

Stage 2 DBPR—Stage 2 Disinfectants and
Disinfection Byprodnets Rnle

SWTR—Surface Water Treatment Rule

TCR—Total Coliform Rule

TCRDSAC-—Total Coliform Rule/Distribution
System Advisory Conunittee

TMF—Technical, Managerial, and Financial

TNCWS—Transient Non-Community Water
Systemn

TWG—Technical Work Gronp

T&C—Tecbnology and Cost

US—United States

UV—Ulitraviolet

Tahle of Contenis

L Genaral Information
A, Regulated Categoriss and Entities
B. Copies of This Document and Other
Related Information
C. Executive Summary
11. Background
A, Statutory Authority
B. Purpose of the Rule
C. Rule Davelopment
1, Total Coliform Rule Distribution System
Advisory Committes {TCRDSAC)
2. Stakeholder Involvement
D, Public Health Concerns Addressed by
the Revised Total Californ Rule
1. Public Health Concerns, Fecal
Contamination, and Waterborne
Pathogens
2, Indicators
3. Occurrence of Fecal Contamination and
Waterborne Pathogens
Iif. Requirements of the Revised Total
Coliform Rule
A, RTCR Definitions
1. Assessment
2. Clean Compliance History
3. Sanitary Defect
4, Seasonal Systems
B, Rule Construct: MCLG and MCL for E.
colf and Coliform Treatment Technique
1. MCLG and MCL
2. Coliform Treatment Technique
C. Monitoring
1. Requirements
2. Kay Issues Raised
D. Repeat samples
1. Requirements
2. Key Issues Raised
E. Coliform Treatment Technique
1. Coliform Treatment Technique Triggers
2. Assessmeut '
3. Corzective Action
F. violations
1. Requiremsnts
2. Key Issues Raised



10272

Federal Register /Vol. 78, No. 30/ Wednesday, February 13, 2013/ Rules and Regulations

G. Providing Notification and Information
to the Public
1. Requirsments
2. Key Issues Raised
H. Reporting and Recordkeeping
1. Requirements
2. Key Issues Raised
L Analytical Methods
1. ATP-Related Method Issues
2. Other Method Issues
J. Systems Under EPA Direct
Implementation
K. Compliance Date
IV. Other Elements of the Revised Total
Coliform Rule
A. Bast Available Technology
1, Requirements
2. Key Issues Raised
B. Variancas and Exemptions
1. Requirements
2. Key Issues Raised
C. Revisions to Other NPDWRSs as a Result
of the RTCR
D. Storage Facility Inspection
V. State Implementation
A. Primacy
1. Requirements
2. Key Issues Raised
B. State Recordkeeping and Reporting and
SDWIS
1. Recordkeeping
2. Reporting
3. SDWIS
4. Key Issues Raised
VI, Economic Analysis (Health Risk
Rednction and Cost Analysis}
A. Regulatory Options Considered
B. Major Sources of Data and Information
Used in Supporting Analyses
1. Safe Drinking Water Information System
Fedaral version data
2. Six-Year Review 2 data
3. Other information sonrces
C. Occurrence and Predictive Modeting
1. Model Used for PWSs Serving < 4,100
People
2. Model Used for PWSs Serving > 4,100
People
D. Baseline Profiles
E. Anticipated Benefits of the RTCR
1. Relative Risk Analysis
2. Changes in Violation Rates and
Corrective Actions
3. Nonquantifiable Benefits
F. Anticipated Costs of the RTCR
1. Total Annuslized Present Value Costs
2. PWS Costs
3. State Costs
4. Nonquantifiable Costs
G. Potential Impact of the RTCR on
Households
H. Incremental Costs and Benefits
1. Benefits From Simultaneous Reduction
of Co-occurring Contaminants
J. Change in Risk From Other
Contaminants
K. Effects of Fecal Contamination and/or
Waterborne Pathogens on the General
" Population and Sensitive
Subpopulations
1, Risk to Children, Pregnant Wonien, and
the Elderly
2, Risk to Immunocompromised Persons
L. Uncertainties in the Benefit and Cost
Estimates for the RTCR
1. Inputs and Their Uncertainties

2. Sensitivity Analysis

M. Benefit Cost Determination for the
RTCR

N. Comments Received in Response to
EPA's Requests for Comment

1. SAB’s Concerns

2, Costs of Major Distribution System
Appurtenances

3. Annual Monitoring and Annual Site
Visits

4, Effectiveness of Assessmonts

0. Other Comments Received by EPA

1. Quantifying Health Benefits

2. Return to Reduced Monitoring

3. Shift of State Resources

4. State burden

ViI. Statutory and Executive Order Review

A, Executive Order 12866: Regulatory
Planning and Review and Executive
Order 13563: Improving Regulation and
Regulatory Review

B. Paperwork Reduction Act

C. Regulatory Flexibility Act (RFA)

D. Unfunded Mandates Reforin Act
{UMRA)

E. Executive Order 13132: Federalism

F. Executive Order 13175: Consuliation
and Coordination With Indian Tribal
Governmants

G. Execnlive Order 13045; Protection of
Children From Environmental Health
Risks and Safety Risks

H. Executive Order 13211: Actions That
Significantly Affect Energy Supply,
Diskribution, or Use

L. Nationat Technology Transfer and
Advancement Act

], Executive Order 12898; Federal Actions
To Address Environmental Justice in
Minority Populations and Low-Income
Populations

K. Consultations With the Science
Advisory Board, National Drinking
Water Advisory Council, and the
Secretary of Health and Hnman Services

L. Considerations of Impacts on Sensitive
Subpopnlations as Required hy Section
1412(b}(3)C)GE}(V) of the 1996
Amendments of the Safe Drinking Water
Act (SDWA)

M. Effect of Compliance with the RTCR on
the Technical, Financial, and Managerial
Capacity of Public Water Systems

N. Congressional Review Act

VIIL References

II. Background

A. Statutory Authorily

The Safe Drinking Water Act {SDWA)
requires the EPA to review and revise,
as appropriate, each existing national
primary drinking water regulation
(NPD'WR] no less often than every six
years {SDWA section 1412(b)(9), 42
1.5.C. 300g-1(b)(9)). In 2003, EPA
completed its review of the 1982 TCR
(USEPA 1988a, 54 FR 27544, June 29,
1989} and 68 NPDWRs for chemicals
that were promulgated prior to 1997
(USEPA 2003, 68 FR 42908, July 18,
2003). The purpose of the review was to
identify new health risk assessments,
changes in technology, and other factors
that would provide a health-related or

technological basis to support a
regulatory revision that would maintain
or improve public health protection. In
the Six-Year Review 1 determination
published in July 2003 (USEPA 2003, 68
FR 42908, July 18, 2003), EPA stated its
intent to revise the 1989 TCR.

B. Purpose of the Rule

EPA promulgated the 1989 TCR to
decrease the risk of waterborne illness.
Among all SDWA rules promuigated for
preventing waterborne illness, only the
TCR applies to all PWSs, making the
rule an essential component of the
multi-barrier approach in public health
protection against endemic and
epidemic disease. In combination with
the other SDWA rules (e.g., the Ground
Water Rule (GWR] (USEPA 2006¢, 71 FR
65574, November 8, 2006} and the suite
of surface water treatment rules {(USEPA
1989h; USEPA 1998h; USEPA 2002;
USEFPA 2006d)), the RTCR will better
address the 1989 TCR objectives and
enhance the multi-barrier approach to
protecting public heaith, especially with
Tespect to small ground water PWSs.

In recent years, the number of
violations under the 1989 TCR have
remained relatively steady, as shown
and discussed in Exhibit 4,11 and
Appendix G of the Economic Analysis

for the Final Revised Total Coliform

Hule [RTCR EA} (USEPA 2012a), EPA
believes that this is reflective of a steady
state among PWSs complying with the
1989 TCR and any improvements likely
to occur under that rule have largely
been achieved. In outlining
recommendations for further reductions
in occurrence, EPA and the Total
Coliform Rule Distribution System
Advisory Committee (TCRDSAC)
developed an Agresment in Principle
(AIP) (USEPA 2008c), which became the
basis of the proposed and fival RTCR.
See section 1L.C.1 of this preamble, Total
Coliform Distribution System Advisory
Committee ([TCRDSAC), for more
information about the TCRDSACG and
the AIP,

The RTCR aims for greater public
health protection than the 1989 TCR in
a cost-effective manner by: (1}
Maintaining the objectives of the 1989
TCR {i.e., to evaluate the effectiveness of
treatment, to determine the integrity of
the distribution system, and to signal
the possible presence of fecal
contamination}; {2) reducing the
potential pathways of contamination
into the distribution system {see section
ILD of this preamble, Public Health
Concerns Addressed by the Revised
Total Coliform Rule); {3) using the
optimal indicator for the intended
objectives (i.e., using total coliforms as
an indicator of system operation and
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condition rather than an immediate
public health concern and using E. coli
as a fecal indicator (see sections 11D,
Public Health Concerns Addressed by
the Revised Total Coliform Rule, and -
IILB, Rule Construct: MCLG and MCL
for E. coli and Coliform Treatment
Technique, of this preambie)); (4]
requiring more stringent standards than
those of the 1989 TCR for systems to
qualify for reduced monitoring (see
sactions IIL.C.1.b.iii, Reduced
monitoring, and IILC.1.c.iii, Reduced
monitoring, of this preamble); and (5)
requiring systems that may be
vulnerable to contamination, as
indicated by their monitoring results
and by the nature of their operation
(e.g., seasonal systems), to monitor more
frequently and have in place procedures
that will minimize the incidence of
contamination (e.g., requiring start-up
procedures for seasonal systems) {see
sections III.C.1.b.iv, Increased
moniftoring, I11.C.1.c.iv, Requirements
for returning fo monthly monitoring,
aud III.C.1.1, Seasonal systems, of this
preamble). EPA, therefore, anticipates
greater public health protection under
the RTCR compared to the 1989 TCR
because of the RTCR’s more preventive
approach to identifying and fixing
problems that affect or may affect public
health,

C. Hule Development

1. Total Coliform Rule Distribution
System Advisory Cominittee
(TCRDSAC)

The revisions to the 1989 TCR are
primarily based on the
recommendations of the Total Coliform
Rule Distribution System Advisory
Committee (*TCRDSAC” or the
“advisory committee”). EPA established
the TCRDSAC in June 2007 in
accordance with the provisions of the
Federal Advisory Committee Act, &
U.5.C. App.2, 9{c), to provide
recommendations to EPA on revisions
to the 1989 TCR and on what
information about distribution system
issues is needed to better understand
and address possible public health
impacts from potential degradation of
drinking water quality in distribution
systems (USEPA 2007a, 72 FR 35869,
June 29, 2007).

All advisory committee members
agreed lo a set of recommendations and
signed a final Agreemeut in Principle
(AIP) in September 2008. Pursuant to
the AIP, EPA on July 14, 2010 proposed
revisions to the 1989 TCR {USEPA
2010a, 75 FR 40926, July 14, 2010) that,
to the maximum extent consistent with
EPA’s legal obligations, had the same
substance and effect as the elements of

the AIP. The AIP and details about the
advisory committee can be found at
EPA’s Web site at htip://water.epa.gov/
lawsregs/rulesregs/sdwa/tcr/
regulation_revisions ferdsac.cfm.

2. Stakeholder Involvement

In accordance with one of the
recommendations of the TCRDSAC,
EPA held two annual stakeholder
meelings, prior to publishing the
propesed revisions, to which all
advisory committes members and the
public at large were invited. In April
2009 and May 2010, EPA held these
stakeholder meetings to provide updates
and an opportunity for stakeholders to
provide feedback on the development of
a proposed RTCR that had the same
substance and effect as the
recommendations in the AfP.

EPA proposed the RTCR on July 14,
2010 {USEPA 2010s, 75 FR 40926, July
14, 2010} and requested public
comment. EPA received approximately
150 comment letters on the proposal
and considered the comments in making
revisions to the final RTCR. Key issues
raised by the commenters are discussed
in their corresponding sections of this
preamble. A Hesponse to Comments
Document is available in the docket of
the RTCR. (search for Docket ID No.
EPA-HQ-0OW-2008-0878 in
www.regnlations.gov).

During the public comment period for
the proposed RTCR, EPA also held
several meetings to solicit and provide
the public with information about the
provisions of the proposed rule, In
addition to consulting with the advisory
committee and holding stakeholder
meetings, EPA consulted with specific
stakeholders such as the National
Drinking Water Advisory Council
NDWACY), the Science Advisory Board
{SAB), and Tribal representatives,
among others. These consultations are
discussed in section VII of this
preamble, Statutory and Executive
Order Review.

D. Public Health Concerns Addressed by
the Revised Total Coliform Rule

1. Public Health Concerns, Fecal
Contamination, and Waterborne
Pathogens

The RTCR aims to increase public
health protection through the reduction
of potential pathways of entry for fecal
contamination into the distribution
system. Since these potential pathways
represent vulnerabilities in the
distribution system whereby fecal
contamination and/or waterborne
pathogens, including bacteria, viruses
and parasitic protozoa could possibly
enter the system, the reduction of these

pathways in general should lead to
reduced exposure and associated risk
from these contaminants, Fecal
contamination and waterborne
pathogens can cause a variety of
illnesses, including acute
gastrointestinal illness [AGI) with _
diarrhea, abdominal discomfort, nausea,
vomiting, and other symptoms. Most
AGI cases are of short duration and
result in mild illness. Other more severe
illnesses caused by waterborne
pathogens include hemolytic uremic
syndrome (HUS) (kidney failure),
hepatitis, and bloody diarrhea (WHO
2004}, Chronic disease such as irritable
bowel syndrome, renal impairment,
hypertension, cardiovascular disease
and reactive arthritis can result from
infection by a waterborne agent (Clark &f
al. 2008; Clark ef al. 20:10; Moorin et al.
20103, '

When humans are exposed to and
infected by waterborne enteric
pathogens, the pathogens become
capable of reproducing in the
gastrointestinal tract, As a result,
healthy humans shed pathogens iu their
feces for a period ranging from days to
weeks, This shedding of pathogens often
oceurs in the absence of any signs of
clinical illness, Regardless of whether a
pathogen causes clinical illness in the
person who sheds it in his or her feces,
the pathogen being shed may infect
other people directly by person-to-
person spread, contact with
contaminated surfaces, and other means
referred to as secondary spread. As a
result, waterborne pathogens that are
initially waterborne may subsegnently
infect other people through a variety of
rontes {WHO 2004). Sensitive
subpopulatious are at greater risk from
waterborne disease than the general
population (Gerba et al, 1996}, Fora
discussion of sensitive subpopulations,
see section VILL of this preamble,
Impaets on Sensitive Subpopulations os
Required by Section 1412{b}{3){cl(i}(V]
of the 1996 Amendments of the Safe
Drinking Water Act (SDWAJ

2. Indicators

Total coliforms are a group of closely
related bacteria that, with a few
exceptions, are not harmful to humans.
Coliforms are abundant in the feces of
warm-blooded animals, but can also be
found in aquatic environments, in soil,
and on vegetation. Goliform bacteria
may be transported to surface water by
run-off or to ground water by
infiltration. Total coliforms are common
in ambient water and may be injured by
environmental stresses such as lack of
nutrients, and water treatments such as
chlorine disinfection, in a manner
similar to most bacterial pathogens and
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many viral enteric pathogens (including
fecal pathogens}. EPA considers total
coliforms to be a useful indicator that a
potential pathway exists throngh which
fecal contamination can enter the
distribution system. This is because the
absence (versus the presence) of total
coliforms in the distribution system
indicates a reduced likelihood that fecal
contamination and/or waterborna
pathogens are occurring in the
distribution system.

Under the 1989 TCR, each total
coliform-positive sample is assayed for
either fecal coliforms or E. coli. Fecal
coliform bacteria are a subgroup of total
coliforms that traditionally have been
associated with fecal contamination.
Since the promulgation of the 1989
TCR, more information and
understanding of the suitability of fecal
coliform and E. coli as indicators have
become available. Study has shown that
the fecal coliform assay is imprecise and
too often captures bacteria that do not
originate in the human or mammal gut
(Edberg et af. 2000). On the other hand,
E. coli is a more restricted group of
coliform bacteria that almost always
originate in the human or animal gut
(Edberg et al. 2000). Thus, E. coliis a
better indicator of fecal contamination
than fecal coliforms. The provisions of
the RTCR reflect the improved
understanding of the value of total
coliforms and E. coli as indicators.

3. Occurrence of Fecal Contamination
and Waterborne Pathogens

a. Presence of fecal contamination,
Fecal contamination is a very general
term that includes all of the organisms
found in feces, both pathogenic and
nonpathogenic. Fecal contamination cau
eccur in drinking water both through
use and inadequate treatment of
contaminated source water as well as
direct intrusion of fecal contamination
into the drinking water distribution
system. Lisberman et al. {1994) discuss
the general association between fecal
contamiuation and waterborne
pathogens, Biofilms in distribution
systems may harbor waterborne
bacterial pathogens and accumulate
enteric viruses and parasitic protozoa
{Skraber et al. 2005; Helmi et al. 2008}
Waterborne pathogens in biofilms may
have entared the distribution system as
fecal contamination from humans or
animals.

Co-oceurrence of indicators and
waterborue pathogens is difficult to
measure. While the analytical methods
approved by EPA to assay for E. coli are
able to detect indicaters of fecal
contamination, they do not specifically
identify most of the pathogenic E. coli
strains, There are at least 700 recognized

E, coli strains (Kalﬁer et al. 2004} and

‘about 10 percent of recognized E. coli

straing are pathogenic to humans (Feng
1995; Hussein 2007; Kaper ef al. 2004}.
Pathogenic E. coli include E. coli
0157:H7, which is the primary cause of
HUS in the United States (Rangel et al.
2005). The US Centars for Diseass
Control and Prevention {CDC) estimates
that there are 73,000 cases of illness
each year in the US due to E. coli
0157:H7 (Mead ef al. 1999}. The CDC
estimates that about 15 percent of all
reported E. coli 0157:H7 cases are due
to water contamination (Rangel ef al,
2005}, Active surveillance by CDC
shows that 6.3 percent of E. coli
0157:H7 cases progress to HUS (Griffin
and Tauxe 1991; Gould et al. 2009} and -
about 12 percent of HUS cases tesult in
death within four years (Garg et al.
2003). About 4 to 15 percent of cases are
transmitted within households by
secondary transmission (Parry and
Salmon 1998).

Because EPA-approved standard
methods for E. colf do not typically
identify the presence of the pathogenic
E. coli strains, an E, coli-positive
monitoring result is an indicator of fecal
contamination but is not necessarily a
measure of waterborne pathogen
occurrence. Specialized assays and
methods are used to idantify waterborne
pathogens, including pathogenic E. coli.

Omne notable exception is the data
reported by Cooley ef al. {2007), which
showad high concentrations of
pathogenic E. coli strains in samples
containing high concentrations of fecal
indicator K. coli. These data are from
streams and other poor quality surface
waters surrounding California spinach
fields associated with the 2006 F. coli
0157:H7 foodhorne outbreak, Data
equivalent to these samples are not
available from drinking water samples
collected under the 1989 TCR.

Because E. colf is an indicator of fecal
contamination (Edberg et al. 2000}, and
because of the general association
between fecal contamination and
waterborne pathogens (Lisberman ef al.
1994; Ligberman et al. 2002}, E. coli is
a meaniugful indicator for fecal
contaminatiou and the potantial
presenca of associated pathogen
OCCUTTETICE.

b. Waterborne disease outbreaks. The
CDC defines a waterborne disease
outbreak as occurring when at least two
persons experience a similar illness
after ingesting a specific drinking water
{or after exposure to recreational water)
contaminated with pathogens {or
chemicalis) (Kramer et al. 1996), or when
one person experiences amoebic
meningoencephalitis after similar
waterborne exposure. The CDC

maintains a database on waterborne
disease outbreaks in the United States.
The database is based upon responses to
a voluntary and confidential survey
form that is completed by State and
local public health officials.

The National Research Council
strongly suggests that the number of
identified and reported outbreaks in the
CDC database for surface and ground
waters reprasants only a smail
percentage of the actual number of
walerborne disease outbreaks (NRC
1997; Bennett ef al, 1987; Hopkins et al.
1985 for Colorado data}. Under-
reporting ocours because most
waterborne outbreaks in community
water systems are not recognized until
a stzable proportion of the population is
ill (Perz et al. 1998; Craun 1996),
perhaps 1 percent to 2 parcent of the
population {Craun 1996). EPA drinking
water regulations are designed to protect
against endemic waterborne disease and
to minimize waterborne outhreaks, In
contrast to outhreaks, andemic diseasa
refers to the persistent low to moderate
lavel or the usual ongoing occurrence of
illness in a given population or
geographic area (Craun et al. 2008).

111, Requirements of the Revised Total
Coliform Ruls

The RTCR maintains and strengthens
the objectives of the 1989 TCR and is
consistent with the recommendations in
the AIP, Tha cbijectives are: (1) To
evaluate the effectiveness of treatment,
(2) to determine the integrity of the
distribution system, and (3) to signal the
possible presence of fecal
contamination. The RTCR hetter
addresses these objectives by requiring
systems that may be vulnerable to fecal
contamination (as indicated by their
monitoring resulis) to do an assessment,
to identify whether any sanitary
defect(s] is (are} present, and to correct
the defects. Therefore, the Agency
anticipates greater public health
protection under the RTCR compared to
the 1989 TCR because of its more
preventive approach to identifying and
fixing problems that affect or may affect
public health. The following is an
overview of the key provisions of the
RTCR: '

o MCLG and MCL for E. coli and
coliform treatment technique for
protection against potential fecal
contamination, The RTCR establishes a
maximum contaminant level goal
(MCLG) and maximum contamiuant
level (MCL) for E. coli. Under the RTCR
there is no longer a monthly maximum
contaminant level (MCL) violation for
multiple total coliform detections. The
RTCR takes a preventive approach to
protecting pnblic health by establishing
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a coliform treatment technique for
protection against potential fecal
contamination. The treatment technique
uses both total coliforms and E. coli
monitoring results to start an evaluation
process that, where necegsary, requires
the PWS to conduct follow-up
corrective action that could prevent
future incidences of contamination and
exposure to fecal contamination and/or
waterborne pathogens. See section IILB
of this preamble, Rule Construct: MCLG
and MCL for E. coli and Coliform
Treatment Technique, for further
discussion on the MCLG, MCL, and
treatment technique requirements.

o Monitoring. As with the 1989 TCR,
PWSs will continue to monitor for total
coliforms and E. coli according to a
sample siting plan end scheduls specific
to the system. -

Sample siting plans under the RTCR
must continus to be representative of
the water throughout the distribntion
system. Under the RTCR, systems have
the flexibility to propose repeat sample
locations that best verify and determine
the extent of potential contamination of
the distribution system rather than
having to sample within five
connections upstream and downstream
of the total coliforim-positive sample
location. In Heu of proposing new repeat
sample locations, the systems may stay
with the default used under the 1989
TCR of within-five-connections-
upstream-and-downstream of the total
coliform-positive sample location,

As with the 1989 TCR, the RTCR
allows reduced monitoring for some
small ground water systems. The RTCGR
is expectaed to improve public health
protection compared to the 1989 TCR by
requiring small ground water systems
that are on or wish to conduct reduced
monitoring to meet certain eligibility
criteria. Examples of the criteria include
a sanitary survey showing that the
systemn is free of sanitary defects, a clean
compliance history for 12 months, and
a recurring annual site visit by the State
and/or a voluntary Level 2 assessment
for systems on annual monitoring.

For small ground water systems, the
RTCR requires increased monitoring for
high-risk systems such as those that do
not have a clean compliance history
under the RTCR. The RTCR specifies
conditions under which systems will no
longer be eligible for reduced
monitoring and be required to return to
routine monitoring or to monitor at an
increased frequency.

The RTCR requires systems on a
quarterly or annual monitoring
frequency (applicable only to ground
water systems serving 1,000 or fewer
peopla) to collect at least three
additional routine monitoring samples

the month following one or more total
coliform-positive samples, unless the
State waives the additional routine
monitoring. This is a reduction in the
required number of additional routine
samples from the 1989 TCR, which
requires at least five rontine samples in
the month following a total coliform-
positive sample for all systems serving
4,100 or fewer people.

The 1989 TCR requires all systems
serving 1,000 or fewer people to coilect
at Jeast four repeat samples while
requiring PWSs serving 1,000 people or
greater to collect three Tepeat samples.
The RTCR requires three repeat samples
after a routine total coliform-positive
sample, regardless of the system type
and size,

See sections IN.C, Moniforing, and
TI1.D, Aepeat Samples, of this preamble
for detailed discussions of the routine
monitoring and repeat sampling
requirements of the RTCR.

¢ Seasonal systems. For the fivst time,
the RTCR establishes monitoring
requirements specific to seasonal
systems. Seasonal systems represent a
special case in that the shutdown and
start-up of these water systems present
additional opportunities for
contamination to enter or spread
through the distribution system. Under
the RTCR, seasonal systems must
demonstrate completion of a State-
approved start-up procedure. See
sections IIL.A.4, Seasonal systems, and
T1L.C.1.f, Seasonal systems, of this
preamble for further discussion of
requirements for seasonal systems.

« Assessment and corrective action.
As part of a treatment technique, all
PWSs are required to assess their
systems when monitoring results show
that the system may be vulnerable to
contamination. Systems must conduct
either a Level 1 assessment or a more
detailed Level 2 assessment depending
on the level of concern raised hy the
results of indicator sampling. The
systen: is responsible for correcting any
sanitary defect{s) found through either a
Level 1 or Level 2 assessment. See
section IILE of this preamble, Coliform
Treatment Technique, for more
discussion of the treatment technique
requirement of the RTCR.

+ Violations and public notification.
The RTCR sstablishes an E. coli MCL
violation, a treatment technigne
violation, a monitoring violation, and a
reporting violation. Public notification
is reqnired for each type of violation,
with the type of notification dependent
on the degree of potential public health
concern, This is consistent with EPA’s
cnrrent public notification requirements
under 40 CFR part 141 subpart Q. The
RTCR also modifies the pnblic

notification and Consumer Confidence
Report language to reflect the construct
of the rule. See sections HL.F, Violations,
and LG, Providing Notification and
Information to the Public, of this
preamble for further discussions of
violations and puhlic notification under
the RTCR.

» Transition fo the RTCR. The RTCR
allows all systems to transition to the
new rule at their 1989 TCR monitoring
frequency, including systems on
reduced monitoring under the 1989
TCR. ¥or ground water systems serving
1,000 or fewer people, States must
conduct a special monitoring evaluation
during each sanitary survey after the
compliance effective date of the RTCR.
Initial grandfathering of monitoring
frequencies reduces State burden by not
requiring the State to determine
appropriate monitoring frequency at the
same time the State is working to adopt
primacy, develop policies, and train
their own staff and the PWSs in the
State.

The provisions of the RTCR are
contained in the new 40 CFR part 141
subpart Y, superseding 40 CFR 141.21
beginning April 1, 20186,

A. RTCR Definitions
1. Assessment

a. Pravisions, EPA is defining a Level
1 assessment and a Level 2 assessment
to help in the implementation of the
RTCR and to better differentiate
between the two levels of assessments.

A Level 1 assessment is an evaluation
to identify the possible presence of
sanitary defects, defects in distribution
system coliform monitoring practices,
and {when possible) the likely reason
that the system triggered the assessment.
It is conducted by the system operator
or owner {or his designated
representative}, Minimum elements
include review and identification of
atypical events that could affect
distributed water quality or indicate that
distributed water quality was impaired;
changes in distribution system
maintenance and operation that could
affect distributed water quality
(including water storage); source and
treatment considerations that bear on
distributed water quality, where
appropriate {e.g., whether a ground
water system is disinfected); existing
water quatity monitoring data; and
inadequacies in sample sites, sampling
protocol, and sample processing, The
system must conduct the assessment
consistent with any State directives that
tailor specific assessment elements with
respect to the size and type of the .
system and the size, type, and
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characteristics of the distribution
system.

A Level 2 assessment is an evaluation
to identify the possible presence of
sanitary defects, defects in distribution
system coliform monitoring practices,
and {when possible] the likely reason
that the systemn triggered the assessment.
A Lovel 2 assessment provides a more
detailed examination of the system
{including the system’s monitoring and
operational practices) than does a Levsl
1 assessment through the nse of more
comprehensive investigation and review
of available information, additional
internal and external resources, and
other relevant practices. It is conducted
by an individual approved by the State,
which may include the system operator.
Minimum elements include review and
identification of atypical events that
could affect distributed water quality or
indicate that distributed water guality
was impaired; changes in distribution
system maintenance and operation that
could affect distributed water quality
(including water storage}; source and
treatment considerations that bear on
distributed water quality, where
appropriate {e.g., whether a ground
water system is disinfected); existing
water quality monitoring data; and
inadequacies in sample sites, sampling
protocol, and sample processing, The
system must conduct the assessment
consistent with any State directives that
tailor specific assessment slements with
respect to the size and type of the
system and the size, type, and
characteristics of the distribution
system, The systemn must comply with
auy expedited actions or additional
actions required by the State in the case
of an E. coli MCL violation.

b. Key issues raised, EPA did not
propose definitions for Level 1 and
Level 2 assessments. However, based on
the comments P A received, there was
concern that the distinction between the
two levels of assessment is not
sufficiently laid out in the rule
langnage. This might pose some
problems in the implementation of the
RTCR. In response, EPA is defining a
Level 1 assessment and a Level 2
assessment. This issue and the RTCR
requirements regarding assessments are
discussed further in section IILE.2 of
this preamble, Assessment.

2, Clean Compliance History

a. Provisions. In the final RTCR, EPA
is defining “clean compliance history”
as a record of no maximum contaminant
level (MCL) violations under 40 CFR
141.63; no monitoring violations under
40 CFR 141.21 or subpart Y; and no
coliform treatment technigue trigger
exceadances or coliform treatment

technique violations under subpart Y.
This is the same definition that the
advisory committee recouimeuded in
the AIP and that EPA proposed in July
2010 (USEPA 2010a, 75 FR 40928, July
14, 2010). The term is specific to RTCR
compliance and is used to determine
eligibility of systems for reduced
monitoring. It does not include
violations under other existing
NPDWRSs, Systems must have a “‘clean
compliance history” for a minimum of
12 months to qualify for reduced
monitoring (see sections II1.C.1.b.iii,
Reduced monitoring, and I1.G.1.c.ii,
Reduced monitoring, of this preamble
regarding reduced monitoring).

However, while the definition of
“clean compliance history” includes
only 1989 TCR/RTCR violations, the
State may (and should) consider
compliance history under other rules if
relevant, For example, failure to take a
triggered source water sample required
under the GWR {UUSEPA 20086, 71 FR
65574, November 8, 2006) may
appropriately cause the State to not
allow less frequeut monitoring because
this could (1} lead the system to miss
source water contamination and {2}
indicate a system’s lack of attention to
regulatory requirements or proper
operation.

b. Key issues raised. EPA received
comments that a record of no
monitoring violations should not be
included in the definition of “clean
compliance history.” Commenters are
concerned that small systems, which
experience frequent turnover or shortage
of staff, may not be able to qualify for
reduced monitoring if they miss a
sample or two, EPA believes that a
system on a reduced monitoring
frequeucy (i.e., less than monthly, either
quarterly or anuually) mmst be able to
demonstrate that it is capable of
delivering safe water and maintaining
proper attention to the water system,
even on an infrequent monitoring
schedule, by meeting certain criteria
(see sections I11.C.1.b.111, Reduced
monitoring, and HILC.1.¢.iii, Hedured
monitoring, of this preamble for
discussion sbout the reduced
monitoring criteriaj. Small systems
monitoring less frequently than
monthly, especially those monitoring
only annnally, already have a lower
probability of detecting a coutamination
event compared to systems that monitor
monthly. Because of the intermittent
nature of contamination and the fact -
that these systems are already on a
significantly reduced monitoring
frequency, it is very important that these
systems take their samples as reqnired.
Becanse these systems monitor so
infrequently, EPA recommeuds that the

States use the aunual site visits as au
opportunity to review system
operations, reinforce the importance of
collecting the required samples, and to
identify and require corraction of any
sanitary defects. The State can make
sure that the system takes its required
sample, and therefore avoids incurring a
monitoring violation because of a
missed sample {see section IILC.1.b.ii
of this preamble, Heduced monitoring,
for discussion of annual monitoring).
EPA is therefore retaining the definition
of “clean compliance history” as
proposed because EPA believes that
removing the record of no monitoring
violation from the definition would be
less protective of public health,
However, EPA is providing flexibility to
the States in considering monitoring
violations in TNCWSs when
determining whether the system must
go on increased monthly monitoring.
Sea sections I0.C.1.b, Ground wafer
NCWSs serving < 1,000 people, and
H1.C.2.b, Ground water NCWSs serving <
1,000 people, of this preamble for a
more detailed discussion.

3. Sanitary Defect

a. Provisions. EPA is finalizing the
definition of sanitary defect as proposed
in July 2010 (USEPA 2010a, 75 FR
40926, July 14, 2010). It is defined as a
““defect that could provide a pathway of
entry for microbial contamination into
the distribution system or that is
indicative of a failure or imminent
failure in a barrier that is already in
place.” As stated in the proposed rule,
the first part of the definition focuses ou
the problems in the distribution system
that may provide a pathway for
contaminants to enter the distribution
system and its implication for potential
exposure to both microbial and
chemical contaminants. The second part
of the definition also recognizes the
importance of having barriers in place to
prevent the entry of microbial
contaminants into the distribution
system, Indications of failure or
imminent faiture of these barriers are
defects that require corrective action.

The advisory committee deliberated
on the definition of sanitary defect and
suggested that the definition should be
broad enough to facilitate corrective
action without absolute confirmation of
cause and effect, as such confirmation
may be impossible or may significantly
delay corrections that would address a
sanitary defect that represents a
potential threat to public health.
Conversely, the language is not intended
to snggest that corrections must be
nudertaken where the linkage between
the defect and public health is tenuous.
The advisory committee also agreed that
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it is their intent that nothing in the
definition of sanitary defects precludes
conducting an assessment of every
element on the example checklists for
Level 1 and Level 2 assessments
(USEPA 2008d).

b. Key issues raised. EPA received
comments regarding the relationship
between sanitary defects under the
RTCR and “significant deficiencies’
under other regulations and the possible
confusion between the two terms. One
commenter said that the requirement to
identify and correct sanitary defects
under the RTCR is very similar to the
GWR's requirement to identify and
correct significant deficiencies, and that
EPA should therefore consider which
rule is more effective at minimizing risk
of contamination.

The advisory committee specifically
stated that “sanitary defects’ are
specific to the assessment and corrective
action requirements of the RTCR and are
not intended to be linked directly to
“significant deficiencies” under the
Interim Enhanced Surface Water
Treatment Rule IESWTR) (USEPA
1998, 63 FR 69389, December 16, 1998)
and the GWR, although some problems
could meet either definition. The term
“significant deficiency” is tied or
associated with the eight elements of a
sanitary survey. There are problems that
are “‘sanitary defects” and are also
“significant deficiencies”. For instance,
source water problems like those
associated with the well casing may fit
the definition of both a “sanitary defect”
and a “significant deficiency.”
Depending ou when the problem was
identified {i.e., during a sanitary survey
or during an assessment triggered under
RTCR]) and on the guidelines set by the
State, the system should coordinate
with their State regarding how to
characterize the problem and how to
coordinate the corrective action
requirements under the GWR and RTCR,
if needed. Conversely, there are
preblems that are “sanitary defects” but
are not “significant deficiencies” and
vice versa, “Siguificant deficiency” can
include problems other than those in
the distribution system that can have an
effect on the long term viability of the
system in delivering safe water to its
customers. “Significant deficiencies™
can also exist in the areas of reporting
aud data verification, system
management and operation, and
operator compliance with State
Tequirements, which are not considered
“sanitary defects.”

Furthermore, although there might be-
overlap between a “sanitary defect” and
“significant deficiency,” there are
differences in the required timeframes
for responding to them {ses 40 CFR

141.403({a}{5} and 142.16(b)(1)(ii), and
§§ 141.859(b}(3) and (b){4) of the RTCR).
It might therefore be more confusing to
use only one termn for the requirements
of the GWR and RTCR, as suggested by
some commenters,

In addition, the GWR only applies to
ground water systems. Relying only on
the corrective action provisions of the
GWR (triggered by a fecal indicator-
positive sample) will leave out those
systems not covered by the GWR. Also,
these GWR provisions are focused on
the source water. Since contamination is
intermittent and can be from a location
other than the source water, the
assessment and corrective action
provisions in the RTCR will help to
better address other types of defects.

As noted in the preamble to the
proposed RTCR, nothing in the RTCR is
intended to limit the existing authorities
of States under other regulations,

4. Seasonal Systems

a. Provisions. EPA is finalizing the
definition of seasonal system as “a non-
community water system: that is not
operated on a year-round basis and
starts up and shuts down at the
beginning and end of each operating
season.”

The advisory committee recognized
that seasonal systems have unique
characteristics that make them
susceptible to contamination. As their
name implies, seasonal systems are not
operated year-rouud. The
depressurizing and dewatering of the
water systermn, as ofteu occurs with the
temporary shutdown of the system,
present opportunities for contamination
to euter or spread through the
distribution system. For example, loss of
pressure after a system'’s shutdown can
lead to intrusion of contaminants. Even
a system that remains pressurized may
be subject to water quality degradation
due to stagnant water or loss of
disinfectant residual. Microbial growth
prior to start-up cau result in biofilm
formation, which can lead to the
accumulation of contaminants. Thess
systems are also more susceptible to
contamination due to changes in the
conditious of the source water (such as
variable contaminant loading due to
increased septic tank or septic field
use), the seasonal nature of the demand,
and the stress that the system
experiences. As a result, the Agency is
establishing a definition for seasonal
systems and setting forth provisions that
mitigate the risk associated with the
unique characteristics of this type of
system {see section II1.C.1.f of this
preamble, Seasonal systems, for
requirements for seasonal systems), The
advisory committee recommended that

such provisions pertain to seasonal
systems.,

The definition of seasonal system that
EPA is promulgating with this final rule
is different from the definition proposed
in July 2010 {USEPA 2010a, 75 FR
40928, July 14, 2010}, which is ““a non-
community water system that is
operated in three or fewer calendar
quarters per calendar year.”” As
discussed in the preamble to the
proposed rule, EPA was aware of the
limitations of the proposed definition
that could lead to less public health
protection and less effective and more
complicated implementation. EPA gave
the example of a system that is operated
from March to October. Such a system
would operate in all four calendar
quarters and therefore would not be
considered a seasonal system according
to the proposed definition, but would
nonetheless be subject to the same
possibility of distribution system
contamination as a seasonal system
operated from April to November (i.e.,
in only three calendar quarters). To
address limitations such as this, EPA
specifically tequested comment on the
proposed definition of a seasonal
system. The chauge in the definition
from the proposed rule is based on the
comments received. Specific
requirements {e.g., monitoring, start-up
procedure, etc.) for seasonal systems
that address the issues associated with
such systems are discussed lu section
HELC.1.1, Seasonal systems, and [IL.C.2.c,
Seasonal systems, of this preamble,

The definition does not include
iutermittent systems, such as those that
are open year-round but are not
operated continuously (e.g., a church
open only on Saturdays and Sundays].
It also doas not include systems that
operate year-round but may shut down
part of their distribution system for part
of the year {e.g., parts of the distribution
system that serve a factory that is open
only certain times of the year]. Since
these systems might be subject to the
same type of risks as seasonal systems,
States may want to consider whether to
establish requirements that will mitigate
the risks associated with their operation.

b. Key issues raised. EPA received
many responses regarding the definition
of a seasonal system. Many commeuters
suggested addressing the issue of
depressurization and dewatering in the
definition. They suggested that the
important risk factor is not the number
of quarters the system is in operation
but rather the closure and the
depressurization and/or dewatering of
the distribution system. Other
commenters expressed concern about
contamination associated with lack of
water movement and loss of disinfectant
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residual even in a pressurized system.
Although the definition of seasonal
systems does not directly address these
issues, seasonal systems are required to
perform start-up procedures fwhich may
include disinfection, flushing, and
coliform sampling} prior to serving
waler to the public. See section IILC.1.f
of this preamble, Seasonal systems, for
a discussion of the requirements for
seasonal systems. EPA believes that it is
important for a seasonal system to
perform start-up procedures to mitigate
the public health risks associated with
stagnant water and the depressurization
and/or dewatering of the distribution
system. Hence, failure to perform start-
up procedures will resulf in a treatment
technique violation. See section HLF.b
of this preamble, Coliform treatment
technique violation, for additional
discussion on this violation.

Since it is possible and perhaps likely
that some systems may keep the
distribution system pressurized while
out of season, EPA has included an
additional provision in the RTCR
whereby a State can exempt any
seasonal system from some or all of the
requirements for seasonal systems if the
entire distribution system remains
pressurized during the entire period that
the system is not operating (see
§§ 141.854{1)(3}, 141.856(a}{4)(ii), and
141.857{a}(4)ii) of the RTCR}. In
providing such exemption, the State
should conclude that pnblic health
protection is maintained. However, a
seasonal system monitoring less
frequently than monthly must stifl
monitor during the vulnerable period
designated by the State. See section
IM.C.1.1 of this preamble, Seasonal
systeins, for additional discussion.

Some commenters suggested that
seasonal systems be defined by the
number of days, months, or quarters
they are not in operation, e.g., 30, 60, or
90 consecntive days, three or more
consecutive months, one full calendar
quarter, etc. While such a change could
address some of EPA’s concerns, it does
not address the potential for
contamination associated with lack of
operation and loss of pressure.

B. Rule Construct: MCLG and MCL for
E. eoli and Coliform Treatment
Technique

1. MCLG and MCL

a. Requirements. Under the final
RTCR, EPA is eliminating the MCLG for
total coliforms {iuclnding fecal
colifarms) and the MCL for total
coliforms. EPA is also establishing an
MCLG of zero and an MCL for E, coli.
The MCL for E. ¢oli is based on the
monitoring resnits for total coliforms

and E. coli. A system is in compliance
with the E. coli MCL unless any of the
following conditions occur:

» A system has an E. coli-positive
repeat sample following a total coliform-
positive routineg sample; or

¢ A routine sample is E. coli-positive
and one of its associated repeat samples
is total coliform-paositive; or

+ A system fails to test for E. coli
when any repeat sample tests positive
for total coliforms; or

+ A system fails to take all required
repeat samples following a routine
sample that is positive for E. coli.

Although not explicitly stated, as a
logical consequence of the second
condition, a system also violates the
MCL when an E. coli-positive routine
sample is followed by an E. coli-positive
repeat sample because E. colf bacteria
are a subset of total coliforms,

EPA is establishing an MCLG of zero
for E. coli and removing the current
MCLG of zero for total coliforms
{including fecal coliforms) because E.
coli is a more specific indicator of fecal
contamination and potential harmful
pathogens in drinking water than are
total coliforms {including fecal
coliforms). These requirements were
part of the July 2010 proposed rule
{USEPA 2010a, 75 FR 40926, July 14,
2010)] and are unchanged in the final
RTCR. See section 1L, A.2 of the
preamble to the proposed RTCR, MCLG
and MCL for E. coli, and coliform
treatment technique, for further
discussion on the MCLG, MCL, and
treatment technique regnirements.

b, Key issues raised. The majority of
the commenters supported EFA’s
proposal to remove the MCLG and MCL
for total coliforms {including fecal
coliforms} and to establish an MCLG
and MCL for E, coli.

However, there were some who
cominented that removing the MCLG
and MCL for total coliforms will result
in backsliding in public health
protection. These commenters stated
that the eliminaftion of the non-acute
MCL violation removes a strong
incentive for water systems to perform
proactive maintenance and operations
activities to maintain distribution
system water quality and avoid MCL
violations and subsequent public notice
to customers. EPA disagrees. EPA and
the advisory committee decided that
removing the MCLG and MCL for total
coliforms is appropriate. SOWA section
1412(b)(3}(A){i) directs EPA to use “the
best available, peer-reviewed science
and supporting studies conducted in
accordance with sound and objective
science practices” in conducting the

. risk assessment when promulgating an

NPDWR. In 1989, EPA set an MCLG of

zero for total coliforms. Since the
promnlgation of the 1989 TCR, a better
understanding of the nature of total
coliforms, especially fecal coliforms, has
become available. Many of the
organisms detected by total coliform
and facal coliform methods are not of
fecal origin and do not have any direct
pubtic health implications (Edberg et al.
2000}. Total coliforms may, however,
indicate the presence of a pathway by
which fecal contamination can occur;
thus, total coliforms are instead used as
part of a treatment technique
requirement, which is discussed in
more detail in the next section and in
section IILE of this preamble, Coliform
Treatment Technique, Inclusion of the
MCLG and MCL for total coliforms is
not supported by the available science
and would be contrary to SDWA section
1412(b)(3)(A){).

Commenters agreaed with EPA’s
proposal to eliminate the provisions on
fecal coliforms, Therefore, fecal
coliforms will no longer be used in the
RTCR and all analytical methods used
to detect for fecal coliforms are also
removed from the rule. For a discussion
on analytical methods, see section IILI
of this preamble, Analytical Methods.

2. Coliform Treatment Technique

a: Requirements. EPA is establishing
a treatment technique that will reqnire
a PWS to conduct an assessment of its
system and, when necessary, perform
corvective actions in response to trigger
conditions that indicate a possible
pathway of contamination into the
system. The treatmnent technique
requirements are the same as those in
the proposed RTCR. A PWS that
exceeds a specified frequency of total
coliform occurrence must conduct a
Level 1 or Level 2 assessment to
determine if any sanitary defect exists
and, if found, to correct the sanitary
defect. As discussed earlier, the MCLG
and MCL for total coliforms are
removed. The conditions that defined a
non-acute MCL violation under the 1989
TCR are now used to trigger a system to
conduct an assessment of the system. A
discussion of the treatment technique
requirements, i.e., the triggers, the levels
of assessment, the completion of the
assessment form, etc., can be found in
section IILE of this preamble, Coliform
Treatment Technigue.

b. Key issues raised. The majority of
the commenters supported the change
from a total coliform non-acnte MCL to
a treatment technique requirement.
However, some commenters disagreed
with the change. They stated that the
treatment technique construct will not
work for small NCWSs since they
typically do not treat their water, have
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no certified operator, and have limited
or no distribution system. They noted
that since systems with limited or no
distribution system do not have the
extensive network of piping aud service
connections and other elements that
comprise a typical distribution system,
the treatment technique construct,
which the commenters considered as
focusing on the distribution system, will
not work. These commenters suggested
that for systems with limited or no
distribution system, the focus should be
on the source, and therefore, the
requirements of the GWR should be
sufficient. They suggested that the total
coliform1 MCL should be retained for
these systems because the treatment
technique requirements will be too
complicated for these systermns to comply
with, resulting in more non-complance,
more burden on the State, and likely
less public health protection.

EPA disagrees that the treatment
technigne construct will not work for
small NCWSs. The requirement to
assess the system after a trigger consists
of looking at all of the elements that
might have affected the quality of the
distributed water, including not only
the distribution system bnt also the
source and the treatment process.
Although somes small systems have
limited or no distribution system, they
can still have parts of their system (e.g.,
building plumbing, or buried piping at
a campground) that are vulnerable to
contamination, such as that intreduced
by a cross-connection or infiltration. In
addition, relying only on the corrective
action provisions of the GWR will Isave
out those systems not covered by the
GWR, or in cases of positive results,
systems where corrective action under
the GWR is not immediately reqnired by
the State. For exampls, total coliform-
positive repeat samples do not trigger
any action under the GWR, even it those
samples are also triggered source water
samples. Also, a State may require
additional source samples instead of a
corrective action after the first fecal
indicator positive sample (see 40 CFR
141.402(a)(3)). In addition, some small
NCWSs with limited or no distribution
system use surface water. Finally, the
GWR provisions are focused on the
source water, Since contamination is
intermittent and can be from a location
other than the source water, the
assessment and corrective action
provisions in the RTCR will help
address other types of defects.

EPA understands that there will be
implementation challenges during the
first fow years of the rule
implementation, especially for small
PWSs. However, as systems with
limited or no distribution system are

simple systems, the assessments should
also be relatively simple. There is
nothing in the RTCR that prohibits the
States from conducting assessments that
integrate the requirements of the GWR
and RTCR where appropriate (see
section TILE of this preamble, Coliform
Treatment Technique, for a discussion
of the coliform treatment technique).
EPA encourages States to make any
necessary modifications to their
regulations to make the most efficient
use of limited State resources and to
better integrate these rules for systems
with little-to-no distribution systein,
provided that the ravisions satisfy the
primacy requirements for both the GWR
and the RTGR. Also, EPA plans to
develop puidance manuals specifically
for small systems to help them comply
with the RTCR. EPA is also working to
update the Safe Drinking Water
Information System (SDWIS] to include
the requirements of the RTCR and have
SDWIS ready in advance of the
compliance date for the rule.

As discussed earlier, EPA believes
that the treatment technique
requirements ave more protective of
public health because they require a
system to take preventive actions to
address problems. This is a change from
just issuing a PN and conducting
additional monitoring under the 1989
TCR to proactively doing an assessment
to determine the cause of the possibie
contamination under the RTCR and
performing corrective action where
needed,.

C. Monitoring

1. Requirements

a. Requirements that apply to all
PWSs, As with the 1989 TCR, the RTCR
requires all PWSs to collect and test
samples for total coliforms and E. coli
according to a sample siting plan and
schedule specific to the system, PWSs
must collect the samples at regular
intervals throughout the month, except
systems that use only ground water and
serve 4,900 or fewer people may collect
all required samples on a single day if
they are taken from different sites.

Under the RTCR, all PWSs are still
required to take repeat samples within
24 hours of learning of any routine
monitoring sample that is total coliform-
positive. PWSs must comply with the
Tepeat monitoring requirements and E.
coli analytical requirement, discussed in
detail in section 111D of this preamble,
Repeat Samples. All samples taken for
RTCR compiiance (routine and repeat)
may occnr at a customer’s premises,
dedicated sampling station, or other
designated compliance sampling
location.

EPA notes that a systern must still
take the required minimum number of
samples even if it has had an E. coli
MCL violation or has exceeded the
coliform treatment triggers before the
end of the monitoring compliance

~ period. For example, if a system has an

E. coli MCL violation after taking 10 of
the 40 required routine monthly
samples, the system must continue
routine total coliform monitoring,
analyze any total coliform-positive
samples for E. coli, and take one round
of repeat samples following any total
coliform-positive routine sample.

Under the RTCR, systemns’ sample
siting plans mnst include routine and
repeat sample sites and any sampling
paoints necessary to meet the Ground
Water Rule {GWR] requirements, As
with the 1989 TCR, the sample siting
plan is subject to State review and
revision.

The repeat sample sites may be
alternative monitoring locations that the
PWS is proposing to use instead of the
repeat sample locations that are within
five connections upstream and
downstream of the original sampling
location that tested total coliform-
positive, The PWS must demonstrate to
the State’s satisfaction that the
alternative monitoring locations are
representative of a pathway for
contamination into the distribution
system {for example, near a storags
tank), and that the sample siting plan
remains representative of the water
quality in the distribution system.
Systerns may elect to specify either
alternative fixed locations or criteria for
selecting their repeat sampling locations
on a situational basis in a standard
operating procedure (SOP), which is
part of the sample siting plan. The State
may determine that monitoring at the
entry point to the distribution system
{especially for undisinfected ground
water systems) is effective to
differentiate between potential source
water and distribution problems. The
nse of alternative monitoring locations
or an SOP does not require prior State
approval but sysiems are required to
submit to their primacy agencies their
proposed alternative locations. States
can modify and rvevise these locations or
the SOP as needed. Additional
discussion about the alternative
monitoring locations can be found in
section IILL.D of this preambie, Repeat
Samples.

Monitoring locations that serve both
as a repeat sampling location and a
triggered source water monitoring
location for the GWR (i.e., locations for
dual purpose sampling} mnst also be
included in the sample siting plan.
These locations need to be approved by
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the State before the PWS can use them.
For more discussion on the dual
purpose sampiing, see section HLD of
this preamble, Repeat Samples.

Under the RTCR, PWSs may take
more than the minimum required
number of routine samples and must
include the results in calculating
whether the total coliform treatment
technique trigger for conducting an
assessment has been exceeded, but only
if the samples are taken in accordance
with the sample siting plan and are
representative of water throughout the
distribution system {see section IILE of
this preamble, Coliform Treatment
Technigue, for a discussion on the
coliform treatment technique
requirements).

Under the RTCR, EPA is not making
substantive changes to the requirements
of the TCR for (1) special purpose
samples, and {2) invalidation of total
coliform samptles.

New systems that begin operation on
or after the compliance date of the RTCR
must comply with the rontine
monitoring frequency established by the
RTCR for their system size and type
beginning in their first month of
operation.

The following are the monitoring
requirements for different categories of
systems.

b. Ground water NCWSs serving <
1,000 people. i. Routine monitoring. The
RTCR requires ground water NCWS
serving 1,000 or fewer people to
routinely monitor each gnarter for total
coliforms and E. coli except that systems
can transition into RTCR at their 1983
TCR monitoring frequency as discussed
in further detail in the next section, and
there are provisions under which the
monitoring freqnency may be reduced
or increased. Seasonal systems under
this category must rontinely monitor
every maonth that they are in operation
{see section IT.C.1.f of this preamble,
Seasonal systems, for additional
discnssion on seasonal system

' Tequirements},

ii, Transition to the RTCR. The RTCR
requires all ground water NCWSs
serving 1,000 or fewer people, including
seasonal systems, to continue with their
1989 TCR monitoring schedules as of
the compliance date of the RTCR, unless
or until any of the conditions for
increased monitoring discussed later in
this section are triggered on or after the
compliance date, or unless otherwise
directed by the State as a result of the
special monitoring evaluation
conducted under a sanitary survey or at
any other time the State believes that
the sampling the system is conducting
may not be adequate. In addition,
systems on annual monitoring,

including seasonal systems, must have
ai initial annual site visit by the State
within one year of the compliance date
and an annual site visit each calender
year thereafter to Temain on annual
monitoring, Systems may substitute a
voluntary Level 2 assessment hy a party
approved by the State for the annual site
visit in any given year. The periodic
sanitary survey may be used to mest the

requirement for an annual site visit for

the year in which the sanitary survey
was completed.

After the compliance date of the final
RTCR, during sach sanitary survey the
State must perform a special monitoring
evalnation fo review the status of the
water system, including the distribution
system, fo determine whether the
system is on an appropriate RTCR
monitoring schedule and modify the
maonitoring schedule as necessary.
States must evaluate system factors such
as the pertinent water quality and
compliance history, the establishment
and maintenance of contamination
barriers, and other appropriate
protections, and validate the
appropriateness of the water systemn’s
existing RTCR monitoring schedule and
modify as necessary. For seasonal
systems on quarterly or annual
monitoring, this evaluation must also
include review of the approved sample
siting plan, which designates the time
period(s} for monitoring based on site-
specific considerations (such as during
periods of highest demand or highest
vulnerability to contamination}, The
system must collect compliance samples
during these designated time periods.

iif. Reduced monitoring. The State has
the discretion to reduce the monitoring
frequency for well-operated ground
water NCWSs from the quarterly rontine
monitoring to no less than annnal
monitoring, if the water system can
demonstrate that it meets the criteria for
reduced monitoring provided in this
section.

To be eligible to qualify for and
remain on annual monitoring after the
compliance date, a ground water NCWS
serving 1,000 or fewer people must meet
all of the following criteria:

¢ The system must have a clean
compliance history (no MCL violations
or monitoring violations under the 1989
TCR and/or RTCR, no Level 1 or Level
2 trigger exceedances or treatment
technigue violations under the RTCR)
for a minimum of 12 months, (For a
more detailed discussion on Level 1 and
Level 2 triggers, see section IILE of this
preamble, Coliform Treatment
Technigue);

* The most recent sanitary survey
shows the system is free of sanitary
defects, has a protected water source

and meets approved construction
standards; and

» An initial site visit by the State
within the last 12 months to qualify for
reduced annual monitoring, and
recurring annual site visits to stay on
reduced annual monitoring; and
correction of all identified sanitary
defects, A voluntary Level 2 assessment
by a party approved by the State may be
substituted for the State annual site visit
in any given year.

iv. Increased monitoring. Ground
water NCWS serving 1,000 or fewer
people on quarterly or annual
monitoring must begin monthly
monitoring the month after any of the
following events occurs:

¢ The system triggers a Level 2
assessment or two Level 1 assessments
in a rolling 12 month period;

¢ The system has an E, coli MCL
violation;

¢ The system has a coliform treatment
technique violation (for example, if the
system fails to conduct a Level 1
assessment or correct for sanitary
defects if required to do so);

* The system on quarterly monitoring
has two RTCR monitoring violations; or

¢ The system has one RTCR
moniforing violation and triggers a
Level 1 assessment in a rolling 12-
month period.

EPA added the last condition by
which a ground water NCWS serving <
1,000 people can be triggered into
increased monitoring to improve the
internal consistency of these triggers,
given that these NCWSs monitor less
frequently in general, and given the
added flexibility for States to elect not
to count monitoring violations at
TNCWS toward triggers to increased
monitoring as described in the next
paragraph. Since either two Level 1
assessments or two RTCR moenitoring
violations in a rolling 12-month period
triggers increased monitoring, EPA
believes it is appropriate for one of each
of these events to also trigger increased
monitoring for these NCWSs. See
section [ILE.1 of this preamble, Coliform
treatment technigue triggers, for a
discussion of coliform treatment
technique triggers.

EPA also added flexibility to allow
States to elect to not count TNCWS
monitoring violations in determining
whather the trigger for increased
monitoring has been exceeded, but only
if the missed sample is collected no
later than the end of the next monitoring
period. The system must collect the
make-up sample in a different week
than the routine sample for the next
monitoring period and should collect
the sample as soon as possible during
the next monitoring period. This
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provision applies only for rontine
samples. The TNCWS would still incur
a4 monitoring violation and must follow
the other requirements associated with
such violation {e.g., public notification
and reporting). This provision is added
in response to comments received by
EPA. See section I11.C.2.b of this
preamble, Ground water NCWSs serving
< 1,000 people, for additional
discnssion of this provision.

GGround water NCWS serviug 1,000 or
fewer people on annual monitoring
must begin quarterly monitoring the
month after the following event occurs:

¢ The system on annual monitoring
has one RTCR monitoring violation.

This is a change from the proposed
rule requirement whare tha eveut would
have triggered the system to go to
monthly monitoring instead of quarterly
monitoring. This change is turther
discussed in section TIL.C.2.b of this
preamble, Ground water NCWSs serving
< 1,000 people.

The system must continue monthly or
gnarterly monitoring until the
regnirements in this section for
returning to quarterly or annual
monitoring are met.

v. Requirements for returning to
quarterly monitoring. To be eligible to
return from increased monthly
mouitoriug to quarterly monitoring,
ground water NCWSs serving 1,000 or
fewer people mnst meet all of the
following criteria:

. » Within the last 12 months, the
system must have a completed sanitary
survey or a site visit by the State or a
voluntary Level 2 assessment by a party
approved hy the State. The system is
free of sanitary defects, and has a
protected water source; and

+ The system has a clean RTCR
compliance history {no E. coli MCL
violations, Level 1 or 2 triggers, coliform
treatment technique violations or
monitoring violations) for a minimum of
12 months.

For TNCWSs, the State may elect not
to count monitoring violations towards
the requirement of a clean compliance
history {as presented in the last bullet)
if the missed sample is collected no
later than the end of the naxt monitoring
period. This applies only for routine
samples. The TNCWS would still incur
a monitoring violation and must follow
the other requirements associated with
such violation (e.g., public notification
and reporting), See section IIL.GC,2,h of
this preamble, Ground water NCWSs
serving < 1,000 people, for additional
discussion about this provision,

vi. Requirements for raturning to
reduced annual monitoring, To be
eligible to return from increased
monthly monitoring to reduced annual

monitoring, the system must meet the
criteria to return to routine quarterly
monitoring plus the following criteria:

¢ An annual site visit {recurring) by
the State and correction of all identifiad
sanitary defects. An annual voluntary
Level 2 assessment may be substituted
for the State annual site visit in any
given year; and

¢ The sysiem must have in place or
adopt one or more additioual
enhancements to the water system
barriers to contamination as approved
by the State. These measures could
include but are not limited to the
following:

—Cross connection control, as approved
by the State.

—An operator certified by an .
appropriate State certification
program, which may include regular
visits by a circuit rider certified by au
appropriate State certification
program.

—~Continuous disinfection entering the
distribution system and a residual in
the distribution system in accordance
with criteria specified by the State.

—DMaintenance of at least a 4-log
inactivation or removal of virnses
each day of the month based on daily
monitoring as specified in the GWR
(with allowance for a 4-hour
excaption).

—0Other equivalent enhaucements to
water system barriers to
contamination as approved hy the
State.

vii. Additional routine monitoring.
All systems collecting samples on a
quarterly or annual frequency must
conduct additional routine monitoring
following a single total coliform-positive
sample {with or without a Level 1
trigger event}. The additional routine
monitoring consists of three samples in
tha month following the total coliform-
positive sample at routine monitoring
locations identified in the sample siting
plan. This is a change from the 1989
TCR additional routine monitoring
requirement of taking a total of five
samples the month following a total
coliform-positive sample for systems
that take four or fewer samples per
month. Consistent with the 1989 TCR,
the State may waive the additional
routine monitoring requirement if:

» The State, or an agent approved by
the State, performs a site visit before the
end of the next month the system
provides water to the public. Although
a sanitary survey need not ba
performed, the site visit must be
sufficiently detailed to allow the State to
determine whether additional
monitoring and/or any corrective action
is needed. The State cannot approve an

employee of the system to perform this
site visit, even if the employee is an

agent approved by the State to perform
sanitary surveys or RTCR assessments.

¢ The State has determined why the
sample was total coliform-positive and
establishes that the system has corrected
the problem or will correct the problem
before the end of the next month the
system serves water to the public. In
this case, the State must document this
decision to waive the following month’s
additional monitoring requirement in
writing, have it approved and signed by
the supervisor of the State official who
recommends such a decision, and make
this document available to the EPA and
public. The written documentation must
describe the specific canse of the total
coliform-positive sample and what
action the system has taken and/or will
take to correct this problem.

+ The State may not waive the
requirement to collect three additional
routine samples the next month in
which the system provides water to the
public solely on the grounds that all
repeat samples are total coliform-
negative. If the State determines that the
system has corrected the contamination
problem before the system takes the set
of repeat samples required in § 141.858,
and all repeat samples were total
coliform-negative, the State may waive
the requirement for additional routine
monitoring the next month.

All additional routine samples are
included in determining compliance
with the MCL and coliform treatment
technique requirements.

¢. Ground water GWSs serving < 1,000
people. i. Routine monitoring, The
RTCR requires ground water CWSs
serving 1,000 or fewer people to
routinely monitor at least once each
month fortotal coliforms and E. coli
except that systems can transition into
RTCR at their 1989 TCR monitoring
frequency as discussed in further detail
in the next section, and there are
provisions under which the sampling
freqllllency may be reduced by the State.

The State may reduce the monitoring
frequency for ground water CWS from
the monthly routine monitoring to
quarterly reduced monitoring if the
water system can demonstrate that it
meets the criteria for reduced
monitoring provided later in this
section.

ii. Transition to the RTCR. All ground
water CWSs serving 1,000 or fewer
peopla continue with their 1989 TCR
monitoring schedules unless or until
any of the increased monitoring
requirements in this section occur or as
directed by the State.

After the compliance date of the final
RTCR, the Siate must determine
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whether the system is on an appropriate

monitoring schedule by performing a

special monitoring evaluation during

each sanitary survey to review the status
of the PWS, including the distribution
systemn. The first such evaluation must
be conducted during the first scheduled
sanitary survey after the eifective date of
the rule; a systemn may remain on its

1989 TCR monitoring schedule until

this time unless it is triggered into more

frequent monitoring. After its first
evaluation, the State may allow the
system to remain on its 1989 TCR
monitoring schedule as long as the
system meets the conditions for doing
so. The State must evaluate system
factors such as the pertinent water
quality and compliance history, the
establishment and maintenance of
barriers to contamination, and other
appropriate protections to validate the
water system’s existing monitoring
schedule or require more frequent
monitoring.

iii. Reduced monitoring. The State has
the flexibility to rednce the monitoring
frequency for well-operated ground
water CWS from tha monthly routine
monitoring to no less than quarterly
monitoring if the water system can
demonstrate that it meets the criteria for
reduced monitoring provided in this
section.

To be eligible to change from monthly
to quarterly reduced monitoring after
the compliance date, ground water
CWSs serving 1,000 or fewer people
must be in compliance with any State-
certified operator provisions and meet
each of the followiug criteria:

¢ The system must have a cleau
compliance history (no MCL violations
or monitoring violations under the TCR
and/or RTCR, no Level 1 or Level 2
irigper exceadances or treatment
technique violations under the RTCR]
for a minimum of 12 months;

¢ The most recent sanitary survey
shows the system is free of sanitary
defects {or has an approved plan and
schedule to correct them and is in
compliance with the plan and the
schedule}, has a protected water source,
and meets approved construction
standards; and

» The system must meset at least one
of the following criteria:

-—An annual site visit by the State or an
annnal voluntary Leve!l 2 assessment
by a party approved by the State or
meeting criteria established by the
State and correction of all identified
sanitary defects {or an approved plan
and schedule to correct them and is
in compliance with the plan and
schedule).

-—A cross connection control program,
as approved by the State.

~—Continuous disinfection entering the
distribution system and a residual in
the distribution system in accordance
with criteria specified by the State.

—Demonstration of maintenance of at
least a 4-log inactivation or removal of
viruses each day of the month based
on daily monitoring as specified in
the GWR [with allowance for a 4-hour
exception) (USEPA 2006c, 71 FR
65574, November 8, 2006).

—Other equivalent enhancements to
water system barriers to
contamination as approved by the
State.

iv. Requirements for returning to
monthly menitoring. When a system on
quarterly monitoring experiences any of
the following events the system must
begin monthly monitoring the month
after the event occurs:

¢ System triggers a Level 2
assessment or two Level 1 assessments
in a rolling 12-month period.

¢ System has an E. coli MCL
violation.

¢ System has a coliform treatment
technique viclation {e.g,, fails to
conduct a Leval 1 or Level 2 assessment
or to correct for a sanitary defect if
required to do so}.

¢ System has two routine RTCR
monitoring violations in a rolling 12-
month period.

The system must continus monthly
monitoring nntil all the reduced
monitoring requirements discussed
previously in this section are met. A
system that loses its certified cperator
must also return to monthly monitoring
the month following the loss.

v. Additional routine monitoring.
Ground water CWSs serving < 1,000
people collecting samples on a quarterly
frequency must conduct additional
routine monitoring following a single
total coliform-positive sample (with or
without a Level 1 trigger avent), similar
to the additional monitoring
requirements for ground water NCWS
serving < 1,000 people. See section
IIL.C.1.b.vii of this preambls, Additional
routine monitoring, for a discussion of
the additional routine monitoring
requirements,

d. Subpart H sysiemns serving < 1,000
peaple. The monitoring requirements
for subpart H systems of this part {(PWSs
supplied by a surface water source or by
a ground water under the direct
influence of surface water (GWUDI)
source) serving 1,000 or fewer people
remain the same as under the 1989 TCR
(see §141.856). These systems are not
eligible for reduced monitoring. In
addition, the rule requires all seasonal
systems, on and after the compliance
date of the final RTCR, to demonstrate

completion of a State-approved start-up
procedure (see section 111.C. 1.1 of this
preamble, Seasonal systems, for
additional discussion on seasonal
system requirements).

e. PWSs serving > 1,000 people. The
monitoring requirements for PWSs
serving more than 1,000 people remain
the same as under the 1989 TCR {see
§141.857}, with the exception of the
applicable revisions to the repeat
sampling locations provided in
§ 141,858 and to the additional routine
monitoring provisions, Systems on
monthly monitoring are not required to
take additional routine samples the
month following a total coliform-
positive sample, as recommended by the
advisory committee (see section
I11.A.3.b.ii{g} of the preamble to the
proposed RTCR, Additional routine
monitoring, for an explanation of this
change from the 1989 TCR}. Consistent
with the 1989 TCR, systems serving >
1,000 people are not eligible for reduced
monitoring, In addition, the rule
requires all seasonal systems, on and
after the compliance date of the final -
RTCR, to demonstrate complstion of a
State-approved start-up procedure {see
section II1.C.1.f of this preamble,
Seasonal systems, for additional
discussion on seasonal system
requirements).

. Seasanal systems. Since seasonal
systems are a subset of NCWSs, they are
suhject to the requirements of the
particular NCWS size category they fall
under {e.g., seasonal systems using
ground water and serving < 1,000
people are subject to the requirements of
ground water NCWS serving < 1,000
people, or seasonal systems using
surface water and serving < 1,000
people are subject to the requirements of
subpart H systems serving < 1,000
people, and so on}, unless otherwise
noted. The RTCR is promulgating
requirements specific to seasonal
systems to mitigate the risk associated
with the unique characteristics of this
type of systems (see section IILA.4 of
this preamble, Seasonal systems, for
additional discussion about seasonal
gystems), One of the provisions is the
requirement that all seasonal systems
must demonstrate completion of a State-
approved start-up procedure prior to
serving water to the public on and after
the compliance date of the final RTCR
each time they start up the system, The
start-up procedure may include a
requirement for a start-up sample prior
to serving water to the public.

Under the RTCR, all seasonal systems
are required to take at least one routine
sample per month for total coliforms
and E, coli during the months that they
are in operation, unless the sampling
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frequency has been reduced by the State
under the RTCR. Seasonal systems
serving > 1,000 people have the same
monitoring frequency as other PWSs
serving > 1,000 people (see §141.857 of
the RTCR] and it cannot be reduced.
However, seasonal systems serving <
1,000 people that are not on monthly
monitoring by the compliance date of
the RTCR may contiuue with their
existing 1989 TCR monitoring frequency
afterwards, unless or until any of the
conditions for increased monitoring
discussed previously in section
HIL.C.1.b.iv of this preamble, Increased
monitoring, are triggered on or after the
compliance date, or as directed by the
State. To continue on their existing 1989
TCR monitoring frequency, seasonal
systems on less than monthly
monitoring at the compliance date of the
RTCR must have an approved sample
siting plan that designates the time
period for monitoring based on site-
specific considerations {e.g., during
periods of highest demand or highest
vulnerability to contamination). The
system must collect compliance samples
during this time period. Seasonal
systems on annual monitoring
frequency are required to have a
recurring annual site visit by the State
(or an annual voluntary Level 2
assessment by a party approved by the
State) to remain on annual monitoring.

Only seasonal systems using grouncgi
water and serving < 1,000 people are
eligible for reduced menitoring. To be
newly eligible for reduced monitoring
after the compliance date, they must
meet the following criteria:

* The system must have an approved
sample siting plan that designates the
time period for monitoring based on
site-specific considerations {e.g., during
periods of highest demand or highest
vulnerability to contamination}. The
system must collect compliance samples
during this time period; and

s To be eligible for reduced quarterly
monitoring, the system must also meet
all the reduced monitoring criteria
discussed in section III.C.1.b.v of this
preamble, Requirements for returning to
guurterly monitoring, aud provided in
§141.854{g) of the RTCR.

¢ To be eligible for reduced annual
monitoring, the system must also meet
all the reduced monitoring criteria
discussed in section HIL.C.1.b.vi of this
preambhle, Requirernents for returning to
reduced annual monitoring, and
provided in § 141.854(h) of the RTCR.

The State may exempt any seasonal
system from some or all of the
Tequirements for seasonal systems {(e.g.,
performing start-up procedurss) if the
entire distribution system remains
pressurized duriug the eutire period that

the system is not operating. However,
systems that monitor less frequentiy
than monthly mnst still inonitor during
the time period designated in their
approved sample siting plan.

g. Consecutive systems. EPA did not
identify any issnes regarding
consecutive systems in the RTCR.
Consecutive systems must monitor for
total coliforms at a frequency based on
the population served by the
consecutive system and the source
water type of the wholesale system. In
instances where it is justified to treat
two or more distribution systems as a
single system for monitoring purposes,
40 CFR 141.29 allows the State to
modify the monitoring requirements for
the combined distribution system. Any
modifications to the monitoring
requirements must be approved by EPA:
The State may not, however, modify the
compliance requirements. The RTCR is
not modifying the provisions of 40 CFR
141,29, When conducting assessment
and corrective action under the RTCR,
wholesalers and consecutive systems
should cooperate as directed by the
State and conduct assessment and
corrective action based on the location
of the positive sample results, the
potential pathways of distribution
system contamination, and the sanitary
defects identified.

2. Key Issues Raised

a, Sample siting plans. The majority
of the comments EPA received
supported the proposal that sample
siting plans be subject to State review
and revision instead of requiring State
approval. The advisory committee
recommended that States review and
revise sample siting plans consistent
with current practice and that the State
develops and implements a process to
ensure the adequacy of sample siting
plans. EPA also received comments that
requiring State approval of sample siting
plans will be an additional burden to
the States. Considering these comnments
and the recommendation of the advisory
committes, EPA, therefore, is not
changing the requirement regarding
State review and revision of the sampte
siting plan in most instances. Thers are,
however, instances where it is necessary
for the State to review and approve
slements of the sample siting plan, and
other instances where the need for State
approval is left to State discretion. For
example, seasonal systems on less than
monthly monitoring mnst have an
approved sample siting plan that
designates the time period for collecting
the sample(s) as discnssed previously in
section II1.C.1.f of this prearhble,
Seasontal systems. Qu the other hand,
for systems that want to establish repeat

sampliug locations other than the
within-five-connections-upstream-and-
downstream of the total coliform-
positive sample, the system must snbmit
the siting plan for review and the State
may modify the sampling locations as
needed, but State approval is not
required by the RTCR, as discussed in
section LD of this preamble, Repeat
Samples.

EPA received comment that
supported the use of dedicated sampling
locations. Although not specifically
addressed this practice is already in use
by some States and systems under the
1989 TCR. As discussed in the proposed
RTCR, EPA is specifically allowing the
use of dedicated sampling stations for
the following reasons:

¢ Toreduce potential contamination
of the sampling taps. Utilities will have
more control to prevent contamination
of the sampling tap by preventing iis use
by unauthorized persons and allowing
no routine use of the tap except for
sampling,

s To facilitate access to sampling
taps. Currently systems may be
constrained by where they sample, e.g.,
only at public buildings or in certain
individual customer’s house.

+ To improve sampling
representation of the distribution
system. Allowing dedicated sampling
taps iu areas where systems have not
been able to gain access will facilitate
better sampling representation of the
distribution system.

b. Ground wafer NCWSs serving <
1,000 peaple. EPA received comments
regarding the monitoring requirements
for smal] ground water NCWSs. Many of
the commenters agreed with the
Tequirements proposed while some
commenters suggested that systems
shonld not be allowed to monitor less
than monthly.

The advisory committee
reconmended that the routine
monitoring frequency for ground water
NGWSs serving 1,000 or fewer people
remain at quarterly monitoring as
provided in the 1989 TCR. EPA believes
that quarterly monitoring carried out in
coujuuction with the assessment and
corrective action requirements would
maintain or improve public health
protection without increasing sampling
costs over the 1989 TCR requiremeunts.
The advisory committee also recognized
that curreut sampling costs are not
insignificaut for small systems, and
wanted to allow reduced monitoring for
well-performing systems under the more
specific and rigorous criteria described
previously in sections III.C.1.b.1ii,
Reduced monitoring, and IIL.C.1.¢.iii,
Reduced monitoring, of this preamble.
To continue o provide adequate health
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protection, systems on reduced
monitoring must adhere to criteria that
ensure that barriers are in place and are
effective. Furthermore, systems with
problems that may indicate poor system
integrity, maintenance, or operations, or
systems that fail to monitor, are
triggered into mors frequent monitoring,
This approach leverages the limited
resources of small ground water NCWSs
and of States, so that well-operated
systems can minimize their costs and
States can focus their resources on
systems needing the greatest attention,
such as systems with problems or
vulnerabilities.

EPA requested comment in the
proposed rule on whether to require
NTNCWSs to comply with the CWS
requirements (as they are in other rules
such as disinfection byproeduct (DBP)
rules] since NTNCWSs serve the same
people over time and include
populations that may be at greater risk
(e.g., schools, hospitals, daycare
centers).

EPA received comments both in
agreement and disagreement with this
approach. Those who disagreed stated
that such requirement would result in
disproportienate impact on NTNCWS,
since these systams are small systems
with limited resources. One commenter
said that the 1989 TCR has been iu
effect for decades now and there have
been no adverse health effect impacts by
not having NTNCWSs comply with
CWS requirements.

Considering the comments EPA
received, the Agency is not requiring
NTNCWSs to comply with CWS
requirements under the RTCR. However,
EPA recomuuends that States consider
the population served at NTNCWSs,
especially those that serve sensitive
subpopulations such as schools,
hospitals, and daycare centers, when
they decide on-an appropriate
monitoring frequency. EPA is aware that
some States are already doing so and
suggests that other States consider the
same.

EPA received comments that the
criteria for returning to reduced
monitoring are overly strict, including a
suggestiou that the requirement to have
an additional barrier enhancement to
return to annual monitoring is too
burdensome and costly. Scme
commenters stated that systems that are
triggered into increased monitoring will
be unlikely to return to reduced
monitoring. Auother cominenter
suggested that a system should be able
to return to reduced monitoriug sooner
than 12 months,

EPA continues to believe that for a
system to be able to monitor only once
a year, it should be able to demonstrate

that it has the ability to continually
deliver safe water by ensuring that
barriers are in place to protect against
contamination. A system that has been
triggered inte increased monitoring has
failed in some way to demonstrate that
it has those barriers in place. The
requiraments to return to reduced
monitoring are intended to show that
the system has made the long-term
commitment and provided the
necessary additional barriers to
eliminate the vulnerability to
contamination that triggered the
increased monitoring iu the first place.
EPA believes that the requirements for
returning to reduced monitoring are not
impaossible te meet but require an
appropriate level of effort over at least
12 months to show the commitment and
ability to deliver safe water.

EPA received comments regarding
monitoring viclations as a trigger for
increased monitoring and as part of the
criteria for returning to reduced
monitoring. EPA heard from States with
large numbers of NCWSs that including
monitoring viclations as a trigger for
increased monitoring and as part of the
criteria for reduced monitoriug will
make the RTCR difficult to implement
in their States, NCWSs, especially
TNCWSs, pose unique challenges to
rule compliance as they typically do not
have the resources that CWSs have and
providing watar is not their primary
business. Commenters suggested that
triggering a NCWS into increased
monitoring because of just one or two
missed samples is not appropriate and
will burden the State with compliance
and enforcement tracking. They
indicated that this will shift limited
State resources away from oversight
activities for CWSs that serve large
populations to compliance and
enforcement activities for NCWSs that
serve sinall populations, resulting fu
decreases in public health protection,
The commenters also concluded that
once a system is triggered into increased
monitoring, it would not be able to
qualify for reduced monitoring because
it would not be able to meet the
requirements for clean compliance
history {e.g., no monitoring violations}.

EPA recognizes the burden on States
that may result from implementing the
increased and reduced monitoring
provisions of the RTCR. EPA is therefors
providing States the flexibility to not
couut monitoring violations towards
eligibility for remaining on quarterly
monitoring or for returning to quarterly
monitoring as long as a make-up sample
is collected by the end of the next
monitoring period. This flexibility only
applies to TNCWSs and only for routine
samples. The State cannot use this

flexibitity to qualify a system for annual
monitoring. When exercising the
flexibility about whether to count a

-monitoriug violation towards eligibility

for reduced monitoring, the State may
find it appropriate to also consider the
system’s history of monitoring
violations. The TNCWSs would still
incur a monitoring violatiou and must
comply with the other associated
requirements after such violation (e.g.,
public notification and reporting).

. Tu the proposed rule, a NCWS on
annual monitoring with one RTCR
monitoring violation is triggered into
monthly monitoring. Some commenters
expressed concern that many systems
on annual monitoring will be triggered

. to monthly monitoring because of just

one missed sample. The commenters

" stated that this was unreasonable

considering that these systems typically
do not have the resources that CWSs
have, such as a certified operator. These
systems typically experience frequent’
staff shortages or turnover that result in
missed samples. Having these systems
do monthly monitoring would require
significant tracking and enforcement
activities on the part of the State.

To address this concern, EPA has
changed the consequence of having one
RTCR monitoring violation for systems
on annual monitoring. Instead of having
to go to monthly monitoring, the system
now moves to quarterly monitoring,
EPA also believes that the annual site
visit by the State, aud the fact that some
States conduct and/or pay for the
anuual monitoring, reduces the
likelihood that systems on annual
monitoriug will miss samples and be
triggered 1o increase to quarterly
monitoring, so that PWS and State
resource needs are not likely to
significantly increase because of this
requirement. EPA is not changing the
consequence of exceeding the other
tripgers for increased monitoring;
systems that experienced any of the
other events in section IILC.1.b.iv of this
preamble, Increased moniforing, will
need to monitor monthly instead of
quarterly. Systems can go back to
annual monitoring by meeting the
criteria for reduced monitoring.

EPA requested comment on whether
daily chloriue residual measurements
should be one of the criteria for reduced
monitoring. EPA received comments
that said that it should not be a
criterion. Some commenters expressed
concern that one missed measurement
might be a basis for heing bumped to
increased monitoring. One commenter
suggested giving the State the discretion
to either allow or not allow itasa
criterion. Section 141.854(h)(2)(iii) of
the RTCR specifies that one of the
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enhancements to water system barriers
to contamination is continuous
disinfaction entering the distribution
system and a residual in the distribution
system in accordance with criteria
specified by the State, States are given
the discretion to decide how they want
to implement this criterion based on
site-specific considerations. States may
want to require daily measurement of
chloriue residual to demonstrate
continuous disinfection.

One commenter expressed concern
that a reduction in the number of
additional routine samples (i.&., from
five to three) reduces the likelihood of
detecting both total coliforms and E.
coli, The advisory committee
recommended that it is appropriate to
drop from five to three samples the
following month to reduce monitoring
costs while still maintaining a
snhstantial likelihood of identitying a
problem if a problem persists. EPA and
the advisory committee recoguized that
a Teduction in the number of samples
taken could also meau a reduction in
the number of positive samples fonnd,
However, EPA and the advisory
cominittes concluded that the new
assessment and corrective action
provisions of the RTCR lead to a rule
that is more protective of public health
and to improvement in water quality
despite the reductions in the number of
samples taken, The Final RTCR EA
occurrence modeling results support
this conclusion, as they predict that
more E. colf MCL violations will be
prevented and total coliform and E. coli-
positive hit rates will decrease when
assessment and corrective action occur,
See chapter 6 of the Final RTCR EA
(USEPA 2012a) for more details.

¢. Seosonal systems. EPA received
comments that disagreed with the
routine monthly monitoring frequency
for seasonal systems. The commenters
suggested that requiring a start-up
procedure is the essential element and
having seasonal systems monitor
quarterly like all other NCWSs should
be adequate. Other commenters agreed
with monthly monitoring.

As discussed in section IILA.4 of this
preamble, Seasonal systems, seasonal
systems are more suscepiible to
contamination due to changes in the
conditions of the source water during
the period the system is in operation.
Such changes include variable
contaminant loading due to increased
septic tank or septic field use, the
seasonal nature of the demand, and the
stress the system may experience.
Because of the risk factors, the advisory
committee decided that more frequent
monitoring is appropriate for these
systems, with the possibility of going on

reduced monitoring if they meet certain
criteria, EPA concurs with the advisory
committee assessiment and the final rule
maintains the proposed routine monthly
monitoring frequency, when they are in
operation, for seasonal systems.

One commenter said that a regular
sampling schedule is more easily
achieved and more practical than
identifying vulnerable time periods as
these periods can vary from year to year.
EPA helieves that a system that will
monitor less frequently than monthly
should sample based on site-specific
considerations {e.g., during periods of
high demand or highest vulnerability of
contamination). This increases the
probability of detecting a possible
contamination; hence, measures can be
taken to address the possible
contamination before it becomes a
public health threat.

One commenter suggested that start-
up procedures must include flushing,
disinfection, re-flushing to eliminate
disinfectant residual, and taking a
sample prior lo serving water to the
public. EPA is not requiring specific
practices regarding the start-up
procedure. States are given the
flexibility to determine what start-up
procedures are appropriate for a
particular system based on its site-
specific considerations and must
describe their process for determining
start-up procedures in their primacy
application. EPA recommends that
States require seasonal systems to take
a sample as part of the required start-up
procedures. Systems must allow
sufficient time for completing start-up
procedures (including receiving sample
results) and uotifying the State as
required. prior to serving water to the
public.

D. Repeat Samples

1. Requirements

Under the RTCR, all PWS8s must take
at least three repeat samples for each
routine sample that tested positive for
total coliforms. This is a change from
the 1989 TCR requirements where
systems serving 1,000 or fewer people
must collect at least four repeat samples
while the rest of the systems must

" collect three repeat samples.

As discussed in the preamble to the
proposed RTCR, EPA believes that
sampling again immediately after
determining that a sample is positive
fi.e., conducting repeat sampling)
increases the likelihood of identilying
the source and/or nature of the possible
contamination, Analyses conducted by
EPA indicated that once a total
coliform-positive is found, there is a
much greater likelihood of finding

another total coliform-positive within a
short peried of time of the initial finding
(see page 40939 of the Federal Register
(FR) notice for the proposed RTCR
(USEPA 20104, 75 FR 40926, July 14,
2010) for more discussion on the
analyses done by EPA regarding repeat
samples). Repeat sampling (when it is
total coliform-positive] can indicate a
current pathway for potential exterual
contamination into the distribution
system. EPA recommends that States
work with PWSs and laboratories to
facilitate timely notification through the
most expeditious method (e.g., phone,
fax, or email) to ensure that repeat
samples are taken in a timely manner.

The repeat monitoring requiremeuts
of the RTCR are essentially the same as
the requirements of the 1989 TCR,
except for some new provisions
promulgated by the RTCR to provide
flexibility to States aud PWSs. The
following requirements are not changing
under the RTCR;:

+ PWSs must collect the repeat
samples within 24-hours of being
notified that their routine sample is total
coliform-positive.

» The State can extend the 24-hour
limit on a case-by-case basis. EPA is
providing flexibility to this provision as
discussed later in this section.

» The State cannot waive the
requirement for a system to collect
repeat samples.

¢ In addition to taking repeat
samples, PWSs must test each routine
total coliform-positive sample for E.
coli. They must also test any repeat total
coliform-positive sample for E. coli. If E.
coli is present, the system must notify
the State the same day it learns of the
positive result, or by the end of the next
business day if the State office is clogsed
and the State doss not have either au
atter-hours phone line or an alternative
notification procedure.

¢ The State has the discretion to
allow the system to forgo E. coli testing
in cases where the system assumes that
the total coliform-positive sample is E.
coli-positive. If the State allows a system
to forgo E. cali testing, the system must
still notify the State and comply with
the E. coli MCL requirements specified
in §141.858.

¢ The system must collect at least one
repeat sample from the sampling tap
where the original total coliform-
positive sample was taken, Unless
different locations are specified in its
sample siting plan (this is a new
provision of the RTCR and is discussed
later in this section], the system mnst
also collect at least one repeat sample at
a tap within five service connections
upstream, and at least one repeat sample
at a tap within five service connections
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downstream of the original sampling
site, The State mey waive the
requirement to collect at least one repeat
sample upstream or downstream of the
original sampling site if the total
coliform-positive samptle is at the end of
the distribution system, or one service
connaction away from the end of the
distribntion system. EPA notes that it is
the location of the repeat sample that is
waived, not the reqnired nommber of
repeat samples. A PWS still needs to
take the reqnired repeat sample(s)
elsewhere in the distribntion system if
it is nnable to do so upstream or
downstream of the original sampling
site,

» Systerns must collect all repeat
samples on the same day. The State may
allow systems with a single service
connection to collect the required set of
repeat samples over a three-day period
or to collect a larger volnme repsat
sample(s] in one or more sample
containers of any size, as long as the
total volume collected is at least 300
milliliters (ml).

¢ Systems must collect an additional
set of repeat samples for each total
coliforni-positive repeat sample. As
- with the original set of repeat samples,
the system mnst collect the additional
repeat samples within 24 hours of being
notified of the positive result, unless the
State extends the time limit. The system
must repeat this process until either
total coliforms are not detected in one
complete set of repeat samples or, as the
RTCR is adding, the system determines
that the coliform treatment technique
trigger has been exceeded and notities
the State. After a trigger (see section
TLE, of this preamble, Coliform
Treatment Technigue) is reached, the
system is required to conduct only one
round of repeat monitoring after each
total coliform-positive or E. coli-positive
routine sample. If a trigger is reached as
a resnlt of a repeat sample being total
coliform- or E. coli-pusitive, no further
repeat monitoring velated to that sample
is necessary,

+ A subsequent routine sample,
which is within five service connections
of the initial routine sample and is
collected after an initial routine sample
but before the system learns the initial
routine sample is total coliform-
positive, may count as a repeat sample
instead.

e A ground water system with a
single well serving 1,000 or fewer
people may still use a repeat sample
collected from a ground water source to
meet both the repeat monitoring
requirements of the RTCR and the
triggered source monitoring
reqnirements of the GYWR (i.e., a dual
purpose sample), Modifications to this

provision under the RTCR are discussed
later in this section,

As mentioned previonsly, the RTCR
adds some new provisions to the repeat
monitoring requirements to provide
flexibility to the States and PWSs. One
of these changss is the additional
flexibility provided to States regarding
the waiver or the extension of the 24-
hour limit for a PWS to collect repeat
samples. States are given the option to
describe in their primacy application
the criteria they will use to waive or
extend the 24-hour limit instead of
making the decisions on a case-by-case
basis, This is discnssed further in
section V of this preamble, State
Implementation.

Another change is the nse of
alternative monitoring locations. As
discnssed in section ILC of this
preamble, Monitoring, the PWS may
propose alternative repsat monitoring
locations that are expected to better
characterize or identify pathways of
contamination into the distribution
system. Systems may elect to specify
either alternative fixed locations or
criteria for selecting their repeat
sampling locations on a sitnational basis
in a standard operating procedure
{SOP), which is part of the sample siting
plan. By allowing systems to specify
criteria for selecting their repeat
sampling locations in their SOP instead
of setting fixed repeat sampling
locations, systems can provide a more
flexible and more protective response.
The system can focus the repeat samples
at locations that will best verify and
determine the extent of potential
contamination of the distribution
system based on specific sitnations. For
discussion on additional reqnirements
for alternative monitoring locations, see
section I11.C of this preamble,
Moniforing.

There are also some modifications to
the dual purpose sampling allowed
under the GWR and 1989 TCR. Ground
water systems required to conduct
triggered source monitoring under the
GWR must take ground water source
samples in addition to the repeat
samplas required by the RTCR.
However, a ground water system serving
1,000 or fewer people may use a repeat
sample collected from a ground water
source to meet both the repeat
monitoring requirements of the RTCR
and the source water monitoring
requirements of the GWR (i.e., a dnal
purpose sample}, but only if the State
approves the nse of a single sample to
meet both rule requirements and the use
of E. coli as a fecal iudicator for source
water monitering, If the sample is E.
coli-positive, the system violates the E,
coli MCL under the RTCR and must also

comply with the GWR requirements
following a fecal indicator-positive
sample. These provisions are consistent
with the GWR.

If a system with a limited number of
monitoring locations {snch as a system
with only one service connection ora
campground with only one tap) takes
more than one repeat sample at the
triggered source water monitoring
location, the system may rednce the
nnmber of additional sonrce water
samples by the nmmber of repeat
samples taken at that location that were
not E. coli-positive. For example, ifa
system takes two dual pnrpose samples
and one is E. coli-positive and the other
is E. coli-negative, the system has an E.
coli MCL violation nnder the RTCR and
is required to take four additional
source water samples, rather than five,
nnder the GWR (see 40 CFR
141.402(a)(3)]. If the system takes more
than one of these repeat samples at the
triggered source water monitoring
location and has more than one repeat
sample that is F. coli-positive at the
triggered source water monitoring
location, then the system would have
both an E. coli MCL violation under the
RTCR and a second fecal indicator-
positive sonrce sample under the GWR.
The system would then need to also
comply with the GWR treatment
technique requirements under 40 CFR
141.403.

Results of all routine and repeat
samples not invalidated by the State
must be used to determine whether the
coliform treatment technique trigger has
been exceeded (ses section 11LE of this
preamble, Coliform Treatment
Technigue, for a discussion of the
coliform treatment technique triggers).

2. Key Issnes Raised

A majority of the commenters
supported the change from four to three
repeat samples for systems serving 1,000
or fewer people, However, one
commenter stated that decreasing the
number of repeat samples would also
lessen the likelihood of detecting total
coliforms and E. coli. EPA explained the
analysis thiat EPA has done to support
the reduction in the number of repeat
samples in the preamble to the proposed
RTCR. In that analysis, using the Six-
Year Review 2 data (USEPA 2010c),
EPA showed that if the number of
required repeats were reduced from four
to three, there would stili be almost as
many (approximately 94 percent}
sitnations leading to an assessment
being triggered for the system. See
section lI1.A.4 of the preamble to the
proposed RTCR, Hepeat Samples, for a
detailed discussion of EPA’s analysis on
the reduction of the nnmber of repeat
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samples, Although dropping the
required number of repeat samples from
four to three means that some fraction
of triggered assessments may be missed,
the other provisions of the RTCR
compensate for that change and, taken
as a whole, the provisions of the RTCR
provide for greater protection of public
health. One such provision includes
enhanced consequences for monitoring
violations, For example, systems that do
not take all of their repeat samples
under the RTCR are triggered to conduct
a Level 1 assessment. This permits an
increase in public health protection over
the 1989 TCR because PWSs are
required to assess their systems when
lack of required monitoring creates a
sttuation where the PWS does not
property know whether it is vulnerable
to contamination. Moreover, because of
the substantial cost of this potential
consequence, systems would be more
likely to take all of their required repeat
samples in the first place (see section
1ILE of this preamble, Coliform
Treatment Technique, for additional
discussion on the coliform treatment
technique triggers).

EPA also received comments
generally snpporting the use of
alternative sites for repeat monitoring
since they provide more flexibility in
determining the locations of the repeat
samples, allowing for better protection
of public health on a site-specific basis,
subject to State review. One commenter
disagreed, saying that repeat samples
should be near the original positive
sample site so that they can provide the
necessary information to confirm the
original positive sample. A few
commenters are against having within-
five-connections-upstream-and-
downstream locations from the original
positive sample as the defanit locations
for repeat monitoring. They suggested
that these default locations should be
eliminated altogether and that all PWSs
be allowed to take the other two repeat
samples at alternative locations,

EPA believes that not all systems will
use the option of taking repeat samples
at alternative locations, Some PWSs,
especially small NCWSs, may not avail
themselves of this option for reasons of
simplicity and lack of resources and
expertise. They may elect to stick with
the set repeat monitoring locations of
five connections upstream and
downstream of the original total
coliform-positive sample, as it will be
less burdensome on them than locating
alternative sites and demonstrating that
the alternative sites are more effective,
Hence, EPA is maintainiug within-five-
connections-upstream-and-downstream
locations as the default repeat sampling
locations.

While the prescribed locations may
work for some systems, other systems
may find them too limiting. Taking
repeat samples at the prescribed
locations of within five-connections-
upstream-and-downstream can be
difficult for some systems to implement
within the required 24 hours for a repeat
sample because of issues such as access
to the site. Therefore, EPA is allowing
PWSs to propose alternative repeat
monitoring locations, either as fixed
locations or as criteria in an SOP, to
facilitate the identification of the source
and extent of any problem. EPA believes
that both the within-five-connections-
upstream-and-downstream repeat
sampling locations and the locations as
identified by an SOP can be used by the
operator to better understand the extent
and duration of potential pathways of
contamination into the distribution
system with the appropriate amount of
State supervision,

EPA requested comment on whether
systems should be required to obtain
prior State approval for using repeat
monitoring sites other than the within-
five-connections-upstream-and-
downstream locations of the original
routine total coliform-positive site. Most
of the commenters were against
requiring prior State approval for the
use of alternative repeat monitoring
locations. They suggested that it is more
appropriate to include these sites (or the
criteria to choose sites} in the SOP or in
the sample siting plan, which is then
subject to State review and revision.
Some commenters also stated that
reqnirviug pre-approval for each
individual instance of using alternative
sites is not practical.

EPA agrees that obtaining prior State
approval to use alternative repeat
monitoring locations is not necessary
siuce there is vo reduction in
monitoring and EPA expects the SOP to
be used ouly by large systems with the
technical resources to justify alternative
monitoring sites. Although State
approval is not required, EPA requires
PWSs that are intending to use this
option to submit their proposed
alternative sampling sites (as part of an
SOP or the sample siting plan) to the
State. The PWS must be able to
demonstrate to the State that the
alternative monitoring sites are
appropriate to help characterize the
extent of the possible contamination.
The State is given the discretion to
review and revise the alternative
monitoring locations consistent with
their practice regarding sample siting
plans. EPA does not vequire that the
State formaily acknowledge and
approve the alternative monitoring
locations. The alternative monitoring

locations are considered appropriate |
unless the State disapproves or modifies |
them, which results in the requirement |
being self-implementing.

EPA received general support for
allowing samples taken at the ground i
water source to serve both as a triggered
source sample under the GWR and as
one of the repeat samples under the
RTCR (i.e., as dual purpose samples).

Some States said that this practice is
already being done in their States and
therefore should continue under the
RTCR. Most commenters supported the
provision with the understanding that
the practice wonld be subject to State
approval. One commenter, however,
disagreed with the provision and
thought the PWS would not be
collecting a sufficient number of repeat
samples to represeut the water quality
in the distribution system if one of the
repeat samples is taken at the source
water. Another commenter suggested
making the option available for ground
water systems of all sizes, as it will help
reduce labor and analytical costs, and
will provide a clearer picture as to the
location and cause of the total coliform-
positive sample.

The preamble to the proposed RTCR
discussed the drawbacks to allowing
dual purpdse samples i.e., a reduction
in the number of repeats in the
distribution system. Dy reqniring State
approval of the use of dual purpose
sampling, the RTCR ensuraes that this
flexibility will only be allowed where
the State has determined it is
appropriate. EPA believes that PWSs
with limited or no distribution systems
are the best candidates for approval :
since there is little to no chance of |
contamination from the distribution
system except from cross connection.
On the other hand, EPA believes that
dual purpose samples may not be
appropriate for systems with extensive
distribution systems because the
reduction in monitoring (i.e., one less
repeat sample in a distribution system
that extends far from the source water
sample site) may not provide public
health protection equivalent to taking
separate samples.

EPA requested comment on whether
the use of dual purpose samples should
be allowed by simply including it in the
sample siting plan, without prior State
approval. As siated earlier, most of the
comments supported allowing dual
purpose sampling with the
understanding that it will be approved
by the State. Some commenters, on the
other hand, said that it should be
allowed without prior State approval,
One commenter said that the State may
not be able to review and approve the
sample siting plan until the next
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sanitary survey, which maybe as long as
five years after the RTCR
implementation. One commenter said
that States should only be required to
say that dual purpose sampling is uot
allowed for specific systems, Another
commenter suggested allowing States to
axplain their process for approval in
their primacy application, rather than
each situation being handled on a case-
by-case basis, thereby reducing
administrative hurden.

As discussed earlier, EPA believes
that requiring State approval for
allowing dual purpose sampling limits
the practice only to systems that can
avail themselves of it without
compromising public health protection.
State approval is required because this
constitutes a reduction in monitoring
(no separate tripgered source water
samples), relative to requiring separate
samples for compliance with the two
rules. EPA believes this reduction in
monitoring is appropriate only if the
State determines that the dnal purpose
sample provides public health
protection equivalent to that provided
by separate repeat and source water
samples, )

As part of the special primacy
requirements for the RTCR in
§142.16(qg), States adopting the reduced
monitoring provisions of the RTCR,
including dual purpose sampling, must
describe how they will do so in their
primacy application package. States
must include their approval process for
dual purpose sampling in their
application. This gives States the
flexibility to determine how and when
they want to grant approval, i.e.,
whether on a case-by-case basis
{whenever a total coliform-positive
occurs) or on a pre-approved basis {i.e.,
the system has prior State approval to
take a dual purpose sample whenever it
is triggered to do source water
monitoring).

E. Coliform Treatment Technigue

1. Coliform Treatment Technique
Triggers

a. Hequirements. The non-acnte MCL
violation for total coliforms under the
1989 TCR is replaced under the RTCR
by a coliform treatment technique
involving monitoring for total coliforms
and assessment and corrective action
when triggered. EPA is establishing an
assessment process in the RTCR to
strengthen public health protection.
Under the 1989 TCR, a system is not
required to perform an assessment
following a monthly/fuon-acute MCL
violation or an acute MCL violation.
Under the RTCR treatment technique
framework, the presence of total

coliforms is used as an indicator of a
potential pathway of contamination into
the distribution system. As discussed in
section HLB of this preamble, Rule
Construct: MCLG and MCL for E. coli
and Coliform Treatment Technique, the
RTCR eliminates the associated MCLG
and MCL for total coliforms. The RTCR
specifies two levels of treatment
technique triggers, Level 1 and Level 2,
and their corresponding levels of
response. The degree and depth to
which a PWS must examine its system
and monitoring and operational
practices, i.e., the difference between a
Level 1 or Level 2 assessment, depends
on the degree of potential pathway for
contamination. A Level 2 assessment
requires a more in-depth and
comprehensive review of the PWS
compared to a Level 1. A discussion of
the levels of assessments is found later
in section I1LE.2 of this preamble,
Assessment.

The system has exceeded the trigger
immediately once any of the following
conditions have been met.

Level 1 treatment technique triggers

s For systems taking 40 or more
samples per month, the PWS exceeds
5.0 percent total coliform-positive
samples for the month; or

+ For systems taking fewer than 40
samples per month, the PWS has two or
more total coliform-positive samples in
the same month; or

s The PWS fails to take every
required repeat sample after any single
rontine total coliform-positive sample.

The first two treatment technique
trippers were the conditions that define
a non-acute MCL violation under the
1989 TCR, The third trigger provides
incentive for systems to take their repeat
samples to ensure that they are
assessing the extent of the total coliform
contamination; if they do not do so by
repeat sampling, they must conduct an
assessment instead to ensure there are
no pathways to contamination (sanitary
defects). Repeat monitoring is critical in
identifying the extent, source, and
characteristics of fecal contamination in
a timely manner. EPA’s analysis, as
discussed in the preamble to the
proposed RTCR (ses section [HLA.4 of
the preamble to the proposed RTCR,
Repeat samples}, shows that the average
percentage of repeat samples that are
positive is much higher than that of
routine samples, demonstrating that
when operators are required to take a
second look at their systems following
the positive routine sample, they find,
on average, & higher rate of coliform
presence than during routine sampling,
In other words, the high repeat total
coliform positive rate indicates the
persistence of total coliforms at such

locations in the distribution system.
Since under the RTCR there is no
additional routine monitoring for
systems that monitor at lvast monthly
and the number of additional routine
monitoring and repeat monitoring
samples for the smallest systems that are
not on monthly monitoring is decreased,
the need to conduct repeat monitoring
is more crucial than ever in providing
immediate and useful information
needed to protect public health,

Level 2 treatment technique triggers:

o The PWS has an E. Cog MCL
violation (see section IILF of this
preamble, Violations, for a description
of what constitutes an E. coli MCL .
violation); or

¢ The PWS has a second Level 1
treatment technique trigger within a
rolling 12-month period, unless the
initial Level 1 treatment technique
trigger was based on exceeding the
allowable number of total coliform-
positive samples, the State has
determined a likely reason for the total
coliform-positive samples that cansed
the initial Level 1 treatment technique
trigger, and the State establishes that the
system has fully corrected the problem;
or

» For PWSs with approved reduced
annual monitoring, the system has a
Level 1 treatment technique trigger in
two consecutive years,

b. Key issues raised. EPA received
comments that disagreed with the
inclnsion of the third Level 1 treatment
technique trigger, i.e., failing to take
every required repeat sample after any
single routine total coliform-positive
sample triggers a Level 1 assessment,
Some of the commenters suggested that
this does not pose a public health
concern and should remain a
monitoring violation because if a system
does not conduct the required repeat
monitoring, then it is doubtful that it
will conduct the assessment. One
commenter was concerned that a system
might opt to conduct the assessment
instead of taking the repeat samples and
just indicate in the assessment form that
no sanitary defect was found or the
cause of the total coliform-positive
sample could not be identified. The
system then avoids the possibility of the
repeat samplies being total coliform- or
E. coli-positive. They commented that
since the Level 1 assessment is done by
the system, doing the assessment will
also be cheaper than taking the repeat
samples.

EPA disagrees that the PWS will
avoid taking repeat samples because of
economic reasons. EPA's analysis
indicates that a Level 1 assessment costs
about four times as much as taking three
repeat samples (see Exhibits 3-12 and
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4-7 of the Technology and Cost
Document for the Final Revised Total
Coliform Rule (USEPA 2012h}}, States
also must review the assessment form
submitted by the PWS, If the assessment
and/or corrective action is/are not
acceptable to the State, the State can
require the PWS to redo the assessment
and submit a revised assessment form,
EPA also expects that in situations
where the cause of the total coliform- or
E. coli-positive result cannot be
identified, the PWS will arrive at this
conclusion only after due diligence on
its part {i.e., the system adheres to
proper procedures and standards set by
the State in conducting the assessment).
The State may require the PWS to
provide supporting documentation and
analyses to back-up its finding. Because
of the cost and the effort invelved in
conducting a Level 1 assessment, EPA
expects that systems will want to ensure
that assessments are conducted only
when potential problems may exist
rather than for failnre to take repeat
samples.

One commenter suggested that EPA
clarify that collecting samples outside
the 24-hour required time is not a Level
1 trigger as there are instances when the
repeat samples cannot be collected
within 24 hours of the routine total
coliform-positive sample. EPA notes
that there is a provision in the RTCR,
§141.858(a)(1), that allows the State to
extend the 24-hour limit on a case-by-
case basis if the system has a logistical
problem in collecting the repeat samples
within 24 hours that is beyond its
control, In such cases when the State
allows the system to collect the repeat
samples beyond the 24 hours, the
system does not trigger a Level 1
assessment.

One commenter suggested that EPA
include an additional provision that an
assessment need not be triggered if the
total coliform-positive occurred when
there are representative levels of
disinfectant residual in the distribution
system, stating that historical total
coliform-positive results occurred with
normal levels of chlorine residuals in
the distribution system and did not
cause any waterborne disease. EPA
disagrees that there is no public health
risk in this situation, The fact that total
coliforms can be detected sven in the
presence of a disinfectant residual is an
indication that there might be a bigger,
hidden problem that needs further
investigation. An assessment is
warranted to determiue if there exists a
potential pathway of contamination into
the distribution system and corrective
action is warranted if a sanitary defect
is identified.

EPA received comments to eliminate
the Level 2 treatment technique trigger
where a second Level 1 assessment is
triggered within a rolling 12-month
period, or for systems on annnal
monitoring, where two Level 1
assessnients in two consecutive years
trigger a Level 2 assessment. Some of
the commenters thought that many
small systems will be triggered to
conduct a Level 2 assessment multiple
times. EPA believes that although the
conditions (i.e., a second Level 1 trigger]
that lead to the Level 2 trigger do not
necessarily pose an immediate acute
public health threat, it may still pose a
potential serious health impact becanse
of the persistence of the contamination
and the failure of the system to address
it. EPA believes that a Level 2
assessment is warranted in this case
because a more in-depth examination of
the system is needed to determine the
cause of the persistent ocentrences of
total coliforms. EPA also notes that,
ideally, a well-performed Level 1
assessment and appropriate corrective
action will prevent most systems from
developing conditions that lead to a
Level 2 assessment.

]

2. Assessment

a. Hequirements. There are two levels
of assessment based on the associated
treatment technique trigger: Level 1
assessment for a Level 1 treatment
techniqne trigger and Level 2
assessment for a Level 2 treatment
technique trigger, At a minimum, both
Level 1 and 2 assessments must include
review and identification of the
foHowing elements:

¢ Atypical events that may affect
distributed water quality or indicate that
distributed water quality was impaired;

¢+ Changes in distribution system
maintenance and operation that may
affect distributed water quality,
including water storage;

» Source and treatment
considerations that bear on distributed
water quality, where appropriate;

» Existing water quality monitoring
data; and

+ Inadequacies in sample sites,
sampling protocol, and sample
processing,

The system must conduct the
assessment consistent with any State
directives that tailor specific assessment
elements with respect to the size and
type of the system and the size, type,
and characteristics of the distribution
system. The PWS must complete the
assessment as soon as practical after the
PWS learns it has exceeded a treatment
technique trigger. Failure to conduct a
triggered assessment is a treatment
technique violation, See section I1L.F.1.b

of this preamble, Coliform treatment
technique violaiion.

Lavel 1 Assessment

A Level 1 assessment must be
conducted when a PWS exceeds one or
more of the Level 1 treatment technigne
triggers specified previonsty. Under the
tule, this self-assassmaent consists of a
basic examination of the source water,
treatment, distribution systemn and
relevant operational practices. The PWS
should look at conditions that could
have occurred prior to and cansed the
total coliform-positive sample, Example
conditions include treatment process
interruptions, loss of pressure,
maintenance and operation activities,
recent operational changes, etc. In
addition, the PWS should check the
conditions of the following elements:
sample sites, distribution system,
storage tanks, source water, etc.

" Level 2 Assessment

A Level 2 assessment must be
conducted when a PWS exceeds one or
mores of the Level 2 treatment technique
tripggers specified previously. It is a more
comprehensive examination of the
system and its moniftoring and
operational practices than the Level 1
assessment. The level of effort and
resources committed to undertaking a
Level 2 assessment is commensurate
with the more comprehensive
investigation and review of available
information, and engages additional
parties and expertise relative to the
Level 1 assessment. Level 2 assessments
must be conducted by a party approved
by the State: the State itself, a third
party, or the PWS where the system has
staff or management with the required
certification or qualifications specified
by the State. If the PWS or a third party
conducts the Level 2 assessment, the
PWS or third party must follow the
State requirements for conducting the
Level 2 assessment. The PWS must also
comply with any expedited actions or
additional actions required by the State
in the case of an E. coli MCL violation.

Assessment Forms

The PWS must submit the completed
assessment form for either a Level 1 or
Level 2 assessment to the State for
review within 30 days after the PWS
learns that it has exceeded the trigger.
Failure to submit the completed
assessment form after the PWS properly
conducts the assessment is a reporting
violation (see section III.F.1.d of this
preamble, Reporting violation), If the
State determines that the assessment is
insufficient, the State will consnlt with
the PWS. If the State requires revisions
after consultation, the PWS must submit
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a 1evised assessment to the State on an
agreed-upon schedule not to exceed 30
days from the date of the initial
consultation,

The completed assessment form must
include assessments conducted, all
sanitary defects found {or a statement
that no sanitary defects were identified),
corrective actions completed, and a
proposed timetabie for any corrective
actions not already completed, Upon
completion and submission of the
assessment form by the PWS to the
State, the State must determine if the
system has identified the likely cause{s)
for the Level 1 or Level 2 treatment
technique trigger and, if so, establish
that the system has corrected the
problem{s). Whether or not the system
has identified any sanitary defects or a
likely cause for the trigger, the State
may determine whether or not the
assessment is sufficient, and if it is not,
the State must discuss its concerns with
the system, The State may require
revisions to the assessment after the
consultation.

b. Key issues raised. The RTCR
Tequires assessments to identify whether
potential pathways of contamination
into the distribution system exist after
meonitoring results indicate the system
has exceeded a trigger. However, some
commenters disagreed that requiring
assessments will result in better public
health protection. For one, they stated
that assessments are already occurring
under the 1989 TCR; hence, there is no
need to formally require them. Second,
assessments conducted by small
systems will not likely be adequate as
these systems usually do not have the
resources and the capability to conduct
a proper assessment. The States will
then have to perform the assessments
themselves (even the Level 1
assessments}, thus adding to State
burden. Third, assessments will reduce
follow-up sampling and will allow a
PWS to “guess assess” the cause of the
positive sample.

EPA agrees that there already is some
level of assessment and corrective
action being performed voluutarily by
proeactive systems, and accounted for
this fact in the economic analyses for
the final RTCR (see chapter 7.4.5 of the
RTCR EA {USEPA 2012a), Assessments).
However, not all systems are proactive
in addressing the probable cause(s) of
the positive samples. Under the 1989
TCR, when a system has an MCL
violation and any subsequent sampling
did not detect total coliforms, the
problem may persist despite the
subsequent negative samples due to the
intermittent nature of microbial
contamination and may remain
unaddressed. By requiring PWSs to

assess their systems when they are
triggered to do so, the RTCR aims to
build and strengthan the capability of
PWSs in ensuring that their systems
maintain their integrity and that barriers
are in place and are effective. These
actions will better protect public health
than the additional monitoring with no
assessment and corrective action that is
allowed under the 1989 TCR.

EPA acknowledges that small
systems, especially small NCW3s may
not have the knowledpe and the
resources that other systems, like CWSs,
have, However, most small NCWSs are
simple systems that often consist of just
the source water and a tHmitad
distribution system. EPA anticipates
then that the level of effort and expertise
needed to conduct a Level 1 assessment
at these systems will not be
considerable. At a minimum, the Level
1 assessment should be conducted or
managed by a responsible party of the
PWS. While EPA does not expsct the
Lavel 1 assessor to be an expert in the
requirements of SDWA, the assessor
should be someone familiar enough
with the system to answer the questions
in the Level 1 assessment form or to
gather correct iuformation from others
who work for the system.

To help in the implementation of the
assessment, a PWS may conduct a Level
1 assessment while it consults with the
State by phone. This is in lieu of having
the State physically perform the
assessment when the PWS needs
assistauce. Generally, the PWS would
still need to fill-out the assessment form
and submit it to the State. The State
would still need to review the form but
the process will not take as much effort
as previcusly anticipated since the State
would already be famniliar with that
particular assessment. It is also
permissible that the State fill out the
form while the PWS consults with the
State by phone when doing the
assessment. The State may also want to
set up alternative methods for the PWS
to submit the assessment form, such as
via an online submission or email. The
Stata should document its process in the
primacy application.

EPA disagrees that the assessment
requirements will reduce follow-up
sampling. PWSs are still required to take
repeat samples following a routine total
coliform-paositive sample. PWSs on
quarterly or annual monitoring must
conduct additional routine monitoring
the month following the total coliform-
positive sampla, In addition, nothing iu
the treatment technique requirements
precludes a PWS from taking additional
compliance samples or special purpose
samples such as those taken to
determine whether disinfection

practices are sufficient following pipe
replacement or repairs (see §141,853(h}
of the RTCR].

EPA disagrees that PWSs conducting
the assessment will “guess assess” the
cause of the positive samples.
Conducting an assessment is a
methodicai procsss that requires a PWS
to evaluate the different elements of its
operation and distribution system
{§141.859(b}{2) of the RTCR spescifies
the minimum elements that an
assessment must have, keeping in mind
that some of the elements may not be
applicable to some PWSs like smail
NCWSs). The RTCR requires that an
assessment form be completed. The
assessment form should help and guide
the PWS in conducting the assessment
by laying out the different elements the
PWS must look into. EPA provides
examples of assessment forms that
States and PWSs can use to help them
in conducting the assessment {these
gxamples are given in Appeudix X of
the AIP {USEPA 2008c¢) and in
Appendix A of the Proposed Revised
Total Coliform Rule Assessments and
Corrective Actions Guidance Manual—
Draft (USEPA 2010d}). EPA also
acknowledges that an assessment will
not always identify sanitary defects or
find a reason or cause for the presence
of total coliforms and/or E. coli. In such
cases, the PWS must document that fact
in the completed assessment form, This,
however, is not “guess assessing” as
EPA expects that only PWSs that adhere
to proper procedures and standards set
by the State ara eligible to arrive at this
determination. It is then the
responsibility of the State to determine
if the assessment was acceptable.

Some commenters suggested that for
systems with Hmited distribution
systems that have a first Level 1 trigger,
the Level 1 assessment should be
delayed and the focus of the evaluation
should be on the source water, and the
Leve! 1 assessment should only be
conducted if there is another Level 1

tl‘ig%ler

The system may conduct an
integrated assessment that meets the
requirements of all applicable rules,
such as the GWR and the RTCR, as long
as the assessment is consistent with any
State directives that tailor specific
assessment elements with respect to the
size and type of the system and the size,
type, aud characteristics of the
distribution system, as required under
§141,859(b)(2) of the RTCR. EPA further
notes that source water issues are one of
the elements that need to be considered
in a Level 1 {or 2} assessment where
they may be a contributing factor to a
coliform exceedance or other trigger.
EPA expects that assessments at PWSs
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with limited or no distribution systems
will be relatively simple assessments
and can be tailored to meet applicable
requirements of both the GWR and the
RTCR. EPA will address this in the
revised Hevised Tofal Coliform Hule
Assessment and Corrective Actions
Guidance Manual that is being
developed.

EPA received comments both in
support and against having two levels of
assessment. The commenters in the
second category concluded that both
levels of assessment would involve the
same effort. There were comments to
eliminate the Level 1 assessment and
emphasize the Level 2 assessment, as
the Lavel 1 assessment will not lead to
any meaningful evaluation and wiil
only take up the State’s resources. EPA
disagrees that there is no need for two
levels of assessment. The RTCR requires
two levels of assessment to recognize
that a higher level of effort to diagnose
a problem should be applied to
situations of greater potential public
heaith concern such as repeated Level 1
triggers or an E. coli MCL violation. A
Level 1 assessment is not as
comprehensive as Level 2 assessment,
This however, does not negate the
importance of a Level 1 assessment.
Triggers that lead to a Level 1
assessment may indicate the possibility
of a breach of the barriers in place. It is
important that PWSs ensure that these
barriers remaiu intact by performing the
assessment.

EPA received comments that the
quatifications of assessors are not clear
in the rule. The commenters suggested
inclndiug the qualifications in the Tule
or referencing the gnalifications
described in the Proposed RTCR
Assessment and Corrective Actions
Guidance Manual-—Draft (USEPA
2010d}. Some commenters concluded
that the Level 2 assessment will require
a whole new certification program for
assessors. Others concluded that the
States will end up doing the Level 2
assessment because of what is expected
and required of a Level 2 assessment,
On the other hand, one commenter
suggested that a system operator should
be certified to perform an assessment of
their own system. Auother suggested
that States be allowed to set
mechanisms in place to ensure that a
Level 2 assessment is performed more
comprehensively than a Level 1
assessment,

EPA does not require that a separate
certification program be established to
determine who can perform a Level 2
assessment, Instead of being
prescriptive on who can conduct a Level
2 assessment, EPA is allowing the State
to determine its criteria and process for

approval of Level 2 assessors and to
determine who is appropriate to
conduct the assessment given the State’s
knowledge of the complexity of the
system and the knowledge and palicies
of the State. Although the rule allows
that certified operators may perform a
Level 2 assessment if approved hy the
State, EPA recommends that States
consider whether having the assessment
done by someone from outside the
system can provide a fresh perspective,
Qualified certified operators can be
allowed to conduct assessments at other
systems,

EPA requested comments on how to
ensure that a Level 2 assessment is more
comprehensive than a Level 1
assessment {e.g., by possibly including
asset management and capacity
development). EPA asked in the
proposed rule whether EPA should
provide more detail in guidance or rule
language, on the elements and
differences between a Level 1 and Level
2 assessment. A majority of the
commenters were against the inclusion
of asset management and capacity
development in the Level 2 assessment.
EPA received comments stating that the
proposed rule language regarding the
two levels of assessment was adequate
and that additional discussion about the
differences between the two should
instead be addiessed in guidance. One
commenter, on the other hand, said that
there was no difference in the scope
between the two assessments based on
the way the proposed rule language was
written.

EPA defined in § 141,2 both a Level
1 assessment and a Level 2 assessment
to provide a better distinction between

-the two levels of assessment and

facilitate the implementation of the
RTCR. See section HILA.1 of this
preamble, Assessment, for the
definitions of a Level 1 and Level 2
assessment. EPA is also requiring States
to describe in their primacy application
how they will ensure that a Level 2
assessment is more comprehensive than
a Level 1 assessment; thus, giving the
States more flexibility in implementing
the rule. EPA released the Proposed
Revised Total Coliform Rule
Assessments and Corrective Actions
Guidance Manuol—Draft (USEPA
2010d) in August 2010 to help
stakeholders understand the difference
between the two levels of assessment.
EPA will revise this guidance manual
based on the comments received and
telease it soon affer the final RTCR is
published in the Federal Register.

EPA received comments to allow the
extension of the assessment period
beyond 30 days. A commenter suggested
that intermediate deadlines for a Level

2 assessment triggered by the presence
of E. coli be included because of the
acute nature of the threat.

EPA expects that the PWS will
conduct an assessment as soon as
practical after the PWS receives notice
or becomes aware that the system has
exceeded a trigger. EPA imposes a 30-
day limit because the possible
occurrence of contamination, as
indicated by the conditions that trigger
the assessment, must be addressed
immediately. The system has 30 days
from the time it learns of exceeding the
trigger to conduct the assessment and
complete the corrective action. EPA
believes that the 30-day period is
sufficient time for problem
identification and potential remediation
of the problem in conjunction with the
follow-up assessment in most cases. The
system can work out a schedule with
the State to complete the corrective
action if more time is needed. It is very
important, however, that the assessment
is conducted as soon as possible within
those 30 days. In the case of an E. coli
MCL violation, the system must comply
with any expedited acticns or additional
actions required by the State {see
§141.859(b)(4) of the RTCR). EPA also
encourages PWSs to submit their
completed assessment forms as soon as
possible and not wait until the end of
the 30-days to do so.

3. Corrective Action

a. Requirements, Under the RTCR,
PWSs are Tequired to correct sanitary
defects fonnd throngh either a Level 1
or Level 2 assessment. Systems should
ideally be able to correct any sanitary
defects found in the assessment within
30 days and report that correction on
the assessment form. This is especially
important when E. colfi has been
detected in samples collected from the
distribution system, indicatiug that a
potential health hazard exists. However,
EPA recognizes that correcting sanitary
defects within 30 days may not always
be possible due to the extent and cost
of the corrective action, and that some
systems therefors may not be able to fix
sanitary defects before submitting the
completed assessment form within the
30-day interval. When the correction of
sanitary defects is not completed by the
time the PWS submits the completed
assessment form to the State, EPA
encourages the State and PWS to work
together to determine the appropriate
schedule for corrective actions (which
may include additional or more detailed
assessment or engineering studies) to be
completed as soon as possible. The
schedule, which is approved by the
State, must include when the corrective
action will be completed and any
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necessary milestones and temporary
public health protection measures. The
PWS must comply with this schedule
and notify the State when each
scheduled corrective action is
completed,

At any time during the assessment or
corrective action phase, either the PWS
or the State may request a consultation
with the other eutity to discuss and
determine the appropriate actions to be
taken. The system may consult with the
State on all relevant steps that the
system is considering to complete the
corrective action, including the method
of accomplishment, an appropriate
timeframe, and other relevant
information. EPA is not requiring this to
be a mandatory consultation to provide
ease of implementation for States. In
many cases, consultation may not be
necessary because the type of corrective
action for the sanitary defect will be
clear and can be implemented right
away {e.p., replacement of a missing
screen).

b. Key issues raised. EPA received
comiments that not all sanitary defects
should have to be corrected unless it
can be determined the defect directly
correlates to the trigger or if the defect
is otherwise regulated. Similarly,
commenters suggested that EPA clarify
that any requirement to correct sanitary
defects found during the assessment he
limited only to issues that are within the
system’s control. In contrast, one
commenter encouraged EPA to provide
authority to States to require broader
corrective actions beyond fixing specific
sanitary defects {e.g., requiring
development and implementation of a
storage tank inspection and
maintenance plan).

EPA acknowledges that it may or may
not be possible to conclusively link the
total coliform-E. coli-positive sample to
a given sanitary defect due to the
complexity of the distribution system
configuration and transport of
contaminants throughout the system.
That being the case, the PWS mmst still
correct all sanitary defects found
through the assessment even if the
defect cannot be proven to be the likely
cause of the positive sample, to prevent
the defect from providing a pathway for
future contamination, The RTCR takes a
more preventive approach to protect
public health by requiring that systems
perform an assessment of their system
when their monitoring results indicate a
potential pathway of contamination into
the distribution system, or a breach in
the barriers that are in place, and correct
all identified sanitary defects, regardless
of whether the defect is directly related
to the positive sample or not, This is
because EPA believes that correcting

only sanitary defects that are corretated
to the positive sample is not sufficiently
protective of public health. Uncorrected
sanitary defects may provide a pathway
for future incidences of contamination.

The RTCR requires that sanitary
defects be corrected but does not
mandate how the defects are to be
corrected. States and PWSs may have
other authorities under local ordinances
and State laws that they may use to
address the problem. For example, in
cases where the location of the sanitary
defect is outside the normal control of
the PWS (e.g., cross connection
occurring on private property),
community water systems that ave part
of the local government may have some
anthority to address the problem under
the public health code if the issue is
affecting the water in the distribution
system (AWWA 2010) or through other
local ordinances such as plumbing
codes. EPA encourages States and PWSs
to work together to determine the best
course of action when correcting
sauitary defects.

Some commenters said that it is
unclear how a water utility should
demonstrate that it has corrected a
sanitary defect and how the primacy
agency would take enforcement action
on any defects identified by the system.
One commenter suggested that EPA
clarify whether a sanitary defect would
be considered corrected if subsequent
samples are tolal coliform-negative. EPA
notes that because of the intermittent
nature of microbial contamination, it
may not be adequate to just rely on
follow-up samples to verify that the
problem has been corrected or has goue
away, Depending on the nature of the
sanitary defect, States may require
additional measures to ensure that the
integrity of the distribution system has
been restored {e.g., pressure monitoring,
follow-up inspection of tanks, etc.).
States have discretion on how to
determine that defects have been
corrected {e.g., site visits, sanitary
surveys, eic.}. Failure to correct
identified sanitary defects is a treatment
technique violation and States are
expected to use their legal authority to
take enforcement action to return the
system to compliance.

F. Viclations

1. Requirements

EPA is establishing the definition of
the following violations—MCL
violation, treatment technigne vielation,
monitoring violation, and reporting
violation—consistent with the proposed
RTCR. Each type of violation reqnires
public notice, the level of which
depends on the severity of the violation

(see section III.G of this preamble,
Providing Notification ond Information
to the Public, for information on public
notification), and may trigger a system
on reduced monitoring to increase its
monitoring frequency (see section I11.C
of this preamble, Monitoring, for
information on monitoring frequency).
In addition to these violations, systems
are required to comply with all the
requirements of the RTCR, e.g., to use an
approved analytic method to test for
total coliforms and E. coli, to monitor
according to a sample siting plan, stc.
IEPA also would like to clarify that
exceeding a trigger and being required
to conduct an assessment is not a
violation by itself; as described later in
this section, a violation occurs when a
system exceeds the trigger but does not
complete the required assessment and
corrective action in response.

a. E. coli MCL violation. A system
incurs an E. colf MCL violation if any
of the following occurs:

e Arouline sample is total coliform-
positive and one of its associated repeat
samples is E. coli-positive.

» A routine sample is E. coli-positive
and one of its associated repeat samples
is total coliform-positive.

+ A system fails to take all required
tepeat samples following a routine
sample that is positive for E. coli.

+ A system fails to test for E. coli
when any repeat sample tests positive
for total coliforms.

b. Coliform treatment technique
violation. A system incurs a coliform
treatment technique violation when any
of the following occurs:

« A system fails to conduct a required
assessment within 30 days of
naotification of the system exceeding the
trigger (see section HLE of this
preamble, Coliform Treatment
Technique, for conditions undsr which
monitoring results tripger a required
assessment).

+ A system fails to correct any
sanitary defect found through either a
Level 1 or 2 assessment within 30 days
{see also section ILE of this preamble,
Coliform Treatment Technique) or in
accordance with State-derived schedule.

s A seasonal system fails to complete
a State-approved start-up procedurse
prior to serving water to the public. This
is further discussed later on in the Key
issues raised part of this section.

There is no treatment technique
violation associated solely with a
system exceeding one or more action
triggers (Level 1 or Level 2 triggers).

c. Monitoring viplation. A system
incurs a monitoring violation when any
of the following occurs:
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¢ A system fails to take every
required routine or additional routine
sample in a compliance period.

¢ A system fails to test for E. coli
following a routine sampla that is total
coliform-positive. '

d. Reporting violation. A system
incurs a reporting violation when any of
the following occurs:

* A system fails to timely submlt a
monitoring report or a correctly
completed assessment form after it
properly monitors or conducts an
assessment by the required deadlines.
The PWS is responsible for reporting
this information to the State regardless
of any arrangement with a 1aborator

+ A system fails to timely notify t
State following an E. coli-positive
sample. See section IIL.H.1.a of this
preamble, Reporting, for reporting
requirements in the case of an E. coli-
positive sample.

s A seasonal system fails to submit
certification of completion of State-
approved start-up procedure. This is
further discussed in the Key issues
raised part of this section.

2. Key Issues Raised

EPA recetved comments that
supported the proposed definition of the
violations. Others offered suggestions to
ease implementation hurden. For
example, one commenter recommended
that only one violation be generated for
each compliance situation (i.e., if an
MCL violation is determined, then
neither treatment technique, nor
monitoring, ner reporting violation can
be generated; if a treatment technique
violation is determined, then neither
monitoring nor reporting violation can
be generated). However, EPA believes
that it is important to track each of these
situations individually so that the State
can be aware of the system’s progress
resolving situations and complying with
all rule requirements, Each situatiou is
also accompauied hy puhlic notification
requirements so that consumers can be
aware of problems at the water system
and the progress and efforts to correct
them. EPA believes it is important to
continue to notity the public of each
situation.

Some commenters were uncertain
about when failure to take all repeat
samples triggers the associated Tier 1
PN (i.e., when the 24-hour clock starts).
Some questioned how the State will
know when the failure to collect these
repeats has occurred in such a way to
assure timely Tier 1 PN when the
sample results do not need to be
reported until the 10th day of the month
following the month in which the
samples were collected. EPA believes
that State programs have been designed

to address timely response to follow-up
requirements such as the need to take
repeat samples, through education,
compliance assistance, and tracking and
enforcement programs, The time limit is
established to assure that systems act
promptly to investigate positive
samples. Some States require direct
electronic reporting of results, which
provides for maore timely notification,
and EPA encourages such practice. In
the situations where it is not possible
for the system to take the repeat samples
within 24 hours, States have the
discretion to waive the requirement (see
section I1.D of this preamble, Repeat
Sam les).

er commenters suggested adding
to the list of violations. EPA received
comment that there should be a
violation when a seasonal system fails
to perform the start-up procedure. EPA
agrees and is designating such failure as
a treatment technique violation. EPA is
also requiring seasonal systems to
certify that they have completed the
start-np procedure and submit this
certification to the State. Failure to do
so is a reporting violation. EPA believes
that performing start-up procedurss is
very important to mitigate the possihle
risks resulting from the seasonal system
being shutdown, depressurized, or
drained. Designating such failure as a
violation will compel seasonal systems
to make sure that they take the
necessary steps to mitigate public health
risks before serving water to the public.

Other commenters, on the other hand,
suggested deleting the MCL violation
resulting from failure to take all
required repeat samples following a
routine E. coli-positive sample. One
commenter suggested that instead of an
MCL violatiou, this should be
considered a sanitary defect that
requires corrective action. EPA
considers E. colf as an indicator of a
potential pathway of fecal
contamination that should be taken
seriously. A system needs to follow up
with repeat samples to characterize the
extent and source of such
contamination. Failure to take the
required repeat samples following an
initial E. coli-positive sample is not
protective of public health and is a
serious violation. Making such failure
an E. coli violation prevents a system
from incurring only a monitoring
violation when there is an indicatiou of
fecal contamination.

Some commenters do not agree with
the treatment technique violation
because they do not agree that the
treatment technique requirements of the
RTCR are appropriate. For a discussion
ou the treatment technique, see section
TILE of this preamble, Coliform

Treatment Technigue. One commenter
asked for clarification on whether
failure to submit the assessment form
within 30 days is a treatinent technique
violation. As stated previously, this isa
reporting violation, not a treatment
technique violation, if the assessment
has in fact been completed and the only
failure was in submitting the required
form. A treatment technique violation
occurs when a potential pathway of
contamination into the distribution
system is unexplored and/or
uncorrected. A system that neglects to -
perform the prescribed assessment or
corrective action within schedule is in
violation of the treatment technique
requirement.

Commenters also supported EPA’s
proposal of separating the comhbined
monitoring and reporting violation
under the 1989 TCR into two separate
violations. One commenter noted that it
has been difficult to determine the
sipgnificance of a violation when two
types of violations—monitoring and
reporting—are captured and reported
under only one heading. It is, therefore,
difficnlt to develop performance
measures and ensure data quality when
the two violations are combined,

G. Providing Notification and
Information to the Public

1. Requirements

EPA is promulgating changes to the
public notification {PN) requirements
contained in 40 CFR part 141 subpart
to correspond to the violation
provisions of the RTCR (see section JILF
of this preamble, Violations). EPA is
requiring a Tier 1 PN for an E. coli MCL
violation, Tier 2 PN for a treatment
technique violation for failure to
conduct assessments or corrective
actions, and a Tier 3 PN for a
monitoring violation or a reporting
violation, '

Tier 1 PN is required for NPDWR
violations and situations with
significant potential to have serious
adverse effects on human health as a
result of short-term exposure, such as
could occur with exposure to fecal
pathogens, Tier 1 PN is required as soon
as possible but no later than 24 hours

© after the system learus of the viclation.

An E. coli MCL violation indicates
possible exposure to pathogens in
drinking water that can possibly result
iu serions, acute health effects, such as
diarrhea, cramps, nausea, headaches, or
other symptoms and possible greater
health risks for infants, young children,
the elderly, and people with severely
compromised immuue systems,

u the 1989 TCR, if a system has an
acute MCL violation, which is based on
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the presence of fecal coliforms or E. coli,
or the system’s failure to test for fecal
coliforms or E. coli following a total
coliform-positive repeat sample, the
system is required to puhlish Tier 1 PN,
Under the RTCR, a system is required to
publish Tier 1 PN when it has an E. coli
MCL violation. {See section IILF of this
preamble, Violations, for a discussion of
MCL violations.) In addition, the system
will continue to be required to notify
the State after learning of an E. coli-
positive sample, as required under the
1989 TCR. As mentioned earlier in
section T1L.B of this preamble, Rule
Construct: MCLG and MCL for E. coli
and Coliform Treatment Technique,
EPA is eliminating the MCL for fecal
coliforms. Under the RTCR, the
standard health effects language, which
is required to be included in all public
notification actions, is modified to
delete the reference to the fecal coliforin
MCL and fecal coliforms. The language
for a non-acute violation under the 1989
TCR is modified to apply to a violation
of the assessments and corrective action
requirements of the coliform treatment
technique.

Tier 2 PN is required for all NPDWR
violations and situations with potential
to have serious adverse effects on
human health not requiring Tier 1 PN.
The system must provide public notice
as soon as practical, but no later than 30
days after the system learns of the
violation. A treatment technique
violation under the RTCR meets these
criteria because it is an indication that
the public water system failed to protect
pnblic health when the system failed to
conduct an assessment or complete
corrective action following
identification of sanitary defects.
Sanitary defects indicate that a pathway
may exist in the distribution system that
has potential to cause public health
concern,

In the 1989 TCR, a system is required
to publish a Tier 2 PN when the system
has a non-acute MCL violation, which is
based on total coliform presence. Under
the RTCR, a system is required to
publish a Tier 2 PN if the system
violates the coliform treatment
technique requirements. Also, EPA is
modifying the standard bealth effects
language for coliform to emphasize the
assessment and corrective action
requirements of the RTCR.

Tier 3 PN is required for all other
NPDWR violations and situations not
included iu Tier 1 or Tier 2. The
existing Tier 3 PN requires a system to
provide public notice no later than one
year after the system learns of the
violation or situation or begins
operating under a variance or
exemption. Monitoring and reporting

violations have historically been
designated as Tier 3 PN unless an
immediate public health concern hag
been identified {e.g., failure to monitor
for E. coli after a total coliform-positive
sample requires a Tier 1 notification.)
Where no such immediaie public health
concern has been identified, EPA
believes that a pnblic notice given at
least annually for monitoring and
reporting violations fulfills the public's
right-to-know about these violations.

In the 1989 TCR, a system is required
to publish a Tier 3 PN when the system
has a monitoring and reporting
violation. In the RTCR, monitoring
violations are considered distinct from
reporting violations. Both types of
violations require Tier 3 PN.

Consumer confidence report {CCR)
Tequirements are also modified, Health
effects language for the CCR for total
coliforms and E. coli, which is identical
to the health effects language required
for PN, is updated in the same way as
described for PN. In addition, the RTCR
removes the CCR requirements for the
inclusion of total numbers of positive
samples, or highest monthly percentage
of positive samples for total coliforms as
well as total number of positive samples
for fecal coliforms. These provisions are
replaced by requirements to include the
number of Level 1 and Lavel 2
assessments required and completed,
the number of corrective actions
required and completed, and the total
number of positive samples for E. coli.
A systam that fails to complete all the
required assessments or correct all
identified sanitary defects has a
treatment technique violation and must
identify it in the CCR as: (1) Failure to
conduct all of the Tequired
assassment{s); and/or (2] failure to
correct all identified sanitary defects. A
system that has an MCL violation must
also include the condition that resulted
in the MCL violation (see section IT1.B.1
of this preamble, MCLG and MCL, and
§141.860(a) of the RTCR). Unchanged
and consistent with the provisions
under the 1989 TCR, a CWS may
provide Tier 3 PN using the annual
CCR.

CCR requirements are updated to
reflect the advisory committee’s
recommendations that total coliforms be
used as an indicator to start an
evaluation process that, where
necessary, will reqnire the PWS to
correct sanitary defects, EPA helieves it
is most appropriate to inform the public
about actions taken, in the form of
assessments and corrective actions,
since failure to conduct these activities
lead to treatment technique violations
under the RTCR, Becauss the RTCR no
longer includes the total coliform MCL

but now includes a trigger, EPA believes
that systems no longer need to report
the number of total coliform-positive
samples via the CCR, since that could
cause confusion or inappropriate
changes in behavior among consumers.
In addition, the CCR requirements will
also reflect the removal of fecal
coliform.

2. Key Issues Raised

In general, EPA received comments in
support of the PN requirements of the
RTCR. The commenters stated that the
changes are consistent with the intent
and recommendations of the TCRDSAC.
However, there were a few commenters
who disagreed on certain aspects of the
requirements. These commeiits are
discussed in detail in the following
paragraphs.

EPA requested comment on whether
the slimination of the PN associated
with the presence of total coliforms fi.e.,
the Tier 2 PN associated with the non-
acute MCL violation under the 1989
TCR} wilt result in a loss of information
to consumers. Although the majority of
the commenters said that it would not
result in a loss of information, some
cormmenters said that it would. One
commenter said that the PN associated
with the presence of total coliforms has
been an effective tool to motivate PWSs
to take corrective actions; to eliminate
such PN and replace it with a PN
associated with treatment technique
violations is not “equal to or better”
public health protection. One
commenter believed that if the non-
acute PN requirement is elinminated,
then NCWSs wonld not have the tool to
commumnicate to the public the possibie
health risk as these PWSs are not
required to send out a CCR.

As EPA discussed in section HI.B of
this preamble, Rule Consiruct: MCLG
and MCL for E. coli and Coliforin
Treatment Technique, the presence of
total coliforms is not, by itself, a public
health threat. EPA agrees with
comments received that suggest that the
Tier 2 PN for a non-acute MCL violation
under the 1989 TCR is sometimes
unnecessarily alarming as it attributes
greater public health significance to the
presence of total coliforms than is
warranted. EPA beliaves the removal of
the Tier 2 PN for a nou-acute MCL
violation will help prevent public
confusion, '

EPA received comments that under
the 1989 TCR some States require a Tier
1 PN when a NCWS has a non-acute
MCL violation. EPA would like to note
that the 1989 TCR requires a Tier 2 PN
for a non-acute MCL violation, not a
Tier 1 PN. Some States using their own
authority have chosen to elevate the PN
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level to Tier 1 for a non-acute MCL in
some or all cases. In certain
circumstances, some States use this
elevated PN in association with other
follow-up actions involving agreements
with other State and local agencies, to
provide a more comprehensive and
immediate response to potential public
health threats, or to make the most
efficient use of their existing anthorities
to protect public health, It is not EPA's
intent to take this discretion away from
the States, orto undermine these
cooperative agreements with other State
and local agencies. If a State deems that
a given situation calls for a more
elevated level of PN, or requires a more
immediate action to ensure that public
health is protected, then they can do so
under their own discretion aud
authority. For éxample, the Level 2
assessment requirements in
§141.859{b)(4} allow States to require
expedited actions or additional actions
to ensure that public health is protected.

EPA notes that NCWSs are required,
like CWSs, to publish a PN, either a Tier
1, Tier 2, ar Tier 3, depending on the
violation, Even if they are not required
to isswe a CCR, NCWS must provide PN
in other forms or methods consistent
with the requirements of 40 CFR
141.153. States can also direct the PWS
to perform additional pnblic health
measures (e.g., boil water orders,
elevated PNs, ete.) as allowed under
SDWA and the authority granted to
them by their own legislation similar to
EPA’s authority under section 1431 of
SDWA,

EPA requested comment on whether
to require special notice to the public of
sanitary defects similar to the special
notice requirements for significant
deficiencies under the GWR. Most
commenters were against including
such provision. They stated that it
would cause confusion and unnecessary
alarm to customers. Several commenters
noted that it is not appropriate for
sanitary defects under the RTCR to have
similar notice requiremeants as that of
significant deficiencies under the GWR.
The special notice requirement for
significant deficiencies under the GWR
only applies to NCWSs since they are
not required fo send out a CCR. EPA
agrees that no special notice of sanitary
defects is necessary and is not including
such provision in the RTCR.

EPA received comments suggesting
modifications to the standard PN and
CCR bealth effects language regarding
total coliforms and the treatment
technique violations included in the
proposed RTCR. EPA has modified the
standard health effects language found
in Subpart O and Subpart () of part 141
to make the language consistent with

the use of total coliforms in the RTCR
as an indicator of a potential pathway
through which a contamination can
enter the distribntion system.

H. Reporiing and Recordkeeping
1. Requirements

o. Reporting. In addition to the
existing general reporting requirements
provided in 40 CFR 141.31, the RTCR
requires a PWS to:

e Notify the State no later than the
and of the next business day after it
learns of an E. coli-positive sample.

+ Report an E. colf MCL violation to
the State no later than the end of the
next business day after learning of the
violation. The PWS must also notify the
public in accordance with 40 CFR part
141 subpart Q.

» Report a treatment technigne
violation to the State no later than the
end of the next business day after it
learns of the violation. The PWS must
also notify the public in accordance
with 40 CFR part 141 suhpart Q.

» Report monitoring violations to the
State within ten days after the system
discovers the violation, and notify the
public in accordance with 40 CFR part
141 suhpart .

s Submit completed assessment form
to the State within 30 days after
determination that the coliform
treatment technique trigger has been
exceaded.

¢ Notify the State wheu each
scheduled corrective action is
comuplated for corrections not completed
by the time of the submission of the
assessment form.

s A seasonal system must certify that
it has completed a State-approved start-
up procedure prior to serving water to
the publie.

EPA is adding the submission of the
assessment form and the certification of
completion of start-up procedure to the
reporting requirements under § 141.861
of the RTCR for better clarity and ease
of tracking compliance. In the proposed
rule, the submission of the assessment
form is found only in'§141.859,
Coliform treatment technigue
requirements for protection against
potential fecal contamination. The
inclnsion of the submission of the
assessment form in § 141.861 does not
impose additional requirements beyond
thase that are imposed by the treatment
technique requirements {see section IILE
of this preamble, Coliform Treatment
Technique, for discussion on the
treatment technique requirements).
Failure to submit the assessment form or
the certification is a reporting violation
as discussed in section IILF.1.d of this
preambie, Reporting violation.

b. Recordkeeping. EPA is maintaining
the requirements regarding the retention
of sample results and records of
decisions related to monitoring
schednles found in 40 CFR 141.33, and
inclnding provisions that address the
new requirements of the RTCR
pertaining to reduced and increased
monitoring, treatment technique, stc. In
addition, systems are reqnired to
maintain on file for State review the
assessment form or other available
summary documentation of the sanitary
defects and corrective actions taken.
Systems are reqnired to maintain these
docnments for a period not less than
five years after completion of the
assessment or corrective action. Since
systemns have to maintain these files no
less than five years, which is the
maximnm period allowed between
sanitary surveys (i.e., five years; see 40
CFR 142.16(b)(3) and 40 CFR
142.16{0}(2)}, States have the
opportunity to review these files during
sanitary surveys aud/or annual visits.
The five-year period is also consistent
with the recordkeeping requirements for
microbiological analyses under 40 CFR
141.33(a)},

The system must also maintain a
record of any repeat sample taken that
meets Slate criteria for an extension of
the 24-hour period for collecting repesat
samples.

2. Key Issnes Raised

EPA received comments that support
the reporting and recordkeeping
reqnirements proposed by EPA. Most
commenters said that the timeframes are
appropriate and are consistent with
EFA’s practice regarding reparting and
recordkeeping requirements in other
regulations under SDWA. One
commenter, however, said that EPA
should standardize the recordkeeping
reqnirements in all its rules, including
the RTCR, for a period equat to the
compliance cycle (i.e., nine years). The
commenter adds that by standardization
and being consistent with the
compliance cycls, all monitoring and -
compliance records including corrective
actions will be easily maintained,
tracked, and available for State’s
inspectious without the confusion of
varying recordkeeping durations with
different regulations. However, EPA’s
snile of drinking water regulations
addresses differeut kinds of
contaminants with different inherent
characteristics, occurrence, and health
effects. Because of these differences,
monitoring of these contaminants
occurs at different frequencies; hence,
differeut reporting and recordkeeping
requirements. The reporting and
recordkesping requirements specific to a
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drinking water regnlation are therefore
meant to support the implementation of
that regulation. If possible, EPA makes
every offort to ensure consistency of
requirements across the drinking water
regulations,

I. Analytical Methods

1. AIP-Related Msthod Issues

a. Bvaluation of eurrently approved
methods. The AIP recommended that
the Agency conduct a reevaluation of all
the approved methods to ensure
continued approval was warranted. In
the proposed rule, the Agency identified
the Enviroumental Technology
Verification (ETV) program as the
preferred mechanism for couducting
such an evaluation and solicited
comments on the approach.

Key issues raised, While several
commenters expressed support for a
method reevaluation study couducted
through the ETV program, some
commeuters expressed concern
regarding the use of this program. One
commenter stated that the reevaluation
study should meet criteria established
by EPA, not an EPA-coutractor, who
would receive finaucial benefit from the
method manufacturers for couduciing
the testing. This commenter further
expressed concern with using the ETV
progran because “the intent of the ETV
program was never to certify, approve,
guarantee, or warrantee analytical
technologies.” This commenter also
suggested that the ETV program does
not have the resources to develop the
protocol for the method re-evalnation
study.

A second commenter expressed
concern that the ETV program was
established to facilitate incorporation of
commercially-ready test kits into the
market, which differs from the task of
determining what are appropriate
performauce criteria for SDWA
compliance methods. This commenter
also expressed concern that the ETV
program has not generated rigorous
gnough product evaluations adequate to
support approval of alternative
analytical procedures.

Lastly, this commeuter also suggested
that the ETV studies do not have the
same level of independence in protocol
development as other third party
studies, stating that in ETV studies,
reviewers modify the protocol at the
beginming of each study, aud that for the
receut verification study, thers was not
a clear discussion betweeu the study
organizers aud the techuical review
panel regarding development of the
final test protocol.

EPA will take the comments
conceruiug the ETV program into

consideration as the Agency develops a
final approach to the reevaluation of
methods, EPA notes that ETV work is
accomplished through cooperative
agreements between EPA and private
non-profit testing and evaluation
organizations. ETV partners verify
performance claims but do not endorse,
certify or approve technologies, EPA has
the regulatory authority and the
responsibility to approve/disapprove
methods and typically does so based ou
a review of method performance data
generated by third party laboratories.
Testing under the ETV program is
typically paid for by participating
vendors,

ETV expert panels typically include
representatives from industry,
academia, EPA, and other stakeholders
and cotlaborators. The rigor of an ETV
study is determined by the objectives of
the study and the resources available. If
such a study is conducted, EPA, by
virtue of participation iu the expert
panel, would ensure that the study is
rigorous suough to meet the Agency’s
needs.

EPA held a series of three open
technical webinars in fall 2010.
Participants recommended the
developmeut of a coliform strain library.
The Water Research Fouudation has
tuuded a project to accomplish this task
and the Agency will be mouitoring the
progress of that work as it cousiders the
apgmpﬁate course of action.

. Heview of the ATP protocol. The
AIP recommended that the Agency
engage stakeholders in a technical
dialogue in its review of the Alternate
Test Procedure {ATP) microbiclogical
protocol. The proposed rule described
how EPA could use the study plan
development from the aforementioned
method reevaluation study as a starting
poiut for discnssions with stakeholders
regarding the basis for evaluating new
methods. The proposed rule also
explained that the study plau, along
with “lessons learned” from the
resvaluation study, could be used as a
modse! for a revised ATP protocol.

Key issues raised. One commenter
snggested that the protocol used in the
meihod reevaluation study should be
used as the revised ATP protocol. EPA
intends to consider this o
recommendation as it decides how to
move forward ou revising the microbial
test protocoi.

¢. Approval of “24-hour” methods.
The AIP recommended that EPA
cousider the appraoval of analytical
ntethods that allow more timely {e.g., on
the order of 24 hours) results. As
expressed in the rule proposal, EPA has
concern that the more rapid “24-hour”
methods may not have the same

recovery rates, especially for stressed or
injured organisms, as the historic
methods that allow for longer
incubation times.

Key issues raised. One commenter
suggested that the Agency withdraw
approval for the older approved
methods that can reqnire longer times to
obtain results. EPA intends to consider
this recommendation as it decides how
to move forward.

d. Elimination of fecal coliforms. As
explained in the rule proposal, EPA
plans ta elimiuate all provisions for
fecal coliform monitoring under this
regulatiou. No commeuts were received
ou this issue. As such, all provisions
relating to fecal coliforms are removed
in this fiual rule.

e. Request for comment on other AIP-
reloted method issues. i. Expedited
results uotification process. The
proposed rule requested comment on
whather the RTCR should iuctude
provisions to ensure a more expedited
notification process. The RTCR could,
for example, include language requiring
that FWSs arrange to be notified of a
positive result by their laboratory withiu
24 hours.

Key issues raised. The Agency
received many comments regarding this
element of the proposed rnle. Many
commenters expressed support for this
provision, with some States reporting
that this provision is an existing
component of their State regulations.
Several commeuters expressed that
given the widespread avatlability of
electronic communication it would be
easy for a laboratory to notify the public
water system quickly of the results of
the sample analyses.

Many comments expressed coucern
over the ability of the States to enforce
such a provision. Additionally, several
commenters noted that this provision
would hold the water system
accountable for the actious of the
laboratory, which the public water
system does not have immediate coutrod
over.

EPA believes that the public is well
served by timely reporting of resulis but
recognizes some of the challenges
associated with addressing this via
regulation. Accordingly, the Agency
intends to use guidance documents
associated with this regulation to
address this issue. Through the
guidance documents, the Ageucy
expects to urge pnblic waler systemns to
establish language in their coutract with
the laboratories requiring that the water
system be notified by the laboratory
within 24 hours of any positive results.

Additioually, the Agency plaus to
eucourage the certified laboratory
community to ensure that laboratories
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are aware of the importance of timely
notification of any positive resnlts to
their clients.

ii. Taking repeat samples within 24
hours, Dnring the Advisory Committee
meetings, the factors impacting the
timeframe between a coliform detection
and the collection of the repeat sample
were discussed. It was noted that in
some cases, repeat samples are not
collected for several days after
notification of a coliform dstection. EPA
regnested comment in the proposed rule
whether the RTCR shonld requirve repeat
samples be taken within 24 hours of a
total coliform-positive with no (or
limited) exceptions.

Key issues raised. While some
commenters expressed support for such
a provision in the final rnle, most
commenters noted that the final RTCR
should retain flexibility around this
requirement, as allowed in the 1989
TCR.

Several commenters noted that
including such a provision in the final
RTCR would create a hardship on
systems, with many mentioning that
weekend sample collection is a
challenge for many small systems.
Concern was expressed that this
provision in the final rule would result
in more monitoring violations but not
necessarily change repeat sample
collection practice.

Based on consideration of the
concerns exprassed, EPA is not
changing the provision that States may
extend the 24-hour limit if the system
has a logistical problem in collectiug the
repeat samples within 24 hours that is
beyond its control. See sections IIL.D of
this preamble, Repeat Sumples, for
additional discussion.

2. Other Method Issues

a. Holding time. In the proposed rule,
EPA clarified the language defining
when the sample holding time ends.
The 1989 TCR states “the time from
sample collection to initiation of
analysis may not exceed 30 hours,” and
this language was clarified in the
proposed rule to state “The time from
sample collection to initiation of test
medinm incubation may not exceed 30
hours.”

Key issues raised, Two comments
were received on this rule pravision,
with one commenter explaining that
some water systems have a difficult time
meeting the 30-hour hold time, and this
provision may further impact their
ability to meet the holding time. The
second commenter stated that the
nnmber of coliforms does not likely
change in “a 30 minute window”' and
that this provision will not improve
public health.

As explained in the proposed ruls,
EPA recognizes that this provision may
slightly decrease the amonnt of time
that a water system has to get the
sample to the lab, by approximately 30
minntes or less. EPA believes the iinpact
of this provision is minimal, as a well
managed laboratory will be able to
Tecognize a sample that is received near
the end of the holding time and make
this sample a priority for analysis.

The inclusion of this provision in the
final rule serves to ensure consistency
in the analyses of the compliance
samples on a national basis and will
have a minimal impact on water
systems. As such, the provision is
included in the final rule.

b. Dechlorinating agent. The proposed
rule included a provision that would
require the use of a dechlorinating agent
when samples of chlorinated water are
collected.

Key fssues raised. The Agency did not
receive any adverse comment to this
provision of the proposed regulation,
Accardingly, this provision has been
included in the final rule. EPA notes
that the wording of this provision in the
final rule differs slightly from that
inchuded in the proposed rule. The
wording was changed to clarify that the
use of a dechlorinating agent is
applicable to water systems that use any
type aof chlorination (including
chloramines) to disinfect their drinking
water snpplies. The proposed rule did
nat include language that was specific
enough to ensure that this point was
clear,

¢. Filtration funnels. In the proposed
rule, EPA added a footnote to the
methods table that clarifies that the
funnels used in the membrane filtration
procedure shonld be sterilized by
autoclaving, not by using ultraviolet
{UV} light. The addition of this
provision to the rule makes the fule
requirements consistent with what is
recommended by the Agency in the
Manual for the Certification of
Laboratories Analyzing Drinking Water
(EPA 815-R—05-004, 5th Edition, 2005).

Key issues raised. The Agency only
received one comment on this
provision, requesting clarification that
would allow the use of disposable
filtration wnits that are purchased pre-
sterilized by the manufacturer, EPA
believes that these units can be
appropriate for use in drinking water
sample analyses, and therefore has
modified the provision to reflect usage
of such units, The provision now reads
as follows:

All filtraticn series must begin with
menibrane filtration equipment that has been
sterilized by autoclaving. Exposure of
filtration eqnipment to UV light is not

adequate to ensure sterilization, Subsequent
to the initial autoclaving, exposure of the
filtration equipment to UV light may be used
{o sanifize the funmels between filirations
within a filtration series. Alternatively,
disposable membrane filtration equipment
that is pre-steritized by the manufacturer
{i.e., disposable funnel units) may be used.

d. Analytical methods table changes.
The proposed rule reflected many
modifications to the table of analytical
methods to clarify which methods were
approved for use under this regulation.

No comments were received on the
following changes io the methods table,
Accordingty these modifications have
been incorparated into the final rule.

» The table is organized by
methodology.

+ F. coli methods are included in the
analytical methods table.

+ The 18th and 19th editions of
Standard Methods for the Examination
of Water and Wastewater are no longer
approved and are not included in the
final rule.

e The references to Standard Methods
9221A and 9222A are removed.

¢ The reference to Standard Methods
9221B is changed to 9221B.1, B.2,

» Thereference to Standard Methods
92210 is changed to 922113.1, D.2.

» The citation for MI agar is changed
to EPA Method 1604,

» The table clarifies that Standard
Methods 8221 F.1 and 9222 G.1¢(1}, and
9222 G.1¢c{2} may he used for E, coli
analysis.

. » The table clarifies the correct
formulation for E. coli medium with 4-
methylumbelliferyl-Beta-D-glucuronide
{(EC-MUG) broth, when used in
conjunction with Standard Methods
9222G.1¢(2), through the addition of the
following footnote: The following
changes must be made to the EC broth
with MUG {(EC-MUG]) formulation:
Potassium dikydrogen phosphatae,
KH2PO4 must be 1.5g and 4-
methylumbelliferyl-Beta-D-glucuronide
must be 0.05 g.

o The table reflects the approvai of a
modified Colitag method for the
simultaneous detection of E. coli and
other total coliforms.

The proposed rule also contained a
provision to allow the use of Standard
Methods 9221D in an enumerative
format, specifically, in the mnltiple tube
format as described in Standard
Methods 92218.

Key issues raised. One comment was
received, stating that the use of
Standard Methods 9221D in an
enumerative {multiple tube) format
should be evaluated through an
Alternate Test Procedure (ATP) study or
be added to the proposed method
reavaluation study, Given that this
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method is a part of Standard Methods
‘9221, entitled “Multiple-Tube
Fermentation Technique for Members of
the Cotiform Group,” the Agency
helieves it is appropriate for this method
to be used in an enumerative, multiple
tube format. Additionally, as explained
in the proposed rule, there have been
publications demonstrating that this
method is effective in a multiple tube
format.

Since use of this method in a
multiple-tube format does not change
the formulation of the medium, nor the
volume of sample analyzed, the Agency
has determined that an ATP evaluation
is not necessary. Therefore, the
provision is included in the final rule.

e. Holding temperature, In the
proposed rule, the Agency reqnested
comment as to whether the RTCR
should require the samples to be held at
10 degrees Celsius (C} or less during
transit.

Key issues raised. Several commenters
expressed support for this provision
stating that it would improve the
integrity of the data collected under this
tule. However, many commenters
expressed concern that the addition of
this provision would cause a hardship,
especially to small systems, as it would
increase the cost of the sample
shipment. Additionally, concern was
expressed that this provision would
increase the number of “failure to
monitor” violations, thereby imposing
an enforcement burden on the States,

Based on further consideration of the
potential addittonal burden on both the
PWSs and the States, EPA has
determined that the provision in the
1989 TCR will stay as is: “Systems are
encouraged bnt not required to hold
samples below 10 deg. G during transit.”

Finally, in this final rule, there have
baen some further changes to the
analytical methods table to improve its
clarity. Such changes include the
addition of the approved online
versions of Standard Methods in the
aualytical methods tahle and correction
of some clerical errors.

J. Systems Under EPA Direct
Implementation

Systems falling under direct oversight
of EPA {e.g., Tribal systems, PWSs in
Wyoming, and PWSs in States that have
naot yet obtained primacy for the RTCR)
where EPA acts as the State, must
comply with decisions made by EPA for
implementation of the RTCR. Under
§142.18(q), to obtain primacy for the
RTCR, States/Tribes are required to
demonstrate how they intend to
implement the various requirements of
the rule; States/Tribes may do so in a
manner that maximizes the efficiency of

the rule for the States/Tribes and the
PWSs while maintaining or increasing
the effectiveness of the rule to protect
public health. EPA has the same
responsibilities when the Agency acts as
the State in directly implementing the
RTCR. In the proposed RTCR, EPA
requested comment ou whether to make
this explicit in the final RTCR. All
comimenters who responded to this
raquest for comment were in support of
such action. EPA already has such
authority or flexibility in direct
implementation situations, both in the
1883 TCR and in all other NPDWRSs, but
solicited comment and has added this
provision to the final rule for the sake
of clarity iu situations where EPA
directly implements the RTCR.

K. Compliance Dale

Consistent with SDWA section
1412(h){10), States and PWS3s are given
three years after the promulgation of the
RTCR to prepare for compliance with
the rule. PWSs must begin compliance -
with the requirements of the RTCR on
April 1, 20186, a compliance effective
date that is just over three years from
promulgation and coincides with
quarterly monitoring schedules
applicable to many water systems. EPA
believes that capital improvements
generally are not uecessary to ensure
compliance with the RTCR. However, a
State may allow individual systems up
to twao additional years to comply with
the RTCR if the State determines that
additional time is necessary for capital
improvements, in accordance with
SDWA section 1412{b)(10).

1V, Other Elements of the Revised Toial
Coliform Rule

A, Best Available Technology
1. Requirements

EPA is making three modifications to
the 1989 TCR provisions regarding the
best techuology, treatment techniques,
or other means available for achieving
compliance with the MCL for E. colf
under the RTCR. EPA has re-designated
these provisions from 40 CFR 141.63{d)
to 141.63(e) and is making the following
modifications.

¢ “Coliforms” in 40 CFR 141.583(d)(1)}
under the 1989 TCR is replaced with
“fecal contaminants” in 40 CFR
141.63{e}{1).

* “Cross connection control” is
added to the list of proper maintenance
practices for the distribution system in
40 CFR 141.63{e)(3} {formerly 40 CFR
141.63(d}(3)}.

» Subparts P, T, and W (filtration
and/or disiufection of surface water),
and subpart S (disinfection of ground

water), are added in 40 CFR 141.63{e){4}
{formerly 40 CFR 141.63(d}{4}).

The Agency is listing the same
technology, treatment techniques, or
other means available for achieving
compliance with the MCL for E. coli as
provided in §141.63{e}, for small PWSs
serving 10,000 or fewer people, as
required by SDWA section
1412(b){4}E)([{i).

2. Key Issues Raised

EPA received comments that
supported the modifications to the list
of best available technologies (BATs).
The Agency also received comments
suggesting the addition of other items to
the list, such as the optional barriers
that may qualify systems for reduced
monitoring, unidirectional flushing,
storage tank inspectiou, maintenance,
and cleaning, and re-pressurization.
EPA heard from a few commenters who
are agaiust the inclusion of cross
connection control in the list of BATs.
They stated that it is not appropriate to
do so because EPA has not defined cross
connection control, and risks associated
with cross connection and backflow are
being addressed in the research efforts
of the Research and Information
Collection Partnership (see http://
water.epa.gov/lawsregs/rulesregs/sdwa/
ter/
regulation_revisions_tcrdsac.cfmitricp
for additional information about the
Partnership); hence, they conclnded it is
premature to includse it in the RTCR.

The methods for achieving
compliance listed in 40 CFR 141.63(e}
represent the techuology, treatment
technique, and other means which EPA
finds ta be feasible for purposes of-
meeting the MCL for E. coli, in
accordance with section 1412(b){4)(E) of
SDWA, The RTCR however, is not
imposing additional requirements (e.g.,
disinfection, filtration, ete.) beyond
those already addressed by other
microbial drinking water regulations
such as the Ground Water Rule and the
Surface Water Treatment Rules; nor is it
imposing specific requirements
regarding the use of the other methods
such as main flushing programs, cross
connection control, etc. PWSs are given
the discretion to use the methods in 40
CFR 141.83(e} {if they are not already
reqnired to do so], or other methods of
their choice {provided they are
acceptable to the State), as they see fit
for their own systems.

EPA believes that the inclusion of
cross connection control to the list of
BATs is appropriate given the public
health risk associated with unprotected
cross connection. Several States already
require that PWSs implement a cross
connection control program. As
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discussed in the previous paragraph, the
inclusion of cross connection controt in
40 CFR 141.63(e) does not impose
specific requirements on PWSs to
implement a cross connection control
program, Rather, it acknowledges that
cross connection control can be one of
the tools PWSs can use to comply with
the E, coli MCL.

B. Variances and Exemptions
1. Requirements

EPA is not allowing variances or
exemptions to the K. coli MCL in
§141.4(a). EPA believes that water that
exceeds the MCL for E, coli poses an
unreasonable risk to pnblic health,
Therefore, EPA is not allowing any
variances or exemptions to the E. coli
MCL. EPA is also eliminating the
variance provisions in § 141.4(hj under
the 1989 TCR that allow systems to
demonstrate to the State that the
violation of the monthly/non-acute total
coliform MCL is due to biofilm and not
fecal or pathogenic contamination. This
change also results in a parallel change
in § 142.683{b). Since the MCL for total
coliforms is eliminated and replaced by
a treatment techuique, the variance for
the presence of biotilms is ne longer
applicable and allowed under SDWA.
Instead, the presence of biofilm is
addressed through the assessment and
corrective action requirements of the
RTCR.

EPA is adding a note to the provision
in § 141.4(a} to clarify that small system
variances or exemptions for treatment
technique reqnirements in this rule and
other rules that control microbial
contaminants may not be granted under
SDWA section 1415(e)(6}(B} and
§142,304(a), This action reflects the
statutory provision within EPA’s
regulations and adds no new
requirements or limitations to any of
these rules.

2. Key Issues Raised

Most commenters support these
changes. However, EPA also received
comiment that supported the retention of
the variance for the presence of
biofilms. The comimenter said that the
retention of the biofilm variance would
Tequire PWSs to have a biofilm coutrol
program in place that will require
ongoing assessment and research to
determine and address the cause of the
biofilins, thereby providing valuable
information. Some commenters
suggested that if the biofilm variance is
removed, EPA should make it clear that
the finding of biofilms as the cause of
the positive sample during an
assessment is not a sanitary defect
which requires correction,

As discussed previously in section
1V B.1 of this preamble, Hequirements,
EPA is not allowing variances to the E.
coli MCL becaunse EPA beligves that
water which exceeds the MCL for E, coli
poses au unreasonable risk to public
health. Furtherinore, retention of the
variance for total coliforms is not
allowed under SDWA hecause the MCL
for total coliforms is eliminated and
replaced by a treatment technique. EPA
believes that additional research and
information collection will be valuable
to learning about the magnitude of the
risks from hiofilms. However, research
available to date indicates that biofilms
can harbor pathogens and result in
accumulation of contaminants {Brown
and Barker 1999; Szewzyk ef al. 2000;
Berry ef al. 2006; Langmark et al, 2007),
and considering it a sanitary defect is
warranted in some cases. Also,
persistent hiofilms that cause continued
total coliform presence compromises the
valne of total coliforms as an indicator
of potential pathways of contamination.
If biofilm is determined to be the cause
of the total coliform-positive samples
that triggered an assessment, the PWS is
encouraged to work with the State to
determine the right course of action to
address the biofilms. Under the RTCR,
States have the discretion to determine
if the completed assessment and
corrective action are adequate. The State
can use this discretion in addressing
instances of biofilm presence and
determining the extent of biofilm
problems in the distribution system and
the need to address them. When a
system has an ongoing hiofilm prohlem
that continues to cause total coliform-
positive samples, the system and the
State can continue to take action until
the biofilm problem is resclved.

C. Revisions to Other NPDWHs as a
Result of the RTCRH

EPA recognizes that there are linkages
among monitoring requirements
between the 1989 TCR and other
NPDWRs. For instance, under the
Surface Water Treatment Rule (SWTR}
(USEPA 1980b, 54 FR 274886, June 29,
1989) and the Stage 1 Disinfectants and
Disinfeciion Byproducts Rule (Stage 1
DBPR) (USEPA 1998a, 63 FR 69389,
December 16, 1998), the residual
disinfectant monitoring must be
counducted at the same time and location
at which total coliform samples are
taken, as required. Under the SWTR,
high measurements of turbidity in an
unfiltered subpart H system (i.e., a
system using surface water or ground
water under the influence of surface
water]} trigger additional total coliform
samples; and compliance with the total
coliform MCL under the 1989 TCR is

one of the criteria for a PWS to avoid
filtration. Under the GWR, 1989 TCR
distribution system monitoring results
determine whether a system is required
to conduct source water monitoring,

For the criteria for avoiding filtration
in the SWTR {§ 141.71(b)(5)), the
Agency is clarifying that unfiitered
systems must continue to meet the E,
coli MCL promulgated with the final
RTCR at § 141.63(c) in order to remain
unfiltered. The changes to § 141.71({b)(5}
provides for replacement of the {acute}
total coliform MCL at § 141.63(b) with
the E. coli MCL at §141.63(c] at the
conipliance date of the RTCR. Although
the name of the MCL has changed, the
determination of the E. coli MCL
remaing basically the same as that for
the (acute) total coliform MCL in
§ 141.63{cj, with the only changes being
those that were made to address the
advisory committee recommendations
and the public comments,

After considering other possible

. linkages between the RTCR and the

SWTR, GWR, Stage 1 DBPR, Stage 2
DBPR (USEPA 2006e, 71 FR 388,
January 4, 20086), and Airline Drinking
Water Rule (USEPA 2009), EPA has
concluded that the only other necessary
revision to these NPDWRs is to update
the references to the 1989 TCR at 40
CFR 141.21, which is superseded by 40
CFR part 141 subpart Y heginning April
1, 2016. The monitoring requirements
themselves are not changing as a result
of the RTCR. Residual disinfectant
samples must still be takeu at the same
time and location at which total
coliform samples are taken under the
RTCR. High measurements of turbidity
under the SWTR would still result in
additional total coliform samples.
Results of total coliform monitoring
under the RTCR wonld still be a trigger
for the GWR. Although there are
changes to the dual-purpose sampling
requirement (i.e., one sample to satisfy
both the repeat monitoring requirement
of the RTCR and the triggered source
water monitoring requirement of the
GWR), these changes are addressed in
the RTCR and not in the GWR (see
section IILD of this preamble, Repeat
Samples, for further discussion on dual-
purpose sampling}. Comments received
on dual-purpose sampling are also
discussed in section {ILD of this
preamble, Repeat Samples.

EPA also received comments
regarding the relationship between
source water evaluations under the
GWR and assessments nunder RTCR;
those comments are addressed in
section {ILE.2 of this preamble,
Assessment.

The RTCR is also not changing the
existing sanitary survey requirements




10300

Federal Register/Vol. 78, No. 30/ Wednesday, February 13, 2013/Rules and Regulations

. established wnder the IESWTR and the
GWR. However, the RTCR is adding the
special monitoring evaluation that
States must conduct at systems serving
1,000 or fewer people during the
sanitary survey. These evaluations are
not expected to significantly increase
the burden to conduct sanitary surveys
because of the relatively simple nature
of these systems and their monitoring
requirements.

LEPA did not receive any other
substantial comments regarding the
relationships between RTCR and other
NPDWRs.

EPA recognizes that there are sections
of part 141 that will no longer be
applicable after the RTCR compliance
effective date. EPA intends to review
and update these sections in the future.

D. Storage Facility Inspection

In the proposed RTCR, EPA discussed
the potential public health implications
associated with poorly maintained
storage facilities {such as those
agsociated with significant sediment
accumulation inside the tank and the
presence of breaches). EPA requested
commenlt aud supporting information
regarding the current status of storage
tanks and their iuspection as
implemented by individual States and
PWSs. Some of the inforiuation EPA
reqnestad comment on included the
state and condition of tanks that have
been cleaned and inspected, costs of
storage tank inspection and cleaning,
the frequency of inspection and
cleaning, and how public health can be
better protected. Based on the comments
and information that EPA received, the
Apency is considering the need for
inspection requirements for finished
water storage facilities that would help
mitigate potential public health risks if
PWSs do not inspect their storage
facilities as recommeuded by industry
guidance (e.g., American Water Works
Association (AWWA) Manual 42). EPA
plans to provide further information on
the results of its consideration of this
issue in a future notice.

V. State Implementation

SDWA establishes requirements that
States or eligible Indian Tribes must
meet to assume and maintaiu primary
enforcement responsibility {(primacy) to
implement national primary drinking
waler regulations. This section describes
the requirements that States must meet
to maintain primacy under the RTCR,
iucluding adoption of drinking water
regulations that are no less stringent
than the RTCR and meeting
recordkeeping and reporting
requirements. This section also provides
an update on the Safe Drinking Water

Information System [SDWIS] revisions
that EPA is developing to facilitate the
implementation of RTGR.

A, Primacy

1. Requirermnents

States are required to adopt or
maintain requirements that are at least
as stringent as all of the sections of 41
CFR part 141that are revised or added
by the RTGR. SDWA provides two years
after promulgation of the RTCR (plus up
to two more years if the Administrator
approves) for the State to adopt their
regulations. States may adopt more
stringent requirements (e.g., requiring
all systems to conduct routine monthly
monitoring), Many States have used this
authority in the past to improve public
health protection and/or simplify
implementation.

EPA grants interim primary
enforcement authority for a new or
revised regulation during the period in
which EPA is making a determination
with regard to primacy for that new or
revised regulation. States that have
primacy {including interim primacy] for
every existing NPDWR already in effect
may obtain iuterim primacy for the
RTCR, beginning on the date that the
State submits the application for this
rule to EPA, or the effective date of its
revised regulations, whichever is later.
A State that wishes to obtain interim
primacy for future NFDWRs must obtain
primacy for this rule.

EPA regulations at 40 CFR part 142
contain the program implementation
requirements for States to obtain
primacy for the public water supply
suparvision program as authorizad
under SOWA section 1413. In addition
to adopting rule requiremeuts that are at
least as stringent as the requirements of
the RTCR, and basic primacy
tequirements specified in 40 CFR part
142, States are required to adopt special
primacy provisions pertaining to each
specific regulation where State
implementation of the rule involves
activities beyond general primacy
provisions. States must fuclude these
regulation-specific provisions in their
application for approval of any program
revision. States must also continue to
meet all other conditions of primacy for
all other rules in 40 CFR part 142.

The RTCR provides States with
flexibility to implement the
requirements of the rnle in a manner
that maximizes the efficiency of the rule
for the States and water systems while
increasing the effectiveness of the rule
to protect public health, To ensure an
effective and enforceable program under
the RTCR, the State primacy application
for RTGR must include a dascription of

how the State will meet the following
special primacy provisions contained in
the RTCR at 40 CFR part 142:

+ Baseline and Reguced Monitoring
Provisions—The State primacy
application must indicate what baseline
and reduced monitoring provisions of
the RTCR the State will adopt and
describe how the State will implement
the RTCR in these areas so that EPA can
be assured that implementation plans
meet the minimum requirements of the
rule,

s Sample Siting Plans—States must
describe the frequency and process used
to review and revise sample siting plans
in accordance with 40 CFR part 141,
subpart Y to determine adequacy.

» Reduced Monitoring Criteria—The
primacy application must indicate
whether the State will adopt the
reduced monitoring provisions of the
RTCR {e.g., reduced monitoring
provisions for ground water systems
serving 1,000 or fewer people, iucluding
provisions on dual purpose sampling). If
the State adopts the reduced monitoring
provisions, it must describe the specific
types or categories of water systems that
will be covered by reduced monitoring
and whether the State will use all or a
reduced set of the optional criteria. For
each of the reduced monitoring criteria,
both mandatory and optional, the State
must describe how the criteria will be
evaluated to determine when systems
qualify,

¢ Assessments and Corrective
Actions—-States must describe their
process to implement the new
assessment and corrective action phase
of the rule. The description must
inchude how the State will ensure that
Lovel 2 assessments are more
comprehensive than Level 1
assessiments, examples of sanitary
defects, examples of assessment forms
or formats, and methods that systems
may use {o consult with the State on
appropriate corrective actions.

* Invalidation of routine and repeat
samples collected under the RTCR—
States must describe their criteria and
process to invalidate total coliform-
positive and E. coli-posilive samples
under the RTCR. This includes criteria
to determine if a sample was improperly
processed by the laboratory, reflects a
domestic or other non-distribution
system plumbing problem or reflects
circumstances or conditions that do not
reflect water quality in the distribution
system.

» Approval of individuals allowed to
conduct RTCR Level 2 assessments—
States must describe their criteria and
process for approval of individuals
allowed to conduct RTGR Level 2
assessments.
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¢ Special monitoring evaluation—
States must describs how they will
perform special monitoring svaluations
during sanitary surveys for ground
water systems serving 1,000 or fewer
people to determine whether systems
are on an appropriate monitoring
schedule. :

¢ Seasonal systems—States must
describe how they will identify seasonal
systems, how they will determine when
systems on less than monthly
monitoring must monitor, and what will
be the seasonal system start-up
provisions.

» Additional criteria for reduced
monitoring—States must describe how
they will require systems on reduced
monitoring to demonstrate, where
appropriate; .
—Contiuuous disinfection entering the

distribution system and a residual in

the distribution system.

—Cross connection control.

—Other enhancements to water system
barriers.

» Criteria for extending the 24-hour
period for collecting repeat samples—If
the State elects to use a set of criteria in
lieu of case-by-case decisions, they must
describe the criteria they will use to
waive the 24-hour time limit for
collecting repeat samples after a total
coliform-positive routine sample, or to
extend the 24-hour limit for collection
of samples following invalidation, If the
State elects to use only case-by-case
waivers, the State does not need to
develop and submit criteria.

2, Key Issues Raised

Commenters generally supported the
inclusion of these activities in the
primacy application and emphasized
the importance of the flexibility and
discretion that this approach pravides
for States to build on existing
authorities of the 1989 TCR and focus
on systems with the greatest need. They
suggested that EPA allow States as
much flexibility and discretion as
possible to design their approach to
implementing the RTCR, including how
to address seasonal water systems,
qualifications of assessors, the content
of sample siting plans, and compliance
with multiple rules {e.g., coordination
between 1989 TCR/RTCR and GWR
compliance), and how to consider
multiple Level 1 assessments where the
cause of the first Level 1 assessment hag
been identified and corrected. However,
some commenters suggested removal of
some of the special primacy
requirements, such as those regarding
seasonal system startup procedures and
how the States will review sample siting
plans, implement the assessment and

corrective action phase, and determine
who is approved to conduct Level 2
assessments. EPA is maintaining these
primacy requirements in the RTCR
because they provide the States with the
flexibility to design their programs to fit
their own needs without prescriptive,
one-size-fits-all requirements.
Describing how the State will
accomplish them in the primacy
application assures that consumers
nationwide are receiving adequate and
comparable public health protection
under the rule.

EPA also requested comment on
whether it is appropriate to have States
describe their criteria for waiving or
extending the 24-hour limit to collect
repeat samples as a special primacy
condition, or instead have States keep
records of decisions to waive and/ar
extend the 24-hour limit. The majority
of the commenters supported the former
option as it reduces paperwork burden
and adds flexibility to the
implementation of the RTCR, EPA
concurs and added the waiver or
extension of the 24-hour limit to the
special primacy requirements as an
option for States that would rather
describe their criteria for waiving or
extending the 24-hour limit in their
primacy application, instead of having
to make the decision on a case-by-case
basis. States that elect to use only case-
by-case waivers do not need to develop
and submit criteria.

B. State Recordkeeping and Reporting
and SDWIS

1. Recordkeeping

The current regulations in 40 CFR
142.14 require States with primacy to
keep records, including: analytical
results to determine compliance with
MCLs, maximum residual disinfectant
levels fMRDLs), and treaiment
technique requirements; PWS
inventories; State approvals;
enforcement actions; and the issuance of
variances and exemptions, Consistent
with the recordkeeping requirements of
the current regulations, the RTCR
requires States to keep records and
supporting information for each of the
following decisions or activities for five
years:

* Any case-by-case decision to waive
the 24-hour time lmit for collecting
repeat samples after a total coliform-
positive routine sample, or to extend the
24-hour limit for collection of samples
following invalidation,

= Any decision to allow a system to
waive the requirement for three routine
samples the month following a total
coliform-positive sample. The record of
the waiver decision must contain afl the

itemns listed in §§ 141.854{j) and
141.855(1) of the RTCR.

» Any decision to invalidate a total
coliform-positive sample. If the State
decides to invalidate a total coliform-
positive sample as provided in
§141.853(c){1) of the RTCR, the record
of the decision must contain all the
items listed in that paragraph.

Also, consistent with the
recordkeeping requirements of the
current regulations, under the RTCR
States must retain records of each of the
following decisions in such a manner
that sach system’s cnrrent status may be
determined at any time:

¢ Any decision to reduce the total
coliform monitoring frequency for a
community water system serving 1,000
or fewer people to less than once per
maonth, as provided in § 141.855({d) of
the RTCR; and what the reduced
monitoring frequency is. A copy of the
reduced monitoring frequency must be
provided to the system.

o Any decision to reduce the total
goliform monitoring frequency for a
non-commuuity water systemn using
only ground water and serving 1,000 or
fewer people to less than once per
quarter, as provided in § 141.854(e} of
the RTCR, and what the reduced
monitoring frequency is. A copy of the
reduced monitoring freqnency must be
provided to the system.

« Any decision to reduce the total
coliform monitoring frequency for a
non-community water system using
only ground water and serving more
than 1,000 persons during any month
the system serves 1,000 or fewer people,
as provided in §141.857(d} of the RTCR.
A copy of the reduced monitoriug
frequency must be provided to the
system.

s Any decision to waive the 24-hour
limit for taking a total coliform sample
for a public water system that uses
surface water, or ground water under
the direct influence of surface water,
and that does not practice filtration in
accordance with part 141, subparts H, P,
T, and W, and that measures a source
water turbidity level exceeding 1
nephelometric tnrbidity unit {NTU) near
the first service connection.

¢ Any decision to allow a pnblic
water system to forgo E. coli testing on
a total coliform-positive sampla if that
system assumes that the total coliform-
positive sample is E. coli-positive.

The RTCR also adds the following
new recordkeeping requirement:

+ States must keep records and
supporting information regarding
completed and approved RTCR
assessments, including reports from the
system that corrective action has been
completed, for five years.
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2. Reporting

EPA currently requires at 40 CFR
142.15 that States report to EPA
information such as violations, variance
and exemption status, and enforcement
actions. The RTGR requires States to
develop and maintain a list of public
water systems that the State is allowing
to monitor less frequently than once per
month for community water systems or
less frequently than once per quarter for
non-commeunity water systems,
including the compliance date (the date
that reduced monitoring was approved)
of the reduced monitoring requirement
for each system.

3. 5DWIS

EPA has begun to plan and develop
the next version of SDWIS, SDWIS Next
Gen, which will provide improved
capabilities to update the system when
there are new rule requirements and
that enables more sfficient data sharing
among systems, laboratories, States, and
EPA. EPA has established a governance
structure to allow States to provide
input on SDWIS Next Gen and hegin
identifying and prioritizing necessary
system functions. Developing the
portions of the system that are needed
for implementing RTCR is a high
priority. EPA remains committed to
completing revisions to SDWIS that will
facilitate implementation of RTCR and
to completing them well in advance of
the effective date of the rule.

4, Key Issues Raised

Many commenters emphasized the
importance of developing revisions to
SDWIS sufficiently in advance of the
effective date of the rule to allow for
efficient, effective, and consistent
implementation, tracking,
recordkeeping, and reporting. As
indicated above, EPA has already begun
planning and development of SDWIS
Next Gen to incorporate changes -
necessary to implement RTCR. EPA
plans to complete the revisions
necessary to implement RTCR well in
advance of the RTCR effective date.
Commenters also noted the advisory
committee recommendation to develop
metrics for evaluating the effectiveness
of RTCR. Identifying metrics and
incorporating them into SDWIS Next
Gen will be part of the process
completed by the governance structure
with the input of stakeholders.

Some commenters objected to the
requirement for States to maintaiu lists~
of systems on reduced mouitoring and
information on decisions on sample
invalidations and waivers of time limits.
EPA notes that these requirements also
existed under the 1989 TCR and are not

new under the RTCR. These
requirements, and the requirements to
maintain other information such as
regarding assessments and review of
seasonal system startup procedures, will
be considered in the design of SDWIS
Next Gen and incorporated to the extent
possible to help States efficiently.
manage their implementation
requirements.

Commenters also expressed the need
for guidance to help States implement
rule requirements regarding annual site
visits for systems on annual monitoring,
review of system RTCR monitoring
frequency during sanitary surveys,
review of seasonal systein startup
procedures, and identification of
qualified assessors for Level 2
assessments, EPA plans to work with
States to develop the necessary changes
in implementation guidance well before
the effective date of the RTCR.

V1. Economic Analysis (Health Risk
Reduction and Cost Analysis)

This section summarizes the
economic analysis (EA) for the final
RTCR. The EA is an assessment of the
benefits, both health and non-health-
related, and costs to the regulated
community of the final regulation, along
with those of regulatory alternatives that
the Agency considered. EPA developed
the EA for the RTCR to mest the
requirement of SDOWA section
1412{b)(3)(C) for a Health Risk
Reduction and Cost Analysis (HRRCA},
as well as the requirements of Executive
Order 12866, Regulatory Planning and
Review, and Executive Order 13563,
Improving Regulation and Regulatory
Review, uuder which EPA mnst
estimate the costs and benefits of the
rule. The full EA for the final RTCR
{(RTCR EA) (USEPA 2012a) includes
additional details and discussion on the
topics presented throughout this sectiou
of the preamble. It is available in the
docket {Docket 1D No. EPA-HQ-OW-
2008-0878) and is also published on the
government's Weh site at htfp://
www.regulations,gov,

SDWA section 1412(b}(3])(C) requires
that the HRRCA for a NPDWR take into
account the following seven elements;
{1) Quantifiable and nonquantifiable
health risk reduction benefits; {2}
quantifiable and nonquantifiable health
risk reduction benefits from reductions
in co-occurring contaminants; {3)
quantifiable and nonquantifiable costs
that are likely to occur solely as a result
of compliance; {4) incremental costs and
benefiis of rule options; {5) effects of the
contaminant on the general population
and seusitive subpopulations including
infants, children, pregnant women,
elderly, and individuals with a history

of serious illness; (6) any increased
health risks that may oceur as a result
of compliance, including risks
associated with co-ocourring
contaminants; and {7) other relevant
factors such as uncertaintiss in the
analysis and factors with respect to the
degree and nature of risk. A summary of
these elements is provided in this
section of the preamble, and a complete
discussion can he found in the RTCR
EA.

Both benefit and cost measures are
adjusted using social discounting. In
social discounting, future values of a
rule’s or policy’s effects are multiplied
by discount factors. The discount factors
reflect both the amount of time between
the present and the point at which these
events occur and the degree to which
current consumption is more highly
valued than future consumption
{USEPA 2000a). This process allows
comparison of cost and benefit streams
that are variable over a given time
period. EPA uses social discount rates of
both three percent and seven percent to
calculate present values from the stream
of benefits and costs and also to
annualize the present value estimates.
Historically, the use of three percent is
based on after tax rates of return to
corsumers on relatively risk-free
financial instruments, while seven
percent is an estimate of average
gconomy-wide before-tax rate of return
to incremental private investment
generally. For further information, see
USEPA 2000a and OMB 1996.

The time frame used for both benefit
and cost comparisons in this rule is 25
years. This time interval accounts for
rule implementation activities ocenrring
soon after promulgation (e.g., States
adopting the criteria of the regulation)
and the time for different types of
compliance actions (e.g., assessments
and corrsctive actions) to be realized up
through the 25th year following rule
promulgation. In the RTCR EA, EPA
also presents the undiscounted stream
of benefits and costs over the 25-year
time frame in constant 2007 dollars
(20073).

The benefits described in this section
are discussed qualitatively, and
reductions in occurrence of total
coliforms and E. coli and in Level 2
assessments are used as indicators of
positive benefits. EPA was unable to
quantify health benefits for the RTCR
because there are insufficient data
reporting the co-occurrence in a single
sample of fecal indicator E. coli and
pathogenic organisms. In addition, the
available fecal indicator E. coli data
from the Six-Year Review 2 dataset
{USEPA 2012a} described in this
preamble were limited to presence-
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absence data because the 1989 TCR
reqnires only the reporting of presence
or absence of fecal indicator E, coli
using EPA-approved standard methods.
Howaever, as discussed in chapter 6 of
the RTCR EA, even though health
benefits could not he directly

. quantified, the potential benefits from
the RTCR incinde avoidance of a full
range of health effects from the
consnmption of fecally contaminated
drinking water, including the following;
acute and chronic illness, endemic and
epidemic disease, waterborne disease
outbreaks, and death. Since fecal
contamination may contain waterborne
pathogens incinding bacteria, viruses,
and parasitic protozoa, in general, a
reduction in fecal contamination shonid
rednce the risk from all of these
contaminants.

The net costs of the rule stem mostly
from the new assessment and corrective
action requirements as well as the
revised monitoring provisions described
earlier in this preamble. The costs
discussed in this section are presented
as annualized present values in constant
20078.

This section of the preamhtle inclndes
elements as followas: (A) Regulatory
Options Considered, (B) Major Sources
of Data and Information Used in
Supporting Analyses, (C) Gccurrence
and Predictive Modeling, (D) Baseline
Profiles, {£) Anticipated Benefits of the
RTCR, {F] Anticipated Costs of the
RTCR, {G) Potentiat Impact of the RTCR
on Houssholds, {H} Incremental Costs
and Benefits, (I} Benefits from
Simultanecus Reduction of Co-
occurring Contaminants, {J) Change in
Risk from Other Contaminants, (K)
Effects of Fecal Contamination and/or
Waterborne Pathogens on the General
Popnlation and Sensitive
Subpopulations, (L} Uncertainties in the
Benefit and Cost Estimates for the
RTCR, (M] Benefit Cost Determination
for the RTCR, (N} Comments Received
in Response to EPA’s Requests for
Comment, and {3} Other Comments
Received by EPA.

A. Regulatory Options Considered

EPA evalnated the following three
regulatory options as part of this revised
rule: (1) The 1989 TCR option, {2) the
RTCR option (today’s final rnle), and (3)
an Alternative option, EPA discusses
the three regulatory options briefly in
this preamhls and in greater detail in
chapter 3 of the RTCR EA.

First, the 1989 TCR option reflacts
EPA’s understanding of how the 1989
TCR is currently being implemented.
That is, the 1989 TCR option is assumed
to include “statns quo” PWS and State
implementation practices. Next, the

RTCR option is based on the provisions
of this final rule as described in detail
in section 111 of this preamble,
Requirements of the Revised Total
Coliform Rule. Third, the Alternative
option parallels the RTCR in maost ways
but includes variations of some of the
provisions that were discnssed by the
advisary committes before they reached
consensns on the recommendations in
their AIP, which served as the basis for
the proposed and final rules.

The Alternative option differs from
the RTCR option in two ways. First,
under the Alternative option, at the
compliance date all PWSs are tequired
to sample monthly for an initial period
until they meet the eligibility criteria for
rednced monitoring. EPA assumes that
eligibility for reduced monitoring is
determined during the next sanitary
survey following the RTCR compiiance
date. This more stringent approach
differs from the RTCR option that allows
PWSs to continne to monitor at their
current freqnencies {with an additioual
annual site visit or voluntary Level 2
assessment requirement for PWSs
wishing to remain on annual
monitoring} until they are triggered into
an increased sampling frequency.
Second, under the Alternative option,
no PWSs are allowed to reduce
maonitoring to an annual basis. EPA
defined the Alternative option this way
and included it in the RTCR EA to
assess the relative impacts of a more
stringent rule and to better understand
the balance between costs and pnblic
heaith protection. EPA wishes to
emphasize that it is not adopting the
Alternative Option, but is providing cost
and benefit information on it as a point
of comparison with the final rule as
promulgatad.

To understand the relative impacts of
the options, EPA gathered available data
and information to develop and provide
input into an occurrence and predictive
model. EPA sstimated both baseline
conditions and changes to these
conditions anticipated to ocenr over
time as a resnlt of these revised rule
options. The analysis is described in
more detail in the RTCR EA,

B. Major Sources of Data and
Information Used in Supporting
Analyses

This section of the preamble hriefly
discusses the data sources that EPA
used in its snpporting analyses for the
RTCR. For a more detailed discussion,
see chapter 4 of the RTCR EA.

1. Safe Drinking Water Information
System Federal Version Data

Safe Drinking Water Information
System Federal Version (SDWIS/FED) is

EPA's national regulatory compliance
database for the drinking water program
and is the main source of PWS
inventory and violation data for the
RTCR baseline. SDWIS/FED contains
information on each of the
approximately 155,000 active PWSs as
reported by primacy agencies, EPA
Regions, and EPA headquarters
personnel. SDWIS/TFED includes records
of MCL violations and monitoring and
reporting violations (both rontine and
repeat and minor and major}. It does not
include sample results. It also contains
information io characterize the US
inventory of PWSs including system
name and location, retail population
served, sonrce water type (ground water
(GW), surface water (SW), or gronnd
water nuder the direct influence of
surface water (GWUDI)), disinfection
status, and PWS type {community water
gystem (CWS}, fransient non-comnmmity
water system {TNCWS), and non-
transient non-community water system
[NTNCWS}). :

To create the PWS and population
baseline, EPA nsed the fourth quarter of
SDWIS/FED 2007 (USEPA 2007h),
which was the most current PWS
inventory data available when EPA
began developing the RTCR EA. These
data represent all current, active PWSs
and the population served by these
systems.

EPA also used the MCL violation data
from SDWIS/FED to validate model
predictions for systems serving 4,100 or
fewer people and to predict E. coli (or
“acute,” under the 1988 TCR} MCL
violations (1989 TCR, RTCR, and
Alternative option), total coliform [non-
acute or monthly) MCL violations (1989
TCR), and Level 1 and Level 2
assessment triggers (RTCR and
Alternative option) for systems serving
more than 4,100 people.

2. Six-Year Review 2 Data

Through an Information Collection
Request (ICR} {USEPA 2008b), Statss
voluntarily submitted electronically
available 1989 TCR monitoring data
{sample results] that were collected
between January 1998 and December
2005. EPA requested the 1989 TCR
monitoring resnits with the intent of
conducting analyses and developing
models to assess the potential impacts
of changes to the 1989 TCR. EPA
received data from 46 States, Tribes, and
territories. A Data Quality Repoxt
{USEPA 2010¢} describes how the 1989
TCR monitoring data were obtained,
evaluated, and modified where

1 This refers to results of monitoring conducted
pursuant io the 1989 TCR, not results from the year
1949,
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necessary to make the database
internally consistent and usable for
analysis. Exhibit 2.1 in the Data Quality
Report provides a complete list of States
or territories that submitted data and a
description of the use of these data.

In this EA, EPA included data from 37
primacy agencies (35 States and 2
Tribes). Records included data for:

¢ PWS information {systeu type,
population served, source water type}

¢ Sample type {routine, repeat,
special purposs)

¢ Analytical result

» Sampling location—entry point,
distribution system and, for repeat
samples, original location, downstream,
upstream, and other

» Analytical method

« Disinfectant residuat data collected
at TCR monitoring sites

As discussed in greater detail in
section 4.2.2.1 of the RTCR EA, EPA
used 2005 data exclusively in the
analyses supporting the RTCR because
the 2005 data set was the most complete
year of data among the Six-Year Review
2 data, The 2005 data was also the most
recent data available suggesting that it
may be the most representative of
present conditions.

The Six-Year Review 2 data also
informed EPA’s assumptions regarding
the proportions of ground water systems
serving 1,000 or fewer people that
sample monthly, guarterly, or annually.

3. Other Information Sources

Additional data and information
sources included the Economic Analysis
for the Ground Water Rule (GWR EA}
{(USEPA 2008a), the Technology and
Cost Document for the Revised Total
Coliform Rule (RTCR T&C document)
{USEPA 2012b), the US Census data,
and the knowledge and experience of
stakeholders representing industry,
States, small systems, and the public.

The GWR EA provided ocourrence
information on E. coli in the source
water of ground water FWSs for
modeling the triggered monitoring
compouent of GWR and informed the
assumptions on the distribution of
corrective actions taken in response to
the presence of E. coli in the source
water. As discussed in section VI.C of

this preamble, Occurrence and
Predictive Modeling, the model
developed for this economic analysis
considers the effect of GWR hoth before
and during implementation of the
RTCR. The RTCR T&C document
included estimates of unit costs for the
major components of the RTCR that
waere obtained from the advisory
committes technical workgroup and
vendors, including 1abor, monitoring,
assesswients, and corrective actions.

US Census data were used to estimate
population per household and to
characterize sensitive subpopulations.
Lastly, knowledge and experience from
stakeholders helped to inform the
assumptions that were made for the
analysis.

A more detailed discussion of these
data sources and how EPA used them
are included in the RTCR EA.

C. Occurrence and Predictive Modeling

EPA used the data to develop an
occurrence and predictive model for
PWS3s serving 4,100 or fewer people
based primarily on the 2005 Six-Year
Review 2 data. The model predicts
changes in total coliform and E. coli
occurrence, Level 1 and Level 2
assessments (based on simnlated
monitoring results}, corrective actions,
and violations over time. EPA
developed another simpler predictive
model for PWSs serving more than
4,100 people that predicts Level 1 and
Lavel 2 assessments (based on 2005
violation data from SDWIS/FED]},
corrective actions, and violations over
time, but not total coliform and E, coli
occnrrence, EPA modeled systems
serving more than 4,100 people
separately becanse the Six-Year Review
2 data for larger PWSs were not as
robust as the data for the smaller
systems. In addition, while the RTCR
includes new monitoring requirements
for PWSs serving 4,100 people or fewer,
monitoring requirements for systems
serving greater than 4,100 people
remain essentially unchanged from the
1989 TCR. This section briefly discusses
the structures of each of the two models
and how they used available data,
information, and assumptions to make

predictions over time resulting from the
regulatory options.

Chapter 5 of the RTCR EA includss a
more detailed description of the
occurrence and predictive model used
for PWSs serving 4,100 or fewer people,
and the other simpler predictive model
used for PWSs serving greater than
4,100 people.

1. Model Used for PWSs Serving <4,100
People

The occurrence and predictive model
used for PWSs serving 4,100 or fewer
people has two components. The first
component of the modet characterized
how the presence or positive rates of
total coliform and E. colf detections vary
across the population of small {serving
4,100 or fewer people) public water
systems in the US. These rates vary by
the type of sample {routine or repeat),
by analyte (total coliforms or E. coli},
and by system type (CWS, NCWS, or
TNCWS] and size. The second
component of the model used the total
coliform and F. coli occurrence
distributions to simulate a set of
nationally-representative systems
within the context of the three
regulatory options {1989 TCR, RTCR,
and Alternative] to predict changes in
total coliform and E. coli occurrence,
triggers, assessments, corrective actions
over tima, and violations.

The model assumed that the national
ocourrence of total coliforms and E. coli
has reached a steady state in recent
yeoars under the 1989 TCR. It assumed
that cycles of normal deterioration and
repair/replacement are occurring at the
individual system level, but the
numbers of violations at the national
level have remained relatively
unchanged. This assumption is based on
evaluation of SDWIS/FED violation
data. Exhibit VI-1 presents the number
of PWSs with violations from 2001-
2007 under the 1989 TCR which shows
that national violatiou rates have
remained relatively steady over recent
years. The RTCR will affect this steady
state, likely resnlting in a reduction of
the underlying occurrence and
associated violations.

EXHIBIT Vi~1—NUMBER OF PWSs WITH VIOLATIONS BY SYSTEM TYPE (2001-2007)

Year
PWS Type
20041 2002 2003 2004 ] 2005 t 2006 [ 2007
Acute MCL Violations
CWS it esbave s sss e etesasse e 143 144 185 171 151 171 171
NTNCWS ... 51 53 70 58 65 68 45
TNCWS oererresrnonersaseisssessirasseins 261 278 322 351 349 361 295
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EXHIBIT VI-1—NUMBER OF PWSS WITH VIOLATIONS BY SYSTEM TYPE {2001-2007)}—Continued

' Year
PWS Type
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 20056 2007
. All v s 455 475 577 580 565 600 511
Non-Acute MCL Violations

2,074 2,110 2,204 2,314 2,196 2,085 1,996
601 679 725 750 753 735 655
2,707 2,934 3,036 3,132 3,039 3,244 3,209
All s 5,382 5723 5,965 6,196 5,988 6,074 5,860

Note: PWSs counts are of systems that had at least one violation during the year.
Source: SDWIS/FED annual data for period ending 3rd quarter 2001-2007. OH, US territories, Tribal PWS data excluded.

Before the RTCR goes into effect,

model to simulate five years of

an additional three years after that until

GWR implementation begins and is also
expected to affect the steady state. To
estimate the effects that GWR
implementation is expected to have on
present steady state conditions, EPA
used the occurrence and predictive

implementation of the 1989 TCR with
the GWR, which became effective in
December 2009. EPA assuined these five
years to account for the approximately
two years before the expected
promulgation date of the final RTCR and

the RTCR effective date. The
assumptions made to account for the
GWR are described in detail in the iu
the RTCR EA and summarized in
Exhibit vi-2,

EXHIBIT VI-2—SUMMARY OF MAJOR ASSUMPTIONS FOR SIMULATING GWR IMPLEMENTATION

GWR provision

Modeling approachfassumpiion

Triggered Monitoring: Ground water systems not providing 4-log ireat-
ment for viruses that have tolal cofiform-posiiive samples under the
1989 TCR are required {o take source waler samples and test for a
fecal indicator. H the sample is positive, they must take an additional
5 source water samples {uniess the State requires corrective action}.
if any of these is positive, they must conduct correclive action.

Sanitary Surveys: GWR includes Federal sanitary survey requiremenis
for all ground water systems, and requires States 10 perform regular
comprehensive sanitary surveys including eight critical elements.

Compliance Monitoring: Ground water systems that provide 4-log kreat-
ment for viruses must demonstrate that they are providing this fevel
of treatment by conducting compliance monitoring.

Current model used same probabilities used in GWR EA (USEPA
2008a) to predict whether scurce water samples will be E. colfposi-
tive.

Ground water systems required to conduct correclive action due to |

monitoring resuits will either Install disinfection or implement a non-
disinfecting corrective action as described in the RTCR EA.

Ground water systems installing disinfection will draw from the prob-
ability distributions for total coliforms and £ cofi for disinfected sys-
tems for the remainder of analysis.

Ground water systems implementing a nondisinfecting corrective action
will experience no positive samples for the remainder of the year
plus two additional years and will experience a 751 percent reduc-
tion in occurrerice for five additional years.

Mode! did not explicitly simulate sanitary surveys or their results. Rath-
er, it assumed that the new sanitary survey provisions will resuit in
10 percent? reduced occurrence of total coliforms universally for en-
tire analysis.

Model did not explicitly simulate compliance monitoring. Rather, it as-
sumed that the provision will resuit in 10 percent3® reduced occur-
rence of total coliforms for those ground water systems ihat are con-
ducting compliance monitoring once assumed 4-log treatment for vi-
ruses begins.

t23 Agsumption reflects EPA best professional judgment.

Source: RTCR EA (USEPA 2012a) as informed by GWR EA (USEPA 20086a).

Actual reductions in occurrence from
the implementation of GWR
requirements may differ from what is
presented here. However, based on
assumptions used in this model, the
analysis of how the RTCR and
Alternative option perforn relative to
sach other are not affected.

In addition to captnring the effect of
implementation of GWR requirements

with the 1989 TCR for a five-year period
of analysis, the model captures an
additional 25 years with the 1989 TCR,
the RTCR option, and the Alternative
option. Along with changes in total
coliform and E. coli occurrence, the
model predicts behavioral chauges: the
number of Level 1 and Level 2

" assessments {and associated Level 1 or

Level 2 corrective actions) to be
performed, forther resulting adjustments
to occurrence, and changes in sampling
regimens as systems qualify for reduced
monitoring requirements. The
assumptions used to simulate RTCR
implementation are detailed in the
RTCR EA and summarized iu Exhibit
VI-3.
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EXHIBIT VI-3—SUMMARY OF MAJOR ASSUMPTIONS FOR SIMULATING RTCR IMPLEMENTATION

RTCR Provision

Modeling Approach/Assumption

Level 1 ASSESSMENL e resinens

Lavel 2 ASSESSMENt .....ovcecvreererieinsenniiins

Model simulates sampling and sampling results and delermines which PWSs will be triggered 1o con-
duct an assessment,

Sanitary defects are found in 10 percent1 of assessments {represanis net mcrease over the 1989
TCR).

All sanitary defects are corrected. Model selects from distribution of potential cotrective actions as
explained in chapter 7 of the RTCR EA {USEPA 2012a).

PWSs imptementing a correclive acticn as a resuit of a Level 1 assessmenl expenence no positive
samples for the remainder of the year plus one additionat year and will experience 50 perceni? re-
duction in cceurrence fer three additional years.

Model simulates sampling and sampling results and determines which PWSs will be triggered to con-
duct an assessment. )

Sanitary defects will be found in 10 percent® of assessments {represents net increase over the 1989
TCRY).

All sanilary defecls are corrected. Model selects from distribution of potential corrective actions as
explained in chapter 7 of the RTCR EA {USEPA 2012a}.

PWSs implementing a corrective action as a result of a Level 2 assessment wilt expenence no posi-

tive samples for the remainder of the year plus two additional years and wilt experlence 75 per-
cant? reduction in occurrence for five additional years.

13 Assumption based on conversal:on with Siate representatwes with on-the-ground experience.

24 Assumption reflects EPA best professional judgment.
Note: EPA recognizes that there is a large uncetainly with the assumptions, Sensitivity anaiyses showed thal the fundamentat conclusions of
the economic analysis do not change over a wide range of assumptions fested.

Source: RTCR EA {USEPA 2012a)

EPA made different assumptions for
the effectiveness of assessments and
subsequent corrective actions to account
for the differences between the two
types of assessments. The Level 2
assessment is a more comprehensive
investigation that may result in finding
more substantial problems than what
may be found during a Level 1
assessment, and for that reason the
corrective actions that result from a
Level 2 assessment were modeled to
result in corrective action measures that
are generally more expensive and have
bigger and longer lasting effects than
those of the Level 1 assessments. EPA
conducted sensitivity aualyses around
the key assumptions summarized iu
Exhibil VI-2 as discussed in section
VLL of this preamble, Uncertainties in
the Benefit and Cost Estimate for the
RTCR.

2, Model Used for PWSs Serving > 4,100
People

For systems serving more than 4,100
people, EPA estimated violation and

trigger rates using SDWIS/TFED hecause
the Six-Year Review 2 data for PWSs
serving more than 4,100 people were
not as robnst as the Six-Year Review 2
data for systems serving 4,100 or fewer
people. EPA did not quantify changes in
violation or trigger rates for systems
serving more than 4,100 pecple among
the 1989 TCR, RTCR, and Alternative
options because of: {1) Limited Six-Year
Review 2 data to characterize these
systems, (2} the essentially unchanged
monitoring requirements across options
for these systems, and (3) the level of
effort already occurring to implement
the 1989 TCR.

. D. Baseline Profiles

The estimate of baseline conditions
that EPA developed provides a reference
point for understanding net impacts of
the RTCR.

Compliance with the GWR began in
December 2009, and the expected
compliance date of the RTCR is
approximately six years following
commencement of the GWR

implementation. The majority of PWSs
are ground water systems and these
systems are expected to be affected by
the GWR. Because GWR implemeutation
prior to the effective date of RTCR is
expected to cause changes to ground
water systems, the haseline conditions
that EPA developed for ground water
systems account for the expected effects
of the GWR.

For PW3s serving more than 4,100
people, EPA assumed that present
conditions, as reflected in 2005 SDWIS/
FED data, are an appropriate
representation of the conditions that are
likely to exist when the RTCR becomes
effective. EPA assumed that a steady
state exists at the national level.

The number of ground water PWSs
that disinfect is expected to change
during implementation of the GWR
before the expected rule compliancs
date of the RTCR. Exhibit VI-4 shows
the estimated baseline number of the
ground water PWSs at the RTCR
compliance date.

EXHIBIT VI-4—ESTIMATED BASELINE NUMBER OF GROUND WATER SYSTEMS AND DISINFECTION STATUS AT COMPLIANCE
DATE {3 YEARS POST RTCR PROMULGATION)

Number of ground water PWSs (post-GWR)
PWS Size CWS NTNCWS TNCWS

Disinfecting Non-disinfecting Disinfecting Nan-disinfecting Disinfecting Nan-disinfecting
LI00 e 6,190 5,748 2,938 5,888 13,753 46,447
101-500 ... 9,311 4,581 2,776 3,837 5,451 13,824
501-1,000 ... 3,512 955 873 845 684 1,279
1,001+4,100 . 5422 1,021 547 285 274 343
4,101-33,000 ... 2,798 358 56 14 27 40
33,001-96,000 ..... 307 28 2 i, 2
96,001-500,000 ... 82 . 1
500,001-1 M ... " 4 1
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EXHIBIT VI-4—ESTIMATED BASELINE NUMBER OF GROUND WATER SYSTEMS AND DISINFECTION STATUS AT COMPLIANCE
DATE (3 YeEaRS PosT RTCR PROMULGATION)—Continued

Number of ground water PWSs {post-GWR)

PWS Size CWS NTNCWS TNOWS
Disinfecting Non-disinfecting Disinfecting Non-disinfecting Disinfecting Nan-disinfecting
Total .o 27.610 12,691 7191 10,850 20,189 61,937
Combined Total ... 40,301 | v 18,041 | viviiriinisiniiiniiens 82,126

Source: RTCR Occurcence and Predictive Model Qutput as detailed in the RTCR EA (USEPA 2012a)

EPA estimated the numbers of ground
water PWSs that monitor monthly,
quarterly, and annually under the 1889
TCR based on an analysis of the Six-
Year Review 2 data and individual State
statutes conducted by EPA and the
advisory committee Technical Work
Group (TWG). Of the ground water
PWSs serving 1,000 or fewer people,
EPA estimated that approxiniately
34,000 monitor monthly, 67,000
monitor quarterly, and 27,000 monitor
annually, EPA assumed that the
numhers of systems on monthly,

quarterly, and annuat monitoring
remain unchanged at the rule effective
date for a continuation of the 1989 TCR.
For the RTCR option, EPA assumed that
only the percentage of systems that
received an annual site visit under the
1989 TCR would continue on annual
monitoring under the RTCR; the
percentage of systems that would
therefore no longer qualify for annual
monitoring under the RTCR were
assumed to revert to baseline quarterty
monitoring. Under the Alternative
option, all PWSs, regardless of size or

type, start at monthly monitoring at the
rle effective date.

The foliowing two tables provide an
overview of summary statistics relating
to baseline water guality. Exhibit VI-5
shows the percentage of total coliform-
and E. coli-positive samples based on
PWS type and size. The percentages of
samples that are total coliform-positive
are generatly higher in ground water
systems than in surface water systems;
in smaller systems than in larger
systems; and in NCWSs than in CWSs,

EXHIBIT VI-5—TOTAL COLIFORM AND E. ¢OLI PERCENT POSITIVE BY SYSTEM SIZE AND TYPE

; Total Total Total : ; 3

Popufation h h h E. coli E. coli . E.coli(%

PWS Type Source water served (#C;al‘llfgggs) ( +Csoal‘|:g;r!‘g ) (%C‘E)I(I)ns)ili?c o) {# samples) ¥ | {+ samples} positive} 2
CWS e | Ground Water (GW) s <100 93,105 2,479 2.66 1,172 72 0.08
101-500 125,490 2,500 1.99 1,639 61 0.05
501-1,000 48,265 736 1.52 483 20 0.04
1,0014,100 110,391 1,176 1.07 732 21 0.02
4,101-33,000 183,721 877 0.48 458 22 0.01
33,001-100,000 96,361 214 0.22 44 2 0.00
>100,000 64,965 289 0.44 34 i 0.00
Total GW 722,298 8,27t t.18 4,662 199 0.03
Surface Water {SW) .. <100 6,735 95 .41 64 6 0.08
101-500 19,716 227 1.i6 159 10 G.05
501-1,000 12,828 90 0.70 70 7 0.05
1,001-4,100 556,310 314 0.57 233 17 0.03
4,101-33,060 175,758 526 0.30 399 41 0.02
33,001-100,000 112,894 187 0.14 106 5 0.00
>100,000 112,143 235 0.21 99 2 0.00
Tetal SW 495,384 1,643 0,33 1,130 88 0.02
GW & SwW Total CWS 1,217,682 9,914 0.81 5,692 287 0.02
TNCWS e | GW e <100 163,730 7,820 4,78 5,820 316 0.20
101-500 52,891 2,418 4.67 1,869 99 G.19
501-1,000 6,952 299 4.30 217 4 0.06
=>1,000 7,062 143 2.02 85 2 0.03
Total GW 230,835 10,680 4.63 7,991 421 0.18
SwW <100 6,723 150 2.23 141 17 0.25
101-500 2,854 75 2.63 69 13 0.45
601-1,000 523 19 .83 L5215 ISR 0.00
>1,000 988 6 0.61 T8 E— G.00
............... Totat SW 11,088 250 2.25 266 kH] 0.27
GW & SW Total TNCWS 241,723 10,930 4.52 8,257 451 0.19
NTNCWS ... | GW ... <100 46,505 1,476 3.17 1,081 34 0.07
101-500 33,084 893 2.70 628 19 0.06
501-1,000 9,531 166 1.74 163 2 0.02
>1,000 13,138 177 1.35 103 5 0.04
Total GW 102,258 2,712 2.65 1,895 60 0.06
SwW <100 1,668 32 1.92 30 4 0.24
101-500 2,304 9 0.39 -9 2 0.09
501-1,060 932 6 0.64 31 R 0.00
>1,000 1,316 t 0.08 L3 S 0.00
Total SW 6,220 48 077 45 6 0.10
GW B SW ecrcvimccneneeeee | Total NTNCWS 108,478 2,760 2.54 1,940 66 0.06

1Number of samples that were specificaily lested for E. cofi. The denominalor of the E. colf percant positive caleulation inciudes thig number plus the number of

total coliform negative samples {number of totai coliform samples—number of tolal coliform-positive samples).

2 Parcent of E. coli-positive was calcuiated as {number of £, coltpositive samples)/{number of E. coli samples taken) x 100,
Source: Derived using Six-Year Review 2 Data, which was fitered by including a State only if the Stale’s PWSs as a group had submitted at least 50 percent of the
axpected sample-months of usable data. The Total Coliform Compliance Monitoring Data Qualily and Completion Report (USEPA 2010b) includes a detailed descrip-

tion of this data cleaning process.
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Exhibit VI-6 presents the number of
acute and non-acute violations reported

by PWS8s. The number of violations is
also an indicator of baseline water
quality prior to implementation of the

RTCR. As discussed in detail chapter 5
of the RTCR EA, EPA used these data to
estimate the numbers of MCL violations
and triggers for PWSs serving more than
4,100 people for the three options.

EXHIBIT VI-6—BASELINE NUMBER OF TGR VIOLATIONS BY SYSTEM SIZE AND TYPE {2005)

Under the 1988 TCR, larger systems

incur a relatively small number of
-viclations annually, while smaller

systems incur the majority.

Ground waler PWSs

Surface Water PWSs

All PWSs
Non-Acute Acule - Total Naon-Acute Acute | Total Total

CWSs
CI00 e e 905 52 957 i6 3 19 976
OT-500 e e 809 34 843 50 7 57 800
50%-1,000 ........ 203 13 216 16 3 19 235
1,001-3,300 ..... 272 2] 280 55 7 62 342
3,301-10,000 ...... 171 8 179 75 3 78 257
10,001-50,000 .... 125 8 133 78 4 a2 215
50,001—100,000 ....ccovvvernanne 1 2 13 5 4 g 22
F00,001—1M .o s v 1 1 2 4 1 5 7
3 HM i sersrsnneresnes | rrevrsersnssrerss | avinseneinensresss | teossesrsssnnrensaee | sessereeriearssnne ] sermrersessrnesrmnns 1 reerrensinniinseess | seeesiosneesneeayes

Total CWSS ..ot 2,497 126 2,623 299 32 331 2,954
NTNCWSs
<100 .......

101-500 ...

501—-1,000 ...,
1,001-3,300
3,301-10,000
10,001-50,000
50,001-100,000
100,001-1M
> 1M

10,001-50,000 ....
50,001-100,000 ..
100,001-1M
> 1M

Total TNCWSs
Grand Total

42
389

Note: The RTCR EA uses violations data for PWSs serving greater than 4,100 people o estimate triggers for these systems. Data for other

system sizes s provided for reference.

Source: Acute/Non-Acule Violations from SDWIS/FED annual data for period endin
this exhibit}. OH, U.S. territories, Tribal PWS data excluded. See the RTCR EA {USEP

E. Anticipafed Benefits of the RTGR

In promulgaiing the RTCR, EPA
expects to further reduce the risk of

contamination of public drinking water
supplies from the current bageline risk

under the 1989 TCR. The options

considered during development of this

rule and aualyzed as part of the RTCR
EA are designed to achieve this
reduction while maintaining public
health protection in a cost-effective
manner.

This section examines the benefits in
terms of trade-offs among compliance
with the 1989 TCR option, the RTGR
option, and the Alternative option,
Because thers are insufficient data
reporting the co-occurrence in a single
sample of fecal indicator E. coli and
pathogenic organisms and becanse the
available fecal indicator E. coli data
from the Six-Year Review 2 dataset were
limited to presence-absence data, EPA

3rd quarter 2001-2007 {only 2005 dala is presented in
2012a) for additional details.

the RTCR options. The qualitative
evaluation uses both the judgment of
EPA as informed by the TCRDSAC
deliberations as well as quantitative

estimates of changes in total coliform

was unable to quantify health benefits

for the RTCR. EPA used several methods
to qualitatively evaluate the benefits of

occurrence aud counts of systems
implemeuting corrective actions. The
evalnation characterizes, in relative
terms, the reduction in risk for each
regulatory sceuario as compared to
baseline conditions.
Since E. coli is an indicator of facal
contamination, EPA assumed that a
decrease in E. colf occurrence in the
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distribution system would be associated
with a decrease in fecal contamination
in tha distribution system. In general,
this decreass iu fecal contamination
should reduce the potential risk to
human health for PWS customers. Thus,
any reduction in E. colf occurrence is
considered a benefit of the RTCR. Since
fecal contamination may contain
waterborne pathogens including
bacteria, viruses, and parasitic protozoa,
in general, a reduction in fecal
contamination should reduce the risk
from all of these contaminants.

As presented in Exhibit VI-5, the
percentages of samples that are positive
for total coliforms and E. coli are
generally higher for PWSs serving 4,100
or fewer people than those serving more
than 4,100 people. FWSs with higher
total coliform and E. coli occurrence are
more likely to be triggered into
assessments and corrective action. As
discussed previously, the assessments
and corrective action lead to a decrease
in total coliform and E. coli occurrence.
Because the PWSs serving 4,100 or
fewer people have a higher initial E. coli
occurrence and are likely triggered into
more assessments and corrective actions
than larger PWSs, the increase in
benefits for these small systems are
likely more evident as compared to the
larger systems. Iu particular, model
results suggest that customers of small
pround water TNCWSs serving 100 or
fewer people, which constitute
approximately 40 percent of PWSs,
experience the most improvemeut in
water quality under the RTCR. That is,
the occurrence of E. coli is predicted to
decrease more for these systems than for
other systemns types.

1. Relative Risk Analysis

When revising an existing drinking
water regulation, one of the main
concerns is to ensure that backsliding
on water quality and public health
proteciion does not occur. SDWA
requires that EPA maintain or improve
public health protection for any rule
ravision, The RTCR is more stringent
than the 1989 TCR with regard to
protecting public health. The basis for
this perspective is provided in this
subsection and the following
subsections {sections VLE.2, Changes in
violation rates and corrective actions,
and VLE.2, Nonquantifiable benefits) of
this preamble,

Risk reduction for the RTCR is
characterized by the activities
performed that are presumed to reduce
risk of exposing the public to
contaminated water. These activities are
cousidered under sach rule component
presented in Exhibit VI--8.

More frequent monitoring has the
potential to decrease the risk of
contamination in PWSs based on an
enhanced ability to diagnose and
mitigate system issues iu a more timely
faghion. Conversely, less frequent
monitoring has the potential to increase
risk. Real-time continuous sampling
would mitigate the most risk possible
based on sampliug schedule; however, it
would cost prohibitively more than the
periodic sampliug practiced under the
1989 TCR and included in the RTCR
and the Alternative option. EPA’s
objective in proposing the sampling
schedules included in the RTCR and
Alternative option was to find an
appropriate balance between the factors
of risk mitigation and cost management.

Uuder the RTCR and Alternative
option, the reduction in the number of

required repeat samples and additional
routine samples for some PWSs has the
potential to contribute to increased risk
for PWS customers {see also section
HL.C, Monitoring, and IH.D, Repeat
Samples, of this preamble for
discussions on the additional routine
sample and repeat sample provisions
respectively). However, this potential
increase in risk is expected to be more
than offset by potential decreases in risk
from increased routine monitoring {see
section III.C of this preamble,
Monitoring} and the addition of the
assessments and corrective action
provisions {see section IILE of this
preambtle, Coliform Treatment
Technique) that find and fix problems
indicated by monitoring, Exhibit VI-7
illustrates the predicted reduced
frequency at which total coliforms occur
subsequent to the implementation of the
RTCR and Alternative option. As
discussed previously, the RTCR uses
total coliform occurrence as an indicator
of potential pathways for possible
contamination to enter the distribution
system (see section IILB of this
preamble, Rule Construct: MCLG and
MCL for E. coli and Coliform Treatment
Technique), Exhibit VI-7 illustrates the
combined effects on total coliform
occurrence resulting from changes in
monitoring and the effects of
assessments and corrective actions for
the different rule options for very small
systems. The relative trends indicated in
Exhibit VI-7 for TNCWSs also pertain to
other PWS categories as illustrated in
chapter 5 of the RTCR EA. EPA chose

to include the characterization for
TNCWSs because they represent the
systermn category of largest influence ou
the national impacts.
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Exhibit VI-7 Ground Water Transient Non-community Water System (Summary of
Systems Serving < 4,100) Total Coliform Occurrence

0.045

0.040
»
% 0.035
»
£
) 0.030
-
2 o025
K7
Q
o 0.020
5 1989 TCR no GWR
5 0.015 1980 TCR
T RTCR
E 0.010 Alt Option

0.005

0.000 T T T ; T T

0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35
Years

Source: RTCR occurrence model as described in the RTCR EA (USEPA 2012a).

The effect that the elimination of
public notification requirements for
monthly/non-acute MCL violations has
on risk is difficult to predict, Some
factors, such as reduction in available
public information and possible PWS
complacency, lead to a potential
increase in risk and other factors, such
as less confusion {PN more in line with
potential health risks) and PWSs
resources used more efficiently, lead to

a potential decrease, as discussed in
Exhibit VI-8. This change to PN is
addressing a key concern expressed by
various stakeholders in the advisory
committee and during the Six-Year
Review 1 comment solicitation process,
By eliminating the requirement and
replacing it with assessment and
corrgctive action requirements, the
Agency expects less public confusion,
more effective use of resources,

increased transparency, and increased
public health protection.

Other rule components are expected
to have a negligible effect on risk.
However, the overall effect of the RTCR
is expected to be a further reduction in
risk from the cnrrent baseline risk under
the 1989 TCR. Chapter 6 of the RTCR
EA presents a detailed discussion of the
potential influence on health risk for
each rule component.

EXHIBIT VI-8—POTENTIAL CHANGES IN RisKk UNDER THE RTCR AND ALTERNATIVE OPTION RELATIVE TO THE 1989 TCR

Factors leading to a potenfial increase | Factors leading to a potential decrease Overall predicted change in risk
RTCR Component in risk in risk '
RTCR Aliernative RTCR Alternative RICR Alternative
implementation Ac- { None ..............c.... NONE i None ...ocvvvrncnns None ....cvvcrvriranes No change ........... No change.
tivities.
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EXHIBIT VI-8—POTENTIAL CHANGES IN RISK UNDER THE RTCR AND ALTERNATIVE OPTION RELATIVE TO THE 1989
TCR~Continued

Factors leading 1o a poleniial increase | Factors leading to a potential decrease Overall predicted change n risk
RTCR Companent in risk . in risk ‘
RTGR Alternative RTCR Aliernative RTCR Aliernative
Routine Moniloring | None ..oevcvveiiienne NONg ...coeevinnnenen | INCreased stiin- PWSs all monitor | Decrease ...eee. Decrease.
{Including Re- gency in re- menthly in the
duced Moniiering). quirements o first few years
qualify for re- of implemenia-
duced moni- tion of the
toring along RTCR, which is
with require- an increase in
ment to retun sampling fre-
to baseline quency for sys-
monitoring upon tems that mon-
foss of these itor quarterty or
griteria is ex- annually under
pected to result the 1989 TCR.
in decreased After the first
risk {That is, few years, sys-
fewer PWSs will fems may re-
qualify and duce lo quar-
therefore PWSs {erly, but none
will on average may reduce lo
monitor more annual moni-
frequently than toring, creating
under the base- a decrease in
line for reduced risk for systems
monitoring). on annual moni-
toring under the
1988 TCR.
Repeat Monitoring Required repeat Same as RTCR None .....cceninene None ...ccmisencnn Increase ... Increass.
samples re- option.

duced from 4 {o
3 for systems
serving <1,000

people.
Additional Routine Additional routine | Same as RTCR NONE <oevvvemrenreienes | NONE i Increase .............. Increase.
Monitoring. samples are no option. :

longer required
for PWSs moni-
toring monthly..
Ground water
PWSs serving
1,000 or fewer
people reduce
additional rou-

tine samples
from 5 fo 3.
Annual Site Visits ... | None {only States | Annual monitoring | NONg ...encenns None ......ocveeeeeeee | No change .......... | Increase.
currenty per- is not permitted
forming annual under the Alter-
site visits are native option,
expected to 50 the protec-
continue)., tive benefit of
the annual site
visil Is {ost.
Assessments .......... NONg .o NONE ....ecoecrecennes Mandatory as- Same ag RTCR Decrease ............. | Decrease,
sessments are option.
a new require-
ment.
Corrective Actions .. | NONe ....cccveeveerrcens NONE o Mandatory carrec- { Same as RTCR DeCcrease . Decrease.
tive actions are option.
a new require-
ment,
Public Mofification— | Reduction in Same as RTCR Less confusion Same as ATCR Unknown ... Unknown.
Monthly/Non- avaifable public opiion. {PN more in opfion.
Acute MCL Viola- information. tine with poten-
tions. Possible PWS fial health risks).
complacency. PWSs resources

used more effi-
ciently.
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ExHIBIT VI-8—POTENTIAL CHANGES iN RISK UNDER THE RTCR AND ALTERNATIVE OPTION RELATIVE TO THE 1989

TCR—Continued

Faclors leading 1o a polential increase | Factors leading fo a potential decrease Qverall predicted change in risk
ATCA Component in risk in risk _
ATCA Alternative ATCR Alternative RTCR Alternative
Public Nefification— | None .. None .. Increased strin- Same as RTCRH Decrease ... Decrease.
Monitoring and gency of PNs option,
Reporting Viola- motivates
iions, PWSs to con-
duct required
sampling.
OVEIAH oiiciivcciric | rrcrirersrinnines | reeremnrrneirenineneres | sevreressmcmnenseenne | coresecsesomeneesannns Decrease ............. Decrease.

Notes: Detailed discussion of the rationale for determinations of potential risk for each rule component is presented in chapter 6 {section 6.2)
of the ATCR EA (USEPA 2012a). Implementaticon activities consist of administrative activities by PWSs and States 1o implementi the rule.

Assessment of potential changes in risk for monitoring componenis is an overall assessment. Polaentiat changes (or siafic stala} of risk for par-
ticular sysiem sizes and types differ according to individual reguiatory requiremenis and are discussed in section 6.2 of the RTCR EA. Chapter 3
of the RTCR EA provides a detailed description of the regulailory components for all three regulatory scenarios, and this preamble provides addi-
tional discussion of the TCADSAC process and the rationale underying the struciure of the regulatory optlons considered.

2. Changes in Violation Rates and
Corrective Actions

The quantified portion of the benefits
analysis focuses on several measures
that contribute to the changes in risk
expected under the RTCR. Specifically,
EPA modeled the predicted outcomes
based on each regulatory option
considered—baseline (1989 TCR}, the
RTCR (final rule), and the Alternative
option—in the form of estimates of non-
acute violations for the 1989 TCR and
assessment triggers for the RTCR and
Alternative option; E. coli violations;
and the number of corrective actions
implemented under each option. This
saction of the preamble includes six
graphs (Exhibit VI-9 through Exhibit
VI-14) that help to llustrate these
endpoints.

Evaluation of each of these endpoiuts
informed EPA’s understanding of
‘potential changes to the underlying
quality of drinking water. In particular,
the number of corrective actions
performed has a strong relationship to
potential improvements in water quality
aud public health. For a given rate of
total coliform and E. coli occurrence, an
increase in the number of corrective
actions implemented leads to improved
water quality. Howevaer, a reduction in
sampling likely leads to a reduction in
total coliform and E. coli positives being
found, which in turn likely leads to a
reduction in assessments and corrective
actions being implemented. The number
of total coliform and E. coli positives
that are prevented, missed, or found
under each regulatory option considered
in comparison to those predicted under
the 1989 TCR results in estimates of
annual non-acute and acute violations
{1989 TCR} and assessment triggers
{RTCR and Alternative option). Section
6.4 of the RTCR EA presents a step-wise
sensitivity analysis of the competing

effects of additional protective activity
(e.p., assessments and corrective
actions) and decreased additional
routine and repeat sampling of the
RTCR compared to the 1986 TCR. The
conclusions of this sensitivity analysis
showed that for all categories of
systems, more total coliform and E. coli
positives are expected to be prevenied
than missed under the RTCR relative to
the 1989 TCR.

For each of the graphs presented in
Exhibit VI-9 through Exhibit V114,
there are two main model drivers that
affect the endpoints depicted: the total
number of samples taken over time
{(including routine, additional routine,
and repeat samples) and the effect of
corrective actions taken. When looking
at the comparisons between the 1989
TCR with the RTCR across all PWSs, the
overall effect of the total numbers of
samples taken is negligible because the
total number of samples predicted to be
taken throughout the period of analysis
is almost the same (approximately 82M
samples) under both the 1989 TCR and
RTCR. For the Alternative option, the
analysis predicts that approximately
88M total samuples are taken over the
period of analysis. Exhibit VI-18 of this
preamble presents estimated total
numbers of samples taken over the 25-
year period of analysis, Based on the
relationships of total samples taken
among the 1989 TCR, RTCR, and
Alternative option, the best way to
interpret the graphs presented in this
section is in a step-wise manner.

The first comparison that should be
made is between the 1989 TCR option
and RTCR. Because similar total
numbers of samples are taken under the
1989 TCR and RTCR, the major effect
seen in the graphs can be isolated to the
effects that implementation of corrective
actions has on underlying occurrence

and how that occurrence influences the
endpoint in question (assessments, E.
coli MCL violations, and corrective
actions). In each graph, this is depicted
by a marked reduction in the endpoint
under the RTCR comparad to the 1989
TCR option and is a reflection of overall
better water quality. The second
comparison can then be made of the
Alternative option against the RTCR. In
each graph, the predicted results
(assessments, E. coli MCL violations,
and corrective actions) for the
Alternative option are above those for
the RTCR and represent an additional
beuefit over the RTCR. This additional
benefit is primarily a function of the
additional diagnostic abilities gained
through increased monitoring under the
Alternative option, and is especially
prominent in the early years of the
analysis, since all systems are initially
required to monitor at least monthly.

More detailed descriptions of sach
endpoint considered in terms of the
evaluation process described previously
are provided in this section as they
apply to the individual graphs in
Exhibit VI-9 through VI-i4. Each of the
graphs shown in this section is
presented first in uondisconnted terms,
and then based on a discount rate of
thiree percent to reflect the reduced
valuation of potential benefits over time,
consistent with the presentation of costs
in the section that follows. Graphs of
benefits discounted using seven percent
discounted rates are presented in
Appendix B of the RTCR EA.

Exhibit VI-9 shows the effect {on
average across all PWSsj of the RTCR
and the Alternative option on the
annual number of non-acute violations
{1989 TCR} and assessment trigpers
{RTCR and Alternative option) over
time. The estimated reduction of annual
assessment triggers {(from the 1989 TCR
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estimates of non-acute violations) by
approximately 1,000 events nnder the
RTCR is a reflection of the improved
water quality expected under the RTCR.
A similar but smaller reduction in non-
acute violations (Level 1 triggers) from
the 1989 TCR is seen under the
Alternative option. The larger initial
estimate of assessment triggers followed
by a higher steady state nnmber for the
Alternative option than seen under the
RTCR reflects the diagnostic abilities
provided by increased sampling under
the Alternative option. The additional

_triggers identified by increased
sampling under the Alternative option
translate into greater potential benefits
than under the RTCR.

Exhibit VI-10 shows the effect (on
average across all ' PWSs] of the RTCR
and the Alternative option with respect
to E. coli violations found over the 25-
year period of analysis in comparison to
the 1989 TCR. The overall rednction in
annual E. celi violations under the
RTCR of more than 100 events isa
measure that should correlate more
closely with expected benefits {that s,
reductions in adverse health cutcomes}
than non-acute events (as presented in
Exhibit VI-9) because E. coli violations
ara a direct resuit of measurement of
fecal contamination in water, A similar
but smaller reduction in E. coli
violations is seen under the Alternative
option after steady state is achieved.
This is the result of two off-setting
effects. The “true” number of steady
state violations under the Alternative
option is lower because there is a greater
likelihood that violations will be found
and fixed. However, the additional
monitoring leads to & higher percentage
of violations being detected. This
second effect outweighs the first, so that
the total numbaer of detected violations
in the steady state is higher than for the
RTCR, even though the underlying

“true” number of violations is lower,
This lower number of “true” violations
means that the Alternative option is
more protective of public health, even
though more violations are detected.

Exhibit VI-11 presents estimates over
the 25-year period of analysis of the
increase in corrective actions relative to
the 1989 TCR {on average across all
PWSs) attributable to the RTCR and
Alternative option, Performance of these
additional corrective actions is expected
to result in the most direct benefits
under the RTCR. Because only the
incremental numbers of corrective
actions estimated under the RTCR and
Alternative option were modeled, the
reference point for comparison to the
1989 TCR is the base (zeroj line in the
graph. The RTCR EA assumes thal
corrective actions are already being
performed under the 1989 TCR.
Baseline corrective actions are taken
into account by assuming only a modest
incremental increase of 10 percent in
implementation of effective corrective
actions under both the RTCR and
Alternative option.

Exhibit VI-11 indicates that more
corrective actions are implemented
under the Alternative option than under
the RTCR. This is driven, again, by the
increased diagnostic power of more
sampling and reflects additional
potential benefits beyond those gained
under the RTCR.

Taken together, Exhibit VI-9 through
Exhibit VI-11 indicate that the modeled
endpoints for the RTCR and the
Alternative option predict positive
benefits in comparison to the 1989 TCR;
in particular, the Alternative option
captures more benefits than the RTCR.
Similar to the patterns seen in Exhibits
VI-9 through VI-11, for each of the
discounted endpoints presented over
time in Exhibits VI-12 though VI-14,
the graphs show that {on average across
all PWSs] the Alternative option

provides more benefit than the RTCR,
and both provide more benefit than the
1989 TCR. These outcomss are
consistent with the qualitative
assessment of the benefits summarized
in this section of this preamble.

The major difference between the ,
RTCR and the Alternative option is the ;
increased monitoring that is required
under the Alternative option. The
increased diagnostic ability of the extra
samples taken under the Alternative
option is seen in the large difference in
the endpoint counts through the first
several years in Exhibit VI--9 through
Exhibit VI—14, Absent this effect, the
Alternative option essentially mirrors
the RTCR in the exhibits. Even though
the predicted results (assessments, K,
coli MCL violations, and corrective
actions) under the Alternative option
are greater than the 1989 TCR at first,
the trend is due to initially finding more
problems through monitoring. The
increased monitoring during the first
several years under the Alternative
option results in a frontloading of
benefits at the beginning of the
implementation period. The benefits,
however, tend to even out over time
between the RTCR and Alternative
option as eligible systems qualify for
less intense {quarterly} monitoring
under the Alternative option. However,
the Alternative option leads to a greatar
number of assessments, E, coli MCL
violations, and corrective actions than
the RTCR because all PWSs are required
to sample no less than quarterly under
the Alternative option while under the
RTCR qualifying PWSs are permitted to
sample at a minimum of once per year:
maore monitoring has the potential for
more tripgered assessments, corrective
actions, and/or violations than less
monitoring.

BILLING CODE P
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Exhibit VI-9 Estimates of Non-Acute Violations (1989 TCR) and Level 1 Assessment

Triggers (RTCR and Alternative Option)
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Notes: X-axis begins at Year 4 after rule promulgation, which is the first year of full implementation of the RTCR

and Alternative option. The annual rates of non-acute violations (1989 TCR) and Level | assessment triggers
(RTCR and Alternative option) as predicted by the model reach a steady state beginning in approximately Year 9, by
which time PWSs that are expected to meet the criteria for reduced monitoring begin reduced monitoring, and the
distribution of PWSs that monitor monthly, quarterly, and annually is assumed to remain relatively constant,

Estimates represent the annual number of assessment triggers found by each option and the non-acute violations
found under the 1989 TCR.

Source; RTCR occurrence model output,
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Exhibit VI-10 Estimates of Acute Violations (1989 TCR) and E. coli MCL Violations
{RTCR and Alternative Option)
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Notes: X-axis begins at Year 4 after rule promulgation, which is the first year of full implementation of the RTCR
and Alternative option. The annual rates of acute violations (1989 TCR) and E. coli MCL violations (RTCR and
Alternative option) as predicted by the model reach steady state in approximately Year 9, by which time PWSs that
are expected to meet the criteria for reduced monitoring begin reduced monitoring, and the distribution of PWSs that
monitor monthly, quarterly, and annually is asswned to remain relatively constant, Estimates represent the annual
rmumber of acute violations found by each option and the 1989 TCR.

Source: RTCR occurrence mode! output.
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Notes: X-axis begins at Year 4 after rule promulgation, which is the first year of full implementation of the RTCR

Exhibit V1-11 Estimates of Corrective Actions
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and Alternative option. The annual rates of corrective actions as predicted by the modet reach a steady state
beginning approximateiy in Year 9, by which time PWSs that are expected to meet the criteria for reduced

monitoring begin reduced monitering, and the distribution of PWSs that monitor monthly, quarterly, and annually is

assumed to remain relatively constant. All corrective actions performed are in addition to activity under the 1989

Source: RTCR occurrence model output.

TCR, which does not require corrective actions. Therefore the 1989 TCR is not included in this graph.
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Exhibit VI-12 Discounted Estimates of Non-Acute Violations (1989 TCR) and Level 1
Assessment Triggers (RTCR and Alternative Option) (three percent discount 1ate)

Non-Acute Violations (1989 TCR) and Level 1 Assessment
Trlggers (RTCR and Ait Optlon) (Present Value, 3% Discount Rate)
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Notes; X-axis begins at Year 4 after rule promulgation, which is the first year of full implementation of the RTCR

and Alternative option. The annual rates of non-acute violations (1989 TCR) and Level 1 assessment triggers
(RTCR and Alternative option) as predicted by the model reach a steady state beginning in approximately Year 9, by

which time PWSs that are expected to meet the criteria for reduced monitoring begin reduced monitoring, and the

distribution of PWSs that monitor monthly, quarterly, and annually is assumed to remain relatively constant.

Estimates represent the annual number of assessment triggers found by each option and the non-acute violations

found under the 1989 TCR.

Source: RTCR ocecurrence model output.
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Exhibit VI-13 Discounted Estimates of Acute Violations (1989 TCR) and E. coli
Violations (RTCR and Alternative Option) (three percent discount rate)
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Notes: X-axis begins at Year 4 after rule promulgation, which is the fivst year of full implementation of the RTCR
and Alternative option. The annual rates of acute violations (1989 TCR) and E. coli MCL violations (RTCR and
Alternative option} as predicted by the model reach steady state in approximately Year 9, by which time PWSs that
are expected to meet the criteria for reduced monitoring begin reduced monitoring, and the distribution of PWSs that
monitor monthly, quarterly, and annually is assumned to remain relatively constant. Estimates represent the annual
number of acute viotations found by each option and the 1989 TCR.

Source: RTCR occurvence model output,
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Exhibit VI-14 Discounted Estimates of Corrective Actions (three percent discount rate)
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Notes: X-axis begins at Year 4 after rule promulgation, which is the first year of_full implementation of the RTCR
and or Alternative option. The annual rates of corrective actions as predicted by the model reach a steady state

beginning in approximately Year 9, by which time PWSs that are expected to meet the criteria for reduced
monitoring begin reduced monitoring, and the distribution of PWSs that monitor monthly, quarterly, and annually is

assumed to remain relatively constant. All corrective actions performed are in addition to activity under the 1989
TCR, which does not require corrective actions. Therefore the [989 TCR is not included in this graph.
Source: RTCR occurrence model output.

BILLING CODE C
3. Nonquantifiable Benefits

a. Potential decreased incidence of
endemic illness from fecal
contamination, waterborne pathogens,
and associated outbreaks. As discussed
in section VLE of this preamble,
Anticipated Benefits of the RTCR, and
chapter 2 of the RTCR EA, benefits from
the RTCR may include avoidance of a
tull range of health effects from the
consumption of fecally contaminated
drinking water, including the following:
acute and chronic illness, endemic and
epidemic disease, waterborne disease

outbreaks, and death. EPA recognizes
that the EPA-approved standard
methods available for E. coli do not
typically identify the presence of the
pathogenic E. coli strains, such as E. coli
0157:H7. Thus, E. coli occurrence, as
used in this EA, serves as an indication
of fecal contamination but not
necessarily pathogenic contamination.
See also discussion in section I1.D of
this preamble, Public Health Concerns
Addressed by the Revised Total
Coliform Rule,

EPA was unable to gqnantify the cases
of morbidity or mortality avolded
because there are insufficient data

reporting the co-occurrence of fecal

indicator E. coli and pathogenic

organisms in a single water sample, and

becanse the available fecal indicator E.

coli data from the Six-Year Review 2

dataset were limited to presence- |
absence data, Instead, EPA estimated
changes in total coliform and fecal
indicator E. colf occurrence and changes
in number of corrective actions as
measuzes of reduced risk. As discussed |
previously, the assessments and |
corrective actious reqnired uuder the
RTCR will help lead to a decrease in |
total coliform and E. coli occurrence in
drinking water. Since fecal |
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contamination can contain waterborne
pathogens inchuding bacteria, virnses,
and parasitic protozoa, in general, a
rednction in fecal contamination should
rednce the potential risk from all of
these contaminants and the associated
primary and secondary endemic disease
burden, both acute aud chronic.

b. Other nonquantifiable benefits.
This section describes other
nonquantified benefits, which include
those associated with increased
knowledge regarding system operation,
accelerated maintenance and repair,
avoided costs of outbreaks, and
reductions in averting behavior.

By requiring PWSs to conduct
assagsments that 1neet minimum
elements focused on identifying sanitary
defects in response to triggers for total
coliform- or E. coli-positive samples, the
RTCR increases the likelihood that PWS
operators, in particular those of systems
triggered to conduct assessments and
corrective action, will develop further
understanding of system operations and
improve and practice preventive
maintenance compared to the 1989 TCR,
which does not require PWSs to perform
assessments and corrective action.

Another non-quantified benefit is that
systems may choose corrective actions
that also address other drinking water
contaminants. For example, correcting
for a pathway of potential
contamination into the distribution
systemn can possibly also mitigate a
variety of other potential contaminants.
Due to the lack of data available on the
effect of corrective action on
contamination entering through
distribution system pathways, EPA has
not quantified such potential benefits.

Some systems may see additional
nonquantified benefits associated with
the acceleration of their capital
replacement fund investments in
response to early identification of
impending problems with large capital
components. Although such capital
investment will eventnally ooccur in the
absence of RTCR requirements, eartier
investment may ensure that problems
are addressed in a preventive manner
and may preclude some decrease in
protection that might have occurred
otherwise, At the very least, the
increased operator awareness is
expected to reduce the occurrence of
unplanned capital expenditures in any
given year. However, because of the
difficulty of projecting when capital
replacements would oceur, EPA has not
costed this acceleration of capital
raplacement, so there would also he a

nonquantified cost of making such
investments sooner. ‘

Another major non-health beuefit is
the avoided costs associated with
outbreak response, OQutbreaks can be
very costly for both the PWS and the
community in which they occur.
Avoided outhreak response costs
include such costs as issuing public
health warnings, boiling drinking water
and providing alternative supplies,
remediation and repair, and testing and
laboratory costs. Reduced total coliform
occurrence resulting from the RTCR
may also lead to a reduction of costs
associated with boil-water orders, which
some States require following non-acute
violations under the 1989 TCR. Taken
together, these expenses can be quite
significant. For example, an analysis of
the economic impacts of a waterborne
disease outbreak in Walkerton, Ontario
{population 5,000} estimated the
economic impact {excluding estimates
of the value of a statistical life for seven
deaths and intangible costs for illness-
related suffering) to be over $45.9M in
2007 Canadian dollars {approximately
$42.8M 2007 US dollars) {Livernois
2002). Note thai some of these costs
were incurred by individuals and
businesses in neighboring communities.
The author of the study suggested that
this was a conservative estimate.

In addition, the RTCR may also
reduce uncertainty regarding drinking
water safety, which may lead to reduced
costs for averting behaviors. Averting
behaviors include the use of bottled
water and point-of-use devices. This
benefit also includes the reductions in
time spent on averting behavior such as
the time spent obtaining alternative
water supplies.

F. Anticipated Costs of the RTCR

To understand the net impacts of the
RTCR on pnblic water systems and
States in terms of costs, EPA first used
available data, information, and best
professional judgment to characterize
how PWSs and States are currently
implementing the 1989 TCR. Then, EPA
considered the net change in costs that
results from implementing the RTCR or
Alternative option as compared to the
costs of continuing with the 1989 TCR.
The objective was to present the net
change in cosis resnlting from revisions
to the 1989 TCR rather than absolute
total costs of implementing the 1989
TCR as revised by the RTCR. More
detailed information on cost estimates is
provided in the sections that follow and
a complete discussion can be found in

chapter 7 of the RTCR EA. A detailed
discussion of the RTCR reqnirements is
located in section III of this preamble,
Requirements of the Revised Totul
Coliform Rule.

1. Total Annualized Present Value Costs

To compare cost of compliance
activities for the three regulatory
scenarios, the year or years in which all
costs are expended are determined and
the costs are then calculated as a net
present value. For the pnrposes of this
KA, one-time and yearly costs were
projected over a 25-year time period to
allow comparison with other drinking
water regulations using the same
analysis period. For this analysis, the
net present values of costs in 2007
dollars are calculated using disconut
rates of three percent and seven percent.
These present value costs are then
annualized over the 25-year period
using the two discount rates.

Exhibit VI-15 summarizes the
comparison of total and net change in
annualized present value costs of the
RTCR and Alternative option relative to
the 1989 TCR baseline, A continuation
of the 1989 TCR will result in no net
change in costs. In calcnlating the 1989
TCR baseline, not all activities that
PWSs and States are performing nnder
the 1989 TCR were quantified (see
Exhibit VI-16 of this preambls). Some of
these activities are not required under
the 1989 TGR but PWSs are performing
thern nonetheless {e.g., corrective
actions); or these activities are required
under the 1989 TCR and PWSs and
States will continue to perform them
under either the RTGR or Alternative
option {e.g., revising sample siting
plans). Instead of determining the
absolute costs of performing these
activities, EPA estimated the net
increase in costs from these activities as
a result of implementing either the
RTCR or the Alternative option. The net
chdnge in mean annualized national
cosis of the RTCR option relative to the
1989 TCR is estimated to be
approximately $14M using either a three
percent or seven percent discount rate.
The net change in mean annualized
national costs for the Alternative option
relative to the 1989 TCR are estimatad
to be approximately $30M using a three
percent discount rate and $32M using a
seven percent discount rate.

Under the RTCR, public water
systems are estimated to incur greater
than %0 percent of the RTCR’s net
annualized costs. States are expected to
incur the remaining costs.
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ExHiBIT VI—15—COMPARISON OF TOTAL AND NET CHANGE FROM 1989 TCR IN ANNUALIZED COSTS

[$Millicns, 2007%)
3% discount rate 7% discount rate
PWSs State Total PWSs State Total
. 1989 TCR: Baseline ! ......ivirivisinnnns 185 0.9 186 i78 0.9 179
RTCR: Baseline + Incremental? .. 199 1.1 200 192 1.3 193
RTCR: Net Change ... cccecenns 14 0.1 14 14 0.4 14
RTCR: Percent Change ... 8% 16% 8% 8% 48% 8%
Alternative option: Baseline + Incre-

mental 2 . 214 1.2 216 209 1.6 210
Alternative option: Net Change ... 29 0.3 30 3 0.6 32
Alternative option: Percent Change ......... 16% 34% 16% 17% 69% 18%

Note: Detail may not add due o independent rounding.

Source: RTCR EA (USEFA 2012a).

1 Does not quantify all 1989 TCR components.,
2 For components not quantified for the 1989 TCR, only the net increase In the costs of these componentis is considered for the RTCR and Al-
ternative option {e.g., corrective action costs).

Exhibit VI-16 presents the

comparison of total and net change in
annualized costs for PWSs and States by
rule component. The table shows that

corrective action costs are the most
significant contributors to the net

increase in costs for PWSs under the
RTCR. For the Alternative option,

routine monitoring costs are the most

significant contributor to the net
increase in costs for PYWSs, Faor States,
revision of sample siting plans

contributes most to the costincrease
under the RTCR and Alteinative option.
For both PWSs and States, a net
decrease in costs associated with PN
Tequirsments helps to offset the total nst
cost iucrease.

EXHIBIT VI-16—COMPARISON OF TOTAL AND NET CHANGE IN ANNUALIZED COSTS BY RULE COMPONENT
{$Millions, 2007§]

3% discount rate

7% discount rate

PWSSs State Total Pwss | st Total
Rule Implementation and Annual Administration
1989 TCR—TOMI ..otioriricrvrinimsrisminnins | cevmessinnnrsssninns | v b oasisesessnioe | e | s | s
RTCR—Tolal oo nvierearnrasnsrrencnrarens 2.77 0.18 2,95 4,00 0.26 4.26
RTCR—Net Change 2,77 0.18 2,95 4,00 0.26 4.26
Alternative OphonﬁTotai .............. 277 0.18 2.95 4,00 0.26 4,26
Alternative Option—Nat Change ............. 2.77 0.18 2.95 4.00 0.26 4.26
Sample Siting Plan Revision
1989 TOCR—TOal e | s Foarecssnmmisssns | sossssnessosinnses | sersiiinssmsemssones § costesiomsmessesinmess | ssttsresssasserssesanes
RTCR—Total ............ 0.59 0.42 1.0t 0.84 0.59 1.42
RTCR—Net Change .......... 0.59 0.42 1.01 0.84 0.59 1.42
Alternalive Option—Total .............. 0.59 0.42 1.01 0.84 0.59 1.42
Alternalive Option—Net Change ............. 0.59 0.42 1.01 0.84 0.59 1.42
Routine Monitoring
1989 TCR-—Total ...coeeeeretreeeceeceneceei e 170.59 170.59 163.94 163.04
RTCR—Total ............ 174.71 174.71 167.74 167.74
RTCR-—Net Change ..., 412 412 3.80 3.80
Alternative Option—Total .. . 187.50 187.50 182,48 182.48
Alternative Option—Net Change ............. 16.9% 16.91 18.54 18.54
Additionat Routine Monitoring
1989 TCR—Toial .. 3.87 3.87 3.72 3.72
RTCR—Total ............ 1.12 112 1.09 1.09
RTCR—Net Change .......... (2.75) (2.75) {2.63} {2.63)
Alternative Option—Total ........cc... 0.78 0.78 0.66 0.66
Alternative Option—Net Change ............. {3.10) (3.10} - {3.086) {3.06)
Repeat Monitoring
1983 TCR—Total ..c.covvricnnninnniiinincniiens L7 1 I IO 5.11 492 492
RTCR—Total ..ovcvearines 4.88 4.70 4.70
RTCR—Net Change .... (0.23} 0.22) (0.22)
Altemative Option—Total vvvvieverrsnronen 5.66 5.59 5.59
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EXHIBIT VI-16—COMPARISON OF TOTAL AND NET GHANGE iN ANNUALIZED COSTS BY RULE COMPONENT—Continued
[$Millions, 20073]

3% discount rate 7% disceount rate
PWSs Slate Total PWSs State Total
Alternative Option—Net Change ............. 0.54 | iiiiiecininsnirenns 0.54 067 | e 0.67
Annual Site Visits
1989 TCR—Total ....ccvveues
RTCR—Total .............
RTCR—Net Change ............
Alternative Option—Total ............
Altemative Oplion—Net Change ............
Level 1 Assessment
1989 TCR—Total ....occcinvvciniinnniiricsensnnnenns 1.13 0.21 1.34 1.08 0.20 1.29
RTCR—Total ....cceciriiriiciecinsiiincvceceee 1.63 0.20 1.84 1.57 0.20 1.77
RTCR--Net Change ......ccoainvmnenencnnes 0.51 {0.01) 0.50 0.49 (0.01) 0.48
Afternative Option—Total .....ovveveeeee 1.76 0.23 1.99 1.72 0.23 1.94
Afternalive Option—Net Change ............. 0.63 0.02 0.65 0.63 0.02 0.65
Level 2 Assessment
1989 TCR—Total ..o virisrerenans 0.70 0.26 0.96 0.68 0.25 0.92
RTCR—Total ...ccceeeee 0.90 0.19 1.08 0.88 0.18 1.06
RTCR—Net Change ......... 0.20 {0.07) 012 0.20 {0.07) 0.13
Alternative Option—Total ..... - 1.26 0.29 1.55 1.30 0.3 1.61
AHernative Option—Net Change ............. 0.55 0.03 0.58 0.62 0.06 0.68
Corrective Actions Based on Level 1 Assessments
1989 TCR—TOMA! .viviiierreimiiinsmmsmsncnninn | ssnsssinisniensinins | commesmsnrennnsnenns | sosisersimsnsresses | sosssessssssssenssssiss | sessvssssssenertoemerees | cereerecmmemerssesens
RTCR—Total .....cocovvvune 9.62 0.01 9.63 8.14 0.01 8.15
RTCR--Net Change ......... 9.62 0.01 9.63 8.14 0.01 8.15
Alternative Option—Total .........ccce... 10.01 0.01 10.02 8.52 0.01 8.53
Alternative Option—Net Change ............. 10.01 0.01 10.02 8.52 0.01 8.53
Corrective Actions Based on Level 2 Assessmefts
1988 TCR—TOMI ..ot ccerrnerenecrreceniminnns | creverisnennniniieiins | ceveeresciesnsssvsoserns s | sssnrissssssnsie b oreeinnencnnnennnes | reseseseeresasnseresans
RTCR—Total .. - 2.82 0.00 2.82 2.49 0.00 2.49
RTCR—Net Change 2.82 0.00 2.82 2.49 0.00 249
Altemnative Optloanotai ................ 3.78 0.01 3.79 3.57 0.01 3.58
Alternative Option—Net Change ............. 3.78 0.01 3.79 3.57 0.01 3.58
Public Notification
1989 TCR—Total .ivceeeeeererececeeneineecimns 3.7b 0.44 4.19 3.60 0.42 4,02
RTCR—Total 0.26 0.06 0.32 0.25 0.06 0.31
ATCR—Net Change (3.49) (0.38) (3.86) (3.35) {0.36} 3.71)
Alternative Option—Total 0.35 0.08 0.43 0.35 0.08 0.44
Alternative Opticn—Net Change ..., {3.40} (0.36} (3.76} {3.25) {0.34) {(3.58)

Note; Detail may not add due to independent rounding.
Assumes a certain level of assessment activity already occurs under the 1989 TCR, as discussed in Chapter 7 of the RTCR EA (USEPA

2012a).

Not all 1989 TCR componenis are quantified. For components not quantified for the 1989 TCR, only the net increase in the cosis of these
components is considerad for the RTCR and Afternative option (e.g., corrective action costs).

Source: RTCR EA (USEPA 2012a}.

2. PWS Costs

Like the 1989 TCR, the RTCR applies
to all PWS3s. Exhibit VI-17 presents the
total and net change in annualized costs

to PWSs by size and type for the thres
regulatory options. No net change in

costs will result from a continuation of

the 1989 TCR. Among PWSs serving
4,100 or fewer people, looking ai the
three percent discount rate, the largest

increase in aggregate net costs is

described in section VIL.C of this

incurred by the TNCWSs serving 100 or
fewer people under either the RTGR
£55.3M) or Alternative option [$14,7M)
because of the large number of systems.
On a per system basis, this translates to
a net annualized present value increase
of approximately $86 per system under
the RTCR and $240 per system under
the Alternative option for the TNCWSs
serving 100 or fewer people. As

preamble, Regulatory Flexibility Act
{RFA), none of the small TNCWSs are
estimated to have costs that are greater
than or egual to three percent of their
revenue and only 61 small systems
{0.04%] are estimated to have costs
greater than or equal to one percent of
their revenue.

The total net change in national
annualized present value costs for all
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PWSs serving greater than 4,100 people  same under the RTCR and the net increase in costs for PWSs serving
(approximately $5.6M using three Alternative option. Monitoring greater than 4,100 people is driven
percent discount rate} is the same under requirements for PWSs serving greater primarily by the requirements to

the RTCR and Alternative option. This than 4,100 people remain essentially conduct assessments and to correct any
is expected because the provisions for unchanged under either the RTCR or sanitary defects that are found.

PWSs serving greater than 4,100 are the  Alternative option. The observed overall

EXHIBIT VI-17—TOTAL AND NET CHANGE IN ANNUALIZED C0STS To PWSS BY PWS SIZE AND TYPE
[$Millions, 2007$]

3% discount rate 7% discount rate
PWS Size (popu- | 4ggg 1989
lation served ATCAH Alternative Alternative RTCR Alierative Alternative
) '-Il'-c())t:?l Total RTCR Net opifon total option net ng folal RTCR net opticn lotad option net
A B C=B-A D E=D-A F G H=G - F I J=t - F
Community Water Systems (CWSs)
<100 oo 74| 75 0.1 7.6 0.2 7. 7.3 0.2 75 0.3
101600 ........... 9.0 9.4 0.4 9.5 0.5 8.6 g.1 0.5 9.2 0.6
501-1,000 ........ 3.7 3.8 0.0 3.8 0.1 3.6 3.7 0.1 a7 0.1
1,001-4,100 ..... 13.2 i3.6 0.4 13.6 0.4 12.7 13.1 0.4 13.1 0.4
4,101-33K ........ 42.4 448 2.4 448 2.4 40.7 42.8 21 42.8 2.1
33,001-96K ...... 34.9 36.4 . 1.5 364 1.5 335 34.8 1.3 348 1.3
96,001-500K ... 34.7 36.2 1.5 36.2 1.5 "334 346 1.2 34.6 1.2
500,001—1M ..... 6.5 6.7 0.2 6.7 0.2 6.2 6.4 0.1 6.4 0.1
>IM e 5.6 5.6 {0.0} 5.6 (0.0) 53 53 {0.0) 53 (0.0}
Total ... 157.4 163.9 6.5 164.1 6.7 151.3 157.2 59 157.6 6.2
Nontransient Noncommunity Water Systems (NTNCWSs)
<100 s 2.6 2.7 0.1 3.7 1.1 25 2.7 0.2 3.8 1.4
101-500 .vivurenae 1.9 2.0 0.1 28 0.9 1.8 2.0 0.2 29 1.1
501-1,000 ........ 0.6 0.6 0.1 0.9 0.3 0.6 0.6 0.1 0.9 0.3
1,001-4,100 ..... 1.2 1.3 0.1 1.3 0.1 1.4 1.2 0.1 1.2 0.1
4,101-33K ........ 0.4 0.5 0.1} 0.5 0.1 0.4 0.5 0.0 0.5 0.0
33,001-96K ...... 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0
96,001-500K .... 0.1 0.1 0.0} 0.1 (0.0) 0.1 0.1 (0.0} 0.1 {0.0}
500,001—-1M ..... 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
1 0.0 0.0 0. 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total .......... 6.9 7.3 0.4 9.3 25 6.6 7.2 0.6 9.6 3.0
Transient Noncommunity Water Systems({TNCWSs)
<100 e, 13.4 18.7 53 28.1 14.7 i2.8 18.2 53 28.9 16.1
101-500 ........... 4.9 6.5 1.6 9.5 47 47 6.3 1.6 9.8 5.1
501-1,000 ........ 0.6 0.8 0.2 1.2 0.5 0.6 0.8 0.2 1.2 0.6
1,001-4,100 ..... 0.9 1.0 0.1 1.0 0.1 0.9 1.0 0.1 1.0 0.
4,101-33K ........ 0.4 0.5 0.1 0.5 0.1 0.4 0.5 0.0 0.5 0.0
33,001-96K ...... 0.1 0.1 (0.0} 0.1 {0.0) 0.1 0.1 {0.0) 0.1 0.0}
96,001-500K .... 0.1 0.1 {0.0) 0.1 (0.0 0.1 0.t {0.0} 0.1 {0.0)
500,001-1M ... 0.2 0.2 {0.0} 0.2 (0.0} 0.2 0.2 {0.0} 0.2 (0.0}
>IM e 0.3 0.3 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.3 0.3 0.0 0.3 0.0
Total .......... 20.9 28.1 7.3 41.0 20.1 20.1 27.3 7.3 42.0 21.9
Grand
Total 185.2 199.3 14.2 214.4 29.3 177.9 191.7 13.8 209.0 31.4

Note: Detait may not add due to independent rounding. Because only the incremental cosis of some rule components are considered as part of the cost anal-
ysis, references fo “total” Gosts in lhis exhibit do not reler to complete costs for regulatory implementation but enly to specific costs considered to calculate net
changs in costs.

Source: RTCR cost medel.

The following subsections discuss the a. Rule implementation and annual or costs will be incurred by PW3s if the
different components of the costs to administration. Under the RTCR and 1989 TCR option is maintained. Under
PWSs: Rule implementation and annual ~ Alternative option, all PWSs subjectto  the RTCR and Alternative option, all
administration, sample siting plan the RTCR incur one-time costs that PWSs subject to the RTCR perform
revision, monitoring, annual site visits,  inchide time for staff to read the RTCR,  additional or transitional
assessments, corrective actions, and become familiar with its provisions, and implementation activities, Based on
public notification. to train employees on rule requirements. previous experience with rule

No additional implementation burden implementation, EPA estimated that
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PWSs require a total of four hours to
read and understand the rule, and a
total of eight hours to plan and assign
appropriate personnel and rescurces to
carry out rule activities. EPA estimated
a net increase in national annualized
cost estimates incurred by PWSs for rule
implementation and annual
administration of $2.77M (three percent
discount rate} and $4.00M [seven
percent discount rate) under either the
RTCR or the Alternative option. The
annualized net present value total and
net change cost estimates for PWSs for
rule implementation and annual
administration under the 1989 TCR,
RTCR, and Alternative option are
presented in Exhibit VI-16 of this
preamble,

b. Sample siting plan revision. Under
the RTCR and Alternative option, all
PW3s subject to the RTCR incur one-
time costs to revise existing sample
siting plans to identify sampling
locations and collection schedules that
are representative of water throughout
the distribution system. Under the 1989
TCR, no additional burden or costs are
expected to be incurred by PWSs to
Tevise sample siting plans, as these
PWSs are already collectiug total
coliform samples in accordance with a
written sample sitiug plan. Based on
previous experience, EPA estimated that
PWS3s require two to eight hours to
Tevise their sample siting plan,
depending on PWS size. EPA estimated
a net increase in uatioual anuualized
cost estimates incurred by PWSs for
revising saniple siting plans of 30.59M
{three perceut discount rate} and
$0.84M {seven percent discount rate)
under either the RTCR or the
Alteruative option. The auuualized net

present value total and net change cost
estimates for PWSs to revise their
sampla siting plan nnder the 1989 TCR,
RTCR, and Alternative option are
presented in Exhibit VI-16 of this
preamble.

¢. Monitoring. Monitoring costs for
PWSs are calculated by multiplying the
total numbers of routine, additional
routine, aud repeat samples required
under the 1989 TCR, RTCR, and
Alternative options by the monitoring
costs per sample. Under the RTCR, the
increased strinpency to gualify for
reduced monitoring results in more
routine samples being taken over time
{fewer PWSs are on reduced monitoring)
compared to the 18989 TCR. For the
Alternative option, this effect is
combiued with the requiremennt that all
PWSs start the implementation period
on monthly monitoring. The Alternative
option also prohibits annual monitoring,
resulting in a greater increase in the
number of routine samples compared to.
the RTCR. Costs for routine monitoring
under the RTCR and Alteruative optiou
ars higher than routine monitoring costs
uuder the 1982 TCR.

The overall reducticns in the numbers
of additioual routiue samples required
under the RTCR and Alternative option
result in lower costs for additional
routine monitoring when compared to
the 1989 TCR. Under the RTCR and
Alternative optiou, additional routine
monitoring is no longer required for
systems that monitor at least monthly,
and when additional routine monitoring
is required, the number of samples
requirad is reduced from five to three.
Cost reductions are greater under the
Alternative option than under the RTCR
because uuder the Alternative optiou all
PWSs start on monthly monitoring and

are not required to take additional
routine samples during that period.

Costs for repeat sampling are also
lower under the RTCR and Alternative
option. Under the 1989 TCR, PWSs
serving 1,000 or fewer people take four
repeat samples, at and within five
service connections upstream and
dowustream of the initial total coliform
positive occurrence location, over the
course of 24 hours following the event,
Under the RTCR and Alternative option,
PWSs serving 1,000 or fewer people will
need to take only three repeat samples,
and they have greater flexibility about
where to take them, consistent with the
system sample siting plan that is
developed in accordance with RTCR
reguirements and subject to review and
revision by the State. The number of
repeat samples required for PWSs
serving more than 1,000 people is the
saine under the 1989 TCR and the RTCR
and Alternative option, although these
systems also have greater flexibility in
sample location.

Exhibit VI-18 summarizes the
cumulative number of sarmples taken by
PWS size and category for routine,
additional, aud repeat monitoring under
the 1989 TCR, RTCR, and Alternative
option over the entire 25-year period of
analysis. Under the 1989 TCR option,
approximately 82.1M samples are taken
over the 25-year period of analysis
compared to approximately 82.2M
samples uuder the RTCR and
approximately 87.9M samples under the
Alternative option (less than 10 percent
more than 1989 TCR option). Appendix
A of the RTCR EA presents additioual
information on the number of samples
taken each year duriug the analysis

~ period.

EXHIBIT VI-18—CuUMULATIVE NUMBER OF SAMPLES OVER 25-YEAR PERIOD OF ANALYSIS FOR BASELINE {1989 TCR) AND

REGULATORY ALTERNATIVES
{RTCR and Alternative option]

1989 TCR RTCR Alternative

PWS Size (populaticn served) Routine Ardfﬂttiiﬂga] Repeat Routine A?gj‘fﬁgai Repeat Routine A ?gj&gﬂg&' Repeat
monitoring monitcring monitoring monitcring menitoring monitoring monitoring monitoring monitcring

samples samples samples samples samples samples samples samplas samples

A B C D E F G H |
Community Water Systems (CWSs)}—Surface Water

<t00 ..... 304,247 23,167 18,698 308,880 13,764 308,880 13,764
101-500 ... 562,198 27,009 21,684 567,600 15,660 567,600 15,660
501-1,000 .... 306,805 15,334 2,289 300,672 8,708 309,672 8,708
1,0601-4,100 . 1,921,237 55,132 33,729 1,951,224 33,326 1,951,224 33,326
4,101-33K ... 10,636,296 186,728 | 10,636,296 181,661 | 10,636,296 181,661
33,001-96K .. 11,058,960 194,149 | 11,058,960 186,880 | 11,058,960 188,880
96,001-500K .... 10,190,400 178,901 | 10,190,400 174,046 | 10,190,400 174,046
500,001-1M . - 2,019,600 35,456 2,019,600 34,493 2,019,600 34,493
BIM s 1,686,960 29,816 1,686,960 28,812 1,686,960 28,812
Total s | 98,668,502 120,642 711,258 | 98,729,592 679,350 | 38,729,592 679,350
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EXHIBIT VI-18—CUMULATIVE NUMBER OF SAMPLES OVER 25-YEAR PERIOD OF ANALYSIS FOR BASELINE (1989 TCR) AND
REGULATORY ALTERNATIVES—Continued
[RTCR and Alternative option}

1889 TCR RTCR Alternative
PWS Size (population served) Routine Agféjlilttii?]gal Repeat Routine A?glil}iﬁ]’;ai Repeat Routine A:i;i&iﬁga] Repeat
monitering monitorin monitoring monitoring monitorn monitoring menitoring monitarin manitoring
samples samplesg samples samples samplesg samples samples samplesg samples
A B c D E F G H |
Community Water Sysiems {CWSs)~Ground Water
<100 i, 2,815,951 286,073 194,462 2,870,075 8,760 156,897 2,908,469 7,545 158,439
101--500 . 3,344,578 243,835 171,252 3,391,200 6,127 136,906 3,428,876 137,959
501-1,000 .. 1,072,202 70,803 51,673 1,085,730 1.844 39,659 1,098,488 39,580
1,001,100 3,997,293 160,710 100,618 4,079,328 | ... 96,939 4,079,328 96,939
4,101-33K ., 9,145,224 | .., 230,201 9,145,224 217,321 9,145,224 217,321
33,001-96K ... 4,884,000 122,938 4,884,000 116,060 4,884,000 116,060
96,001-500K . 1,945,680 48,976 1,945,680 46,236 1,945,680 46,236
500,001-18 253,440 | ... 6,380 253,440 | | - 6,023 253,440 | . - 6,023
ST 269,280 | e 6,778 269,280 | oo 6,299 269,280 | oo 6,299
Total i | 27,727,648 761,481 933,279 | 27,923,956 16,731 822,439 | 28,012,784 14,425 824,956
Nentransient Nencommunity Water Systems (NTNCWSs)—Surface Water
F:5 114 U OUO OOV 65,018 4,910 3,991 86,000 { v 3,040 66,000 3,040
101-500 .. 66,045 3,735 3,011 66,792 - 2,189 66,792 2,169
S01-1,000 i 22,976 1,278 1,029 23,232 756 23,232 756
1,001,100 oo 41,759 2,142 1,348 42,768 1,228 42,768 1,228
4,101-33K ., 50,424 { ... 1,628 50,424 1,448 50,424 1,448
33,001-96K ..., 34,320 1,108 34,320 985 34,320 985
96,001-500K ., 31,680 1,023 31,680 910 31,680 910
Tatal v, 312,223 12,085 13,138 15216 1 i 10,536 52181 e 10,536
Nonlranslent Noncommunity Water Systems (NTNCWSs)—Ground Waler
ST00 e e e 971,538 128,775 84,992 932,025 48,142 68,123 1,314,175 36,965 91,416
101-500 .. - 725,785 66,525 43,597 678,688 25,630 35,860 976,627 19,382 48,269
501-1,000 .. 190,649 16,037 10,680 180,145 6,166 8,601 249,760 11,817
1,001-4,100 460,470 28,214 17,790 473,352 15,887 473,352 15,887
4,101-33K . 153,648 | e 5,936 153,648 5,157 153,648 5,157
33,001-96K ... 23,760 918 23,760 797 23,760 797
5G0,001—1M oo
Total e 2,525,850 239,551 163,913 2,441,617 79,938 134,426 3,191,322 61,149 173,343
Translent Noncommunity Water Systems (TNCWSs)—Surface Water
S100 e e e 345,401 40,475 33,065 353,496 | .orrorrrvirrnreenine 23,122 353,496 | v 23,122
101-500 .. 128,156 15,261 12,454 131,208 . 8,192 131,208 . 8,192
501-1,000 .. 22,691 2,704 2,207 23,232 1,633 23,232 1,633
1,001-4,100 40,151 4,155 2,707 42,240 2,312 42,240 2,312
4,101-33K .. 40,656 | ....... 40,656 2225 40,656
33,001-96K ... . -] "
96,001-500K ..
500,001—-1M
M 102,960 102,960
Total i 680,015 62,596 50,434 693,792 | .ereerireennnnene 43,020 693,792
Transient Noncommunity Water Systems (TNCWSs)—Ground Water
<100 e 4,493,808 905,554 600,315 6,076,163 446,166 631,105 9,524,123 333.524 912,589
101-500 .. 1,614,924 316,238 210,714 1,940,946 135,822 194,697 3,021,771 104,732 282,740
501-1,000 .. 177,264 32,730 22,064 206,130 14,078 20,078 304,534 27,932
1,001-4,100 335,283 29,957 19,113 348,480 | . . 16,027 348,480 16,027
4,101-33K .. 156,288 | cvererverrennns 8,909 156,288 7,188 156,288 7,188
33,001-96K 34,320 1,956 34,320 1,578 34,320 1,578
96,001-500K .. 26,4C0 1,505 26,400 t,214 26,400 1,214
500,001-1M 63,360 3,612 63,360 2,914 63,360 2,914
1M L.
Total v 8,901,647 1,284,478 868,188 8,852,088 596,065 874,801 { 13,479,275 448,667 1,252,181
Grand Total ........c....... | 76,833,885 2,480,814 2,740,210 | 78,956,260 692,734 2,664,672 1 84,421,981 524,241 2,083,387

Note: {B), (E}, (H) For mcdelin&gurposed, additional routine sample counts include regular routine samples taken in the same month.
Sourca: Appendix A of the RTCR EA {USEPA 2012a}—Total PWS Counts (A.1z, A2z, A.3z).
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The annualized fotal and nat change
cost estimates for PWSs to perform
monitoring under the 1889 TCR, RTCR,
and Alternative option are presented in
Exhibit VI-18, EPA estimated a net
increase in national annualized cost

estimates incurred hy PWSs far
monitoring of $1.14M (three percent
discount rate) and $0.95M (seven
percent discount rate) under the RTCR
and a net increase of $14.36M (three
percent discount rate) and $16.15M

{seven percent discount rate) under the
Alternative option. See also Exhibit VI-
16 of this preambie for a breakdown on
the costs of monitoring (i.e., routine,
additional routins, repeat).

EXHIBIT VI-19—ANNUALIZED NATIONAL PWS MONITORING COST ESTIMATES

[$Millions, 2007$]

1989 TCR—TOoMI v

RTCR-—Total ...............
RTCR—Net Change ........
RTCR—Percent Change ....
Alternative option—Total ...
Alternative option—Net Change ...........

Alternative option—Percent Change ................

3% discount rate 7% discount rate
$179.57 $172.57
$180.71 $173.52

$1.14 $0.95
0.63% 0.55%
$193.93 $188.72
$14.36 $16.15
7.99% 9.36%

Note: Detail may not add due to independent reunding.

Source: RTCR EA (USEPA 2012a).

The overall estimated increase in
monitoring costs seen under the RTCR
is driven by increases in routine
monitoring due to stricter requirements
to qualify for rednced monitoring.
However, this is mostly offset by
rednctions in additional rontine and
repeat monitoring. For the Alternative
option, the requirement for all PWSs to
sample on a monthly basis at the
beginning of rule implementation
results in a much larger cost differential
that is only partially offset by rednced
costs from reductions in additional
routine monitoring requirements.

d. Annual site visits. Under the RTCR,
any PWS on an annual monitoring
schedule is required to also bave an
annnal site visit conducted by the State
or State-designated third party. A
voluntary Level 2 site assessment can
also satisfy the annual site visit
requirernent. For years in which the
State performs a sanitary survey {at least
every five years for NCWSs and three
years for CWSs), a sanitary survey
performed during the same year can also
be used to satisfy this requirement,
Although similar site visits are not
currently required under the 19838 TCR,
discussions with States during the
TCRDSAC proceedings revealed that
some do, in fact, conduct such site visits
for PWSs on annual monitoring
schedules. Becauss of the high cost for
an annnal site visit by a State, for this
analysis EPA assumed that no States
choose to conduct annual site visits
unless they already do so under the
1989 TCR. Therefore, for overall costing
purposes, no net change in PWS or State
costs are assumed for annual monitoring
site visits under the RTCR or Alternative
option.

e. Assessinents, Annualized cost
estimates for Level 1 and Level 2

assessments under the 1989 TCR, RTCR,
and Alternative option are calculated in
the RTCR EA by mnltiplying the
number of assessments estimated by the
predictive modeling (summarized in
Exhibit 7.13 of the EA} by the unit costs
{summarized in Exhibits 7-11 and 7-12
of the EA), Appendix A of the RTCR EA
provides a detailed breakout of the
nnmber of Level 1 and Level 2
assessments estimated by the
occurrence model. EPA estimated a net
increase in national annualized cost
estimates incurred by PWSs for
conducting assessment of $0.70M (three
percent discount rate} and $0.69M
{seven percent discount rate) under the
RTCR and a net increase of $1.18M
(three percent discount rate) and
$1.25M (seven percent discount rate)
under the Alternative option.
Annualized cost estimates are presented
in Exhibit VI-16 of this preamble.
Under the RTCR, all PWSs are
required o condnct assessments of their
systems when they exceed Level 1 or
Level 2 treatment technique triggers.
While PWSs are not required to conduct
assessments under the 1989 TCR, some
PWSs do currently engage in assessmennt
activity (which may or may not meet the
RTCR criteria) following non-acute and
acute MCL violations, EPA estimates
both the costs to PWSs to conduct
aggessments under the RTCR as well as
the level of effort that PWSs already put
toward assessment activities under the
1989 TCR. These estimates are based on
the work of the stakeholders in the
Technical Work Group (TWG} during
the proceedings of the TCRDSAC. These
astimates allowed EPA to determine the
average net costs to conduct
assessments under the RTCR. EPA
assumes that the numbers of non-acute
and acute MCL violations would remain

steady under a continuation of the 1989
TCR based on the review of SDWIS/FED
violation data, Under the RTCR, EPA
agsumes that the numbers of assessment
triggers decrease over time from the
steady state level estimate based on the
1989 TCR to a new steady state lavel, as
a result of rednced fecal indicator
occurrence associated with the
heneficial effects of requiring
assessments and corrective action.

The overall number of assessments is
larger under the Alternative option
compared to the RTCR option. This is a
result of the initial monthly monitoring
reqnirements for all PWSs nnder the
Alternative option. The modeling
results indicate that a greater number of
samples early in the implementation
period resnits in more positive samples
and associated assessments despite the
predicted long term rednctions in
occurrence as informed by the
assumptions. This increase in total
assessments performed, combined with
the higher unit cost of performing
assessments compared to existing
practices under the 1989 TCR, results in
a higher net cost increase for the
Alternative option than under the
RTCR. The total net increase in cost for
the Alternative option is estimated to be
nearly twice that of the RTCR option,
See Exhibit 7.15 of the RTCR EA.

/. Corrective actions. Under the RTCR
and Alternative option, ali PWSs are
required to correct sanitary defects
fonnd through the performance of Level
1 or Level 2 assessments. For modeling
purposes, EPA estimated the net change
in the number of corrective actions
performed under the RTCR and
Alternative option. For ground water
systems, EPA assumed that any
corrective actions based on a positive
source water sample are accounted for
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under the GWR and not under the
RTCR. Based on discussions with State
represenlatives, EPA assumed that an
additional 10 percent of corrective
actions wil be performed as a result of
the assessment and corrective action
requirements of the RTCR, representing
the net increase of the RTCR over the
1989 TCR,

To estimate the costs incurred for the
correction of sanitary defects, EPA
assumed the percent distribution of
PWSs that perform different types of
corrective actions as presented in the
compliance forecast shown in Exhibit
VI-20 (i.e., distribution of the additional

10 percent of corrective actions) based
on hest professional judgment and
stakeholder input. The compliance
forecast presented in this section was
informed by discussions of the
TCRDSAC Technical Work Group and
focuses on broad categories of types of
corrective actions anticipated. EPA used
best professional judgment and
stakeholder input to make simplifying
assumptions on the distribution of these
categories that are implemented by
different systemns hased on size and type
of system. For each of the categories
listed, a PWS is assumad to take a

specific action that falls under that
general category, Detailed compliance
forecasts showing the specific corrective
actions used in the cost analysis are
provided in Appendix D of the RTCR
EA, along with summary tables of the
unit costs used in the analysis. Each
corrective action in the detailed
compliance forecast is also assigned a
representative unit cost. Detailed
descriptions of the derivation of unit
costs are provided in Exhibits 5-1
through 5-47 of the Technology and
Cost Document for the Revised Total
Coliformn Rule (IJSEPA 2012h).

EXHIRIT VI-20—COMPLIANGE FORECAST FOR CORRECTIVE ACTIONS BASED ON LEVEL 1 AND LEVEL 2 ASSESSMENTS

}F:liepls?cm; Mainte-i Cross- Addition [!le\.'gﬂopé|
apair o - nance o connec- oF up- i ment. an

PWS Size pws | sampier | Sgiow | Maine | Toppro: Sy, | Booster | lon gradgor | AN | ingio
{(population served) Mushing train?ng tian adequate | , Pt | qaigte. | disinfec- | control online security | Mentation
syslem hydraulic tion and back- moni- of an op-

(percent) {percent) | (percent) compo- fESSUIB | g sidance nance {percent) | fiow pre- { toring and MEASUISS | erations

nents arcant) time {parcent) vention conbrol {percent) plan
(parcent) (percent) (percent) | {percent) {percent)
A B c D E F G H i J K
Level 1 Compliance Forecast
<100 i a9 15 i2 9 8 6 4 1 3 1 2
101-500 ...... 39 15 12 9 8 6 4 1 3 1 2
501-1,000 .. 39 15 i2 9 8 6 4 t 3 1 2
1,001—4,100 a9 15 i2 9 8 6 4 1 3 1 2
4 101-33K ....... 39 15 i2 9 8 6 4 1 3 1 2
33,061-96K 39 . 15 i2 9 8 6 4 1 3 1 2
96,001-500K ... 39 15 i2 9 8 6 4 1 3 1 2
500,001-1M ... 39 15 12 9 8 4] 4 1 2 1 2
PIM s 39 15 i2 9 8 6 4 1 2 1 2
Level 2 Compliance Forecast

SE00 o 15 4 18 15 15 11 8 2 6 2 4
101-500 ...... 15 4 18 15 15 11 8 2 6 2 4
501-1,000 .. 15 4 8 15 15 11 8 2 6 2 4
1,001-4,100 ... 15 4 18 15 18 H 8 2 6 2 4
4,101-33K ... i5 | 4 18 15 15 H 8 2 6 2 4
33,001-96K . 15 4 18 15 15 H 8 2 6 2 4
96,001-500K 15 4 18 15 15 Rl 8 2 6 2 4
500,001—1M ... 15 4 18 i5 15 i a8 2 6 2 4
3 1 USSP 15 4 18 16 15 #H a 2 6 2 4

Source: {A}-{K) Percent of PWSs performing corrective actions based on Level 1 and Level 2 assessments reflect EPA estimates.

Level 1 assessments generally are less
involved than Level 2 assessments and
may result in finding less complex
problems. As shown in the compliance
forecast in Exhibit VI-20, EPA estimated
that corrective actions found through
Level 1 assessments result in corrective
actions that focus more on transient
solutions or training (columns A and B}
than on permanent fixes to the PWS.
However, in the case of flushing, EPA
assumed that in a majority of instances,
PWSs implement a regular flushing
program as opposed to a siugle flushing,
based on EPA and stakeholder best
professional judgment.

Corrective actions taken as a result of
Level 2 assessments are expected to find
a higher proportion of structural/

technical issues {columns C-K)
resulting in material fixes to the PWSs
and distributiou system. Consistent with
the discussions of the TCRDSAC
regarding major structural fixes or
replacements, EPA did not include
these major costs in the analysis.
Distribution system appurtenances such
as storage tanks and water mains
generally have a useful life that is
accounted for in water system capital
planning. The assessments conducted in
response to RTCR triggers could identify
when that usetul life has ended but are
not solely responsible for the need to
correct the defect. In addition, EPA rau
two sensitivity analyses to assess the
potential impacts of different
distributions within the compliance

forecast. Results of the sensitivity
analyses are presented in Exhibit VI-21,
which indicates that the low bound
estimates of annualized net change in
costs at three percent discount rate are
approximately $3M for the RTCR and
$17M for the Alternative option, and the
high bound estimates are approximately
$25M for the RTCR and $43M for the
Alternative option. Varying the
assumptions ahout the percentage of
corrective actions identified and the
effectiveness of those actions had less
than a linear effect on outcomes, and the
RTCR continues to be less costly than
the Alternative option under all
scenarios modeled.
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EXHIBIT VI-21—SENSITIVITY ANALYSIS—ANMNUALIZED NET CHANGE IN COSTS BASED ON CHANGES IN COMPLIANCE

FORECAST ($MILLIONS, 2007%)

3% discount rate 7% discount rate
PWSs State Total PWSs State Total

RTCR Net Change ........covemveevneierenrans 14.15 0.15 14.30 13.75 0,42 14,17
RTCR Low Bound Mei Change 2.61 0.15 2.75 3.91 0.42 4,33
RTCR High Bound Net Change .... 25.10 015 25.25 23.63 0.42 24,05
Alternative Option Met Change 29.29 0.31 29.60 31.09 0.61 31.69
Alternative Option Low Bound Met

Change .. 16.54 0.31 16.84 19.93 0.61 20.54
Alternative Option High Bound Net

ChaNQE oo vensvrcrrmmserssssse s seessraseseras 42.68 0.31 42.99 43.863 0.61 44.24

Note: Detail may not add due to independant rounding.
Source: ATCR cost model, described In chapler 7 of the RTCR EA (USEPA 2012a).

As indicated in the morse detailed
analysis presented in chapter 7 of the
RTCR EA, PWSs also incur reporting
and recordkeeping burden to notify the
State upon completion of each
corrective action. PWSs may also
consult with the State or with outside
parties to determine the appropriate
corrective action to be implemented.

Annualized cost estimates for PWSs
to perform corrective actions are
estimated by multiplying the number of
Level 1 and Level 2 corractive actions
estimated by the predictive model, (i.e.,
10 percent of Level 1 and Level 2
assessments] hy the percentages in the
compliance forecast and unit costs of
corrective actions and associated
reporting and recordkeeping. Exhibit
7.13 of the RTCR EA presents the
estimated totals of non-acute and acute
MCL violations (1989 TCR) and Level 1
and Level 2 assessments (RTCR and
Alternative option). The model predicts
a total of approximately 109,000 single
non-acute MCL violations, 58,000 cases
of a second non-acute MCL violation,
and 16,000 acute MCL violations for the
1989 TCR, under which some PWSs
currently engage in assessment activity
which may or may not mest the RTCR
criteria (see section 7.4.5 of the RTCR
EA for details). For the RTCR, the model
predicts approximately 104,000 Level 1
assessments and 52,000 Level 2
assessments, For the Alternative option,
the model predicts approximately
120,000 Level 1 assessments and 81,000
Level 2 assessments. EPA estimated a
net increase in national annualized cost
estimates incurred by PWSs for
conducting corrective actions of
$12.44M {three percent discount rata}
and $10.63M (seven percent discount
rate) under the RTCR and a net increase
of $13.79M (three percent discouut rate)
and $12.09M (seven percent discount
rate) under the Alternative option. The
annualized net present value total and
net change cost estimates for PWSs to
perform corrective actions under the

1989 TCR, RTCR, and Alternative
option are presented in Exhibit VI-186 of
this preamble.

The differences in the net change in
corrective action costs between the
RTCR and Alternative option are a
function of the different number of
assessments estimated to be performed
in the predictive modal.

g. Public notification. Estimates of
PWS unit costs for PN are derived by
multiplying PWS labor rates from
section 7.2.1 of the RTCR EA and
burden hour estimates derived from the
Draft Information Collection Request for
the Public Water Systemn Supervision
Program {(USEPA 2008b). PWS PN unit
cost estimates are presented in Exhibit
7.19 of the RTCR EA.

Total and net change in annualized
costs for PN under the RTCR and
Alternative option are estimated by
multiplying the model estimates of
PWSs with acute (Tier 1 public
notification) and non-acute {Tier 2
public notification) violatious by the
PWS unit costs for performing PN
activities, The RTCR cost model
assumed that all violations are
addressed following initial PN, and no
burden is incurred by PWSs for rapeat
notification. EPA estimated a net
decrease in national annualized cost
estimates incurred by PWSs for public
notification of $3.49M {three percent
discount rate} and $3.35M (seven
percent discount rate] under the RTCR
and a net decrease of $3.40M (three
percent discount rate) and $3.25M
{seven percent discount rate} under the
Alternative option, The annualized total
and uet cost estimates for PWSs to
perform public notification under the
1989 TCR, RTCR, and Alternative
option are presented iu Exhibit VI-16 of
this preamble,

A significant reduction in costs is
estimated dueto the elimination of Tier
2 public notification for non-acute/
monthly MCL violations under both the
RTCR and Alternative option.

3. State Costs

EPA estimated that States as a group
incur a net increase in national
annualized present value costs under
the RTCR of $0.2M (at three percent
discount rate} and $0.4M (at seven
percent discount rate) and vnder the
Alternative option of $0.3M (at three
percent discount rate) and $0.6M {at
seven percent discount rate). State costs
include implementing and
administering the rule, revising sample
siting plans, reviewing sampling results,
conducting annual site visits, reviewing
completed assessment forms, tracking
corrective actions, and tracking public
notifications. The costs presented in the
RTCR EA are sumnmary costs; costs to
individual states vary based on state
programs and the number and types of
systems in the state. The following
sections summarize the key
assumptions that EPA made to estimate
the costs of the RTCR and Alternative
option to States. Chapter 7 of the RTCR
EA provides a description of the
analysis.

a, Rule implementation and annual
administration, States incur
administrative costs to implement the
RTCR. These implementation costs are
not directly required by specific
provisions of the RTCR alternatives, hut
are necessary for States to ensure the
provisions of the RTCR are properly
carried out. States need to allocate time
for their staff to establish and maintain
the programs necessary to comply with
the RTCR, includivug developing and
adopting State regulations and
modifying data management systems to
track new required PWS reports to the
States. Time requirements for a variety
of State agency activities and responses
are estimated in this EA, Exhibit 7.4 of
the RTCR EA lists the activities reqnired
to revise the program following
promulgation of the RTCR along with
their respective costs and burden
iucluding, for example, the net change
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in State burden associated with tracking
the monitoring frequencies of PWSs
(captured under “‘modify data
mauagement systems”). EPA estimated a
net increase in national annualized cost
estimates incurred by States for rule
implementation of $0.18M (three
percent discount rate) and $0.26M
{seven percent disconnt rate) under
either the RTCR or the Alternative
option. Because time requirements for
implementation and annuat
administration activities vary among
State agencies, EPA recognizes that the
unit costs used to develop national
estimates may be an over- or under-
estimate for some States. The
annualized total and net change cost
estimates for States to implement and
administer the rule under the 1989 TCR,
RTCR, and Alternative options are
presented in Exhibit VI-16 of this
preamble.

b. Sample siting plan revision. Under
the RTCR and Alternative option, States
are expected to incur one-time costs to
review sample siting plans and
recommend any revisions to PW3Ss,
Under the 1989 TCR option, no
additional burden or costs are incurred
by States to review sample siting plans,
as these PWSs’ sample siting plans have
already been reviewed and approved.
State costs are based on the number of
PWSs developing revised sample siting
plans each year. Based on previous
experienca, EPA estimated that States
require one to four hours to review
revised sample siting plans and provide
any necessary revisions to PW3s,
depending on PWS size. EPA estimated
a net increase in national annualized
cost estimates incurred by States for
reviewing sample siting plans of $0.42M
{three percent disconnt rate} and
$0.59M {seven percent discount rate)
under eithar the RTCR or the
Alternative option, The annualized net
prasent value total and net change cost
estimates for States to review and revise
sample siting plan under the 1989 TCR,
RTCR, and Alternative option are
presented in Exhibit VI-16 of this
preambie.

c. Monitoring. EPA assumed that
States incnr a monthly 15-minute
burden to review sach PWS’s sample
results under the 1989 TCR, This
astimate reflects the method used to
calculate reporting and recordkeeping

burden under the 1989 TCR in the Drajft

Iuformatian Collection Request for the
Micrabial Rules {USEPA 2008a}.
Because the existing method calculates
cost on a per PWS basis and the total
number of PWSs is the same for cost
modeling under the 1989 TCR and the
RTCR and Alternative option, the uet
change in costs for reviewing

monitoring results is assumed to ba zero
for the RTCR and Alternative option (as
shown in Exhibit VI-16 of this
preamble). Specific actions by States
related to positive samples are
accounted for under the actions
required in response to those samples.

d. Annual site visits. Under the RTCR,
any PWS on an annual monitoring
schedule is required to also have an
annual site visit conducted by the State
or State-designated third party. A
voluntary Level 2 site assessment can
also satisfy the annual site visit
requirement. In many cases a sanitary
survey performed during the same year
can also be used to satisfy this
requirement. Although similar site visits
are not cnrrently required under the
1989 TCR, discussions with States
during the TCRDSAC proceedings
revealed that some do, in fact, conduct
such site visits for PWSs on annual
monitoring schedules, Because of the
high cost for an annual site visit by a
State, for this analysis EPA assumed
that no States choose to conduct annual
site visits unless they already do so
under the 1989 TCR. Therefore, for
overall costing purposes, no net change
in State or PWS costs are assumed for
annual monitoring site visits under the
RTCR or Alternative option (as shown
in Exhibit V116 of this preambia).

. Assessments. States incur burden to
review completed Level 1 and Level 2
assessment forms required to be filed by
PWSs nnder the RTCR and Alternative
option. Although specific forms ara not
required under the 1989 TCR, EPA
assumes that PWSs engage in some form
of consultation with the State when they
have positive sample results and MCL
violations. For costing purposes, EPA
assumes that the level of effort required
for such consultations under the 1989
TCR is the same as that which would be
required for consultations that occur
when an assessment is conducted under
the RTCR and Alternative option. State
costs for the RTCR and Alternative
option are based on the number of PWSs
submitting assessment reports. EPA
estimated that State burden to review
PWS assessment forms rauges from one
to eight hours depending on PWS size
and type and the level of the
assessment. This burden includes any
time required to consult with the PWS
about the assessment report.

Although some States may choose to
conduct assessments for their PWSs,
EPA does not quantify these costs. The
costs are attributed to PWSs that are
responsible for ensuring that
assessiments are done.

As axplained in chapter 7 of the RTCR
EA, EPA assumes a certain level of
assessment activity already occurs

under the 1989 TCR based on
discussions with the techunical
workgroup supporting the advisory
committee. Under the RTCR, the overall
numher of Level 1 and Level 2
assessment triggers decreases compared
to the 1989 TCR as a function of
reduced occurrence over time. This
reduction in assessments under the
RTCR is estimated to translate directly
to a small national cost savings ($0.08M
at either three or seven percent discount
rate} for States. The overall number of
Level 1 and Level 2 assessiments is
higher under the Alternative option as

a result of the initial monthly
monitoring requirements for all PWSs.
The increase in the number of
assessments under the Alternative
option is estimated to translate directly
to a national cost increase {($0.06M at
three percent discount rate and $0.08M
at seven percent discount rate) for
States. The annualized net present vahie
total and net change cost estimates for
States to review completed Level 1 and
Level 2 assessment forms under the
1989 TCR, RTCR, and Alternative
option are presented in Exhibit VI-16 of
this preamble.

f. Corrective actions. For each
corrective action performed under the
RTCR and Alternative option, States
incur recordkeeping and reporting
burden to review assessment forms and
coordinate with PWSs. This includes
burden incurred from any optional
consultations States may conduct with
PWSs or outside parties to determine
the appropriate corrective action to be
implemented. There are no State costs
for corrective action uuder the 1989
TCR because corrective action is not
required under the 1988 TCR. The
number of corrective actions under the
RTCR is estimated to translate to a
national net annualized cost increase to
States of $0.01M at either three or seven
percent discount rate. The number of
corrective actions under the Alternative
option is estimated to translate to a
national net annualized cost increase to
States of $0.02M at either three or seven
percent discount rate. See Exhibit VI-16
of this preamble.

g. Public notification. Under the 1989
TCR, RTCR, and Alternative option,
States incur recordkeeping and
reporting burden to provide
consultation, review the public
notification certification, and file the
report of the violation, A significant
reduction in costs is estimated due to
the elimination of Tier 2 public
notification for non-acute MCL
violations under the RTCR and
Alternative option. Because State costs
are calculated on a per-violation basis,
State costs decline. Under the
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Alternative option, some of the decrease
in cost is offset by additional Tier 1
public notification from the increase in
the number of E. coli MCL violations
detected. Burden hour estimate for State
unit PN costs are derived from the Drajt
Information Collection Request for the
Public Water System Supervision
Program (USEPA 2008b). EPA estimated
a net decrease in national annuealized
cost estimates incurred by States for
public notification of $0.38M {three
percent discount rate) aud $0.36M
{seven percent discount raie) under the
RTCR and a net decrease of $0.36M
{three percent discount rate) and
$0.34M (seven percent discount rate)
uuder the Alternative option. The
annualized net present value total and
net change cost estimates for States to
track public notifications under the
1989 TCR, RTCR, and Alternative
option are presented in Exhibit Vi-16 of
this preambile,

4. Nonquantifiable Costs

EPA believes that all of the rule
elements that are the major drivers of
- the net change in costs from the 1989
TCR have heen quantified to the greatest
degree possible. However, cost
reductions related to fewer monitoring
and reporting violations are not
specifically accounted for in the cost
analysis, and their exclusion from
consideration may result in an
overastimate of the net increase in cost
between the 1989 TCR option and the
RTCR or Alternative option.

TFurthermore, under the 1989 TCR,
RTCR, and Alternative option, Tier 3
public notification for monitoring and
reporting violations are assumed to be
reported once per year as part of the
Consnmer Confidence Reports (CCRs).
Becanse of the use of the CCR to
commuunicate Tier 3 public notification
on a yearly basis, no cost differential
between the current 1989 TCR and the
RTCR and Alternative option is
estimated in the cost model, Howaver,
the advisory committee concluded that
siguificant veductions in monitoring and
reporting violations may be realized
throngh the revised regulatory
framework of the RTCR, which includes

new consequences for failing to comply
with monitoring provisions such as the
requirement to conduct an assessment
or ineligibility for reduced monitoring.
These possible reductions have not been
quantified. System resources used to
process monitoring violation notices for
the CCR and respond to customer
inguiries about the notices, as well as
State resources to remind systems to
take samiples, may be reduced if
significant reductions in monitoring and
reporting violations are realized.
Exclusion of this potential cost savings
may lead to an underestimate of the PN
cost savings under both the RTCR and
Aliernative option. :

Additionally, as an underlying
assumptiou to the costing methodology,
EPA assumed that all PWSs subject to
the RTCR requirements are-already
complying with the 1989 TCR. There
may be some PWSs that are not in full
compliance with the 1989 TCR, and if
so, additional costs and henefits may be
incurred. EPA does not anticipate non-
compliance when performing economic
analyses for NPD'WRs, therefore those
costs and benefits are not captured in
this analysis.

G. Potential Impact of the RTCR on
Households

The household cost analysis considers
the potential increase in a household's
annual water bill if a CWS passed the
entire cost increase resulting from the
rule on to their customers. This analysis
is a tool to gauge potential impacts and
should not be construed as a precise
estimate of potential changes to
househaold water bills, State costs and
costs to TNGWSs and NTNCWSs are not
included in this analysis since their
costs are not typically passed through
directly to households. Exhibit VI-22
presents the mean expected increases in
annnal household costs for all CWSs,
including those systems that do not
have to take corrective action. Exhibit
VI-22 also presents the same
information for CWSs that must take
corrective action. Household costs tend
to decreass as system size increases, due
mainly to the economies of scale for the
corrective actions.

Exhibit VI-22 presents net costs per
household under the RTCR and
Alternative option for ail rule
components spread across all CWSs.
Comparison to the 1989 TCR shows a
cost savings for some households. The
average annual water bill is expected to
increase by six cents or less on average
per year.

While the average increase in annual
household water bills to implement the
RTCR is well less than a dollar,
customers served by a small CWS that
have to take corrective actions as a
rasult of the rule incur slightly larger
increases in their water bills, The
subsequent categories of the exhibit
present net costs per household for
three differeut subsets of CWSs: (1)
CWSs that perform assessments but no
corrective actions, (2) CWSs that
perform corrective actions, and (3)
CWSs that do not perform assessments
or corrective actions. Approximately 67
percent of households are served by
CW3s that perform assessments but do
not perform corrective actions over the
25-year period of analysis {because no
sanitary defects are found). These
households experience a slight cost
savings on an annual basis, due to a
slight reduction in monitoring and
public notification costs. The nine
percent of households belonging to
CWSs that perform corrective actions
over the 25-year period of analysis
experience an increase in annual net
household costs of less than $0.70 on
average for CWSs serving greater thau
4,100 people to approximately $4.50 on
average for CWSs serving 4,100 or fewer
peopls on an annual basis. EPA
estimated that 24 percent of honseholds
are served hy CWSs that do not perform
assessments or corrective actions over
the 25-year period of analysis because
they never exceed an assessment trigger,
This group of households served by
small systems {4,100 or fewer people)
experiences a slight cost change on an
annual basis, comparable to those
performing assessments but no
corrective actions. Overall, the main
driver of additional household costs
under the RTCR is corrective actions.

EXHIBIT VI-22—SUMMARY OF NET ANNUAL PER-HOUSEHOLD COSTS FOR THE RTCR

[2007%]
3% discount rate 7% discount rate
Population served by PWS RTCR Net Attornalive RTCR Nel Alternative
cost per P cosi per P
household cost per household cost per
household household
Ali Community Water Systems {CWSs)
B s £ 1 O R ’ 0.08 l 0.10 l 0.11 l 0.13
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EXHIBIT VI-22—SUMMARY OF NET ANNUAL PER-HOUSEHOLD COSTS FOR THE RTCR—Continued
[2007%)
3% discount rate 7% discount rate

Population served by PWS RTCR Net Alternative RTCR Net Alternative

costger, | osiper | gostper | Costpor

household household
D400 i s e 0.05 .05 0.05 0.05
TOW] it e e a b 0.06 0.06 0.05 0.05

Community Water Systems (CWSs) performing Level 1/Level 2 Assessments {and no Corrective Actions)
S B0 1ovtnrevseseastonetsessssessasneststeesettosbee e sterae s seesessaseses st et seeeeeete st eeeeeseee e (0.22) (0.19) (0.18) (0.13)
3,100 1uvimmrieseesseeressesseseseseseesseesereeesareareeasessseseemeeesseessesssemaeeseeseeneaseeasessesnsen {0.01) (0.01) {0.01) {0.01)
TOMAD 1oreeeevssess oo reesssseees e e e s b ereesRmses s e ea et ba bbbt {0.02) {0.02) {0.01) (0.01)
Community Water Systems {CWSs) performing Corrective Actions
SA 00 ovviveeesessssssessssssssssss st ssssss st ss s e et e 4.47 4.51 393 | 3.98
b s OO PR (.66 0.66 0.55 0.55
TOMA v e s e e ar e n s e eanas (.80 0.80 0.68 0.68
Community Water Systems {CWSs) not performing Level 1/Level 2 Assessments, or Corrective Actions
ZAT00 euviiervieeereesieessen st sesssssssses s s s bR b bR e Ao bm ettt {0.00) 0.02 0.04 0.06
PR TFOQ e s e ass s sesasses e e rrannresenrens | sessassmnersenssnssrases | arsmsssnssesssenensncers | seresrcsrsssseseessensns

TOML 11vvveemresseereerssesssssmsssssssesasessssssssessssesssssrnssrasersassssmassesssssrarasesressessees {0.00) 0.00 0.01 0.02

Scurce: ATCR EA (USEPA 2012a).

H. Incremental Costs and Benefits

The RTCR regulatory options achieve
increasing levels of benefits at
increasing levels of costs. The regulatory
options for this rule, in order of
increasing costs and benefits (Option 1
lowest and Option 3 highest] are as
follows:

s Option 1: 1989 TCR option

s Option 2; RTCR

» Option 3: Alternative option

Incremental costs and benefits are
those that are incurred or realized to
reduce potential illnesses and deaths
from one alternative to the next more
stringent alternative. Estimates of
incremental costs and benefits are
useful when considering the economic
efficiency of different regulatory

the RTCR.

alternatives considered by EPA. One
goal of an incremental analysis is to
identify the regnlatory alternatives
where net social benefits are
maximized, However, incremental net
benefits analysis is not possible when
benefits are discussed gualitatively and
are not monetized, as is the case with

However, incremental analysis can
still provide information on relative
cost-effectiveness of different regulatory
options. For the RTCR, only costs were
monetized. While benefits were not
guantified, an indirect proxy for benefits
was quantified. To compare the
additional net cost iucreases and
associated incremental henefits of the
RTCR aud the Alternative option,
benefits are presented in terms of

corrective actions performed since
performance of corrective actions is
expected to have the impact that is most

directly translatable into potential

health henefits,

Exhibit VI-23 shows the incremental
cost of the RTCR over the 1989 TGR and
the Alternative option over the RTCR for
costs annualized using three percent
and seven percent discount rates. The

" non-monetized corrective action
endpoints are discounted in order to
make them comparable to monetized
endpoints, The relationship between the

incremental costs and benefits is

examined further with respect to cost
effectiveness in section VLM of this

preamble, Benefit Cost Determination
far the RTGR.

EXHIBIT VI—23 INCREMENTAL NET CHANGE IN ANNUALIZED COSTS {($MILLIONS, 2007$) AND BENEFITS
{Number of Corrective Actions}

Costs {$millions)

Benefils

(L2 corrective actions}

Regulatory option
3% 7% 3% 7%
L 12 I R 186.1 178.8 ] No change?d .... | No change?d
RTOR ciiriiriesinscresresss srassas ae s aesn s s s assarenbe b as b s esssarasesssos besstastsassenssnsnsstenen 200.4 193.0 202
incremental RTCR* . 14.3 14.2 202
Aiternative Option ....ccceeeereieeeeen. 215.7 2105 355
Incremental AlterNative OPON2 ... e esennn e 153 17.5 153

t Represents the incremental net change of the RTCR over the 1989 TCR option.
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2 Represents the incremeniat net change of the Alternative option over the RTCR. Add incremental net change for Alternative option to incre-
mental net change for RTCR o calculate the total net chan?e of the Alternative option over the 1989 TCR option.

Note: The RTCR occurrence model yields the number o

corrective actions that are expected to be implemented in addition 1o {net of} those

already implemented under the 1989 TCR. The model doas not incorporate an estimate of the number of corractive actions implemented per
year under the 1989 TCR and does not yield a total for the RTCR and Alternative option that includes the 1989 TCR corrective actions. Benefits
shown include corrective actions based on L2 assessments. Detailed benefits and cost information is provided in Appendices A and C, respec-

ﬁvglx, of the RTCR EA (USEPA 2012a).
S

explained in section VI.F.2.f of this preamble, Corrective actions, for medeling purposes, EPA estimates the net change onlI‘ in the num-

ber of corrective actions perdormed under the RTCR and Alternative option compared to the 1989 TCR and thus did not quantify 1

baseline number of corractive actions performed under the 1989 TCR.

I Benefits From Simultaneous
Beduction of Co-occurring
Contaminants

As discussed in section VLE of this
preamble, Anticipated Benefits of the
RTCR, the potential benefits from the
RTCR include avoldance of a full range
of health effects from the consumption
of fecally contaminated drinking water,
including the following: acute and
chronic illness, endemic and epidemic
disease, waterborne disease outhreaks,
and death.

Systems may choose corrective
actions that also reduce other drinking
water confaminants as a result of the
fact that the corrective action eliminates
a pathway of potential contamination
into the distribution system. For
exampie, eliminating a cross connection
reduces the potential for chemical
contamination as well as microbial. Due
to a lack of contamination co-occurrence
data that could relate to the effect that
treatment corrective action may have on
contamination entering through
distrihution system pathways, EPA has
not quantified such potential henefits,

I. Change in Risk From Other
Contaminants

All surface water systems are already
required to disinfect under the SWTR
{USEPA 1989b, 54 FR 27486, June 29,
1989) but the RTCR could impact
cuwrrently undisinfected ground water
systems, If a previously undisinfected
ground water system chooses
disinfection as a corrective action, the
disinfectant cau react with pipe scale
causiug increased risk from some
contaminants that may be entraiued in
the pipe scales and other water quality
problems. Examples of contaminants
that could be released include lead,
copper, and arsenic. Disinfection could
also possibly lead to a temporary
discolaoration of the water as the scale is
loosened from the pipe. These risks can
be addressed by gradually phasing in
disinfection to the system, by targeted
flushing of distribution system maius,
and by maintaining an effective
corrosion control program.

Introducing a disinfectant could also
result in an increassd risk from
disinfection byproducts {DBPs). Risk
from DBPs has already been addressed

in the Stage 1 Disinfection Byproducts
Rule {(DBPR) (USEPA 1998a) and
additional consideration of DBP risk has
been addressed in the final Stage 2
DBPR {USEPA 2006e). In general,
ground water systems are less likely to
experience high levels of DDPs than
surface water systems because they have
lower levels of naturally occurring
organic materials that contribute to DBP
formation. :

EPA does not expect many previously
undisinfected systems to add
disinfection as a result of either the
RTCR or Alternative rule options,
Ground water systems that are not
currently disinfecting may eveutually
install disinfection if RTCR distribution
system monitoring and assessments,
and/or subsequent source water
monitoring required under the GWR,
result in the determination that source
water treatment is required.

K. Effects of Fecal Contamination and/
or Waterborne Pathogens on the General
Population and Sensitive
Subpopulations

It is anticipated that the requirements
of the RTCR will help reduce pathways
of entry for fecal contamination and/or
waterborne pathogens into the
distributiou system, therehy reducing
risk to both the general population as
well as to sensitive subpopulations.

As discussed previously in this
preamble, fecal contamination may
contain waterborne pathogens including
bacteria, viruses, and parasitic protozoa.
Waterborue pathogens can cause a
variety of illnesses, including acute
gastrointestinal illness (AGI) with
diarrhea, abdominal discomfort, nausea,
vomiting, and other symptoms. Most
AGI cases are of short duration and
result in mild ilness. Other more severs
illnesses caused by waterborne
pathogens include hemolytic uremic
syndrome (HUS] (kidney failure),
hepatitis, and bloody diarrhea (WHO
2004). Chronic disease such as ivritable
bowel syndrome, reduced kidney
function, hypertensiou and reactive
arthritis can result from infection by a
waterborne agent {Clark et al. 2008}

Waterborne pathogens may
subsequently infect other people
through a variety of other routes (WHO
2004). When hunans are exposed to and

e {non-zero)

infected by an enteric pathogen, the
pathogen hecomes capable of
reproducing in the gastrointestinal tract.
As a result, healthy humans shed
pathogens in their feces for a period
ranging from days to weeks. This
shedding of pathogeus often occurs in
the absence of any signs of clinical
illness. Regardless of whethera
pathogen causes clinical illness in the
person who sheds it in his or her feces,
the pathogen being shed may infect
other people directly by person-to-
person spread, contact with
contaminated surfaces, and other
means, which are collectively referred
to as secondary spread.

‘When sensitive subpopulations are
exposed to fecal contamination and/or
waterborne pathogens, more severe
illness {and sometimes death) can occur.
Examples of sensitive subpopulations
are provided in chapter 2 of the RTCR
EA. The potential health effects
associated with sensitive populatiou
groups—children, pregnant women, the
elderly, and the immunocompromised—
are described in the following
paragraphs,

1. Risk to Children, Pregnant Women,
and the Elderly

Children and the elderly are
particularty vulnerable to kidney failure
(hemolytic uremic syndrome) caused hy
the pathogenic bacterium E. coli
0157:H7. Kidney failure in children and
the elderly have resulted from
waterborne outbreaks due to exposure to
E. coli 0157:H7 from consuming ground
water in Cabool, Missouri {Swerdlow et
al. 1992); Alpine, Wyomiug (Olsen et al.
2002); Washington County, New York
(NY State DOI 2000}; and Walkerton,
Ontario, Canada {Health Canada 2600).

The risk of acute illness and death
due to viral contamination of drinking
water depends on several factors,
including the age of the exposed
individual. Infants and young children
have higher rates of infection and
disease from enteroviruses than other
age groups (JSEPA 1999}, Several
enteroviruses that can be transmitted
through water can have serious health
consaquences in children, Enteroviruses
{which include poliovirus,
coxsackievirus, and echovirus} have
besn implicated in cases of flaccid
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paralysis, myocarditis, encephalitis,
hemorrhagic conjunctivitis, and
diabetes mellitus {Datldorf and Melnick
1965; Smith 1970; Berlin et al. 1993;
Cherry 1995; Melnick 1996; CDC 1997;
Modlin 1997). Women may be at
increased risk from enteric viruses
during pregnancy {Gerba et al. 1998).
Enterovirus infections in pregnant
wormsn can also be transmitted to the
unborn child late in pregnancy,
sometimes resulting in severe iliness in
the newborn {USEPA 2000b).

Other waterborne viruses can also be
particularty harmful to children.
Rotavirus disproportionately affects
children less than five years of age
{Parashar et al. 1998). However, the
pentavalent rotavirus vaccine licensed
for use in the United States has been
shown to be 74 percent effective against
rotavirus gastroenteritis of any severity
{Dennehy 2008). For echovirus, children
are disproportionately at risk of
becoming ill once infected (Modlin
1986}. According to CDC, echovirus is
not a vaccine-preventable disease {CDC
. 2007).

The elderly are particularly at risk
from diarrheal diseases {Glass ef al.
2000) such as those associated with
waterborne pathogens. In the US,
approximately 53 percent of diarrheal
deaths occur among those older than 74
years of age, and 77 percent of diarrheal
deaths occur among those older than 64
years of age. In Cabool, Missouri

(Swerdlow et al, 1992}, a waterborns E,
coli 0157:H7 outbreak in a ground water
systemn resulted in four deaths, ali
among the elderly. One death occurred
from HUS {kidney failure), the others
from gastrointestinal illness.
Furthermore, hospitalizations due to
diarrheal disease are higher in the
elderly than younger adults (Glass et al,
2000). Average hospital stays for
individuals older than 74 years of age
due to diarrheal illness are 7.4 days
compared to 4.1 days for individuals
aged 20 to 49 (Glass et al. 2000).

It is anticipated that the requirements
of the RTCR will help reduce pathways
of entry for fecal contamination and/or
waterborne pathogens into the
distribution system, thereby reducing
risk to both the general population as
well as to sensitive subpopulations such
as children, pregnant women, and the
elderly.

2. Risk to Inmunocompromised Persons

AGI symptoms may be more severe in
immunocompromised persons (Frisby et
al. 1997; Carey ef al. 2004}, Such
persons iuclude those with acquired
immune deficiency syndrome [(AIDS),
cancer patients undergoing
chemotherapy, organ transplant
recipients treated with drugs that
suppress the immune system, and
patients with autoimmune disorders
snch as lupus. In AIDS patients,
Cryptosporidium, a waterborne
protozoa, has been found in the lungs,

ear, stomach, bile duct, and pancreas in
addition to the small intestine {Farthing
2000). Immunocompromised patients
with severe persistent cryptosporidiosis
may die-{Carey ef al. 2004).

For the immunocompromised, Gerba
et al. (1996) reviewed the literature and
reported that enteric adenovirns and
rotavirus are the two waterborne viruses
most cominonly isolated in the stools of
AIDS patients. For patients undergoing
bone-marrow transplants, several
studies cited by Gerba et al, {19986)
reported mortality rates greater than 50
percent among patients infected with
enteric viruses.

It is anticipated that the requirements
of the RTCR will help reduce pathways
of entry for fecal contamination and/or
waterborne pathogens into the
distribution system, thereby reducing
risk to both the general population as
well as to sengitive subpopulations such
as the immunocompromised.

L. Uncertainties in the Benefit and Cost
Estimates for the RTCR

A computer simulation model was
used to estimate costs and indicators of
benefits of the RTCR. Exhibit VI-24
shows that these outputs depend on a
number of key model inputs, This
section describes analyses that were
conducted to understand how
uncertainties in these inputs
contributed to uncertainty in model
outputis.
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Exhibit VI-24 Simulation Model, Inputs, and Outputs

Inputs ——=

Implementation Assumptions
(how systems implement
monitoring provisions, including

those for reduced monitoring)

Unit Costs (sampling, analysis,
assessments, corrective actions)

Occurrence Parameters (parameter
pairs describe how occurrence
varies from system-to-system)

Efectiveness Parameters {fraction
of assessments that lead to
corrective actions and the degree
to which these reduce indicator
OCCUtTEnce)

Ground Water Rule effects
(determine how often source water
sampling leads to new disinfection or
other actions that change a PWS's
indicator occurrence levels)

Stmulation Model

——== Outputs

Sampling Results {number of samples
taken, and number found
to be TC-positive and EC-positive)

Non-acute and acute violations;
Assessments Conducted (Level 1 and
Level 2)

Corrective Actions

Occutrence Rates for tqtal coliform
and £. coli

Total § Costs

1, Inputs and Their Uncertainties

It is anticipated that the requirements
of the RTCR will help raduce pathways
of entry for fecal contamination and/or
waterborne pathogens into the
distribution system, thereby reducing
exposure and illness from these
contaminants in drinking water. These
exposure and illness reductions could
not be modeled and estimated
guantitatively, due to a lack of a
quantitative relationship between
indicators aud pathogens. Section VLE.3
of this preamble, Nonguantifiable
benefits, and chapter 6 of the RTCR EA
discuss this issue qualitatively.

Mode! outputs include two important
indicators that are used to qualitatively
describe benefits: E. colf occurrence in
routine total coliform samples and the
occurrence of Level 1 and 2
assessments, These outputs were
monitored as endpoints in the
sensitivity analyses described in this
section.

Quantified national cost estimates
include costs of required monitoring,
assessiments, corrective actions, and
public notifications. Total costs were
monitored as end-points in the
sensitivity analyses described in this
section.

None of the inputs shown in Exhibit
VI-24 is perfectly known, so each has
some degree of uncertainty. Some of
these inputs are informed directly by
data, so their uncertainties are due to
limitations of the data. For example,
uncertainty about the statistical model
nsed to characterize occurrence is due
to the lmited numbers of systems and
measurements per system in the Six-
Year Review 2 dataset. Other inputs are
informed by professional judgment, so
their uncertainties are expressed in
terms of reasonable upper and lower
bounds that are, themselves, based on
expert judgment. For example, 10
percent of assessments (representing the
incremental increase over the 1989 TCR)

are expected to result in effective
corrective actions, based on professional
judgment, with reasonable upper and
lower bounds of 20 percent and 5
percent, respectively.

Sensitivity analyses were conducted
to assess the degree to which
uncertainties about selected inputs
contribute to uncertainty in the
resulting cost estimates, The analyses
focused on the inputs that are listed in
Exhibit VI-24. Varying the assumptions
about the percentages of corrective
actions identified and the effectiveness
of those actions has a less than linear
effect on gutcomaes, and the RTCR
continues to be less costly than the
Alternative option under all scenarios
modeled. Exhibits 5.22a and 5.22b of
the RTCR EA provide summaries of the
driving model parameters and indicate
where in the RTCR EA the full
discussion of uncertainty on each
parameter is contained.
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Not shown in Exhibit VI-24 are some
inputs that are very well known. These
are inventory data, which include the
list of all PWSs affected by the RTCR
and, for each systemn, information on its
source water type, disinfection practice,
and population served, Althongh this
informatton is not perfect, any
uncertainty is believed to have
negligible impact on model outputs.
EPA did not conduct sensitivity
analyses to evaluate the importance of
these small uncertainties,

2. Sensitivity Analysis

Default values of the model inputs are
considered reasonable best-estimates,
Model outputs that are obtained when
the inputs are set to these default values
are also considered to be reasonable
best-estimates. EPA conducted
sensitivity analyses to learn how much
the outputs might change when
individual inpnts are changed from
their default values. The approach taken
was to change each input to some
reasonable upper and lower bounds,
based on professional judgment.

Many of the uncertainties are
expected to impact the model output in
a similar fashion for the 1989 TCR,
RTCR, and the Alternative option. For
example, an increase in a total coliform
occurrence tends to increase the total
cost and benefit estimates for all of the
rule alternatives. Because the benefit
and cost analyses focus on net changes
among the 1989 TCR, RTCR, and
Alternative option, these common
sources of uncertainty may tend to
cancel out in the net change analyses.
Other uncertainties were expected to
have stronger influence on net changes
among the 1989 TCR, RTCR, and
Alternative option because of their
unequal influence on the options. For
example, assumptions about the
effectiveness of corrective actions

influences total costs of the RTCR and
Alternative option, but not the 1989
TCR option.

Results of the sensitivity analyses
{reported in the RTCR EA) showed that
the fundamental conclusions of the
economic analysis do not change over a
wide range of assumptions. Both the
RTCR and Alternative option provide
henefits as compared to the 1989 TCR.
Varying key assumptions has a less than
linear effect on outcomes, and the RTCR
continues to be less costly than the
Alternative option under all scenarios
modeled, See section 5.3.3.1 of the
RTCR EA for details,

M. Benefit Cost Defermination for the
RTCR '

Pursuant to SDWA section
1412(b}(6}{A), EPA has determined that
the benefits of the RTCR justify the
costs. In making this determination,
EPA considered quantified and
nonquantified benefits and costs as well
as the other components of the HRRCA
ouflined in section 1412(b)(3){C} of the
SDWA,

Additionally, EPA used several other
techniques to compare benefits and
costs including a break-even analysis
aud a cost effectiveness analysis. EPA
developed a break-even analysis to
inform the discussion of whether the
benefits justify the cost of the
regulation. The break-even analysis (see
chapter 9 of the RTCR EA} was
conducted using two example
pathogens responsible for some
funknown) proportion of waterborne
illnesses in the United States: shiga
toxin-producing E. coli 0157:H7 2 {STEC
(0157:H7) and Salmonelia. In the break-
even analysis, CDC and Economic
Research Service (ERS} estimates were
used for STEC 0157:H7 and Salmonella
infections, respectively. Valnations of
medical cases were developed using the

ERS Foodhorne [liness Calculator,
Chapter @ of the RFCR EA has a
complete discussion of the break even
analysis and how costs per case were
calculated.

Based on either example pathogen
considered in the breakeven analysis, a
small number of fatal cases annually
would need to be avoided, relative to
the CDC’s estimate of cases caused by
waterborne pathogens, in order to hreak
even with rule costs, For example,
under the RTCR, just two deaths would
need to be avoided annually using a
three percent discount rate based on
consideration of the bacterial pathogen
STEC 0157:H7. Alternatively,
approximately 3,000 or 8,000 non-fatal
cases, using the enhanced or traditional
benefits valuations approaches,?
respectively, would need to be avoided
to break even with rule costs. As
expected based on its costs, the lower
cost of the RTCR relative to the
Alternative option means that fewer
cases need to be avoided in order to
break even. See Exhibit VI-25,

As Exhibit VI-25 shows,
approximately 2 deaths would need to
be avoided from a Salmonella infection
for the rule to break even. The estimated
number of non-fatal Salmonella cases
that would need to be avoided to break
even is approximately 10,000 or 68,000
cases under the enhanced and
traditional benefits valuations
approaches, respectively. Given the
large number of potential waterborne
pathogens shown to occur in PWSs and
the relatively low net costs of the RTCR,
EPA believes, as discussed in this
section and in the RTCR EA, that the
RTCR is likely to at least break even.
Chapter 9 of the RTCREA has a
complete discussion of the break-even
analysis and how costs per case were
calculated.

EXHIBIT VI-25—ESTIMATED BREAKEVEN THRESHOLD FOR AVCIDED CASES CF E. coli Q157:H7 AND Salmonelia

5 RTCR Alternative option
: iscount rate
Cost of iliness (COI) methodology {percent) Non-fatal Fatal cases Non-fatal Fatal cases
cases only oniy cases only only 1
£, coli O157:H7
Traditional GOl ......... Devstrsnsssasressnssnsesseorasseranssresnssnestaress 3 8,000 1.6 17,000 34
7 8,000 1.6 18,000 3.6
Enhanced COL ...t ccr s svsirsmsne s iaimranaens 3 3,000 1.6 8,000 3.4
7 3,000 1.6 6,000 3.6
Salmonelia

2 Acrording to tho Web site of the American
Academy of Family Physicians (hetp://
www.aafp.org/afp/20000401 /tips/11.html), “Shiga
toxin-producing Escherichia colf is a group of
bacteria strains capable of causing significant
human disease. The pathegen is iransmitted
primarily by food and has beceme an impertant
pathogen in industrialized North Amorica. Tha
subgroup enterchemarrhagic K. colf includes the

rofatively important seratype 0167:H7, and more
than 100 other non-0157 strains.”

3 PBath traditional and enhanced cost of iliness
{CO1) approaches count the valua of the direct
medical costs and of time lost that would bean
spent working for a wage, but differ in their
assessmont of the value of time lost that would be
spent in nonmarket work {e.g., housework,

yardwork, and raising children} and leisure (e.g.,
recreation, family time, and steep). They also differ
in their valuation of {other) disutility, which
encompasses a tange of factors of well-being,
including both inconvenience and any pain and
suiforing. A complete discnssion of the traditional
and enhanced COY approaches can be found in
Appendix E of the RTCR EA {USEPA 2012a).
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EXHIBIT VI-25—ESTIMATED BREAKEVEN THRESHOLD FOR AVOIDED CASES OF E, colf Q157:H7 AND Salmonefla—
Continued
RTCR Alternative option
Discount rate
Cost of iliness (COl) methodology {percant) Non-fatal Fatal cases Non-fatal Fatal cases

cases onfy oniy ! cases only anly 1
Tradifional GOl ...vcoviiisinreiesiinsissssnrmsssesssesimsessserne 3 68,000 1.6 141,000 3.4
7 68,000 1.6 151,000 3.6
ENhanCed GOl ..iiiiiivveirrriscsirietinistesresseesssbesversssens 3 10,000 16 21,000 3.4
7 10,000 1.6 23,000 3.6

1 Catculations for fatal cases include the non-fatal COl component for the underlying lliness prior 1o death.
Note: The number of cases needed to reach break-even ihreshold Is calculated by dividing the net change in cosls for the RTCH by the aver-

age eslimated value of avolded cases.

E, ¢oli O157:H7 and Salmeneila are only two of multiple pathegenic endpoints that could have been used for this analysis. Use of additional
pathogenic contaminanis in addition to these single endpoints would result in fower threshold values.
Detail may not add due to indeﬁendent rounding.

The breakeven thresheld is hig

er using a 7% discount rate than a 3% discount rate under the Alternative option. This result is consistent with

the costs of the Alternalive option being higher using the 7% discount rate, which is caused by the frontloading of costs in the period of analysis,
as explained further in Chapter 7 of the RTCR EA {USEPA 2012a)}.

Cost-effectiveness is another way of
examining the benefits and costs of the
rule. Exhibit VI-26 shows the cost of the
rule per corrective action implemented.
The cost-effectiveness analysis, as with
the net benefits, is limited hecause EPA

was able to only partially quantify and
monetize the benefits of the RTCR. As
discussed previously and demonstrated
in the RTCR EA, the RTCR achieves the
lowest cost per corrective action
avoided among the options considered.,

The incremental cost-effectiveness
analysis shows that the RTCR has a
lower cost per corrective action than the
Alternative option.

EXHIBIT VI-26—TOTAL NET ANNUAL COST PER CORRECTIVE ACTION IMPLEMENTED UNDER RTCR AND ALTERNATIVE
OPTION, ANNUALIZED {UUSING THREE PERCENT AND SEVEN PERGENT DISCOUNT RATES)

[$Millions, $2007}

Hegulatory scenario

RTCR—Net Change

RTCR—Incremental Number of Corrective Actions {L.1 & L2)

RTCR—Cost Effectiveness Analysis
Alternative Option—Net Change

Alternative Option—Incremental Number of Corrective Actions (L1 & L2}
Alternative Option—Cost Effectiveness Analysis

3% discount rate 7% discount rate
$14.3 $14.2
616 594
$0.02 $0.02
$29.6 $31.7
808 819
$0.04 $0.04

Note: Corrective actions include those conducted as a result of either Level 1 or Level 2 assessments. Total rule cosis are shown in Exhibit
9.14 of the RTCR EA (USEPA 2012a). Detailed benefils and cost information is provided in Appendices A and C, respectively, of the RTCR EA

(USEPA 2012a).

The preferred option for the final rule
is the RTCR. The analyses performed as
part of the RTCR EA (USEPA 2012a)
support the collective judgment and
consensus of the advisory committee
that tbe RTCR requirements provide for
effective and efficient revisions to the
1989 TCR regulatory requirements, The
estimated net cost increase of the RTCR
is small {$14M annually) relative to the
1989 TCR and small compared to the
net cost increase of the Alternative
option ($30M-$32M) relative to the
1989 TCR. In addition, no backsliding in
overall risk is predicted.

N. Comments Received in Response to
EPA’s Requests for Comment

In the proposal for the RTCR, EPA
requested comment on the SAB’s
concerns (selection of the RTCR option
and measures for tracking long term
effectiveness of RTCR}, on replacement
and maintenance costs for major
distribution system appurtenances, on

agsumptions regarding State nse of
annual monitoring and annual site
visits, and on assumptions regarding the
results and effectiveness of Level 1 and
Level 2 assessments. This section
summarizes the commments EPA received
on these issues.

1. SAB’s Concerns

Most comments EPA received were in
favor of the selection of the RTCR
option over the 1988 TCR and the
Alternative option. Commenters thought
that the additional transition costs
associated with the Alternative option
did not justify the relatively small
increase in benefits and noted that over
the long term the benefits for both
options were extremsly similar. Some
cominenters provided EPA with specific
input on what kind of data to collect in
order to indicate the long term
effectiveness of the RTCR, However,
most commenters instead emphasized
the need for SDWIS to be equipped to

record the data, and that necessary
changes to SDWIS be made in time for
the rule to take effect. EPA remains
committed to providing the necessary
update to SDWIS before the final rule
goes into effect aud will continue to
work with data users to identify system
data collection needs aud measures,

2. Costs of Major Distribution System
Appurteuances

Most comments supported EPA’s
decision not to include replacement or
maintenance costs of major distribution
system appurtenances under the RTCR.
However, some comimenters expressed
concern that some systems, in particular
small systems, do not plan for capital
expenditures, and therefore these costs
should be included. EPA continues to
helieve, as informed by the TCRDSAC
deliberations, that the assessment
requirement of the RTCR may help to
identify when the useful life of an
appurteuance has occurred or
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maintenance is required, but that these
costs should be attributable to regutar
maintenance and repair, not to the
RTCR. Therefors, EPA has not changed
this assumption in the BA for the final
rule.

3. Annual Monitoring and Annual Site
Visits

Comments on this subject were
mixed. Most commenters thought that
the assumption that only states that
currently allow annnal monitoring and
conduct annual site visits would
continue to do so nnder the RTCR was
a reasonable one. However, there were
some commenters that pointed out that
some States that currently do not atlow
annual monitoring may begin to allow it
because of a lack of resources and
because of the desire to meet only the
minimnm aspects of the RTCR. Based
on stakeholder input and comments
received, EPA continues to believe that
EPA’s original assumption is valid, that
only States that currently allow annual
monitoring and perform annual visits
would continues to do so.

4, Effectiveness of Assessments

Several commenters agreed that EPA
made a reasonable assumption that 10
percent of assessments would lead to
corrective action above what is
occurring under the 1989 TCR. For
those that did not agree the assumption
was reasonable, the response was split
between those that thought the estimate
was too high, and those that thought the
estimate was too low. Therefore, EPA
has chosen to retain the estimate of 10
percent, which was originally derived
with stakeholder input.

Several commenters snpported the
assumptions regarding the effectiveness
of corrective actions. Many of these
comimenters stated that it would be
extremely difficult to determiue if these
assumptions are accurate or not. Some
comumenters thought that these
assumptious were too optimistic and
that little or no benefit would be
realized by the use of the assessinents
and corrective action. In the absence of
stroug consensus for changing these
assumptions, EPA has elected to keep
the assumptions in place.

0. Other Comments Received by EPA

In addition to comments received as
a result of requests for comment, EPA
also received comments on various
technical aspects of the EA. Those
comments included concerns with the
analysis in the followiug areas: EPA’s
inability to quantity health benefits,
small PWS’s possible inability to return
to reduced monitoring after heing
triggered into monthly monttoriug, the

shift of State resources from public
health related activities to tracking and
compliance under the RTCR, and
estimates abont the State burden.

1. Quantifying Health Benefits

Some commenters expressed concern
that EPA is not quantifying bensfits.
Instead of quantifying the benefits, the
RTCR EA examines the benefits in terms
of trade-offs between compliance with
the 1989 TCR and the other options
considersd (RTCR and Alternative
option). As allowed under and
consistent with the HRRCA
requirements outlined in section 1412
(b){3)(C) of the SDWA, EPA used several
methods to qualitatively evaluate the
benefits of the RTCR and Alternative
option. The qualitative evalnation nses
both the judgment of EPA as informed
by the TCRDSAG deliberations as well
as quantitative estimates of changes in
total coliform occurrence and counts of
systems implementing corrective
actions. EPA acknowledges that the
predicted benefits of changes in total
coliform occwrrence and numbers of
corrective actions implemented are a
function of model assumptions, and
EPA recognizes that there is some
uncertainty with the assumptions,
However, sensitivity analyses showed
that the fundamental conclusions of the
EA do not change over a wide range of
assumnptions tested, and that the RTCR
provides benefits aver the 1989 TCR.

EPA uotes that the supporting
analyses that formed the foundation of
the RTCR EA were reviewed by the
SAB. SAB noted in their report that “in
general, the Committee was impressed
by the work the Agency undertook. The
Agency obviously did a great deal of
work and put a siguificant amount of
thought into making uss of the limitad
amount of data.” SAB also
acknowledged that “the EA represents
the best possible analysis given the
paucity of available data” {SAB 2010}

2. Return to Reduced Monitoring

Some commenters stated that PWSs,
fu particular NCWS3s, will uever again
qualify for quarterly or annual
monitoring uuder the RTCR once they
are triggered into increased monthly
monitoring. EPA disagrees with this
statement, Under the RTCR, NCWSs that
are triggered into monthly monitoring
could possibly meet the criteria to once
again qualify for (routinae) quarterly or
{reduced) annual monitoring in as little
as one year. Some commaenters stated
that EPA has underestimated the
numbers of systems that will be
triggered into monthly monitoring based
on existing noucowpliance rates, with

particular emphasis on systems with
monitoring violations.

Consistent with past FPA FA
analyses, the occurrence model and cost
estimates in the EA do not includs
estimates for non-compliance with EPA
regulatory requirements snch as
monitoring. In addition, EPA disagrees
with many commenters’ assumptions
that monitoring violation rates will
remain the same under the RTCR. EPA
belisves that the rates of monitoring
violations will decrease because of
strengthened incentives for systems to
monifor and the enhanced
consequences of noncompliance. A
PWS on quarterly or annual monitoring
has a greater incentive under the RTGR
to do its monitoring because if it
doesn’t, it will be triggered into
increased monitoring, The 1989 TCR
did not include such a requirement.
Under the RTCR, if a PWS does not
complete its repeat samples, it will e
triggered to conduct an assessment,
With preater consequences for not
completing required sampling, systems
will be more likely to complete their
monitoring. Thus, EPA believes that
rates of monitoring and reporting
violations will be lower under the RTCR
than they are under the 1982 TCR.

Mauy commenters had concerus with
monitoring violation rates specifically
for those systems that are on annual
monitoring. EPA believes that the
monitoring violation rates for these
systems will not be as high as predicted
by commanters since one of the
requirements to remain on annuaf
maonitoring is an annuat site visit by the
State or a Level 2 assessment, If, at the
time of the site visit or the Level 2
assessment, that year’s annual samples
have not been taken, the State or
assessor will have the opportunity to
remind the system to take the required
samples, assist the system in taking the
sample at that time, or iuclude taking
the sample as part of the site visit or
assessment.

All triggers to increased monitoring in
the RTCR are consistent with EPA’s
position, as informed by TCRDSAC
discussions, that annual monitoring is a
privilege for ouly the most well run
systems. Systems that are not able to
meet annual mouitoring requirements
would not be considered among the
most well run, and therefore would be
triggered into more frequent monitoriug,

3. Shift of State Resources

Some commenters assert that States
will be overwhelmed by the burdeu of
tracking and enforcement activities of
RTCR because all small PWSs,
espectally NCWSs, will be triggered into
monthly monitoriug under the RTCR
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and that this will result in a significant
increase in violations and tracking and
enforcement activities.

In order to address these concerns,
EPA made a change from the proposal
to this final rule by changing the result
of a mouitoring violation trigger for
systems on anuual monitoring. Instead
of a monitoring violation triggering a
system directly into monthly
monitoring, a monitoring violation will
now trigger the system in violation to
guarterly monitoring. All other triggers
{i.e., E. coli MCL violation, a Level 2
assessmout, a coliform treatment
technique violation} continue to move
the system to monthly monitoring. This
was done to address concerns that too
many systems would end up on
monthly monitoriug and it would be too
burdensome for both systems and
States. This chauge did uot affect any
cost numbers in the EA since the EA
does not model non-compliance. See
sections II1.C.1.b.iv, Increased
monjitoring, and II.C.2.h, Ground water
NCWSs serving < 1,000 people, of this
preamble for a more detailed
explauatiou of this change.

EPA disagrees with any
characterization of tracking and
enforcement activilies as uurelated to
public health protection. Tracking and
enforcement helps to ensure that
systemns take their samples, find
contamination when it is present, and
assess the system and maks any
necessary corrections improving public
health protection. Thus, tracking and
enforcement serves an integral role in
the protection of public health that
RTCR provides.

4, State Burden

a. Monitoring and Level 2
assessnients, Some commenters
expressed concern that States would
ultimately bear the costs of conducting
monitoring and Level 2 assessments of
PW35s, Other commenters indicated that
some States already cover the costs of
monitoring and assessment-type
activities under the 1989 TCR but would
no louger be able to do so under the
RTCR because the rule would require
them to shift their resources to
enforcement activities. EPA notes that
while States do have the right to choose
to cover the costs of conducting
monitoring and assessments, the PWSs
themselves are ultimately responsible
for completing these activities. Neither
the 1989 TCR nor the RTCR requires
States to conduct monitoring for PWSs.
The RTCR allows Level 2 assessments to
be conducted by parties approved by the
State, including the PWS where
appropriate. EPA believes that there are
many third parties that can reliably

conduct Level 2 assessmeuts, including
certified operators, professional
engineers, circuit riders aud others. This
flexibility should allow the State to
assure thorough assessments without
requiring the State to use its own
resources to couduct them.

b. Underestimatian, Some
commenters said that EPA
underestimated the cost for systems aud
States to read and understand the rule.
Others assert that EPA underestimated
the cost for annual administration. In
calculating the estimates for systems
and States to read and understand the
rule, EPA looked to estimates prepared
for other recent rulemakings, including
the Aircraft Drinking Water Rule
(LISEPA 2009, 74 FR 53590, October 19,
2009} and the Lead and Copper Rule
Short-Term Revisions (USEPA 2007, 72
FR 57782, October 10, 2007). EPA then
considered the rule requirements in
comparison to the 1989 TCR, given that
systems and States are well acquainted
with the 1989 rule. The 4-hour figure is
a national average, and may vary due to
individual system complexity. EPA
continues to believe that the estimated
number of hours to read and understand
the RTCR is logical.

VII, Statutory and Executive Order
Review

A, Executive Order 12866: Regulatory
Planning and Review and Executive
Order 13563: Improving Regulation and
Regulatory Review

Under Executive Order 12866 {58 FR
51735, October 4, 1993}, this action is a
significant regulatory action.
Accordingly, EPA submitted this action
to the Office of Management and Budget
{OMB} for review under Executive
Orders 12866 and 13563 (76 FR 3821,
Januvary 21, 2011) and any changes made
in response to OMB recommendations
have been documented in the docket for
this action,

EPA estimates that the RTCR will
have an overall annual impact on PWSs
of $14 M and that the impact on small
entities (PWSs serving 10,000 people or
fewer) will be $10.0M-$10.3M
annualized at three and seven percent
discount rates, respectively. These
impacts are described in sections VI,
Economic Analysis {(Health Risk
Reduction und Cost Analysis), and
VII.C, Regulotory Flexibility Act (RFA),
of this preamble, respectively, and in
the analysis that EPA prepared of the
potential costs and beuefits of this
action, contained in the RTCR EA.

B. Paperwork Reduction Act

The information collection
requirements in this rule will be

submitted for appraval to the OMB
under.the Paperwork Reduction Act, 44
U.5.C. 3501 et seq. The information
collection requirements are not
enforceable until OMB approves them.

The information collected as a result
of this rule will allow States/primacy
agencies and EPA to determine
appropriate requirements for specific
systemns and evaluate compliance with
the proposed RTCR. Burdeu is defined
at 5 CFR 1320.3(b} and means the total
time, effort, and fiuaucial resources
required to generate, matntain, retain,
disclose, or provide information to or
for a Federal agency. The burden for this
final rule includes the time needed to
conduct the following State and PWS
activities:

State activities:

+ Read and understand the rule;

» Mobilize {including primacy
application}), plan, and implement;

¢ Train PW3 aud consulitant staff;

¢ Track compliancs;

* Analyze and review PWS data;

» Review sample siting plans and
recomwend auy revisions to PWSs;

» Make determinations concerning
PWS monitoring requirements;

s Respond to PWSs that have positive
samples;

s Recordkeeping;

+ Review completed assessment
forms and consult with the PWS about
the assessment report;

+ Review and coordinate with PWSs
to determine optimal corrective actions
to be implemented; and

¢ Provide consultation, review PN
certificatious, and file reports of
violations,

PWS activities:

¢ Read and understand the rule;

e Planning and mobilization
activities;

+ Revise existing sample siting plans
to identify sampling locations and
collection’'schedules that are
representative of water throughout the
distribution system;

s Conduct routine, additional routins,
and repeat monitoring, and repoit the
results as required;

¢ Complete a Lovel 1 assessment if
the PWS experiences a Level 1 trigger,
and submit a form to the State to
identify sanitary defects detected,
corrective actions completed, and a
timetable for any corrective actions not
already completed;

s Complete a Level 2 assessment if
the PWS experiences a Level 2 trigger,
and submit a form to the State ta
identify sanitary defects detected,
corrective actions completed, and a
timetable for any corrective actions not
already completed;

» Correct sanitary defects found
through the performance of Level 1 or




Federal Register/Vol. 78, No. 30/Wednesday, February 13, 2013 /Rules and Regulations

10339

Level 2 assessments and report on
completion of corrective actions as
required;

¢ Develop and distribute Tier 1
public notices when E. coli MCL
viclations oceur;

¢ Develop and distribute Tier 2

. public notices when the PWSs fail to

take corrective action; and

» Develop and distribute Tier 3
public notices when the PWSs fail to
comply with the monitoring
requirements or with mandatory
reporting of required information within
the specified timeframe.

For the first three years after
publication of the RTCR in the FR, the

major information requirements apply
to 154,894 respondents. The total
incremental burden associated with the
change in moving from the information
requirements of the 1989 TCR to those
in the RTCR over the three years
covered by the ICR is 2,518,578 hours,
for an average of 839,526 hours per year.
The total incremental cost over the
three-year clearance period is $71.3M,
for an average of $23.8M per year
{simple average over thres years). (Note
that this is higher than the annualized
costs for the RTCR because in the EA,
the up-frout costs that oceur iu the fivst
three years, as well as future costs, are

annualized over a 25-year time horizon,}
The average burden per response {i.e.,
the amount of time needed for sach
activity that requires a collection of
information) is 5.4 hours; the average
cost per response is $153. The collection
requirements are mandatory under
SDWA section 1445(a)(1). Detail on the
calculation of the RTCR’s information
collection burden and costs can be
found in the ICR for the Revised Total
Coliform Rule {USEPA 2012¢) and
chapter 8 of the EA (USEPA 2012a). A
summary of the burden and costs of the
collection is presented in Exhibit VII-1.

ExrisIT VI —AVERAGE ANNUAL NET CHANGE BURDEN AND COSTS FOR THE RTCR ICR

Cost
Annual Annual Annual
Respondent type bhuéfj?sn Annual rgg%‘fg:g:]g‘e Annuatl Total responses
labor cost (0&M) capital cost annuafl cost
cost
PWSES e e 747,848 $20,171,839 | 1vieieeeevciecennns | vresrssmsesreiesinnnns $20,171,639 103,225
States and Termfofes ... 91,678 3,595,421 [ irvrierriicinanns 3,505,421 51,669
Tota] i e 839,526 23,767,060 | .ieeviiniiiiincniin | i 23,767,060 154,894

. Notes: Datail may not add exacily to total due to independent rounding,
“Annual Burden Hours” reflects an annual average for all system sizes over the 3-year ICR period.
Source: ICR for the Revised Total Coliform Rule (USEPA 2012c).

An agency may not conduct or
sponsor, and a person is not required to
respond to, a collection of information
unless it displays a currently valid OMB
control number. The OMB control
numbers for EPA’s regulations in 40
CFR are listed in 40 CFR part 9. When
this ICR is approved by OMB, the
Agency will publish a technical
amendment to 40 CFR part 9 in the FR
to display the OMB control number for
the approved information collection
requirements contained in this final
rule.

C. Regulutory Flexibility Act (RFA)

The Regulatory Flexibility Act (RFA}
generally requires an agency to prepars
a regulatory flexibility analysis of any
rule subject to notice and comment
tulemakiug requirements under the
Administrative Procedure Act or any
other statute uuless the agency certifies
that the rule will not have a significant
economic impact on a substantial
numnber of small entities. Small entities
include small businesses, small
organizations, and small governmental
jurisdictions.

The RFA provides default definitions
for each type of small entity, Small
entities are defined as: {1} A small
business as defined by the Smalt
Business Administratiou’s (SBA}

regulations at 13 CFR 121.201; (2} a
small governmental jurisdiction that is a
government of a city, county, town,
school district or special district with a
population of less than 50,000; and (3}

a small organization that is any “not-for-
profit enterprise which is independently
owned and operated and is not
dominant in its field.” However, the
RFA also authorizes an agency to use
alternative defiuitions for each category
of small entity, “which are appropriate
to the activities of the agency’” after
proposing the alternative defiuition{s) in
the FR and taking comment. 5 USC
601{3}—{5). In addition, to establish an
alternative small business definition,
agencies must consult with SBA’s Chief
Counsel for Advocacy.

For purposes of assessing the impacts
of the RTCR on smail entities, EPA
cousidered smalil entities to be PWSs
serving 10,000 or fewer people. This is
the cut-off level specified by Congress in
the 1996 Amendments to the SDWA for
small system flexibility provisious. As
required by the RFA, EPA proposed
usiug this alternative definition in the
FR (63 FR 7620, Febrnary 13, 1998),
requested public comment, cousulted
with the SBA, and finalized the
alternative definition in the Agency’s
CCR regulation (63 FR 44524, August
19, 1998}, As stated in that Final Rule,

the alternative definition would be
applied for all future drinking water
regulations,

After considering the economic
impacts of the RTCR on small entities,
1 certify that this actiou will not have a
significant economic impact on a
substantial number of small entities.
The small entities directly regulated by
this rule are small PWSs serving 10,000
or fewer people. These include small
CWSs, NTNCWSs, and TNCWSs,
entities such as municipal water
systems (publicly and privately owned},
and privately-cwned PWSs and for-
profit businesses where provision of
water may be ancillary, such as mobile
home parks, day care centers, churches,
schools and homeowner associations.
We have determiued that only 61 of
150,672 small systems (0.04%) will
experience an impact of more than 1%
of revenues, and that none of the small
systems will experience an impact of
3% or greater of revenue. This
information is described further in
chapter 8 of the RTCR EA.

Although this final rule will not have
a significant economic impact cn a
substantial number of small entities,
EPA nonetheless has tried to reduce the
impact of this rule ou small PWSs.
Provisions in the RTCR that result in
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reduced costs for many small entities
includs:

» Reduced routine monitoring for
qualifying PWSs serving 1,000 or fewer
people.

¢ Reduced number of repeat samples
required for systems serving 1,000 or
fewer people.

» Reduced additional routine
monitoring for PWSs serving 4,100 or
fewer people.

¢ Reduced PN requirements for all
systems, including small systems.

EPA also conducted cutreach fo small
entities and convened a Small Business
Advocacy Review Panel to obtain advice
and recommendations of representatives
of the small entities that potentially
would be subject to this rule’s
requirements. For a description of the
Small Business Advocacy Review Panel
and stakeholder recommendations,
please see section VILC of the preamble
to the proposed RTCR, Regulatory
Flexibility Act (RFAJ.

D. Unfunded Mandates Reform Act
(UMRA)

This rule does not contain a Federal
mandate under the provisions of Title II
of the Unfunded Mandates Reform Act
of 1995 (UMRA]}, 2 U.S.C. 1531-1538
that may result in expenditures to State,
local, and Tribal governments, in the
aggregate, or to the private sector, of
$100M or more in any one year.
Expenditures associated with
compliance, defined as the incremental
costs beyond the 1989 TCR, will not
surpass $100M in the apgregate in any
year. Thus, this rule is not subject to the
requirements of sections 202 and 205 of
UMRA. :

The RTCR is also not subject to the
requirements of section 203 of UMRA
because it contains uo regulatory
requirements that might siguificantly or
uniquely affect small governments.
Costs to small entities are generally not
significant, as described previously in
section VILC of this preamble,
Regulatory Flexibility Act (RFA), and are
detailed in the RTCR EA. The regulatory
requirements of the final RTCR are not
unique to small governments, as they
apply to all PWSs regardless of size.

E. Executive Order 13132: Federalism

This action does uot have Federalism
implicatious. It will not have substantial
direct effects ou the States, on the
relationship between the national
governiment and the Staies, or on the
distribution of power and
responsibilities aniong the various
levels of government as specified in
Executive Order 13132. The net change
in cost for State, local, and Tribal
governments in the aggregate is

estimated to be approximately $0.2M
and $0.4M at three percent and seven
percent discount rates, respectively.
Thus, Executive Order 13132 does not
apply to this final rule.

Although section 6 of Executive Order
13132 doses not apply to the RTCR, EPA
conducted a Federalism Consultation,
consistent with Executive Order 13132,

in July 2008. The consultation inclnded -

a stakeholder meeting where EPA
requested comiments on the impacts of
the potential revisions to the 1989 TCR
with respect to State, county and local
governments. EPA did not receive any
comnments in response to this
consultation. In addition, the advisory
committee included representatives of
State, local and Tribal governments, and
through this process EPA consulted
with State, local, and Tribal government
representatives lo ensure that their
views were considered when the AIP
recommendations for the proposed
RTCR were developed. EPA also
included representatives from four
states on its workgroup for developing
the proposed RTCR,

In the spirit of Executive Order 13132
and consistent with EPA policy to
promote communications between EPA
and State and local governments, EPA
specifically solicited comment on the
proposed action from State and local
officials. Some States were concerned
with the burden of implementing the
rule, especially those States that have a
high proportion of NCWSs, Under this
rule, expenditures for assessments and
corrective actions and increased
monitoring ave targeted to the fraction of
PWS5s that are most vulnerable to
pathways for contamination of the
distribution system, thereby minimizing
the burden for the majority of PWSs and
for States implementing the rule. As
described in sections I11.E.2,
Assessment, and 1I1.C.1.b.v, Increased
monitoring, of this preamble, EPA is
also providing flexibility on how the
PWSs and States conduct and track
assessments, and by changiug the
consequence for systems on annual
monitoring that have RTCR monitoring
violations {i.e., increase to quarterly
monitoring instead of monthly
monitoring). EPA also has plaus to
update SDWIS to maximize its
efficiency iu support of rule
implementation. These actions should
address many of the State concerns
about bnrdeu.

F, Executive Order 13175: Consultation
and Coordination With Indian Tribal
Governments

This action does not have tribal
implications, as specified in Executive
Order 13175 {65 FR 67249, November 8,

2000). EPA consulted with Tribes
throughout the development of the
RTCR (as described in this section} and
no issues that were particular to Tribal
enfities were identified.

Although Executive Order 13175 doss
not apply to this action, EPA consulted
with Tribal officials in developing this
action. EPA consulted with Tribal
governments through the EPA American
Indian Environmental Office; included a
representative of the Native American
Water Association on the advisory
committee who helped develop aud
signed the AIP on recommendations on
the proposed rule; and addressed Tribal
concerns throughout the regulatory
development process, as appropriate.
The consultation included participation
in three Triba} conference calls (EPA
regional Tribal call {IFebruary 2008),
National Indian Workgroup call {(March
2008), and National Tribal Water
Conference (March 2008)). EPA
requested comments on the 1989 TCR,
requested suggestions for 1989 TCR
revisions {March 2008), and presented
possible revisions to the 1989 TCR to
the National Tribal Council {April
2008]. In addition, the advisory
committee included a representative
from the Native American Water
Association who represented Tribal
entities, and through this process EPA
ensured that Tribal views wers
considered wlhen the AIP
recommendations for the proposed
RTCR were developed. None of these
consultations identified issues that were
particular to Tribal entities. EPA also
specifically solicited additional
comment ou the propesed rule from
Tribal officials, and no additional issues
were identified. As a result of the Tribal
consultations and other Tribal outreach,
EPA has determiued that the RTCR is
not anticipated to have a negative
impact on Tribal systems. Thus,
Executive Order 13175 does not apply
to this action.

G. Exscutive Order 13045: Protection of
Children From Environmental Health
Risks and Safety Risks

The RTCR is not subject to Executive
Order 13045 {62 FR 19885, April 23,
1997) becauss it is not economically
significant as defined in Executive
Order 12866, and because the Agency
does not believe the environmental
health or safety risks addressed by this
action present a disproportionate risk to
children. This action’s health and risk
assessments regarding children are
contained in section VL.K.1 of this
preamble, Risk fo children, pregnant
women, and the elderly, and in the
RTCR EA. EPA expects that the RTCR
would provide additioual protection to
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both children and adults who consume
drinking water supplied from PWSs.
EPA also believes the benefits of this
rule, including reduced health risk,
accrue more to children because young
children are more susceptible than
adults to some waterborne i#lnesses. For
example, the risk of mortality resulting
from diarrhea is often greatest in the
very young and elderly (Rose 1997,
Gerba ef al. 1996), and viral and
bacterial ilinesses often
disproportionately affect children, Any
overall benefits of the rule would reduce
this mortality risk for children.

H. Executive Order 13211: Actions Thot
Significantly Affect Energy Supply,
Distribution, or Use

This rule is not a “significant energy
action” as defined in Executive Order
13211 (66 FR 28355, May 22, 2001},
because it is not likely to have a
significant adverse effect-on the supply,
distribution, or use of energy.
Additionally, none of the requirements
of this rule involve the installation of
treatment or other components that use
a measurable amount of energy.

I, National Technology Transfer and
Advancement Act

Section 12(d) of the National
Technology Transfer and Advancement
Act of 1995 (NTTAA), Public Law 104—
113, 12(d) {15 U.5.C. 272 note), directs
EPA to use voluntary consensus
standards in its regulatory activities
unless to do so would be inconsistent
with applicable law or otherwise
impractical. Voluntary consensus
standards are technical standards (e.g,,
materials specifications, test methods,
sampling procedures, and business
practices) that are developed or adopted
by voluntary consensus standards
bodies. NTTAA directs EPA to provide
Congress, through OMB, explanations
when EPA decides not to use available
and applicable voluntary consensus
standards,

This rule involves technical voluntary
consensus standards. As in the 1989
TCR, under the provisions of the RTCR
water systems are required to use
several analytical methods to monitor
for total coliforms and/or E. coli as they
are described in Standerd Methods for
the Examination of Water and
Wastewater, 20th and 21st editions
{Clesceri et al. 1998; Eaton et al. 2005).
Methods included in Standard Methods
are voluntary consensus standards. The
1989 TCR and RTCR include the same
11 methods that can be used to test for
total coliforms. Four of the 11 are
voluntary consensus methods described
in Standard Methods.

J. Executive Order 12898: Federal
Actions To Address Environmental
Justice in Minority Populations and
Low-Income Populations :

Executive Order 12898 (59 FR 7629,
February 16, 1994) establishes federal
executive policy on environmentat
justice. Its main provision directs
federal agencies, to tho greatest extent
practicable and permitted by law, to
make environmental justice part of their
migsion, Agencies must do this by
identifying and addressing, as
appropriate, any disproportionately
high and adverse human health or
environmental effects of their programs,
policies, and activities on minority
populations and low-incomne
populations in the U.S,

LEPA has determined that this action
will not have disproportionately high
and adverse human health or
environmental effects on minority or
low-income populations because it
increases the level of environmental
protection for all atfected populations
without having any disproportionately
high and adverse human health or
environmental effects on any
population, including any minority or
low-income population. The RTCR
applies uniformly to all PWSs and
consequently provides health protection
equally to all income and minority
groups served by PWSs. The RTCR and
other drinking water regulations are
expected to have a positive effect on
human health regardless of the social or
economic status of a specific
population. To the extent that
contaminants in drinking water might
be disproportionately high among
minority or low-income populations
{which is nnknown), the RTCR
contributes toward removing those
differences by assuring that all public
water systems meet drinking water
standards and take appropriate
corrective action whenegver appropriate,
Thus, the RTCR meets the intent of the
Faderal policy requiring incorporation
of environmental justice into Federal
agency missions,

K. Consultations With the Science
Advisory Board, National Drinking
Water Advisory Council, and the
Secretary of Health and Human Services

In accordance with section 1412{d)
and {e) of the SDWA, EPA consultad
with the SAB, the NDWAC, and the
Secretary of the US Department of
Health and Human Services ou the
RTCR.

EPA met with the Drinking Water
Committee {DWC) of the SAB to discuss
the proposed RTCR on May 20, 2009
{teleconference) and June 9 and 10, 2009

(Washington, DC). The SAB DWC
review focused on {1) the data sources
used to estimate baseline totat coliform
and E. coli occurrencs, public water
system profile, and sensitive
subpopulations in the US; {2) the
occurrence analysis used to inform the
benefits analysis; (3) the qualitative
analysis used to assess the reduction in
risk due to implementation of the rule
requirements; and (4) analysis of the
engineering costs and costs to States
resulting from implementation of the
revisions.

Overall, the SABDWC supported
EPA’s analysis. SAB members
commended EPA for making use of the
best available data to assess the impacts
of the proposed rule, The SAB DWC
supported the decision by EPA not to
quantify public health banefits,
acknowledging that EPA had
insufficient data to do so. However, they
noted in their aualysis of the EA that
they are not generally supportive of
decreased monitoring, and that overall,
the Alternative option appears to
address and protect public health |
sooner in time than the AIP proposed
implementation. The SAB DWC
recommended that EPA clarify
raticnales for assumptions; expand
explanations of sensitivity analyses that
were included; provide further
justification in those areas in which
sensitivity analyses were not conducted;
and collect data after promulgation of
the rule to allow EPA to hetter
understand the public health impacts of
the RTCR,

In response to the SAB DWC
recommendations, EPA conducted
sensitivity analyses to explore a wider
range of assumptions regarding the
percentage of assessments leading to
corrective actions and to demonstrate
that using an annual average for
occurrence provided results comparable
to varying the occurrence based on the
season. EPA also added an exhibit in the
EA that summarizes all significant
model parameters and assumptions,
their influence on variability and
uncertainty, and their most likely effect
on benefits or costs. The added exhibits
and expanded and clarified text can be
fonnd in the RTGR EA. A copy of the
SAB report {SAB 2010] is available in
the dockst for this rule.

EPA consulted with NDWAC on May
28, 2009, in Seattle, Washington, to
discuss the proposed RTCR. NDWAC
members expressed concern that a rule
based on the AIP sounds complicated
and recommeuded that EPA provide the
utilities and States with tools to help
them understand the revised rule
provisions and to assist with providing
public education, In response to
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NDWAC's concern, EPA requested
comment on whether the proposed
RTCR wonld resnlt in requirements that
would be easier to impiement compared
to the 1989 TCR.

EPA heard from commenters that the
RTCR will be difficult to implement in
States that have a lot of small NCWS3Ss,
especially the rednced and increased
monitoring provisions. To address this
concern, EPA provided flexibility to
States to help them implement, and to
PWSs to help them comply, with the
monitoring provisions of the RTCR.
States are given the flexibility to not
count monitoring violations towards
eligibility for a TNCWS to remain on
quarterly monitoring or to return to
qnarterly monitoring as long as the
system collects the make-np sample by
the end of the next monitoring period.
EPA also changed the consequence of
having one RTCR monitoring violation
for systeins on annual monitoring,
Instead of having to go to monthly
monitoring, the system now moves to
guarterly monitoring. See section
IIL.C.2.b of this preamble, Ground water
NCWSs serving < 1,000 people, for more
details.

NDWAC members also suggested that
EPA request comment on the costs and
benefits of reduced monitoring.
Specifically, NDWAC expressed
concern that a reduction in the nnmber
of certain samples taken (such as the
reduction in the number of repeat and
additional routine samples for some
small systems] could lessen the
opportunity for systems to identify
violations. Thus, EPA requested
comment on the cost and benefit of
reduced monitoring,

EPA received comment that expressed
concern that a reduction in the nnmber
of additional routine samples reduces
the likelihood of detecting both total
coliforms and E. cofi. EPA and the
advisory committee recognized that a
rednction in the number of samples
taken could also mean a reduction in
the number of positive samples found.
However, EPA and the advisory
committee concluded that the new
assessment and corrective action
provisions of the RTCR lead to a rule
that is more protective of pubiic healih
and to improvement in water quality
despite the reductions in the number of
samples taken. See section IML.C.2.b of
this preamble, Ground water NCWSs
serving < 1,000 people, for more details.

A few NDWAC members stated that
they would like to provide EPA with
additional advice on PN, To follow up
on this request, EPA met with several
NDWAC members on July 1, 2009, to
review and discuss the 1989 TCR PN
Tequirements, the advisory committes’s

recommendations on revisions to the PN
requirements, and ko obtain feedback
from NDWAC members. EPA
considered the recommendations from
NDWAC in developing the PN
requirements and requested comment
on these issues in the preamble to the
proposed RTCR,

EPA consulted with NDWAC again on
July 21, 2011, to discuss the draft final
rnle and comments received on the
proposed RTCR, specifically regarding
those areas whers NDWAC made
recommendations in the March and July
2009 consuitations. The NDWAC
members recommended that in
finalizing the RTCR, EPA follow the
recommendations of the TCRDSAC,

EPA completed its consultations with
the US Department of Health and
Human Services on QOctober 5, 2009,
and August 8, 2011, as required by
SDWA section 1412{d}. EPA provided
an informational briefing to the Center
for Food Safety office of the Food and
Drug Administration and
representatives from the Office of the
Assistant Secretary for Health and the
Assistant Secretary for Planning and
Evalnation at the Department of Health
and Human Services. No substantive
comments wers received as a result of
the briefing and consultation.

L. Considerations of Impacts on
Sensitive Subpopulations as Required
by Section 1412{b)(3){CNilV} of the
1996 Amendments of SDWA

As required by Section
1412{b)(3HCYIKV) of the SDWA, EPA
sought public comment regarding the
effects of contamination associated with
the proposed RTCR on the general
population and sensitive
subpopulations. Sensitive
subpopulations include “infants,
children, pregnant women, the elderly,
individuals with a history of serious
illness, or other snbpopulations that are
identified as likely to be at greater risk
of adverse health effects due to exposure
to contaminants in drinking water than
the general population” {SDWA section
1412 (EBXC)ENV]), 42 U.S.C. 300g-
1(B)EB)C)HV)).

Preguant and lactaling women may be
at an increased risk from pathogens as
well as act as a source of infection for
newborns. Infection during pregnancy
may also result in the transmission of
infection from the mother to the child
in utero, during birth, or shortly
thereafter. Since very young children do
uot have fully developed immune
systems, they are at increased risk and
are particularly difficult to treat.

Infectious diseases are also a major
problem for the elderly because immune
function declines with age. As a result,

ontbreaks of waterborne diseases can be
devastating on the elderly community
{e.g., nnrsing homes} and may increase
the possibility of significantly higher
mortality rates in the elderly than in the
general population.

Immunocompromised individuals are
a growing proportion of the popnlation
with the continned increase in Human
Immunodeficiency Virus/AIDS, the
aging population, and the escalation in
organ and tissue transplantations.
Immunocompromised individnals are
more susceptible to severe and invasive
infection. These infactions are
particularly difficult to treat and can
result in a significantly higher mortality
than in immunocompetent persons.

It is anticipated that the requirements
of the RTCR will help reduce pathways
of entry for fecal contamination and/or
waterborne pathogens into the
distribntion system, thersby reducing
exposure and risk from these
contaminants in drinking water to the
entire general popnlation. The RTCR
seeks to provide a similar level of
drinking water protection to all gronps
including sensitive subpopulations,
thus meeting the intent of this Federal
policy. See also section VLK of this
preamble, Effects of Fecal
Contamination and/or Waterborne
Pathogens on the General Population
and Sensitive Subpopulations, for a
more detailed discussion of this topic.

M. Effect of Compliance With the RTCR
on the Technical, Financial, and
Managerial Capacity of Public Water
Systems

Section 1420(d){3) of the SDWA, as
amended, requires that, in promulgating
an NPDWR, the Administrator shall
include an analysis of the likely effect
of compliance with the regnlation on
the technical, managerial, and financial
{TMF] capacity of PWSs. The following
analysis fulfills this statntory obligation
by identifying the incremental impact
that the RTCR will have on the TMF
capacity of regulated water systems.
Analyses presented in this document
reflect only the impact of new or revised
requirements, as established by the
RTCR; the impacts of previously
gstablished requirements on system
capacitﬁ are not considered.

EPA has defined overall water system
capacity as the ability to plan for,
achieve, and maintain compliance with
applicable drinking water standards.
Capacity encompasses three
components: technical, managerial, and
financial. Technical capacity is the
physical aud operational ability of a
water system to meet SDWA
requirements. This refers to the physical
iufrastructure of the water system,
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including the adequacy of source water
and the adequacy of treatment, storage,
and distribution infrastructure. It also
refers to the ability of system personmnel
to adequately operate and maintain the
systemn and to otherwise implement
requisite technical knowledge.
Managerial capacity is the ability of a

water system to conduct its affairs to
achiave and maintain compliance with
SDWA requirements. Managerial
capacity refers to the system’s
institutional and administrative
capahilities. Financial capacity is a
water systemn’s ability to acquire and
manage sufficient financial resources to

allow the system to achieve and
maintain comphlance with SDWA
requirements. Technical, managerial,
and financial capacity can be assessed
through key issues and questions,
including the following:

Technical Capacity

Source water adequacy

Infrastructure adequacy ...

Technical knowledge and implementation

Dogs the system have a reliable source of waler with adequate quantity? Is the
source generally of good quality and adequately prolected?

Can the system provide water that meets SDWA slandards? What is the condi-
tion of its infrastructure, including wells or scurce water intakes, freatment and
storage facllities, and distribution systems? What Is the infrastructure’s fife ex-
pectancy? Does the system have a capital improvement plan?

Are the system's operators cerlified? Do the operators have sufficient knowledge
of applicable standards? Can the operators effectively implement this technical
knowledge? Do the operators understand the system’s lechnical and oper-
ational characteristics? Does the system have an effective O&M program?

Managerial Capacity

Ownership accountability
Staffing and organization

Effective external linkages

cial assisfance?

Are the ownars cleariy identified? Can they be held accountable for the systemn?

Are the operators and managers clearly identified? is the sysiem properly orga-
nized and staffed? Do parsonnel understand the management aspects of requ-
latory requirements and system operations? Do they have adequate expertise
to manage water systemn operations {i.e., to conduct implementation, monitor
for £, cof)? Do personnel have the necessary licenses and cerlifications?

Does the system interact well wilh customers, regulators, and other entities? |Is
the system aware of available external resources, such as technical and finan-

Flnancial Capacity

Revenue sufficiency ..
Creditworthiness

Fiscal management and controls

Do revenues cover costs?

private sources?

revenues effectively?

Is the sysiem financially healthy? Does it have access 1o capital through public or

Are adequate books and records maintained? Are appropriate budgeting, ac-
counting, and financial planning methods used? Does the system manage its

EPA looked at the major requirements
of the RTCR that may affect the TMI
capacity of PWSs. These requirements
include: sample siting plan revision,
monitoring, assessments, corrective
actions, and PNs. Another factor that
may affect the TMF capacity is the need
for PWS personnel to familiarize
themselves with the RTCR
requirements, EPA developed a scoring
system to analyze the impact of
complying with these requirements on
the TMF capacity of PWSs. A detailed
discussion of EPA’s analysis is
presented in chapter 8.14 of the RTCR
EA [USEPA 2012a}.

The RTCR will apply to all PWSs and
may affect 51,972 CWSs, 18,729
NTNCWSs, and 84,136 TNCWSs—
154,837 systems in all. While some
systems may require increased TMF
capacity to comply with the new RTCR
requirements, or will need to tailor their
compliance approaches to match their
capacities, most systems will not.

Small systems will likely face only a
small challenge to their technical and

managerial capacity as a result of efforts
to familiarize themselves with the
monitoring requirements of the RTCR.
Routine and repeat monitoring
requirements under the RTCR are
essontially the same as under the 1989
TCR, with more explicit criteria to
quality for reduced monitoring.
Therefore, understanding the RTCR
monitoring requirements is not expected
to pose many new technical or
managerial capacity issues for small
systems.

Small system technical and
managerial capacity may be affected by
the agsessment reqguirements of the
RTCR. Performing assessments may
require the system to increase staffing
levels in addition to providing training
to ensure that system staff understand
how thoge assessments are to be
performed. Reporting, record-keeping,
and data administration requirements
will also affect the managerial capacity
of small systems.

Small systems that are required to
take corrective action are expected to

experience the maost significant financial
challenge since some corrective actions
may consist of a large, one-time capital
expenditure to resolve the problem,

Large systems will likely not face any
significant challenge to their technical
and managerial capacity as a result of
efforts to familiarize themselves with
the RTCR. Most large systams are
familiar with the 1989 TCR and there
are no changes in the basic monitoring
requirements for large systems under
the RTCR. They are therefore assumed
to already have the TMF capacity in
place for the RTCR.

Only large systems performing
assessments and corrective actions
waould be expected to face a significant
challenge mesting the TMF capacity
requirements. However, this
requirement is only necessary when
monitoring reveals potential problems,
and this is not expected to occur
significantly in large systems above that
experienced under the 1989 TCR. Many
large systems already have the TMF
capacity to conduct assessments and
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corrective actions if they are needed.
These systems will be affected less
significantly than smaller systems that
have to implement corrective actions
because it is recognized that they are
typically already implemanting similar
assessments and corrective actions
when a routine monitoring sample tests
positive for fecal indicators under the
1989 TCR.

N, Congressional Review Act

The Congressional Review Act, 5
U.8.C. 801 et seq., as added by the Small
Business Repulatory Enforcement
Fairness Act of 1996, generally provides
that before a rule may take effect, the
agency promulgating the rule must
submit a rule report, which includes a
copy of the rule, to sach House of the
Congress and to the Comptroller General
of the US. EPA will submit a report
containing this rule and other required
information to the U.S. Senate, the U.S.
House of Representatives, and the
Gomptroiler General of the US prior to
publication of the rule in the FR, A
Major rule cannot take effect until 60
days after it is published in the FR. This
action is not a “major rule” as defined
by 5 U.S.C. 804(2). This rule will be
effective April 15, 2013.
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DEQ, not the supply will
conduct L2 assessment.
"The department shall
conduct the assessment
tailoring..."
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List of Subjects

40 CFR Part 141

Environmental protection, Chemicals,
Incorporation by reference, Indian-
lands, Intergovernmental relations,
Radiation protection, Reporting and
recordkeeping requirements, Water
supply.

40 CFR Part 142

definitions for “Clean compliance
history”, “Level 1 assessment", “Level 2
assessment®, “Sanitary defect”, and
‘*Seasonal system’’ to read as follows:

§141.2 Definitions.
* * * x *
Clean compliance history is, for the
purposes of subpart Y, a record of no
MCL violations under § 141.63; no
monitoring violations under §141.21 or
subpart Y; and no coliformn treatment
technique trigger exceedances or
treatment technique violations under
snbpart Y.
x x * * x

Level 1 assessment is an evaluation to
identify the possible presence of
sanitary defects, defects in distribution
system coliform monitoring practices,
and {when possible) the likely reason
that the system triggered the assessment.
It is conducted by the system operator
or owner, Minimum elements include
review and identification of atypical
events that could affect distributed
water quality or indicate that distributed
water quality was impaired; changes in
distribution system maintenance and
operation that could affect distrihuted
water quality (including water storagej;
source and treatment considerations
that bear on distributed water quality,
where appropriate (e.g., whether a
ground water system is disinfected);
existing water quality monitoring data;
and inadequacies in sample sites,
sampling protocol, and sample
processing. The system must conduct
the assessment consistent with any State
directives that tailor specific assessment
elements with respect to the size and
type of the system and the size, type,
and characteristics of the distribution
system.

L2 assessments will be conducted
by the department (DEQ staff for
CWS, DEQ or LHD staff for
NCWS.)

Level 2 assessment is an evaluation to
identify the possible presence of
sanitary defects, defects in distribution
system coliform monitoring practices,
{when possible) the likely reason
e system triggered the assessment.

O I OU IO Ol O S T

Lisa P. Jackson,
Administrator.,

For the reasons set forth in the
preamble, Title 40 chapter 1 of the Code
of Federal Regulations is amended as
follows: :

PART 141—NATIONAL PRIMARY
DRINKING WATER REGULATIONS

B 1. The authority citation for part 141
continues to read as follows:

Authority: 42 1.5.C. 300f, 300g-1, 300g-2,
300g-3, 300g—4, 300g-5, 300g-6, 300j-4,
3009, and 300j-11.

B 2. Section 141.2 is amended by
adding, in alphabetical order,

of available informa%jon, additional
internal and external fegources, and
other relevant practices. It is conducte

by—ﬂ-ﬂ—lﬂdfﬁd‘lia'l—a'p'pml by the State

Minimum elements include review an
identification of atypical events that

could affect distributed water quality gr
jndicate that distributed water quality
was impaired; changes in distribution
system maintenance and operation thqt
coutd atfect distributed water quality

|MI did not adopt small systems variances.

{including water storage); source and
treatment considerations that hear on
distributed water quality, where
appropriate (e.g., whether a ground
water system is disinfected); existing
water quality manitoring data; and

Ie sites, sampling
protocol and sample processing

tatler specific assessment slements with
respect to the size and type of the

system and the size, type, and
characteristics of the distribution

system. The system must comply with
any expedited actions or additional
actions required by the State in the case
of an E. coli MCL violation.

* * * * &

Sanitary defect is a defect that could
provide a pathway of entry for microbial
contamination into the distribution
system or that is indicative of a failure
or imminent failure in a barrier that is
already in place.

* * * * *

Seasonal sysfemt 15 a non-community
water system that is not operated as a
public water system on a year-round
basis and starts up and shuts down at
the beginning and end of each operating
56AS0TL
* * & J *

| 3. Section 141.4 is revised to read as
follows:

§141.4 Variances and exemptions.

(a) Variances or exemptions from
certain provisions of these regulations
may be granted pursnant to sections
1415 and 1416 of the Act and-subpast

by the entity with
primary enforcement responsibility,
except that variances or exemptions
from the MCLs for total coliforms and E.
coli and variances from any of the
treatment technique requirements of
subpart H of this part may not be
granted.

(b} EPA has stayed the elfective date
okthis section relating to the total

rathe

contdNO variances. Amend |
defic

Rules 303, 304, 306.
opers

distribution syspém. Thi 1s stayed until
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inclnde snbparts H, P, S, T, W, and Y

ot this part.

B 4. Section 141.21 is amended hy
adding paragraph (h) to read as follows:

§141.21 Coliform sampling.
* ¥ * ® *

{h) The provisions of paragraphs {a)
and {d) of this section are applicable
until March 31, 2016. The provisions of
paragraphs (b}, {c}, {e), ({], and (g) of this
section are applicable until all required
repeat monitoring under paragraph (h)
of this section and fecal coliform or E.
coli testing under paragraph (e} of this
section that was initiated hy a total
coliform-positive sample taken before
April 1, 2016 is completed, as well as
analytical method, reporting,
recordkeeping, public notification, and
consumer confidence report
requirements associated with that
monitoring and testing. Beginning April
1, 2018, the provisions of subpart Y of
this part are applicahle, with systems
required to begin regnlar monitoriug at
the same frequency as the system-
specific frequency required on March
31, 2016,

B 5. Section 141.52 is revised to read as
follows:

§141.,62 Maximum contaminant level goals
formicrobiclogical contaminants.

(a\VICLGs for the following
inants are as indicated:

\GQn!aminanl MCLG
. N\ /

(1) Giardia fa Zero
(2 viruses ..|otates are zero
(3) Legionella|not required Zero
(4} Total colifg q zero
coliferms and |LO adopt

(5} Crypfospo zero
(6} Escherich '\/ACLGS' Zero

applicable beginning April 1, 2016,

B 6. Section 141.63 is revised to read as
follows:

§141.63 Maximum contaminant levels
{MCLs) for microbiological contaminants.
(a) Until March 31, 2016, the total
coliform MCL is based on the presence

or absence of total coliforms in a

sample, rather than coliform density.

{1) For a system that collects at 1east
40 samples per month, if uo more than
5.0 percent of the samples collected
during a month are total coliform-
positive, the system is in compliance
with the MCL for total coliforms,

(2) For a system that collects fewer
than 40 samples per month, if no more

than one sample collected Huring a
month is total coliform-posjtive, the
system is in compliance with the MCL
for total coliforms.
{b) Until March 31, 2016, any fecal

of this part, this is a violation
pose an acute risk to health.
{c) Beginning April 1, 2016, a'system
is in compliance with the MCL for E.
coli for samples taken under the
provisions of subpart Y of this part
unless any of the conditions ideutified

-in paragraphs {c}(1) through {c}(4} of this

sectiou occur. For purposes of the
public notification requirements in
subpart (} of this part, violation of the
MCL may pose an acute risk to health.

{1) The system has an E. coli-positive
tepeat sample following a total coliform-
positive routine sample.

{2) The system has a total coliform-
positive repeat sample following an E.
coli-positive routine sample.

{3) The system fails to take all
required repeat samples following au E.
coli-positive routine sample.

{4} The system fails to test for E. coli
when any repeat sample tests positive
for total coliform,

{d) Until March 31, 2016, a public
water system must determine
compliance with the MCL for total
coliforms in paragraphs (a} and {b) of
this section for each month in which it
is required to monitor for total
coliforms, Beginniug April 1, 2016, a
public water system must determine
compliance with the MCL for E. coli in
paragraph {c) of this section for each
month in which it is required to monitor
for total coliforms.

{e) The Administrator, pursuant to
section 1412 of the Act, hereby
identifies the following as the best
technology, treatment techniques, or
other means available for achieving
compliance with the maximum
contaminant level for.total coliforms in
paragraphs {a) and (b) of this section
and for achieving compliance with the
maximurm contaminant level for E. coli
in paragraph (c} of this section:

(I'i) Protection of wells from facal
gontamination by appropriate
placemeut and construction;

(2} Maintenance of a disinfectant
residual througbout the distribution
system,

{3) Proper maintenance of the
distribution system including
appropriate pipe replacement and repair

procedures, main flushing programs,
proper operation and maintenance of
storage tanks and reservoirs, cross
connection control, and continual
maintenance of positive water pressure
in all parts of the distribution system;
f4) Filtration andfes disinfection of
surface water, as described in subparts
H, P, T, and W of this part, or
disinfection of ground water, as
described in subpart S of this part, using
strong oxidants such as chlorine,
chloriue dioxide, or ozone; and

{5) For systems using ground water,
courpliance with the requirements of an
EPA-approved State Wellhead
Protection Program developed and
implemented under section 1428 of the
SDWA,

{f) The Administrator, pursuant to
section 1412 of the Act, hereby
identifies the technology, treatment
techniques, or other means available
identified in paragraph {ej of this
sectiou as affordabie technology,
treatment techniques, or other means
available to systems serving 10,000 or
fewer people for achieving compliance
with the maximum coutaminant level
for total coliforms in paragraphs (a) and
(b)of this section and for achieving
comigpliance with the maximum
contaminant level for E. coli in
paragraph (c} of this sectio

& 7. Section 141,71 is amendeq by
revising paragraph (h)(5} to read as

follows:

beginning April 1, 2016 |

§141.71\ Criterfa Tor avording fitration. )z
* *, & &
(BRF * # Iuntll March 31. 2016 I

(5) public water system mfust
comply w ntaminant
level {MCL}

§141.63( for E,
coli in § 1/All Ml SubH nths of
the 12 pregystems filter, | System
served w

ency in treatment of the sourc
water.

* * x * *

B 8. Section 141.74 is amended by
revising paragraphs (b)(6)(i} and (c)(3}i)
to read as follows:

§141.74 Analytical and monitoring
requirements,
* * * * *

(b]* x X
i} Until March 31, 2016, the

residua fectant conce on must
be measured at Ie 8 same points
in the distributs at the

same as total coliforms are
pled, as specified in § 141.21,
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Beginning April 1, 2016, the residual
isinfactant concentration must be
sured at least at the same pointgin

sourcdOmit. This (b) is s under
direct r, and a
groun|(Or States that do

dgs]inf not filter SW. M PC{%MS
OUIlEeT |¢: TIP mg

point filters SW. hat snch
points are

patagraph (a){1) of this section, may%e
easnred in lieu of residnal disinfectant
concentration.

* * * * *
c  * * .

(3)(i) Until March 31, 2016, the
residual disinfectant concentration mnst
be measured at least at the same points
in the distribution system and at the
same time as total coliforms are
sampled, as specified in § 141.21.
Beginning April 1, 2016, the residual
disinfectant concentration must be
measured at least at the same poinis in
the distribution system and at the same
time as total coliforms are sampled, as
specified in §§ 141.854 through 141.858.
The State may allow a public water
system which uses hoth a surface water
sonrce or a ground water source under
direct influence of surface water, and a
ground water source, to take
disinfectant residual samples at points
other than the total coliform sampling
points if the State determines that such
points are more representative of treated
{disinfected) water quality within the
distribntiou system. Heterotrophic
bacteria, measnred as heterotrophic
plate connt {HPC) as specifiad in
paragraph {a){1} of this section, may be
measured in lieu of residual disinfectant

concentration.
* * * * *

B 9. Section 141.132 is amended by
revising paragraph {c)(1}{i) to read as
follows:

§141.132 Monitoring requirements.
* * ® * &

(C] * & Kk

[-1) % &k 0k

(i) Houtine moniforing. Until March
31, 2016, community and non-transient
non-community water systems that use
chlorine or chloramines must measure
the residual disinfectant level in the
distribution system at the same point in
the distribution system and at the same

time as total coliforms are sampled, as
spscified in § 141.21. Baginning April 1,
2016, community and non-transient
non-community water systems that use
chlorine or chioramines mnst measnre
the residnal disinfectant level in the
distribntion system at the same point in
the distribution system and at the same
time as total coliforms are sampled, as
specified in §§ 141.854 through 141.858.
Subpart H systems of this part may use
the resnits of residual disinfectant
concentration sampling condneted

mnde .
§141.74(c)(3)(1) for-systerms

T in lieu of taking separate

JAIl MI SW plants filter.

| 10, Section 141.153 is amended as

- follows:

o a. By adding paragraphs (c}{4),

B h. By revising paragraph {d}{4)(iv}
introdnctory text,

& ¢. By revising paragraph (d}{4){vii}
introductory text,

@ d. By revising paragraph (d}{4)(viii),
B e. By adding paragraph {d){4](x), and
e f, By adding paragraph th)(7}.

§141.153 Content of the reports.

] * * * *

(Q)* * *

{4) A report that contains information
regarding a Level 1 or Level 2
Assessment regquired under Subpart Y of
this part mnst include the applicable
definitions;

(i) Level 1 Assessment: A Level 1
assessment is a study of the water
system to identify potential problems
and determine (if possible] why total
coliform bacteria have been fouud in
onr water system.

(ii) Level 2 Assessment: A Lavel 2
assessment is a very detailed study of
the water system to identify potential
problems and determine (if possible)
why an E. coli MCL violation has
occurred and/or why total coliform
bacteria have been fonnd in onr water
system on multiple occasions.

{d} * * K

fg)* * #

(iv) For contaminants subject to an
MCL, except turbidity, total coliform,
fecal coliform and E. coli, the highest
contaminant level used to determine
compliance with an NPDWR and the
range of detected levels, as follows:

* * * * *

{vii} For total coliform analytical
results until March 31, 2016:
* * * * *

{viii) For fecal coliform and E. cofi
nntil March 31, 2016: The total number

of positive samples;
* * * * *

{x) For E. coli analytical results under
subpart Y: The total nnmber of positive

samples.
* * * * *
(h} * k *

(7) Systems required to comply with
subport Y. (i) Any system regnired to
comply with the Level 1 assessment
requirement or a Level 2 assessment
reqnirement that is not dne to an E. coli
MCL violation must include in the
report the text found in paragraph
(b)(7)()(A) and paragraphs (B)(7)()(B)
and (C} of this section as appropriate,
filling in the blanks accordingly and the
text found in paragraphs (h)(7}{i)(D}{1)
and (2] of this section if appropriate.

{A) Coliforms are bacteria that are
naturally present in the environment
and are used as an indicator that other,
potentially harmful, waterborne
pathogens may be present or that a
potential pathway exists through which
contamination may enter the drinking
water distribution system. We found
coliforms indicating the need to look for
potential problems in water treatment or
distribution. When this occurs, we are
reqnired to condnct assessment(s) to
identify problems and to correct any
problems that were fonnd during these
assessments,

(B) During the past year we were
reqnired to condnct [INSERT NUMBER
OF LEVEL 1ASSESSMENTS] Level 1
assessment(s). [INSERT NUMBER OF
LEVEL 1 ASSESSMENTS] Level 1
assessment(s) were completed, In
addition, we were required to take
[INSERT NUMBER OF CORRECTIVE
ACTIONS] corrective actions and we
completed {INSERT NUMBER OF
CORRECTIVE ACTIONS] of these
actions.

{C) During the past year [INSERT
NUMBER OF LEVEL 2 ASSESSMENTS]
Level 2 assessments were required to be
completed for our water system.
[[INSERT NUMBER QF LEVEL 2
ASSESSMENTS] Level 2 assessments
were completed. In addition, we were
required to take [INSERT NUMBER OF
CORRECTIVE ACTIONS] corrective
actions and we completed [INSERT
NUMBER OF CORRECTIVE ACTIONS]
of these actions.

(D) Auy system that has failed to
complete all the required assessments or
correct all identified sanitary defects, is
in violation of the treatment technique
requirement and must also include one
or both of the following statements, as
appropriate:

1) During the past year we failed to
gonduct all of the required
assassment(s),

(2) During the past year we failed to
correct all identified defects that were
found dnring the assessment.
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(i} Any system required to eonduet a
Level 2 assessment due to an E, coli
MCL violation must inchude in the
report the text found in paragraphs
(h)(7)(i1){A) and (B) of this section,
filling in the blanks accordingly and the
text found in paragraphs (h)(7)EiKC)(1)
aud (2} of this section, if appropriate.

(A} E. coli are bacteria whose presence
indicates that the water may be
contaminated with human or animal
wastes. Human pathogens in these
wastes can canse short-term effects,
such as diarrhea, cramps, nausea,
headaches, or other symptoms. They
may pose a greater health risk for
infants, young children, the elderly, and
people with severely compromised
immune systems. We fouud E. coli
bacteria, indicating the need to look for
potential problems in water treatment or
distribntion. When this occurs, we are
required to conduct assessment(s} to
identify problems and to correct any
problems that were found during these
assessments.

{B} We were required to complete a
Level 2 assessment because we found &,
coli in our water systermn. In addition, we

were required to take [INSERT
NUMBER OF CORRECTIVE ACTIONS]
corrective actions and we completed
[INSERT NUMBER OF CORRECTIVE
ACTIONS] of these actions.

{C) Any system that has failed to
complete the required assessment or
correct all identified sanitary defects, is
in violation of the treatment technique
requirement and must also include one
or both of the following statements, as
appropriate:

{1} We failed to conduct the required
assessment,

(2} We failed to correct all sanitary
defects that were identified during the
assessmeut that we conducted.

(iii) If a system detects E. colf and has
violated the E. coli MCL, in addition to
completing the table as required in
paragraph {d}(4] of this section, the
system must include one or more of the
following statements to describe any
noncompliance, as applicable:

(A) We had an E. coli-positive repeat
sample following a total coliform-
positive routine sample.

{B} We had a total coliform-positive
repeat sample following an E. coli-
positive routine sample.

{C} We failed to take all required
repeat samples following au E. coli-
positive routine sample.

(D) We failed to test for E. coli when
any repeat sample tests positive for total
coliform.

{iv] If a systemn detects E. coli and has
not violated the E. coli MCL, in addition
to completing the table as required in
paragraph {d}{4) of this section, the
system may include a statement that
explains that although they have
detected E. coli, they are not in violatiou
of the E, coli MCL.

A 11. Appendix A to Subpart O of Part
141 is amended as follows:

B a. By revising the entries for “Total
Coliform Bacteria™ and “Fecal Coliform
aud E. coli,”

# b. By adding a second entry for *“Total
Coliform Bacteria,”

@ c. By adding as a fourth entry “E.
coli,”” and

| d. By adding two endnaotes before
Endnote 1,

APPENDIX A TO SUBPART © OF PART 141—REGULATED CONTAMINANTS

To converi for

Contaminani Traditional MCL - MCL in CCR Majer sources -
{units) in mg/l. CCR, g;ulltply units MCLG in drjinking water Healih effects language
Microbiological
contaminants:

Total Coli- MCL (systems  eercerrreries MCL (systems 0 Naturally Coiiforms are bacteria that are
form Bac- that collect that collect present in the naturally present in the envi-
teria §. 240 samples/ 240 samples/ environment. ronment and are used as an

month} 5% of monih} 5% of indicator that other, poten-
monthly sam- monthly sam- tially-harmful, bacteria may be
ples are posl- ples are posi- present. Coliforms were found
tive; (systems tive; (sysiems in more samples than allowed
that collect that collect and this was a waming of po-
<40 samples/ <40 samples/ tential problems.

monih) 1 month} 1

positive positive

monihly sam- monthly sam- |Insert the Ianguage

ple. ple.. .

Total Coli- LU TT v N/A  Naturally e language found in
form Bag- present in the § 141.153(h)(7H{iHA)
teria i. environment.

Fecal coliform L o 0 Human and ani- = Fecal coliforms and E. coff are
and E. coif . mal fecal bacteria whose presence indi-
waste. cales that the water may be

This row applies to CCR

contaminated with human or
animal wastes. Microbes in
these wastes can cause shon-
term efects, such as diarrhea,
cramps, nausea, headaches,
or other symptoms. They may
pose a special health risk for
infanis, young children, some
of the elderly, and people with
severaly compromised im-
mune systems.
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APPENDIX A TQ SUBPART Q OF PART 141-—REGULATED CONTAMINANTS—Continued

To cenvert for

Contaminant Traditional MCL : MCL in CCR Major sources
funits) in mgiL CCR, I;l;ullrply units MCLG in d:Jinking water Health elfecis language

E colif ... Routine and re-  ciiiinncnsinn Routine and re- 0 Human and ani- E. cofi are bacteria whose pres-
peat samples peat samples mal fecal ence indicates that the water
are total coli- are total coli- waste. may be contaminaied with
form-positive form-positive human or anima! wastes.
and either is and either is Human pathogens in ihese
E. coltposi- E. colf-posi- wasles can cause short-lerm
tive or system tive or system effects, such as diarrhea,
fails to take falls to take cramps, nausea, headaches,
repeat sam- repeat sam- or other symptoms. They may
ptes following ples following pose a greater heaith risk for
E. coii-posi- E. coif-posi- infants, young children, the el-
tive routine tive routine derly, and people with se-
sample or sampie or verely-compromised  immune
system fails system fails systems.
to analyze to analyze
totatl coliform- total coliform-
positive re- positive re-
peat sample peat sample
for E. coli. for E. coli.

1 Until March 31, 20186.
+ Beginning April 1, 2016.

B 12. Section 141.202(a}, Table 1, is
amended by adding one sentence at the
end of entry one {1) to read as follows:

§141.202 Tier 1 Public Notice—Form,
manner, and frequency of notice,
* f & f *

TABLE 1 TO § 141.202—VIOLATION CATEGORIES AND OTHER SITUATIONS REQUIRING A TIER 1 PuBLIC NOTICE

(-!i*i

Violation of the MCL for E. coif (as specified in § 141.63(c));

* *

* * *

B 13. Section 141.203(b){2) is revised to
read as follows:

§141.203 Tier 2 Public Notlce—Form,
manner, and frequency of notice.
* * & * *

(b) * k%

(2) The public water system must
repeat the uotice every three montbs as
long as the violation or situatiou
persists, unless the primacy agency
determines that appropriate
ciccumstances warrant a different repeat
notice frequency. In no circumstance

may the repeat notice be given less
frequently than once per year. Tt is not
appropriate for the primacy agency to
allow less frequent repeat notice for an
MCL or treatment technique violation
under the Total Coliform Rule or
subpart Y of this part or a treatment
technique violation under the Surface
Water Treatrmnent Rule or Interim
Enhauced Surface Water Treatmment
Rule. It is also not appropriate for the
primacy agency to allow throngh its
rules or policies across-the-board
reductions in the repeat notice

frequency for other ongoing violations
requiring a Tier 2 repeat notice. Primacy
agency determinations allowing repeat
notices to be given less frequently than
once every three months must be in
writing.

* * * * *

B 14, Section 141.204(a}, Table 1, is
amended by revising entries (4} and {(5)
and adding entry (6) to read as fallows:

§141,204 Tier 3 Public Notice—Form,
mannery, frequency of notice.

[a)* L

TABLE 1 TO §141.204—VIOLATION CATEGORIES AND OTHER SITUATIONS REQUIRING A TIER 3 PUBLIC NOTICE

* *

* * *

{4} Avallability of unreguiated contaminant moniioring results, as required under § 141.207;
{5} Exceedance of the flucride secondary maximum contaminant level {SMCL), as required under §141.208; and
{6} Reporling and Recordkeeping violations under subpart Y of 40 CFR part 141.

H 15. Appendix A to subpart Q of Part
141 is amended as follows:
® a. By revising entries LA.1 and LA.2,

E h. By adding two endnotes before
Endnote 1, and
B ¢. By revising Endnote 1.
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APPENDIX A TO SUBPART Q OF PART T41—NPDWR VIOLATIONS AND OTHER SITUATIONS REQUIRING PUBLIC NOTICE !

|Corrections published 79 FR February 26, 2014| MCL/MRDL/TT violations? Monitoring, tesfing & reporting pro-

Contaminant Tier of public

- - - - - - - : p Citation Tler of public ot
|, monitoring violations, and reporting violations | netice required rofice raquired Citation
b Violalions of National Prirary Drinking Water Regulaiions |and 141'860(d)(1)|
{NPDWR): 2.
A. Microbiological Contaminants.
1.a Tolal coliform baclena 1 .o e 2 141.63(a) 3
1.b Total coliform (Menitering—or TT violations ing from
failure to perform assessments or corrective actt E o 2 141.860(b)(1) 3
1.c Seasonal system failure to follow State-approved start-up
plan prior to serving water 10 1he publig, £ .ovveenvveriiersesanrn 2 141.860(bY2) oot 3 .....141.860(d)(3)
2.a Fecal colifornVE. coli 1 141.63(b) 41,3 141.21{e)
A O OSSN 1 141.860 (a) 3 141.860(c)(2)
141.860(d)(2), (d)(1)
2.c E.cofi (TT Yjolations resuiting from f
2 Assessmentdor correclive action) § ... 2 141.860(b)(1.) ......................................................
. * or failure to provide certification to State | * +
MCL, monitoring, and reporting violations |
Appendix A—Endnotes this Appendix, as authorized under any repeat sample tests positive for coliform.
§141.202(a} and §141.203{a). All other total coliform monitoring and
T Until March 31, 2018. 2. MCL-—Maximum contaminant level, testing procedure violations are Tier 3.
% Beginning April 1, 2016. MRDL—Maximum residual disinfectant * * * * *

1, Violations and other situations not Hated
in this table (e.g., failure to prepare
Consumer Confidence Raports), do not

lavel, TT—Treatment technique .
3. The term Violations of National Primary | 16, Appendix B to subpart Q of Part

Drinking Water Regulations (NPDWR] is used 141 is amended as follows:

require notice, unless otherwise determined P .

byqthe primacy agency. Primacy agencies hers to include violations of MCL, MRDL, B a. By revising entries 1a and 1b,

may, at their opticn, also require a more treatment technique, monitoring, and testing b. By adding entries 1s, if, 1gand 1h,
stringent public notice tier (e.g., Tier 1 procednre requirements, and ]

instead of Tier 2 or Tier 2 instead of Tier 3) 4. Failure to test for fecal coliform or E. coli B ¢. By adding two endnotes before

for specific violations and situations listed in i3 a Tier 1 violation if testing is not done after Endnote 1.

APPENDIX B TO SUBPART Q OF PART 141—STANDARD HEALTH EFFECTS LANGUAGE FOR PUBLIC NOTIFICATION

Contaminant MCLG'mg/L. MCLZmg/L. Standard health effects language for public nofification

National Primary Drinking Water Regulations (NPDWR}

A. Microbiologicat Contaminants

1a, Total coliform § ..vevveaens =1 £ o TS See fooinoled ...l Coliforms are bacteria that are naturally present in the
ehvironment and are used as an indicator that other,
potentially-harmful, bacteria may be present. Cali-
forms were found in more samples than alfowed and
this was a waming of potentiat problems.

1b. Fecal coliform/E. colf T ZEr0 .overvrirrerevvenevecsrnsnens ZBI0 s, Fecal coliforms and E. coli are bacteria whose pres-
ence indicales that the water may be contaminated
with human or animal wastes. Microbes in these
wastes can cause short-term effects, such as diar-
rhea, cramps, nausea, headaches, or other symp-
foms. They may pose a special health risk for in-
fants, young children, some of the elderly, and peoc-
ple with severely compromised immune sysiems.
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APPENDIX B TO SUBPART QQ OF PART 141—STANDARD HEALTH EFFECTS LANGUAGE FOR PUBLIC NOTIFICATION—

Continued
Contaminant MCLG*mg/L MCL2mg/t Standard health effecis language for public notification
te. Subpart Y Cofiform As-  N/A i rerrerrrennenennes L I O Coliforms are bacteria that are naturally present in the
sessment and/or Correc- environment and are used as an indicator that other,
tive Action Violations f. potentially harmiul, waterborme pathogens may be
present or that a potentlal pathway exisis through
which conlamination may enter the drinking water
: distribution system. We found coliforms Indicating
Add in our table the need to fook for poteniial problems in water
i i treatment or distribution. When this occurs, we are
that 'FhIS app“es_ to required to conduct assessments to identify prob-
Public Notification. lems and to correct any problems that are found.
[THE SYSTEM MUST USE THE FOLLOWING APPLI-
CABLE SENTENCES.]
We failed to conduct the required assessment.
We failed o correct all identified sanitary defects that
were found during the assessment(s).
11. Subpant Y E.colf As- WA e TT s, E. colf are bacteria whose presence indicates that the

sessment and/or Correc-
tive Action Violations .

\Add in our table

that this applies to
Public Notification.

In compliance unfess one
of the following condi-
tions occurs:.

{1} The system has an E.
coli-positive repeat sam-
ple following a total coli-
form-positive routine
sample..

(2) The system has a fotal
coliform-positive repeat
sample following an E.
cofi-positive routine sam-
ple..

{3} The system fails to take
all required repeat sam-
ples following an E. coii-
positive routine sample..

{4} The system faiis to lest
for E. coli when any re-
peat sample tests posi-
tive for total coliform..

1g. E coli £

1h. Subpart Y Seasocnal
System TT Violations 2.

water may be contaminated with human or animat
wastes, Human pathogens in these wastes can
cause short-term effects, such as diarthea, cramps,
nausea, headaches, or other symptoms. They may
pose a greater health risk for infants, young children,
the elderly, and people with severely compromised
immune systems, We violated the standard for E
coli, indicating ihe need to look for potential prob-
ferms in water treatment or disiribution. When this o¢-
curs, we are required to conduct a detailed assess-
ment to identify problems and 1o correct any prob-
lems that are found.

[THE SYSTEM MUST USE THE FOLLOWING APPLI-
CABLE SENTENCES.]

We failed to conduct the required assessment.

Woe faited to correct all identified sanitary defects that
were found during the assessmeni that we con-
ducted. )

E. coli are bacteria whose presence indicates that the
waler may be contaminated with human or animal
wastes. Human pathogens in these wasies can
cause short-ferm effects, such as diarrhea, cramps,
nausea, headaches, or other symptoms. They may
pose a greater health risk for infanis, young children,
the elderly, and people with severely compromised
immune systems.

When this violation includes the fallure o monitor for
totat coliforms or E. colf prior 10 serving water to the
public, the mandatory language found at
141.205(d}(2} must be used. '

When this violation includes failure to complete other
actions, the appropriate elements found in
141.205(a) to describe the viclation must be used.

* * *
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Appendix B—Endnotes

1 Until March 31, 2016,

 Beginning April 1, 2018,

1, MCLG—Maximum contaminant level
goal

2. MCL—Maximum contaminant level

3, For water systems analyzing at least 40
samples per month, no more than 5.0 percent
of the monthly samples may he positive for
total coliforms. For systems analyzing fewer
than 40 samples per month, no more than
one sample per month may he positive for
total coliforms.

* * * * &

B 17. Section 141.402 is amended by
revising paragraph {a} to read as follows:

§141.402 Ground water source microbial
monitering and analytical methods,

(a) Triggered source water
monitoring—

(1) General requirements. A ground
water system must conduct triggered
source water monitoring if the
conditions identified in paragraphs
{a){(1}i) and either {a{1)(ii} or (a}{1)(iii}
of this section exist.

(i} The system does not provide at

paragraph (a){2) by sampling a
representative ground water source or
sources. If directed by the State, systems
must submit for State approval a
triggered source water monitoring plan
that identifies one or more ground water
sources that are representative of each
monitoring site in the system’s sample
siting plan under § 141.21(a} until
March 31, 2016, or under § 141.853
beginning April 1, 2016, and that the
system intends to use for representative
sampling under this paragraph.

(iif) Until March 31, 2018, a ground
water systam serving 1,000 or fewer
people may use a repeat saniple
collected from a gronnd water source to
meet both the requirements of
§141.21(b) and to satisfy the monitoring
requiremeuts of paragraph (a}{2) of this
section for that grouud water source
only if the State approves the use of E.
coli as a fecal indicator for source water
monitoring under this paragraph (aj. If
the repeat sample collected from the
ground water source is E. coli-positive,
the system miust comply with paragraph
(a)(3} of this sectiou.

least 4-log treatment of viruses (using
inactivation, removal, or a State-
approved combination of 4-log virus
inactivation and removal) before or at
the first customer for each pround water
source; and either

(ii} The system is notified that a
sample collected under § 141.21(a) is
total coliform-positive and the sample is
not invalidated under § 141.21(c) until
March 31, 20186, or

(ii} The system is notified that a
sample collected under §§ 141.854
through 141.857 is total coliform-
positive and the sample is not
invalidated under § 141.853{c)
beginning April 1, 2016.

{2} Sampling requirements. A ground
water systern must collect, within 24

hours of notification of the total
coliform-positive sample, at least one
ground water source sample from each
ground water source in uss at the time
the total coliform-positive sample was
collected nnder § 141.21(a) until March
31, 20186, or collected under §§ 141.854
through 141.857 beginning April 1,
2016, except as provided in paragraph
{a)(2)(ii} of this section.

(i) The State may extend the 24-hour
time limit on a case-by-case basis if the
system cannot collect the ground water
source water sample within 24 hours
due to circumstances heyond its control.
In the case of an extension, the State
mnst specify how much time the system
has to collect the sample.

(ii) If approved by the State, systems
with more than one ground water source
may mest the requirements of this

(iv) Beginning April 1, 2016, a ground
ter system serving 1,000 or fewer
people may use a repeat sample

°IDEQ to discontinue dual A

mipurpose samples (GWR [and
aftrigger source & RTCR ;‘tﬂ
mi er

mlrepeat sample).

soupte is E. coli- positive, the syst
mdst comply with paragraph (a)(3)
this ssction.

{(3) Additional requirements. If the
State does not require corrective action
under § 141.403(a){2] for a fecal
indicator-positive source water sample
collected under paragraph (a}{2} of this
section that is not invalidated under
paragraph (d} of this section, the system
mnst collect five additional source
water samples from the same sonrce
within 24 hours of being notified of the
fecal indicator-positive sample.

{4) Consecutive and wholesale
systems. (i) In addition to the other
requirements of this paragraph (a), a
consecutive ground water system that
has a total coliform-positive sample
collected under § 141.21{a) until March
31, 2016, or under §§ 141.854 through
141.857 beginning April 1, 2016, must
notify the wholesale system(s} within 24

hours of being notified of the total
coliform-positive sample,

(ii) In addition to the other
requirements of this paragraph {a), a
whaolesals ground water system must
comply with paragraphs {a}(4}{i1){A) and
{a){4)(11}(B) of this section.

{A) A wholesale ground water system
that receives notice from a consecutive
system it serves that a sample collected
under §141,21{a) until March 31, 20186,
or collected under §§ 141.854 through
141,857 beginning April 1, 20186, is total
coliform-positive must, within 24 hours
of being notified, collect a sample from
its ground water source(s) under
paragraph (a}(2) of this section and
analyze it for a fecal indicator under
paragraph (c) of this section.

{B) If the sample collected under
paragraph (a){4)(ii}(A) of this section is
fecal indicator-positive, the wholesale
ground water system must notify all
consecutive systems served by that
ground water source of the fecal
indicator source water positive within
24 hours of being notified of the ground
water source sample monitoring result
and must meet the requirements of
paragraph (a)(3) of this section.

{5) Exceptions to the triggered source
water moniforing requirements. A
ground water system is not required to
comply with the source water
monitoring requirements of paragraph
(a} of this section if either of the
following conditions exists:

{i) The State determines, and
documents in writing, that the total
coliform-positive sample collected
under § 141.21(a} until March 31, 2016,
or under §§ 141.854 through 141.857
beginning April 1, 2016, is caused by a
distribution system deficiency; or

{ii) The total coliform-positive sample
collected under § 141,21{a) until March
31, 2018, or under §§ 141.854 through
141.857 beginning April 1, 2018, is
collected at a location that meets State
criteria for distribution system
conditions that will cause total

coliform-positive samples.
& & E] * &

m 18. Section 141,405 is amended by
revising paragraph (b)(4) to read as
follows:

§141.405 Reporting and recordkeeping for
ground water systems.
* * * * *

[b) ® k %

{4) For consecutive systems,
documentation of notification to the
wholesale system(s) of total coliform-
positive samples that are not invalidated
under § 141.21{c) until March 31, 2016,
or under § 141.853 beginning April 1,
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2016. Documentation shall be kept for a

period of not less than five years.

* * * * *

B 19. Section 141.803 is amended by

accordance
approved in

141.21(1)(8)} unkil Margh 31, 2016, and

in accordance with the analytical

metho{States not required to
begin

. ,adopt air carrier rules.

{5) The invalidation oRa total coliform
sample resu}{ can be made\only by the

Administrgtor in accordanck with

' §141,21{c)(2) until March 31, 20486, or

141.851 through 141.861 is
Rule 704a through 704k P

|* * *l * *

B 20. PgetT41 is amended by adding a

ubpart Y to read as follows:

Subpart Y—Revised Total Coliform Rule

Sec.
141.851 General.

141.852 Analytical methods and laboratory

certification.

141.853 General monitoring requirements

for all public water systems,

141.854 Routine monitering requirements

for non-community water systems

serving 1,000 or fewer people using only

ground water,

141.855 Routine monitoring requirements
for community water systems serving
1,000 or fewer people using only ground
water.

141.856 Routine monitoring requirements
for subpart H public water systems of
this part serving 1,000 or fewer people.

141,857 Routine moniioring requirements
for public water systems serving inore
than 1,000 people,

141.858 Repeat monitoring and E. coli
requirements.

141.859 Coliform treatment technique
triggers and assessment requirements for
protection against potential fecal
contamination,

141.860 Violations,

141.861 Reporting and recordkeeping.

Subpart Y—Revised Total Coliform
Ryle "these total coliform rules."|

§/141.851 General.

{a) General. The provisions of s
subpaet include both maximum
contaminant level and treatment
technique requirements,

(b} Applicability. The provisions of
this subpart apply to all public water
systems.

{c} Compliance date. Systems must
comply with the provisions of this
subpart beginning April 1, 20186, unless
otherwise specified in this subpart.

(d) Implementation with EPA as State.
Systems falling undar direct oversight of
EPA, where EPA acts as the State, must
comply with decisions made by EPA for
implementation of subpart Y. EPA has
authority to establish snch procednres
and criteria as are necessary to
implement subpart Y.

£} Violations of national primary
drinking water regulations. Failure to

comply with the applicable
requirernents of §5141.851 through
141.861, including requirements
established by the State pursuant to
these provisions, is a violation of the
national primary drinking water
regulations under subpart Y.

§141.852 Analytical methods and
laboratory certification.

(a) Analytical methodology. (1) The
standard sample volume required for
analysis, regardless of analytical method
used, is 100 mi.

(2) Systems need only determine the
presence or absence of total coliforms
and E. coli; a determination of density
is not required.

{3) The time from sample collection to
initiation of test mediuvm incubation
may not exceed 30 hours. Systems are
encouraged but not required to hold
samples below 10 deg, C dnring transit,

{4) f water having residual chlorine
{measured as free, combined, or total
chlorine} is to be analyzed, sufficient
sodium thiosulfate (Na,S,0s) must be
added to the sample bottle before
sterilization to neutralize any residual
chlorine in the water sample.
Dechlorination procedures are
addressed in Section 9060A.2 of
Standard Methods for the Examinafion
of Water and Wastewater (20th and 21st
editions).

{5) Systems must conduct total
coliform and E. coli analyses in
accordance with one of the analytical
methods in the following table or one of
the alternative methods listed in
Appendix A to subpart C of part 141,

Organism Methodology category Method 1

Citation !

TotalCgliforms

<—Adopt by reference
in Rule 605 all
analytical methods.

wemorane Filfration Methods........... Standard Total

Lactose Fermentation Methods ....... Standard Total Coliform Fermenta-

tion Technigue.

Tesl.

Filler Prog

Chromocuit 2+,

ate Methods ..., | COBAD Lo iirnerrnsienre e gee e

g7 25

E*Colita® Test 2.
Readycult® Test 2.

Presence-Absence {P--A} Coliform

Standard Methods Online 9223 B—

COHSUIE? .. cer e Standard

{20th ed.; 21st ed.) 27
} Standard Methods Online 9221 D.1,
D.2-99 27

ifofm Membrane | Standard Methods 9222 B, C {20th

ed.; 21st ed.) 24
Standard Methods Online 9222 B-
97 24, 9222 C-97 24

iltration using Ml me- | EPA Method 16042

Standard Methods 9223 B (20th
ed.; 21st ed.) 25

ods 9223 B {(20th

ed.; 21st ed.)
Standard Methods On
9223 B—97 256
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Crganism Methodelogy category Method ! Citation

modified Colitag® Test 2.

Essherichia coli. )
Standard Methods 9221 F.
ed.; 2tst ed.) 2

Escherichia coli EC-MUG medium
lowing Lactose
Methods).

Escherichia coli Parlition Method ...

Procedure  (fol-
Fermentation

(20th

EC broth with MUG {(EC-MUG) Standard Metheds 9222 G.1¢(2)
(20th ed.; 21st ed.) 2%
Standard Methodg/ 9222 G.ic¢(1)

(20th ed.; 21st gd.} 2

NA-MUG medium

Membrane Filtration Methods ..........

Membrane Filtratton using Ml me-
dium.

m-ColiBlue24® Test 24

Chromocult 24,

Enzyme Substrate Methods ............ ColIEM® L.1riirirrerirseiessniresesannn Methods 9223 B {20th
Stapdard Methods Online 9223 B—
COlISUE® ..o tandard Methods 9223 B {20th

ed.; 21st ed.) 256
Standard Methods Cnline
9223 B-97 236

E*Colite® Test 2.
Readycult® Test #,
modified Colitag® Test 2.

i The procedures must be done in accordance\with the documents listed in paragraph {¢)/0f this section. For Standard Methods, either edi-
lions, 20th (1998) or 21st (2005, may be used. FoNhe Standard Methods Cnline, the year ji which each method was approved by the Standard
Methods Committee is designated by the last two digits following the hyphen in the method number. The methods listed are the only online

versions that may be used. For vendor methods,

method. The methods fisted are the only versions that
approved versions of the methods, as product package in
c} of this sectign.
3 Lactose broth, as commercially available, may be used i
tween lactose broth and lauryl tryplose broth using the water n
pasitive rale and false-negative rate for total colrforms us:ng lact

2 Incorporated by reference. See paragraph

the date of the method listed in paragr
y be used for compliance wi

PR

+ All filtration series must begt
UV light is not adequate 1o g
to sanitize the funnels bepeen
facturer {i.e., disposablgAunnel

3 Multiple-tube and
tHon.

le yube enumerative
fof use in presencelw

7 A multi
this meth

8 The follping changes must be made io the EC broth w1 7 MUG (EC MUG) fo
-methy]umbelhferyl Beta-D-glucuronide must be 4.

" 1.5g, and

{(b) Laboratory certification. Systems
must have all compliance samples
required under this subpart analyzed by
a laboratory cértified by the EPA ora
primacy State to analyze drinking wat
samples. The laboratory used by the
system must bae certified for each
method {and associated contami
used for compliance monitoring

than that specified in
A must publish notice of
TFederal Register and the
st be available to the public.

this section,
change iu t
material

www.regulations.gov, in hard copy at
the Water Docket, or from the sources
indicated below. The Docket ID is EPA—

Except, thls mformatlon IS already in
Rules 601a, 731, and 2701 that say

valid samples only if analyzed by
¢ Colisure® resufts may be re|certified lab.

HQAOW-2008-0878. Hard copies o
thése documeuts may be viewed at tha
ater Docket in the EPA Docket Center,
{EPA/DC) EPA West, Room 3334, 1301
Constitution Ave. NW., Washington,
DC. The EPA Docket Center Public
Reading Room is open from 8:30 a.m. to
4:30 p.m., Monday through Friday,
excluding legal holidays. The telephone
number for the Public Reading Room is
1-202—566-1744, and the telephone
number for the Water Dacket is 1-202--
566—-2426, Copyrighted materials are
only available for viewing in hard copy.
These documents are also available for
inspection at the National Archives and
Records Administration (NARA). Far
information on the availability of this
material at NARA, call 1-202-741-6030
or go to: http://www.archives.gov/
federal register/

code_of federal regulations/ibr_
locations.html,

h {c) of this section is the date/version of the approved
this rule. Laboratories should be careful 1o use oniy the
rts may not be the same 45 the approved versions of the methods.

e broth, if the system conducis at least 25 parallel tesis be-
if the findings from this comparison demonstrate that the false-
e broth, is | ss than 10 percent.

rilized by autoclaving. Exposure of filiralion equipment o
posure of the filtration equipment to UV light may be used
ane fillration equipment that is pre-sterilized by the manu-

use in presence-absence determination under this reguta-

amination of Walter and Wastewaler 9221, ts approved for

ulation: Potassium dihydrogen phosphaie, KH,PC,, must be

{1) American Public Health
Association, 800 I Street, NW.,
Washington, DC 20001,

{1} “Standard Methods for the
amination of Water and Wastewater,”

(B} Staudard Nethods 9221,
“Multiple-Tube Fermeutation
Technique for Members of the Coliform
Group,” D.1, D.2, “Prggence-Absence
{P-A) Coliform Test.”

{C) Standard Methods 9222,
“Membrane Filter Techniqde for
Members of the Caliform Growp,” B,
“Standard Total Coliform Memkbrane
Filter Procedure.”

{D} Standard Methods 9222,
“Membranse Filter Technique for
Members of the Coliform Group,” C,
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“Dielayed-Incubation Total Coliform
Procedure,”

} Standard Methods 9223, “Enzyme
Substrate Coliform Test,” B, “Enzyme
Substrate Test,” Colilert® and Colisure®,

(I') Standard Methods 9221, “Multiple
Tube Farmentation Technique for
Member3, of the Coliform Group,” F.1,
“Escherichia coli Procedure: EC-MUG
medium,”

(G) Standard Methods 9222,
“Membrane Kjlter Technique for
Members of thg Coliform Group,”
G.1.¢(2), ““Eschevichia coli Partition
Method: EC broth with MUG (EC-
MUGL”

(H) Staudard Methods 9222,
“Membrane Filter Technique for
Members of the Colifoym Group,”
G.1.c(1), “*Escherichia doli Partition
Method: NA-MUG mediym.”

(ii) **Standard Methods\for the
Examination of Water and Wastewater,”
21st edition (2005):

(A} Standard Methods 9223
*Multiple-Tube Fermentation
Technique for Members of the Goliform
Group,” B.1, B.2, “Standard Tota
Coliform Fermentation Technique\”

(B) Standard Methods 9221,
“NMultiple-Tube Fermentation
Technique for Members of the Colifo
Gronp,” D.1, D.2, “Presence-Absence
{P-A]} Coliform Test.”

(C}) Standard Methods 9222,
“Membrane Filter Technigne for
Members of the Coliform Group,” B,
“Standard Total Coliform Membrane
Filter Procedure.”

(D} Standard Methods 9222,
“Menibrane Filter Technique for
Members of the Coliform Group)’ C,
“Delayed-Incubation Total Coliform
Procedure.”

(E) Standard Methods 9223, “Enzynie
Substrate Coliform Test,” B/ “Enzyme
Substrate Tast,” Colilert® aind Colisure®.

(¥) Standard Methods 9221, “Multiple
Tube Fermentation Techliique for
Members of the Coliforsn Group,” F.1,
“Escherichia coli Progédure: EC-MUG
medium.”

(G) Standard Metlods 9222,
“Membrane Filter Z'echnique for
Members of the Goliform Group,”
G.1.6(2), “Escheyichia coli Partition
Method: EC broth with MUG (EC-

Group” (1999), B.1, B.2-99, “Standard
Total Coliform Fermentation
Techniqne.”

(B) Standard Methods Online 9221,
“Multiple-Tube Fermentation
Technique for Members of the Coliform
Group” (1999), D.1, D.2-99, ‘Presence-
Absence {P-A) Coliform Tegt.”

{C) Staudard Methods Online 9222,
“Membrane Filter Technigue for
Members of the Coliformy/Group™ (1997),
B-97, “Standard Total Goliform
Membrane Filter Procedure.”

{D) Standard Methgds Onliue 9222,
“Membraue Filter T¢chnique for
Members of the Coliform Group” (1997},
C-97, “Delayed-Igcubation Total
Coliform Procedyre.”

{E) Standard ¥ethods Ouliue 9223,
“Euzyme Substrate Coliform Test”
(1997), B-97,/‘Enzyme Substrate Test”,
Colilert® and Colisure®,

(2} Charm Sciences, Inc., 659 Andover
Streset, Layrence, MA 01843-1032,
telephong 1-800-343-2170:

[iEJE* Colite®—*Charm E*Colite™!
Presente/Abseuce Test for Detection
and Identification of Coliform Bacteria
and fscherichia coli in Drinking
Whater,” January 9, 1998.

ii) {Reserved]

(3} CPI International, Inc., 5580
Skylane Blvd., Santa Rosa, CA, 95403,
telephone 1-800-878-7654:

(1) modified Colitag®, ATP D0O5-
0035—"Modified Colitag™! Test
Method for the Simultaneons Detection
ol\E. colf and other Total Coliforms in
Waler,” August 28, 2009,

(i) [Reserved]

(4NEVD Millipore {a division of
Merck\KGaA, Darmstadt Germany}, 290
Concortl Road, Billerica, MA 01821,
telephong 1-800-645-5476:

(i} Chrofocult—"*Chromocult®
Coliform Agar Presence/Absence
Membrane Filter Test Method for
Detection and\Identification of Coliform
Bacteria and E¥cherichio coli for
Finished Waters,”” November 2000,
Version 1.0.

(if) Readycult®\*"Readycnlt®
Coliforms 100 Preseénce/Absence Test
for Detection and Idegtification of
Coliform Bacteria and\Escherichia coli
in Finished Waters,” Jayuary 2007,
Version 1.1.

MUGL"” (5) EPA’s Water Resourke Center
(HJ Stﬂnd d M tbhoda nnnn NI 4 00TY aann D 3
“Membrane/Filter| REMOVeE references to dual purpose samples.

b

Members of the Conmmormm Group,
G.1.6(1), YEscherichia coli Partition
Methody/NA-MUG medium.”

(iii) ‘/Staudard Methods Online”
available at http://
www/standardmethods.org:

(A) Standard Methods Online 9221,
“Muitiple-Tube Fermentation
Technique for Members of the Coliform

TEIEPNONE [—ZUZ—366—17 29"
(i} EPA Method 1604, EPA
024—“EPA Method 1604; Tota
Coliforms and Escherichia coli inn Water
by Membrane Filtration Using a
Simmnltaneons Detection Technique\(MI
Medium),” September 2002, hitp://
wwiv.epa.gov/nerlcwww/1604sp02. pdf.
(ii) {Reserved]

1-R-02-

6) Hach Company, P.O. Box 389

§141.853 General monitoring
requirements for all public water systems.

{a) Sample siting plans. {1} Systems
must develop a written sample siting
plan that identifies sampling sites and a
sample collection schedule that are
representative of water throughout the
distribution system not later than March
31, 20186, These plans are subject to
State review aud revision, Systems must
collect total coliform samples according
to the written sample siting plan.
Monitoring required by §§ 141.854
through 141.858 may take place at a
customer’s premise, dedicated sampling
station, or other designated compliance
sampliug location. Routline and repeat
sample sites and any sampling points
necessary to meet the requirsments of
subpart S must be reflected in the
sampliug plan.

(2) Systems must collect samples at
regular time intervals throughout the
month, except that systems that use
only ground water and serve 4,900 or
fewer people may collect all required
samples cn a single day if they are taken
from different sites.

(3} Systems must take at least the
minimum number of required samples
even if the system has had an E. coli
MCL viclation or has exceeded the
coliforiu treatment technigne triggers in
§141.859(a).

(4} A system may conduct more
compliance monitoring than is required
by this subpart to investigate potential
problems in the distribution system aud
use monitoring as a tool to assist in
uncovering problems. A system may
take more than the minimnm number of
required routine samples and must
include the results in calcnlating
whether the coliform treatment
technique trigger in § 141.859{a)(1}{i)
and (ii) has been exceeded only if the
samples are taken in accordance with
the existing sample siting plan and are
representative of water throughont the
distribution system.

(5] Systems must identify repsat

onitoring locations in the sample
\;mmn\gph\huﬂ% the provisions of
paragraphs (a)(5)G) er-fa}5¥it) of this

section are met, the system must collect
at least one repeat sample from the
sampling tap where the original total
coliform-positive sample was taken, and
at least one tepeat sample at a tap
within five service connections
upstream and at least one repeat sample
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at a tap within fivk service connections
downstream of the\priginal sampling

repeat sample upstream or
of the original sampling site. Exceptas

thizsection, systems regnired to
conduct tripgered source water
maonitoring under § 141.402(a) must take
ground water source sample{s) in
addition to repeat samples requirad
under this suhpait.

{i) Systems may propose repeat
monitoring locations to the State that
the system believes to be representative
of a pathway for contamination of the
distribution system. A system1 may elect
to specify either alternative fixed
locations or criteria for selecting repeat
sampling sites on a situational basis in
a standard operating procedurs (SOP} in
its sample siting plan. The system must
design its SOP to focus the repeat
samples at focations that best verify and
determine the extent of potential
contamination of the distribution
system area based on specific situations.
The State may modify the SOP or
require alternative monitoring locations
as needed.

lo?%t}l”domestic or other non-

repeat {distribution system

Tequire ; "
o plumbing problem" and

more ti'CIFcUMstance or

positivicondition that does not
coli M( s
g 141.4|r€flect water quality in

=

I

is ot required to comply with

§141.402(a)(3).

{i1) Ground water systems serving
1\000 or fewer people may propose
repeat sampling locations to the Stg

required for
onitoring under
m demonstrates

triggered sourk
§141.402(a) if ¢

sample sitiug pla
representative of W
distribution syste
State, the systern
result to meet §

NI approved by the

(A} If a r¢peat sample td

moni|Remove references to dual

thapt one repeat sample at the
mgnitoriug location required for
ggered source waler monitoring,
system may reduce the number of

(6) States may review, ravise, and
approve, as appropriate, repeat
sampling proposed by systems under
paragraphs {a)(5}(1) exd{it)of this
section, The system must demonstrate
that the samptle siting plan remains
representative of the water quality in the
distribution system. The State may
determine that monitoring at the entry
point to the distribution system
{especially for undisinfected ground
water systems) is effective to
differentiate between potential source
water and distribution system problems.

(b} Special purpose samples. Special
purpose samples, such as those taken to
determine whether disinfection
practices are snfficient following pipe
placement, replacement, or repair, must
not be used to determine whether the
coliform treatment technique trigger has
been exceeded. Repeat samples taken
pursuant to § 141.858 are not considered
special purpose samples, and must be
used to determine whether the coliform
treatment technique trigger has been
exceeded.

(c) Invalidation of total coliform
samples. A total coliform-positive
sample invalidated under this paragraph
{c) of this section does not count toward
meeting the minimum monitoring
requirements of this subpart,

l?‘11 The State may iuvalidate a total
coliform-positive sample ouly if the
conditions of paragraph {c}{1){), {ii}, or
(i1} of this section are met,

(i) The lahoratory establishes that
improper sample analysis caused the
total coliform-positive result.

{ii} The State, on the basis of the -
results of repeat samples collected as
required under § 141.858(a), determines
that the total coliform-positive sample
resulted from a domestic or other non-
distribution system plumbing probl
The State caunot invalidate[a sample on

basis of repeat sample results unless

all repeat sample{s] collected at the
same tap as the original total coliform-

ositive sample are also total coliform-

ositive, and all repeat samples

ollected at a location other than the

riginal tap are total coliform-negative
{e.g., a State cannot invalidate a total
coliform-positive sample on the basis of
repeat samples if all the repeat samples
are total coliform-negative, or if the
system has only one service
connection}.

(iii) The State has substantial grounds
to believe that a total coliform-positive
result is due to a circumstance or
condition that does not reflect water
quality in the distribution system. In
this case, the system must still collect
all repeat samples required under
§141.858fa}, and use them to determiue
whether a coliform treatment technique
trigger in § 141,859 has been exceeded.
To invalidate a total coliform-positive
sample under this paragraph, the
decision and supporting rationale must
be documented in writing, and
approved and signed by the supervisor
of the State official who recommended
the decision, The State must make this
document available to EPA and the
public. The written documentation must
state the specific cause of the total
coliform-positive sample, and what
action the system has taken, or will take,
to correct this problem. The State may
not invalidate a total coliform-positive
sample solely on the grounds that all
repeat samples are total coliform-
negative.

2) A laboratory must invalidate a
total coliform sample (unless total
coliforms are detected) if the sample
produces a turbid culture in the absence
of gas production using an aualytical
method where gas formation is
examined (e.g., the Multiple-Tube
Fermentation Technique}, produces a
turbid culture in the absence of an acid
reaction iu the Presence-Absence {P—A}
Coliform Test, or exhibits confluent
growth or produces colonies too
numerous to count with an analytical
method using a membrane filter {e.g.,
Membrane Filter Technique). If a
iaboratory invalidates a sample because
of such interference, the system must
collect another sample from the same
location as the original sample within
24 hours of being notified of the
interference problem, and have it
analyzed for the presence of total
coliforms, The system must continue to
re-sample within 24 hours and have the
samples analyzed until it obtains a valid
result. The State may waive the 24-hour
time limit on a case-by-case basis.

Ahernativelythe-Stete-may-implement

¥
T

|We will continue to examine on a case by case basis as we committed in the original TCR. |
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78, |Seasona| systems transition at no less frequently than quarterly.|

Yorrethrre-Hom o ¢
-ease-by-ease-extensions,

§141.854 Routine monitoring
requirements for han-communlity water
systems serving 1,000 or fewer people
using only ground water,

{a) General. (1) The provisions of this
section apply to non-community water
systems using only ground water
{except ground water under the direct
influence of surface water, as defined in
§141.2} and serving 1,000 or fewer
people.

(2) Following any total coliform-
positive sample taken under the
provisions of this section, systems must
comply with the repsat monitoring
requirements and E. coli analytical
requirements in § 141.858.

%3] Once all monitoring required by
this section and § 141.858 for a calendar
month has been completed, systems
must determine whether any coliform
treatment technique triggers specified in
§141.859 have been exceeded. If any
trigger has been exceeded, systems must
complete assessments as reqnired by
§ 141,859,

{4) For the pnrpose of determining
eligibility for remaining on or gnalifying
for quarterly monitoring under the
provisions of paragraphs (f)(4) and
(g)(2), respectively, of this section for
transient non-commnnity water
systems, the State may olect to not count
monitoring violations under
§ 141.860(c)(1) of this part if the missed
sample is collected no later than the end
of the monitoring period following the
monitoring period in which the sample
was missed. The system must collect the
make-up sampls in a different week
than the routine sample for that
monitoring period and should collect
the sample as soon as possible during
the monitoring period. The State may
not use this provision under paragraph
{h) of this section, This authority does
not affect the provisions of
§5 141.860{c){(1)} and 141.861(a)(4) of
this part.

(b} Monitaring frequency for total
coliforms. Systems must monitor each
calendar quarter that the system
provides water to the publie, except for
seasonal systems or as provided nnder
paragraphs (c} throngh (h) and {j} of this
section. Seasonal systems mnst meet the
monitoring requirements of paragraph
(i) of this section.

{c} Transition fo subpart Y. (1)
Systems, including seasonal systems,
must continue to monitor according to
the total coliform monitoring scheduies
under § 141,21 that were in effact on
March 31, 2016, unless any of the
conditions for increased monitoring in
paragraph (f} of this section are triggered

on or after April 1, 2016, or unless
otharwise directed by the State,
{2) Beginning April 1, 2016, the State
must perform a special monitoring
evaluation during each sanitary snpvey
to review the status of the system,

stay on its existing m
consistent with the
saction, The State

quarterly-orannual monitoring, this
evalnation must include review of the
approved sample siting plan, which
must designate the time period(s) for
monitoring based on site-specific
considerations (e.g., during periods of
highest demand or highest vulnerability
to contamination). The seasonal system
must collect compliance samplses during
these time periods,

{d) Annual site visits. Beginning no
later than calendar year 2017, systems
on annual monitoring, mctodimg——
seagenet-systems, must have an initial
and recurring annual site visit by the
State that is equivalent to a Leve] 2
assessment or an annnal volnntary Level
2 assessment that meets the criteria in
§141.859(b] to remain on annnal
monitoring, The periodic required
sanitary survey may be used to meet the
requirement for an annual site visit for
the year in which the sanitary survey
was completed.

{e) Criteria for annuol monitoring.
Beginning April 1, 2018, the State may
reduce the monitoring frequency for a
well-operated gronnd water system from
quarterly rontine monitoring to no less
than annnal monitoring, if the system
demonstrates that it mests the criteria
for reduced monitoring in paragraphs
(e}(1) through (e)(3) of this section,
except for a system that has been on
increased monitoring under the
provisions of paragraph {f) of this
section. A system on increased
monitoring under paragraph {f} of this
section must meet the provisions of
paragraph {g} of this section to go to
quarterly monitoring and must meet the
provisions of paragraph (h} of this
sectiou to go to annual monitoring.

{1} The system has a clean compliance
history for a minimum of 12 months;

(2) The most recent sanitary survey
shows that the system is free of sanitary
defects or has corrected all identified
sanitary defects, has a protected water
source, and meets approved
construction standards; and

(3) The State has conducted an annual
site visit within the last 12 months and
the system has corrected all identified
sanitary defects. The system may
substitute a Level 2 assessment that
meets the criteria in § 141.859(b} for the
State annual site visit.

(f} Increased Monitoring Requirements
for systemns on quarterly or annual
monitoring. A system on quarterly or
annual monitoring that experiences any
of the events identified in paragraphs
(f)(1) through (f){4} of this section must
begin monthly monitoring the month
following the event, A system on annual
monitoring that experiences the avent
identified in paragraphs (f)(5) of this
section must begin qnarterly monitoring
the quarter following the event. The
system must continue monthly or
quarterly monitoring until the
requirements in paragraph (g) of this
section for qnarterly monitoring or
paragraph {h) of this section for annual
monitoring are met. A system on
monthly monitoring for reasons other
than those identified in paragraphs (f){(1)
through (f){4) of this section is not
considered to be on increased
monitoring for the purposes of
paragraphs (g} and (h]) of this section.

{1) The system triggers a Level 2
assessment or two Level 1 assessments
under the provisions of §141.859in a
rolling 12-month period.

(2) The system has an E. coli MCL
violation,

{3) The system has a coliform
treatment technique violation.

(4} The system has two subpart Y
monitoring violations or one subpart Y
rmonitoring violation and one Level 1
assessment under the provisions of
§141.859 in a rolling 12-month period
for a system on quarterly monitoring.

(6} The system has one subpart Y
monitoring violation for a system on
annnal monitoring,

{g) Requirements for returning to
quorterly monitoring. The State may
reduce the monitoring frequency for a
system on monthly monitoring triggered
under paragraph (f} of this section to
quarterly monitoring if the system meets
the criteria in paragraphs (g}{1} and
{g)(2) of this section.

{1) Within the lasi 12 months, the
system must have a completed sanitary
survey or a site visit by the State ar a

voluntary Level 2 assessment by-a-party-

-appreved by the State, be free of
sanitary defects, and have a protected

water source; and
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to annual monitoring iy, » |Omitted because seasonal systems cannot reduce to annual.

{2) The system must have a clpan
compliance history for a minimum of 12
maonths.

{h) Requirements for systems d4n
increased monitoring to qualify for
annual monitoring. The State
reduce the monitoring frequency'for a
systemn on increased monitoring under
paragraph {f] of this section if the
system meets the criteria in paragraph
() of this section plus the criteria in
paragraphs (h){1) and (h)(2) of this
section.

(1) An annual site visit by the State
and correction of all identified sanitary
defects. The system may substitute a
voluutary Level 2 assessment
-approved by the State for the State
annual site visit in any given year.

(2) The system must have in place or
adopt one or more additional
enhancements to the water system
barriers to contamination in paragraphs
{h}(2){i} through h)(2){v) of this section.

(i) Cross connection control, as
approved by the State.

(ii) An operator certified by an
appropriate State certification program
or regular visits by a circuit rider
certifled by an appropriate State
certification program.

{iii) Continuous disinfection entering
the distribution system and a residual in
the distribution system in accordance
with criteria specified by the State.

{(iv) Demonstration of maintenance of
at least a 4-log removal or inactivation
of viruses as provided for under
§141.403(b)(3).

{v} Other equivalent enhancements to
water system barriers as approved by
the State.

{i} Seasonal systems. (1) Beginning
April 1, 20186, all seasonal systems must
demonstrate completion of a State-
approved start-up procedure, which
may include a requirement for startup
sampling prior to serving water to the
public.

{2) A seasonal system must monitor
every month that it is in operation
unless it meets the criteria in paragraphs
{1)(2){) through {11} of this section to be
eligible for mouitoring less frequently
than monthly beginning April 1, 2018,
except as provided under paragraph (c)
of this section.

(i)\Seasonal systems menitoring less
must have an
approyed sample siting plan that
designates the time period for
monitoring based on site-specific
considerjtions (e.g., during periods of
and or highest vulnerahility
to contamigation). Seasonal systems.
must colleck compliance samples during
this time petiod.

{ii} To be eligible for v
monitoring, the must meet the
criteriadmparagraph {g} of this section,

iii} To be eligible for annual
monitoring; meet the

criter €r paragrap
saction

(3) The State may exempt any
seasonal system from some or all of the
requirements for seasonal systems if the
entire distribution system remains
pressurized during the entire period that
the system is not operating, except that
systems that monitor less frequently
than monthly must still monitor during
the vulnerable period designated by the
State.

(i) Additional routine monitoring the
month following o totol coliform-
positive sample. Systems collecting
samples on a quarterly or annual
frequency must conduct additional
routine monitoring the month following
one or more total coliform-positive
samples (with or without a Level 1
treatment technique trigger). Systems
must collect at least three routine
samples during the next month, except
that the State may waive this
requirement if the conditions of
paragraph (ji(1), (2), or {3) of this section
are met, Systems may either collect
samples at regular time intervals
throughout the month or may collect all
required routine samples on a single day
if samples are taken from different sites.
Systems must use the results of
additional routine samples in coliform
treatment technique trigger calculations
under § 141.859(a).

{1) The State may waive the
requirement to collect three routine
samples the next month in which the
system provides water to the public if
the State, or an agent approved by the
State, performs a site visit before the
end of the next month in which the
system provides water to the puhlic.
Although a sanitary survey need not be
performed, the site visit must be
sufficiently detailed to allow the State to
determine whether additional
mouitoring and/or any corrective action
is needed. The State cannot approve an
employee of the system to perform this
site visit, even if the employee is an
agent approved by the State to perform
sanitary surveys.

{2) The State may waive the
requirement to collect three routine
samples the next month in which the
system provides water to the public if
the State has determined why the
sample was total coliform-positive and
has established that the system has
corrected the problem or will correct the
problem before the end of the next
month in which the syslem serves water
to the public, In this case, the State must

To be eligible for quarterly monitoring, ...

document this decision to waive the
following month’s additional
monitoring requirement in writing, have
it approved and signed by the
supervisor of the State official who
recommends such a decision, and make
this document availahle fo the EPA and
public. The written documentation must
describe the specific cause of the total
coliform-positive sample and what
action the system has taken and/or will
take to correct this problem.

{8) The State may not waive the
requirement to collect three additional
routine samples the next month in
which the system provides water to the
public solely on the grounds that all
repeat samples are total coliform-
negative. If the State determines that the
system has corrected the contamination
problem before the system takes the set
of repeat samples required in § 141.858,
and all repeat samples were total
coliform-negative, the State may waive
the requirement for additional routine
monitoring the next month.

§141.855 Routine monitoring
requirements for community watet systems
serving 1,000 or fewer people using onily
ground water.

{a) General. (1) The provisions of this
section apply to community water
systems using only ground water
{except ground water under the direct
influence of surface water, as defined in
§141.2) and serving 1,000 or fewer
people.

{2) Following auy total coliform-
positive sample taken under the
provisions of this section, systems must
comply with the repeat monitoring
requirements and E. colf analytical
requirements in §141.858.

(3) Once all monitoring required by
this section and §141.858 for a calendar
month has been completed, systems
must determine whether any coliform
treatment technique triggers specified in
§141.859 have been exceeded. If any
tripger has been exceeded, systems must
complete assessments as required by
§141.859.

(b) Monitoring frequency for total
coliforins. The monitoring frequency for
total coliforms is one sample/month;

cJ Transition o subpart Y. [1J Al
s must continue to monitor
to the total coliform

perform a special monitoring
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valuation during each sanitary survey
to,review the status of the system,
indluding the distribution system, to
det mine whether the system is on an

's monitoring schedule, as
r it may allow the system to

the syste

has already met the\applicable criteria
for less frequent monjtoring in this
section.
(d) Criteria for reduced monitoring.
{1) The State may reduck the monitoring
frequency from monthly Yponitoring to
no less than quarterly monjtoring if the
system is in comptiance with State-
certified operator provisions
demonstrates that it meets the\criteria iu
paragraphs (d)(1)(i) through (d)1)(iii) of
this section. A system that loses\its
certified operator must ratien to

through (e}{4) of this section must begin
monthly monitoring the month
following the event. The system fust
continue monthly monitoring
mests the reduced monitoring

in a rolling 12-month pexfod.
{2} The system has an/F, coli MCL
violation.
{3) The systemn has
treatment technique
(4) The system

maonth period.
(f) Additional foutine monitoring the

utine samples duriug the next
, except that the State may waive
this/requiremeut if the couditions of

monthly monitoring the OMit any reduced
monitoring provisions
history for a minimum dbecause CWS have been
(i) The most recent s45n 3 will remain on
monthly frequency.

following that loss.
{i} The sysiem hasac

shows the system is freg
defects (or has an appro
schedule to correct then|

, £2), or (3) of this section
ns may either collect

lar time intervals

month or may collect all
e samples on a single day
aken from different sites.
1se the resulis of

ine samples in coliform

compliauce with the plan and the /
schedule), has a protected water sofrce

TenT tecrmique trigger calculations.
l\{lj The State may waive the

isl

monitoring requirement in writing, have

waive the

three additional

coliform-negative, the State may waiye
thé requirement for additional routine
monitoring the next month.

§141.856 Routine monitoring
requirements for subpart H public water
systems serving 1,000 or fewer people.

{a} General. {1) The provisions of this
section apply to subpart H public water
systems of this part serving 1,000 or
fewer people,

(2) Following any total coliform-
positive sample taken under the
provisions of this section, systems must
comply with the repeat monitoring
requirements and E. coli analytical
requirements in § 141.858.

? 3) Once all monitoring required by

and meets approved construction

See Rule 704f(1)(d)(|) for clarlflcatlon.

this section and § 141.858 for a calendar
has heen completed, systems

standards.
(iii} The system meets at least/one of
the following criteria:
{A) An anuual site visit hy
that is equivalent to a Level

compliance with the
schedule].

(B} Cross connection control, as
approved by the Sfate.

C) Continuous/disinfection entering
the distribution gystem aud a residual in
the distributior/ system iu accordance
with criteria specified by the State.

(D} Demonstration of maiutenance of
at least a 4-Jog removal or inactivation
of viruses ds provided for under
§ 141.403[(h}(3).

{E} Otller equivalent e

water system harriers as gOMit. All Ml SubH supplles filter.

the Stdte,

{e] Return to routine monthly
monfitoring requirements, Systems ou
qugrterty monitoriug that experience
any of the eveuts iu paragraphs {e}(1}

systen1 provides water to the public if
the Sta{e, or an agent approved hy the
State, pgrforms a site visit before the
end of the next month in which the
system pryvides water to the public.
Although a\sanitary survey need not be
performed, the site visit must be
sufficiently datailed to allow the State to

agent approved by t
sanitary surveys.

document this decision to waive the
following mouth’s additional

ermine whether any coliform

trigger has been exceeded, systems must
complete assessmentsas required by
§141.859.

(4) Seasonal systems. (I} Beginning
April 1, 2016, all seasonal systems must
demonstrate coupletion of a State-
approved start-up procedure, which
may include a requirement for start-up
sampling prior to serving water to the
public.

(ii) The State may exempt any
seasonal system from some or all of the
requirements for seascnal systems if the
entire distribution system remains
pressurized during the eutire period that
the system is not operating.

(b) Routine monitoring frequency for
total coliforms. Subpart H systems of
this part {including consecutive
systems) must monitor monthly.

subpart H sy
not practice
parts H, P, T, and
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collect at least one total coliform samgple
neayr the first service connection e

logistical reason
control, canno sample
of collection

sample

§441,859 has been exceeded.

§141.857 Routine monitoring
requirements for public water systems
serving more tian 1,000 people.

(a) General. (1) The provisions of this
section apply to public water systems
serving more than 1,000 persons.

(2) Following any total coliform-
positive sample taken under the
provisions of this section, systems must
comply with the repeat monitoring
requirements and E, colf analytical
requirements in §141.858.

lES} Once all monitoring required by
this section and § 141,858 for a calendar
month has been completed, systems
must deterninine whether any coliform
treatment technigne triggers specified in
§141.859 have been exceeded, If any
trigger has been exceeded, systems must
complete assessments as required by
§141.859,

(4) Seasonal systems. (i) Beginning
April 1, 2016, all seasonal
demonstrate compietion o
approved start-up procedurs, which
may include a reqmrement for start-up
sampling prior to serving watgr to the

public.

(ii) The State may exempt any

ToTAL COLIFORM MONITORING FRE-
QUENCY FOR PuBLic WATER SYs-
TEMS SERVING MORE THAN 1,000
PEOPLE—Continued

Minimum number
Population served of samples per
month

2,501 10 3,300 3
3,301 10 4,100 4
4,101 to 4,900 5
4,901 to 5,800 8
5,801 to 6,700 7
6,701 to 7,600 8
7,601 to 8,500 9
8,501 to 12,800 10
12,901 to 17,200 ............ 15
17,201 to 21,500 ............ 20
21,501 {0 25,000 ...cocveeee 25
25,001 to 33,000 ............ 30
33,001 t0 41,000 ............ : 40
41,001 to 50,000 .....cvveee 50
50,001 to 59,000 ............ 60
59,001 to 70,000 ............ 70
70,001 to 83,000 ............ 80
83,001 to 96,000 ............ 90
96,001 to 130,000 100
130,001 o 220,000 120
220,001 1o 320,000 150
320,001 1o 450,000 ........ 180
450,001 10 600,000 ........ 210
600,001 1o 780,000 ........ 240
780,001 10 970,000 ........ 270
970,001 1o 1,230,000 ... 300
1,230,001 to 1,520,000 .. 330
1,520,001 to 1,850,000 .. 360
1,850,001 to 2,270,000 .. 390
2,270,001 to 3,020,000 .. 420
3,020,001 to 3,960,000 .. 450
3,960,001 or more .......... 480

(c} Unfiltered subpart H systems. A
part H system of this part that do

nabthoractica filtratiom in camnlianc

DEQ to continue original TCR
commitment on a case by le
case basis onIy

See Rule 704g(1)(d)(|) for clarlflcatlon —l

seasonal system from some or all of the
requirements for seasonal systems if the
entire distribution system remains
pressm‘lzed duriug the entire period that
the system is not operating.

{b} Monitoring frequency for total
coliforms. The monitoring frequency for
total coliforms is based on the
population served by the system, as
follows:

ToTAL COLIFORM MONITORING FRE-
QUENCY FOR PuBLIC WATER Sys-
TEMS SERVING MORE THAN 1,000
PEOPLE

Minimum number
of samples per

Poputation served
month

1,001 10 2,500 ......cceae 2

UG UL TINUTC UL
any day exceed 1
collect this colifor

L.u\__y IMCAOSHITCIITGCIILS 11X
, the system must
ample within 24

logistical reas
control, can

incydded in determining whether th
iform treatment technique trigger 1
141.859 has been exceeded.

{d} Reduced moniforing. Systems may
not reduce monitoring, except for non-
community water systenis using only
ground water (and not ground water
under the direct inflnence of surface
water) serving 1,000 or fewer people in
some months and more than 1,000

persons in other months, In months
when more than 1,000 persons aye
served, the systems must monitay at the
frequency specified in paragraph (a} of
this section, Iu months when 1,000 or
fewer people are served, the State may
reduce the monitoring frequency, in
writing, to a frequency allowed under
§141.854 for a similarly situated system
that always serves 1,000 or fewer
people, taking into account the
provisions in § 141.854(e} through fg).

§141.858 Repeat monitoring and E, coli
requirements.

{a] Repeat moniforing. {1} If a sample
taken under §§ 141.854 though 141.857
is total coliform-positive, the system
must collect a set of repeat samples
within 24 hours of being notified of the
positive result. The system must collect
no fewer than three repeat samples for
each total coliform-positive sample
found. The State may extend the 24-
hour limit on a case-by-case basis if the
system has a logistical problem in
collecting the repeat samples withiu 24
hours that is beyond its control.

=by= torrs. In the case of
sion, the State must specify

2) The system must collect all repeat
spmples on the same day, except that

e State may allow a system with a
ingle service conuection to collect the
required set of repeat sammples over a
three-day period or to collect a Yarger
volume repeat sample{s) in one or more
sample containers of any size, as long as
the total volume collected is at least 300
ml,

(3} The system must collect an
additioual set of repeat samples in the
manuer specified in paragraphs {a}{(1}
through {a){3) of this section if one or
more repeat samples in the current set
of repeat samples is total coliform-
positive. The system must collect the
additional set of repeat samples within
24 hours of being notified of the positive
result, unless the State extends the limit
as provided in paragraph (a}{(1) of this
section. The system must continue to,
collect additional sets of repeat samples
until either total coliforms are not
detected in one complete set of repeat
samples or the system determines that a
coliform treatment technique trigger
specified in §141.859(a) has heen
exceeded as a result of a repeat sample
being total coliform-positive and
notifies the State. If a trigger identified
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, but is not required to conduct more than 1 round of repeat monitoring...

sytaundergo

T

in § 141.859 is exceeded as a result of '
a routine sample being total coliform-
positive, systems are require
conduct omtyone of repeat
monitoring 4ar each total coliform-
positive routine sample.

{4] After a system collects a routine
sample and before it learns the results
of the analysis of that sample, if it
collects another routine sample(s} from
within five adjaceut service connections
of the initial sample, and the initial
sample, after analysis, is fouud to
coutain total coliforms, then the system
may count the subsequent sample(s) as
a repeat sample instead of as a routine
sample.

{5) Resuits of ail routine and repeat
samples taken under §§ 141.854 through
141.858 not invalidated by the State
must be used to determine whether a
coliform treatment technique trigger
specified in § 141.859 has been
exceeded.

(b) Escherichia coli (E. coli) testing. {1}
If any routine or repeat sample is total
coliform-positive, the system must
analyze that total coliform-positive
culture medium to determine if E. coli
are present. If E. coli are present, the
system must notify the State by the end
of the day when the system is notified
of the test result, unless the system is
notified of the result after the State
office is closed and the State does nat
have either an after-hours phone line or
au alternative notification procedure, in
which case the system must notify the
State before the end of the next business
day.

{YZ) The State has the discretion to
allow a system, on a case-by-case basis,
to forgo E. coli testing on a total
coliform-positive sample if that system
assumas that the total coliform-positive
sample is F. coli-positive. Accordingly,
the system must notify the State as
specified in paragraph (bj{1) of this

section aud the provisions of §141.63(c)
apply. E.coli MCL
§141.859 Coliform freatment technique
friggers and assessment requirements for
protection against potential fecal
contamination.

fa) Treatment technique iriggers.
Systems must conduct assessments in
accordance with paragraph (b} of this
section after exceeding treatment
technique triggers in paragraphs {a)(1)
and (a)(2} of this section.

{1} Level 1 treatment technique
triggers.

{i) For systems taking 40 or more
samples per month, the system exceeds
5.0% total coliform-positive samples for
the month.

(ii) For systems taking fewer thau 40
samples per month, the system has two

al coliform-positive samples
T the same month.

{iii) The system fails to take every
required repeat sample after any single
total coliform-positive sample.

{2) Level 2 treatment technique

triggers.

ES An E. coli MCL violation, as
specified in § 141.860(a).

(ii} A second Level 1 trigger as
defined in paragraph (a)(1} of this
section, within a rolling 12-month
period, unless the State has determined
a likely reason that the samples that
caused the first Level 1 treatment
technique trigger were tatal coliform-
positive and has established that the
system has corrected the problem. .

(iii} For systems with approved
annual monitoring, a Level 1 trigger in
two consecutive years.

(b} Requirements for assessments. (1}
Systems must ensure that Level 1 and 2
assessments are conducted in order to
identity the possible presence of
sanitary defects aud defects in
distribution system coliform monitoring
practices. Level 2 assessments must be
couducted by-perties-appreved by the
State.

{2) When conducting assessments,
systems must ensure that the assessor
evaluates miuimum elements that
inchide review and ideutification of
inadequacies in sample sites; sampling
protocol; sample processing; atypical
events that could affect distributed
water quality or indicate that distrihuted
waler quality was impaired; changes in
distribution system maintenauce and
operation that could affect distributed
water quality (including water storage});
source and treatment considerations
that bear on distributed water quality,
where appropriate {e.g., small ground
water systems); aud existing water
quality monitoring data. The system
must conduct the assessment consistent
with any State directives that tailor
specific assessment elements with
respect to the size and type of the
system and the size, type, and
characteristics of the distribution
system.

{3) Level 1 Assessments, A system
must conduct a Level 1 assessment
consistent with State requirements if the
gystem exceeds one of the treatment
technique tripgers in paragraph (a}(1) of
this section.

(i) The system must complete a Level
1 assessment as soon as practical after
any trigger in paragraph (a)(1) of this
sactiou. Iu the completed assessment
form, the system must describe sanitary
defects detected, corrective actions
completed, and a proposed timstable for
any corrective actions not already
completed. The assessment form may

also note that no sanfitary defects were
identified. The system must snbmit the
completed Level 1 apsessment form to
the State within 30 days after the system
learns that it has exgeeded a trigger.

(ii} If the State reyiews the completed
Level 1 assessment pnd determines that
the assessment is ngt sufficient
{including any proposed timetable for
any corrective actigns not already
completed], the Stdte must cousult with
the system. If the State requires
revisions after congultation, the system
must submit a reviged assessment form
to the State on an ggreed-upon schedule
not to exceed 30 days from the date of
the consultation.

fiif) Upon completion and submission
of the assessment form by the system,
the State must determine if the system
has identified a likely canse for the
Level 1 trigger and, if so, establish that
the system has cofrected the problem, or
has included a schedule acceptable to
the State for correcting the problem.

(4) Level 2 Asggssments. A system
must emsure-that'a Level 2 assassmeut

censistentwith-Statoreguirementsds
eomdueted if the system exceeds one of
the treatment technique triggers in
paragraph {a}{2) of this section. The
system must comply with any expedited
actions or additional actions required by
the State in the case of an E. coli MCL
violation.
(i} The system must g
Level 2 assessment is-eompleted-by-the
Stateorbyapartyapproved by the State
as soon as practical after any trigger in
paragraph {a}{2) of this section. The

) ; ho.S thin a0
The assessment form
must describe sanitary defects detected,
corrective actions completed, and a
proposed timetable for any corrective
actions not already completed. The

assessment form may also note that no
sanitary defects were identified.

(11} The system may conduct Levet 2
essments if the system has staff g

the assessment i
{including any pr
any corrective
completed]},
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hrers-tederrt fred-ret -
i frre, whether
the system has corrected the froblemser

(c} Corrective Action. System}§ must
correct sanitary defects found through
either Level 1 or 2 assessments
conducted under paragraph (b} of this
section. For corrections not completed
by the time of submission of the
assessment form, the system must
complete the corrective action(s) i
compliance with a timetable approyed
by the State in consultation with the
system. The systern must notify the
State when each scheduled correctivg
action is completed.

{d) Consultation, At any time during
the assessment or corrective action
phase, either the water system or the
State may request a consultation with
the other party to determine the
appropriate actions to be taken. The
system may consult with the State on all
relevant information that may impact on
its ability to comply with a requirement
of this subpart, including the method of
accomplishment, an appropriate
timeframe, and other relevant
information,

§141.860 Violations,
{a) E. coli MCL Violation. A system is

in violation of the MCL for E. coli when

any of the conditions identified in
paragraphs (a)(1) through (a)(4) of this
section occur,

(1) The system has an E. coli-positive
repeat sample following a total coliform-
positive routine sample.

(2) The system has a total coliform-
positive repeat sample following an E.
coli-positive rontine sample.

(3) The system fails to take all
required repeat samples following an E.
coli-positive rontine sample,

(4) The system fails to test for E. coli
when any repeat sample tests positive
for total coliform.

(b} Treatment technigue violation. (1)
A treatment technique violation occurs
when a system exceeds a treatment
technique trigger specified in
§141.859(a) and then fails to conduct
the required assessment or corrective
actions within the timeframe specified
in §141.859(b) and {c).

{2} A treatment technique violation
occurs when a seasonal system fails to
complete a State-approved start-up
procedure prior to serving water to the
public.

{c} Monitoring violations. {1) Failure
to take every required routine or
additional routine sample in a
compliance period is a monitoring
violation.

(2] Failure to analyze for E. coh‘\ it has com

following a total coliform-positive
routine samptle is & monitoring
violation,

{d} Reporting violations. {1} Failure to
submit a monitoring report or
completed assessment form after a
system properly conducts monitoring or
asgessment in a timely manner is a
reporting violation.

(2) Failure to notify the State
following an E. coli-positive sample as
required by § 141.858(b}(1) in a timely
manner is a reporting violation,

{3} Failure to submit certification of
completion of State-approved start-up
procedure by a seasonal system is a
reporting violation.

§141.861 Reporting and recordkeeping.

(a) Reporting. (1) E. coli.

(i) A system must notify the State by
the end of the day when the system
learus of au E. coli MCL violation,
unless the system learns of the violation
after the State office is closed aud the
State does not have either an after-hours
phone line or an alternative notification
procedure, in which case the system
must notify the State before the end of
the next business day, and notify the
public in accordance with subpart (3 of
this part.

ii) A system mnst notify the State by
thd end of the day when the system is
notified of an E. coli-positive routine
sample, unless the system is notified of
the Nesult after the State office is closed
and the State does not have either an
after-hours phone line or an alternative
notifitation procedure, in which case
the sy§tem must notify the State before
the end of the next business day.,

{2) A\system that has violated the
treatment technique for coliforms in
§141.850 must report the violation to
the State\no later than the end of the
next busipess day after it learns of the
violation,\and notify the public in
accordanck with subpart () of this part.

{(3) A system required to conduct an
assessment\under the provisions of
§141.859 of this part must submit the
assessment teport within 30 days, The
system must\notify the State iu
accordance wWith §141,859(c} when each
schadnled cotrective action is
complated for\corrections not completed
by the time of submission of the
assessment form.

{4] A system that has failed to comply
with a coliform monitoring requirement
must report the monitoring violation to
the State withiu 10 days after the system
discovers the violation, and notify the
public in accordance with subpart Q of
this part.

£5) A seasonal syStem must certify,
prior to serving watler to the public, that

ied with the State-approved
start-up progedure.

(b) Recordkeeping. (1) The system
must maintajn any assessment forni,
regardless oflwho conducts the
assessment, and documentation of
corrective actions completed as a result
of those assessments, or other available
summary docymentation of the sanitary
defects and cotrective actions taken
under §141.858 for State review. This
record must he maintained by the ‘
system for a period not less than five
years after completion of the assessment
or corrective action.

2} The system must maintain a re

fon of the 24-
repeat

<IN/A because Rule
704nh(1)(a) allows

8 IIeW DATAR

follows: criteria.

extension only on a case-
revising par{py-case basis, not as per

§142.14 Records kept by States.

{a] k k X

1 * & &

{iii) The analytical results, set forth in
a form that makes possible comparison
with the limits specified in §§141.63,
141.71, and 141.72 of this chapter and
with the limits specified in snbpart Y of
this chapter.

* * * * *

(10} Records of each of the following
decisions made pursuant to the
provisions of subpart Y of part 141 must
be made in writing and retained by the
State.

(i) Records of the following decisions
or activities must be retained for five

EATs.

{A} Sections 141.858(a), 141.853(c}(2),
141.856{c), and 141.857(c) of this
chapter—Auy case-by-case decision to
waive the 24-hour time limit for
collecting repeat samples after a total
coliform-positive routine sample, or to
exteud the 24-hour limit for collection
of samples following invalidation, or for
an unfiliered subpart H systemn of this
part to collect a total coliform sample
following a turbidity measurement
exceeding 1 NTU.

{B) Sections 141.854(j) and 141.855(f)
of this chapter—Any decision to allow
a systern to waive the requirement for

The department shall determine whether the likely cause of the level 2 trigger has been identified and ...
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three routine samples the month
following a total coliform-positive
sample, The record of the waiver
decision must contain all the items
listed in those sections.

(C) Section 141,853(c) of this
chapter-—Auy decision to invalidate a
total coliform-positive sample, If the
decision to invalidate a total coliform-
positive sample as provided in
§141.853(c)(1) of this chapter is made,
the record of the decision must contain
all the items listed in that section.

{D} Section 141.859 of this chapter—
Completed and approved snbpart Y
assessments, including reports from the
system that corrective action has been
completed as required by § 141.861(a){(2)
of this chapter.

(i} Records of each of the following
decisions must be retained in such a
manner so that each system’s current
status may be determined:

(A) Section 141.854(e) of this
chapter—Any decision to reduce the
total coliform monitoring frequency for
a non-community water system using
only ground water and serving 1,000 or
fewer people to less than once per
quarter, as provided in § 141.854(e} of
this chapter, including what the
reduced monitoring frequency is. A
copy of the reduced monitoring
frequency must be provided to the
system,

(B) Section 141.855(d) of this
chapter—Any decision to reduce the
totai coliform monitoring frequency for
a community water system serving
1,000 or fewer paople to less than once
per month, as provided in § 141.855(d}
of this chapter, including what the
reduced monitoring frequency is. A
copy of the reduced monitoring
frequency must be provided to the -
system,

(C) Section 141.857{d} of this
chapter—Any decision to reduce the
total coliform: mouitoring frequency for
a non-community water system using
only ground water and serviug more
than 1,000 persons during auy month
the system serves 1,000 or fewer people,
as provided in § 141.857(d) of this
chapter. A copy of the reduced
monitoring freqneucy must be provided
to the system.

{D) Section 141.858(b)(2) of this
chapter—Any decision to allow a
system to forgo E. coli testing of a total
coliform-positive sample if that system
assumes that the total cohform—pomtwe
sample is E. coli-positive.

* * & * *

| 23. Section 142,15 is amended by
adding paragraph (c}(3) to read as
follows:

§142.15 Reponts by States.
* * * * *
[C] *x & Kk

(3] Total coliforms under subpart Y. A
list of systems that the State is allowing
to monitor less frequently than once per
month for commnnity water systems or
less freqnently than once per quarter for
non-commnnity water systems as
provided in §§141.855 and 141.854 of
this chapter, including the applicable
date of the rednced monitoring

requirement for each system.
* * & * *

& 24, Section 142.16 is amended by
adding a new paragraph {q} to read as
follows:

§ 142,16 Special primacy requirements.
* * * * *

{q) Reguirements for States to adopt
40 CFR part 141 subpart Y—Hevised
Total Coliform Rule, In addition to the
general primacy requirements elsewhere
in this part, including the requirements
that State regulations be at least as
stringent as federal requirements, an
application for approval of a State
program revision that adopts 40 GFR
part 141, subpart Y, must contain the
information specified in this paragraph

q}.

(1} In their application to EPA for .
approval to implement the faderal
requiremeuts, the primacy application
must indicate what baseline and
reduced monitoring provisions of 40
CFR part 141, subpart Y the State will
adopt and must describe how they will
implement 40 CFR part 141, snbpart Y
in these areas so that EPA can be
assured that implementation plans meset
the minimum requirements of the rule.

(2} The State’s application for primacy
for subpart Y must include a written
descrlptlon for each provision included
in paragraphs {q}(2}(i) throngh {=iii} of
this section. (ix)

{i) Sample Siting Plans—The
frequency and process used to review
and revise sample siting plans in
accordance with 40 CFR part 141,
subpart Y to determiue adequacy.

(ii) Reduced Monitoring Criteria—An
indication of whether the State will
adopt the reduced monitoring
provisions of 40 CFR part 141, subpart
Y, If the State adopts the reduced
monitoring provisions, it must describe
the specific types or categories of water
systems that will be covered by reduced
monitoring and whather the State will
nse all or a rednced set of the eptienal
criterig, For each of the reduced

, the State must describe how
iteria will be evalnated to
determiue when systems qualify,

{iii) Assessments and Corrective
Actions—The process for implementing
the new assessment and corrective
action phase of the tule, including the
elements in paragraphs (q)(2)(iii}{A)
through (D) of this section.

(A) Elements of Level 1 and Level 2
assessments. This must include an
explanation of how the State will ensnre
that Level 2 assessments provide a more
detailed examination of the system
{including the system's monttoring aud
operational practices) than do Level 1
assessments through the use of more
comprehensive investigation and review
of available information, additional
internal and external resources, and
other relevant practices.

{B} Examptes of sanitary defects.

{C) Examples of assessment forms or
formats.

(D) Methods that systems may use to
consult with the State on appropriate
corrective actions.

{(iv] Invalidation of routine and repeat
samples collected under 40 CFR part
141, subpart Y—The criteria and
process for invalidating total coliform
and E. coli-positive samples under 40
CFR part 141, subpart Y. This
description must include criteria to
determine if a sample was improperly
processed by the laboratory, reflects a
domestic or other non-distribution
system plnmbing problem or reflects
circumstances or conditions that do not
reflect water quality in the distribution
system.

(v} Approval of individuals allowed to
conduct Level 2 assessmeuts under 40
CFR part 141, subpart Y—The criteria
and process for approval of individuals
allowed to conduct Level 2 assessments
under 40 CFR part 141, subpart Y.

(vi} Special mouitoring evaluation—
The procedure for performing speciat
monitoring evaluations during sanitary
surveys for ground water systems
serving 1,000 or fewer people to
determine whether systenis are on an
appropriate mouitoring schedule.

(vii) Seasonal systems-How the State
will identify seasonal systems, how the
State will determine when systems on
less than monthly monitoring must
monitor, and what start-up provisions
seasonal system mnst meet nnder 40
CFR part 141, subpart Y.

(viii} Additional criteria for reduced
menitaring—How the State will require
systems on reduced monitoring to
demonsirate:

{A) Continuouns disinfection entering
the distribution system and a residual in
the distribution system.

{B} Cyoss connection control.

{C} Other enhaucements to water
system barriers.

specified in Sections 141.854(h)(2) and 141.855(d)(1)(iii) of this Title
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(ix) Criteria for extending the 24-hour
period for collecting repeat samples.—
Under §5§ 141.858(a} and 141.853(c)(2} of
this chapter, criteria for systems to use
in Iieu of case-by-case decisions to
waive the 24-hour time limit for
collecting repeat samplas after a total
coliform-positive routine sample, or to
extend the 24-hour limit for collection
of samples following invalidation. If the
State elects to use only case-hy-case
waivers, the State does not need to
develop and submit criteria.

B 25. Section 142.63 is amended by
revising paragraph (b) to read as follows:

§142.63 Variances and exemptlons from
the maximum contaminant level for total
coliforms. ’

* * * *

(b) EFA has stayed this section as it
relates to the total coliform MCL of
§141.63{a) of this chapter for systems
that demonstrate to the State that the
violation of the total coliform MCL is
due to a persistent growth of total

coliforms in the distribution system
rather than fecal or pathogenic
contamination, a treatment lapse or
deficiency, or a problem in the
operation or maintenance of the
distribution system. This stay is
applicable until March 31, 2016, at
which time the total coliform MCL is no
longer applicable.

[FR Doc, 201231205 Filed 2—12-13; 8:45 am]
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