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The Stage 2 Disinfectants/Disinfection By-Products Rule (D/DBPR) and the Long-Term 
2 Enhanced Surface Water Treatment Rule (LT2ESWTR): The Federal Advisory 
Committee (FACA) completed a long year of negotiations on the proposals for these 
regulations with a marathon 16-hour meeting on September 6, 2000.  The two-part 
Agreement In Principle, which will serve as the foundation for the proposed rules, was signed 
by all of the FACA organizations, with the exception of the National Rural Water 
Association not signing Part B.  Part A of the Agreement includes regulatory requirements 
for the Stage 2 D/DPBR, the LT2ESWTR, unfiltered systems, and uncovered finished water 
reservoirs.  Part B of the Agreement includes recommendations for EPA to develop microbial 
water quality criteria under the Clean Water Act and for a process to potentially develop a 
distribution system rule.   The Agreement In Principle was published in the Federal Register 
on December 29, 2000.   
 
EPA had originally planned to propose the Stage 2 D/DBPR and LT2ESWTR in mid-2001.  
However, last year’s arsenic experience pushed the proposal date back to the fall of 2002.  
Stakeholder review drafts of both rules (with some of the guidance manuals) were released in 
late 2001.  Based on the delay in the final publication date of the LT1ESWTR, the statutory 
deadlines to finalize these regulations has shifted to June, 2003.  Making this deadline will 
still be a challenge based on the timeline needed to address the public comments and the 
review of the final regulation by the Office of Management and Budget (OMB).  There are 
lots of other outstanding issues for finalizing these rules, such as DBP peak excursion 
requirements, ozone CT tables, the microbial toolbox, and finalizing the UV disinfection and 
IDSE guidance manuals.  
 
The Information Collection Rule (ICR):  The final version of the full 18 months of ICR 
data is now publicly available on CD, along with the treatment studies database.  The 
AWWA Research Foundation (AWWARF) is funding a book on ICR data analysis that will 
hopefully serve as the foundation for continued analyses of this rich database.   
 
The Long-Term 1 Enhanced Surface Water Treatment Rule (LT1ESWTR): EPA 
published the final LT1ESWTR (for systems serving <10,000 people) in the Federal Register 
on January 26, 2002.  In the final rule, EPA simplified some of the monitoring requirements 
from the IESWTR, but still followed the same basic regulatory standards. 
 
Filter Backwash Recycling Rule: EPA published the final FBRR in the Federal Register on 
June 8, 2001. The final FBRR turned out to be a simple regulation.  EPA’s guidance manual 
that details how utilities should make treatment changes was recently released and is in the 
process of being reviewed.  AWWA, through the Water Industry Technical Action Fund 
(WITAF), is developing a handbook to assist utilities with compliance.   
 
Groundwater Rule: In the draft preamble released in 1999, EPA renamed the Groundwater 
Disinfection Rule to the Groundwater Rule (GWR) to emphasize the shift in focus to non-
disinfection (structural) options.  The 1999 draft placed major burdens on the utilities with 
potential additional monitoring requirements, and on the states with hydrogeologic 
assessments and expanded sanitary survey requirements.  EPA proposed the GWR in the 
Federal Register on May 10, 2000.  The current rule is still very complex, and utilities are 
tripped into the groundwater treatment technique (TT) requirements through a multitude of 
triggers including sanitary surveys and microbial monitoring.  The TT requirements are to 



correct the deficiency, to provide an alternative source, and/or to provide 4-log virus 
inactivation.  However, it is rumored that EPA will be making substantive changes to the 
final GWR for simplification. However, based on last year’s arsenic experience, the GWR 
will probably be finalized in late 2002 or early 2003.  
 
Arsenic: The 1996 SDWA Amendments required EPA to propose an arsenic regulation by 
January, 2000, and to finalize that regulation by January 2001.  In December 2000, Congress 
extended that deadline to June 23rd, 2001.  EPA published the final arsenic regulation with a 
MCL of 10 ppb in the Federal Register on January 22, 2001, literally as the Bush 
Administration was taking office.  
 
However, the Bush Administration announced last March that it was undertaking a thorough 
review of the final arsenic rule.  In May 22nd Federal Register, the effective date of the 
arsenic rule was extended until February 22, 2002.  In the July 30th Federal Register, EPA 
asked for comment on arsenic MCLs of 3, 5, 10, and 20 ppb.  EPA formed three expert 
panels to quickly review different components of the final arsenic rule.  Health effects were 
reviewed by a panel of the National Academy of Sciences (NAS), which found higher arsenic 
risks than its previous report.  Treatment costs were reviewed by a subgroup of EPA’s 
National Drinking Water Advisory Council (NDWAC).  Benefits were reviewed by a 
subcommittee of EPA’s Science Advisory Board (SAB).  The availability of these three 
reports was announced in the October 5th Federal Register.  As of February 22nd, EPA has 
simply let the January 22nd final rule become effective. The litigation by the wood preservers, 
mining companies, some states, some utilities, and one environmental group is still ongoing, 
with briefs to be filed in March (or not if a settlement is reached prior).  The CCR 
notification may be (or may not be) resolved if a settlement is reached. 
 
EPA is racing to complete an arsenic affordability study that is a requirement from the 
FY2002 EPA appropriations bill.  This study is likely going to more of a status update and a 
future plan for more detailed studies on this issue, rather than a real number-crunching study 
due to the short timeframe given EPA by Congress. 

 
Radon:  The National Academy of Sciences (NAS) conducted a risk assessment study and a 
study of health benefits from various radon mitigation measures in early 1999. EPA released 
its Health Risk Reduction and Cost Analysis (HRRCA) document in the Federal Register in 
February, 1999, and there were many concerns with this analysis. EPA proposed the radon 
regulation in the Federal Register on November 2, 1999.  The NAS report was used 
extensively by EPA in its risk management process to set both the MCL and the alternative 
MCL (AMCL).  EPA proposed an MCL of 300 piC/l and an AMCL of 4000 piC/l.  In order 
to comply with the alternative MCL, water systems would have to participate in a state run 
multimedia mitigation (MMM) program, or run their own MMM program.  Implementation 
of the MMM programs by the states could be problematic unless sufficient funding is 
provided. EPA has missed the statutory deadline to finalize this regulation by August, 2000, 
and has received a 60-day notice of intent to sue over the missed deadline by NRDC, but the 
litigation hasn’t been filed.  Last year’s arsenic experience has delayed the promulgation of 
the final radon regulation to late 2002 or early 2003.  The Government Accounting Office 
recently released a report that concluded that EPA underestimated the cost of compliance for 
this regulation.  It is not clear how this final regulation will turn out, and potential legislative 
activity could further delay and/or make major changes to the final rule.  
 
Balance of the Radionuclides: EPA published the final radionculides rule for uranium, 
alpha emitters, beta and photon emitters, and radium in the Federal Register on December 7, 
2000.  The radium standard wasn’t raised above the current standard as proposed in 1991.  



Radium is an important issue for a limited number of utilities in Illinois, Minnesota, and 
Wisconsin as some are out of compliance with the existing standard and were hoping that the 
radium standard would be raised.  Some utilities are litigating this final regulation. 
  
Sulfate:  On December 20, 1994, the EPA published a proposed regulation for sulfate with 
an MCL set at 500 mg/l.  The proposed regulation would allow water systems to choose 
between central treatment and an alternative compliance option which included public 
education & notification and delivery of bottled water to sensitive subpopulations (infants, 
travelers, and new residents).  Because the health effects data on sulfate is limited and 
inconclusive, AWWA took the position that sulfate in drinking water should not be regulated 
at this time. 
 
The 1996 Amendments require EPA, in conjunction with CDC, to conduct a joint study that 
would "establish a reliable dose-response relationship for adverse health effects."  This study 
was scheduled to be completed by February 6, 1999, but ran into some problems.  Mothers 
with newborns in high-sulfate areas didn’t want to use the water for formula due to taste and 
odor, so CDC was way below its projections for study enrollees.  EPA and CDC held a 
public workshop in September 1998, to discuss the status of this study and the relative 
completeness/adequacy of the sulfate health effects literature and used the workshop report to 
meet the February 1999, statutory deadline.  Sulfate was on the 1998 drinking water 
contaminant candidate list (CCL) and sometime in 2002, EPA must decide whether or not to 
regulate sulfate.  Should EPA decide to regulate sulfate, the regulation will likely have an 
MCL or an alternative compliance option. 
 
Contaminant Candidate List and Regulatory Determinations: The drinking water 
Contaminant Candidate List (CCL) is a starting point for the EPA Administrator to make a 
regulatory determination, that is, the decision on whether to regulate a specific contaminant 
or not. EPA developed a rather broad list of contaminants (300-400) initially, then used 
screening criteria to narrow that list down to the first CCL of 60 contaminants.  The first CCL 
was published in the Federal Register in February 1998.  The National Academy of Sciences 
(NAS) issued a series of three reports to assist EPA on narrowing down the list of chemicals 
on the first CCL and establishing criteria for developing future CCLs.   However, these 
reports on narrowing down the first CCL and the process for future CCLs were pretty general 
with respect to usable recommendations. Additionally, EPA’s Working Group under the 
National Drinking Water Advisory Council (NDWAC) developed recommendations on the 
process which EPA should use for the CCL regulatory determinations and the six-year 
review of existing regulations.  
 
Under the 1996 SDWA Amendments, the EPA Administrator has to make regulatory 
determinations for at least five contaminants by August 2001.  However, due to last year’s 
arsenic experience, the Agency missed this statutory deadline.  EPA will likely make 
determinations for the twelve contaminants for which the Agency feels it has sufficient 
information to make a regulatory determination.  However, it is not clear exactly how many 
could be regulated.  A Notice of Intent (NOI) of the preliminary determinations is expected in 
March or April, 2002, with the final determinations as soon as possible after the public 
comment period.  The regulations for those contaminants determined to be worthy of 
regulation will be proposed two years later (late 2004?), and finalized eighteen months after 
that (early 2006?). 
 
EPA is starting to work on the second CCL, which has a statutory deadline of August, 2003.  
Developing the CCL2 will be a challenge.  EPA has held discussions with NAS panelists to 
better understand the NAS reports. 



 
Six-Year Review of Existing Regulations: Based on statutory deadlines in the 1996 SDWA 
Amendments, EPA needs to determine which pre-1996 regulations warrant a review.  Likely 
candidates for revisions include the Total Coliform Rule (TCR), and the MCLs for fluoride, 
chromium, beryllium, atrazine, and trichloroethylene (TCE).  Hexavalent chromium is 
becoming a big issue in some Western states.  A new TCE risk assessment was released in 
late 2001 that could impact the MCL.  TCR revisions may or may not be incorporated into a 
potential Distribution System Rule.  EPA intends to publish a Notice of Intent (NOI) of 
potential regulations to review in March or April, 2002 with a 60-day comment period and 
hold a stakeholder meeting, probably during the comment period.  EPA hopes to publish a 
final notice to review/not review by the statutory deadline of August, 2002.  The regulations 
to be revised should be proposed in 2004, with final regulations in 2006. 
 
Endocrine Disruptors: EPA established the Endocrine Disruptor Screening and Testing 
Advisory Committee (EDSTAC) to develop recommendations on screening and testing as 
required by the 1996 SDWA Amendments and the 1996 Food Quality Protection Act.  The 
recommendations from this group were finalized in August, 1998, and disinfection by-
products (DBPs) have been listed as one of the first six mixtures to be screened by EPA due 
to the large potential exposure.  EPA considers DBPs to be an “orphan” chemical and will 
pay for the full testing, if warranted by the screening.  On December 28, 1998, EPA 
published in the Federal Register its interpretation of the EDSTAC recommendations and its 
plans for implementing the testing program (which will go thru mid-2001).  However, the 
pilot project for high-throughput screening failed, so EPA is behind in implementing the 
EDSTAC recommendations.  EPA was sued by NRDC on missing these deadlines, and has 
just agreed to a schedule to publish the list of chemicals for the initial phase of the testing 
program by the end of 2002. 
 
EPA conducted a stakeholder meeting on June 5-7, 2000, on its database that will be used in 
the prioritization process for the screening and testing.  This summer, EPA released the latest 
draft of the database design for all of the screening and testing results. 
 
MTBE: The “Blue-Ribbon Panel” established by EPA completed its recommendations in 
July 1999, on how to address the cross-media issues between air and water with the use of 
MTBE in gasoline.  MTBE is listed on the 1998 CCL and is starting to get more attention 
both on the Hill and in the press. 
 
EPA published an advance notice of a rulemaking to eliminate or limit the use of MTBE as  a 
gasoline additive under the Toxic Substances Control Act in the Federal Register on March 
24, 2000.  EPA also published a proposal to adjust or eliminate the minimum oxygen 
gasoline requirement in the Federal Register on July 12, 2000.  So while these two regulatory 
steps are small steps in the right direction, there is still much to do to eliminate the drinking 
water MTBE contamination. 
 
Perchlorate:  EPA released its revised draft toxicity assessment on perchlorate in January, 
2002, and will hold a peer review workshop on this assessment in Sacramento on March 5-
6th. Perchlorate is listed on the first Contaminant Candidate List (CCL), but in the category of 
more research needed (as opposed to sufficient information for a regulatory determination).  
At least at the time of the first CCL in 1998, EPA determined that more health effects, 
treatment, analytical method, and occurrence research was needed prior to making a 
regulatory determination.  Perchlorate is on List 1 for the Unregulated Contaminant 
Monitoring Rule (UCMR), which means that a lot more occurrence data will be available in 
the near future. If EPA determines that perchlorate should be regulated in the SECOND 



round of regulatory determinations (in 2006), then the proposal regulation would come out 
two years later (in 2008), with the final regulation 1 ½ years after that (in 2010).  However, it 
is more likely that EPA might regulate perchlorate as an “out of cycle” contaminant, with a 
proposal sometime between 2004 and 2008.   
 
Chlorine Reregistration Eligibility Decision (RED): In September 2000, EPA published its 
intent to classify drinking water and wastewater disinfection applications of chlorine gas as a 
restricted use classification (RUC) under FIFRA.  The consequences of RUC would be 
additional operator training requirements, oversight by delegated state FIFRA primacy 
agencies (i.e., Departments of Agriculture), and additional labeling requirements.  AWWA, 
ASDWA, and the Chlorine Institute in cooperation with AMWA, WEF, ABC, and 
ASWIPCA have encouraged the Agency to reconsider its proposed approach.  Our efforts to 
achieve a large comment response to this notice succeeded in getting the EPA’s attention.  
AWWA is now working with these other interested associations to generate data requested 
by the EPA and maintain an ongoing dialogue with the Agency, with the objective of 
ensuring that water and wastewater applications of chlorine gas to not fall under RUC.  At 
this time, EPA staff is willing to consider this option. 
 
National Contaminant Occurrence Database (NCOD): A first phase of the National 
Contaminant Occurrence Data Base (NCOD) was developed by August 1999 to meet a 
statutory deadline.  The goal of the NCOD is to serve as the foundation for future 
contaminant lists.  EPA is using Safe Drinking Water Information System (SDWIS) as the 
foundation for this national occurrence database, which has created some concerns, as 
SDWIS is a cumbersome system to say the least and has serious problems with data 
reliability.  The first phase NCOD consists of the Phase 1 unregulated contaminant 
monitoring data, some of the Phase 2 unregulated contaminant monitoring data, and some 
USGS ambient water data.  EPA will continue to evolve the NCOD, as more data becomes 
available.  A future version will contain the new data from the latest round of unregulated 
contaminant monitoring, which started in January 2001.  If EPA sticks to its current 
projections, the final version of the NCOD will be a useful tool and will answer most of the 
questions it was designed to answer.  
 
EPA held a stakeholder meeting on March 8-9, 2001, for input on its overall information 
strategy in response to ongoing changes in information technology.  In the August 31st 
Federal Register, EPA proposed basic requirements for electronic reporting of test results, 
which if done properly, would further improve the development of a national database. 
 
Unregulated Contaminant Monitoring: Data from both the regulated and unregulated 
contaminant monitoring will eventually be the bulk of the NCOD data on finished drinking 
water.  EPA published the new unregulated contaminant monitoring rule (UCMR) in the 
Federal Register in September 1999.  The final regulation requires all large systems (serving 
>10,000 persons) to collect samples (quarterly for surface water and bi-annually for 
groundwater) for 12 contaminants (List 1) for one-year in a three year cycle.  Monitoring 
started in January, 2001.  In addition to the large systems, EPA will randomly select 800 
medium and small systems to participate as well and EPA is required by law to pay for the 
analysis costs of the medium and small systems selected.  The rule identifies a total of 36 
contaminants that will be phased in over a three tier (Lists 1, 2, and 3) process.  EPA has 
included a reasonable number of data elements to be reported with each sample.  EPA 
published the final List 2 rule in the Federal Register on January 11, 2001. 
 



Implementation of the UCMR is still problematic, as EPA is struggling with electronic data 
reporting.  The electronic reporting system is finally functional but laboratories as still having 
problems entering the results of the monitoring.     
 
Regulatory Tools: EPA is struggling to develop the appropriate regulatory tools to support 
the new standard-setting process in the 1996 SDWA Amendments.  EPA developed the first 
version of a Regulatory Analysis Guidance Manual, and a Benefits Working Group under the 
NDWAC developed recommendations for benefits assessment.  However, it still not clear 
how EPA will use these recommendations.  An overall benefits guidance manual for EPA 
regulatory managers has been developed.  An AWWARF project to develop a protocol for 
assessing benefits is almost complete.  Pulling all of these efforts together into a new cost-
benefit process for the setting of specific MCLs for EPA is a major challenge.  While a fair 
amount of work is being done to refine the cost side, the benefits side has much more 
uncertainty.  Major issues such as the use of life years saved and the use of latency (with the 
appropriate discounting) are very contentious, and some of these issues were discussed as 
part of last year’s arsenic experience. The Office of Management and Budget (OMB) has a 
renewed interest in these important issues. 
 
Source Water Protection: Source water protection is one of the issues that we fought 
hardest for in SDWA reauthorization.  The initial source water protection guidances were 
published in August 1997 for delineating and assessing source waters, developing petition 
programs, and developing alternative monitoring requirements.  This program has moved 
from development to implementation, albeit with some struggles within some states.   
 
On September 11, 2000, EPA conducted a stakeholder meeting to unveil its national strategy 
for source water contamination prevention.  This strategy was a little more general than 
anticipated, and the Source Water Protection TAW developed two rounds of comments on 
the proposed strategy.  It remains unclear at this time how the final strategy will really make 
any difference in EPA’s programs.   
 
The Stage 2 Agreement in Principle recommended the development of microbial Water 
Quality Criteria (WQC).  EPA held an expert workshop this summer to start the development 
of these criteria.  EPA has also developed a draft Water Microbial Disease Strategy, and held 
a stakeholder meeting on this Strategy in November, 2001.  
 
The TAW developed extensive comments on the proposed Total Maximum Daily Load 
(TMDL) regulation, after coordinating with WEF.  AWWA’s TMDL comments focused on 
the need for CWA Water Quality Criteria (WQC) that protect public water supplies more 
than current standards, and we are now engaged in an effort to develop such WQC.  The 
TMDL issue has been very contentious on the Hill, as EPA finalized the regulation ahead of 
an enactment of a Congressional rider.  Under Congressional direction, the National 
Academy of Sciences (NAS) completed a review of the TMDL regulation in mid-2001.  The 
NAS report generally supported the TMDL program and offered recommendations for 
improvement.  In the August 10, 2001 Federal Register, EPA proposed delaying the effective 
date of the TMDL rule in order to review the NAS report and solicit additional stakeholder 
input.  
 
EPA published the proposed rule for Concentrated Animal Feeding Operations (CAFOs) in 
the Federal Register on January 12, 2001.  A series of public meetings were held in 2001 
across the country.  The proposed rule for Sanitary Sewer Overflows (SSOs) needs to be 
reviewed by a Bush Administration official prior to its publication.   
 



State Revolving Fund: The Drinking Water State Revolving Fund (DWSRF) provides loans 
at or below market rates for treatment and infrastructure improvements. The amount of 
money is impressive--$9.3 billion has been authorized through 2003; however, to date, 
Congress has yet to appropriate the full authorization.  Again, this program has moved from 
development to implementation, albeit with struggles within some states.  
 
EPA published the final DWSRF regulation in the Federal Register on August 7, 2000, that 
codified the existing guidances into a regulation.  Allotments are currently based on the 
Drinking Water Needs Survey, which was released in early February 1997.  EPA released its 
Second Drinking Water Needs Survey in February 2001.  The data for this newer survey was 
collected in January 1999 and the new allotment formula based on this new survey is still 
being developed.  
 
Operator Certification:  EPA was required by the 1996 SDWA Amendments to develop 
minimum national guidance for operator certification. Current programs at the State level 
have a wide variety of requirements.  EPA has developed some flexible guidelines that still 
have some consistency for a national program. The national guidelines were finalized in the 
Federal Register on February 5, 1999. The proposal for reimbursement of operator training 
for small systems was published in the Federal Register on July 20, 2000.  The Operator 
Certification Workgroup developed comments on this proposal.   
 
Capacity Development: EPA was required by the 1996 SDWA Amendments to develop 
guidelines for States' capacity development programs.  States must have programs in place to 
assure that utility staff have the technical, financial, and managerial expertise necessary to 
run a water system.  While capacity development is generally a small system issue, it can 
(and does) apply to all systems. Through another NDWAC working group, EPA developed a 
set of guidances with minimum elements to allow State flexibility, and a set of information 
“tools” that the States can use to implement their programs.  The availability of the final 
guidances were published in the Federal Register in August, 1998.  EPA’s second small 
systems working group under the NDWAC developed a series of nine issues papers to 
provide some strategic thinking on where EPA should going in the future on small systems.   
 
Consumer Confidence Reports: A NDWAC working group assisted EPA in the 
development of the proposed regulation, which was published in the Federal Register in 
February, 1998.  The final CCR regulation was published in the Federal Register in August, 
1998. The arsenic reporting CCR reporting requirements (at both 5 ppb and 10 ppb) is an 
ongoing issue that needs to be resolved.  EPA has also started a general consumer awareness 
campaign with an annual report on the state of the nation's drinking water, but that campaign 
seems to have lost some steam.  
 
Public Notification: EPA published the revisions to the Public Notification (PN) regulations 
based on the changes in the 1996 SDWA Amendments in the Federal Register on May 4, 
2000.  An associated handbook to assist utilities in complying with this regulation was 
developed in close association with EPA and other organizations, and was distributed to all 
AWWA utility members. 
 
In the September 9, 2001 Federal Register, EPA proposed some very minor changes to the 
CCR and PN health effects language for two chemicals as part as a settlement agreement for 
litigation by the American Chemical Council.   
 
Small Systems Technology: The 1996 SDWA Amendments required EPA to develop a 
listing of small system technologies to meet the Surface Water Treatment Rule (SWTR) by 



August 1997, and to meet the other existing regulations, along with variance technologies, by 
August 1998.  Due to time constraints, the SWTR listing was rather intuitive and did not go 
into much detail on innovative technology.  The larger list was published in the Federal 
Register in August 1998.  However, variance technologies were only listed for a handful of 
contaminants so this regulation doesn’t really appear to be all that useful. 
 
Drinking Water Research:  The use of the best-available, peer-reviewed science as the 
foundation of the new standard-setting process will require extensive drinking water research.  
As required by the 1996 SDWA Amendments, EPA developed comprehensive research plans 
for Microbial/Disinfection By-Products (M/DBP) and arsenic by February 1997.  While these 
plans have been completed, they did not received favorable reviews due a lack of clarity and 
a lack of relative priorities between all of the high priority projects.  While tracking is 
improving, EPA does not track ongoing research very well, so it is difficult to assess data 
gaps and develop future priorities. EPA has developed a draft comprehensive drinking water 
research plan that was critically reviewed by the Drinking Water Committee (DWC) of the 
Science Advisory Board (SAB).  EPA has established a new Working Group under the 
National Drinking Water Advisory Council to develop recommendations on the process to 
develop an overall drinking water research agenda, but this Working Group is struggling on 
how to get its arms around this complex issue. 
 
Timing and funding for drinking water research are big issues.  The required research is 
consistently lagging behind the regulatory agenda.  EPA contends that they have substantially 
increased drinking water research funding over the past few years, but the results are difficult 
to see.  An estimated total of $150 million is needed for the combined arsenic and M/DBP 
research plans.  This does not include other needed drinking water research on radon, sulfate, 
and other contaminants that will require additional occurrence, treatment, and health effects 
research based on EPA's new Contaminant Candidate List (CCL).  
 
Waterborne Disease Occurrence Studies: EPA was required to conduct waterborne disease 
occurrence studies in at least five cities by August 1998, by the 1996 SDWA Amendments.  
CDC is taking the lead on these studies, but only one study is underway at this point.  EPA 
used creativity by saying that its planning for these studies met the statutory deadline.  EPA 
proposed its plan to meet this deadline in a Federal Register notice in August 1998, with a 
combination of ongoing and planned studies. In this proposal, EPA admitted that it could be 
difficult to develop a national estimate of waterborne disease by the statutory deadline of 
August 2001.  EPA and CDC held a stakeholder meeting in November, 1999, to further 
discuss its process to develop this national estimate.  EPA missed its statutory deadline of 
August 2001 for this national estimate.  However, preliminary information indicates that 
drinking water will be estimated to be the source of 10%-30% of all gastrointestinal disease 
(which some may argue is a relatively high percentage).   
 
Laboratory Issues: A Laboratory Issues Work Group (LIWG) is continuing to monitor and 
comment on streamlining approval of new analytical methods, chemical monitoring reform & 
permanent monitoring reform, national laboratory accreditation, Method Detection Limit 
(MDL) issues, screening methods, and performance-based methods (PBMS) as well as 
specific contaminants as needed. 
 
Bottled Water: As part of the 1996 SDWA Amendments, the Food & Drug Administration 
(FDA) is required to conduct a feasibility study on how bottled water might supply the same 
information as required by utilities under the CCR.  FDA finally released its final study in the 
Federal Register on August 25, 2000.  It is not clear yet whether FDA will actually develop a 
“CCR-like” regulatory requirement for bottled water.  In the July 5th Federal Register, FDA 



announced that it did not need to issue a bottled water standard for Cryptosporidium in 
bottled water, as bottled water comes primarily from groundwater or public water supplies 
that already treat for Cryptosporidium.   
 
Water Conservation: EPA’s water conservation guidelines were finalized in August 1998. 
In November 1999, the National Drought Policy Commission completed its draft report 
entitled America’s Approach to Drought in the New Millennium.  Involved AWWA 
members and other participating organizations, like the Western Governor’s Association, 
were able to keep community drinking water in the debate.  The current recommendations, 
which emphasize drought research and planning at the national, regional, state and local 
levels, should provide a good vehicle for enhancing protection of drinking water supplies 
from adverse impacts of drought. 
 
Class V Underground Injection Control Wells: EPA is continuing with the development of 
regulations to address the high-priority Class V Underground Injection Control (UIC) wells.  
While the high-priority wells (large capacity cesspools and motor vehicle waste disposal 
wells) number approximately 4000, the total number of the Class V UIC wells could run into 
the millions.  The final Phase I Class V regulation was published in the Federal Register in 
December, 1999.  To complete its obligations under its consent decree, EPA was to propose a 
Phase 2 UIC rule by April 30, 2001, and make a final determination for any remaining Class 
V wells by May 31, 2002.  However, in a May 7th Federal Register notice, EPA proposed 
that its regulatory obligations for the Class V UIC program were essentially completed with 
the Phase 1 UIC rule.   
 
Lead and Copper Rule Minor Revisions (LCRMR): EPA published the final LCRMR in 
the Federal Register on January 21, 2000. 
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